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Abstract 

Japan, being the third largest market in the world with a population that is well educated and 
has a high buying power, is one of the most interesting markets for internationally active 
companies. However, old and recent studies show the same result; the Japanese market is also 
one of the most difficult to enter. This empirical study is made on small and large 
Scandinavian companies with business operations in Japan. It sets out to answer what the 
most important challenges on the Japanese market are as well as what market entry strategies 
that lead to superior performance. Findings are that the most important barriers to entry in 
Japan are non-institutional and relate to consumers, competitors and business people. There 
are differences in intensity and importance of entry barriers between entry modes, industry 
types and market experience. Examining both financial and non-financial performance this 
study also investigates how market entry mode and degree of adaptation and standardization 
of the marketing mix can be selected to achieve superior performance. An important 
theoretical reference in this analysis is the OLI framework, which is a model extended from 
the transaction cost view. It proposes that ownership-, location- , and internalization 
advantages can explain entry mode choice. This study found that entry modes selected based 
on the OLI parameters do not tend to perform better than others. However, companies that in 
the study report higher degrees of ownership advantages and location advantages, irrespective 
of entry mode, seems to have achieved superior performance in Japan. This implies that 
managers of Scandinavian companies entering the Japanese market should strive to create 
ownership advantages and better utilize location advantages in order to reach a better 
performance. Analysis of the result also suggests that in general adaptation of the brand, 
promotion/communication and price result in better performance in Japan. In particular, 
adaptation to create a fit between the marketing strategy and stage of product life cycle, 
degree of cultural differences and level of competition has the potential to lead to better 
performance. The Scandinavian companies on the market perceive that the most important 
entry barrier in Japan is competitive intensity. Encouraging to managers is the fact that 
companies reporting this perception also have achieved superior performance. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Background 

Business activity at the beginning of the new millennium is highly internationalized because of 
the globalization of markets, of production and also of many services. One of the most 
interesting markets in the world to enter is Japan, being the third largest economy with close to 
128 million people in 2011 (Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communication, 2011). This 
significant market is characterized by a skilled and educated population with high buying 
power, world-class R&D and manufacturing facilities, leading-edge businesses and 
environmental sustainability (the European Business Council in Japan & the European 
Chamber of Commerce in Japan, 2010). Market opportunities are further created through 
changing demographic patterns and life-styles as well as increased market transparency and de-
regulations of the market. (Haak & Haak, 2008.) These are features that make Japan to a 
market that should play a predominant role in the global strategy of any internationally active 
company.   

In spite of its attractiveness, Japan has been hailed as one of the most impenetrable markets in 
the world (Matusitz & Forrester, 2009). Many international and well-known companies have 
tried to establish businesses in Japan but failed and withdrawn. Examples are Boots, Carrefour, 
Tesco, Virgin Megastore and Vodafone. The result of a study conducted on behalf of the 
European Commission in 2010 showed that three quarters of the companies that participated in 
the survey considered Japan a more difficult market to enter than other. This was due to 
differences in consumer preferences and language barriers but also technical standards and 
regulatory issues (the European Commission, 2010). Other authors propose that companies 
entering Japan will face challenges like highly intensive competition, cultural differences, 
economic stagnation, keiretsu structures (networks of companies) as well as tariff and non-
tariff trade barriers (Haak & Haak, 2008).    

How can these barriers to entry be overcome and success achieved on the Japanese market? 
According to one study endurance and commitment are the most important success factors 
while short term orientation and lack of flexibility are likely to lead to failure (Simon, 1986). A 
company seeking to enter a new market must pursue an appropriate market entry strategy that 
will enable the company to handle the challenges and capture the opportunities. Important parts 
of this strategy are what entry mode to choose and how to design the international marketing 
strategy.  

Each market entry mode available has its advantages and disadvantages and the optimal mode 
varies by situation, depending on factors such as trade barriers, political and economic risks 
and costs. Some companies can better serve a market through exporting, while for others it 
would be more suitable to set up a wholly owned subsidiary (Hill, 2011). Research has so far 
focused on the factors explaining market entry modes, but little research has been done 
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regarding how market entry mode and its antecedents relate to performance in the foreign 
market (Woodcock et al, 1994; Brouthers, 2002; Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003).  

The international marketing strategy involves decisions of the degree to adapt and standardize 
the elements of the marketing mix. Similarly to theory about entry modes, theory of marketing 
strategy suggest that a set of local-, industry- and firm specific factors should decide the degree 
of standardization and adaptation of the marketing mix in the foreign market. The antecedent 
factors determine the circumstances under which each strategy becomes appropriate to achieve 
superior performance, but this interesting issue has received scant empirical attention in the 
literature. (Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003; Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004.)  

 

1.2 Problem discussion 

In order to remain competitive in a global environment many companies are entering a foreign 
market. There they will face the liability of foreignness, thus costs from doing business abroad 
arising from the unfamiliarity of the environment, from cultural, political, and economic 
differences (Zaheer, 1995). Such challenges can be country-, industry- and firm specific (Todd 
& Javalgi, 2007). Japan is by many companies considered a very interesting market, yet 
difficult to enter due to the special challenges that characterize the market. (Simon, 1986; Haak 
& Haak, 2008).   

In order to overcome the challenges and achieve better performance in a foreign market a 
company must decide on a market entry strategy. One part of this is which entry mode that 
should be used, thus exporting, licensing, joint venture or sole venture (Agarwal & 
Ramaswami, 1992). Another strategic decision concerns the international marketing strategy. 
In spite of the massive wave of globalization, consumers in a different culture who are different 
in their attitudes and perceptions, tastes and preferences, and values, are still different and 
reluctant to purchase foreign goods. In order to adjust to these differences and enhance market 
performance in the foreign market a company can pursue a market adaptation strategy (Suh & 
Kwon, 2001). The marketing mix, here defined as product, price, promotion and distribution, 
can be adapted and standardized to various degrees in order to meet local demand.  

There are a number of theories that seek to explain what factors that influence the choice of 
market entry mode and international marketing strategy. There is however not much literature 
regarding how these market entry strategies relate to performance (Woodcock et al, 1994; 
Brouthers, 2002; Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003). An interesting topic is whether companies 
that have selected entry modes and marketing mix strategy based on certain company- and 
country specific parameters perform better than companies whose entry strategy has not been 
chosen based on these factors. Also, I would like to find out if company- and country specific 
factors can explain performance as well as how the degree of adaptation and standardization of 
the marketing mix affect performance. This study will investigate what the most significant 
challenges are on the Japanese market and how market entry strategies can be selected in order 
to overcome them and reach superior performance. Being Swedish and living in Tokyo I have 
chosen to study Scandinavian companies’ entry strategies in Japan.  
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1.3 Problem formulation 

1. What barriers to entry do Scandinavian companies encounter in Japan? 

‐ Are there any differences in perceived entry barriers depending on entry mode, 
industry and time from entering the market? 

2. What market entry strategies lead to better performance for Scandinavian companies on the 
Japanese market?  

‐ What is the relationship between entry modes, its antecedents and performance?  
‐ What is the relationship between marketing mix strategy, its antecedents and 

performance? 
 

1.4 Purpose 

Many foreign companies have failed in Japan and withdrawn their business operations in spite 
of the attractiveness of the market. The purpose of this thesis is to investigate what barriers to 
entry Scandinavian companies encounter in Japan and how they can be overcome with a 
market entry strategy, focusing on entry modes and their antecedent factors as well as the 
design of the marketing mix. In order to find out if there is a “best practice” a comparison will 
be made with the companies’ performance on the Japanese market. The perception that 
managers at Scandinavian companies in Japan have of entry barriers as well as of company- 
and country specific variables that possibly explain the choice of market entry strategies in 
Japan will be obtained through questionnaires. This data will be analyzed in relation to relevant 
theory within the field. I hope that this thesis will make a contribution to research and also give 
some strategic insight to Scandinavian companies that are seeking to enter the challenging but 
interesting Japanese market.   
 

1.5 De-limitations 

Only Swedish, Finnish, Norwegian and Danish companies that have entered the Japanese 
market will be studied. Market entry strategy is a broad term. In this study entry modes and 
adaptation/standardization of the marketing mix strategy will be investigated.  
 

1.6 Definitions and explanations of words 

Antecedent factors Factors that explain a phenomenon 

Financial performance Measured by sales level, profitability and sales growth  

Institutional entry barriers Entry barriers caused by institutions, such as a 
government 

Keiretsu   Japanese networks of companies 

Large companies 250 employees or more worldwide  
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Less integrated entry modes/ 
Non-equity modes Export and contractual agreements 

Non-financial performance Measured by market share, reputation, marketing and 
market access 

Marketing mix  Product, price, promotion and place (distribution) 

More integrated entry modes/  Subsidiaries and joint ventures 
Equity modes  

OLI framework/Eclectic paradigm A three tired framework a company can follow when 
determining what entry mode to select  

Scandinavia Sweden, Denmark, Finland and Norway 

SME Small- and medium sized companies with less than 
250 employees worldwide 

 

1.7 Structure of the thesis 

In the next section the most relevant research and theories of market entry mode, international 
marketing strategy and performance are presented. A description of available and chosen 
method and research design follows thereafter. In the next section empirical findings from the 
questionnaires are described. The results are then analyzed in relation to the theories and 
research. The most important findings as well as implications and suggestions for future 
research are presented in the last section of the thesis. In appendix the reader will find a 
detailed description of the indicators used in the study, the questionnaire as well as statistical 
analysis.      

 

2. THEORY 
 

2.1 Barriers to entry in Japan 

Barriers are obstacles preventing entrant companies from being established in a particular 
market (Pehrsson, 2009). Trade barriers can also raise a company’s costs compared to situation 
without barriers. According to a study made of differences in barriers to entry for small and 
medium sized companies (SME) and large companies behalf of the Dutch government barriers 
to entry differ for various forms of entry modes and for companies of different sizes. Larger 
companies can overcome certain barriers to entry much easier and they may be able to 
influence the competitive positions in an industry to a greater extent than smaller companies 
can. (Netherlands’ Ministry of Economic Affairs, 2003.) The frequency, intensity or 
importance of barriers can vary depending on time, spatial and industry context. As companies 
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become internationalized barriers pertaining to the functions of marketing, finance and 
operations are likely to lessen (Leonidou, 2004.) Also there are some barriers to entry that are 
unique to international markets, even though most barriers cited in literature are applicable to 
all markets. Some barriers also change form and magnitude in international markets. The most 
important barriers to entry in international markets are cultural barriers (e g the social system), 
access to distribution channels, government policy (e g taxes, and political risk), product 
adaptation and political uncertainty. (Karakaya, 1993.)  

In a study from 1986, Simon asked German expatriates in Japan and German managers in 
Germany to rate overall difficulty of market entry in different countries. Japan was rated as 
being by far the most difficult market to enter. The German managers in Japan also rated the 
most important barriers to entry in Japan. The result was the following (in order of 
importance); 
 

1. Intensity of competition 
2. Recruitment of management personnel 
3. Language 
4. Distribution system 
5. Business practices 
6. Consumer behavior 
7. Behavior of public authorities/officials 
8. Non-tariff institutional barriers 
9. Internal management problems 
10. Tariffs, quotas, etc 
11. Legal problems 

 
The six most important barriers are related to behavior and concerns competitors, business 
people or consumers. Not until seventh rank an institutional barrier appears and that it is 
behavior of public authorities/officials. Simon therefore concludes that the reason behind the 
perceived difficulty of entry in Japan is mainly marketing barriers and not institutional barriers. 
According to the author this is in sharp contrast with the general belief that institutional 
barriers to entry dominates in Japan. Haak & Haak (2008) propose that the obstacles to doing 
business in Japan are insufficient market transparency and over-regulation, economic 
stagnation, highly intensive competition, keiretsu structures (network of companies), high costs 
(staff and rent in particular), tariff and non-tariff trade barriers and multilayer sales system. A 
recently conducted study on behalf of the European Commission concludes that three quarters 
of the European companies that participated in the survey perceived Japan as a more difficult 
market to enter than other due to differences in consumer preferences, language barriers, 
technical standards and regulatory issues (the European Commission, 2010). Hereafter follow a 
short description of the challenges that current research propose characterize the Japanese 
market. 
 
Competition 
In line with Simon (1986), Haak & Haak (2008) propose that the high intensity of competition 
is a challenge for foreign companies entering the Japanese market. Japanese companies 
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compete with foreign companies mainly with price and personal networks that have developed 
over many years, called keiretsu (see “Business Practices”). However, these networks have 
shown signs of breaking down during the last years and no longer constitute a major problem 
for foreign companies in Japan. Like Simon (1986), Haak & Haak (2008) bring up quality as 
feature that is important to the Japanese customers. To continue to lead in price and quality, 
global Japanese companies are investing their profit in new product development, advanced 
product processes and research and development. According to Porter & Sakakibara (2004) 
Japan has historically restricted competition on parts of the economy but in those industries 
with restrictions Japan was not successful internationally. Internal competition in Japan was 
however fierce in those industries where Japan gained international success. This confirms 
according to the authors “the striking positive relationship between competition and 
prosperity”.      

According to economic theory an adequate level of competition between producers is 
necessary to the efficient functioning of markets. In the long-run competition can result in 
increased productivity growth, product and process innovations and greater economic growth. 
(Hill, 2011.) Porter (2008) states that rivalry can increase the average profitability of an 
industry if each competitor is targeting different customer segments, with different features of 
their marketing mixes. Not only can it lead to higher profitability but it can also expand the 
industry as the needs of new customer groups are better met. However, competition can also be 
destructive to profitability especially if it based on price cuts. Price competition transfers 
profits from an industry to its customers. (Ibid.) 
 
Recruitment of local management personnel 
Recruitment of management personnel is an obstacle in Japan (Weinstein, 1996; Yamakawa, 
2004; Haak & Haak, 2008). Japanese companies often provide on-the-job training and ensure 
that workers remain at the same company after completed training. Low initial wages are paid 
in return for the training and long-term employment. According to Weinstein (1996) foreign 
companies are not as attractive employers as Japanese companies because the differences in 
training mechanisms and their inability in providing life time employment. Haak & Haak 
(2008) however argue that Japanese workers are beginning to consider international companies 
attractive as they pay higher wages to compensate for their less favorable image. According to 
the same authors, surveys indicate that there is a current shift in thinking and that Japanese 
employees are starting to appreciate benefits of foreign companies such as the fact that all 
annual leave can be taken and the more international, better social conditions in general. 
Because of the difficulty on finding Japanese managers expatriates are however still employed 
to key functions in foreign companies. The Japanese managers that are employed usually have 
several years of international experience. (Ibid.) In addition to this, the Japanese society is 
ageing which means that there is a risk of shortage of skilled personnel in the future (the 
European Business Council in Japan & the European Chamber of Commerce in Japan , 2010). 
 
Language 
Language is a barrier to entry in the Japanese market (Simon, 1986). Brannen (2004) propose 
that semiotics, thus language including spoken words, objects, behaviors, practices, images, 
symbols, etc, is a key aspect of the cultural context that directly affects how a company is 
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perceived and received in a new environment. He proposes that semantic fit is critical to 
successful internationalization and the transfer of firm assets abroad. In line with this Leonidou 
(2004) states that companies doing business in a foreign market should not only be familiar 
with the written and oral aspects of the foreign language, but also with the non-verbal 
characteristics, e g time perception and body language. 
 
Distribution system 
The Japanese distribution system is a barrier to entry in Japan (Simon, 1986; Karakaya 1993). 
This system has for decades been characterized by many layers of dealers and it has been 
difficult for foreign companies to gain access to it. However since the 1990s the number of 
intermediate dealers in this system has fallen and direct supply which bypasses these dealers 
has increased. Thereby foreign companies have been given more opportunity to build up their 
own sales and service networks. (Haak & Haak, 2008). As an example Toys R Us, that entered 
Japan in 1991, managed to bypass the distribution channels in Japan by shipping directly from 
manufacturers to retail outlets (Karakaya, 1993).  
 
Business practices 
Not just foreigners but also Japanese people like to point out the special company- and 
business culture in Japan. In Japan there are close ties between politics, business and 
ministerial bureaucracy. The Japanese business models with their keiretsu (networks of 
companies) and the special Japanese supplier system are often being given as examples of 
Japan’s exceptional position. (Haak & Haak, 2008.) At least two different types of keiretsu 
exist; horizontal financial networks (kinyuu-keiretsu) and vertical, industrial networks (sangyo-
keiretsu). The financial networks are organized around major banks and the industrial networks 
are organized around large industrial companies. Competitive advantages are offered the 
membership companies of these networks through facilitation of collaborative development of 
new capabilities, formation of joint ventures from different industries, sharing of risk and 
information and preferential in-group loans. It has been argued that members of the corporate 
networks favors doing business with other members of the same network which means that 
foreign companies are discriminated against Japanese keiretsu members. Another theory state 
that the keiretsu companies are more competitive and thereby drive sales from foreign 
companies. (Yamawaki, 2004.) The keiretsu structures have however shown signs of breaking 
up during recent years (Haak & Haak, 2004). Other differences in business practices that can 
constitute a barrier to entry are attitudes towards risk-taking and change as well as degree of 
formality in business procedures in the foreign market (Leonidou, 2004).  
 
Consumer behavior 
Japanese consumers are very demanding and look for products with a good price-performance 
ratio and additional values such as image, emotion, etc. Two key trends are apparent; the 
proportion of quality oriented consumers is growing and the number of price-conscious 
consumers is steadily increasing. The Japanese society is ageing and the so called “silver 
market”, people over the 50s, is growing. This consumer group has a lot of buying power and 
place a very high value on their international image (Haak & Haak, 2008.) Japanese consumers 
also have a preference for labor intensive service delivery (the European Commission, 2010). 
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Behavior of public authorities/officials 
In line with the result of Simon’s (1986) study, Haak & Haak (2008) states that foreign 
companies frequently have complained in the past about how difficult it is to deal with 
complicated Japanese bureaucracy. Problems were related to finding the right contact person, 
contradictory decisions from various bureaucratic bodies and the amount of time and effort 
required. The Japanese government set up the Invest Japan Business Support Center (IBSC) in 
2003 to counter these problems and increase transparency. (Ibid.) 
 
Tariff and non-tariff institutional barriers 
Customs duty was one of the key problems with entering and penetrating the Japanese market 
in the 1970s and the 1980s, but this is not a source of problems today. Non-tariff barriers can 
however still cause problems for foreign companies. Many local standards have been put in 
line with international standards but there is still a need to modernize aging structures. (Haak & 
Haak, 2008.) Industries still affected by non-tariff trade barriers are retail and wholesale. One 
reason is that the process of developing and opening new retail outlets is fraught with 
restrictions, inefficiencies and delays. In addition products that are imported to Japan must 
according to Japanese authorities be tested against specific Japanese standards even though the 
products already have been tested against European standards. This makes procedures for 
importing, certifying and labeling various consumer products overly costly and complex. The 
European Business Council in Japan and the European Chamber of Commerce in Japan 
propose that lifting barriers such as high costs, unnecessary bureaucracy and long approval 
times that prevent or delay innovative products from reaching the market should be one of the 
Japanese government’s top priorities in order to stimulate growth in the country. (The 
European Business Council in Japan & the European Chamber of Commerce in Japan, 2010). 
Tariff barriers are more significant to exporters and can make exporting both costly and risky 
(Hill, 2011). 
 
Legal problems 
According to Leonidou (2004) foreign governments can impose different controls on 
companies that sell goods in their markets, such as entry restrictions, price controls, special tax 
rates and exchange controls. Such barriers can make exporting a frustrating, costly and 
prolonged task.  
  
Political uncertainty 
Political instability can affect business activities in a country. The more involved a company is 
in a foreign market the greater the impact can be (Leonidou, 2004). Japan is a democracy with 
a stable system but the country has had six different prime ministers during the last five years 
(Utrikespolitiska Institutet, 2011). The government has many issues to tackle, e g a strong yen, 
a large public debt and increasing costs for social welfare due to the aging society (Sweden-
Japan Foundation, 2012). 
 
Economic stagnation 
The economic situation in Japan is weak with issues such as a strong Yen, a large public debt, 
a slow/moderate pace of the economic growth (in January 2012 Bank of Japan prognoses 1,5-
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2,0% of GDP for 2012) and a trade deficit for 2011 for the first time in 31 years (Sweden-
Japan Foundation, 2012). The investment climate in Japan varies however from sector to 
sector, where for example companies within consumer electrics, the IT sector and the 
manufacturing industry have good opportunity for sales (Haak & Haak, 2008). In Simon’s 
study from 1986 economic stagnation was not proposed as a barrier to entry in Japan, for 
obvious reasons. Japan experienced a very strong growth from the end of World War II until 
1990 (Swedish Embassy in Tokyo, 2011). 
 
Cultural barriers 
Marketing programs, targeting approaches and consumer behavior are affected by differences 
in religion, values and attitudes, manners and customs, aesthetics, education and social 
organization and these can therefore constitute serious barriers to entry (Leonidou, 2004). 
Significant features of the Japanese society are the aging population and the fact that the young 
increasingly are choosing to live alone (Haak & Haak, 2008). 
 

2.2 Market entry modes 

2.2.1 The hierarchical model 

Sharma & Erramilli (2004) define an entry mode as “a structural arrangement that allows a 
firm to implement its product market strategy in a host country either by carrying out only the 
marketing operations (e g via export modes), or both production and marketing operations 
thereby itself or in partnership with others (contractual modes, joint ventures, wholly owned 
operations)”. A firm entering a foreign market must make a decision about which entry mode 
to use. This is a crucial decision because all entry modes require commitment of resources to 
various degrees, making it difficult to change an initial choice of a mode without considerable 
loss of money and time. (Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1992.)  
 
Pan & Tse (2000) has developed a hierarchical model of market entry modes where they 
propose that the first choice a company makes is between equity based and non-equity based 
modes, see figure 2.1. Equity based entry modes can also be referred to as integrated entry 
modes which means that the domestic company establishes its own manufacturing, sales and/or 
service organization in the target market (Brouthers et al 1996). Within integrated entry modes 
the choice then has to be made between wholly owned operations (e g greenfield and 
acquisitions) and equity joint ventures (EJV) (minority EJV, 50% share EJV and minority 
EJV). The term FDI, foreign direct investment, is often referred to in entry mode research. FDI 
means direct ownership of facilities in the foreign market, and involves equity-based modes of 
entry (Zekiri & Angelova, 2011). Within non-equity-based modes (less integrated modes) the 
choice has to be made between contractual agreements (e g licensing, R&D contracts and 
alliances) and export (e g direct export and indirect export). More integrated entry modes differ 
from less integrated entry modes in resource commitment, risk, return, control and other 
characteristics. They do require an investment and on-going direct management of the location. 
(Ibid.) 
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FIGURE 2.1 HIERARCHICAL MODEL OF CHOICE OF ENTRY MODES. SOURCE: PAN & TSE (2000) 

                            
 

2.2.2 Market entry modes in Japan 

In this section entry modes from the hierarchical model are described as well as what is special 
for entry modes on the Japanese market. 
 
Indirect and direct export 
In indirect export a third party acts as an intermediary between the exporter and the Japanese 
business partner. The third party can be an agent or a trading house. Direct export is trade 
without intermediaries. However in Japan there is also the option of more complex 
relationships. Export can be made through the internationally active sogo shosha or the 
specialized Japanese import companies. (Haak & Haak, 2008.) Such agents sell the goods on 
behalf of the company and might be given exclusive rights to represent the manufacturer in the 
particular country or only general rights (Kotler, 1994).   
 
Licensing 
In this mode of entry the licensor licenses a foreign company to use e g a manufacturing 
process, a trademark or a patent for a fee or royalty (Kotler, 1994). Franchising is included in 
this category of entry modes. Advantages with licensing are that it consumes few resources, 
minimize risk with exchange rate and allow the possibility of a faster market entry. A 
disadvantage is that licensing is not sufficient for deeper long-term penetration of the market. 
Only companies directly involved in the Japanese market gain expertise knowledge about the 
same. There is also a risk of building up a strong Japanese competitor for the future with know-
how gained from the licensing business. Finding a trustworthy Japanese partner to enter a 
licensing contract with is fundamentally difficult. Many Japanese markets change more quickly 
and dynamically than other similar markets in other countries which means that a Japanese 
licensee in a few years time can be in a position to develop and introduce to the Japanese 
market offerings that are superior to what existed at the time of entry of the license agreement. 
Further there is a tendency among Japanese businesses to develop products with a foreign 
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image in order to establish themselves in Japan as a brand with international ranking. The 
foreign licensor is then deprived of the competitive advantage of having a foreign image right 
from the start. (Haak & Haak, 2008.) 
 
Alliances 
Strategic alliance is a form of cooperative market entry strategy which often extends beyond 
borders. The foreign company and the Japanese partner(s) agree to cooperate in a well-defined 
area of strategic relevance to both or all of them. There is no capital investment on either side. 
An important motive for the alliance is to achieve scale effects which could not be realized by 
the partners separately. (Haak & Haak, 2008.) 
 
Joint ventures 
Ownership and control can be shared between a foreign investor and a local investor in a joint 
venture. This mode of entry can be formed with a trading company or a manufacturer. There 
can be economical or political reasons for forming a joint venture. (Simon 1986; Kotler, 1994.) 
The problem of finding highly qualified Japanese personnel is a reason for many foreign 
companies to establish a joint venture in Japan. It also gives rapid access to the Japanese 
market and enables the use of local partners’ knowledge to enter the highly competitive 
markets. However, different views regarding e g planned objectives and deployment of 
resources often cause mistakes in negotiations between the Japanese and foreign companies. 
(Haak & Haak, 2008.) 
 
Acquisitions 
In acquisitions a company buys most or all of the target company’s ownership stakes in order 
to assume control of the target company. This action is often part of a company’s growth 
strategy. (Zekiri & Angelova, 2011.) As company valuation is very low in Japan since the 
second half of the 1990s this can be a good option for entering the Japanese market (Haak & 
Haak, 2008).  
 
Greenfield 
A greenfield is a foreign direct investment where new operational facilities are constructed in 
the foreign market from the ground up. New long-term jobs are created in the new market and 
new employees are created. (Zekiri & Angelova, 2011) 
 

2.2.3 The OLI framework and market entry modes 

There are several factors that determine the choice of entry mode on a particular market and 
extensive research on this subject has been published. At least eleven different theories and 
constructs seeking to explain the choice of entry modes from various perspectives have been 
used in research between 1980 and 2006. (Canabal & White III, 2008.) One of them is the 
transaction cost theory, which is extended to include more explaining factors in another theory, 
the OLI-framework. Both theories are relevant to this study and explained in this section. 
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Transaction cost theory and the OLI-framework 
According to the Nobel Prize winner in Economic Sciences 2009 Oliver E. Williamson; “The 
transaction cost approach to the study of economic organization regards the transaction as the 
basic unit of analysis and holds that an understanding of transaction cost economizing is 
central to the study of organizations.” (Williamson, 1981.) Transaction cost theory states that 
companies need to create governance structures that will minimize costs and inefficiencies 
associated with entering and operating in a foreign market. The degree of integration starts 
with complete non-integration, passes through intermediate points and ends with complete 
integration. In a growing degree of control, this is an advancement of authority from a contract 
to entities ending in the consolidation of authority by one party. Integration gives a company 
legitimate authority to direct operations which means that control and integration are closely 
related. (Williamson, 1979.)  
 
Transaction cost analysis is the most commonly used theory in entry mode studies (Canabal & 
White III, 2008). Anderson & Gatignon (1986) have analyzed foreign entry mode from a 
transaction cost perspective and states that “Transaction cost analysis combines elements of 
industrial organization, organization theory and contract law to weight the tradeoffs to be made 
in vertical integration (and by extension, degree of control) decisions”. Entry mode choice can 
according to transaction cost theory be exclusively determined on a least-cost basis (Anderson 
& Gatignon, 1986; Brouthers et al, 1999). Criticism of the transaction cost theory in regards to 
explaining entry mode choice proposes that it stress company-specific variables, but ignores 
the impact of local differences (Tse et al, 1997). Several scholars suggest that transaction based 
models of market entry mode could be improved by including aspects of institutional and 
cultural context (Koguth & Singh, 1988; Brouthers, 2002).  
 
In 1988 Dunning developed what is usually referred to as the OLI-framework (also called the 
eclectic paradigm). This theory could be argued to represent an improvement over transaction 
cost approach because it includes owner-specific, location-specific as well as transaction cost 
variables (internalization) (Brouthers et al, 1999). Dunning proposes that three types of 
variables determine the extent, geography and industrial composition of a company’s 
international operations. These are ownership specific factors, location-specific factors and 
internalization factors and they are company-specific and market-specific. (Dunning, 2000.)  
  
Ownership advantage 
Ownership advantages are company-specific and are any kind of property rights that separates 
a company from its competitors. They relate to control, costs and benefits of inter-firm 
relationships (Canabal & White III, 2008). Companies that enter a foreign market must possess 
superior assets and skills that can earn economic rents high enough to counter the higher cost 
of servicing these markets. Asset power is reflected by the company’s size and multinational 
experience. The company size is expected to positively correlate with its propensity to enter a 
foreign market and choose wholly owned modes or joint ventures. Companies that have higher 
multinational experience can be expected to prefer investment modes of entry as they have less 
problems managing a foreign operation. Skills are reflected by a company’s ability to develop 
differentiated products. A unique product or service is an ownership advantage because it is 
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difficult for competitors to duplicate it. When a company has the ability to develop 
differentiated products, higher control modes might be more efficient as they otherwise take 
the risk of loss of long-term revenues if it shares this knowledge with host country companies. 
(Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1992.) Another ownership advantage is the adaptability of 
products/services as well as the service intensity and the technological intensity of their 
offerings. Service and technological intensity of the company’s offerings give an ownership 
advantage which can be more easily be protected from competitors if wholly owned entry 
modes are employed. (Brouthers et al, 1999.)  
 
Location advantage 
It is expected that companies prefer to enter attractive markets. Location advantages are 
country-specific and exist if the particular market has benefits. The attractiveness of a market 
can be characterized by its market potential and investment risk. In markets with high potential, 
investment modes are expected to give long-term profitability to a company, compared to non-
investment modes. The reason is the possibility to achieve economies of scale and lower 
marginal cost of production. The investment risk reflects the uncertainty over continuation of 
current economic and political conditions and government policies. If the investment risk is 
high in a country a company would be better off not entering, but if it does, non-investment 
modes may be favored. The location advantages have in literature been assumed as constant 
across companies for a particular host country, while Agarwal & Ramaswami (1992) measure 
these variables as a function of managers’ perceptions. These perceptions can vary depending 
on manager’s previous experience, level of knowledge about the host country, individual 
biases, etc. Even though a country’s location advantages are available to all companies in that 
market, some companies are better to utilize the advantages (Dunning, 1988). Location 
advantage can be measured by sales demand and potential demand, differences or similarity in 
culture, economic, legal, political- and trade policies, similarity of market infrastructures and 
the availability of lower production costs (Agarswal & Ramaswami, 1992; Brouthers et al, 
1999). Most barriers to entry can be regarded as location specific variables in the OLI 
framework as they are country specific.  
 
Internalization advantage 
Internalization advantages relates to the costs of choosing a hierarchical mode of operation 
over an external mode (Dunning, 1988). The cost of internalizing an international operation 
must be compared with the cost of finding and maintaining an external relationship that 
alternatively can do these functions in the external market. Hence, internalization advantages 
refers to the concern for reducing transaction and coordination costs (Canabal & White III, 
2008) and are related to contractual risk, thus risks associated with the writing and enforcement 
of contracts (Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1992. For the I-factors the OLI-paradigm draws heavily 
upon the transaction cost theory by Williamson and argue that the higher the net innovating, 
production and transaction costs of using cross-border markets compared to internal 
administration, the greater the incentives are for the company to engage in foreign direct 
investment (Dunning, 2001). Thus, in markets with high internalization advantages wholly 
owned modes will be favored (Brouthers et al, 1999). 
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A compromise between risk, return, resources and control 
Ownership specific factors, location-specific factors and internalization factors influence the 
four criteria that often is a compromise in the choice of entry modes. These criteria are risk, 
return, resource availability and control. According to normative decision theory the choice of 
foreign market entry mode should be based on trade-offs between risk and return. The entry 
mode that offers the highest risk-adjusted return on investment is the expected choice. 
(Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1992.) Resource availability and need for control can also act as 
determinants for foreign entry mode. Resource availability include financial and managerial 
capacity of the company serving a foreign market and control means the company’s need to 
influence systems, methods, and decisions in that foreign market. (Anderson & Gatignon, 
1986.) A higher degree of control results from having a greater ownership in the foreign 
venture. It can improve a company’s competitive position and maximize returns on assets and 
skills. The trade-off is however that the risks are likely to be higher because of responsibility 
for decision making and higher commitment of resources. (Agarwal & Ramaswami, 1992.) In 
line with this Pan & Tse (2000) states that equity modes differ dramatically from non-equity 
modes regarding resource-commitment, risk, return, control and other characteristics. Simon 
(1986) also concludes that the modes of entry analyzed in his study of market entry in Japan 
are characterized by a tradeoff between profit potential and risk. In spite of the high risk 
associated with a wholly owned subsidiary this was the preferred mode of entry in Japan by the 
German expatiates in his study. 

Based on extended transaction cost theory as proposed by e g Brouthers (2002) but including 
the marketing context, Florin and Ogbuehi (2004) propose that the following factors influence 
entry mode choice; consumer habits and preferences, stage of local market development, level 
of competition, regulatory environment, speed of technological change, organizational culture, 
cultural distance and strategic objectives. They argue that similarity of consumer preferences 
and habits across borders will benefit from more integrated entry modes to coordinate and 
control implementation. Companies are more likely to invest equity in a low risk country with 
a more open regulatory environment (like Japan) and thus choose more integrated entry modes. 
Further the authors claim that similarity of product life cycle stages across borders also will 
result in integrated entry modes to coordinate and control implementation. High levels of 
competition will according to the same authors lead to more integrated entry modes. Brouthers 
et al (1999) use competitive intensity as a measure of the ownership advantage “product 
differentiation”. Also in his study a high level of competition is proposed to lead to more 
integrated entry modes. Florin and Ogbuehi (2004) propose that higher speed of technological 
change will result in less integrated entry modes. The reason for this is that innovative firms 
only can take full advantage of their global opportunities by using marketing partners that can 
develop and/or market new applications quickly. Centralization of decision making will 
according to the authors result in more integrated entry modes as will higher levels of cultural 
distance and uncertainty avoidance.  
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2.3 International marketing strategy 

2.3.1 The transnational approach 

When a company seeks to enter a foreign market a strategic decision regarding the degree of 
adaptation to local variances must be made. A strategy with minimal local adoption is called a 
global strategy while a strategy of local adaptation can be called multi domestic approach 
(Berggren, 1996), semi-globalization (Ghemawat, 2007) or glocalization (Matusitz & 
Forrester, 2009). Bartlett and Ghoshal (2002) have developed a theory about the transnational 
company which is characterized by global efficiency, national responsiveness, and world-wide 
leveraging of innovations and learning. In product policy decisions global product division 
managers would traditionally argue for greater standardization to achieve scale economies 
while local subsidiary managers would push for adaptation to fit the product to local needs. In 
a transnational company such a decision would be handled in a specially constructed decision 
environment, e g Philip’s consumer electronics division created a “World Policy Division” and 
a “World Strategy Council” as forums where managers from headquarters and from key 
national organizations could resolve strategic and operating differences. (Ibid.)  

A study of Ikea in Russia, China and Japan shows that the company allow lower level-features 
(marketing, pricing, etc) to vary across Ikea stores while higher-level features (fundamental 
values, vision, etc) are replicated in a uniform manner across stores and only change very 
slowly. (Jonsson & Foss, 2011.) Wal-Mart became successful in Japan after principles of 
glocalization were adopted, thus Wal-Mart catered to local tastes and differences and showed 
cultural flexibility. Wall-Mart glocalization strategies revolved around four key themes; 
cultural adjustment to Japanese-style stores, cultural adjustment to Japanese-style 
merchandizing and operational systems and adjustment of work and employee practices. 
(Matusitz & Forrester, 2009.)  

During the recent decades of globalization there has been a constant debate regarding 
standardization or adaptation of the international marketing strategy. Advocates of the 
standardization approach claim that such a strategy can offer significant economies of scale, 
presentation of a consistent corporate/brand image across countries and reduced managerial 
complexity due to better coordination and control of international operations. Those who 
propose the adaptation approach posit that variations between countries regarding consumer 
needs, use conditions, purchasing power, commercial infrastructure, culture and traditions, 
laws and regulations and technological development still are too great which makes it 
necessary to adjust a company’s market strategy to foreign markets. There is also a group of 
researchers that offer a contingency perspective on the standardization/adaptation debate 
regarding the international marketing strategy. They argue that an international company must 
determine which strategy elements that is desirable to standardize/adapt, under what conditions 
and to what degree. (Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003.)  

 
2.3.2 Adaptation and standardization of the marketing mix 

In line with the contingency perspective previously mentioned, Theodosiou & Leonidou (2003) 
have developed a conceptual model on international marketing strategy, shown in figure 2.2. 
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Antecedent factors affect the decision to standardize or adapt the marketing strategy in a 
specific foreign market. The degree of standardization/adaptation must be determined for the 
specific elements of the marketing mix program (strategy variables). The model emphasizes 
the impact of international marketing strategy standardization/adaptation on the company’s 
performance in overseas markets. (Ibid.) 

FIGURE 2.2 A CONCEPTUAL MODEL ON INTERNATIONAL MARKETING STRATEGY 
STANDARDIZATION/ ADAPTATION. SOURCE: THEODOSIOU & LEONIDOU (2003) 

                   

A similar theory has been developed by Florin & Ogbuehi (2004), se figure 2.3. They however 
take the model one step further and include entry mode strategy as one of the main factors in 
the framework. They argue that international marketing decisions and entry mode decisions are 
closely interrelated through their antecedents and how they are combined will have 
implications for performance. A set of local, industry and firm level factors decide strategic 
choice regarding standardization/adaptation of product and marketing program as well as entry 
mode. (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004.)  

FIGURE 2.3 A CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF STRATEGIC CHOICE IN INTERNATIONAL MARKETING 
VENTURES. SOURCE: FLORIN & OGBUEHI, 2004. 
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Combining the antecedent factors in these two models with theory from other researchers result 
in a set of market-, industry- and company- specific variables that is suggested to impact the 
marketing mix strategy, thus the degree of standardization and adaptation. 
 
Consumer issues 
The consumer is one of the most important drivers for marketing strategy and being close to 
the consumer is one of the most common issues in management practice in general. Consumer 
preferences and consumption habits are therefore important drivers of strategic decision-
making. Consumer preferences are defined as the characteristics a consumer looks for in a 
product and what product categories he or she consumes. Consumption habits are the ways in 
which the product is acquired and consumed. Consumer preferences and habits may differ or 
be the same across borders for various products. The product addresses the consumer 
preferences and the marketing program addresses consumer habits. (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004.) 
Customer characteristics and behavior is also part of consumer issues. Empirical findings 
strongly indicate that customer issues have a significant effect on marketing strategy 
standardization/adaptation. The more similarity in customer profiles across countries, the 
greater the standardization of the marketing strategy and vice versa. (Theodosiou & Leoniodou, 
2003.) Consumer behavior is ranked as number six in Simon’s (1986) study of the most 
important barriers to entry in Japan.  
 
Stage of local market development 
According to research the product life cycle significantly affects almost all dimensions of 
marketing strategy. Different stages in the product life cycle of the product in the local market 
require different marketing programs. If products are in similar stages across borders higher 
levels of standardization of the marketing program is possible. (Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003; 
Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004.)  
 
Market characteristics 
The level of sophistication and development of a foreign market is determined by its marketing 
infrastructure, advertising media availability, distribution structure and market size. Demand 
potential is determined by market size while the other factors influence the company’s ability 
to strengthen and serve demand. Theodosiou & Leonidou (2003) states that of these 
characteristics market size has the greatest influence on the marketing strategy. A large market 
requires more adaptation of the marketing program and in particular the promotional aspects. 
Similarities in availability, performance and cost of the marketing, advertising and distribution 
infrastructure between home and host country could be expected to lead to greater 
standardization but this has according to Theodosiou & Leonidou (2003) only partially been 
validated in previous research.  
 
Level of competition in the local market and the global industry 
Local and global competition is one of the main challenges when entering a foreign market 
(Karakaya, 1993) and intensity of competition is regarded as the most significant barrier to 
entry in the Japanese market (Simon, 1986). Number of competitors as well as existing 
companies’ increased advertising, increased sales promotion, price competition and reaction in 
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general to the entrant firm are among the most common barriers to entry (Pehrsson, 2009). 
Also for SMEs keen competition in overseas markets is one of the main barriers to entry 
(Leonidou, 2004; OECD, 2008). Theodosiou & Leonidou (2003) argue that competitive 
pressure can make it necessary to adapt both product and promotion to the specific 
requirements in the foreign market and to gain advantage over rivals. Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) 
propose that higher levels of competition in the local market and global industry lead to an 
adaptation of the marketing program.  
 
Regulatory environment in the market 
Regulatory environment including economic, political-legal and physical forces, which have an 
influence on international business operations, are e g the degree of openness to foreign 
investment, country risk, level of bureaucracy, currency convertibility, ownership restrictions 
and incentives and trade barriers (Theodosiou & Leoniodou, 2003; Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004). 
Kotler (1994) propose that barriers in international markets can be discriminatory legal 
requirements, political favoritism, cartel agreements, social and cultural biases, unfriendly 
distribution channels and refusal to cooperate by business executives and foreign governments. 
Karakaya (1993), mention government policy, stability of currency exchange rate, political 
environment, economic environment and corruption among international barriers to entry. 
There are four institutional barriers to entry in Japan on the top ten list in Simon’s (1986) 
study. They are behavior of public authorities/officials, non-tariff institutional barriers, 
tariffs/quotas and legal problems. The highest rated of them does however not appear until the 
sixth place on the list. Also in the OECD study (2008) of exporting SMEs the first institutional 
barrier to entry does not appear until the seventh place. It can be concluded that there is a lot of 
evidence in the literature that the regulatory environment is a main challenge in market entry, 
however perhaps not among the most significant barriers for the Japanese market. According to 
Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) a market with a long history of open borders, like Japan, would be 
more competitive and require responsiveness to local needs, thus a high level of program 
adaptation but allowing for higher levels of product standardization. Ryans (1988) on the other 
hand, studied product introduction into the Japanese market made by Canadian companies and 
he concludes that product modification results in much higher market shares in Japan. In line 
with Ryans, Jain (1989) claims that a high degree of environmental similarity between a firm’s 
home and host country increase the likelihood of successful marketing standardization.  
 
Sociocultural environment and cultural distance 
Several studies indicate that differences in national culture influence companies’ entry 
strategies, e g the concept of “psychic distance” refers to the degree to which a company is 
uncertain of the characteristics of a foreign market (Kogut & Singh, 1988). Cultural differences 
among countries affect strategic choice and impact survival and performance in foreign 
markets (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004). Cultural barriers are common in foreign market entry 
(Karakaya, 1993; Leonidou, 2004). Jain (1989) claim that the greater the environmental 
similarity between a firm’s home and host country, the greater the likelihood of a successful 
marketing standardization. However, if a high cultural distance between home and host country 
results in a parochial management culture, less adaptation would be applied because 
differences between consumers’ preferences across borders would be ignored, thus product and 
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program standardization will be favored by higher levels of cultural distance, power distance 
and uncertainty avoidance. (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004.) 
 
Speed of technological change in the global industry 
As the speed of technological change increases the company must market their new products 
quickly and there will not be time for adaptation. An example is the e-commerce business 
which expands without adaptation to cultural differences. Thus in industries with a high speed 
of technological change companies will have increased levels of product and program 
standardization. (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004.)  
 
Organizational factors 
Organizational dimensions within the company includes previous management experience in 
collaborative ventures and the host country, global organizational structure, degree of 
centralization of marketing operations, managements’ preferences and local marketing 
managers’ resistance to implement global programs (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004). Managerial 
attitudes towards international operations, including the degree of centralization of decision 
making and managements’ willingness to accommodate foreign perspectives, the nationality of 
the parent company and the company’s international experience are also mentioned as 
important organizational factors (Theodosiou & Leoniodou, 2003). Internal management 
problems are rated among the top ten most important barriers to entry in Japan (Simon, 1986). 
Top management international experience and centralization of decision making will lead to 
more standardization of product and program (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004). Douglas & Wind 
(1987) and Cavusgil & Zou (1994) have however found a positive relationship between a 
company’s international experience and adaptation. The reason being that the more 
internationally experienced a company is the more likely it is that standardization does not lead 
to optimal results. A more competent company is likely to select the most attractive market for 
the venture and adapt the marketing strategy to that market. A company with less international 
experience will look for a foreign market with close match with its current offerings and 
market conditions so that only little adaptation is required.  
 
Strategic objectives 
What strategic objectives (purpose) a company has for competing internationally will impact 
the marketing strategy. A need to protect core competences, share organizational skills, attain 
economies of scale and/or use of good marketing ideas will lead to standardization. On the 
other hand, a need to share risk and quickly expand markets will lead to higher levels of 
adaptation. (Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004.)  
 
Nature of company ownership 
Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) propose a relationship between entry modes and marketing strategy. 
They claim that adaptation strategies of product and marketing program will benefit from entry 
modes with cooperative contractual agreements as they give more flexibility at a global level 
and at the same time take advantage of capabilities of the local partner. In line with this 
Ozsomer et al (1991) state that wholly-owned subsidiaries have a higher degree of 
standardization of the marketing strategy than joint ventures.  
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2.4 Company performance 

 
2.4.1 Entry modes, marketing strategy and performance 

Wright et al (2007) has made an attempt to summaries research regarding the effect of 
internationalization on SME performance. They conclude that the relationship between 
tendency to export and firm performance may be dependent on geographic and industry 
context, timing issues, firm-specific strategic issues and selection bias issues. Woodcock et al 
(1994) state that company entry mode selection for a new international market has been widely 
studied but mode performance has not been examined in the majority of these studies. They 
suggest that the effects of entry age must be considered when the relationship between 
performance and entry mode is studied. During the start-up period, when new entrants are 
seeking to establish market penetration and achieve economies of age and scope, performance 
is suppressed. Influence of age must be either controlled or eliminated in a study of entry mode 
performance. The result of the study show that the new venture mode outperforms the joint 
venture mode and the joint venture mode outperforms the acquisition mode.  

In their conceptual model of strategic choice in international marketing ventures, Florin & 
Ogbuehi, (2004) argue that international marketing strategies can have different performance 
outcomes depending on the entry mode chosen to implement the strategy in the local market. 
They also propose that entry strategies may have different performance outcomes depending on 
the type of marketing strategy adopted. They make the following two propositions; 

“In global markets with a high degree of diversity of consumer habits, program adaptation 
strategies implemented through cooperative marketing alliances will outperform adaptation 
through equity agreements.” 

“In global markets with a high degree of globalization of consumer habits, product-program 
standardization strategies implemented through equity controlled entry modes will outperform 
standardization through cooperative arrangements.“ 

 
2.4.2 The OLI framework and performance 

A topic for this study is whether companies that have selected an entry mode based on the OLI 
parameters perform better than others. But can the OLI factors explain performance in other 
ways than through choice of entry mode? According to Eden (2003) research about this 
relationship is slim in the international business literature. Benito & Tomassen (2003) claim 
that there is a lack of studies looking into actual performance achieved across and within the 
structural choices made by companies. According to the authors performance can be expected 
to differ substantially even within a category of operations, for examples business undertaken 
in wholly owned subsidiaries.  

In a study made by Eden et al (2003) the independent and combined effects of ownership 
advantages and location advantages on performance are investigated. The result showed that 
both ownership and location advantages independently and interactively positively affect 
multinational companies’ performance. Benito & Tomassen (2003) has extended the OLI 
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framework by bringing in the issue of performance. They propose that a reason for differences 
in performance between companies is their ability to utilize, or mobilize, their OLI 
configurations. Companies within the same industry, with equal access to technology and 
human resources, that have the same location advantages and have structured their 
international operations in more or less the same way, can still differ substantially in 
performance. There are thus major differences in how companies are able to exploit their OLI 
advantages. The authors argue that stocks of OLI advantages are created and accumulated over 
time. They are under constant threat of being copied and/or improved by competitors. 
Companies can create superior performance based on their stocks of OLI advantages but also 
from their distinctive competence in making use of these resources. Because of competition it’s 
is important to create capabilities that are difficult to imitate.  

According to Benito & Tomassen (2003) performance-driving factors based on ownership 
advantages have mostly been the domain of the resource-based perspective. A company’s 
ability to generate revenues is, according to the resource based view, determined by resources 
such as assets, capabilities, information and knowledge, processes, competences, etc that are 
under control of the company. These resources improve the company’s efficiency and 
effectiveness. If the resources are difficult to imitate and there are few substitutes, companies 
are in a better position to achieve a better performance. Kogut & Sander (1993) state that the 
ability to develop and replicate knowledge that is difficult to imitate and the ability to transfer 
this knowledge across borders can lead to higher revenues and lower production costs. 
Companies that are able to understand and carry out this transfer more effectively than others 
gain a competitive advantage. Technologies that are difficult to codify can also constitute a 
base for expansion into future markets. Dierickx & Cool (1989) argue that assets such as 
technology and knowhow, which are developed over a long time, are very important because of 
the difficulty for competitors to transfer, re-deploy and imitate them. Resources are strategic to 
the extent they are non-tradable, non-imitable and non-substitutable.  

Benito & Tomassen (2003) use the resource-based perspective, location- and production 
economics as well as transaction cost theory to analyze performance implications of location 
advantages. Well-functioning institutions in a market lead e g to lower transaction costs 
according to transaction cost theory. From the same view point it can be argued that lower 
input prices related to labor, transportation, tariffs and political risk, are related to lower 
production costs.   

Regarding internalization advantages Benito & Tomassen (2003) conclude that transaction cost 
literature seldom explicitly analyzes performance of companies but implicitly performance 
goes as a thread through the theory. The most efficient solutions are those that minimize 
transaction costs in the long run. 

Benito & Tomasson (2003) propose that a company’s capabilities associated with OLI 
advantages depend on their experience level, the use and spread of knowledge throughout the 
organization and the networks that link companies to both people and other organizations. A 
company can however only create a superior performance through these capabilities if the 
other OLI parameters are in place.  
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2.4.3 Performance measurements 

In his study of foreign market entry mode choice and company performance Brouthers (2002) 
used both financial and non-financial performance measures. Companies are often reluctant to 
provide objective measures of performance for their foreign subsidiaries and therefore they 
used subjective measures, thus management evaluations. As managers often judge success or 
failure based on level of achievement compared to preset goals and objectives this was used. 
Respondents were requested to rate three financial measures; sales level, profitability and sales 
growth and four non-financial measures; market share, marketing, reputation and market 
access. The result of the study was that mode choice does matter. If entry mode is selected 
based on transaction cost, institutional context and cultural context variables they perform 
better than companies whose mode choice was not predicted by the extended transaction cost 
model. (Ibid.)  

 

2.5 Discussion of theory and hypotheses 

The Japanese market is one of the most interesting and most profitable markets on the global 
arena but also perceived as one of the most demanding markets to enter (Simon, 1986; Haak & 
Haak, 2008). To get a background to the investigation of market entry strategies in this study it 
is interesting to know what the most significant challenges are in Japan. Apart from Simon’s 
study (1986) I have not found much research on barriers to entry that focus particularly on 
Japan. Hence, it is relevant with research in this area. Opposite to the general perception Simon 
concludes 26 years ago that the reason behind the perceived difficulty of entry in Japan is 
mainly marketing barriers and not institutional barriers. To find out if this still is the case the 
first hypothesis to be tested is;  

H1 Barriers to entry: Institutional entry barriers are perceived as less important than entry 
barriers related to consumers, business people and competitors in Japan. 

Economic stagnation is 2008 proposed by Haak & Haak as an entry barrier in the Japanese 
market. With the economic downturn continuing in Japan (Sweden-Japan Foundation, 2012) it 
would be interesting to find out how Scandinavian companies perceive this challenge. 

H2 Barriers to entry: Economic stagnation is perceived as a significant barrier to entry in 
Japan. 

As a major focus in this study is entry modes, their antecedents and impact on performance, it 
is relevant to investigate their relationship with entry barriers.  

H3 Barriers to entry: The perceived significance of barriers to entry in Japan differs between 
less integrated entry modes and more integrated entry modes.  

According to Leonidou (2004) the frequency, intensity and importance of export barriers can 
vary with time, spatial and industry contexts. Also Porter (2008) proposes that entry barriers 
vary with the industry context. This leads to the next hypothesis.    
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H4 Barriers to entry: The perceived significance of barriers to entry in Japan differs between 
industry types.   

Another conclusion made by Leonidou (2004) is that as companies become internationalized 
barriers pertaining to the functions of marketing, finance and operations are likely to lessen. 
This implies that companies with more international experience are likely to perceive different 
entry barriers than less experienced.  

H5 Barriers to entry: The perceived significance of barriers to entry in Japan differs depending 
on time since market entry.  

A crucial decision within market entry strategy is perhaps which entry mode to choose. The 
reason is that the process of entering a foreign market involves a lot of company resources and 
ones an entry mode is chosen and implemented it’s costly to change. International entry modes 
represent the third most researched field within international management (Werner, 2002) 
which means that there are multiple theories available that seek to explain the factors behind 
entry mode choice. Anderson & Gatignon (1986) ask; what is the best entry mode for a given 
function in a given situation? There is not one entry mode that will be most suitable for all 
companies in Japan, but rather one mode for a particular company depending on company- and 
market specific factors. I would like to investigate if entry modes on the Japanese market can 
be predicted by certain variables. After a thorough review of the theory the OLI framework 
was chosen as base for this analysis. The reason is that the OLI model departs from the most 
commonly used theory for explaining entry mode choice, the transaction cost theory (Canabal 
& White III, 2008), but it has been improved to include ownership- and location specific 
variables (Brouthers et al, 1999). Location specific variables are becoming more significant in 
affecting a company’s international operations as they have an increasing impact on the non-
production related costs (the transaction costs). As non-production related costs are increasing 
faster than production costs in today’s global competition, this is a relevant standpoint (Pan & 
Tse, 2000). According to the OLI framework, as the ownership-, location-, and internalization 
advantages increase companies tend to utilize more integrated entry modes (Dunning et al, 
1999).       

H6 Entry modes: Degree of perceived ownership advantage correlates positively with degree of 
integration in entry modes to Japan. 
 
H7 Entry modes: Degree of perceived location advantage correlates positively with degree of 
integration in entry modes to Japan. 
 
H8 Entry modes: Degree of perceived internalization advantage correlates positively with 
degree of integration in entry modes to Japan. 
 
There are not many studies focusing on how a company’s entry mode choice will influence 
performance (Canabal & White III, 2008). I therefore find it relevant to study whether selecting 
the right entry mode can lead to better performance in Japan, thus if it can act as an enabler to 
successful market entry.  
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H9 Entry modes/performance: Companies represented in Japan with an entry mode that can be 
predicted by the OLI variables tend to perform better than companies whose entry mode cannot 
be predicted by these factors.  
 
The market entry strategy of a company also concerns marketing. The company must decide to 
what degree the marketing program and the product should be adopted and standardized to the 
local market. Research suggests that the most significant barriers to entry in Japan are related 
to marketing (Simon, 1986), which makes it relevant to investigate this area. So, which degree 
of standardization and adaptation of the marketing program and product is best on the Japanese 
market? Like for entry modes theory suggests that there is not one marketing mix strategy that 
is optimal for all companies in this challenging market. A unique set of market-, industry- and 
company related factors explain the level of adaptation and standardization. In previous 
research different explanatory factors have been included by different researchers. I have 
reviewed available theory and as a theoretical base for my empirical study I will use factors 
from Theodosiou & Leonidou (2003) and Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) who are some of the few 
researchers that have made a connection between the explanatory factors, the level of 
adaptation and standardization of the marketing mix and performance in the market.  

H10 Marketing strategy: Degree of standardization and adaptation of product and marketing 
program in Japan can be predicted by local-, industry- and firm level antecedents. 

The relationship between international marketing strategy standardization or adaptation and 
company performance has received scant empirical attention in literature (Theodosiou & 
Leonidou, 2003). I find it relevant to study how the degree of adaptation and standardization 
can be chosen to achieve a better performance on the Japanese market. Florin & Ogbuehi 
(2004) propose that in global markets with a high degree of diversity of consumer habits (like 
Japan) adaptation of the marketing program implemented through cooperative marketing 
alliances will outperform adaptation through equity agreements. The next hypothesis sets out to 
test this proposal.  

H11 Marketing strategy/performance: Adaptation of the marketing program implemented 
through less integrated entry modes will in Japan achieve a better performance than adaptation 
through more integrated entry modes. 

The following hypotheses will test if companies that have a “fit” between their marketing 
strategy (degree of standardization/adaptation) and the local- industry and firm level context in 
which the strategy is implemented in will perform better than other companies that do not have 
this fit. To be able to conclude that such a fit lead to better performance it is suggested that a 
better performance is reported on at least half of the tested indicators.    
 
H12 Marketing strategy/performance: Companies that have fit between the marketing strategy 
and its context tend to have a better performance, which is indicated by a better performance 
reported on more than half of the tested measures. 
    
If the possible antecedent factors to entry mode are disregarded, can the OLI parameters and 
degree of adaptation/standardization explain performance? Eden et al (2003) propose that 
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ownership advantages and location advantages positively affect performance. Benito & 
Tomassen (2003) claim that companies can create superior performance based on their OLI 
advantages and their competence in making use of them. The OLI variables’ relationship to 
performance has however received little interest in literature (ibid). This study will therefore 
also investigate if performance on the Japanese market can be explained through the OLI 
factors without consideration given to entry mode.  

H13 OLI/Performance: Degree of perceived ownership advantage in Japan correlates positively 
with performance. 

H14 OLI/Performance: Degree of perceived location advantage in Japan correlates positively 
with performance. 

H15 OLI/Performance: Degree of perceived internalization advantage in Japan correlates 
positively with performance. 

Perhaps also adaptation and standardization of the product and the marketing program can 
explain performance without consideration to the previously suggested market-, industry- and 
company related antecedents?   

H16 Adaptation/Performance: Degree of adaptation of the product correlates positively with 
performance in Japan. 

H17 Adaptation/Performance: Degree of adaptation of the marketing program correlates 
positively with performance in Japan. 

Apart from trying to add to the research field of market entry strategy, this thesis is hoping to 
give companies that are established in Japan or interested in entering the Japanese market some 
guidance in how to select market entry strategies to overcome the barriers to entry and achieve 
superior performance. 

 

3. METHOD 
 

3.1 Research purpose 

The purpose of a study can be exploratory, descriptive or explanatory. An exploratory study is 
conducted in order to gain preliminary insight on a topic that can serve as basis for more in-
depth research. This is done in the early stages of research of a phenomenon. Exploratory work 
can help uncover or provide preliminary evidence of association among concepts. Descriptive 
studies describe a phenomenon and its primary aim is not theory development. An explanatory 
study is made based on well-defined concepts, models and propositions in order to identify 
relationships between factors related to the phenomenon of interest. These often involve 
formulating hypotheses and test them empirically in order to explain the nature of certain 
relationships. (Forza, 2002.) Market entry modes (Werner, 2002; Canabal & White III, 2008) 
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and marketing mix strategy (Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003) have been subject for extensive 
research and even though their relationships with performance have not been given the same 
attention, an exploratory study is not relevant in this case. Neither is a descriptive study 
conducted in this thesis. Because the purpose is to explain the relationship between entry mode 
and performance, the relationship between marketing mix strategy and performance as well as 
the relationship between perceived barriers to entry and different company characteristics, such 
as size and industry, thus this study is explanatory. 

 

3.2 Research approach 

3.2.1 Deductive method 

There are different ways to approach the reality that is being subject for research. A distinction 
can be made between deductive and inductive method. In deductive research previous research 
and theories constitutes the starting point while in inductive research the result is a theory.  
According to Johansson-Lindfors (1993) ”a golden mean” can be followed, thus the starting 
point is the theory, research is conducted empirically and then a connection is made back to the 
theory. Similarly Bryman & Bell (2011) concludes that deduction entails an element of 
induction and the inductive process are likely to include some deduction.  

The starting point for this study has been existing research about barriers to entry, market entry 
modes, marketing mix adaptation and standardization as well as how strategic decisions in 
those two areas can impact company performance in a foreign market. After a thorough 
literature review the purpose of this study evolved. Based on this purpose and existing theory a 
number of hypotheses were constructed and tested empirically. The result was related back to 
the relevant theories. This study approaches the reality with deductive method.  

 
3.2.2 Quantitative research strategy 

Research can be approached in different ways, thus with quantitative method, with qualitative 
method or a combination between the two. The quantitative research approach emphasize on 
quantification in the collection and analysis of data. It further holds a deductive approach and 
focuses on the testing of theories. With a qualitative research method the focus is on words 
rather than quantification in the collection and analysis of data. This method usually emphasize 
on induction and generation of theories. These features of qualitative and quantitative research 
strategies should however be regarded as general tendencies rather than absolute facts. There 
are studies with the broad characteristics of one research strategy that may have a characteristic 
of the other and many writers also argue that the two strategies can be successfully combined. 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011.) In order to explain the relationships between performance, entry 
modes and marketing mix strategy, available theory within these fields of research are tested 
empirically in this study, which makes a quantitative research strategy more suitable. A 
qualitative study would have been better if the aim with the study would have been to emerge 
theory or concepts from the data. The quantitative approach is further particularly relevant as 
this study focus on quantification in the collection and analysis of the data, through the use of 
Likert scales in questionnaires.   
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Quantitative researchers often seek to uncover connections between variables while qualitative 
researchers are concerned with small-scale aspects of social reality (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 
The purpose of this study is to discover the connections between the concepts of entry modes, 
marketing mix strategy and performance which make a quantitative strategy more suitable than 
a qualitative. Certain concepts and their relationships with performance are investigated in this 
study. Because quantitative research allows the investigator to be in the driving seat and bring 
his or her concerns to investigation (Bryman & Bell, 2011) a quantitative study is appropriate 
in this study. If a qualitative strategy had been selected the focus would have been on the 
perspectives of those being studied instead and other parameters’ than those contained in the 
concepts might have been included in the study. Hence, in the selection between a quantitative 
and a qualitative research strategy a quantitative approach was regarded as most appropriate for 
this thesis. 
 
3.2.3 Positivism and objectivism 

The epistemological orientation of a quantitative research strategy is often the natural science 
model and in particular positivism while the ontological orientation is objectivism. 
Epistemological issues are concerned about the question of what should be seen as acceptable 
knowledge in a discipline. (Bryman & Bell, 2011.) This study is deductive and has generated 
hypothesis that have been tested to explain relationships between certain variables, which is 
one principle of positivism. Another is that science must be conducted in a way that is 
objective, thus value free. Through the use of a quantitative study with the survey method this 
study strive to conduct research that is objective.  

 
3.3 Research design and method 

3.3.1 Cross-sectional design and survey method 

There are two categories of data; primary and secondary. Primary data is collected by the 
researcher for a particular study e g by surveys, interviews or direct observations. Secondary 
data have been collected by another researcher for another purpose or study. It is often 
available from external sources such as TV, magazines, articles, etc. The secondary data that 
this study is based on are mostly scientific articles but also some books. These have been 
acquired by searching the databases that the library at Blekinge Institute of Technology have 
access to. Some books and articles have also been made available through the library at the 
Hitotsubashi University in Tokyo, Japan.  

The research design gives a framework for collection and analysis of data. In this study the 
cross-sectional design, which sometime is referred to as survey research, is employed to collect 
the primary data. This means that data is collected from more than one case at a single point in 
time in order to get access to a body of quantitative data that will be analyzed to find patterns 
of association. (Bryman & Bell, 2011.)   

The method chosen to collect primary data for this study is the survey method. The reason is 
that a questionnaire enables access to data from a large population within a limited time frame, 
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compared to conducting structured interviews. It was important to collect data from many 
respondents in order be able to answer the research questions in this study. A web based self-
completion questionnaire was created in the Internet based survey tool SurveyGizmo 
(www.surveygizmo.com) and distributed by e-mail to the sample population. An additional 
advantage with questionnaires is that there is no risk that the interviewer’s attributes impact the 
respondents’ replies (Bryman & Bell, 2011). One drawback with questionnaires is that there is 
no interviewer present to assist in case questions are ambiguous and unclear. Another 
drawback is the often low response rate. To minimize these potential problems different 
measures were taken, which will be explained under the section “Questionnaire design”.  

 
3.3.2 Sample 

The population studied in this research is Scandinavian companies that have entered the 
Japanese market. There is no public information available about which Scandinavian 
companies that are doing business in Japan. A non-probability sampling is therefore not 
possible. The best solution that I found to get access to Scandinavian companies on the 
Japanese market was to contact business organizations and governmental authorities. I 
contacted the Swedish Chamber of Commerce and Industry in Japan (SCCJ), the Finnish 
Chamber of Commerce in Japan (FCCJ), the Norwegian Chamber of Commerce in Japan 
(NCCJ) and the Danish Chamber of Commerce in Japan (DCCJ). After approval from the four 
Boards of Directors they agreed to distribute the survey to the contact persons of their 
corporate members. The contact person is in most cases the Chief Executive Officer (CEO), 
but always a member of the management team. In addition to company members from the 
respective countries, the Chambers of Commerce have Japanese company members. Those 
were excluded from the sample.   

The representatives of the Chambers of Commerce pointed out that the majority of their 
members are large companies with subsidiaries in Japan. They did not have any information 
about how many SMEs, defined as less than 250 employees, that are members but gave me 
approximations like “five to ten” or “a handful” of the Scandinavian members per Chamber of 
Commerce. Based on this I made the estimation that approximately 15% of the members are 
SMEs. It was important to this study to also get a sample of smaller companies that are likely 
to be represented on the Japanese market through exporting or licensing. Because of time 
constrains it was not possible to contact SMEs from all Scandinavian countries. When 
compared to Japan, Scandinavian companies are similar in their characteristics, which means 
that a sample of small companies from just one of the countries would be nearly as good as a 
sample from all four countries.  

In order to find Swedish SMEs with business operations in Japan I contacted the Swedish 
Trade Council in Japan, the Swedish Federation of Business Owners (Företagarna), Almi 
Företagspartner AB, Sweden-Japan Foundation and the National Board of Trade 
(Kommerskollegium). No one had a list of Swedish companies represented on the Japanese 
market. Sweden-Japan Foundation informed me that Statistics Sweden (Statistiska 
Centralbyrån) might have this information, but for confidentiality reasons they would not have 
the possibility to share the information. Almi Företagspartner AB gave me contact details of 
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one company, the Swedish Federation of Business Owners gave me contact information of two 
companies and the Swedish Trade Council in Japan provided me with a list of Japanese 
agents/distributors that sell Swedish products and services in Japan. In this list brand names of 
the Swedish products and sometimes names of the Swedish companies were specified. The 
Swedish Trade Council in Japan pointed out that the list could contain outdated information 
about products no longer being sold on the Japanese market and companies that no longer trade 
with Japan. In many cases only the names of the Japanese agents/distributors were specified.  

The list from the Swedish Trade Council in Japan was used to identify SMEs. 114 companies 
which are not members of SCCJ were identified through brand- and company names. The 
companies’ web pages were then searched for e-mail addresses to one member of the 
management team per company, either CEO or Sales Manager. If such information was not 
available on the company web page the Internet was searched through Google. The search 
words used were then “company name + CEO” or “company name + Sales Manager”. 84 e-
mail addresses to CEOs or Sales Managers were identified in this way. For thirteen micro 
companies (less than ten employees) I did not find e-mail addresses to a member of the 
management team. For them a general e-mail address to the company was identified instead, 
such as “info@company.se”. The reasoning behind this was that for such small companies it is 
likely that he owner or the CEO will check the general e-mail address. For all companies 
identified through the list from The Swedish Trade Council in Japan the companies’ web pages 
were searched for proof of current trade with Japan. In those cases that it was not found a 
general search on the Internet through Google with the words “company name + Japan” or 
similar was made in order to make sure that they still were trading with Japan.  

The sample size is the following;  
Swedish company members of SCCJ: 60 
Finnish company members of FCCJ: 30 
Norwegian company members of NCCJ: 40 
Danish members of DCCJ: 40 
The list from the Swedish Trade Council in Japan: 97 
The Swedish Federation of Business Owners: 2 
Almi Företagspartner AB: 1 
Total: 270 companies 
 
This sample is a non-probability sample that best can be described as a convenience sample. 
This means that the sample of large companies available through the four Scandinavian 
Chambers of Commerce in Japan and the sample of SMEs identified by the list provided by the 
Swedish Trade Council in Japan became available by the virtue of its accessibility. (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011). In the absence of alternatives this was the best option and it was also regarded as a 
too good opportunity to miss. Because this is a non-probability sample the findings of this 
study cannot be generalized to a larger group but only to the population from which the sample 
was taken (Ibid). 

One single respondent, a senior manager, is representing the company in this survey. 
Surveying one individual per company could be considered unwise, though frequently used, as 
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it is expected that one person knows everything about the company. It could also be argued that 
a senior manager might be inclined to report the business practices related to market entry in 
Japan in a way that portrays his or her role and responsibilities more favorably than other 
respondents in the company might do (Bryman & Bell, 2011.) This potential problem is sought 
to be minimized through the fact that the survey is completely anonymous. No individual 
achievements or failures of any company participating in the survey are described in the study. 
Further the introduction to the survey states that it is important that the respondent is 
knowledgeable about the company’s business operations with Japan. The recipient is 
encouraged to forward the survey to another person within the company that is more 
knowledgeable in the area, should there be one.  

 
3.3.3 Multiple indicators as measurements 

The questions in the survey were designed so that they can answer the hypothesis and thereby 
the research questions that this study has set out to explain. Indicators are employed as 
measurements because the concepts that this study investigates, thus barriers to entry, market 
entry modes, marketing mix adaptation and standardization and managers’ perceptions of 
company performance, are not quantifiable. Because the indicators are not true quantities either 
they have been coded to be turned into quantities. It is possible that using a single indicator as a 
measure will only capture a portion of the underlying concept or be too general (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011). Therefore multiple indicator measures were used in particular for the entry mode 
concept.  

The interested reader is referred to appendix 8.1 were a detailed description of the indicators 
can be found. Here follows the most important information about them. Ownership, location 
and internalization advantages were measured by a combination of the indicators used by 
Agarswal & Ramaswami (1992), Brouthers et al (1999) and Brouthers (2002). The variables 
for standardization or adaptation of the marketing mix are measured by indicators as suggested 
by Theodosiou & Leoniodou (2003) and Florin & Ogbuehi (2004). Questions were asked about 
the most common barriers to entry in international markets as specified by Karakaya (1993) 
and the most significant entry barriers in Japan as proposed by Simon (1986) and Haak & Haak 
(2008). The performance indicators were taken from Brouther’s (2002) study of the 
relationship between entry mode and performance. He used three financial measures; sales 
level, profitability and sales growth and four non-financial measures; market share, marketing, 
reputation and market access. The respondents were asked to rate to what degree the 
performance meet expectations. The same questions were used in this study. In addition 
questions were asked about company size in terms of number of employees, industry sector, 
time of entry in Japan and nationality of the respondent.  

 
3.3.4 Questionnaire design 

In order to increase the response rate the survey was designed to begin with questions that were 
regarded as being of more interest to the respondents (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The web based 
tool in which the survey was created, SurveyGizmo, had a diagnostics function which was used 
in order to get an evaluation of the time the survey took to fill out. The result was that the 
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survey should not take more than eight minutes to complete which was regarded as acceptable. 
As open questions require greater effort from the respondents (Bryman & Bell, 2011) only 
closed questions were used to further enhance the response rate.  

To make sure that the questions were clear and unambiguous the survey was tested by Clas G 
Bystedt (Executive Director, FCCJ in Japan), Mikael Palmquist (CEO & President, Ikea Japan 
KK), Sven Westhoff (CEO, Westhoff Projekt & Utveckling) and Pernilla Ström (Line 
Manager, Skanska IT Nordic Sweden AB). Minor changes to increase the user-friendliness of 
the survey were made after their comments were received. In addition Clas G Bystedt pointed 
out the fact that there are Scandinavian companies in Japan that have Japanese CEOs and they 
might have slightly different view on business related differences between the Scandinavian 
countries and Japan. In order to be able to control for this a question about the respondents 
nationality was included in the survey. Ten-point Likert scales were used in the questionnaire 
in order to enable statistical analysis of the data.   

The company members of SCCJ, FCCJ, NCCJ and DCCJ received the survey in English 
(appendix 8.2). This survey was translated into Swedish and this version was distributed to the 
Swedish SMEs (appendix 8.3). The four Chambers of Commerce each sent out one reminder to 
increase the response rate and one reminder was sent to the Swedish SMEs. The response rate 
was 64 of 270. 

 
3.3.5 Analysis of data 

All data that has been collected through the questionnaires have been analyzed with the 
computer software package SPSS. In order to investigate whether there is a relationship 
between two variables, bivariate analysis can be performed. There are different methods 
available and this study has used Pearson’s r and Spearman’s rho to calculate correlations 
between variables. (Bryman & Bell, 2011.) Regarding barriers to entry correlation analysis was 
performed to investigate whether there are differences in perceived barriers depending on entry 
mode, industry and time since market entry as well as what the most significant barriers to 
entry are in Japan according to the Scandinavian companies. Correlation analysis between the 
entry mode variables and the selected entry modes has also been performed as well as analysis 
to find out whether those companies whose entry modes have been decided by the OLI 
variables have a higher performance or not. In a similar way, the correlation between the 
marketing mix variables and the degree to which the marketing mix have been adapted or 
standardized was analyzed. In the next step an analysis was made to find out if those 
companies whose selected degree of standardization and adaptation can be explained by the 
suggested variables have a higher performance or not. Further correlation analysis and multiple 
regression analysis were carried out to find out which variables in the study that explain 
performance. 

 

3.4 Quality of the research 

In qualitative research it is important to establish the reliability and validity of measures in 
order to assess their quality. If a measure produces the same result when used repeatedly it is 



32 
 

reliable (Price, 1997). There are two factors of reliability that are important to this study and 
that is stability and internal reliability. Measures that are stable over time ensure that if the 
investigation would be made once again at a different time, the result would be the same. Many 
or most reports do not perform tests of stability because of the difficulties that would entail. 
Internal reliability is applicable to multiple-indicator measures, which is used in this study. 
Internal reliability is important because it has to do with indicators being related to each other 
or not. If they are not consistent with each other some of the indicators might be indicative of 
something else than they are intended to. (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Because the majority of the 
measures and indicators that are used in this study have been tested in previous research I 
believe that they are likely to have a high degree of stability and internal reliability, thus the 
measures are reliable.  

Validity has to do with whether a measure of a concept really measures that concept. There are 
different ways to establish validity, but face validity is regarded as the minimum. Face validity 
can be achieved by asking people with experience in the field to act as judges to determine if 
the measures seem to reflect the concepts concerned. (Bryman & Bell, 2011.) In this study 
most measures have been used in surveys of peer reviewed research. Those measures that have 
not been used empirically have been suggested by researchers in peer reviewed reports. This 
means that at least the measures in this report have face validity.     

In quantitative studies researchers are usually concerned to be able to say that their findings 
can be generalized beyond the particular samples that were studied (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 
Because the sample used in this study is a convenience sample as explained under the heading 
“Sample” generalization outside of the sample cannot be made.  

Replicability is often regarded as an important quality of quantitative research (Bryman & Bell, 
2011). To ensure that this study can be replicated the procedures for sampling and design of the 
questionnaire have been spelled out clearly.  

 

4. RESULTS 
 

4.1 The indicators 

The response rate of the questionnaire was 64 of 270. Of these replies the responding 
companies’ entry modes can be broken down in the following way;  

-13 contractual agreements, e g licensing, franchising or alliances 
-11 direct or indirect exports 
-1 joint venture 
-39 wholly owned subsidiaries (95% ownership or more)  

For the analysis one group was created of companies represented in Japan through contractual 
agreements and export and one group was generated of the joint venture company and the 
wholly owned subsidiaries. In that way two larger groups with 24 and 40 replies respectively 
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were created. One group represents less integrated entry modes (contractual agreements and 
export) and the other represents more integrated entry modes (joint ventures and wholly owned 
subsidiaries). 

The replies can also be broken down depending on the companies’ size, represented by number 
of employees; 

-11 companies with less than 10 employees 
-10 companies with 10-49 employees 
-11 companies with 50-249 employees 
-5 companies with 250-499 employees 
-12 companies with 500-4999 employees 
-15 companies with more than 5000 employees 

For the analysis one group named large companies, defined as 250 employees or more, was 
generated (32 replies). Another group called SME, defined as less than 250 employees, was 
also created (32 replies). This is based on the European Union’s headcount definition of SME, 
see table 4.1.  

TABLE 4.1 THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION’S DEFINITION OF SMALL, MEDIUM AND MICRO SIZED 

COMPANIES. SOURCE: EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2003 

Enterprise category Headcount Turnover or Balance sheet total 
Medium-sized < 250 ≤ € 50 million ≤ € 43 million 
Small < 50 ≤ € 10 million ≤ € 10 million 
Micro <10 ≤ € 2 million ≤ € 2 million 
 

 

The replies were divided between companies from different industries in the following way;  

-30 manufacturing companies 
-13 companies within retail/wholesale 
-4 companies within service excluding retail 
-17 companies from other industries 

For the analysis the manufacturers were kept as one group and another group was created of 
the companies within retail/wholesale and service excluding retail. This group is called service 
including retail/wholesale (17 replies) and is hereafter referred to as service. 

The companies that replied to the questionnaire had entered the Japanese market in the 
following years;  

 -8 companies entered between 2010 and 1012 
-16 companies entered between 2000 and 2009 
-16 companies entered between 1990 and 1999 
-12 companies entered between 1980 and 1989 
-12 companies entered before 1979 
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For analyses related to time of entry one group was created of the companies that entered Japan 
between 2000 and 2012 (24 companies) and another group was made of the companies that 
entered earlier than 2000 (40 companies). The first group has maximum 12 years of experience 
of the Japanese market and the other group has more than 12 years of experience. 

Descriptive statistics of all the variables in the questionnaire are to be found in appendix 8.4.1 
and 8.4.2. It shows that the data is normally distributed. 

 

4.2 Results related to barriers to entry 

The questionnaire responses from Japanese managers of Scandinavian companies were 
disregarded for the analysis of the barriers to entry. The reason is that because they are familiar 
with the Japanese culture, business practices, language, etc, their perception of trade barriers 
related to differences between the Scandinavian countries and Japan might not be 
representative for how Scandinavians perceive trade barriers in Japan. Of total 64 replies to the 
questionnaire 12 replies from Japanese managers were disregarded. Tables with the descriptive 
statistics and correlation measures concerning barriers to entry are available in appendix 8.5.  

The result from the questionnaires regarding the most significant barriers to entry is presented 
in table 4.2 (in order of appearance). 

 
TABLE 4.2 SIGNIFICANCE OF ENTRY BARRIERS AS PERCEIVED BY MANAGERS AT 

SCANDINAVIAN COMPANIES DOING BUSINESS WITH JAPAN 

Total 
1. Intensity of competition 
2. Business practices 
3. Economic stagnation 
4. Language 
5. Consumer behavior 
6. Cultural barriers 
7. Recruitment of local management personnel
8. Access to distribution systems 
9. Non-tariff barriers 

10. Behavior of public authorities/officials 
11. Tariff barriers 
12. Legal problems 
13. Political uncertainty 

 

 
The most significant barriers to entry in Japan are thus related to the consumer or culture. 
Institutional entry barriers are at the bottom of the list.  
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In table 4.3 the most important entry barriers depending on entry mode are presented. 
 

TABLE 4.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF ENTRY BARRIERS DEPENDING ON TYPE OF ENTRY MODE 

Less integrated entry modes (export/license) 
(N=23) 

More integrated modes (subsidiaries/joint 
venture) (N=29) 

1. Economic stagnation 1. Business practices 
2. Intensity of competition 2. Intensity of competition 
3. Business practices 3. Language 
4. Language 4. Consumer behavior 
5. Consumer behavior 5. Recruitment of local management personnel 
6. Cultural barriers 6. Cultural barriers 
7. Tariff barriers 7. Economic stagnation 
8. Access to distribution systems 8. Non-tariff barriers 
9. Behavior of public authorities/officials 9. Access to distribution systems 

10. Non-tariff barriers 10. Behavior of public authorities/officials 
11. Recruitment of local management personnel 11. Tariff barriers 
12. Legal problems 12. Legal problems 
13. Political uncertainty 13. Political uncertainty 

 

 
Of the companies with less integrated entry modes 48% have had business operations with 
Japan for a maximum of 12 years. 52% of them have been doing business with Japan for 12 
years or more. 34% of the companies with more integrated entry modes have been established 
in Japan for a maximum of 12 years while 66% have been represented on the market for 12 
years of more. Because some companies replied as industry type “other”, it is not relevant to 
make any analyses with reference to percentage of service or manufacturing companies among 
the two groups of entry modes. There is a strong correlation between entry mode and size of 
the company (appendix 8.6.1), which means that the larger the size of the company the more 
likely they are to be established in Japan with a more integrated entry mode.  
 
The top six most significant entry barriers are both for less integrated entry modes and more 
integrated entry modes related to the consumer or culture. Less integrated modes most 
significant entry barrier is economic stagnation while that does not appear until on the seventh 
place for more integrated entry modes. Non-tariff barriers are regarded as more significant than 
tariff barriers by more integrated modes of entry while it is the other way around for less 
integrated entry modes. Recruitment of local management personnel is perceived as a less 
significant entry barrier by less integrated modes and a more significant barrier to entry by 
more integrated entry modes.  
 
The result of a correlation analysis show that companies with more integrated entry modes give 
more total weight to barriers to entry than less integrated entry modes do. The mean of the 
significance of all entry barriers are 55,72 for more integrated modes and 39,26 for less 
integrated modes. For this Spearman’s rho gives a correlation coefficient of 0,339 with 
significance at a level of 0,014 (2-tailed) (appendix 8.5.2).  
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Another correlation analysis (appendix 8.5.3) show that more integrated entry modes assign 
more weight to recruitment of local management personnel, business practices, language and 
non-tariff barriers than less integrated modes do. These differences are statistically significant 
at a level of 0,05 (2-tailed) according to Spearman’s rho.  
 
In table 4.4 the result is broken down between the two industry types.  
 

TABLE 4.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF ENTRY BARRIERS DEPENDING ON TYPE OF INDUSTRY 

Manufacturing (N=25) Service including retail/wholesale (N=11) 
1. Language 1. Language 
2. Business practices 2. Consumer behavior 
3. Cultural barriers 3. Business practices 
4. Economic stagnation 4. Intensity of competition 
5. Intensity of competition 5. Non-tariff barriers 
6. Access to distribution systems 6. Access to distribution systems 
7. Consumer behavior 7. Behavior of public authorities/officials 
8. Recruitment of local management personnel 7. Legal problems 
9. Tariff barriers 8. Recruitment of local management personnel 

10. Non-tariff barriers 9. Cultural barriers 
11. Behavior of public authorities/officials 9. Tariff barriers 
12. Political uncertainty 10. Economic stagnation 
13. Legal problems 11. Political uncertainty 

 

 
56% of the manufacturing companies are represented on the Japanese market through more 
integrated entry modes while 44% are represented via less integrated modes. Similarly 55% of 
the companies within the service industry are operating in Japan via more integrated entry 
modes and 45% operates through less integrated modes. Of the companies within 
manufacturing, 64% have had business operations with Japan for longer than 12 years while 
36% have worked with Japan for a maximum of 12 years. 18% of the service companies have 
been on the Japanese market for longer than 12 years while 82% have been doing business with 
Japan for a maximum of 12 years. 
 
Manufacturing companies do not rank an institutional barrier to entry until ninth place where 
tariff barriers appear. Service companies rank an institutional barrier on the fifth place and that 
is non-tariff barriers. The most significant entry barriers are though related to consumers or 
culture. Manufacturing companies regard cultural barriers and economic stagnation as more 
significant entry barriers than service companies do. Service companies perceive consumer 
behavior, non-tariff barriers, behavior of public authorities/officials and legal problems as more 
significant than manufacturing companies do.  
 
According to a correlation analysis there is no difference between manufacturing companies 
and companies within service regarding the total weight that they have assigned to the 
suggested entry barriers (appendix 8.5.5). The statistically significant difference between the 
two industries is the weight they have assigned to economic stagnation. Manufacturing give 
much more weight to this entry barrier than service companies do, which is statistically 
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significant at a level of 0,033 (2-tailed) with a correlation coefficient of -0,357 according to 
Spearman’s rho (appendix 8.5.6).  
 
It is possible that entry barriers are perceived differently depending on how many years a 
company has been established on the Japanese market. The result of this analysis is presented 
in table 4.5.  
 

TABLE 4.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF ENTRY BARRIERS DEPENDING ON DURATION OF BUSINESS 
OPERATIONS WITH JAPAN 

Up to 12 years with Japan (N=21) More than 12 years with Japan (N=31) 
1. Business practices 1. Intensity of competition 
1. Language 2. Economic stagnation 
2. Consumer behavior 3. Business practices 
3. Economic stagnation 4. Cultural barriers 
4. Access to distribution systems 5. Language 
5. Tariff barriers 6. Consumer behavior 
5. Cultural barriers 7. Recruitment of local management personnel 
6. Intensity of competition 8. Access to distribution systems 
7. Non-tariff barriers 9. Non-tariff barriers 
8. Recruitment of local management personnel 10. Behavior of public authorities/officials 
9. Behavior of public authorities/officials 11. Tariff barriers 

10. Legal problems 12. Legal problems 
11. Political uncertainty 12. Political uncertainty 

 

 

Of the companies that have had business operations with Japan for up to 12 years 52% are 
represented on the market with less integrated entry modes while 48% are established in Japan 
with more integrated modes of entry. 39% of the companies that have had business operations 
with Japan for 12 years or more are operating with less integrated entry modes and 66% with 
more integrated entry modes. Due to the fact that some companies replied as industry type 
“other”, it is not relevant to make any analyses with reference to percentage of service or 
manufacturing companies among the two groups of companies with different length of 
experience of the Japanese market.   
 
Non-institutional barriers are on the top of the list for both companies that started business 
operations with Japan 12 years ago or less and companies that have been longer on the market.  

Companies that have worked with the Japanese market for more than 12 years give more 
weight to the entry barriers than companies that have been a shorter time on the market 
(appendix 8.5.8). The reason for this could be that the more integrated entry modes are over 
represented in the group of companies that have longer experience with the Japanese market 
and as we saw in a previous analysis they assign more weight to entry barriers than less 
integrated modes do. It is however not the case as companies with longer market presence 
regard different entry barriers as most significant than the more integrated entry modes do.  
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In the group that has more than 12 years of experience with the Japanese market there is 61% 
more integrated entry modes while in the group of companies that have been maximum 12 
years on the market there is 48% more integrated entry modes. Significant differences between 
the two groups are that companies with longer market presence in Japan assign more weight to 
intensity of competition, economic stagnation and cultural barriers than those with shorter 
experience from Japan do (appendix 8.5.9). These differences are according to Spearman’s rho 
statistically significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed). That is not the same barriers that more 
integrated modes assigned more weight to compared to less integrated modes.  

 
4.3 Results related to antecedents to entry modes 

A correlation matrix was produced in order to find out if the choice of either of the two entry 
mode types (less integrated and more integrated) can be explained by the suggested OLI 
variables or the control variables (appendix 8.6.1). No correlations between the mean of the 
ownership advantages and performance nor between the mean of the location advantages and 
performance were found. The mean of the two variables that indicate internalization advantage 
correlates though with entry mode (significance at the 0,05 level). The higher the 
internalization advantage the more likely companies are to choose more integrated entry 
modes. When analyzing the individual measures of ownership advantages two correlations 
were found. There is a strong relationship between entry mode and the size of the company 
(significance at the 0,01 level), which indicates that larger companies tend to choose more 
integrated entry modes. Another correlation is found between entry mode and education of 
sales staff (significance at the 0,05 level), which is an indicator of service- and technology 
intensity of the company’s offerings. With higher service- and technology intensity of the 
offerings the more likely a company is to be established on the Japanese market with a more 
integrated entry mode.  

 

4.4 Results related to entry mode performance  

 
4.4.1. Factor analysis  

Multiple-indicator measures sometimes group together to form distinctive clusters, referred to 
as factors. If so, the number of variables can be reduced in the further analysis of the data. 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011.) A factor analysis was performed on the variables that potentially 
explain entry mode choice, thus the OLI-factors (appendix 8.7.1 and 8.7.2). The result was a 
five factor solution with the greatest factor only explaining 15% of the variance. Thus there 
seems to be no common methods variance problem with the data (no overlapping variability). 

 
4.4.2 Correlation analyses   

To be able to find out if companies with entry modes that can be explained by the OLI factors 
perform better than other companies they were divided in two groups. This was made on the 
basis of the weighted mean of the OLI variable measures. A company that on average had 
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answered six or above for the ownership advantage questions and was established on the 
Japanese market with a more integrated entry mode got the dummy variable 1 for fit with 
theory. A company that on average had answered four or below with more integrated entry 
modes got the dummy variable 0 for non-fit. For less integrated entry modes with an average of 
four or below for ownership advantages the dummy variable 1 for fit with theory was assigned 
while less integrated modes with an average of six or more got the dummy variable 0 for non-
fit. The same was made for the location advantage factors and the internalization advantage 
factors. Companies that had been assigned the dummy variable 1 for fit on all three groups of 
variables were regarded as the group of companies whose entry modes could be explained by 
the OLI factors. Of the 64 respondents only seven companies ended up in this group, which is a 
too small sample to draw any conclusions from.  

In order to find correlations on more detailed level the fit between entry mode and the groups 
of OLI factors were analyzed in relation to performance (appendix 8.7.3). Only one 
correlations that was significant at the 0,05 level was found and that was a negative correlation 
between companies whose entry mode could be predicted by the market potential variables and 
the non-financial measure reputation.   

Thereafter an even more detailed analysis was made. The fit between all individual OLI 
variables and entry modes were compared to performance. A company that had answered on 
average six or more on e g the question about international experience (an ownership 
advantage) and was established on the Japanese market with a more integrated entry mode was 
assigned the dummy variable 1 for fit with theory on this particular variable. More integrated 
entry modes that answered on average four or below was given the dummy variable 0 for non-
fit. An analysis of correlations between the performance measures and the fit with the OLI 
variables was then made (appendix 8.7.4). Of 126 possible correlations 16 were found and of 
these six were negative.  

 
4.5 Results related to antecedents to the marketing mix 

A correlation analysis was made in order to find relationships between the local- industry- and 
firm level antecedents and the degree of standardization and adaptation of the marketing mix 
(appendix 8.8.1). Negative correlations were found between competition and both product and 
marketing program. This indicates that companies that experience high competition on the 
Japanese market tend to have adapted product and marketing program more than companies 
that regard Japan as a less competitive market (significant on the 0,05 level). A positive 
correlation was found between entry mode and the mean of product and program adaptation 
(significant on the 0,1 level). This means that more integrated entry modes tend to have 
adapted both the product and the marketing program to greater extent than less integrated entry 
modes.  
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4.6 Results related to marketing mix performance 

Of the 64 companies that participated in this study 38 reported a mean above six regarding 
degree of adaptation of the marketing program. This group of companies that have chosen a 
more adapted marketing program for the Japanese market was further analyzed to discover if 
the entry mode they have chosen has an impact on performance (appendix 8.9.1). A correlation 
analysis revealed that companies that have chosen an adapted marketing mix and have 
implemented it through more integrated entry modes report better performance on three of four 
non-financial measures compared to those who have implemented an adapted marketing 
strategy through less integrated entry modes. The correlations between entry mode and market 
share, entry mode and marketing as well as entry mode and market access are significant on the 
0.1 level.    

In the next step an analysis to find out if companies that report a “fit” between the local-, 
industry- and firm level context in which they operate perform better than companies that do 
not have this “fit”. Like in the entry mode analysis, the companies were divided in two groups 
on the basis of the mean of their replies to the measures in this study that seek to explain the 
degree of adaptation and standardization of the marketing mix. For example, theory propose 
that companies with offerings that are in a similar stage of the product life cycle across markets 
to greater extent can benefit from a standardized marketing program than companies that have 
products or services in different stages of the product life cycle in the different markets 
(Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003; Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004). Companies in this study that 
reported that their offerings were in similar stages of the product life cycle in Japan and in their 
home market (a mean of four or less) and reported that they had a more standardized marketing 
program (a mean of four or less) were assigned the dummy variable 1 for fit with theory. 
Companies with products and services in different stages across the markets (a mean of six or 
more) and an adapted marketing program (a mean of six or more) were also assigned the 
dummy variable 1 for fit with theory. The other companies were assigned 0 for non-fit with 
theory. The same procedure to divide the companies in two groups depending on fit with 
theory was followed for all nine variables that according to theory can explain degree of 
standardization and adaptation of the product and the marketing program.  
 
Correlation between marketing mix fit per variable and the performance measures are 
presented in appendix 8.9.2 and 8.9.3. Correlations between product life cycle fit and the 
financial performance measures sales level and sales growth were found (significance on the 
0,1 level). This means that companies whose products and services are in similar (different) 
stages in Japan as in their Scandinavian home market and have chosen a more standardized 
(adapted) marketing program have better performance of sales level and sales growth than 
companies that do not have this fit between stage of product life cycle and degree of 
standardization and adaptation of the marketing program. Another set of correlations indicates 
that companies that experience high (low) competition on the Japanese market and have chosen 
to adapt (standardize) the marketing program to gain a competitive advantage perform 
significantly better on sales level (significance on the 0,05 level), profitability (significance on 
the 0,05 level) and market share (significance on the 0,1 level) than companies that have 
chosen to not adapt (standardize) their program in spite of high (low) competition. Also 
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companies that perceive high (low) cultural differences between home market and Japan and 
have chosen to adapt (standardize) product and marketing program report better performance 
of sales level (significance on 0,05 level), sales growth (significance on 0,1 level) and 
reputation (significance on 0,1 level) than companies that do not have this fit.    
 

4.7 Results related to performance without consideration to antecedents 

 
4.7.1 Correlation analysis 

Correlation matrixes for the performance measures and all other variables in this study, thus 
the OLI parameters, the marketing mix antecedents and the barriers to entry, can be found in 
appendix 8.10.1 to 8.10.3. There are several correlations that reveal the characteristics of 
Scandinavian companies with better performance than others on the Japanese market.  

No variables correlate negatively with financial performance but the following variables 
correlate positively with financial performance;  
 
-Company size (significance on 0,1 level). Larger companies have better financial performance 
than SMEs in Japan. 
-Legal stability (significance on 0,1 level). Companies that perceive legal stability in Japan 
perform financially better than those who do not.  
-Economic stability (significance on 0,05 level). Companies that perceive economic stability in 
Japan perform financially better than those who do not.  
-Cultural similarity (significance on 0,05 level). Companies that perceive a cultural similarity 
between the home market and Japan have a better financial performance than those who do not. 
-Attitude of government (significance on 0,1 level). Companies that operate in industries 
towards which the Japanese government has a positive attitude perform financially better than 
those who do not operate in such industries.  
-Acceptability of product/service (significance on 0,01 level). Companies that perceive a high 
acceptability of their products/services on the Japanese market perform better financially than 
others. 
-Current demand (significance on 0,01 level). Companies that experience a high current 
demand have a financially better performance than others.    
-Future demand (significance on 0,01 level). Companies that predict a high future demand 
perform financially better than others.   
-Adaptation of brand image (significance on 0,1 level). Companies that have adapted their 
brand image have a better financial performance than others.  
-Adaptation of pricing (significance on 0,01 level). Companies that have adapted their pricing 
strategy perform financially better than others.   
-Barrier to entry; Intensity of competition (significance on 0,05 level). Companies that perceive 
intensity of competition as an important barrier to entry have a better financial performance 
than others.  
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-Barrier to entry; Recruitment of local management personnel (significance on 0,1 level). 
Companies that perceive recruitment of local management personnel as a significant barrier to 
entry have a financially better performance than others.  
 
The following variables correlate positively with non-financial performance in Japan;  
-Capability to handle international expansion (significance on 0,05 level). Companies that are 
perceived to be capable to handle international expansion have better non-financial 
performance than others.  
-Service- and technology intensity (significance on 0,05 level). Companies with high service-
and technology level of their offerings report better performance on the non-financial measures 
than others. 
-Economic stability (significance on 0,1 level). Companies that perceive higher economic 
stability in Japan perform better on non-financial measures than those who perceive lower 
economic stability in the country. 
- Attitude of government (significance on 0,1 level). Companies that operate in industries 
towards which the Japanese government has a positive attitude have better non-financial 
performance than those who do not operate in such industries. 
-Acceptability of product/service (significance on 0,01 level). Companies that perceive a high 
acceptability of their products/services on the Japanese market perform better on non-financial 
measures than others. 
-Current demand (significance on 0,01 level). Companies that experience a high current 
demand perform better on non-financial measures than others.    
-Future demand (significance on 0,01 level). Companies that predict a high future demand 

perform better on non-financial measures than others. 
-Adaptation of brand image (significance on 0,1 level). Companies that have adapted their 
brand image have better non-financial performance measures than others.  
-Adaptation of promotion/communication (significance on 0,05 level). Companies that have 
adapted their promotion/communication report better non-financial performance measures than 
others.  
-Barrier to entry; Intensity of competition (significance on 0,5 level). Companies that perceive 
intensity of competition as an important barrier to entry have a better performance on non-
financial measures than others.  
 
The following variables correlate negatively with the non-financial performance measures on 
the Japanese market; 
-How consumer acquire and use your products/services (significance on the 0,05 level). 
Companies whose consumers acquire and use their offerings in a similar way across borders 
report better performance on non-financial measures than others.   
-Tariff barriers to entry (significance on 0,05 level). Companies that perceive low tariff barriers 
in Japan perform better on non-financial measures than others.  
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4.7.2 Multiple regression analysis 

All the variables used in the study were also examined with regression analyses as possible 
explanatory factors of performance. The first analysis was made of the mean of the three 
financial performance measures; sales level, profitability and sales growth. Tables of this 
regression analysis can be found in appendix 8.11.1 to 8.11.2. Analyses of the residuals are in 
table 8.11.3 and graph 8.11.1 in the appendix. The second regression analysis was made of the 
mean of the four non-financial measures; market share, marketing, reputation and market 
access. Tables of this regression analysis can be found in appendix 8.11.4 to 8.11.5. Analyses 
of the residuals are in table 8.11.6 and graph 8.11.2 in the appendix. 

Some alterations to the data set were made before the analyses. The variables “Stage of PLC”, 
“Speed of technological change” and “Decision centralized vs de-centralized” all had the 
answer alternative “N/A – not available” in the questionnaire. The variable “Type of Industry” 
had the answer alternative “other”. These variables were excluded from the analysis in order to 
not reduce the number of cases in the data set.  Had they been included the number of cases 
would have been 32, but excluding them leaves 64 cases in the data set. Exclusion of these 
variables should not affect the analysis in any other way than the number of cases, as the 
correlation analysis previously made revealed low correlations between these variables and 
performance (appendix 8.10.1 and 8.10.2). The variables “Current demand”, “Future demand”, 
“Acceptability of products/services” and “Economic Stability” were also excluded from the 
analysis even though they are strong indicators of performance. The reason is that they are 
almost to regard as performance measures and it is of little interest with a result showing e g 
that companies experiencing high current demand have a better performance than others.  

According to the regression analysis, financial performance can be explained by the degree of 
adaptation of price to the market, the attitude of the Japanese government towards the industry 
the company operates in and if intensity of competition and consumer behavior are perceived 
as entry barriers. Degree of adaptation of price, attitude of government and intensity of 
competition as an entry barrier are positively correlated with financial performance. Consumer 
behavior is negatively correlated with financial performance. This model explains 25,5 percent 
of the variance of financial performance. According to the values of tolerance and the variable 
inflation factor (VIF) multi-collinearity is not a problem. Very little variance in the variables 
that has been included in the model can be accounted for by other variables. Regarding the 
residuals, the F-value indicates that there is a significant relationship between financial 
performance and the four predictors. The residual plot shows a regular pattern on the 
regression line.  

The regression analysis of the non-financial variables show that six variables explain non-
financial performance to 41,2 percent. These variables are how consumers acquire and use the 
company’s products/services, education of sales staff, international experience, risk of misuse 
of proprietary knowledge, degree of adaptation of promotion/communication and to what 
degree tariff  barriers are perceived as significant on the market. All variables are positively 
correlated with non-financial performance except for two that are negatively correlated. They 
are how consumers acquire and use the company’s products/services and to what degree tariff 
barriers are perceived as significant on the market. Neither in this analysis is multi-collinearity 
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a problem as shown by the values of tolerance and the variable inflation factor (VIF). F-values 
indicate a significant relationship between non-financial performance and the six predictors 
and the residual plot show a regular pattern on the regression line.  

  

5. ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS 
 

5.1 Barriers to entry on the Japanese market 

In Simons study from 1986 German managers in Japan were asked to rank the significance of 
different barriers to entry on the Japanese market. In this study, 26 years later, managers at 
Scandinavian companies with business operations on the Japanese market were asked to rate 
similar barriers to entry with a few exceptions. In this study economic stagnation (Haak & 
Haak, 2008), cultural barriers and political uncertainty (Karakaya, 1993) were also suggested 
as entry barriers and Simon’s suggested barrier “internal management problems” were 
excluded from the study. Because the details of Simon’s study are not known and the sample 
group of his survey was not the same as this study’s a full comparison cannot be made. Bearing 
these differences in mind, it is still interesting to put Simon’s study in relation to the result of 
this survey in order to get an idea of how the entry barriers in Japan have changed during the 
last decades. The result of Simon’s study is presented together with the result of this study in 
table 5.1.  

 
TABLE 5.1 MANAGERS’ PERCEPTION OF SIGNIFICANT ENTRY BARRIERS IN JAPAN 

  Simon's study from 1986 Current study from 2012 
1. Intensity of competition Intensity of competition 

2. 
Recruitment of management 
personnel 

Business practices 

3. Language Economic stagnation 
4. Distribution system Language 
5. Business practices Consumer behavior 
6. Consumer behavior Cultural barriers 

7. 
Behavior of public 
authorities/officials 

Recruitment of local management personnel 

8. Non-tariff institutional barriers Access to distribution systems 
9. Internal management problems Non-tariff barriers 

10. Tariffs, quotas, etc Behavior of public authorities/officials 
11. Legal problems Tariff barriers 
12.   Legal problems 
13.   Political uncertainty 
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Non-institutional barriers 
According to Simon (1986), the six most important barriers in his study are related to behavior 
and concerns competitors, business people or consumers. Behavior of public 
authorities/officials is the first institutional barrier in the list and it is ranked as number seven. 
Simon therefore states that the reason behind the perceived difficulty of entry in Japan is 
mainly marketing barriers and not institutional barriers.  

In this study the eight first entry barriers in the list concerns competitors, business people or 
consumers, while an institutional entry barrier appears as number nine in the list. This leads to 
the conclusion that 26 years later the perceived difficulty of market entry in Japan is still 
barriers related to marketing and not institutional barriers.  The fact that institutional barriers to 
entry are even further down the list than 26 years ago could indicate that the work of the 
Japanese government to increase market transparency and drive deregulation forward, as 
suggested by e g Haak & Haak (2008), has had some effect. Regardless of entry mode, industry 
type or length of market presence in Japan institutional barriers are perceived as less important 
than barriers related to competitors, business people or consumers. Further it is worth noticing 
that access to distribution channels have become a less important entry barrier than 26 years 
ago which is in line with Haak & Haak’s (2008) suggestion that the networks that have 
characterized Japanese distribution systems have loosened up, making it easier for foreign 
entrants to gain access. A bit surprisingly the significance of business practices as an entry 
barrier has increased since Simon’s study in 1986. This does not correlate with the observation 
that the keiretsu structures has begun to loosen up and to less extent constitute a problem to 
foreign entrants today (Haak & Haak, 2008). The term business practices is however broad and 
can also include e g attitude towards risk-taking and change as well as degree of formality in 
business procedures (Leonidou, 2004). Recruitment of local management personnel has fallen 
from second place to seventh place in the list which might be a sign of the tendency that 
foreign companies are beginning to be regarded as attractive employers. The reasons for this 
are for example that they pay higher wages, all annual leave can be taken and the social 
conditions are generally better than in Japanese companies. (Haak & Haak, 2008.) Language 
and consumer behavior are ranked as significant entry barriers in this study which is similar to 
the findings in a study performed on behalf of the European Commission (Assessment of 
barriers to trade and investment between the EU and Japan, 2010). The result of this study 
shows that institutional barriers to entry are not the most significant in Japan, thus hypothesis 
H1 is confirmed.  
 
Economic stagnation 
From the result of the study it can be concluded that economic stagnation is a highly significant 
entry barrier in Japan which is not surprising considering the weak economy that characterize 
the country (Sweden-Japan Foundation, 2012). This was not proposed as a barrier to entry in 
1986 as Japan then still experienced strong economic growth (Swedish Embassy in Tokyo, 
2011).  

In contrast to Haak & Haak’s (2008) suggestion that in spite of economic stagnation 
manufacturing companies still have good opportunities for sales in Japan the result from this 
study indicates that the weak economic situation is perceived as more significant among 
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manufacturing companies than on companies within service. One reason could be the higher 
costs associated with manufacturing activities compared to the service industry. Japan was 
between 1950 and 1980 regarded as a low-cost location for manufacturers because of the 
relatively low value of the yen on foreign exchange markets. (Hill, 2011.) With the current 
strong yen Japan is likely to be less attractive as a manufacturer location. Less integrated entry 
modes view economic stagnation as a more important entry barrier than more integrated entry 
modes. A reason for this is thought to be related to the fact that SMEs are over represented 
among the less integrated entry modes and SMEs can be more sensitive to the economic 
climate. In the previously cited study of differences in perception of entry barriers between 
SMEs and large companies 15 of 37 barriers reported by SMEs were related to their size or 
financial position. SMEs have a smaller scale and limited financial resources, while larger 
companies have much more contacts and access to resources, and also more financial power. 
(Netherlands’ Ministry of Economic Affairs, 2003.) Given the high significance of economic 
stagnation as an entry barrier in this study hypothesis H2 is confirmed.  
 
Less integrated entry modes vs more integrated entry modes 
Companies with more integrated entry modes assign more weight to entry barriers in general 
than companies with less integrated modes. In particular more integrated entry modes give 
more weight to recruitment of local management personnel, business practices, language and 
non-tariff barriers than less integrated entry modes do. This might indicate that the stronger a 
company’s involvement in a country is through more integrated entry modes, the stronger the 
impact of certain entry barriers. Recruitment of local management personnel, business 
practices and the language are to greater extent part of the business operations of more 
integrated entry modes than less integrated modes which explains the more weight put on these 
barriers by the subsidiaries.  

Less integrated entry modes perceive tariff barriers as more significant than non-tariff barriers 
and more integrated entry modes have the opposite perception. This indicates that exporters 
through their business activities to greater extent are subject to tariff barriers than e g 
subsidiaries (Hill, 2011). The statistically significant difference in perception of non-tariff 
barriers between less and more integrated entry modes propose that more integrated entry 
modes are under stronger impact of non-tariff barriers than less integrated entry modes. This 
can be explained by the fact that with less integrated entry modes, such as exporting and 
licensing, the import business and distribution is handled by local agents, distributors or 
licensees that are knowledgeable about the local market and its regulations (Haak & Haak, 
2008). They thereby reduce the impact of non-tariff barriers on less integrated entry modes. 
There is also a difference in how less and more integrated entry modes perceive economic 
stagnation as described in the previous section. As there is a strong correlation between entry 
modes and perceived barriers to entry, hypothesis H3 is confirmed.   
 
Manufacturing companies vs service companies 
Manufacturers and companies in the service industry assign similar total weight to entry 
barriers in Japan but as described in the section about economic stagnation manufacturers give 
more weight to economic stagnation than service companies do. Service companies also rank 
institutional entry barriers like non-tariff barriers, behavior of public authorities/officials and 
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legal problems higher than manufacturing companies do. One reason could be the costly and 
complex procedures for importing, certifying and labeling consumer products in Japan (the 
European Business Council in Japan & the European Chamber of Commerce in Japan, 2010). 
With the differences in perception of entry barriers between the two industry types in this study 
hypothesis H4 is confirmed.  

Up to 12 years on the Japanese market vs more than 12 years on the market   
Companies that have worked with the Japanese market for more than 12 years give more 
weight to the entry barriers than companies that have been a shorter time on the market. 
Intensity of competition, economic stagnation and cultural barriers are regarded as more 
significant barriers by these companies. A longer market presence leads to more knowledge 
about the country and also its challenges. This could be a possible explanation to the more 
weight assigned to entry barriers by companies that have been operating in Japan a longer 
period of time. The top two barriers specified by companies with shorter market presence is 
language and consumer behavior while companies with longer market presence rate them as 
number five and six. This is in line with the proposal by Leonidou (2004) that as (small) firms 
become more internationalized, problems related to the functional areas of marketing, finance 
and operations tend to diminish. Depending on length of market presence in Japan companies 
assign different weight to entry barriers and there is also a difference in the perception of 
significance of the various entry barriers, thus hypothesis H5 is confirmed.    

 

5.2 The OLI variables as antecedents to entry mode 

Ownership advantages 
No significant relationship was found between the mean of the ownership advantages and 
performance, thus hypothesis H6 is rejected. The degree of perceived ownership advantages do 
not correlate positively with degree of integration in entry modes to Japan.  
 
A couple of correlations between individual measures of the ownership advantages and 
performance that are worth noticing were though found. Large companies have a strong 
tendency to invest in more integrated entry modes, which is in line with the theory of the OLI 
framework. The size of the company is a sign of asset power and part of the ownership 
advantage in the OLI model (Agarswal & Ramaswami, 1992). Larger companies have more 
resources than smaller companies to make the investment required for a more integrated entry 
mode. The other ownership advantage that was found to explain entry mode choice is service- 
and technology intensity (measured by degree of education of sales staff). The higher the 
service- and technology intensity of a company’s offerings in Japan the more likely the 
company is to be represented on the market with a more integrated entry mode. The reason is 
that the company’s offerings can be more easily protected by a wholly owned entry mode 
(Brouthers et al, 1999). According to Haak & Haak (2008) it is fundamentally difficult to find 
a trustworthy Japanese partner to enter license agreements with. Such contracts are also risky 
because of the quickly changing Japanese markets that allow a Japanese licensee to in a few 
years’ time develop and market a superior product to what was available at the time of issuance 
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of the license. These special features of the Japanese market can be one reason behind the 
strong relationship between service- and technology intensity of offerings and entry mode.  
 
Location advantages 
No significant relationships were found between location advantages and entry mode, hence 
the degree of perceived location advantage does not correlate positively with degree of 
integration in entry modes in Japan and hypothesis H7 is rejected. This means that companies 
that regard Japan as a high potential market are not to greater extent established on the market 
with more integrated entry modes than companies that view Japan as a market with lower 
potential. According to theory investment modes are expected to give long-term profitability to 
a company, compared to non-investment modes in a high potential market (Agarswal & 
Ramaswami, 1992). 

Internalization advantages 
A strong relationship between the mean of the internalization advantages and the choice of 
entry mode exist, thus degree of perceived internalization advantage correlates positively with 
degree of integration in entry modes in Japan. This means that companies that regard Japan as 
a market where it is favorable to handle operations internally (compared to finding an external 
partner to do it) are established on the market through more integrated entry modes. Companies 
that think that Japan is a market with low internalization advantages are doing business in the 
country through less integrated entry modes, eg exporting or licensing. Thus, hypothesis H8 is 
confirmed. The fact that this hypothesis is confirmed is an argument in favor of Williamsons 
transaction cost theory as an explanatory model for entry mode choice because the 
internalization factors in the OLI model are strongly related to this theory. The higher the net 
innovating, production and transaction costs of using cross-border markets compared to 
internal administration, the greater the incentives are for the company to engage in foreign 
direct investment (Dunning, 2001).  

 

5.3 Performance of entry modes explained by the OLI variables 

In trying to answer whether companies whose entry modes can be predicted by the OLI 
framework perform better on the Japanese market than companies whose mode of entry cannot 
be predicted by this model, an analysis of the individual OLI groups in relation to the 
performance indicators was made. Only one significant relationship was found and that was 
negative, thus opposite to theory. One more analysis was made on even more detailed level. 
Here 16 correlations of 126 possible were found, but six of them were negative, indicating the 
opposite relationship compared to theory. The results of these two analyses indicate that 
companies whose entry modes can be explained by the OLI factors do not perform better than 
companies whose entry mode are not explained by these variables. Hypothesis H9 is thus 
rejected. This is not in line with Brouther’s study from 2002 which showed that higher 
financial mode performance was reported by companies utilizing an entry mode predicted by 
his suggested extended transaction cost model, when market potential was high and when they 
used wholly owned modes (subsidiaries). His study also showed that companies reported 
higher non-financial performance when the entry mode used fit the extended transaction cost 
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model, in markets with high market potential, when wholly owned modes were used, when 
investment risk was high and for companies of smaller size. A correlation between market 
potential and performance was found also in this study but the other relationships suggested by 
Brouther’s were not discovered. Brouther’s result is of course not fully comparable to this 
study as the extended transaction cost model is not equivalent to the OLI framework which is 
used in this study. The models are however similar and several measurement from Brouther’s 
research have been used in this study. Brouther’s sample included though only large, highly 
international companies (subsidiaries and joint ventures) and analyzed their entry to high risk 
developing markets. The author suggests that the result might not represent mode performance 
implications in developed, larger markets. Reasons to the differences in result between the two 
studies could be that Japan is a developed large market and that the sample of this study is a 
mixture of large and small companies with different levels of international experience. 

 

5.4 Factors explaining adaptation and standardization of the marketing mix 

Of the nine factors that according to theory can explain the degree of adaptation and 
standardization of the marketing mix only two were in this study found to have this potential. 
One is that a company that experience higher competitive intensity on the Japanese market tend 
to adapt the product and/or service as well as the marketing program more than companies that 
experience lower levels of competitive intensity. This is in line with theory proposing that 
competitive pressure can make it necessary to adapt both product and marketing program in 
order to achieve competitive advantage over rivals (Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003; Florin & 
Ogbuehi, 2004). It is not surprising to get this result considering that the Scandinavian 
companies participating in this study perceive competitive intensity to be the most significant 
barrier to entry in Japan. Adaptation of product and marketing program is a strategy to 
overcome this challenge. The other relationship indicates that more integrated entry modes 
have adapted product and marketing program to greater extent than less integrated entry 
modes. This is however opposite to the proposition made by Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) that 
state that adaptation strategies of product and marketing program will benefit from entry modes 
with cooperative contractual agreements because they give more flexibility at a global level 
and at the same time take advantage of capabilities of the local partner.   

With only one of nine possible factors explaining degree of adaptation and standardization 
according to theory and one factor indicating the opposite relationship proposed by theory, 
hypothesis H10 is rejected. The degree of adaptation and standardization of the marketing mix 
cannot be explained by the local-, industry- and firm level antecedents tested in this study. 

 

5.5 Performance of a marketing mix that fit with its context  

There is a high diversity of consumer habits between the Scandinavian countries and Japan as 
indicated by the mean reply to question 12 in this study being 4,63. Therefore it is relevant to 
test the proposition by Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) that adaptation of the marketing program 
implemented through cooperative marketing alliances will outperform adaptation through 
equity agreements in global markets with a high degree of diversity of consumer habits. 



50 
 

According to the authors a need for local knowledge would lead to the use of contractual 
agreements, such as alliances, because they are motivated to perform for their own benefit and 
know how to operate in the local environment. The result of this study however indicates the 
opposite relationship. Companies that have chosen to adapt their marketing program through 
more integrated entry modes report significantly better performance on the non-financial 
measures of market share, marketing and market access than companies that have chosen an 
adapted strategy with less integrated entry modes. However limiting the analysis to only 
adapted programs reduced the sample and created an overrepresentation of more integrated 
entry modes (27 more integrated and 11 less integrated). As mentioned before the majority of 
the more integrated entry modes are also larger companies. The superior performance of more 
integrated entry modes with adapted marketing programs could perhaps be explained by their 
higher levels of resources that can be invested in e g local adaptation of the marketing program. 
Through tight control a wholly owned subsidiary (more integrated entry mode) allows a 
company with a transnational strategy to use profits generated in one market to improve its 
competitive position in another market (Hill, 2011). With a small sample (39 cases) and an 
over representation of larger more integrated entry modes in the sample the result of hypothesis 
11 is regarded as inconclusive. 

Companies with a degree of adaptation and standardization of the marketing mix that can be 
predicted by theory about the product life cycle, cultural similarity and competitive intensity 
tend to report better performance on financial measures than other companies whose marketing 
mix cannot be explained by these theories. Of the other six tested variables no significant 
correlations were found. With less than half of the tested variables showing a correlation with 
performance this analysis indicate that companies with a fit between the marketing mix and its 
context, as suggested by the theory tested in this study, in general do not tend to perform better, 
thus hypothesis H12 is rejected. The three relationships that were found are nevertheless worth 
noticing.  

The fact that a standardized marketing strategy works best in markets where the product is in 
similar stages of the product life cycle is according to Theodosiou & Leonidou (2003) 
confirmed by many studies. This study concludes that adapting the marketing program to the 
stage of the product life cycle also has an impact on performance.  
 
Differences in religion, values and attitudes, manners and customs, aesthetics, education and 
social organization affect marketing programs (Leonidou, 2004). Considering that the Japanese 
culture is considerably different from the Scandinavian cultures, it is not surprising to see that 
Scandinavian companies in Japan that perceive these cultural differences between home market 
and the Japanese market have chosen to adapt their product and marketing program. According 
to this study these companies also report better financial performance than companies that have 
not adapted their marketing strategy in spite of perceived cultural differences.  
 
Companies that experience high competition on the Japanese market and have chosen to adapt 
the marketing program perform better on sales level, profitability and marketing than 
companies that have chosen to not adapt their program in spite of high competition. On the 
highly competitive Japanese market (competitive intensity is ranked as the most significant 
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barrier to entry in this study) customers are very demanding and look for additional values such 
as image (e g international profile) and emotion (Haak & Haak, 2008). This study confirms that 
a competitive advantage can be gained and a better performance achieved in Japan through an 
adapted marketing program. 
 
 

5.6 Explaining performance without considering antecedents  

5.6.1 Variables that affect performance 

Scandinavian companies in Japan that reports a better financial performance than others have 
adapted their price to the Japanese market, perceive that the Japanese government has a 
favorable attitude towards the industry they operate in, experience competitive intensity as an 
entry barrier and report that they do not perceive customer behavior as a barrier to entry in the 
market. These factors explain 25,5 percent of the financial performance in the Japanese market. 
Scandinavian companies in Japan that has a better non-financial performance than others report 
that the Japanese consumers acquire and use their products/services in a similar way to the 
home market, they operate in markets with high service- and technology intensity, they have a 
high degree of international experience, they do not perceive that tariff barriers are significant 
in Japan, they have adapted their promotion/communication to the Japanese market and they 
experience that there is a risk that their proprietary knowledge can be misused if they would 
enter partnerships with local companies. This model explain 41,2 percent of the non-financial 
performance in the market. Further Scandinavian companies in Japan with a better 
performance than other report that they perceive a high current and future demand, a high 
degree of acceptability of their products and services in the market, cultural similarity with 
Japan as well as an economic and legal stability in the country. Also, larger companies report a 
better financial performance than SME.  

The majority of these variables that explain performance on the Japanese market are either 
ownership advantages (company specific) or location advantages (country specific) as 
described in the OLI framework. There are also variables related to the marketing mix and to 
entry barriers. Entry barriers are related to the country and will be analyzed as location 
advantages/disadvantages in this section.   

 
5.6.2 The OLI variables and performance 

The fact shown in this study, that Scandinavian companies that have created ownership 
advantages and are better at utilizing the location advantages in Japan, perform better than 
others are in line with a proposal by Eden et al (2003). These researchers claim that both 
ownership and location advantages positively affect multinational companies’ performance.  

Ownership advantages 
Global maturation (measured by international experience and company size) as well as service- 
and technology intensity (measured by education of sales staff) are ownership related variables 
that explain performance in Japan. In order to understand how ownership advantages relate to 
performance Benito & Tomasson (2003) proposes that e g the resource-based view and the 
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transaction cost theory are used. Operating in a service- and technology intensive market is an 
ownership advantage because companies in such markets are likely to possess resources of 
tacit nature such as technology and know-how. Their better performance can from the 
resource-based perspective be explained by the ability to develop such knowledge and also the 
ability to transfer the knowledge across borders which leads to lower production costs and 
higher revenues (Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Kogut & Zander, 1993; Benito & Tomassen, 2003). 
Another ownership advantage related to knowledge is the fact that companies with a better 
performance in this study also specifies that they have a high degree of international 
experience. Knowledge gained from previous market entries and the ability to transfer it across 
borders leads to a better performance. Superior efficiency as an organizational instrument 
through which knowledge can be transferred across borders leads according to Kogut & Zander 
(1993) to the emergence of the multinational company. Also the transaction cost theory view 
knowledge as a proprietary asset that should be regarded as a clear example of an ownership 
advantage (Benito & Tomassen, 2003). As degree of perceived ownership advantages 
correlates positively with performance hypothesis H13 is confirmed. 

Location advantages 
Eden et al (2003) propose that location advantages affect a multinational company’s 
performance. It is confirmed in this study as nearly all of the variables that are related to 
location advantages are found to correlate with performance in Japan. Location advantages are 
available to all companies in a particular market but some companies are better to utilize these 
advantages than others (Dunning, 1988). The Scandinavian companies in Japan that perform 
better than others are thus better to utilize the location advantages, measured by market 
potential and investment risk as suggested by e g Agarswal & Ramaswami (1992). Hence, a 
better utilization of the market potential leads to better performance. Lower tariff barriers and 
political risk leads according to transaction cost theory to lower production costs which is a 
location advantage (Benito & Tomassen, 2003). In line with this theory both investment risk 
and tariff barriers are in this study regarded as low by the companies that report a better 
performance.  

Companies that perceive competitive intensity to be a significant entry barrier in Japan report a 
better performance, both on the financial and non-financial parameters. According to Porter 
(2008) this is possible when competition is not based on price cuts, but each competitor is 
servicing the needs of different customer segments. Haak & Haak (2008) state that Japanese 
companies used to compete mainly on price and their keiretsu structures but this is changing as 
the keiretsu structures are starting to break down. Japanese companies now invest in new 
product development, advanced product processes and research and development to lead in 
price and quality. The fact that better performing companies experience high competition could 
be an indication of that price based competition is reduced in Japan as suggested by Haak & 
Haak (2008). In a study of competition in Japan, Porter and Sakakibara (2004) found evidence 
of a positive relationship between competition and prosperity. The same relationship is found 
in this study. This finding is also in line with the fact that economists in general believe that 
competition can be one of the most effective mechanisms for selecting survivors based on 
achieved performance (Benito & Tomassen, 2003). Because degree of perceived location 
advantages correlates positively with performance, hypothesis H14 is confirmed.   
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Internalization advantages 
Scandinavian companies reporting that they experience a risk of misuse of their proprietary 
knowledge if they would enter a contract with a local partner also report better performance. 
The other variable in the study that measure internalization advantage do not correlate with 
performance. Any conclusions on how internalization advantage relate to performance in this 
study cannot be drawn based on only one measure. Not enough evidence of correlation 
between internalization advantages and performance is shown in this study which leads to the 
result of hypothesis H15 being inconclusive.  
 

5.6.3 The marketing mix and performance 

Looking at degree of adaptation and standardization of the marketing mix the study reveals that 
adaptation or standardization of the product does not affect performance in the Japanese 
market. Hypothesis H16 is therefore rejected. This is opposite to theory as proposed by Ryans 
(1988). He studied market share achievement in Japan and concludes that product modification 
results in higher market shares. However Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) claims that in a market with 
a long history of open borders (like Japan) consumers are accustomed to foreign products 
which enable higher levels of product standardization. Such a market is also more competitive 
and therefore requires responsiveness to local needs which leads to high level of adaptation of 
the marketing program (Ibid). This is confirmed in this study as the result show that adaptation 
of brand image, promotion and price leads to better performance. Thus, hypothesis H17 is 
confirmed. That Japan is a highly competitive market is a known fact both from literature 
(Porter and Sakakibara, 2004; Haak & Haak, 2008) and this study where intensity of 
competition is regarded as the most significant entry barrier.  

 
5.6.4 Variables that do not affect performance 

Turning to where no relationships were found, the study shows that performance is not affected 
by what entry mode companies have chosen for the Japanese market. More integrated entry 
modes do not report a better performance than less integrated entry modes or the other way 
around. Neither does performance correlate with type of industry the company operates in. 
This is opposite the theory of e g Porter (2008) who states that there are differences in 
profitability between various industries. One reason why this study does not show any 
correlation between industry and profitability could be that only two large categories were 
used, thus manufacturing and service. There is no correlation between how many years a 
company has operated on the Japanese market and performance. Woodcock et al (2004) 
suggest though that the effects of entry age must be considered when performance is studied as 
performance often is suppressed during the start-up period. One reason why this study does not 
show such a result can be that performance is measured in relation to expectations and 
expectations are likely to be low during the start-up period.  
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6. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 

So, what are the challenges on the Japanese market? The 64 Scandinavian companies that 
participated in this study report that the most significant barriers to entry in Japan are related to 
consumers, business people or competitors. Institutional entry barriers are even further down 
the list than in a study made 26 years ago (Simon, 1986) which indicates that the Japanese 
government’s work to drive deregulation forward and increase market transparency is making 
progress (Haak & Haak, 2008). The most significant entry barrier is now, like 26 years ago, 
intensity of competition. This is confirmed in literature proposing that competition in Japan is 
intense (Porter & Sakakibara, 2004; Haak & Haak, 2008) and Japanese consumers demanding 
(Haak & Haak, 2008). Economic stagnation is another important entry barrier in Japan, 
explained by the economic downturn the country is experiencing (Sweden-Japan Foundation, 
2012). Access to distribution systems is not perceived as difficult now as it was in Simon’s 
study from 1986. This is likely to be indicative of the fact that the Japanese distribution system, 
characterized by many layers of dealers, has loosened up making it easier for foreign 
companies to build their own sales and service networks (Haak & Haak, 2008). Neither is 
recruitment of local management personnel as difficult as 26 years ago, which can be explained 
by the tendency that foreign companies are starting to be regarded as attractive employers 
(Haak & Haak, 2008). According to Porter (2008), an understanding of the structure of the 
industry a company is operating in can assist in defining a position that is more profitable and 
less sensitive to competition. Knowing what entry barriers that characterize the industry is one 
important part of this. In line with Porter’s (2008) proposal this study found that different 
industries, entry modes and length of market presence report different entry barriers. The 
differences in perception concern which entry barriers that are regarded as most important but 
also the intensity of the barriers, which has support in literature (Leonidou, 2004).  

To conclude about barriers to entry, the Japanese market is challenging but the most significant 
entry barriers are not institutional and can be overcome by companies. Entry barriers that 
historically have characterized the Japanese market are perceived as less significant today than 
26 years ago. Competitive intensity is regarded as the most important barrier to entry in Japan 
but good news is that the companies reporting this also are the ones with superior performance. 
Which leads to the next area of the study; what market entry strategies can overcome the 
challenges and create superior performance in Japan?  

Because only few companies’ entry modes could be explained by the ownership-, location- and 
internalization advantages proposed in the OLI framework a full analysis of whether they have 
achieved superior performance or not was not possible in this study. However analysis of the 
individual variables in the OLI framework, their fit with entry mode and the relationship to 
performance revealed little correlation. Such support was though found by Brouthers (2002) in 
his study of how performance was related to entry modes predicted by an extended transaction 
cost model. The model in his study is not identical to the OLI model used in this analysis but 
they are both based on and extended from the transaction cost view and the performance 
measures are identical, so similar results could have been expected. The samples in the studies 
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differ however substantially, as Brouthers’ study was made on large, highly international 
companies’ (subsidiaries and joint ventures) entry to high risk developing markets.  

However, an analysis of the OLI variables in relation to performance without consideration 
given to entry modes reveals strong correlations. Companies that report more ownership 
advantages and location advantages also have a better performance. This is supported by theory 
proposing that companies that are better at creating company specific ownership advantages 
and utilizing country specific location advantages can achieve a superior performance (Benito 
& Tomassen, 2003; Eden et al, 2003). There were also indications of a relationship between 
internalization advantages and performance but not significant enough to draw any conclusions 
from. Scandinavian companies with superior performance in Japan operate in service- and 
technology intensive markets and have a high degree of international experience. They are also 
better at utilizing the market potential in Japan and perceive the investment risk in the country 
to be low. As mentioned before, companies that perceive the competitive intensity in Japan as a 
significant entry barrier report both a better financial performance and a better non-financial 
performance. Also previous research has found positive correlations between competitive 
intensity and performance in Japan (Porter & Sakakibara, 2004). These findings are supportive 
of the idea of competition as an effective mechanism for selecting survivors based on achieved 
performance (Benito & Tomassen, 2003).    

To summarize the discussion about how performance relate to entry modes and the OLI 
advantages; based on this analysis it appears that companies with entry modes predicted by 
ownership-, location- and internalization advantages do not perform better than others on the 
Japanese market. Neither does entry mode without consideration to its antecedents correlate 
with performance. However, this study found that companies that report higher levels of 
ownership advantages and location advantages report better performance in Japan. This is 
related to Benito & Tomasson’s (2003) proposition that, ones the OLI advantages are in place, 
companies have different capabilities in using them. These capabilities depend on the 
companies’ level of experience, the use and spread of knowledge throughout the organization 
and the networks that link companies to both people and other organizations. Trying to apply 
this theory to the context of this study it is possible that the Scandinavian companies in Japan 
that possess superior assets and skills (ownership advantages) and are able to better utilize the 
market potential of Japan (location advantages) have achieved their superior performance 
through their experience, their ability to develop and replicate knowledge in the organization 
and their networks to people and other organizations.  

This study has also investigated how marketing mix strategy, its antecedents and degree of 
adaptation/standardization relate to performance. Findings are that adaptation of brand, 
promotion/communication and price are related to better performance in Japan. This is 
explained by theory suggesting that a market with a long history of open borders (like Japan) is 
characterized by intensive competition (also confirmed in this study) and requires 
responsiveness to local needs through adaptation of the marketing program (Florin & Ogbuehi, 
2004). The findings are also indicative of the fact that even though people in different countries 
increasingly share global brands the way these brands are perceived, promoted and used still 
varies between these countries depending on local differences in tastes and preferences (Hill, 
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2011). No relationship between adaptation or standardization of the product and performance 
was found which contradicts the findings of Ryans (1988). He proposes that product 
modifications result in higher market shares in Japan. However this study was based on a 
sample of Canadian companies with business operations in Japan 24 years ago and the findings 
might not be generalizable to Scandinavian companies in Japan today.  

Analysis of whether adaptation/standardization of the marketing mix that is based on market-, 
industry- and company- specific variables create better performance than 
adaptation/standardization that cannot be predicted by these variables found three relationships 
of nine possible. Companies that have adapted their marketing program to the stage of the 
product life cycle in Japan report better performance. This is supported by research suggesting 
that a standardized marketing strategy works best in markets with similar stages of the product 
life cycle (Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003). Those companies that perceive higher levels of 
cultural differences between the home market and Japan and have adapted the product and the 
marketing program also report superior performance. Research that supports this finding 
concludes that many companies adapt their marketing mix to local markets depending on e g 
differences in national culture (Hill, 2011). Also companies that experience high competition 
on the Japanese market and have adapted their marketing program tend to perform better than 
those that have chosen not to adapt their program in spite of high competition. This finding is 
important because intensity of competition is regarded as the most significant entry barrier in 
Japan according to this study. Theories that support this finding propose that adaptation of both 
product and service due to competitive pressure can lead to a competitive advantage over rivals 
(Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003; Florin & Ogbuehi, 2004). 

Concluding remarks regarding the findings on marketing mix strategy are that while adaptation 
of the product does not seem to lead to better performance on the Japanese market, adaptation 
of the brand, promotion/communication and price tend to result in superior performance. The 
result also show that stage of product life cycle, degree of cultural differences and level of 
competition, performance is affected by whether there is a fit between degree of adaptation and 
standardization of the marketing strategy and the context the strategy is implemented in. 
Finding out how the marketing mix can be adapted or standardized in order to achieve superior 
performance is relevant as there in most international businesses is an ongoing discussion 
about the need to reduce costs and at the same time respond to local conditions in different 
markets, which tend to raise costs (Hill, 2011). 
 
The contributions of this study, which is based on Scandinavian companies in Japan, are 
related to entry barriers and how market entry strategies can lead to superior performance. This 
study has confirmed that the most significant entry barriers in Japan are non-institutional which 
means that market strategies can be designed to overcome them. There are differences in 
perceptions of importance and intensity of entry barriers between different industries, entry 
modes and market experience. The finding that entry modes selected based on the OLI 
framework do not perform better than other and that type of entry mode is not related to 
performance is encouraging especially to SMEs that often lack the resources of the large 
companies to invest in a more integrated entry mode. Another important finding in this study is 
that companies with higher levels of ownership advantages and location advantages in Japan, 
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irrespective of entry mode, report a better performance. This implies that managers of 
Scandinavian companies entering the Japanese market should strive to create ownership 
advantages and better utilize location advantages in order to achieve superior performance. 
Findings in this study further suggest that in general adaptation of the brand, 
promotion/communication and price can result in better performance in Japan. In particular, 
adaptation to create a fit between the marketing strategy and stage of product life cycle, degree 
of cultural differences and level of competition has the potential to lead to better performance 
in Japan. The fact that competition in Japan is fierce should not discourage a company 
interested in entering the market as those companies that perceive competitive intensity to be a 
highly significant entry barrier also report a superior performance.  

A limitation of this study is that it is based on a convenience sample of Scandinavian 
companies with business operations in Japan. This makes generalizability beyond the sample 
unreliable. Another possible shortcoming would be the performance measurements as different 
companies may have different norms for measuring performance.  

The entry mode related part of this study is based on the OLI framework as an explanatory 
model. There are several different theories to base such research on, e g the transaction cost 
view. Florin & Ogbuehi (2004) suggest that strategic objectives for operating across borders 
will influence degree of marketing mix standardization and entry decisions. Future studies may 
move the field forward by building on these theories. The findings in this study support the 
proposition of Benito & Tomassen (2003) that performance can be expected to differ 
substantially even within a category of operations, for examples business undertaken in wholly 
owned subsidiaries. Performance achieved across and within the structural choices made by 
companies is therefore a suggested area for further research. Also research about which 
capabilities that enables a company to create superior ownership advantages and better utilize 
location advantages to achieve superior performance is important. How different types of 
markets, thus emerging or developed, relate to entry mode and performance would move the 
field forward. Research regarding how entry barriers affect performance within and across 
different industries, entry modes and market experience would also be relevant. This study is 
based on a convenience sample among Scandinavian companies with business operations in 
Japan. Future research should include companies from different countries and carry out studies 
in other countries than Japan. 
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8. APPENDIX 
 

8.1 The indicators 

Market entry mode indicators 

Ownership, location and internalization advantages were measured by a combination of the 
indicators used by Agarswal & Ramaswami (1992), Brouthers et al (1999) and Brouthers 
(2002). These indicators are independent variables in the study. Entry mode is a dependent 
variable in the analysis of entry mode choice, but an independent variable in the performance 
analysis.   
 
Q1: Please indicate how your company is represented on the Japanese market? Answer: wholly 
owned subsidiary, joint venture, direct and indirect export or contractual agreements. 
 
Ownership advantage 
Brouthers et al (1999) measured ownership advantages with a combination of four indicators; 
global maturation (company experience and size), product differentiation (competitive 
intensity, uniqueness of service), adaptability of product and service (consumer tastes) as well 
as service and technology intensity (education needed to sell product/service), while Agarswal 
& Ramaswami (1992) measured ownership advantage with product differentiation (ability to 
develop differentiated products), and what Brouthers et al (1999) call global maturation 
(company size and multinational experience). Regarding the measure of ability to develop a 
differentiated product, a unique product with few competitors is an indicator that the company 
has a differentiated product/service. 

In this study company size is measured by number of employees world-wide (Brouthers, 
2002). Perceived readiness to handle international business is a measurement of multinational 
experience (Agarswal & Ramaswami, 1992).    

Q3: What is the size of your company including world-wide operations, in terms of number of 
employees? Answer: from less than 10 to more than 5000.  
Q15: How capable is your company in terms of technological, managerial and financial 
capabilities to handle international expansion? Answer: from (0) not capable to (10) capable.  

Product differentiation is in this study measured by two indicators; competitive intensity and 
uniqueness of service (Brouthers et al, 1999).  

Q6: Please rate the competitive intensity that your company experience on the Japanese 
market. Answer: from (0) low to (10) high.  
Q8: How unique is your company’s services/products on the Japanese market? Answer: from 
(0) similar to other products/services to (10) unique. 

Service and technology intensity is measured by how much education is needed to sell the 
product/service (Brouthers et al, 1999). 
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Q9: How much education is needed to sell your products/services? Answer: from (0) high 
school to (10) advanced degree. 
 
Location advantage 
Location advantage is by Brouthers et al (1999) measured by a combination of four variables; 
market demand (competitive intensity, current demand and future demand), production costs 
(speed of technological change), cultural differences (differences in legal structure, political 
structure, social structure, culture and the economic system) and market infrastructure. 
Agarswal & Ramaswami (1992) measure location advantage with market potential and 
investment risk.  

In this study market demand/market potential will be measured by a combination of the 
indicators suggested by Brouthers et al (1999) and Agarswal & Ramaswami’s (1992).  

Q5: How would you rate the demand for your company’s products/services in Japan? 
Current demand? Answer: from (0) low to (10) high. 
Future demand? Answer: from (0) low to (10) high.  
Q7: What do you think of the general acceptability of your products/services in Japan? 
Answer: from (0) poor to (10) good.  
Q18: What do you think about the attitude of the Japanese government towards the industry 
your company is within? Answer: from (0) unfavorable (10) favorable.  

Investment risk is in this study measured by general stability of political, social and economic 
conditions in the country (Agarswal & Ramaswami, 1992) and by cultural and legal differences 
(Brouthers et al, 1999). 

Q16: What do you think about the general stability of the following conditions in Japan?  
Legal conditions. Answer: from (0) unstable to (10) stable. 
Political conditions. Answer: from (0) unstable to (10) stable. 
Economic conditions. Answer: from (0) unstable to (10) stable. 
Social conditions. Answer: from (0) unstable to (10) stable. 
Q17: How would you rate the cultural similarity between the Japanese market and your 
company’s home market? Answer: from (0) different to (10) similar. 
 
Internalization advantage 
It is difficult to measure the cost of sharing the assets and skills with a company in the foreign 
market versus integrating them within the company, so Agarswal & Ramaswami (1992) 
measure it by contractual risks. This study does the same.  

Q19: How would you rate the cost of making and enforcing contracts with a potential partner 
in Japan compared to your company’s home country? Answer: from (0) low to (10) high. 
Q20: What do you think is the risk of dissipation or misuse of your proprietary knowledge if 
you operated jointly with a local partner in Japan? Answer: from (0) low to (10) high. 
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Marketing mix strategy indicators 

The variables for standardization or adaptation of the marketing mix are measured by 
indicators as suggested by Theodosiou & Leoniodou (2003) and Florin & Ogbuehi (2004). 
These indicators are independent variables in the study. The degree of adaptation and 
standardization of the marketing mix are dependent variables in the analysis of the marketing 
mix antecedents but independent in the performance related analyses. 
 
Customer issues 
Q12: How different are the consumer characteristics in Japan compared to your company’s 
home country on the following parameters? 
Consumers’ tastes/preferences for your products/services. Answer: from (0) different to (10) 
similar. 
How consumers acquire and use your products/services. Answer: from (0) different to (10) 
similar. 
 
Stage of local market development 
Q10: In what stage of the product life cycle is your core product on the Japanese market 
compared to your company’s home market? Answer: from (0) similar to (10) different or N/A. 
 
Market characteristics  
Market characteristics are measured by the same indicator that measures location advantage for 
the concept of market entry modes. 
Q5: How would you rate the demand for your company’s products/services in Japan? 
Current demand? Answer: from (0) low to (10) high. 
Future demand? Answer: from (0) low to (10) high.  
 
Competition 
Competition is measured by the same indicator that measures ownership advantage for the 
concept of market entry modes. 
Q6: Please rate the competitive intensity that your company experience on the Japanese 
market. Answer: from (0) low to (10) high.  
 
Speed of technological change 
Q11: How would you rate the speed of technological change for your company’s products on 
the Japanese market? Answer: from (0) low to (10) high or N/A  
 
Organizational factors 
Q14: To what degree would you say that decision-making is centralized to head-quarters in 
your company? Answer: from (0) de-centralized to (10) centralized.  
 
Nature of ownership 
Q1: Please indicate how your company is represented on the Japanese market? Answer: wholly 
owned subsidiary, joint venture, direct and indirect export or contractual agreements. 
 



66 
 

Degree of standardization and adaptation of the marketing mix 
Q13:  To what degree is your company’s marketing mix strategy adapted to the Japanese 
market? Answer: from (0) standardized/not adapted to (10) adapted 
Product design/style 
Product quality 
Items/models in product line 
Packaging 
Services 
Brand image 
Promotion/communication 
Pricing 
Distribution 

 
Indicators of barriers to entry 

Questions were asked about the most common barriers to entry in international markets as 
specified by Karakaya (1993) and the most significant entry barriers in Japan as proposed by 
Simon (1986) and Haak & Haak (2008). These indicators are independent variables in the 
study. 

Q22: Please rate the importance of the following entry barriers/challenges that your company 
encounters in Japan. Answer: from (0) low to (10) high.  
Business practices 
Language 
Behavior of public authorities/officials 
Non-tariff barriers 
Access to distribution systems 
Tariff barriers 
Legal problems 
Political uncertainty 
Economic stagnation 
Cultural barriers 
Recruitment of local management personnel 
Intensity of competition 
Consumer behavior 

 

Performance indicators 

The performance indicators were taken from Brouther’s (2002) study of the relationship 
between entry mode and performance. He used three financial measures; sales level, 
profitability and sales growth and four non-financial measures; market share, marketing, 
reputation and market access. The respondents were asked to rate to what degree the 
performance meet expectations. The same questions were used in this study. The performance 
indicators are dependent variables in the study.   
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Q21: How would you rate your company’s performance on the Japanese market? Answer: 
from (0) does not meet expectations to (10) meet expectations.  
Sales level 
Profitability 
Sales growth 
Market share 
Marketing 
Reputation 
Market access 

 
Control variables  

Company size is both a control variable and an independent variable as it is an indicator of 
ownership advantage. Industry sector, time of entry in Japan and nationality of the respondent 
are control variables. 

Q2: Which industry is your company operating in? Answer: manufacturing, service excluding 
retail/wholesale, retail/wholesale or other. 
Q3: What is the size of your company including world-wide operations, in terms of number of 
employees? Answer: from less than 10 to more than 5000.  
Q4: When did your company enter the Japanese market? Answer: from “before 1979” to 
“between 2010 and 2012”.  
Q23: What nationality are you? Answer: Japanese or other. 
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8.2 English questionnaire with introduction 

 

CHALLENGES AND MARKET ENTRY STRATEGIES IN JAPAN 

 

Welcome! Thank you for choosing to participate in this survey! 

The survey is intended for Scandinavian companies with business operations in Japan. The 
purpose of the study is to examine what challenges companies face on the Japanese market and 
how market entry strategies can be employed to increase performance. The particular market 
entry strategies in focus are entry modes and marketing mix strategy. This survey is part of my 
MBA-program at Blekinge Institute of Technology in Sweden. 

The survey is anonymous and will not take more than ten minutes. If you are interested in the 
result as presented in the final thesis you will be provided with a copy. Just follow the simple 
instructions given to you when you have submitted the survey. 

Thank you in advance for your help! 

Therese Palmquist 

 

1) Please indicate how your company is represented on the Japanese market? 

Wholly owned subsidiary (95% ownership or more) 

Joint Venture (5-94% ownership) 

Direct and indirect export 

Contractual agreements, for example licensing, franchising or alliances 

 

2) Which industry is your company operating in? 

Manufacturing 

Service excluding retail 

Retail/Wholesale 

Other 

 

  



69 
 

3) What is the size of your company including world-wide operations in terms of number of 
employees? 

Less than 10 

10-49 

50-249 

250-499 

500-4999 

More than 5000 

 

4) When did your company enter the Japanese market? 

Between 2010 and 2012 

Between 2000 and 2009 

Between 1990 and 1999 

Between 1980 and 1989 

Before 1979 

 

5) How would you rate the demand for your company's products/services in Japan?* 

0 (Low) - 10 (High) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Current demand            
Future demand             

 

6) Please rate the competitive intensity that your company experience on the Japanese market. 

0 (Low/Few competitors) - 10 (High/Many competitors) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

7) What do you think of the general acceptability of your products/services in Japan? 

0 (Poor) - 10 (Good) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 
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8) How unique is your company's services/products on the Japanese market? 

0 (Similar to other products/services) - 10 (Unique) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

9) How much education is needed to sell your products/services? 

0 (High school) - 10 (Advanced degree) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

10) In what stage of the product life cycle is your core product on the Japanese market 
compared to your company's home market? 

(0) Similar stage - (10) Different stage 

N/A  0   1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

11) How would you rate the speed of technological change for your company's products on the 
Japanese market? 

0 (Low) - 10 (High) 

N/A  0   1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

12) How different are the consumer characteristics in Japan compared to your company's home 
country on the following parameters; 

0 (Similar) - 10 (Different) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Consumers' 
tastes/preference for your 
products/services 

           

How consumers acquire 
and use your 
products/services 
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13) To what degree is your company's marketing mix strategy adapted to the Japanese market? 

0 (Standardized/Not adapted) - 10 (Adapted) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Product design/style            
Product quality            
Items/models in product 
line 

           

Packaging            
Services            
Brand image            
Promotion/Communication            
Pricing            
Distribution            

 

14) To what degree would you say that decision-making is centralized to head-quarters in your 
company? 

0 (De-centralized) - 10 (Centralized) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

15) How capable is your company in terms of technological, managerial and financial 
capabilities to handle international expansion? 

0 (Not capable) - 10 (Capable) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

16) What do you think about the general stability of the following conditions in Japan? 

0 (Unstable) - 10 (Stable) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Legal 
conditions 

           

Political 
conditions 

           

Economic 
conditions 

           

Social 
conditions 
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17) How would you rate the cultural similarity between the Japanese market and your 
company's home market? 

0 (Different) - 10 (Similar) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

18) What do you think of the attitude of the Japanese government towards the industry your 
company is within? 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

19) How would you rate the cost of making and enforcing contracts with a potential partner in 
Japan compared to your company's home country? 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

  

20) What do you think is the risk of dissipation or misuse of your proprietary knowledge if you 
operated jointly with a local partner in Japan? 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

  

21) How would you rate your company's performance on the Japanese market? 

0 (Does not meet expectations) - 10 (Meet expectations) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Sales level            
Profitability            
Sales growth            
Market share            
Marketing            
Reputation            
Market 
access 
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22) Please rate the importance of the following entry barriers/challenges that your company 
encounters in Japan. 

0 (Low) - 10 (High) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Legal problems            
Tariff barriers            
Non-tariff barriers            
Behavior of public 
authorities/officials 

           

Business practices            
Access to distribution 
systems 

           

Intensity of competition            
Recruitment of local 
management personnel 

           

Language            
Economic stagnation            
Political uncertainty            
Consumer behavior            
Cultural barriers            

 

23) Which nationality are you? 

(This is being asked in order to get a background to questions concerning cultural differences.) 

Japanese 

Other 

 

 

Thank you for taking this survey. Your response is very important! 

If you would like a copy of the result of the survey as presented in the final thesis, please send 
an e-mail to the following address and I will distribute it to you when it's finished in June; 

thpa08@student.bth.se 

Thank you again! 

Therese Palmquist 
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8.3 Swedish questionnaire with introduction 

 

HANDELSHINDER OCH MARKNADSSTRATEGIER I JAPAN 

 

Välkommen! Tack för att du valt att delta i undersökningen! 

Enkäten är avsedd för skandinaviska företag som bedriver affärsverksamhet mot Japan. Syftet 
med studien är att undersöka vilka handelshinder företag möter på den japanska marknaden 
och hur marknadsstrategier kan tillämpas för att nå framgång. Undersökningen ingår i min D-
uppsats och är en del av MBA-programmet på Blekinge Tekniska Högskola.  

Undersökningen är helt anonym och tar inte mer än tio minuter att genomföra. Deltagare 
erbjuds att ta del av resultatet och kan få en kopia av uppsatsen skickad till sig. En instruktion 
om detta följer när enkäten är avslutad. När du har fyllt i dina svar, välj "submit" så 
skickas enkäten in.   

Tack på förhand och lycka till! 

Therese Palmquist 

 

1) Hur finns ditt företag representerat på den japanska marknaden? 

Helägt dotterbolag (95% ägandeskap eller mer) 

Joint Venture (5-94% ägandeskap) 

Direkt och indirekt export 

Kontraktsbaserat avtal, t ex licens, franchising eller allians 

 

2) Vilken bransch tillhör ditt företag? 

Tillverkning 

Service 

Detaljhandel eller grossistförsäljning 

Annan bransch 
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3) Hur stort är ditt företag inklusive global verksamhet avseende antal anställda? 

Färre än 10 

10-49 

50-249 

250-499 

500-4999 

Fler än 5000 

 

4) När började ditt företag bedriva affärsverksamhet med Japan? 

Mellan 2010 och 2012 

Mellan 2000 och 2009 

Mellan 1990 och 1999 

Mellan 1980 och 1989 

Före 1979 

 

5) Hur bedömer du graden av efterfrågan på ditt företags produkter/tjänster på den japanska 
marknaden? 

0 (Låg) - 10 (Hög) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Nuvarande 
efterfrågan 

           

Framtida efterfrågan            

 

6) Hur intensiv konkurrens möter ditt företag på den japanska marknaden? 

0 (Låg/Få konkurrenter) - 10 (Hög/Många konkurrenter) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

7) Hur bedömer du den generella acceptansen av ditt företags produkter/tjänster i Japan? 

0 (Dålig) - 10 (Bra) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 
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8) Till vilken grad är ditt företags produkter/tjänster unika på den japanska marknaden? 

0 (Lika andra företags produkter/tjänster) - 10 (Unika) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

9) Hur mycket utbildning behövs för att sälja ditt företags produkter/tjänster? 

0 (Grundskola) - 10 (Högre utbildning) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

10) I vilket stadie av produktlivscykeln befinner sig ditt företags kärnprodukt på den japanska 
marknaden jämfört med hemmamarknaden? 

(0) Liknande stadie - (10) Annat stadie 

N/A  0   1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

  

11) Hur snabbt anser du att den teknologiska utvecklingen sker i den bransch som ditt företag 
befinner sig i? 

0 (Långsamt) - 10 (Snabbt) 

N/A  0   1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

12) Hur mycket skiljer sig kunderna i Japan från kunderna på ditt företags hemmamarknad 
avseende följande karaktäristik?* 

 

0 (Lika) - 10 (Olika) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Kundernas smak/preferens 
för företagets 
produkter/tjänster 

           

Hur kunderna anskaffar och 
använder företagets 
produkter/tjänster  

           

 

  



77 
 

13) Till vilken grad är ditt företags marknadsmix anpassad till den japanska marknaden? 

0 (Standardiserad/Inte anpassad) - 10 (Anpassad) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Produktdesign/utförande            
Produktkvalitet            
Antal modeller/produkter            
Paketering            
Service            
Varumärke            
Kommunikation (reklam, PR, 
etc) 

           

Prissättning            
Distribution            

 

14) Till vilken grad anser du att beslutsfattande är centraliserat till huvudkontoret i ditt företag? 

0 (Decentraliserat) - 10 (Centraliserat) 

N/A  0   1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

  

15) Till vilken grad anser du att ditt företag besitter teknologisk kunskap, finansiella medel och 
ledarskapsfärdigheter för att klara en internationell expansion? 

0 (Inte kapabelt) - 10 (Kapabelt) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

16) Vad anser du om den generalla stabiliteten avseende följande förhållanden i Japan? 

0 (Inte stabil) - 10 (Stabil) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Legal situation           
Politisk situation           
Ekonomisk 
situation 

          

Social situation           

 

17) Till vilken grad är kulturen i ditt företags hemmamarknad lik eller olik kulturen i Japan? 

0 (Olik) - 10 (Lik) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 
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18) Vad anser du om den japanska regeringens attityd till branschen som ditt företag verkar 
inom? 

0 (Ofördelaktig) - 10 (Fördelaktig) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

19) Hur skulle du vilja gradera kostnaden för att teckna och upprätthålla avtal med en möjlig 
affärspartner i Japan jämfört med att göra motsvarande på ditt företags hemmamarknad? 

0 (Låg) - 10 (Hög) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

20) Hur stor anser du att risken är att dina äganderättsskyddade kunskaper/tillgångar skulle 
kunna komma att missbrukas om ditt företag samarbetade med en lokal affärspartner i Japan? 

0 (Låg risk) - 10 (Hög risk) 

0  1 2 3  4 5   6   7   8   9   10 

 

21) Vad anser du om ditt företags resultat på den japanska marknaden inom följande områden; 

0 (Möter inte förväntningarna) - 10 (Möter förväntningarna) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Försäljning            
Lönsamhet/vinst            
Försäljningstillväxt            
Marknadsandel            
Marknadsföring            
Anseende/rykte            
Tillgång till 
marknaden 
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22) Hur skulle du vilja gradera vikten av följande potentiella handelshinder som ditt företag 
möter i Japan; 

0 (Låg) - 10 (Hög) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Legala problem           
Tariffära handelshinder (tullar, 
skatter och andra avgifter) 

          

Icke-tariffära handelshinder (t ex 
importkvoter, omständig byråkrati 
vid import och särskilda 
standarder/krav för importerade 
varor) 

          

Officiella myndigheters 
handlingssätt 

          

Affärsmetoder           
Tillgång till distributionskanaler           
Intensiv konkurrens           
Rekrytering av chefspersoner           
Kulturella hinder           
Ekonomisk stagnation           
Politisk osäkerhet           
Kunders beteende/karaktäristik           
Språkrelaterade hinder           

 

 

 

Tack för att du deltog i undersökningen! 

Om du vill ta del av resultatet i form av en kopia av uppsatsen är du välkommen att skicka ett 
meddelande till följande e-postadress, så kommer den skickas till dig under juni månad;  

thpa08@student.bth.se 

 
Med vänlig hälsning, 

Therese Palmquist 
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8.4 Descriptive statistics of all variables 

Descriptive statistics of the variables are presented in table 8.4.1 and 8.4.2. It shows that the 
data is normally distributed.   

TABLE 8.4.1 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS - ENTRY MODE AND MARKETING MIX VARIABLES 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 

 Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

Entry Mode 64 ,63 ,488 -,529 ,299 -1,777 ,590

Nationality 64 ,19 ,393 1,640 ,299 ,711 ,590

Type of industry 64 4,47 2,600 -,246 ,299 -1,715 ,590

Company size (employees) 64 4,81 3,075 ,186 ,299 -1,595 ,590

Time of entry 64 6,00 2,828 -,191 ,299 -,824 ,590

Education of sales staff 64 6,42 2,487 -,994 ,299 ,658 ,590

Uniqueness of prod/serv 64 6,50 2,323 -,721 ,299 ,044 ,590

International experience 64 6,80 2,601 -,792 ,299 -,036 ,590

Competitive intensity 64 3,62 2,628 ,564 ,299 -,527 ,590

Legal stability in Japan 64 7,92 1,811 -1,089 ,299 ,852 ,590

Political stability in Japan 64 6,77 2,770 -,886 ,299 ,080 ,590

Economic stability in Japan 64 6,02 2,059 -1,013 ,299 1,250 ,590

Social stability in Japan 64 7,41 1,630 -,508 ,299 -,447 ,590

Cultural similarity 64 3,81 2,713 ,219 ,299 -1,345 ,590

Attitude of government 64 5,67 2,323 ,186 ,299 -,423 ,590

Acceptability of products/services 64 7,08 2,103 -,698 ,299 -,098 ,590

Current demand  64 5,56 2,092 -,402 ,299 -,451 ,590

Future demand  64 6,97 1,662 -,056 ,299 -,805 ,590

Cost of contracts 64 6,14 2,308 -,616 ,299 ,345 ,590

Risk of misuse 64 3,31 2,532 ,515 ,299 -,535 ,590

Stage of PLC 46 3,59 3,370 ,404 ,350 -1,262 ,688

Decision centr vs decentr 61 5,62 3,067 -,122 ,306 -1,235 ,604

Speed of technological change 50 4,46 2,605 ,105 ,337 -,981 ,662

Consumers' tastes/preference 64 5,62 2,646 -,455 ,299 -,664 ,590

How consumers acquire and use 64 4,63 2,757 -,125 ,299 -,989 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Product design/style  64 3,98 3,392 ,165 ,299 -1,474 ,590

Adap vs stand: Product quality  64 4,19 3,486 ,221 ,299 -1,359 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Items/models  64 3,53 3,127 ,352 ,299 -1,232 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Packaging  64 2,94 3,192 ,657 ,299 -,933 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Services  64 5,22 3,326 -,262 ,299 -1,319 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Brand image  64 3,91 3,384 ,205 ,299 -1,381 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Promotion/Comm  64 4,95 3,234 -,134 ,299 -1,223 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Pricing  64 5,17 3,407 -,110 ,299 -1,315 ,590

Adapt vs stand: Distribution  64 5,52 3,572 -,294 ,299 -1,336 ,590
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TABLE 8.4.2 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS - PERFORMANCE AND ENTRY BARRIER VARIABLES 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 

 Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

Performance: Sales level 64 5,88 2,693 -,260 ,299 -,828 ,590

Performance: Profitability 64 6,06 2,833 -,437 ,299 -,776 ,590

Performance: Sales growth 64 5,36 2,503 -,248 ,299 -,659 ,590

Performance: Market share 64 5,05 2,728 ,099 ,299 -,910 ,590

Performance: Marketing 64 4,72 2,453 -,116 ,299 -,663 ,590

Performance: Reputation 64 7,03 2,055 -,689 ,299 -,152 ,590

Performance: Market access 64 5,98 2,394 -,590 ,299 -,108 ,590

Barriers: Legal problems 52 2,06 2,244 1,549 ,330 1,600 ,650

Barriers: Tariff barriers 52 2,88 3,123 ,738 ,330 -,912 ,650

Barriers: Non-tariff barriers 52 3,35 3,149 ,678 ,330 -,783 ,650

Barriers: Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 
52 3,02 2,532 ,822 ,330 -,010 ,650

Barriers: Business practices 52 4,96 2,863 -,236 ,330 -1,056 ,650

Barriers: Access to distribution 

systems 
52 3,52 3,208 ,537 ,330 -,974 ,650

Barriers: Intensity of 

competition  
52 5,10 3,031 -,412 ,330 -1,137 ,650

Barriers: Recruitment of local 

management personnel 
52 3,75 3,418 ,418 ,330 -1,289 ,650

Barriers: Language  52 4,63 3,641 ,050 ,330 -1,641 ,650

Barriers: Economic stagnation 52 4,69 2,783 -,265 ,330 -1,081 ,650

Barriers: Political uncertainty 52 1,50 1,686 1,480 ,330 2,047 ,650

Barriers: Consumer behavior 52 4,58 3,044 ,013 ,330 -1,262 ,650

Barriers: Cultural barriers 52 4,40 3,285 ,144 ,330 -1,445 ,650
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8.5 Descriptive statistics and correlations of entry barriers 

TABLE 8.5.1  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS - ENTRY BARRIERS PER ENTRY MODE AND IN TOTAL 

 Entry Mode  

Export/license (N=23) Subsidiary/joint venture 

(N=29) 

Total (N=52) 

Mean 

(Order) 

Std. 

Deviation 

Mean 

(Order) 

Std. 

Deviation 

Mean 

(Order) 

Std. 

Deviation 

Intensity of competition 4,26 (2) 3,264 5,76 (2) 2,708 5,10 (1) 3,031

Business practices 3,74 (3) 3,093 5,93 (1) 2,282 4,96 (2) 2,863

Economic stagnation 4,52 (1) 2,591 4,83 (7) 2,965 4,69 (3) 2,783

Language 3,65 (4) 3,433 5,41 (3) 3,670 4,63 (4) 3,641

Consumer behavior 3,61 (5) 2,888 5,34 (4) 2,991 4,58 (5) 3,044

Cultural barriers 3,43 (6) 3,174 5,17 (6) 3,219 4,40 (6) 3,285

Recruitment of local 

management personnel 
1,78 (11) 2,411 5,31 (5) 3,318 3,75 (7) 3,418

Access to distribution 

systems 
3,22 (8) 2,938 3,76 (9) 3,440 3,52 (8) 3,208

Non-tariff barriers 2,39 (10) 2,675 4,10 (8) 3,331 3,35 (9) 3,149

Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 
2,65 (9) 2,497 3,31 (10) 2,565 3,02 (10) 2,532

Tariff barriers 3,26 (7) 3,532 2,59 (11) 2,784 2,88 (11) 3,123

Legal problems 1,70 (12) 2,162 2,34 (12) 2,303 2,06 (12) 2,244

Political uncertainty 1,04 (13) 1,296 1,86 (13) 1,885 1,50 (13) 1,686

Mean all barriers/company 39,26 55,72 48,44 
 
 
 

TABLE 8.5.2 CORRELATION - MEAN OF BARRIERS PER COMPANY AND ENTRY MODE 

 MeanAllBarriers Entry Mode 

Spearman's rho 

MeanAllBarriers 

Correlation Coefficient 1,000 ,339* 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,014 

N 52 52 

Entry Mode 

Correlation Coefficient ,339* 1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,014 . 

N 52 52 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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TABLE 8.5.3 CORRELATION - ENTRY MODE AND ENTRY BARRIERS 
  

 Spearman's rho 

Entry Mode 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) N 

Cultural barriers ,263 ,060 52

Political uncertainty ,234 ,094 52

Language ,292 ,035 52

Economic stagnation ,062 ,660 52

Consumer behavior ,289 ,038 52

Recruitment of local 

management personnel 
,510 ,000 52

Intensity of competition ,235 ,094 52

Access to distribution 

systems 
,072 ,613 52

Business practices ,375 ,006 52

Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 
,133 ,346 52

Non-tariff barriers ,275 ,048 52

Tariff barriers -,045 ,752 52

Legal problems ,195 ,165 52
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TABLE 8.5.5 CORRELATION - MEAN OF BARRIERS PER COMPANY AND TYPE OF INDUSTRY 

 MeanAllBarriers Type of industry 

Spearman's rho 

MeanAllBarriers 

Correlation Coefficient 1,000 -,096 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,578 

N 52 36 

Type of industry 

Correlation Coefficient -,096 1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,578 . 

N 36 36 
 
 
  

TABLE 8.5.4 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS – ENTRY BARRIERS DEPENDING ON INDUSTRY 
 

 Type of industry 

Manufacturing (N=25) Service including retail/wholesale (N=11) 

Mean (Order) Std. Deviation Mean (Order) Std. Deviation 

Intensity of competition 4,68 (5) 2,940 4,09 (4) 3,390

Business practices 5,24 (2) 3,126 4,45 (3) 2,911

Economic stagnation 4,88 (4) 2,186 2,73 (10) 3,349

Language 5,36 (1) 3,264 4,91 (1) 4,110

Consumer behavior 4,16 (7) 2,734 4,73 (2) 3,319

Cultural barriers 5,12 (3) 3,283 3,00 (9) 3,098

Recruitment of local 

management personnel 
3,68 (8) 3,301 3,36 (8) 3,828

Access to distribution 

systems 
4,28 (6) 3,116 3,64 (6) 3,668

Non-tariff barriers 3,48 (10) 3,190 3,73 (5) 3,438

Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 
2,44 (11) 1,805 3,45 (7) 3,174

Tariff barriers 3,56 (9) 3,097 3,00 (9) 3,899

Legal problems 1,44 (13) 1,083 3,45 (7)  3,328

Political uncertainty 1,64 (12) 1,705 1,09 (11) 1,514

Mean all barriers/company 49,96 45,64
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TABLE 8.5.6 CORRELATION - INDUSTRY TYPE AND ENTRY BARRIERS 

 Spearman's rho 

Type of industry 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) N 

Cultural barriers -,292 ,084 36

Political uncertainty -,181 ,291 36

Language -,038 ,826 36

Economic stagnation -,357 ,033 36

Consumer behavior ,102 ,552 36

Recruitment of local 

management personnel 
-,115 ,505 36

Intensity of competition -,088 ,609 36

Access to distribution 

systems 
-,135 ,433 36

Business practises -,114 ,507 36

Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 
,097 ,573 36

Non-tariff barriers ,032 ,852 36

Tariff barriers -,133 ,441 36

Legal problems ,215 ,208 36
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TABLE 8.5.7 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS – ENTRY BARRIERS DEPENDING ON TIME OF ENTRY 
 

 Time of entry 

Up to 12 years in Japan (N=21) More than 12 years in Japan 

(N=31) 

Mean (Order) Std. Deviation Mean (Order) Std. Deviation 

Intensity of competition 3,19 (6) 2,909 6,39 (1) 2,390 

Business practices 4,19 (1) 3,265 5,48 (3) 2,475 

Economic stagnation 3,43 (3) 3,075 5,55 (2) 2,234 

Language 4,19 (1) 4,070 4,94 (5) 3,356 

Consumer behavior 4,10 (2) 3,161 4,90 (6) 2,970 

Cultural barriers 3,33 (5) 3,322 5,13 (4) 3,106 

Recruitment of local 

management personnel 
3,00 (8) 3,701 4,26 (7) 3,172 

Access to distribution 

systems 
3,38 (4) 3,398 3,61 (8) 3,127 

Non-tariff barriers 3,14 (7) 3,410 3,48 (9) 3,010 

Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 
2,67 (9) 2,689 3,26 (10) 2,435 

Tariff barriers 3,33 (5) 3,582 2,58 (11) 2,790 

Legal problems 2,29 (10) 2,777 1,90 (12) 1,832 

Political uncertainty ,90 (11) 1,261 1,90 (12) 1,832 

Mean all barriers/company 41,14 53,39  

 
 

TABLE 8.5.8 CORRELATION - MEAN OF BARRIERS PER COMPANY AND TIME OF ENTRY 
 

 MeanAllBarriers Time of entry 

Spearman's rho 

MeanAllBarriers 

Correlation Coefficient 1,000 ,270 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,053 

N 52 52 

Time of entry 

Correlation Coefficient ,270 1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,053 . 

N 52 52 
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TABLE 8.5.9 CORRELATION - TIME OF ENTRY AND ENTRY BARRIERS 
 

 Spearman's rho 

Time of entry 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) N 

Cultural barriers ,279 ,045 52

Political uncertainty ,319 ,021 52

Language ,122 ,388 52

Economic stagnation ,344 ,013 52

Consumer behavior ,111 ,435 52

Recruitment of local 

management personnel 
,223 ,112 52

Intensity of competition ,517 ,000 52

Access to distribution 

systems 
,061 ,668 52

Business practices ,202 ,150 52

Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 
,154 ,277 52

Non-tariff barriers ,098 ,491 52

Tariff barriers -,052 ,713 52

Legal problems ,034 ,813 52
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8.6 Statistics explaining entry mode choice 

 
TABLE 8.6.1 CORRELATION - ENTRY MODE AND OLI VARIABLES 

 Entry Mode

Entry Mode Pearson Correlation 1

Company size 

(employees) (O) 

Pearson Correlation ,387

Sig. (2-tailed) ,002

International  

Experience (O) 

Pearson Correlation ,064

Sig. (2-tailed) ,615

Education of sales 

Staff (O) 

Pearson Correlation ,289

Sig. (2-tailed) ,020

Uniqueness of 

prod/serv (O) 

Pearson Correlation -,154

Sig. (2-tailed) ,224

Competitive intensity (O) 
Pearson Correlation -,099

Sig. (2-tailed) ,436

Legal stability in Japan 

(L) 

Pearson Correlation -,177

Sig. (2-tailed) ,161

Political stability in Japan 

(L) 

Pearson Correlation -,219

Sig. (2-tailed) ,083

Economic stability in Japan 

(L) 

Pearson Correlation -,105

Sig. (2-tailed) ,410

Social stability in Japan 

(L) 

Pearson Correlation -,045

Sig. (2-tailed) ,725

Cultural similarity 

(L) 

Pearson Correlation ,174

Sig. (2-tailed) ,169

Attitude of government 

(L) 

Pearson Correlation ,002

Sig. (2-tailed) ,989

Acceptability of 

products/services (L) 

Pearson Correlation -,126

Sig. (2-tailed) ,322

Current demand (L) 
Pearson Correlation ,101

Sig. (2-tailed) ,427

Future demand (L) 
Pearson Correlation ,064

Sig. (2-tailed) ,617

Cost of contracts (I) 
Pearson Correlation ,188

Sig. (2-tailed) ,136

Risk of misuse (I) 
Pearson Correlation ,199

Sig. (2-tailed) ,115

Weight Mean Location 

Advantages 

Pearson Correlation -,076

Sig. (2-tailed) ,552

Mean Internalization 

Advantages 

Pearson Correlation ,301

Sig. (2-tailed) ,016

Mean Ownership 

Advantages (ex size) 

Pearson Correlation ,128

Sig. (2-tailed) ,315
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8.6.2 CORRELATION - ENTRY MODE AND OTHER VARIABLES IN THE STUDY 

 Entry Mode

Entry Mode 
Pearson Correlation 1

N 64

Stage of PLC 

Pearson Correlation ,081

Sig. (2-tailed) ,590

N 46

Speed of technological 

change 

Pearson Correlation ,156

Sig. (2-tailed) ,280

N 50

Decision centralized vs 

decentralized 

Pearson Correlation -,396

Sig. (2-tailed) ,002

N 61

Consumers' 

tastes/preference for your 

products/services:Consumer 

characteristics 

Pearson Correlation ,160

Sig. (2-tailed) ,207

N 64

How consumers acquire and 

use your 

products/services:Consumer 

characteristics 

Pearson Correlation ,142

Sig. (2-tailed) ,264

N 64
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8.7 Entry modes and performance statistics 

 
TABLE 8.7.1 KMO AND BARTLETT’S TEST BEFORE FACTOR ANALYSIS 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. ,617

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 275,389

df 120

Sig. ,000

 

 
TABLE 8.7.2. FACTOR ANALYSIS - TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED

 Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 3,618 22,613 22,613 3,618 22,613 22,613 2,491 15,569 15,569

2 1,895 11,842 34,454 1,895 11,842 34,454 2,462 15,389 30,958

3 1,806 11,285 45,739 1,806 11,285 45,739 1,936 12,101 43,059

4 1,447 9,041 54,780 1,447 9,041 54,780 1,875 11,722 54,780

5 1,097 6,858 61,638       

6 ,984 6,153 67,790       

7 ,876 5,472 73,263       

8 ,788 4,928 78,191       

9 ,742 4,635 82,825       

10 ,615 3,845 86,670       

11 ,531 3,320 89,989       

12 ,494 3,089 93,078       

13 ,374 2,340 95,418       

14 ,332 2,073 97,490       

15 ,227 1,419 98,909       

16 ,175 1,091 100,000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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TABLE 8.7.3 CORRELATION - ENTRY MODE FIT AND PERFORMANCE 

 FIT 

Global 

maturation 

FIT Product 

differen-

tiation 

FIT 

Service- and 

tech intensity

FIT 

Market 

demand 

FIT 

Investment 

risk 

FIT  

Interna-

lization 

Sales level 
Pearson Corr ,011 -,102 -,009 -,055 ,034 -,101

Sig. (2-tailed) ,932 ,481 ,946 ,710 ,806 ,488

Profitability 
Pearson Corr ,031 -,203 -,073 -,089 ,120 -,011

Sig. (2-tailed) ,814 ,157 ,591 ,542 ,389 ,938

Sales growth 
Pearson Corr ,000 -,047 -,062 ,072 ,103 -,198

Sig. (2-tailed) ,999 ,748 ,649 ,622 ,461 ,172

Market share 
Pearson Corr ,096 ,063 -,009 ,133 ,117 -,251

Sig. (2-tailed) ,470 ,663 ,947 ,361 ,401 ,081

Marketing 
Pearson Corr -,007 -,037 -,139 ,128 ,148 ,054

Sig. (2-tailed) ,958 ,799 ,304 ,380 ,286 ,712

Reputation 
Pearson Corr -,219 ,088 -,184 -,282 -,046 ,145

Sig. (2-tailed) ,096 ,543 ,170 ,050 ,741 ,319

Market 

access 

Pearson Corr ,104 ,030 ,010 ,091 -,045 -,089

Sig. (2-tailed) ,432 ,836 ,939 ,535 ,748 ,542
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TABLE 8.7.4 CORRELATION -  INDIVIDUAL ENTRY MODE FIT AND PERFORMANCE 

Fit between OLI 

and entry mode 

Sales 

level 

Profita-

bility 

Sales 

growth 

Market 

share 

Marke-

ting 

Reputa-

tion 

Market 

access 

 Company size  

 (employees) (O) 

Pearson Corr -,069 ,015 -,106 -,225 -,258 -,105 -,047

Sig. (2-tailed) ,586 ,906 ,404 ,074 ,040 ,407 ,712

 Education of sales 

 staff (O) 

Pearson Corr -,009 -,073 -,062 -,009 -,139 -,184 ,010

Sig. (2-tailed) ,946 ,591 ,649 ,947 ,304 ,170 ,939

International 

experience (O) 

Pearson Corr -,008 -,062 ,059 ,245 ,173 -,313 ,207

Sig. (2-tailed) ,954 ,644 ,658 ,063 ,193 ,017 ,118

 Uniqueness of   

 prod/serv (O) 

Pearson Corr ,159 ,036 ,077 ,288 ,263 -,217 ,109

Sig. (2-tailed) ,233 ,791 ,565 ,029 ,046 ,102 ,414

Competitive 

intensity (O) 

Pearson Corr -,123 -,252 -,017 -,051 -,285 ,132 -,159

Sig. (2-tailed) ,367 ,061 ,902 ,709 ,033 ,333 ,243

Legal stability 

in Japan (L) 

Pearson Corr ,123 ,075 ,161 ,223 ,144 -,116 ,114

Sig. (2-tailed) ,363 ,581 ,230 ,095 ,287 ,391 ,397

Political stability 

 in Japan (L) 

Pearson Corr ,036 ,098 ,095 ,121 ,082 -,056 -,050

Sig. (2-tailed) ,796 ,479 ,494 ,382 ,558 ,688 ,720

Economic stability 

in Japan (L) 

Pearson Corr -,083 ,065 -,056 -,005 ,082 -,267 ,005

Sig. (2-tailed) ,543 ,633 ,683 ,968 ,546 ,046 ,969

Social stability 

in Japan (L) 

Pearson Corr ,137 ,160 ,117 ,194 ,066 -,242 ,111

Sig. (2-tailed) ,311 ,234 ,385 ,149 ,626 ,070 ,410

 Cultural 

 Similarity (L) 

Pearson Corr -,064 ,017 -,040 -,013 ,103 ,039 -,089

Sig. (2-tailed) ,624 ,897 ,759 ,920 ,430 ,763 ,497

Attitude of 

government (L) 

Pearson Corr -,004 -,013 ,089 ,081 -,029 -,214 ,147

Sig. (2-tailed) ,983 ,938 ,583 ,619 ,859 ,184 ,365

 Acceptability of  

 prod/serv (L) 

Pearson Corr ,124 ,026 ,015 ,250 ,177 -,127 ,146

Sig. (2-tailed) ,357 ,847 ,914 ,061 ,187 ,348 ,278

Current demand 

(L) 

Pearson Corr -,009 ,228 ,058 -,065 ,064 -,124 -,109

Sig. (2-tailed) ,947 ,094 ,673 ,637 ,642 ,368 ,426

Future demand 

(L) 

Pearson Corr -,027 -,010 ,135 ,191 ,097 -,188 ,083

Sig. (2-tailed) ,845 ,943 ,324 ,162 ,479 ,169 ,549

Cost of 

Contracts (I) 

Pearson Corr ,265 ,279 ,046 ,013 ,183 -,046 ,106

Sig. (2-tailed) ,062 ,050 ,751 ,931 ,203 ,751 ,464

Risk of 

Misuse (I) 

Pearson Corr ,125 ,093 ,099 ,011 ,081 ,263 ,063

Sig. (2-tailed) ,360 ,495 ,470 ,936 ,555 ,051 ,646

Type of 

Industry 

Pearson Corr -,099 ,110 -,007 -,120 ,006 -,050 -,068

Sig. (2-tailed) ,509 ,462 ,964 ,423 ,967 ,738 ,652

Time of 

Entry 

Pearson Corr ,180 ,169 ,040 ,087 -,020 ,124 -,004

Sig. (2-tailed) ,155 ,181 ,751 ,496 ,876 ,331 ,973
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8.8 Statistics explaining marketing mix adaptation and standardization 

 
TABLE 8.8.1 CORRELATION - ADAPT/STAND AND EXPLAINING FACTORS
  

 Mean 

TOT Mktng

Mean  

Product 

Mean 

Program 

Stage of PLC 

Pearson Correlation -,009 ,187 -,209 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,954 ,214 ,163 

N 46 46 46 

Consumers' 

tastes/preference for your 

products/services:Consumer 

characteristics 

Pearson Correlation ,127 ,094 ,122 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,317 ,458 ,335 

N 64 64 64 

How consumers acquire and 

use your 

products/services:Consumer 

characteristics 

Pearson Correlation ,206 ,205 ,153 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,102 ,104 ,227 

N 64 64 64 

Competitive Intensity 

Pearson Correlation -,301 -,243 -,273 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,016 ,053 ,029 

N 64 64 64 

Cultural similarity 

Pearson Correlation -,070 -,003 -,111 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,581 ,982 ,382 

N 64 64 64 

Speed of technological 

change 

Pearson Correlation ,050 ,131 -,043 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,729 ,363 ,765 

N 50 50 50 

Decision centralized vs 

decentralized 

Pearson Correlation -,183 -,079 -,225 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,159 ,543 ,081 

N 61 61 61 

International experience 

Pearson Correlation ,105 ,017 ,154 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,411 ,893 ,225 

N 64 64 64 

Entry Mode 

Pearson Correlation ,228 ,196 ,196 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,070 ,120 ,121 

N 64 64 64 
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8.9 Marketing mix and performance statistics 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 8.9.1 CORRELATION - ADAPTATION THROUGH DIFFERENT ENTRY MODES 

AND PERFORMANCE 
 

 Entry Mode

MeanTOTPerformance 

Pearson Correlation ,221

Sig. (2-tailed) ,183

N 38

MeanFinPerf 

Pearson Correlation ,148

Sig. (2-tailed) ,374

N 38

MeanNonFinPerf 

Pearson Correlation ,269

Sig. (2-tailed) ,102

N 38

Sales level 

Pearson Correlation ,200

Sig. (2-tailed) ,228

N 38

Profitability 

Pearson Correlation ,095

Sig. (2-tailed) ,571

N 38

Sales growth 

Pearson Correlation ,096

Sig. (2-tailed) ,565

N 38

Market share 

Pearson Correlation ,288

Sig. (2-tailed) ,079

N 38

Marketing 

Pearson Correlation ,308

Sig. (2-tailed) ,060

N 38

Reputation 

Pearson Correlation -,156

Sig. (2-tailed) ,350

N 38

Market access 

Pearson Correlation ,291

Sig. (2-tailed) ,076

N 38
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TABLE 8.9.2 CORRELATION - MARKETING MIX FIT AND THE PERFORMANCE 

MEASURES 

 Mean TOT 

Performance 

Mean 

FinPerf 

Mean 

NonFinPerf 

FIT PLC 

Pearson Correlation ,258 ,297 ,162 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,135 ,083 ,353 

N 35 35 35 

FIT Consumers 

taste 

Pearson Correlation ,154 ,154 ,118 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,292 ,290 ,420 

N 49 49 49 

Fit Consumers 

usage 

Pearson Correlation ,069 ,003 ,138 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,647 ,982 ,356 

N 47 47 47 

FIT 

Competitive 

intensity 

Pearson Correlation ,230 ,234 ,163 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,120 ,113 ,274 

N 47 47 47 

FIT Cultural 

Similarity 

Pearson Correlation ,243 ,256 ,169 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,080 ,065 ,226 

N 53 53 53 

FIT Speed of 

tech change 

Pearson Correlation -,163 -,187 -,108 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,349 ,282 ,537 

N 35 35 35 

FIT decision 

making 

Pearson Correlation -,040 -,104 ,057 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,801 ,506 ,715 

N 43 43 43 

FIT Internat  

Experience 

Pearson Correlation ,089 ,150 -,011 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,546 ,308 ,943 

N 48 48 48 

FIT Entrymode 

Pearson Correlation ,055 ,047 ,053 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,696 ,737 ,709 

N 53 53 53 
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TABLE 8.9.3 CORRELATION -  MARKETING MIX FIT AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES ON 

DETAILED LEVEL 
 

 Sales 

level 

Profita-

bility 

Sales 

growth

Market 

share 

Marke-

ting 

Reputa-

tion 

Market 

access 

FIT PLC 

Pearson Correlation ,317 ,162 ,325 ,153 ,168 ,057 ,094

Sig. (2-tailed) ,063 ,353 ,057 ,379 ,334 ,747 ,590

N 35 35 35 35 35 35 35

FIT Consumers 

taste 

Pearson Correlation ,147 ,151 ,113 ,024 ,130 ,026 ,172

Sig. (2-tailed) ,312 ,302 ,440 ,870 ,372 ,857 ,238

N 49 49 49 49 49 49 49

Fit Consumers 

usage 

Pearson Correlation ,047 ,026 -,072 ,007 ,000 ,219 ,232

Sig. (2-tailed) ,751 ,860 ,632 ,963 ,998 ,139 ,117

N 47 47 47 47 47 47 47

FIT Competitive 

intensity 

Pearson Correlation ,293 ,343 -,051 ,281 ,118 ,095 -,033

Sig. (2-tailed) ,046 ,018 ,735 ,056 ,431 ,524 ,826

N 47 47 47 47 47 47 47

FIT Cultural  

Similarity 

Pearson Correlation ,275 ,165 ,245 ,188 ,100 ,236 ,016

Sig. (2-tailed) ,047 ,237 ,077 ,178 ,475 ,088 ,911

N 53 53 53 53 53 53 53

FIT Speed of  

tech change 

Pearson Correlation -,210 -,162 -,130 -,079 -,066 -,122 -,087

Sig. (2-tailed) ,225 ,352 ,457 ,651 ,704 ,487 ,620

N 35 35 35 35 35 35 35

FIT decision 

Making 

Pearson Correlation -,135 -,103 -,038 ,058 ,059 ,110 -,039

Sig. (2-tailed) ,388 ,512 ,811 ,710 ,709 ,483 ,806

N 43 43 43 43 43 43 43

FIT Internat  

Experience 

Pearson Correlation ,184 ,018 ,217 ,064 -,052 -,075 ,014

Sig. (2-tailed) ,212 ,904 ,138 ,667 ,728 ,611 ,925

N 48 48 48 48 48 48 48

FIT Entry mode 

Pearson Correlation ,045 ,024 ,060 ,166 -,040 -,077 ,082

Sig. (2-tailed) ,749 ,864 ,668 ,235 ,778 ,585 ,559

N 53 53 53 53 53 53 53
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8.10 Correlation matrixes of performance 

TABLE 8.10.1 CORRELATION - PERFORMANCE, OLI VARIABLES AND CONTROL VARIABLES 

 Mean 

Tot 

Perf 

Mean 

Fin 

Perf 

Mean 

Non-fin 

Perf 

Sales 

Level 

Profita- 

bility 

Sales 

Growth 

Mkt 

share 

Marke-

ting 

Repu- 

tation 

Mkt 

Access 

Entry Mode 
Pearson Corr ,134 ,111 ,133 ,133 ,075 ,086 ,216 ,162 -,194 ,158

Sig. (2-tailed) ,292 ,384 ,296 ,295 ,558 ,499 ,086 ,200 ,125 ,212

Company size 

(employees) 

Pearson Corr ,234 ,233 ,181 ,222 ,256 ,132 ,202 ,141 ,046 ,138

Sig. (2-tailed) ,063 ,064 ,151 ,078 ,041 ,298 ,109 ,266 ,718 ,276

Type of 

Industry 

Pearson Corr -,038 ,006 -,078 -,099 ,110 -,007 -,120 ,006 -,050 -,068

Sig. (2-tailed) ,802 ,970 ,603 ,509 ,462 ,964 ,423 ,967 ,738 ,652

Time of 

Entry 

Pearson Corr ,123 ,150 ,059 ,180 ,169 ,040 ,087 -,020 ,124 -,004

Sig. (2-tailed) ,333 ,237 ,643 ,155 ,181 ,751 ,496 ,876 ,331 ,973

International 

Experience 

Pearson Corr ,233 ,158 ,275 ,128 ,170 ,119 ,214 ,133 ,274 ,224

Sig. (2-tailed) ,064 ,212 ,028 ,315 ,180 ,350 ,090 ,296 ,028 ,075

Education of  

sales staff 

Pearson Corr ,235 ,138 ,306 ,174 ,028 ,172 ,418 ,212 -,012 ,249

Sig. (2-tailed) ,062 ,278 ,014 ,169 ,828 ,175 ,001 ,092 ,925 ,047

Uniqueness 

of prod/serv 

Pearson Corr ,015 ,029 -,007 -,053 ,092 ,037 ,094 -,081 ,053 -,093

Sig. (2-tailed) ,907 ,818 ,953 ,676 ,471 ,773 ,460 ,526 ,676 ,466

Competitive 

Intensity 

Pearson Corr -,085 -,150 ,019 -,191 -,069 -,141 ,129 -,034 -,074 ,009

Sig. (2-tailed) ,505 ,238 ,882 ,131 ,586 ,267 ,311 ,790 ,560 ,943

Legal 

stability 

Pearson Corr ,173 ,217 ,076 ,187 ,137 ,258 ,071 ,041 ,077 ,040

Sig. (2-tailed) ,172 ,085 ,553 ,140 ,280 ,039 ,575 ,745 ,543 ,754

Political 

stability 

Pearson Corr ,092 ,167 -,026 ,109 ,188 ,143 -,076 -,040 ,057 -,001

Sig. (2-tailed) ,469 ,188 ,837 ,392 ,137 ,260 ,549 ,752 ,654 ,996

Economic 

stability 

Pearson Corr ,302 ,301 ,233 ,229 ,272 ,298 ,181 ,146 ,037 ,322

Sig. (2-tailed) ,015 ,016 ,064 ,068 ,030 ,017 ,153 ,251 ,769 ,009

Social 

stability 

Pearson Corr ,142 ,142 ,110 ,041 ,142 ,197 ,092 ,045 ,048 ,144

Sig. (2-tailed) ,261 ,264 ,385 ,750 ,262 ,119 ,470 ,725 ,705 ,256

Cultural 

similarity 

Pearson Corr ,208 ,279 ,069 ,260 ,291 ,183 ,033 ,168 ,038 -,035

Sig. (2-tailed) ,098 ,026 ,591 ,038 ,020 ,148 ,793 ,183 ,765 ,786

Attitude of 

government 

Pearson Corr ,257 ,224 ,241 ,234 ,119 ,247 ,268 ,084 ,145 ,219

Sig. (2-tailed) ,040 ,076 ,055 ,062 ,349 ,049 ,032 ,510 ,252 ,082

Acceptability 

of prod/serv 

Pearson Corr ,543 ,439 ,553 ,425 ,383 ,353 ,442 ,417 ,459 ,360

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,002 ,004 ,000 ,001 ,000 ,004

Current 

demand 

Pearson Corr ,585 ,641 ,377 ,585 ,564 ,549 ,440 ,232 ,225 ,214

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,002 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,065 ,074 ,089

Future 

demand 

Pearson Corr ,405 ,399 ,319 ,322 ,220 ,537 ,400 ,126 ,191 ,223

Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,001 ,010 ,009 ,081 ,000 ,001 ,320 ,131 ,076

Cost of 

contracts 

Pearson Corr -,058 -,057 -,045 -,012 -,018 -,127 -,054 ,086 -,095 -,083

Sig. (2-tailed) ,651 ,655 ,722 ,922 ,886 ,317 ,672 ,501 ,457 ,515

Risk of 

Misuse 

Pearson Corr ,055 ,043 ,057 ,036 ,061 ,015 ,117 ,022 -,002 ,019

Sig. (2-tailed) ,667 ,734 ,654 ,777 ,630 ,909 ,356 ,863 ,988 ,881
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TABLE 8.10.2 CORRELATION - PERFORMANCE AND MARKETING MIX VARIABLES 

 Mean 

Tot 

Perf 

Mean 

Fin 

Perf 

Mean 

Non-fin 

Perf 

Sales 

Level 

Profita- 

bility 

Sales 

Growth 

Mkt 

share 

Marke

-ting 

Repu-

tation 

Mkt 

access

Stage of PLC 
Pearson Corr -,042 -,066 -,001 -,036 -,014 -,131 ,001 ,129 -,027 -,112

Sig. (2-tailed) ,744 ,606 ,997 ,775 ,912 ,301 ,991 ,310 ,832 ,378

Decision centralized 

vs decentralized 

Pearson Corr ,088 ,106 ,044 ,066 ,075 ,145 ,102 -,098 ,140 -,002

Sig. (2-tailed) ,490 ,405 ,729 ,603 ,558 ,254 ,422 ,440 ,269 ,988

Speed of tech 

change 

Pearson Corr -,125 -,107 -,119 -,116 -,024 -,152 -,204 -,078 ,047 -,091

Sig. (2-tailed) ,325 ,398 ,349 ,361 ,849 ,231 ,106 ,538 ,709 ,475

Consumers' tastes/ 

preference 

Pearson Corr -,165 -,134 -,166 -,156 -,033 -,176 -,079 -,163 ,037 -,282

Sig. (2-tailed) ,193 ,290 ,189 ,219 ,797 ,165 ,535 ,197 ,770 ,024

How consumers 

acquire and use  

Pearson Corr -,256 -,168 -,311 -,158 -,086 -,208 -,230 -,272 -,116 -,309

Sig. (2-tailed) ,041 ,185 ,012 ,212 ,497 ,099 ,068 ,030 ,363 ,013

Adap vs stand: 

Product design/style 

Pearson Corr ,015 ,012 ,015 ,040 -,018 ,012 -,060 ,068 -,219 ,231

Sig. (2-tailed) ,908 ,925 ,909 ,755 ,887 ,926 ,638 ,593 ,083 ,067

Adap vs stand: 

Product quality 

Pearson Corr ,103 ,115 ,064 ,145 ,073 ,089 ,093 -,042 -,112 ,229

Sig. (2-tailed) ,416 ,365 ,615 ,255 ,568 ,487 ,467 ,742 ,380 ,069

Adap vs stand: 

Items/models 

Pearson Corr ,043 ,082 -,018 ,082 ,080 ,054 -,038 -,053 -,094 ,124

Sig. (2-tailed) ,736 ,519 ,889 ,522 ,528 ,670 ,764 ,679 ,460 ,328

Adap vs stand: 

Packaging 

Pearson Corr ,000 ,054 -,069 ,088 ,097 -,051 -,036 -,142 -,063 ,029

Sig. (2-tailed) ,998 ,671 ,585 ,491 ,446 ,690 ,777 ,262 ,623 ,820

Adap vs stand: 

Services 

Pearson Corr ,045 ,066 ,006 ,078 ,022 ,080 ,058 -,109 ,032 ,036

Sig. (2-tailed) ,726 ,602 ,963 ,543 ,862 ,530 ,647 ,391 ,805 ,776

Adap vs stand: 

Brand image 

Pearson Corr ,254 ,236 ,218 ,185 ,227 ,214 ,159 ,200 ,085 ,206

Sig. (2-tailed) ,043 ,060 ,084 ,143 ,071 ,090 ,210 ,114 ,505 ,103

Adap vs stand: 

Promotion/Com 

Pearson Corr ,257 ,198 ,274 ,280 ,116 ,130 ,312 ,188 ,160 ,148

Sig. (2-tailed) ,040 ,116 ,029 ,025 ,360 ,308 ,012 ,136 ,206 ,245

Adap vs stand: 

Pricing 

Pearson Corr ,292 ,321 ,186 ,338 ,277 ,233 ,254 ,038 -,028 ,263

Sig. (2-tailed) ,019 ,010 ,141 ,006 ,027 ,064 ,043 ,765 ,826 ,036

Adap vs stand: 

Distribution 

Pearson Corr -,089 -,032 -,142 ,008 -,035 -,062 -,159 -,097 -,035 -,123

Sig. (2-tailed) ,483 ,799 ,261 ,947 ,786 ,627 ,210 ,444 ,786 ,331
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TABLE 8.10.3 CORRELATION - PERFORMANCE AND ENTRY BARRIERS 
 

 Mean 

Tot 

Perf 

Mean 

Fin 

Perf 

Mean 

Non-fin 

Perf 

Sales 

level 

Profita

-bility 

Sales 

Growth 

Mkt 

share 

Marke

-ting 

Repu-

tation 

Mkt 

access

Legal 

problems 

Pearson Corr ,029 ,092 -,060 ,145 ,115 -,025 -,069 ,025 ,002 -,130

Sig. (2-tailed) ,820 ,469 ,639 ,254 ,365 ,846 ,585 ,847 ,989 ,308

Tariff 

barriers 

Pearson Corr -,070 ,101 -,275 ,127 ,099 ,036 -,234 -,221 -,077 -,278

Sig. (2-tailed) ,585 ,428 ,028 ,316 ,435 ,776 ,063 ,080 ,544 ,026

Non-tariff 

barriers 

Pearson Corr ,030 ,107 -,077 ,139 ,093 ,048 -,106 -,069 -,077 ,023

Sig. (2-tailed) ,815 ,400 ,544 ,273 ,463 ,708 ,404 ,588 ,544 ,860

Behavior of public 

authorities/officials 

Pearson Corr ,045 ,016 ,072 ,049 ,016 -,027 ,071 ,080 -,020 ,072

Sig. (2-tailed) ,726 ,901 ,574 ,700 ,898 ,835 ,575 ,530 ,877 ,571

Business 

practices 

Pearson Corr -,132 -,084 -,162 -,027 -,138 -,053 -,065 -,156 -,095 -,178

Sig. (2-tailed) ,300 ,508 ,200 ,830 ,276 ,677 ,607 ,217 ,454 ,160

Access to 

distribution 

systems 

Pearson Corr -,110 -,016 -,207 -,001 -,030 -,009 -,171 -,081 ,034 -,380

Sig. (2-tailed) ,387 ,902 ,101 ,993 ,812 ,943 ,176 ,522 ,789 ,002

Intensity of 

competition 

Pearson Corr ,332 ,302 ,295 ,366 ,160 ,281 ,237 ,329 ,050 ,248

Sig. (2-tailed) ,007 ,015 ,018 ,003 ,208 ,025 ,059 ,008 ,693 ,048

Recruitment local 

management pers 

Pearson Corr ,146 ,235 -,004 ,262 ,178 ,182 ,106 ,006 -,131 -,025

Sig. (2-tailed) ,251 ,062 ,977 ,037 ,160 ,150 ,406 ,963 ,302 ,844

Language 
Pearson Corr -,012 ,045 -,084 ,120 -,073 ,081 -,082 -,001 -,172 -,013

Sig. (2-tailed) ,922 ,724 ,509 ,347 ,569 ,524 ,519 ,993 ,173 ,916

Economic 

stagnation 

Pearson Corr ,123 ,138 ,075 ,222 ,109 ,029 ,104 ,098 ,038 -,022

Sig. (2-tailed) ,333 ,277 ,555 ,078 ,393 ,818 ,413 ,440 ,768 ,861

Political  

uncertainty 

Pearson Corr ,194 ,183 ,164 ,285 ,185 ,001 ,154 ,136 ,015 ,172

Sig. (2-tailed) ,124 ,148 ,195 ,022 ,142 ,992 ,225 ,283 ,909 ,174

Consumer 

behavior 

Pearson Corr -,160 -,126 -,167 ,002 -,183 -,152 -,068 -,111 -,126 -,208

Sig. (2-tailed) ,207 ,321 ,188 ,989 ,148 ,229 ,591 ,383 ,321 ,099

Cultural 

barriers 

Pearson Corr -,114 -,076 -,136 ,019 -,192 -,018 -,010 -,184 -,073 -,154

Sig. (2-tailed) ,371 ,551 ,282 ,881 ,128 ,887 ,940 ,146 ,564 ,226
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8.11 Regression analysis of performance  

 
TABLE 8.11.1 MODEL SUMMARY; DEPENDENT VARIABLE FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Durbin-Watson 

1 ,321 ,103 ,088 2,25865  

2 ,431 ,186 ,159 2,16928  

3 ,490 ,240 ,203 2,11266  

4 ,549 ,302 ,255 2,04263 2,153 

 
 

TABLE 8.11.2 COEFFICIENTS; DEPENDENT VARIABLE FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1   (Constant) 4,613 ,516  8,939 ,000   

     Adap vs stand: Pricing ,223 ,084 ,321 2,668 ,010 1,000 1,000

     (Constant) 2,726 ,905  3,012 ,004   

2   Adap vs stand: Pricing ,261 ,082 ,375 3,191 ,002 ,966 1,036

     Attitude of government ,298 ,120 ,293 2,493 ,015 ,966 1,036

     (Constant) 1,990 ,950  2,094 ,040   

3   Adap vs stand: Pricing ,236 ,080 ,340 2,934 ,005 ,945 1,059

     Attitude of government ,273 ,117 ,269 2,333 ,023 ,956 1,047

     Barrier: Intensity of   

     competition 
,189 ,091 ,237 2,077 ,042 ,973 1,028

4   (Constant) 2,581 ,954  2,704 ,009   

     Adap vs stand: Pricing ,258 ,078 ,372 3,298 ,002 ,929 1,076

     Attitude of government ,282 ,113 ,277 2,485 ,016 ,955 1,048

     Barrier: Intensity of   

     competition 
,233 ,090 ,292 2,588 ,012 ,928 1,078

     Barrier: Consumer    

     behavior 
-,209 ,092 -,257 -2,277 ,026 ,930 1,075
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TABLE 8.11.3 RESIDUAL ANALYSIS ANOVA, FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 36,301 1 36,301 7,116 ,010 

Residual 316,294 62 5,102   

Total 352,595 63    

2 

Regression 65,542 2 32,771 6,964 ,002 

Residual 287,053 61 4,706   

Total 352,595 63    

3 

Regression 84,797 3 28,266 6,333 ,001 

Residual 267,799 60 4,463   

Total 352,595 63    

4 

Regression 106,427 4 26,607 6,377 ,000 

Residual 246,168 59 4,172   

Total 352,595 63    

 
    
 GRAPH 8.11.1 RESIDUALS, FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

   

 

 
TABLE 8.11.4 MODEL SUMMARY; DEPENDENT VARIABLE NON-FINANCIAL 

PERFORMANCE 
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Durbin-Watson 

1 ,311 ,097 ,082 1,74609  

2 ,438 ,192 ,165 1,66541  

3 ,516 ,267 ,230 1,59960  

4 ,601 ,361 ,318 1,50550  

5 ,647 ,419 ,369 1,44820  

6 ,684 ,468 ,412 1,39713 1,806 
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TABLE 8.11.5 COEFFICIENTS; DEPENDENT VARIABLE NON-FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 6,647 ,429  15,505 ,000   

How consumers acquire 

and use 
-,206 ,080 -,311 -2,579 ,012 1,000 1,000

2 (Constant) 5,203 ,677  7,680 ,000   

How consumers acquire 

and use 
-,207 ,076 -,313 -2,717 ,009 1,000 1,000

Education of sales staff ,226 ,084 ,308 2,674 ,010 1,000 1,000

3 (Constant) 4,088 ,791  5,165 ,000   

How consumers acquire 

and use 
-,222 ,073 -,336 -3,028 ,004 ,993 1,007

Education of sales staff ,206 ,081 ,281 2,525 ,014 ,990 1,010

International experience ,193 ,078 ,276 2,474 ,016 ,983 1,017

4 (Constant) 4,636 ,768  6,039 ,000   

How consumers acquire 

and use 
-,238 ,069 -,360 -3,434 ,001 ,987 1,013

Education of sales staff ,186 ,077 ,253 2,414 ,019 ,983 1,018

International experience ,219 ,074 ,312 2,956 ,004 ,970 1,031

Tariff barriers -,193 ,065 -,311 -2,955 ,004 ,976 1,024

5 (Constant) 4,331 ,749  5,781 ,000   

How consumers acquire 

and use 
-,247 ,067 -,373 -3,698 ,000 ,984 1,016

Education of sales staff ,173 ,074 ,237 2,336 ,023 ,978 1,023

International experience ,184 ,073 ,263 2,530 ,014 ,931 1,074

Tariff barriers -,203 ,063 -,328 -3,232 ,002 ,972 1,029

Adap vs stand: 

Promotion/Com 
,140 ,058 ,248 2,400 ,020 ,941 1,063

6 (Constant) 3,698 ,773  4,783 ,000   

How consumers acquire 

and use 
-,280 ,066 -,424 -4,246 ,000 ,937 1,068

Education of sales staff ,199 ,072 ,272 2,751 ,008 ,954 1,048

International experience ,193 ,070 ,275 2,744 ,008 ,928 1,077

Tariff barriers -,211 ,061 -,341 -3,474 ,001 ,969 1,032

Adap vs stand: 

Promotion/Com 
,145 ,056 ,258 2,590 ,012 ,939 1,065

Risk of misuse ,167 ,072 ,232 2,306 ,025 ,922 1,084
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TABLE 8.11.6 RESIDUAL ANALYSIS ANOVA, NON-FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 20,281 1 20,281 6,652 ,012 

Residual 189,028 62 3,049   

Total 209,309 63    

2 Regression 40,119 2 20,059 7,232 ,002 

Residual 169,190 61 2,774   

Total 209,309 63    

3 Regression 55,786 3 18,595 7,267 ,000 

Residual 153,523 60 2,559   

Total 209,309 63    

4 Regression 75,584 4 18,896 8,337 ,000 

Residual 133,725 59 2,267   

Total 209,309 63    

5 Regression 87,665 5 17,533 8,360 ,000 

Residual 121,643 58 2,097   

Total 209,309 63    

6 Regression 98,046 6 16,341 8,371 ,000 

Residual 111,263 57 1,952   

Total 209,309 63    
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