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ABSTRACT
Globalization and virtual economy are external factors that drive companies to approach the global market from start up, giving birth to new studies on internationalization strategy, which represent an evolution of the classical stage models. According to the stage approach, companies start selling products in their home markets and then they sequentially look at new countries. Many firms do not follow incremental stage approach but is often reported that they start their international activities from their birth: they enter different country at once, approaching new markets for both exporting and sourcing. Debate in literature is still trying to define if the born global perspective is a new concept or a new label to indicate an old phenomenon. The study will go through a review and an analysis of the literature on market entry and sourcing strategy. The purpose of this paper is therefore to identify and categorize factors that drive companies’ choice towards the global approach instead of the stage approach.

INTRODUCTION
Globalization, outsourcing, virtual economy and development in communication standards are external factors that drive companies to approach the global market in a different way as compared to one described by the traditional stage model (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994). 

According to the stage approach, companies start selling products in their home markets and then they sequentially look at new countries. Two main models can be identified within the stage approach: the Product Life Cycle Theory by Raymond Vernon (1966; 1971; 1979) and the Uppsala Internationalization Model (Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975; Johanson & Vahlne, 1977, 1990). According to Vernon (1966; 1971) the internationalization process of the firm follows the development of the product Life Cycle: companies usually introduce new products only in their home market and then they eventually go abroad in the product maturity phase. The Uppsala Internationalization Model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977, 1990) maintains that the “enterprise gradually increases its international involvement” (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990, p. 11). The entering of new markets by the firm is usually linked to the psychic distance: companies start their internationalization from those markets perceived as psychically near. 
Many firms do not follow incremental stage approach but is often reported that they start their international activities from their birth (Anderson et al., 2004), they enter different country at once, approaching new markets for both exporting and sourcing.  Literature on internationalization defines them as born global firms or international new ventures. The first ones are defined as “the firms that view the world as their marketplace from the outset and see the domestic market as a support for their international business” (McKinsey & Co., 1993), while the second ones as “business organizations that from inception seeks to derive significant competitive advantage from the use of resources and the sale of outputs in multiple countries” (Oviatt & McDougall, 1997).
The study will go through a review and an analysis of the literature on market entry and sourcing strategy. The purpose of this paper is therefore to identify and categorize factors that force companies nowadays to follow the global approach. The remain of this article in organized as follows: first we present the main concepts of the stage approach and global approach. The second part includes our analysis of the most important factors that drive start up companies to enter global market. We end with conclusions and implications and a set of proposition for further research.
The Stage approach 
According to the stage approach companies start selling products in their home markets and then they sequentially enter other markets. Two main stage approach models can be identified: the Product Life Cycle Theory by Raymond Vernon (1966; 1971; 1979) and the Uppsala Internationalization Model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977, 1990, 2006; Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975).
The Product Life Cycle Theory

According to Vernon (1966; 1971) the internationalization process of the firm follows the development of the product Life Cycle. In particular, during the 60s Vernon observed that products in their introduction phase were initially produced in the U.S. (the home market) and exported to other countries. When the products went through their maturity phase, production was started in other advanced countries, serving local markets. Finally when the products became standardized production facilities were open also in less developed countries to meet local demand. More specifically, Vernon identified three stages:
1) New product. According to Vernon (1966), U.S. producers are likely to be the first to develop new products which satisfy the need of high-income people or which substitute capital for labor. On the one side this is due to the fact that U.S. market consists of consumers with an average income which is higher than that in any national market. On the other side the production of capital intensive goods is a consequence of the U.S. high unit labor cost. Moreover Vernon claims that production facilities for such products will be located in the U.S., even if most of the involved companies control other facilities in other countries where production costs will be lower. As a matter of fact in the phase other factors than costs are considered in making this choice: communication (with customers, supplier and competitors) and external economies. During the introduction stage the need for flexibility is more relevant that small cost advantages given the not standardized nature of the product and the need for flexibility, satisfied by geographical proximity. Even price elasticity of the demand is low.
2) Maturing product. The expansion of the demand determines a certain degree of standardization in the product, partially reducing the need for flexibility. At this stage companies aim to achieve economies of scale through mass production. At the same time some demand for the product begins to appear in relative advanced countries and entrepreneurs set up production facilities in these new markets to satisfy local demand. If the difference in labor costs is so significant, it will be even possible some export back to the United States.
3) Standardized product.  At an advanced stage of product standardization, less-developed countries become attractive as production locations, in that they allow cost savings. This is only possible if the product does not pose problems of market information and self-sufficient processes can be established. The new production facilities can then satisfy increasing local demand as well as a part of the demand expressed by other foreign markets.
Anyway in 1979 Vernon himself stated that “some of the starting assumptions of the product cycle hypothesis are clearly in question” (p. 260), since differences among many countries (at least developed countries) had significantly reduced or disappeared and the geographical reach of many enterprises had increased. Therefore many companies usually launched new products in several markets at the same time. In particular, in industries characterized by a high level of innovation (e.g. electronics), innovating firms limited to their home countries were no longer very common. Vernon (1979) concluded that even if the product cycle hypothesis had lost explanatory power during the decades, it may nonetheless continue to provide a guide to behavior of some enterprises all over the world. More interestingly, the author stated that the model could still be applied to smaller firms, which have not yet created an international network of foreign manufacturing subsidiaries.
The Uppsala Internationalization Model

The Uppsala Internationalization Model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977, 1990, 2006) maintain that the “enterprise gradually increases its international involvement” (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990, p. 11).  The entering of new markets by the firm is usually disturbed by the psychic distance, which is the sum of  differences in languages, cultures, political systems, etc., creating more gaps between the firm and the markets than physical distance (Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975). The company starts its internationalization from those markets perceived as psychically near. As the experience abroad increases, the company acquires new knowledge and can then gradually gain stronger commitment to actual markets and eventually approach new markets characterized by greater psychic distance. According to this view, it is fundamental to distinguish between objective knowledge, which can be taught, and experiential knowledge, which can only be acquired through personal experience: this second category of knowledge is more relevant in order to reduce psychic distance (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990). In a recent review of their model, Johanson and Vahlne (2006, p. 175) emphasize how “learning and commitment building is more about discovering and constructing opportunities […] involving other firms in the network” than about uncertainty reduction performed by the single company. This means that the opportunities identified by a specific firm at a particular point in time depend on the stock of knowledge and commitment.
Despite the Uppsala Internationalization Model tried to improve the Vernon model, by taking into account the evolution of the company within its environment in order to better explain the internationalization process, it has been criticized by several studies (Anderson et al., 2004). Chetty et al. (2004) summarize the main pitfalls of the Uppsala Model: it is too deterministic, firms frequently skip stages, it oversimplifies a complex process, it ignores acquisitions and the impact of exogenous variables. 
In particular, both the Vernon and the Uppsala Models may not be fully able to explain the internationalization of small firms in today’s global market (Andersson et al., 2004). A new paradigm, the so-called new “global approach”, has been developed in order to fill this gap: its main assumptions are  discussed in the next paragraph. 

THE Born global approach
Many SMEs do not follow incremental stage approach but is often reported that they start their international activities from their birth, they enter different countries at once, they approach new markets for both export and sourcing. Different studies show that this phenomenon is becoming more and more known from Australian, American, Asian to European firms. Companies approach international markets from start up due to new external conditions (Chetty and Campbell-Hunt, 2004), as advances in technology regarding production, transportation and communication and due to entrepreneurs with more international experience and foreign market knowledge (Madsen & Servais, 1997). At the same time the liberalization of trade pushes firms’ customer to international market and causes a more intense competition derived from imports in firm’s domestic market: these changing environmental conditions are creating the ideal context for the born global firms to emerge (Oviatt & McDougall, 1995, 2000). 
The concept of “Born Global” companies was coined in a survey for the Australian Manufacturing Council by the Mckinsey consultants (Rennie, 1993). The study shows clearly the existence of two types of exporters. 
The first one, including around 75% of the companies, called domestic-based firms was made of home market based firms, “well established in local market, with strong skills, solid financial situation, and sound product portfolio”. The strategic step for companies inside this group is the international market approach, but keeping “the primary focus of their competitive activity on home market”. The average age of these firms at their first export was 27 years and their export count for 20% of their total sales. 
The second group, called born global firms, “began exporting, on average, only two years after their foundation and achieved 76 percent of their sales through exports”. The born global firms are successfully competing with larger multinational companies and their subsidiaries established in different geographic area. The survey report that this type of company are present in all industries and exposed to competition from “international low cost provider”; they can win the competition with “quality and value created through innovative technology and product design” and being closed to customers “by understanding and satisfying their needs better than anyone else in the world”. Born Global companies which normally compete in niche markets, are very flexible and move fast. Therefore they are successful due to (Cavusgil 1994):

· skill to satisfy customized or specialized product requests from new customers;

· advances in technology process and cost reduction help to reduce the minimum order quantity to suppliers, enabling also small companies to find opportunity on sourcing in international markets;

· advances in communication technology let managers work across boundaries;

· advantages from small company as “quicker response time, flexibility, adaptability”.

The author concludes  that “small is beautiful” and “gradual internationalization is dead”.

A similar approach can be found in Oviatt and McDougall (1994), where SMEs are labeled as International New Ventures (INV). Starting from different reports from more than ten countries in different geographic areas, where such ventures are growing, due to “internationally experienced and alert entrepreneurs” who are able to find resources from various countries and create products that satisfy needs in international markets, INV are defined as “business organization that from inception, seeks to derive significant competitive advantage from the use of resources and the sale of outputs in multiple countries”. 

Features of these start-up companies are international origins - considering that resources like material, people, financing are coming from different nations – from the inception. The authors are focusing on the age of the firm when they become international, due to “proactive international strategy” that contrast with the stage approach where the firms gradually evolve from domestic to multinational. Moreover INV are developing added value thanks to strategic alliances (for marketing, sales, production or sourcing purposes), instead of foreign assets directly owned. 
Oviatt and McDougall (1994) develop a synthesis of three groups of International New Ventures analyzing the “number of value chain that are coordinated and by the number of countries entered”:
- New International Market Makers are firms that make profit “by moving goods from nations where they are to nations where they are demanded”. The activities that make them successful are linked to logistic where they use the imbalance between countries in production costs and market prices to create new markets (Rasmussen, 2002). 

- Geographically Focused Start-ups are focusing on use of foreign resources to serve needs of particular regions of the world. “Competitive advantage is found in the coordination of multiple chain activities, such as technological development, human resources and production”. Coordination that makes successful company inside this group may be inimitable because of its complexity or market knowledge. 

- Global start-up derives its “significant competitive advantage from extensive coordination among multiple organizational activities, the locations of which are geographically unlimited”. Global start-ups company are living in global markets and they have a proactive strategy for sourcing input and selling output wherever in the world they have the greatest value. These companies face difficulties considering the skills required in geographic and activity coordination, but once established they have a not-possible to copy competitive advantage due to the alliances and knowledge owned, that will strength their growth for different years.

Other studies analyze in depth the Born Global phenomenon considering different point of view. Ganitsky, (1989) define them as “innate exporters” in contrast with the “adoptive exporters”. The innate exporters have innate know-how on international markets thanks to international outlook in the management and they can win the competition thank to high flexibility degree, but they are limited due to their inexperience and lack of resources.

 Jolly et al (1992) called them “high technology start ups” that have to internationalize from the beginning due to high tech products they are producing and selling. Other characteristic of these firms is that persons from several countries were the founders, and that they follow a strategy directed towards international niche markets. 

Madsen and Servais (1997) place the manager-founder in focus. The authors state that the theory behind the stage approach is still valid for the SMEs. In fact a principal part of the model is considering the firms uncertainty due to the new, not known, opportunities to be find abroad. This uncertainty can be reduced due to the managers’ knowledge of the export markets. The differences between traditional exporters and the Born Globals is related to differences in the founder’s background and market conditions that is the reason for the deviation from the “rings in the water” model (Rasmussen, 2002). 
Factors affecting the choice of the global approach 
In the following pages a detailed review of available studies is conducted in order to assess factors able to explain why small firms increasingly become “Born Global” from their inception. In this analysis, we do not only consider internationalization only at the final market level as in several previous analyses, but also on the sourcing side. As a matter of fact, Andersson et al. (2004) point out, one potential limitations with studies about global firms is that they examine internationalization only in terms on international revenues, while foreign sourcing and foreign R&D alliances should be included, as well. Therefore in this paper we adopt the broad definition of International New Ventures given by Oviatt&McDougall (1994, p. 59): “We define an international new venture as a business organization that, from inception, seeks to derive significant competitive advantage from the use of resources and the sale of outputs in multiple countries”.

Some authors have given tentative classification of factors fostering global approach. Andersson et al. (2004), for example, distinguishes between firm-level and industry-level elements, while indicating the importance to better study decision maker attitudes and characteristics. In a similar way, Madsen & Servais (1997) state that factors explaining the propensity to become born global can be divided into three categories related to characteristics of: founder, organization and environment. Despite the importance of the given categorizations, we start our analysis going beyond them, trying to identify the most important factors behind the phenomenon under study.
1. Uncertainty and dynamism in the firm’s environment
The phenomenon of ‘born global’ is largely due to the changes taking place in the external environment over the last few decades (Laanti et al., 2007; Oviatt & McDougall, 2000; Rasmussen & Madsen, 2002). According to Madsen and Servais (1997), three broader categories of changes in the context can be identified:

· increasing specialization in the final markets and hence diffusion of more niche markets;

· global sourcing diffusing among many industries;

· financial market internationalization.

These three new trends have been caused by some basic changes in technology: new production processes allowing exploitation of niche markets; reliability and low costs of transportation; developments in communication and world market accessibility. 

Rasmussen & Madsen (2002) further articulate the mentioned changes leading to favorable conditions for born-global companies: falling trade barriers, deregulations and privatizations, maturity in domestic markets, faster information flows, improved communication and transportation networks, high technology investments that cannot be covered by sales in domestic market only, combined with shortening product life-cycles, global sourcing and ideas, globalizing competitors and competition, free movement of capital goods, services, and people, and others.

Even domestic business conditions have become increasingly influenced by international economic factors and going international is a way to reduce risk (Andersson et al., 2004).

In their studies, Andersson et al. (2004) found strong support that the degree of environmental dynamism experienced in the industry is related to international activities in small firms. Anyway several authors (e.g. Luo & Peng, 1999) state that it is not environmental complexity / uncertainty in itself but as these factors are perceived by the CEO that seems to explain why some small firms decide to enter international markets from the beginning.

At the same time this new scenario not only pushes new firms to become born global, but makes information collection about foreign markets much easier and creates the conditions for targeting international markets (Madsen & Servais, 1997). Given this rapidly changing environment, born global companies own the skills to take advantages of the opportunities within a small time frame (Chetty & Campbell-Hunt, 2004; Freeman et al., 2006).

2. The home market

The role of home market has been analyzed by several authors (e.g. Gabrielsson et al., 2008; Madsen & Servais, 1997). The first studies about born global companies developed in Australia, but after a few years similar researches diffused in several other countries (Rasmussen & Madsen, 2002). Up to now much of the available empirical material refers to case studies of exporters from Nordic countries -Finland, Norway, Sweden and Denmark- and other smaller, open economies (Freeman & Cavusgil, 2007). This has led some authors (Andersson et al., 2004) to ask themselves whether available results could be partially biased by the specific research setting. For example Andersson et al. (2004) report the fact that Sweden has a small domestic market (8.9 million inhabitants) as compared with North America has historically forced Swedish entrepreneurially minded firms to increase their international activities in order to grow and increase profits.

A domestic market that is perceived as too small to achieve financial viability is one of the most important factors leading to rapid internationalization of SMEs (Freeman et al., 2006). Therefore these young entrepreneurial firms are found in large number especially in smaller, saturated, developed markets (Freeman, & Cavusgil, 2007; Oviatt & McDougall, 1995). 

This partially relates to the basic statements of the stage approaches, according to which firms start to go abroad after having exploited a significant part of the demand expressed by the home market (Vernon, 1966). Studies about the born global companies confirm the importance of the home market in determining internationalization strategies: Madsen & Servais (1997) state that firms in nations with small domestic markets have a higher propensity to become Born Globals than firms in nations with large domestic markets. In these cases, companies go abroad “simply because domestic demand is too small” (Madsen & Servais, 1997, p. 565). This could also explain why US born global are more active in high tech industries than the same companies from Denmark, Australia and so on: in the first case the market is very large and only very high tech firms are pushed into the international marketplace right after their birth (Madsen & Servais, 1997). The opposite happens for players from smaller countries.

Anyway, home market is not as significant in the born-global approach as in the stage approach because for born global firms a strong domestic market is not required to support firms in their international efforts: broadly speaking these new companies perceive the world as one market (Chetty & Campbell-Hunt, 2004).

3. Industry and segment

Some authors have suggested that the specific industry and its characteristics (in particular its structure) can heavily influence new ventures and determine born global behaviors (Fernhaber et al., 2007).  In 1993 Mc Kinsey & Co. stated that born global companies produced leading technological products and many of the available studies focus on firms operating in high-technology industries (e.g. Bell, 1995; Crick & Spence, 2005; Laanti et al., 2007).  Jolly et al. (1992), for example, talked about “High Technology Start-Ups” instead of “Born Global”. In a similar way Laanti et al. (2007) focused on the Finnish wireless technology sector. The rationale behind such statement is that firms operating in high-tech and technology based industries may be forced to internationalize more rapidly to avoid obsolescence or imitation processes (Andersson et al., 2004).

Going beyond the mentioned studies, several authors (e.g. Madsen & Servais, 1997) have argued that is not the technological level of the industry to determine the birth of born global ventures, but the possibility to find and defend international niche positioning within those industries (i.e. having a ‘niche orientation’). Freeman et al. (2006) maintain that owning a unique technology which provides a source of competitive advantage is one of the seven factors positively associated with rapid internationalization of SMEs. It is then not unusual to find low tech firms, which have aimed at many foreign markets and this could also depend on the home market characteristics (e.g. Madsen & Servais, 1997), as it will be specified later.

Moreover these niches are served by the company through a single product and a unique marketing strategy (Freeman & Cavusgil, 2007): this does not necessarily mean that product standardization is required to satisfy niche customers: customization and standardization are both feasible depending on the specific context (Madsen & Servais, 1997). 

Therefore born global behavior is more depending on innovative skills of the company than on the innovation degree of the industry (Freeman et al., 2006; Madsen & Servais, 1997). Owning unique capabilities and resources is then important for born global companies (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004) in order to have a major competitive advantage allowing internationalizing successfully (Yip, 2000). 

Other studies (Fernhaber et al., 2007) have focused on the impact of industry structure on born globals, regardless of the technological level involved. Through an extensive literature review, Fernhaber et al., (2007) have recently developed a set of testable propositions about this topic. According to this framework new ventures are more likely to internationalize when the industry they operate in:

· is going through a growth stage;

· exhibits a medium-level of concentration;

· is knowledge intensive;

· is highly internationalized at the local level;

· is strongly integrated at a global level;

· attracts a higher level of venture capital.

Some of these factors (e.g. knowledge intensity) may even become increasingly significant in more mature industry. 

Finally some other authors (e.g. Andersson et al., 2004) have emphasized the level of globalization of the industry as a determinant of born global approach, due to the difficulties for companies to isolate themselves from foreign competition

4. Knowledge availability 

Born global, young firms according to Rennie’s definition (1993) face key constraints on financial and human resources as well as plant, equipment, and other physical resources (Freeman, Edwards & Schroder, 2006; Knight & Cavusgil, 2004). These tangible resources and the risks aversions were the basic elements, on which firms during last century based their approach to international markets. In contrast, International New Ventures are using different capabilities based on prior knowledge of foreign markets, networks and technical knowledge of product and process development that bring the firms to superior performance. Knowledge and information on international markets and operations are important to reach international performance in entrepreneurial firms (Autio et al 2000). 

Knowledge and experience have always been considered as crucial factors in explaining international activities according to stage models. For example, Johanson & Vahlne (1977, 1990, 2006) claimed that a firm need to increase their know-how about foreign markets before going and expanding abroad. In particular they highlighted that experiential knowledge can be only learned by doing, which means by having approached other foreign markets in the past.

According to this perspective previous experience can be a predictor of the international activities of the firm not only with reference to the intensity of the knowledge acquired, but also to its breadth, which includes different aspects of operating abroad (Luo & Peng, 1999):

· The variety of products;

· The breadth of  wholesale markets distributed;

· The breadth of retail markets served;

· The diversity of buyers / customers.

It is also interesting to observe that experiential knowledge requires time to be acquired, therefore the intensity of knowledge has often been operationalized as the numbers of years that the firm has been operating abroad (Luo & Peng, 1999).

The born-global firms clearly do not follow the mentioned pattern, since they are defined as those companies starting international activities right from their birth (Rasmussen & Madsen, 2002). 
This does not mean that knowledge and experience are not important for this category of players. Moreover one of the greatest challenges to born globals may be the lack of adequate experiential knowledge and managerial resources (Laanti et al., 2007), which anyway can be obtained in at least two other ways:

· Through the personal knowledge of founder and managers: many of them have gained direct international experience and competences during previous works (Laanti et al., 2007). As Laanti et al. (2007, p. 1106) point out: “’stock’ of experience refers to the experience that founders and managers had prior to the establishment of the firm, and it predicts internationalization in the early stages better than ‘streams’ of experience achieved during internationalization”. These previous skills can also help to increase the firm speed of following learning and internationalizing (Chetty & Campbell-Hunt, 2004). The role of founder and management previous experience will be deeply analyzed in the following paragraph.
· Through the interaction with local and international networks, which allow knowledge sharing (Laanti et al., 2007), in particular tacit knowledge (Freeman & Cavusgil, 2007) The stage model approach (Johanson & Vahlne, 2006) suggest that owning knowledge is an important predictor of international activities, not just in that it operates in reducing perceived uncertainty, but also in that it allows companies to perceive and formulate opportunities abroad. While this statement can still remain valuable, it should be noted that a large amount of knowledge is available to born global even if not directly owned.

The efficacy of these other ways of acquiring knowledge are confirmed by the studies of Andersson et al. (2004), who didn’t find for small firms any relation between the number of years that had passed and the fact that a firm was international. The authors themselves observed that “if experiential learning played an influential role in internationalization of small firms, one would logically expect that the age and size would have explained whether firms actually internationalized or not.  However out findings point to the contrary” (Andersson et al., 2004, p. 30).

Finally, even ‘objective knowledge’ (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990) has become easily accessible for born-global firms, since “information about international markets may be collected, analyzed and interpreted from the very same desk” (Madsen & Servais, 1997, p.566).
5. Entrepreneur and management previous experience

Several born-global theorist focus on the experience of entrepreneurs who are accustomed to operating in a global economy. Oviatt and McDougall (1995) state that start-up founders must be able to communicate to everybody associated with the venture about company global vision: “to be global one must first think globally”. Chetty and Campbell-Hunt (2004) suggest that some of the differences between stage approach’s firms and born global start ups can be explained by the influence of the founder’s education, international living and work experience (Madsen & Servais, 1997) that reduce the psychic distance to specific markets and minimize risk and uncertainty. Some researchers point out that (Chetty & Campbell-Hunt 2004; Andersson et al. 2004) present-day managers are better-educated and have more international experience than that which was practicing when the stage model was first developed during ‘70s. Following the born global approach studies founders normally have developed distinctive entrepreneurial capabilities that can help to open windows of opportunities on a global scale that others overlook (Knight & Cavusgil 1996, Madsen & Servais 1997). Born global are often created by people who have prior international experience and extensive international personal and business networks (Madsen & Servais 1997). 

Greater international experience is often associated with high potential ventures in U.S. (Bloodgood et al., 1996), while older founders with more resources, information and contact networks, management know how were more likely to become exporters (Westhead et al., 2001). Background and experience, both international and technical, are significantly different in domestic and international new ventures (Madsen & Servais, 1997; McDougall et al. 1994, 1995). Several firms are started by managers with strong experience in foreign markets received during employments in other firms that help the manager to open its own company (Karlsen, 2007).
In Rasmussen (2002) manager’s and founders personal experience, relations and knowledge are thus crucial for the existence of Born Global firms, as Madsen & Servais (1997) state: “when studying a Born Global firm, the time perspective should be extended beyond its birth. Probably, many of its genes have roots back to firms and networks in which its founders and top managers gained industry experience.” As claimed by the mentioned authors, maybe the definition of a “home-market” should be changed to be the market in which the founder of a new firm feels comfortable.

In Knight & Cavusgil (2004) is reported that in international business, knowledge provides particular advantages that facilitate foreign market entry and operations. Knowledge is used here to refer to the capacity of the firm to gain confidence on the use of relationship among informational factors to achieve intended ends (Autio et al, 2000).  The two authors stated that there are perhaps millions of young and smaller firms that are not international, appear to have little or no international aspirations, and continue to be interested on their own domestic markets. It is likely, therefore, that globalization and high technology trends, are insufficient to account for the widespread emergence of born globals. “Firms must possess specific knowledge based internal organization capabilities that support both early internationalization and subsequent success in foreign markets.” Knigth & Cavusgil (2004) find that born global are successful due to the role of youth and size that give that flexibility and agility but mostly due to their capabilities which are classified in two groups. The first group defined as International Entrepreneurial Orientation contain “innovation-focused managerial mindset that appears to lead born global to pursue a collection of strategies aimed at maximizing international performance” developing “high-quality goods that are distinctive and technologically advanced, and which are associated, in turn, with born-global international success”. International Marketing Orientation, second group of capabilities, is including specific innovation-based strategies that in turn drive superior international performance” thanks to “knowledge of customers, product development and adaptation, as well as meticulous manipulation of key marketing tactical elements to target foreign customers with quality, differentiated goods.” The two group of capabilities are important for start-up company to become born global, considering the limited traditional resources they have, they cannot make mistakes on their process of internationalization. 

Freeman & Cavusgil (2007) conduct the analysis of born global companies, referring to four different entrepreneur states regarding its approach to international markets. The authors define the responder and the opportunist state as entrepreneurs who are still domestic market oriented and do not feel yet to build long term relationship with their foreign customer or suppliers. These entrepreneurs’ states are more competitive and opportunistic than collaborative.

The experimentalist state includes proactive top managers with innovative and collaborative behavior to competitors, suppliers and customers through different international strategies, from import and foreign suppliers to alliances with customers and suppliers in international environment. The strategist state is including proactive, innovative and risk taking entrepreneurs, focusing on knowledge-intensive technologies and building long term relationship with foreign customers and suppliers. 

6. Firm’s innovativeness and innovation skills

Innovativeness refers to the firm’s capacity to generate new ideas, products and services for foreign markets and its determination to develop creative solution to challenges it faces. Increasing global competition and speed in development of new technologies has shorten product life cycles and innovation intensity(Karlsen 2007). Shortening of Product Life Cycle (PLC) create need of large R&D cost and at same time it reduce the time where returns on investment in product development can be earned back and increase the market dimension where to share the costs. Moreover, short PLC request high innovativeness rate to launch new product versions to cover the decline of original one (Karlsen 2007). The innovation rate is related to globalization rate, and we can state that born global company should develop new product or process at high rate to be successful in global markets. 

Several Born Global researchers have analyzed the relation between innovation and global start-ups. In Freeman et al (2006) innovativeness, together with proactive and risk taking are part of the organizational culture that make the start up a successful born global firm. In Laanti et al (2006) the main innovation is often developed before the establishment of the company and is the reason for the born of the company. Moreover, innovation is always relate to the founder of the company and their experience, emphasising the importance of entrepreneurship, including innovativeness, for the competitive advantage of international small enterprises (Jones e Coviello 2005). 

Knight and Cavusgil (2004) sustain that innovation results from internal R&D and imitation of innovations of other firms. Innovation is regarding new development in product and process, but also on the approach of the company to foreign markets. “Firm’s innovative culture, combined with appropriate accumulated knowledge stocks, engenders the development or improvement of products and new methods of doing business. This same innovation culture also should facilitate the acquisition of knowledge, leading to capabilities that drive organizational performance.” The two authors suggest that due to their characteristics born global company are entrepreneurial and innovative firms that possess innovation culture. During their analysis they find some kind of capabilities related to technological innovation. First, Global Technological Competence refers to “the creation of superior products and the improvement of existing products, as well as greater effectiveness and efficiency in production processes.” Innovation in all this stage can help to reach low cost, small scale manufacturing that enable the global start-up to serve customers with specialized needs in different market niches worldwide. Overall innovativeness can be considered a critical characteristic that drive the entrepreneur in competitive international markets. Second capabilities, Unique Products Development reflect the creation of distinctive products to build customer loyalty by meeting particular needs (Knight and Cavusgil 2004). The strategy is focusing on features’ product innovation, customer service improvement or radical innovation that distinguish the company’s product from competitors in the market.  The third capabilities, Quality focus is regarding “efforts to develop products that meet or exceed market or customer expectations with respect to features and performance”. Quality can reduce reworks or production remake or service cost, while can increase value, market share and profits in born global company with superior performance.  The importance of the capabilities mentioned above is giving “evidence that all activities related to innovation, R&D, knowledge development and capabilities leveraging play important roles in positioning born global for international success” (Knight and Cavusgil 2004).

In Oviatt & McDougall 1995 most successful born global start their approach to market by  selling a unique product or service in most important markets. To enter in leading markets a firm must possess a competitive advantage that will allow it to win the competition with local company with their market knowledge. If economies of scale and financial resources have been important advantage used by multinational corporation in the past, International New Venture are normally young, small and inexperienced company.  The way global start ups overcome such disadvantage is to be first to market a distinctively valuable product or service. Innovative product or process is often identified by the founders with special knowledge “that the people in their venture had than no one else had. Unique knowledge seems to be the key intangible asset”. In previous work (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994), the two authors identify the importance of the resource and their uniqueness. The knowledge-based international new ventures have to face the public good degree of the knowledge and consequently the danger of company competitive advantage. Considering so, the start up company with international linkage need to limit the use of the competitive advantage. The authors identify few conditions that will keep the competitive advantage in secure position: first is “to keep the proprietary of the knowledge” by the use of patents, copyrights etc; second is to find “an innovation with imperfect imitability” so that may keep the knowledge proprietary; third is “the use of licensing” where the limit pricing strategy may be used to discourage competitors; finally “the use of network governance structures”, such as alliances with manufacturers or downstream channels that will help to control the risk of losing the fundamental know how. 
7. Network links 

Networks and partnerships are fundamental resources for successful international new ventures (Chetty & Cumpbell-Hunt 2004; Freeman et al. 2006; Madsen & Servais, 1997; Oviatt & McDougall 1995; Laanti et al 2006). 

An important effect of prior international business experience is about the business relationship it creates (Oviatt & McDougall, 1995). New start up companies, with their lack of important resources, are dependent on “supportive network of business associates” even more if the network is extending beyond national borders. Thus the characteristic of “global vision” requested to successful INV need to be shared with a “supportive network of business relationship extending across national borders”.

Internationalization drives firms to develop business relationships in foreign countries in three ways: through the establishment of new relationships or through the development of already existing relationships or through “connecting/integrating networks in different countries by using the relationships of the firms as bridges to other networks” (Madsen & Servais, 1997). The two authors state that internationalization process cannot be build in isolation but need to be analysed understanding the environmental conditions and “whole value system (or network) in which the firm is active”.
Other authors verified the importance of networks in both traditional and born global approaches. In Uppsala model firms use intermediaries at beginning of internationalization process considering that the resource and knowledge commitment is smaller than in case of establishing foreign subsidiary (Chetty & Campbell, 2004). Born Global approach considers the international networks with distributors, suppliers, buyers and sellers a key characteristic for successful start ups. If a company would like to quickly enter in foreign markets the use of intermediaries expedite the process Thus in both views network links are important. The difference is that for born globals, the networks “must be adequately extensive to enable extensive global reach and created rapidly to support exposure to multiple markets”.  The key difference between born-global and traditional views is, thus, the rapidity and scope of the networks. 

Networks with international suppliers are becoming more and more important. Nowadays almost all companies in almost all industries are looking for cost reduction to be competitive in globalized markets. Outsourcing of different production steps, different from core competences (Hamel and Prahalad, 1990), is the strategy to be followed by successful firms. Research of competitive suppliers is driving firms to foreign suppliers based in low cost countries, thus defining the strategy of offshoring. Research of suppliers in low cost countries is difficult, expensive and creates different risk for companies that are following offshoring strategy. Therefore is important to build a trustful suppliers’ networks, bond by real and long term partnerships, that will help the company to start new projects with suppliers “inside” the group, from product development to bulk production and delivery to company warehouse. 

Freeman et al (2006) recognize the multiple approaches used by International New Ventures (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994), where importing, exporting, licensing, strategic alliances and JV are entry strategies for sourcing, manufacturing and distribution activities along the value chain. Moreover they defined the “close network alliances in multiple countries” as a “proprietary network” that creates a company’s competitive advantage.  The use of new and existing networks to “expand early and rapidly”, to “ penetrate global segments and to protect and exploit proprietary knowledge and lock in clients” is the main goal for the start up companies to reach positive exit on their approach to international markets. Alliances with suppliers and customers are followed more often than agents or distributor relationships. In fact international relationships are uncertain due to the difficult management of contracts across borders, information asymmetry and geographical distance. Therefore is necessary to develop different formal and informal agreements with “incentive design, monitoring and relational norms” to reduce the geographic and psychic distance from the firms and its suppliers/customers.

Laanti et al. (2007) analyse in depth the importance of network for Born Global companies that can globalize their operation by “use of their activity links, resource ties and actors bonds” having big impact on the globalization of this start up companies “than on any other type of company”. Network links will drive new venture companies to access to complementary  social, technical and commercial resources in R&D, technology, production, marketing and distribution areas “that would take individual companies years to accumulate on their own”. The opportunity to be inside this networks will give more market information, new technologies and marketing resources.
Conclusions and further research
In our study, we name seven factors that lead start up companies to go for the born global approach. In fact we see that start up firms have no choice but to enter foreign markets from their inception, given the market globalization in demand and supply. We consider as external factors the uncertainty and dynamism, the home market and the industry and segment, because independent from management behaviour. On the contrary the knowledge availability, the management experience, the innovation skills and the network links are internal drivers because they are linked to the entrepreneur’s characteristics.
In our literature review we found some interesting areas that deserve further research, where it is necessary to focus with future empirical analysis. In particular, we will need to better explore the sourcing side of the global approach, because available studies are often describing only the customer side. Moreover we will need to proceed with a comparison between B2B and B2C born global companies to evaluate the importance of the factors above mentioned in each of the these two contexts. The empirical research will be made on Italian companies that have not been analysed from this perspective so far.
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