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ABSTRACT

A firm’s entrepreneurial orientation (EQ) refers to a firm-level strategic orientation that reflects
its strategic choices, managerial styles, and organisational behaviours that are entrepreneurial
in their basis. The majority of previous studies on a firm’s EO investigate its three most
common characteristics — innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness — attempting to
measure and analyse their effects on business performance on a unidimensional basis while
claiming a generally and overall positive impact. However, this approach is different from
Lumpkin and Dess’ (1996) superior development of the conceptualisation of EO as being
driven by five (not three) dimensions (they added autonomy and competitive aggressiveness).
These five dimensions were conceived to vary on an independent basis, each potentially
relating differently to various firm performance measures (such as sales growth, gross-profit-
margin, market share, and return on assets), while being determined by both internal and
external factors. Consequently, even though Lumpkin and Dess’ (1996) EO theory has rarely
been previously considered empirically in the literature on the subject, it has presented a more
plausible development of the conceptualisation of EO, making it highly relevant to the current
entrepreneurial research. Therefore, this thesis employs the five-dimensional approach with
the aim to investigate four research questions: (1) whether and how a firm can achieve an
ideal profile of EO dimensions and the manner in which this fit may vary across industrial
contexts, (2) whether and which dimensions may be more beneficial towards the contingency
of firm performance as opposed to their counterparts when considering factors such as
different industry types (high-tech versus less-tech intensive firms) as well as (3)
environmental conditions (industry turbulence and munificence), and, ultimately, (4) whether

the effects of EO may last longer than their initial investment period.

In brief, the proposed hypotheses were tested across a sample of US companies drawn from
the Standard & Poor 500 that were selected to provide a relatively equal representation of

high-technology and less-technology intensive companies, as determined by their industry
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types. This study pioneers a new research approach by examining the levels of the five EO
dimensions through computer-aided text analysis along with a set of keywords advanced from
Short et al.’s (2009) paper to extract values from the letters to shareholders and 10-K filings
in the firms’ annual reports. Performance indicators and information related to the moderator

and control variables were sourced from COMPUSTAT.

In describing an EO’s contextuality regarding configurational, contingency, environmental, and

temporal aspects, this thesis contributes to the current knowledge of EO in the following ways.

Firstly, relating to research question 1, this study found that EO is associated with high
performance in the set of ideal profile firms whereas deviance is associated with mediocre
outcomes in the remaining group. Inconsistencies in the EO-performance linkage, therefore,
are perceived to be driven by a poorer configuration of the EO multi-dimensions. Furthermore,
it was examined to what extent the configuration associated with optimal performance remains
the same across both the industry types. Herein, it was discovered that the ideal profiles do

not differ across the two industry types of high-tech and less-tech.

Secondly, relating to research question 2, within the context of this study, it was discovered
that EO is, in fact, to be conceived as a multi-dimensional construct comprising of five
dimensions as each has either a positive or a negative impact on individual performance
measures (here under consideration of the contingency approach). However, such a linkage
generally does not differ with respect to the industry types of high-tech and less-tech (except

for two dimensions related to the market share measure).

Thirdly, pertaining to research question 3, it was discovered that industry turbulence regarding
employee stability positively moderates the EO-performance linkage for the performance
indicator of market share. In contrast, for industry munificence, characterised by employee

growth, a negatively moderating effect on the EO-performance relationship was observed for
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the same performance indicator. Thus, both employee variables are considered as central
environmental influencers towards the EO-firm performance linkage regarding market share.
Even so, with respect to the remaining studied performance indicators, no such effect was

observed.

Lastly, relating to research question 4, innovativeness was the sole dimension that positively
affected the performance indicator of gross-profit-margin over a period of two years. Moreover,
an adverse effect for risk-taking on return on assets was also found over the same time-span.
As a consequence, EO, when considering the nuanced research within this thesis (cross-
sectional of firms and/or industry types and conditions), was neither linked with generally
positive nor superior firm performance as has been assumed across earlier studies but was

instead associated with varying levels of the EO-performance linkage over time.

Implications for scholarship, firms and top-level managers, limitations of this study, as well as

recommendations and directions for future EO-based research close the work.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Historian Daniel J. Boorstin famously stated, “The greatest obstacle to discovery is not
ignorance, it is the illusion of knowledge”. The need for questioning what is known in an effort

to discover a vaster store of knowledge forms the very core of this thesis.

The emergence of Corporate Entrepreneurship in the 1980s saw with it the popularisation of
what was soon to be known as Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO). It has been established as
one of the principal concepts in business entrepreneurship ever since it was introduced (in its
original form) in the seminal work of Miller (1983), over three decades ago. Entrepreneurial
Orientation can be considered to be the centrepiece of organisational efforts in understanding
and bettering product innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness. In brief, EO pertains to
a firm-level strategic orientation that reflects the firm’s managerial styles and organisational
behaviours ‘[capturing] firm-level entrepreneurship patterns and processes’ (Wales, Monsen,
and McKelvie, 2011). Today, EO remains one of the most established concepts within the field
of corporate entrepreneurial research (Covin & Wales, 2018). Prior studies identify it as an
organisational construct that ‘pervade[s] the organisation at all levels’ (Covin and Slevin,

1991).

However, while much of the literature concurs regarding the pervasive nature of EO, there
remain little insights and mixed results into the nuanced contextual working of this construct.
In fact, in assessing EO, a majority of the previous studies have investigated its three most
common characteristics, namely innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness. These have
been studied in an attempt to measure and analyse their effect on business performance on
a unidimensional basis in which all three form a single EO construct, usually establishing an
overall positive impact (Rauch et al., 2009; refer also to Martins & Rialp, 2013 and Shirokova
et al.,, 2016). These works argued that EO may enable firms to accomplish their goals by

building new knowledge for growing capabilities with a long-term focus (Lumpkin & Dess,
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1996; Zahra, 1991). Yet, such studies differ from Lumpkin and Dess’ (1996) insightful
conceptualisation of EO since some initiatives detected no significant or even negative effects
on performance (refer also to the early work of Covin & Slevin, 1989). These theorists view
EO as being driven by five (not three) dimensions, each with the ability to individually and
interdependently affect firm performance. They refined the construct by adding autonomy and
competitive aggressiveness to the already established three parameters. As these were
conceived to vary on an independent basis, each dimension was hypothesised to presenting
a potentially differing value, determined on the basis of internal and external factors (such as
the firm’s ideal configurations, or contingencies of industry types and conditions), to the
various firm performance measures such as sales growth, gross-profit-margin, market share,
and return on assets (the dimensionality of EO remains a matter of contemporary debate, refer

to Schueler et al., 2018).

1.1. Background of this Study and Emerging Gaps

Despite this insightful conception of EO, according to Covin and Wales (2012), Wales (2016),
Zahra, Jennings, and Kuratko (1999) and others, the construct has already been manifested
in the past, albeit under different terminology. The entrepreneurial activities of firms have been
given different labels throughout their research history. These labels include a variety of terms
such as posture, propensity, corporate entrepreneurship, and finally entrepreneurial
orientation. In observing these various constructs, it has become evident that the current
definition of EO took form through the examination of entrepreneurship within firms as depicted
through the works of Mintzberg (1973), Khandwalla (1976, 1977), and notably Miller (1983,
2011). However, even though Miller did not coin the term EO, his original examination went
on to become the universal definition of the construct, establishing the core understanding of
the concept (Miller, 2011). With additional research in the field, it was Covin and Slevin (1989)
who furthered Miller’s line of argument into the current day understanding of EO. They saw

this as an organisational-level phenomenon, establishing it as the baseline for much of the
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subsequent research. Even though firms may potentially grow through mergers and
acquisitions, joint ventures, or strategic alliances too, previous research on firm-level
entrepreneurship focusses primarily on internal venture expansions (Burgelman, 1983; Dess
& Lumpkin, 2005) which will therefore be in the focus of this thesis (earlier efforts on external

corporate venturing are acknowledged such as Keil, 2002 & Williams, 2018).

Entrepreneurially oriented firms were conceived as those that display recurring
entrepreneurial behavioural patterns (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Wales, 2016). In a review piece,
Wales (2016) argued that firms are required to combine sustained entrepreneurial behaviour
with managerial decisions to deal with uncertain entrepreneurial actions over time (see also
Covin & Lumpkin, 2011). Anderson et al. (2015) described this as temporal stability
respectively as the required consistency in the entrepreneurial behaviour of firms over a
certain period of time. However, Wales et al. (2011) concluded that a firm might experience
sequenced periods of low (non-existence of entrepreneurial behaviour) and high levels of EO
(existence of entrepreneurial behaviour) (also refer to Wales, 2016). Following the
examinations of Covin and Slevin (1991), EO is said to manifest through sustained
entrepreneurial behaviour which qualifies it as an organisational state of a firm and not as an
irregularity (Covin & Miller, 2014, Ireland et al., 2009). The limited quantity of time-based
studies in EO research confronts scholars till date to determine causal relationships between
EO, its environmental and industrial contexts, and firm performance (Wales, 2016).
Furthermore, Wales et al. (2011) have argued that the understanding of the why, how, and

when firms potentially sequence their EO over time is yet to be examined.

Following these identified needs, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) stated that to accurately describe
a firm as entrepreneurial would depend on considerations that go beyond the boundaries of
the EO construct; for example, organisational and environmental firm contexts would need to
be included as the variables of the industry. These calls to recognise the effects of contingent

factors such as the industry type that a firm competes in (refer to Rauch et al., 2009) have
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challenged the unidimensional main-effects model of EO on business performance, stating an
incompleteness of a direct-effects-only analysis (Choi & Williams, 2016). This contingency
view was furthered by Wiklund and Shepherd’s (2005) proposition of the configurational
approach, a three-way interaction model including EO as well as internal and external factors,
to grasp the effects of an EO on business performance. These insights on the construct
transformed the understanding of the nuances of EO, rendering much of the previous research
flawed due to its missing contextuality. Where Miller (1983) defined EO as the consistent
exhibition of innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness, Lumpkin and Dess (1996)
proposed a concept of dimensional heterogeneity that requires the individual consideration of
each of the five critical dimensions and their organisational context. It started to become
apparent that EO may be more or less valuable for firm performance under different contexts
and may also oscillate over time. This radical re-definition of EO was the beginning of
substantial theoretical practice (Wales et al., 2013) and formed the basis for the misalignment
of the original conceptualisation of the unidimensional with the multidimensional

understanding of EO.

Regardless the constant developments on the multidimensionality of EO in recent years,
Wiklund and Shepherd (2011) argued that the findings on the causal mechanism of the EO-
performane linkage have mainly been implicated rather than clearly assessed. Moreover,
“studies have undertheorised the heterogeneous nature of context, with consequent
implications for empirical work and the insights that are derived” (Zahra & Wright, 2011: 71-
72). By understanding what causal outcomes are likely to result from a context-related EO
execution, researchers may have become more able to learn about “how” and “why” EO

stimulates and enhances business performance.

More stabilised theorising of EO knowledge is vital to current and future research.
Acknowledging the redefined multidimensional conceptualisation of EO, within this thesis,

there have come to light significant gaps within previous EO research initiatives based on
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different contexts. More specifically, as per the configurational approach, there remains a lack
of an industry type classification (high-tech versus less-tech) to date; meanwhile, according to
the contingency approach, there is little research on the multidimensionality of EO and
performance when considering the different industry types; the environmental approach lacks
a strong linkage between the industrial condition and the EO-performance relationship; and
the temporal approach has only a few studies pertaining to the EO-performance linkage to
provide adequate insights over time. It is these gaps in EO research and understanding that

are investigated throughout this study.

While Miller’s (1983) definition of EO has been widely accepted by scholars, it operates on the
assumption of the uniform and universal impact of all dimensions and does not include the
above-stated considerations. It fails to take into account the variation within the dimensions
and their different impact on corporate performance measures. Therefore, Lumpkin and Dess’
(1996) model presents increased flexibility within the structural approach to allow for the five
EO dimensions to impact performance measures on an individual basis. Upon studying the
nuances, it is paramount that research is required to derive and define relevant samples and
contextual findings. These are essential when assessing specific settings and situations within
management, entrepreneurship as well as EO literature. In considering EO as a
multidimensional construct, addressing its five dimensions of innovativeness, risk-taking,
proactiveness, autonomy, and competitive aggressiveness, studies allow for the exploration
of more significant insights into the performance impact conditioned by nuanced contextual

configuration and contingency aspects.

Consequently, while Lumpkin and Dess’ (1996) construct leaves several aspects (here
contexts) to be explored, it has presented a plausible trajectory for the EO contemporary
development and conceptualisation, thereby making it highly relevant to current research. It
remains to be investigated whether an implementation of EO dimensions is a purely strategic

choice or whether entrepreneurial activities are to be planned and executed individually
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according to a firm’s context-related settings of EO in order to retain continuous performance
improvements. Henceforth, this thesis is based on the five-dimensional approach, using it to
investigate (RQ1) whether and how a firm can achieve an ideal profile of EO dimensions as
well as the manner in which this fit may vary across industry contexts (configurational theory);
(RQ2) whether and which dimensions may be more beneficial towards the contingency of firm
performance as opposed to the others when considering factors such as different industry
types (high-tech versus less-tech intensive firms) and (RQ3) the impact of environmental
conditions (industry turbulence and munificence); and, finally, (RQ4) whether the effects of EO

may last longer than their initial investment period.

1.2. Aims, Objectives, and Research Questions
By closely assessing the impact of EO dimensions on firm performance measures, this study
aims to provide novel insights that add to the existing body of EO literature. Based on research

questions 1 through 4, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Firstly, relating to research question 1, by linking the configurational ideal profile approach? of
EO with performance, along with the impact of its deviation as per the industry types of high-
tech versus less-tech, it is hypothesised that the configuration of the EO dimensions required
for optimal performance differs across both the industry types. This study, therefore, aids in
establishing an understanding of the ideal EO configuration required for improved

performance across both high-tech and less-tech intensive firms.

1 According to the configurational theory, performance may be increased by an optimal alignment of key variables
within firms (as initially investigated by Naman & Slevin, 1993) and its environment (Kearney et al., 2017;
Venkatraman, 1989). It implies the need for the ‘perfect’ or ‘ideal’ fit of those variables to each other. Configuration
theory is both a set of predictive guidelines and an associated analytical technique to determine what specific
configurations or constellations of factors are exhibited by firms characterised as being ‘high performers’, and
whether deviance from such a profile is indicative of poor performance among firms outside of this elite group.
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Secondly, relating to research question 2, this research may establish a link between the
various EO dimensions and their impact towards the contingency? of firm-performance across
both industry types. Herein, it has been hypothesised that each of the EO dimension is more
strongly associated with firm performance in high-tech intensive firms as opposed to less-tech

firms.

Thirdly, relating to research question 3, this study analyses the moderating role of industry
turbulence and munificence in the context of the EO performance relationship. Here, industry
turbulence refers to the sustainability of the environment. Therefore, it has been hypothesised
that it positively moderates the EO and business performance relationship. Industry
munificence, on the other hand, refers to the extent to which an environment can support the
sustained growth of a firm. Mature or decreasing industries are considered to be low on
‘munificence’; hence, this condition has been hypothesised to have a negatively moderating

effect on the EO and business performance relationship.

Fourthly, relating to research question 4, this study examines the long-term, or temporal,
impact of EO onto the defined distinct performance measures over a period of three years to
accurately assess the impact of the same on firm performance. This aspect is based on the
hypothesis that EO set forth at one point in time can positively influence firm performance over

a period of three years.

1.3. Research Philosophy, Design, and Methodological Approach

Driven by the availability of previous literature on the topic to define clear and well-structured

gaps and hypotheses, an epistemological research position for this work was selected that is

2 The early research relied on the universal-effect model in which a fixed level of EO is assumed to be universally
beneficial for firm performance (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). Questioning the universal conceptualisation,
researchers started using contingency theories to grasp whether a certain EO level would have a greater or lesser
impact on performance since each firm is different and faces diverse situations (Wales, 2016; Wiklund & Shepherd,
2005).
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positivistic, of a quantitative type, confirmatory and descriptive in its core while also including
a temporal component into the research design. Considering the methodological approach to
answer the presented research questions, the proposed hypotheses were tested based on a
sample of US companies drawn from the Standard & Poor 500. These were selected to
provide a relatively equal representation of high-technology and less-technology intensive
companies, based on their industry classifications. The levels of the five EO dimensions were
assessed via content analysis of firm reports, conducted using a computer-aided text analysis
(CATA) approach and a set of keywords related to the EO dimensions that was based on
Short et al.’s (2009) earlier research. Scores for the dimensions are based on the frequency
of words within the firm documents. Performance indicators and information related to the

moderating and control variables were sourced from COMPUSTAT.

Thus, this study is among relatively few works to use CATA for the measurement of EO.
Amongst other things, it makes a contribution by extending the initial database of keywords
developed in early efforts using this approach, and also by — as much as possible — drawing
on two separate data sources for each company to protect against errors from a single data
source. The two data sources that have been used are: (i) Letters to Shareholders (LTS),
which have been employed in previous EO studies and (ii) 10-K filings, which have not been
used in this specific context as yet. Both the file sources have been individually analysed for
the corresponding research questions since they pertain to two different audiences. The
similarity and difference between their results have been documented in detail. In comparing
the LTS and 10-K filings, this research has set the stage for the need to examine differing file

sources for added insight into firm-level EO.

1.4. Major Contributions
This thesis contributes to the current and future research on EO by outlining a line of argument

that states that, in addition to the debate of a uni- or multidimensional conceptualisation, an
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investigation of configurational, contingency, environmental, and temporal aspects is essential
to describe a contextually well-defined and comprehensive firm-level construct of the EO-
performance linkage. As a baseline for this, the following findings were derived through the

course of this study:

Firstly, relating to research question 1, this work found that EO is associated with high
performance in the set of ideal profile firms whereas deviance is associated with mediocre
outcomes in the remaining firms. Inconsistencies in the EO-performance linkage, therefore,
are perceived to be driven by a poor configuration of the EO multi-dimensions. Furthermore,
it was examined to what extent the configuration associated with optimal performance remains
the same across both the industry types. Herein, it was discovered that the ideal profiles do
not differ across the two industry types of high-tech and less-tech which a novel observation

brought to EO research.

Secondly, relating to research question 2, within the context of this study, it was discovered
that EO is, in fact, to be conceived as a multi-dimensional construct comprising of five
dimensions as each has either a positive or a negative impact on individual performance
measures (here under consideration of the contingency approach). However, such a linkage
generally does not differ with respect to the two industry types of high-tech and less-tech
(except for two dimensions related to the market share measure within specific data sources)

which was not investigated before.

Thirdly, pertaining to research question 3, it was discovered that industry turbulence regarding
sales stability positively moderates the EO-performance linkage for the performance indicator
of market share (regarding employee stability an even negative effect was observed). In
contrast, for industry munificence, characterised by employee growth, a negatively moderating
effect on the EO-performance relationship was observed for the same performance indicator.

Thus, various of the industry turbulence and munificence variables are considered as central
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environmental influencers towards the EO-firm performance linkage regarding market share
which is regarded as major contribution to EO research. Even so, with respect to the remaining

studied performance indicators, no such effect was observed.

Lastly, relating to research question 4, innovativeness was the sole dimension that positively
affected the performance indicator of gross-profit-margin over a period of two years. Moreover,
an adverse effect for risk-taking on return on assets was also found over the same time-span.
As a consequence, EO, when considering the nuanced research within this thesis (cross-
sectional of firms and/or industry types and conditions), was neither linked with generally
positive nor superior firm performance as has been assumed across a great amount of
previous studies but was instead associated with varying levels of the EO-performance linkage

over time.

1.5. Structure of this Thesis

To accurately assess the impact of EO on firm performance measures and identify its
nuances, this thesis begins with a literature review. It provides a comprehensive overview of
the research history of EO, setting the stage by identifying the advantages of, and gaps within,
the previous research. Several of these gaps were identified as the most urgent ones to be
addressed in the course of this study (explicitly focussing on configurational, contingency,
external environmental, and temporal considerations). By understanding the impact of EO and
its prevalence within the business performance, this research aids in establishing the
necessity for further studies into the same, analysing the nuances of this long-established

construct as well as the challenges faced in doing so.

The chapter on the theoretical framework and hypotheses then aids in the development of the
analyses patterns as well as the conceptual agreement based on the varied approaches of

contingency and configuration theory. This development is followed by the presentation of the
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four targeted research questions that drive this thesis, evaluating them on the basis of the

configurational, contingency, external environmental, and temporal aspects.

Next, the research philosophy and design are presented. The methodology then is discussed
to outline the process of sample selection and classification, measurement implications, data
collection, validity and reliability of the EO. It also addresses the ethical considerations raised

during the course of this study.

Following this, the analysis and results presented comprise the examination of the EO
dimensions based on the research questions established above. This assists with deciphering

the data yielded through the study, enabling us to understand its impact on EO literature.

The discussion chapter details out the contributions of this study and the effects of the findings
on future research, while the conclusion presents an overview of this research and its findings.
It depicts the implications for firm-level managers as well as the shortcomings of this research.
Lastly, the recommendations and directions for subsequent EO research are propositioned to

provide researchers with solutions for improved efficiency in prospective studies.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter will outline previous definitions of entrepreneurial activities within firms and the
manifestation of an entrepreneurial orientation as well as its typical conceptualisation within
previous scholarly works to provide a comprehensive review of the concept of EO. This
presentation will be followed by reviewing the current literature on the uni- versus multi-
dimensional perspective and by evaluating previous studies on the linkage of entrepreneurial
orientation with business performance including possible influencers. Additional to vertical,
horizontal, and temporal dimensionality considerations, this will create the base for a further
examination of the possible stabilisation of theorising within EO scholarly works and the base

to debate on current gaps within this research space.

2.1 Previous Definitions of Entrepreneurial Activities within Firms and the
Manifestation of Entrepreneurial Orientation

Entrepreneurial Orientation, henceforth EO, is considered as one of the most critical concepts
in corporate entrepreneurial research (Covin & Wales, 2018). According to Covin and Wales
(2012) and Zahra, Jennings, and Kuratko (1999), the entrepreneurial activities of firms have
been given different labels throughout its research history. These labels include a variety of
terms such as entrepreneurial orientation, posture, propensity as well as corporate
entrepreneurship. Table 1, reproduced from Covin and Wales (2012), portrays the evolution
of the term EO by presenting a selected list of previous definitions leading up to the modern
usage of the term (such as Anderson et al., 2015 and Covin & Wales, 2018). Consequently, it
is evident that the current definition of EO took form through the initial examination of
entrepreneurship within firms as depicted through the works of Mintzberg (1973), Khandwalla
(1976, 1977), and particularly Miller (1983). Miller's (1983) work has since gone on to provide
the standard definition of EO, which is conceptualised by the three core dimensions of
innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness even though he did not coin the term ‘EO’

(Miller, 2011). It was Covin and Slevin (1989) who furthered Miller’s line of argument into the
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current day understanding of EO, which has been commonly considered an organisational-

level phenomenon.

In contrast, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) have implied that for a firm to be described as
entrepreneurial would depend on considerations that go beyond the boundaries of the EO
construct; to include factors such as organisational and environmental firm contexts. Where
Miller (1983) defined EO as the consistent exhibition of innovativeness, risk-taking, and
proactiveness, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) proposed a concept of dimensional heterogeneity
that requires individual consideration of each of the key dimensions and its organisational
context. This radical re-definition of EO was the beginning of a substantial theoretical practice
of the multidimensionality of EO (Wales et al., 2013). Section 2.2 will provide further insights

on the construction around EO within previous works.

Table 1: Previous Selected Definitions of EO over Time (Source: Covin & Wales, 2012)

Authors Definition of EO

Mintzberg (1973) “In the entrepreneurial mode, strategy-making is dominated by the active search for

new opportunities” as well as “dramatic leaps forward in the face of uncertainty” (p.

45).
Khandwalla “The entrepreneurial [management] style is characterised by bold, risky, aggressive
(1976/1977) decision-making” (p. 25, [ ] added).
Miller and Friesen “The entrepreneurial model applies to firms that innovate boldly and regularly while
(1982) taking considerable risks in their product-market strategies” (p. 5).
Miller (1983) “An entrepreneurial firm is one that engages in product-market innovation, undertakes

somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with ‘proactive’ innovations, beating

competitors to the punch” (p. 771).

Morris and Paul (1987)  “An entrepreneurial firm is one with decision-making norms that emphasise proactive,

innovative strategies that contain an element of risk” (p. 249).
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Covin and Slevin

(1998)

Merz and Sauber

(1995)

Lumpkin and Dess

(1996)

Zahra and Neubaum

(1998)

Voss, Voss, and

Moorman (2005)

Avlonitis and Salavou

(2007)

Cools and Van den

Broeck (2007/2008)

Pearce, Fritz, and

Davis (2010)

“Entrepreneurial firms are those in which the top managers have entrepreneurial
management styles, as evidenced by the firms’ strategic decisions and operating
management philosophies. Non-entrepreneurial or conservative firms are those in
which the top management style is decidedly risk-averse, non-innovative, and passive

or reactive” (p. 218).

“

. entrepreneurial orientation is defined as the firm’s degree of proactiveness
(aggressiveness) in its chosen product-market unit (PMU) and its willingness to

innovate and create new offerings” (p. 554).

“EO refers to the processes, practices, and decision-making activities that lead to new
entry” as characterised by one or more of the following dimensions: “a propensity to
act autonomously, a willingness to innovate and take risks, and a tendency to be
aggressive toward competitors and proactive relative to marketplace opportunities”

(pp. 136-137).

EO is “the sum total of a firm’s radical innovation, proactive strategic action, and risk-
taking activities that are manifested in support of projects with uncertain outcomes”

(p. 124).

“... we define EO as a firm-level disposition to engage in behaviours [reflecting risk-
taking, innovativeness, proactiveness, autonomy, and competitive aggressiveness]

that lead to change in the organisation or marketplace” (p. 1134, [...] added).

“EO constitutes an organisational phenomenon that reflects a managerial capability
by which firms embark on proactive and aggressive initiatives to alter the competitive

scene to their advantage” (p. 567).

“Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) refers to the top management’s strategy in relation

to innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking” (p. 27).

“An EO is conceptualised as a set of distinct but related behaviours that have the
qualities of innovativeness, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness, risk-taking,

and autonomy” (p. 219).

According to former definitions of the EO manifestation, the term itself refers to either a uni-

or multi-dimensional conceptualisation, commonly applied at the firm-level (Lumpkin & Dess,
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1996 and Wales, 2016). Furthermore, EO characterises an organisation’s entrepreneurial
behaviour including the strategy- and decision-making processes as well as managerial
philosophies that may lead to breaching existing or new markets (Lumpkin & Dess, 2001). EO
manifests and evolves as part of corporate entrepreneurship as a firm state or quality through
entrepreneurship-driven processes and behaviours (Ireland et al., 2009). As suggested by
Wales (2016), although contingencies of an EO’s efficiency may include different kinds and
facets of a firm'’s activities (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), EO is recommended
to be defined as an indispensable fragment of an independent and recognisable strategy to
be manifested. In reference to Covin and Lumpkin (2011), and Wales (2016), EO has become
not only one of the most studied fields within entrepreneurial literature in the past few decades,

but it has also become a solid predictor of an organisation’s performance.

Referring to the early work of Covin and Slevin (1991), researchers were able to theorise
entrepreneurial behaviours, mainly driven by the EO’s manifestation within firms that implied
a certain degree of consistency of sustained behaviour over a longer period. Through strategic
perception, this behaviour would make EO perceptible as well (see also Wales, 2016). This
theory has been supported by Anderson et al. (2015), who referred to the unwavering or
temporal stability of a firm’s entrepreneurship. This understanding remains till date, according
to which EO is assumed to represent multiple strategic dimensions, however, that can also be
adapted as the basis of consistent entrepreneurial behavioural configurations (Wales, 2016).
Furthermore, firms may experience periods of high EO — the presence of repetitive

entrepreneurial behaviour —, and low EO — its absence (Wales et al., 2011).

Wiklund and Shepherd (2011) have described an unlimited performance variance in sustained
entrepreneurial firms as not all entrepreneurial activities turn out to be successful and may
leave a negative performance impact. With a higher level of EO including more innovative,
risk-taking, and proactive activities, the variety of possible performance outcomes might grow

(Wales, 2016). Additionally, this variance may be affected by a heterogeneous EO distribution
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(Wales et al., 2011) across levels, areas, units, and maybe even industries. Ultimately, many
conceptualisation approaches have been discussed in literature, and it remains open to future
research predominantly, how a firm can comprehend its EO manifestation, as well as how it
can target strategic decisions towards increased firm outcomes more effectively. These

research perspectives will find further consideration within the following sections.

2.2. EO Conceptualisation

Within the history of modelling an EO construct, Covin and Slevin’s (1991) configuration model
has often found consideration; through its belief that environmental, organisational, and
individual factors each play a role in impacting the firm-behaviour model of entrepreneurship.
However, Wales (2016) has proposed a necessary amendment, stating that Covin and Slevin
(1991) must also include a multidimensional modelling of firm EO. In consequence, Lumpkin
and Dess (1996) defined a more explicit conceptualisation model, which associates internal
strategic decision-making processes with numerous moderating environmental factors,
especially with respect to an EQ’s impact on business performance (see section 2.3). Miller
(2011), furthermore, has combined environmental and organisational considerations with
strategic, cultural, and leadership/governance aspects. However, to date, research studies
have not sufficiently studied the mechanisms through which EO affects a firm’s performance.
Consequently, theorists consider this to be the black box of EO (see Wales et al., 2011). The
gap between a firm’s given EO, and its ability to understand and influence its level of EO to
impact performance outcomes positively will find consideration throughout the following
sections by studying various possible impacting factors that are linked to the EO-performance

relationship.

As indicated previously, prior research places the modelling of an EO construct in specific
contexts in higher regard as it may provide greater and more meaningful insights into the

various facets of EO; e.g., EO within certain industries or various firm-development stages
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(Edmond & Wiklund, 2010; Miller, 2011; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2011). The sampling strategies
used by many EO studies are designed to allow results to be generalised but make it difficult
to study contextual effects (Wales, 2016). Moreover, various firm structures might have
dissimilar impacting factors with regards to their EO-performance linkage (Miller, 1983),
wherein, as a consequence, certain organisational types and industry contexts have found
little consideration as of now (Miller, 2011). As stated by Wales (2015), the probabilities of the
various casual proximal results originating from a firm’s EO are left open to future research as
well. Therefore, presenting a brief overview of the two predominantly applied key constructs
of an EO and the reason behind their emergence within a firm, will allow for a better
understanding behind how and why EO may impact a firm’s performance when delving into

additional EO related considerations within a later section (see sections 2.3 to 2.8).

2.2.1. Unidimensional versus Multidimensional Perspectives of EO

The dimensionality of a firm’s internal EO has been the focus of a significant number of
scholarly works (Wales, 2016), including its two differently emerging conceptualisations
(Miller, 1983; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996) that can co-exist as each provides exclusive insights
(Covin & Lumpkin, 2011; Covin & Wales, 2012; Miller, 2011; Schueler et al., 2018). In this
regard, an organisation is defined as having a higher level of EO when it displays recognisable
patterns of strategic behaviour over a defined period of time (Wales, 2016). According to
Wales (2016), these patterns may have their basis in entrepreneurship. Hence,
entrepreneurial attitudes and behaviours were understood to pervade the organisation at all
levels (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Anderson et al., 2015). Researchers have integrated the three
primary dimensions of innovativeness (launching new products/services and processes),
proactiveness (aggressively looking for new opportunities that may result in a competitive
advantage), and risk-taking (commitment towards leveraging vast amounts of financial assets
for overall gain) into the initial considerations of an EO conceptualisation (Miller, 1983; Wales,

2016). Within this perspective, all three dimensions must be high to perceive a high level of
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EO. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) offer a contrary perspective as per which EO is based on five
dimensions. They extend the unidimensional perspective into a multidimensional view by

adding competitive aggressiveness and autonomy into the list of influencing factors.

In contrast to Miller (1983), Lumpkin and Dess (1996) have suggested that different firms may
develop diverse dimensional intensities since the elements may differ in how valuable they
are to overall performance (see Hughes & Morgan, 2007; Schueler et al., 2018). In fact, to be
considered as entrepreneurial, some dimensions may not be required by a firm at all. Hence,
Lumpkin and Dess (1996) have recommended that each dimension should be examined
independently to gain greater insights into a firm's EO. The debate within EO research
continues about whether the uni- and the multi-dimensional view are both suitable methods to
capture the EO-performance linkage (refer to Schueler et al., 2018; Wales, 2016). Section 2.3
‘The Unidimensional versus Multidimensional Perspective’ will further explore these key

debates.

2.2.2. EO Impact on Performance

From the strategic perspective, EO may enhance an organisation’s performance and its total
variance within such a setting, particularly within highly competitive and uncertain
environments (Rauch et al., 2009; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005; Gupta & Wales, 2017);
however, there are various views on the EO-performance linkage based on context. Multiple
studies have found a significant correlation between a firms’ EO and its performance (Miller,
2011; Schillo, 2011). Greater variances take place as many entrepreneurial activities fail to
generate a direct, measurable economic return for the firm; therefore, they may contribute to
firm performance indirectly (Covin & Wales, 2012; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). In this respect,
Lumpkin and Dess (1996) have suggested the study of multidimensional perspectives of an

EO and their relationship towards firm performance based on various indicators of sales
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growth, market share, profitability, overall performance, and stakeholder satisfaction (more

recently noticed by Schueler et al., 2018).

Yet, an EO level that surpasses a certain range may be considered disadvantageous towards
the financial performance (Miller & Friesen, 1982; Zahra, 1993) as compared to a more
conservative strategic orientation (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Wales, Gupta, & Moussa, 2013;
Wiklund, 1999). In a paper on EO in multinational corporations by Williams and Lee (2009),
based on combining R&D and asset growth investment intensities, three types of
entrepreneurial stance were defined: conservative, aggressive-asset growth, and balanced.
Furthermore, similar to Rauch et al. (2009), Lumpkin and Dess (1996) have suggested the
relevance of environmental moderators on the EO-performance linkage, such as dynamism,
complexity as well as industry characteristics and organisational moderators, such as
structure, size, strategy, resources, and culture. Ultimately, the majority of recent papers on
EO have noticed its linkage to performance and agree that a relationship exists, however, that
the relationship between EO and its performance is not a straightforward and positive one
(Gupta et al., 2017; Schillo, 2011). Section 2.4 ‘EO and its Impact on Performance’ will
evaluate these causalities further and will examine industry as an external influencer in greater

detail.

2.2.3. Vertical Dimensionality — A Firm-Level Perspective

Most scholars have studied EO at senior managerial levels, equating the idea of a
management’s impact on a firm’s overall EO with it being a firm-level phenomenon (Kemelgor,
2002). In contrast, recent studies have begun to consider an EQO’s manifestation throughout a
firm’s framework or its presence at various hierarchical levels in the firm (Monsen & Boss,
2009; Wales et al., 2011). According to Anderson, Covin, and Slevin (2009), EO is manifested
within an organisation’s managerial philosophies under the premise that a firm is considered

entrepreneurial as a collective entity (Kessler, 2013); but as one that is informed by the actions
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of senior managers. Hence, EO has predominantly been described as a phenomenon that is
manifested in top-level management and at the firm level. The motivation for this is the call to
theoretically divide organisations based on their managerial, strategic, and decision-making
processes to apply the scientific research on EO into the functioning of various firms (Wales,
2016). Literature based on this concept has presented executives with insights on how an
organisation can efficiently leverage the strategic entrepreneurial decision-making processes

and behaviours to achieve organisational goals such as growth and renewal (Wales, 2016).

Recently, research on EO has begun to question whether it also might rely on the actions of
lower-level employees (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983). Within
traditional research, however, the concept of firm-level entrepreneurship has been clearly
separated from examining EO as an individual-level concept. Some scholars have suggested
that an organisation’s entrepreneurial activities cannot be separated from those of an
individual employee since they are seen as part of the whole (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin
& Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983). Moreover, EO literature argues that entrepreneurial behaviours
may vary at different levels based on key organisational considerations; e.g., individuals’ level,
functional range, and set goals (Wales et al., 2011; Zahra, 1993). Wales, Monsen, and
McKelvie (2011) have evaluated an EO’s heterogeneous development along the three vertical
dimensions of top- and middle-level managers as well as hon-managerial employees. Where
EO has previously been considered to be a firm-level phenomenon, Wales, Monsen, and
McKelvie‘s (2011) study has initially suggested an EO manifestation across firms’ sub-units —
from larger strategic business units to small individual divisions. Section 2.5 ‘“Vertical

Dimensionality’ will evaluate these further.

2.2.4. Horizontal Dimensionality
Organisations tend to comprise complex internal structures to allocate, coordinate, and

supervise activities. Initially, Galbraith and Kazanjian (1986) have explained the need for these
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structures in three ways, including as a means to: (i) break down tasks into roles with
responsibilities such as R&D, IT, and Finance; (ii) reorganise the roles into divisions based on
their functionalities, products/services, market segments, and/or geographical regions (refer
to Bogatyreva et al., 2017); and (iii) concentrate on a particular field of expertise within a role.
Since these needs may ease the successful alignment of targets with defined missions and
set goals (Kazanjian & Drazin, 1987), Tushman and O’Reilly (1996) have implied the
manager’s need to separate tasks into groups to secure the firm’s efficiency and possible
growth. According to the literature, entrepreneurial activities tend to take place at the level of
firm divisions (Zahra, Jennings, & Kuratko, 1999). Due to the differentiation of roles and
responsibilities across multiple functional areas and divisions, EO is more likely to manifest
heterogeneously where it may stagnate otherwise (Wales, Monsen, & McKelvie, 2011). In this
regard, Wales, Monsen, and McKelvie (2011) have defined possible horizontal dimensions
such as Structure, Strategic Fit, and Job Design. Section 2.6 ‘Horizontal Dimensionality’ will

evaluate these further.

2.2.5. Temporal Dimensionality

EO tends to manifest through consistency in entrepreneurial behaviour (Covin & Slevin, 1991,
Miller, 2011) wherein it can be conceptualised as a firm’s pattern and not as an irregularity of
actions (Covin & Miller, 2014; Ireland et al., 2009). Since a limited number of scholars have
researched EO over time (see Rauch et al., 2009), the link between EO-performance to
evaluate whether a temporal effect exists is majorly undiscovered (Wales, 2016). As a reason
for these limited studies, Miller (2011) has stated that internal firm settings are barely
measurable over time. Therefore, Wiklund and Shepherd (2011) have suggested the need for
further methods to incorporate time, causality, and reciprocity as well as approaches to
address temporal and longitudinal tests (Miller, 2011). Section 2.7 ‘Temporal Dimensionality’
will provide greater insights into the same. Conclusively, firm performance might be

contextually related to the EO exhibition across vertical, horizontal, and temporal dimensions.
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Each of these factors will be studied from a theoretical standpoint throughout the following
sections by initially addressing a more detailed understanding of the uni- and multi-

dimensional conceptualisation.

2.3. The Unidimensional versus Multidimensional Perspective

As today’s business environments are perceived as being complex and uncertain (Dreyer &
Grgnhaug, 2004), researchers have attempted to identify unidimensional as well as
multidimensional perspectives to conceptualise a firm's EO (Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, &
Frese, 2009; Schueler et al., 2018). Early studies of Khandwalla (1977), Miller (1983),
Mintzberg (1973), and Covin and Slevin (1989) have suggested a firm’s EO being centralised
through the execution of innovative, risk-taking, and proactive behaviours and practices. This
unidimensional conceptualisation of EO has been extended by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) into
a multidimensional view, firstly, by adding the two additional perspectives of autonomy, and
competitive aggressiveness and, secondly, by considering the five dimensions as independent
variables that do not require a uniform high level of all (Gupta, Dobratz, & Gupta, 2014,

Schueler et al., 2018).

The unidimensional perspective measures innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness
independently to then composite an EO scale for further analysis (Miller, 1983). A majority of
scholars accept and adapt Millers (1983) definition of an entrepreneurial firm being one that
participates in product market innovations, entertains risky ventures, and develops proactive
and innovative ideas. This perspective reflects the three uni-dimensions and has been used
by scholars repetitively (Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999; Covin & Slevin, 1989; Naman & Slevin,
1993; Wiklund, 1999; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003, 2005; Zahra & Covin, 1995). However,
referring to Hughes and Morgan (2007; see also Hughes et al., 2017) and others, this leads
to neglecting the individual impact of each dimension as it works on the assumption of a

universal and uniform impact of all dimensions. Consequently, and motivated by these studies
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aims, the multidimensional perspective will find consideration within the following. Further

justification for this decision will be provided throughout later sections.

According to the multidimensional view that adds autonomy and competitive aggressiveness
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), each dimension can vary independently and may (or may not) favour
business performance at a specific point in time considering a certain firm context (Hughes &
Morgan, 2007; Kreiser et al., 2002; Rauch et al, 2009; Shirokova et al., 2016; Stetz et al.,
2000). Hence, not all dimensions would be beneficial and might not even be directly or
positively related to a firm’s performance due to different circumstantial and situational
contexts (Kraus, Rigtering, Hughes, & Hosman, 2012). To date, only a few studies have
considered the multidimensional perspective (also refer to Schueler et al., 2018). While most
works have not debated the variation of each dimension with respect to the others, they
continue to operate on the assumptive link between uniform high levels of each dimension
and a firm’s overall positive performance (Covin, Green, & Slevin, 2006). Thus, to understand
the actual linkage of EO and performance, here, each dimension is suggested to receive an
independent assessment. Moreover, Schueler et al. (2018) concluded that the
multidimensional perspective allows theorists to receive much more fine-grained conclusions
as evidenced by the dimensions of EO being differently related to various performance

outcomes.

Within their study, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) have described the nature of the EO construct —
methods, practices, and decision-making processes that top-level managers use to act
successfully — and have proposed a conceptual framework to examine the relationship

between EO and an organisation’s performance; this is accomplished as follows in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: The Unidimensional versus Multidimensional Perspective: Multidimensional Perspective of EO:

Conceptual Framework (Source: Lumpkin & Dess, 1996)

With time, firms may change while the nature of their EO may or may not remain stable
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Hence, the age, size, and structure of a firm (Organisational Factors)
and its environmental dynamism, munificence, complexity, and industry characteristics
(Environmental Factors) could determine its strategic and marketing needs. While young firms
may develop a dependence on innovativeness and risk-taking, mature ones may require a
higher level of autonomy to achieve a certain performance level (Firm EO) (Hughes & Morgan,
2007). Apart from individual studies, it remains largely undefined as to how the various
dimensions can be mapped onto business performance (Hughes & Morgan, 2007), especially
considering individual performance measures and not an overall one (Gupta et al., 2017).
According to general reports, some scholars agree that either some or all five dimensions are
linked to generating a positive relationship impact (e.g., Wiklund, 1999; Wiklund & Shepherd,

2003, 2005; Zahra, 1991; Zahra & Covin, 1995). See section 2.4 for further exploration.
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The previous research relies on measurements to study how organisations process an
entrepreneurial firm strategy to perform better than their competitors who may be employing
more conservative ideas (Gupta, Dobratz, & Gupta, 2014). Consequently, they could be
relying on either the unidimensional or multidimensional perspective. Referring to Covin and
Wales’ measurement of EO (2012), EO exists as a latent construct even apart from its
measurements. Principally, researchers would be free to choose any approach that serves
their study’s purpose best. However, this choice merely depends on the different assumptions
that are carried per perspective such as through different implications for the

conceptualisation, measurement, development, and accumulation of knowledge.

The impact of EO on performance has left literature with inconsistent answers as there are
indications for the further scope of research regarding both the three uni- (Miller, 1983) and
five multi-dimensions (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; see also Gupta & Wales, 2017). Scholars have
observed a positive association between EO and performance (such as Wiklund, 1999;
Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003, 2005; Zahra, 1991; Zahra & Covin, 1995) as well as exceptions
to these (such as Hart, 1992; Matsuno, Mentzer, & Ozsomer, 2002; Morgan & Strong, 2003;
Slevin & Covin, 1990; Smart & Conant, 1994). A study on EO literature has discovered that
nearly 80% of published articles use Covin and Slevin’'s (1989) unidimensional
conceptualisation (Wales, Gupta, & Moussa, 2013). Whereas recent theorising proposes that
both predominant conceptualisations can co-exist (Covin & Lumpkin, 2011; Covin & Wales,
2012; Miller, 2011), George and Marino (2011) suggest the need to advance the knowledge
base of EO by including the three dimensions and also incorporating Lumpkin and Dess’
(1996) approach. Researchers could employ their ability to build on earlier studies to maintain
and refine the applicability of definitions and conceptualisations of EO and not by redefining
those (George & Marino 2011). ldeally, research could be undertaken to add additional
characteristics or adjust dimensions of EO to map its theories to suit particular firm contexts

(George & Marino 2011; Wales, 2016).
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These perspectives are advanced by Covin and Lumpkin’s (2011) suggestions of EO being a
high potential research space wherein an expansion into additional dimensions (Covin &
Miller, 2014) or an in-depth analysis of particular concepts and/or industries may be beneficial
towards the overall management research (Morris et al., 2011). In this respect, George and
Marino (2011) relate EO to a ‘family’ construction as per which the five dimensions represent
the core that all prospective studies should include to foster a certain level of conceptual
stability (see Wales, 2016). Thus, building on an overall conceptual and dimensional core, the

five multi-dimensions will be investigated within the following.

2.3.1. Innovativeness

From a business perspective, there are several reasons for an organisation to behave in an
entrepreneurial manner while balancing its priorities within industry-specific settings. In regard
to this, firms that are not innovative may secede market share to competitors, lose well-
educated staff, or continue to operate uneconomically (Wales, 2016). Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) determine this be categorised under innovativeness as one of five dimensions that
correlate towards the construction of a healthy EO. A majority of early and recent works on
the EO-performance linkage have integrated innovativeness as a dimension. These include
Miller (1983), Zahra (1991), Zahra and Covin (1995), Hughes et al. (2017), and Schueler et

al. (2018).

The Oxford Dictionary defines innovativeness as the asset of featuring new methods that are
advanced and original, introducing something new to the market (Oxford, 2016). Within EO
research, the term is described more scrupulously as it may explain technological leadership
or changes in product lines to target industry-specific needs (Schillo, 2011). Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) outline corporate innovativeness as a firm’s tendency to engage and invest in
experimental ideas and original practices. On a firm-level, Schumpeter (1942) suggests an

economical process of creative destruction through innovative products/services within
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existing markets where resources of one firm are shifted to another to grow latterly; thereby,
resulting in the production of wealth (Kraus et al., 2012). Hence, an innovative firm is regarded
as one that exploits existing or new and novel links within the market and industry settings that
may drive economic changes (Schumpeter, 1934). Such changes appear with different levels
of radicalness, but generally, all organisations would have a certain degree of readiness

(Hage, 1980) to proceed from current firm settings (Kimberly, 1981; Wales, 2016).

According to an early definition of Downs and Mohr (1976), there are multiple ways to
differentiate innovations in industry-related settings. The most beneficial ones are, firstly,
product-market innovations such as creative product design, market research, and marketing
(Miller & Friesen, 1978; Scherer, 1980); secondly, there are technological innovations such as
original product and process improvements, research and development as well as any other
outstanding technological or industrial awareness (Cooper, 1979; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996;

Maidique & Patch, 1982).

Researchers have presented various methods to determine a firm’s innovativeness and its
impact on a firm’s performance. Karagozoglu and Brown (1988) measure original answers to
a firm’s internal modifications based on expenses and the number of employees working in
R&D. Miller (1987) suggests a similar approach of analysing the costs for R&D in comparison
to the percentage of sales. From an HR perspective, Hage (1980) suggests, the more
professionals and specialists are employed in a firm, the higher would be its innovativeness
guotient. The quantity of new products/services regarding introductions and regularity of
alterations may vary from industry to industry. Nevertheless, the number of financials
committed to HR or R&D might be helpful to operationalise the level of innovation within a firm

(Covin & Slevin, 1989; Miller & Friesen, 1982).

Most researchers aim their studies at specifying product-market methods (Miller, 1983).

According to Miller and Friesen (1982), higher levels of an organisation’s innovativeness would
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be related to superior confidence in technologically qualified experts. This view is similar to
Zahra and Covin (1993), who emphasise an organisation’s internal policy of being committed
towards steady development and deployment of technology while growing their reputation
through novel methods. Consequently, there was drawn a clear link between the dimension
of innovativeness and a firm’s performance (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). This link in conjunction

with a firms EO, will be further explored in section 2.4.

2.3.2. Risk-Taking

Any firm may face either individual-employee or firm-level risks at a certain point in time when
its management — if implemented and executed optimally — can limit their potentially caused
losses (Banks & Dunn, 2004). Lumpkin and Dess (1996) determine this as risk-taking — one
of the five pivotal dimensions of the EO construct. A majority of recent works on the EO-
performance linkage have integrated risk-taking as a dimension such as Miller (1983), Zahra
(1991), Zahra and Covin (1995), Hughes and Morgan (2007), Hughes et al. (2017), and

Schueler et al. (2018).

Referring to the Oxford Dictionary (2016), risk-taking is elucidated as taking decisions with a
relatively uncertain outcome. The general definition of the term considers it to be the risk
undertaken by an individual. However, this dimension has broadly been applied to firms
through the various studies performed on the subject of EO. Therefore, since managers’
decisions may affect a significant number of resources and projects either positively or
negatively, these are among the many actions that are classified as risky behaviour (Schillo,

2011).

Within EO, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) suggest that every firm is involved in risk-taking to a
certain degree. As stated, according to behavioural research, being entrepreneurial within an

organisation means to work for oneself instead of working for someone else (Cantillon, 1734;
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Shane, 1994b). Hence, the personal risk is considered to be a principal factor when making
decisions, at the top-level management also (Cantillon, 1734). In this regard, Baird and
Thomas (1985) identify three main reasons for such behaviour. Firstly, the individual, social,
and psychological risks that accompany decisions with an uncertain outcome (Gasse, 1982);

secondly, committing to an excessive amount of assets; and thirdly, borrowing greatly.

Early researchers have presented various methods to measure a firm’s risk-taking
endeavours. Brockhaus (1980) describes ‘risk propensity’ as the perceived accountability of a
receivable reward linked to the positive result of an uncertain situation. He does so by using
choice dilemma questionnaires for assessing risky preferences by offering the option to
choose either a safe or a risky but more appealing alternative (based on Kogan & Wallach,
1964). Sitkin and Pablo (1992) introduce a model on risk-taking behaviour that differentiates
between risk perceptions and preferences that are mediated through propensity. It is argued
that the ‘general desire to avoid or pursue risks’ — such as risk preferences — would not define
explicit risky behaviours but would moderately impact the probability of behaving in a more or
less risky manner — such as risk propensity. Other scholars include the manner in which risk-
taking issues are outlined (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), the outcomes of previously
undertaken risky ventures (Thaler & Johnson, 1990), and the ability to work within risky

situations (Slovic et al., 1980).

Scholars have already described multiple patterns of risk-taking and its effects on EO and firm
performance due to irregularities in the reported risk-taking propensities at the firm-level and
the relationship of risk-taking patterns (e.g., Begley & Boyd, 1987; Schueler et al., 2018). In
many cases, an organisation or business unit as a whole has to approve the decision to
undertake perilous behaviour arising out of new opportunities, consequently, undertaking risks
an individual would not take. As per numerous studies, there may remain a tendency of risk-
taking being beneficial towards a firm’s performance, which will be further examined in section

2.4,
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2.3.3. Proactiveness

Concerning EO, senior managers tend to act entrepreneurial as they are required to secure a
firm’s growth through the implementation of visions (Penrose 1959). In this regard, Lieberman
and Montgomery (1988) suggest the first-mover advantage that may generate above-average
profits and brand recognition. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) determine this as proactiveness —
one of the five dimensions of EO. A majority of recent works on the EO-performance linkage
have integrated proactiveness as a dimension, such as Miller (1983), Zahra (1991), Zahra and

Covin (1995), Hughes and Morgan (2007), Hughes et al. (2017), and Schueler et al. (2018).

The Oxford Dictionary defines proactiveness as creating or controlling a current or future
situation rather than responding to it after it took place (Oxford, 2016). It is described as a
characteristic of entrepreneurial activities to define opportunities in terms of product/service,
customer, and market or industry demands (Schillo, 2011). According to Lumpkin and Dess
(1996), proactiveness becomes crucial within EO as it is a forward-thinking strategic
orientation corresponding with innovative and risky actions. This dimension refers to the
processes targeted to future issues and needs while seeking novel opportunities across any
firm development stage (Venkatraman, 1989). Venkatraman (1989) equalises proactive
organisations with being leaders rather than followers where the quickest firm may introduce

new products/services with the greatest returns into the industry (Miller & Friesen, 1982).

Proactiveness and competitive aggressiveness are often used simultaneously (Covin &
Slevin, 1989). Lumpkin and Dess (1996) suggest a clear distinction between both. According
to this, proactiveness relates to an organisation seeking opportunities when entering markets
through taking initiatives and opportunistically evolving steps. This is aimed at moulding the
environment to affect trends and generate demand thereby increasing the value of the
organisation/enterprise. Competitive aggressiveness, however, relates to a firm’s competitors

and how the organisation answers the sought-after trends of the market (Lumpkin & Dess,
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1996), thereby, contending for demands. This idea is similar to the theory of Porter’s Five

Forces (Porter, 2008).

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) describe the conceptual opposite of proactiveness as passiveness
— rather than reactiveness — which refers to the indifference and inability to create
opportunities that would allow an organisation to lead the market or industry. Contrastingly,
reactiveness would be the ability to respond to competitors, which would have a similar
positive tenor to that of proactiveness. Where proactiveness requires an initiative to create an
advantageous environment for the firm, responsiveness requires firms to be adaptive towards
their competitors. Hence, Chen and Hambrick (1995) advise firms to acquire a balance

between both the traits.

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) point out that scholars have operationalised proactiveness at the
firm-level when interviewing managers on an organisation’s tendency to lead, develop, and
introduce new products/services, or technologies (such as Covin & Slevin, 1989; Miller, 1983).
Hence, proactiveness may be also closely linked to a firm’s innovativeness. Moreover, there
may be the tendency of proactiveness to be beneficial towards a firm’s performance, which

will be further examined in section 2.4.

2.3.4. Autonomy

Within the last few decades of EO research, it has been noted that independently-thinking top-
level employees are more likely to establish useful business ideas within the firm (Chesbrough,
2006). Lumpkin and Dess (1996) identify this as autonomy — one of the five dimensions within
EO. However, only some recent studies based on the EO-performance linkage have
integrated autonomy as a dimension; these include Monsen (2005), Hughes and Morgan

(2007), Hughes et al. (2017), and Schueler et al. (2018).
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The Oxford Dictionary defines autonomy as one enjoying the freedom from external control or
influence, synonymously used with independence (Oxford, 2016). Lumpkin and Dess (1996)
have advanced this definition such that the term refers to independent entrepreneurial actions
of individuals, teams, or organisations as a whole by, firstly, defining an idea or vision and,
secondly, implementing it in a committed manner. Within these entrepreneurial processes that
are defined by actions, the organisational actors are permitted and supported by the firm to
perform autonomously and make critical decisions of their own accord (Lumpkin & Dess,

1996).

Early literature has defined two distinct contexts of the role of autonomous behaviour within
the entrepreneurial strategic decision-making processes. Firstly, Mintzberg (1973) and
Mintzberg and Waters (1985) suggest a mode wherein the organisation’s risky tasks can be
led by solid leaders. Much akin to the defined ‘command mode’ by Hart (1992) and Bourgeois
and Brodwin (1984), according to which entrepreneurial actions are characterised by a central
vision and solid management. Such abilities are described as autocratic behaviour within EO
literature (Shrivastava & Grant, 1985) — this refers to a manager’s ability to impact an
organisational vision by the control of particular activities (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985). On the
other hand, Hart (1992) suggests an integrative framework with ‘generative mode’ as per
which any strategic decision-making concept and improvement may be processed from any
entrepreneurial individual within the organisation ranging up to the top-management level.
This accompanies Bourgeois and Brodwin’s (1984) ‘crescive mode’ as per which strategic
indications are developed by an individual’s EO as input from non-managerial employees

(Bower, 1970). Both contexts crucially require the dimension of autonomy.

The level of autonomy varies based on firm size and the style of leadership or ownership (refer
to Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). According to Miller (1983), entrepreneurial firms are more likely
to employ autonomously acting leaders — a theory which has been supported by Shrivastava

and Grant’s (1985) early studies on managerial autocracy. Firms are likely to encourage
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intrapreneurship (Pinchot, 1985) where the organisational structure is under change by
flattening ladders and to assign authority to different organisational units to strengthen
autonomy (refer also to Kreiser & David, 2010). Moreover, a link has also been observed of

autonomy being beneficial towards business performance, which will be studied in section 2.4.

2.3.5. Competitive Aggressiveness

Established firms behaving in an entrepreneurial manner are more likely to persist in the
market than their industry start-up counterparts (Covin & Miles, 1999). Researchers have
studied the importance of competitiveness towards a firm'’s ability to sustain and secure long-
term organisational success (such as MacMillan, 1982; Porter, 1985). Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) determine this to be competitive aggressiveness, one of the five pivotal dimensions of
the EO construct. According to Dean (1993), competitive aggressiveness is regarded as highly
relevant within the context of EO as it would explain more variance in corporate
entrepreneurship than any other strategic orientation concept (37%). Only some recent works
on the EO-performance linkage have integrated competitive aggressiveness as a dimension;
this includes Hughes and Morgan (2007), Hughes et al. (2017), Lumpkin and Dess (2001),

and Schueler et al. (2018).

The term competitive aggressiveness describes the way a firm engages with competitors while
differentiating themselves from firms that attempt to limit direct competition and those that
actively and aggressively enter the competitor’'s market (Schillo, 2011). Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) summarise competitive aggressiveness as an organisation’s ability to challenge
competitors actively. This ability may be accomplished to enter a market or to improve an
industry prominence by outpacing rivals. It is characterised by the direct confrontation of firms

— also known as a firm’s responsiveness.
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Lumpkin and Dess (1996) define three possibilities of a firm’s required willingness to act and
compete that are more unconventional than traditional ones. Firstly, a firm may analyse and
target a contestant’s weaknesses (MacMillan & Jones, 1984). Secondly, industry leaders may
be challenged by exhibiting unconventional and exceptional strategic tactics (Cooper et al.,
1986), and, thirdly, a firm may concentrate on products/services that add greater value than
others while being flexible with their expenditures (Woo & Cooper, 1981). In this regard, Porter
(1985) defines the three approaches of aggressiveness as performing certain aspects
differently, changing the context, and outspending industry leaders. More recently, in a paper
on EO in multinational corporations by Williams and Lee (2009), based on combining R&D
and asset growth investment intensities, three types of entrepreneurial stance were defined:

conservative, aggressive-asset growth, and balanced that could be mapped to this dimension.

Early measures of a firm’s competitive aggressiveness suggest different approaches. Covin
and Covin (1990) have interviewed managers exhibiting competitor aggressive leadership
strategies as well as those who chose not to concentrate on competitors, but internal
challenges. Venkatraman (1989) suggests measuring dedicated activities, for example
ambitious aims of firms to increase the value of their market-shares and the stages to
accomplish such, such as by giving up gains or lowering prices. This perspective could be
advanced by analysing a firm’s aggressiveness in marketing or product/service quality-
improvement spendings (MacMillan & Day, 1987), including the speed of adopting new ideas.
As stated by Miller and Camp (1985), an aggressively acting firm is more likely to be successful
of its own accord when it does not take competitors’ quantity, size, or existing products and
market shares into consideration. Furthermore, there may be the tendency of competitive
aggressiveness being beneficial towards a firm’s performance, which will be studied in section

2.4,

Ultimately, as per the multidimensional view, it is assumed that autonomy, innovativeness,

risk-taking, proactiveness, and competitive aggressiveness, being independently treated

Revisiting Entrepreneurial Orientation and its Contributions to Business Performance 34



dimensions of an EO, may vary in a given context and may contribute towards a firm’s
performance (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). As outlined throughout the previous sections, due to a
firm’s and study’s specific context, this is more complex than often depicted. Thus, a deeper
understanding of how the multi-dimensions may benefit a firm’s performance is required;
especially when considering the possible causes of deviance in the EO-performance

relationship (see section 2.4.3).

2.4, EO and its Impact on Firm Performance — A Deeper Understanding

Firms, whether established or young, have to persist in various and complex industry and
market structures within steadily evolving or even undefined environments (Dreyer &
Grgnhaug, 2004; Rosenbusch et al., 2013; Slater & Olson, 2002). To address this, the
relevance of entrepreneurial behaviour within firms towards strategic management and its
literature, primarily through EO, has found early traction and acceptance among a great
number of scholars (Andrews, 1971; Chandler, 1962; Covin & Slevin, 1990; Schendel & Hofer,
1979). Entrepreneurial challenges arise from product or services-market relationships and
resource obligations (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Miles et al., 1978), wherein strategic
management attempts to solve those with firm activities driven by certain management
processes and decisions (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). When aiming for increased performance,
entrepreneurial success was repeatedly associated with a high level of EO (see also
discussions of Collins & Moore, 1970; Covin & Slevin, 1991; Covin & Wales, 2018; Lumpkin
& Dess, 1996; Peters & Waterman, 1982; Schollhammer, 1982; Schueler, 2018; Zahra, 1993).
This section will outline the differing evolution of research on the linkage of EO and

performance.

As summarised by Kraus et al. (2012) and Wales et al. (2013), most studies on EO have been
conducted in the USA until 2000. Later, EO research expanded to Slovenia (Antoncic &

Hisrich, 2001, 2004; Antonci, 2006), Netherlands (Kemelgor, 2002; Stam & Elfring, 2008),
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South Africa (Goosen et al., 2002), Sweden (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003, 2005), Vietham and
Thailand (Swierczek & Ha, 2003), Greece (Dimitratos et al., 2004), China (Chen et al., 2005),
Finland (Jantunen et al., 2005), Germany (Walter et al., 2006), Turkey (Kaya, 2006), and the
United Kingdom (Hughes & Morgan, 2007). The linkage of EO and performance has found
strong consideration throughout the past years. There have been positive EO-performance
associations (e.g., Wiklund, 1999; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003, 2005; Zahra, 1991; Zahra &
Covin, 1995; Rauch et al., 2009) as well as exceptions to these (e.g., Covin & Slevin, 1990;
Hart, 1992; Hughes & Morgan, 2007; Hughes et al., 2017; Mentzer, & Ozsomer, 2002; Morgan
& Strong, 2003; Smart & Conant, 1994). As part of this study, the following two tables have
been developed that collect and examine the evolvement of the EO-performance linkage
within selected scholarly works over time. These selections merely focus on key papers
relevant for this thesis. Table 2 summarises research on a universal and possible positive EO-
performance impact whereas Table 3 displays works based on an independent factor driven

linkage.

During the 80’s and 90’s, EO research focused on its conceptualisation including early
markers of performance. Even though Miller (1983) never used the term ‘Entrepreneurial
Orientation’ itself (referring instead to ‘firm entrepreneurship’), he has admitted to having
studied entrepreneurship in a firm and its impact on performance initially by defining the three
uni-dimensions of innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness (Miller, 2011). This
understanding was advanced by Covin and Slevin (1990) who have researched strategic
postures, structural forms, and performance levels of new ventures in the three different
industry settings of emerging, growing, and mature industries. As stated previously, Lumpkin
and Dess’ work (1996) eventually defined EO as decision-making styles, processes, and
techniques that build upon firms’ activities and transform the unidimensional view of EO into
a multidimensional one. Following that, Wiklund and Shepherd (2003, 2005) described EO to
a greater extent as a form of strategic orientation. In the late 2000s, Rauch et al.’s (2009)

meta-analytical research uncovered newer insights on EO that will be delved into later. From
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2010 onwards, and largely motivated by Rauch et al.’s (2009) conclusions, EO-based
literature has seen a shift towards the rising demands of understanding the underlying ‘black
box’ of EO (Covin & Wales, 2018; Wales et al., 2011); respectively how and why EO impacts

performance.

As presented along with the Tables 2 and 3, the resulting EO-performance impact throughout
previous research varies greatly (displayed are major scholarly works when preparing this
literature review were captured), especially considering the two approaches of uni- versus
multidimensional. This variation is seen in terms of their applied study approach,
dimensionality, organisational, and environmental factors as well as through the considered
economic situation, and vertical, horizontal, and temporal dimensionality. In addition to
displaying this information within both tables, a summary of key findings on the performance
outcomes per scholarly work is presented. A majority of these studies will find due

consideration within the following sections of this thesis.
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Table 2: EO Impacting Performance: Previous Studies on a Universal EO-Performance Linkage

; . . Economic
plmensmnallty EO-Performance Organisational Environmental Situation & Vertical Horizontal Temporal -
incl. other . . N . X R N . Key Findings
Causality Factors Factors Environmental Dimension Dimension Dimension
approaches .
Circumstances
Miller (1983): Universal/Unidimensional Approach using Questionnaires (Quantitative
unidimensional; entrepr.- firm types/size: environment: not specified top-management organisation/ no prior research: EO is considered to be driven by the personality factors of
dimensions: performance simple, planning, dynamism, level structure: leadership, structure of firm, and strategy making
innovativeness, linkage organic heterogeneity, scanning, 1. derived three firm types from previous literature
risk-taking, hostility controls, 2. simple firm’s entrepreneurship is driven by leader characteristics; planning
proactiveness; communication, firms facilitated by explicit product/marketing strategies; organic firms as function
incl. contingency resources, of environment and structure
(possible centralisation, -> higher level of entrepreneurship would result in increased performance
Moderating- technocatisat.,
Effects Model) differentiation,
integration;

Zahra (1991): Universal/Unidimensional Approach using Questionnaires (Quantitative)

unidimensional; corporate
dimensions: entrepr.-
innovativeness, performance
risk-taking, linkage;
proactiveness performance
indicator:

perceived and
archival financial

performance

firm size: large
companies

environment:
dynamism,
heterogeneity,
hostility;

not specified not specified

industry: relevant
to any

strategy/decision
making: analysis,
futurity,
explicitness of
product-market,
strategy, strategic
integration

structure:
communication, years
scanning,

integration,

differentiation,

control;

strategy: growth,

stability

longitudinal, three

little research on association of corporate entrepreneurship with performance
1. proposes a model that identifies potential environmental, strategic,
organisational factors with the following results

2. environmental dynamism, hostility, heterogeneity intensify corporate
entrepreneurship

3. growth-oriented strategies are associated with increased corporate
entrepreneurship, whereas strategy of stability is not conducive to it

4. scanning, formal communication, integration components of formal firm
structures positively related to corporate entrepreneurship

5. clearly defined firm values positively related to corporate entrepreneurship
6. corporate entrepreneurship activities associated with a firm’s financial
performance and reduced systematic risk

-> higher level of entrepreneurship would result in increased performance
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Zahra & Covin (1995): Universal/Unidimensional Approach using Primary and Secondary Source (Quantitative
unidimensional corporate 24 medium-sized environment: not specified not specified not specified longitudinal,
entrepr.- manufacturing hostility seven years
performance firms
linkage representing 14
industry
segments, 39
chemical
companies, & 45
Fortune 500
industrial firms
representing 5
industry
segments

Wiklund & Shepherd (2005): Universal/Unidimensional Approach using Phone Interviews (Qualitative) and Questionnaires (Quantitative)

unidimensional; EO-performance firm size: internal environment: not specified not specified not specified not specified
dimensions: study based on factors of small dynamism;
innovativeness, configuration; businesses
risk-taking, moderator of industry: four
proactiveness; environment sectors
configurational dynamic; (knowledge-
approach; performance intensive
control variables: indicator: manufacturing,
firm age, size, perceived labour-intensive
industry financial manufacturing,
performance professional
services, and
retail)

Rauch et al. (2009): Universal/Unidimensional Approach using a Meta-Analysis

unidimensional; first meta- relevant to any industry: high- relevant to any relevant to any relevant to any recommended
dimensions: analysis on the (see key findings) tech versus non- (see key findings) (see key findings) (see key findings)
innovativeness, relationship of EO high-tech
risk-taking, and business
proactiveness; performance;
notion of 2 three moderators
possible of national culture
additional (respective
dimensions as continents), firm
well as multi- size, and
dimensional industrial,
approach technological
intensity

previous studies on corporate entrepreneurship-linkage mostly short-term

1. corporate entrepreneurship has positive impact on financial measures of firm
performance

2. this effect tends to be modest over first few years, increases over time,
suggesting that corporate entrepreneurship may generally be effective towards
improved long-term financial performance

strategy and entrepreneurship literature suggest that EO improves firm
performance, but empirical results are mixed

1. suggest that a main-effect-only analysis would illustrate a partial performance
explanation only (two-way interactions)

2. propose a relevance of capital access and dynamic environments

3. a three-way interaction model, so-called configurational approach, would
explain variances towards the performance linkage (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005)
4. a positive EO impact on business performance of small businesses has been
confirmed

5. Wiklund and Shepherd have concluded that EO may sometimes but not always
contribute towards improved business outcomes (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005)
-> higher level of EO may result in increased performance but not always

1. A positive relationship of EO towards performance appears not to be
homogenous, wherein likely moderators and firm contexts may determine how
EO impacts performance

2. have found empirical ground for company size, industry, and culture as being
moderately large impactors towards business performance + notion that
additional moderators should be assessed

3. EO has been identified to be of higher significance for micro than for small
businesses; wherein large firms scored between the previous two

4. EO appears to be more relevant towards high-tech rather than non-high-tech
industries

5. while using continents as proxy for culture, Rauch et al. (2009) have not found
significant differences

-> moderately high correlation of EO with performance
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Table 3: EO Impacting Performance: Previous Studies on an Independent EO-Performance Linkage

Dimensionality EO- - ) Economic . )
. Organisational Environmental Situation & Vertical Horizontal Temporal o
incl. other Performance . " . " . X h Key Findings
approaches Causality Factors Factors Efwuonmental Dimension Dimension Dimension
Circumstances
Covin & Slevin (1990): Universal/Unidimensional Approach using an Email-Survey (Quantitative)
unidimensional; investigated a firm stage: new industry: not specified managers strategic fit & firm no 1. strategic posture including the firm’s structure varies significantly across the
dimensions: first performance ventures; emerging, structural forms industry lifecycle
innovativeness, impact by level of firm types/size: growing, and 2. ventures of emerging industries have the highest level of entrepreneurial
risk-taking, ‘fit’ between micro and small mature industries strategic postures as well as most organic organisational structures
proactiveness; strategic posture, company 3. strength of linkage between new ventures and performance is moderated by the
configurational firm structure, (majority small industry lifecycle
approach and industry company) 4. associations of business performance and strategic postures were less positive
lifecycle; in mature industries than in emerging industries among new ventures
performance -> possible performance may be affected differently
indicator:
perceived
financial
performance

Hart (1992): Independent/Multidimensional Approach outlining a Conceptualisation

multidimensional strategy- firm size: small,
based on performance medium-large,
strategy-making impact large;

modes stage of firm

development:
rapid growth,
steady growth,
mature

complexity:
simple (low-
level), dynamic
(velocity or
radical change),
stable (low
degree of
change),
complex (many
stakeholders),
turbulent
(dynamic and
complex)

not specified varying roles of
top-level
management &
organisational

members

strategic fit no,
recommended

most prior strategy making literature has focused on a limited set of themes
(incomplete or overlapping)

1. offers integrative framework considering the 5 modes of command, symbolic,
rational, transactive, generative

2. goes beyond existing strategy process models by contrasting roles and
illustrating their interaction

3. strategy as an organisation wide phenomenon

-> performance may be affected differently
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Smart & Conant (1994): Universal/Unidimensional Approach using an Email-Survey (Quantitative)

unidimensional;
using multi-item
scale based on
integrative
framework:
propensity to
take risks,
tendency to
engage in
strategic planning
activities, ability
to identify
customer needs,
level of
innovation, ability
to create real
visions, ability to
identify new
opportunities

EO & distinctive
marketing
competencies
impact on
performance;
performance
indicator:
perceived
financial
performance

firm size: micro
companies

industry: non- not specified various (599
high-tech independent
(apparel retailers) business people)

Lumpkin & Dess (1996): Independent/Multidimensional Approach outlining a Conceptualisation

multidimensional
(5 dimensions);
incl. contingency

EO-performance
impact contingent

variables and
configurations
within EO;
performance
indicator:
perceived
financial
performance

firm: relevant to
any (dependent
of size, structure,
strategy,
strategy-making
processes, firm
resources,
culture, top
management
team
characteristics)

industry: relevant not specified any
to any

(dependent of

dynamism,

munificence,

complexity,

industry

characteristics)

strategic fit, job
design

any

Matsuno, Mentzer, & Ozsomer (2002): Independent/Multidimensional Approach using detailed Firm Information (Quantitative)

none

entrepreneurial
proclivity impact
on business
performance

firm size

environmental not specified not specified
consideration:

market

orientation

organisational
structure:
formalisation,
centralisation,
departmentalisati
on

no

no,
recommended

longitudinal

1. results indicate that EO is positively and significantly related to distinctive
marketing competencies and organisational performance

2. demographic profiles of high, medium and low EO groups are also developed
and provide additional insights

-> possible performance may be affected differently by various dimensions

1. clarify nature of EO construct and propose contingency framework for
investigating EO-performance linkage

2. environmental factors (including industry) and/or organisational factors (including
structural or managerial characteristics) may impact how a firm’s EO is configured
to accomplish high-performance outcomes -> independent dimensions

3. suggest alternative models for testing EO-performance relationship

-> performance may be affected differently

prior literature suggests potential tension between market orientation and
entrepreneurial proclivity in achieving superior business performance

1. investigates structural influences (direct and indirect) of entrepreneurial proclivity
and market orientation on business performance

-> performance may be affected differently; entrepreneurial proclivity has not only
positive and direct relationship on market orientation but also indirect and positive
effect on market orientation through reduction of departmentalisation & performance
influence is positive when mediated by market orientation but negative or
nonsignificant when not mediated by market orientation
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Morgan & Strong (2003): Independent/Multidimensional Approach using an Email-Survey (Quantitative)

multidimensional;
dimensions of:
Aggressiv.,
Analysis,
Defensiveness,
Futurity,
Proactiveness,
Riskiness

Hughes & Morgan (2007): Independent/Multidimensional A

multidimensional
(5 dimensions)

strategy-
performance
impact;
performance
indicator:
perceived
financial and
non-financial
performance

relevance to
understand each
dimension’s
value towards a
secured
performance and
at what firm
stage a
dimension would
be more
vulnerable than
others

firm size: medium
and large (small
firms excluded
due to limited
scope in strategic
analysis)

firm stage: start-
up phase

industry: high not specified
technology,

industrial

manufacturing

firms

not specified

roach using an Email-Surve uantitative

industry: IT-firms not specified

Wales et al. (2011): Independent/Multidimensional Approach outlining a Conceptualisation

multidimensional:
incl. vertical,
horizontal,
temporal;
(possible
Mediating-Effects
Model)

EO-performance
impact

not specified

not specified not specified

top-management

level

vertically across
hierarchy levels
(top-level
management,
mid-level
management,
non-managerial
employee)

strategic fit no,
recommended
not specified no,
recommended
horizontally temporal as firm
across business develops

units (Structure,
Strategic Fit, Job
Design)

Kraus, Rigtering, Hughes, & Hosman (2012): Independent/Multidimensional Approach using an Email-Survey (Quantitative)

multidimensional
(3 dimensions);
control variables:
firm age, size,
industry

EO-performance
impact

firm size: small
and medium
sized

environmental economic
consideration: situation: global
based on economic crisis
economic

situation;

country:

Netherlands

not specified

not specified no,
recommended

little consensus on strategy-performance linkage

1. reports several critical reviews and meta-analysis that highlight limitation in
current studies

2. provides empirical investigation of different sized firms

3. business strategy conceptualised as comparative construct with six dimensions:
related to business performance

-> performance may be affected differently

previous studies tend to study 3 uni-dimensions instead of 5 multi-dimensions

1. results foster the concerns made by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) as only
Proactiveness and Innovativeness have positive impact on business performance;
Risk-Taking has a negative relationship whereas Competitive Aggressiveness and
Autonomy appear to have no impact on performance at an early firm stage at all
2. conclude, moreover, that an ad-hoc approach of an EO implementation of all
dimensions is potentially damaging as it could lead to wastage of resources and
unintended strategic decisions influencing the firm’s performance negatively

-> performance may be affected differently

previous research has acknowledged that EO provides critical insights into
questions of organisational-level strategy and performance, how EO manifests
inside organisations has received little attention: EO-performance linkage is
currently described as the ‘black box’

1. examine EO not as homogeneous but how and why EO might pervade firms
heterogeneously along dimensions: vertical, horizontal, temporal

-> performance may be affected differently

previous research has not answered what effect EO might have on business
performance during periods of economic crises

1. results imply proactive firm behaviour to positively contribute towards SME
performance in the economic crisis

2. Moreover, empirical evidence has found that innovative SMEs are better
performers in turbulent, uncertain contexts; but such should reduce the internal
level of risk

-> performance may be affected differently
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More recent empirical works by Wiklund and Shepherd (2003, 2005) study EO within small
businesses and suggest that a main-effect-only analysis would merely illustrate a partial
performance explanation (two-way interactions). They propose the relevance of capital access
and dynamic environments. Hence, when combining those with EO, a three-way interaction
model would explain variances towards the performance linkage (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005).
A positive EO impact on business performance of small firms has been confirmed in this

context.

As Table 2 illustrates, there have been many scholars proposing and studying the general
applicability of EO’s impact on performance (see also Gupta & Wales, 2017); these include
Miller (1983), Zahra (1991), and Zahra and Covin (1995). The studies delve into a high level
of EO that would lead to a greater performance level. However, other studies have reported
that the different levels of EO result in possible positive, negative, or neutral effects on
performance. These works include Lumpkin and Dess (1996) and Rauch et al. (2009), as seen
in Table 3. This perspective has been supported by Bhuian, Menguc, and Bell (2005), Miller
and Friesen (1982) and Zahra (1993) according to which EO elevated beyond a certain level
may be potentially harmful towards a firm’'s performance. A non-linearity in the form of an
inverted U-shaped EO-performance relationship within Chinese ventures has been observed

by Tang et al. as well (2008; see also Wales, 2016).

Considering independent effects of the EO-performance linkage, one of the main contributors
in early EO research have been the works of Covin and Slevin (1988, 1989, 1990). They

studied strategic postures, structural forms, and performance levels of new ventures? in the

3 Even though firms may potentially grow through mergers and acquisitions, joint ventures, or strategic alliances
too, previous research on firm-level entrepreneurship focusses primarily on internal venture expansions
(Burgelman, 1983; Dess & Lumpkin, 2005) which is the focus of this thesis and a different level of analysis than
the external view would require. Corporate new venture creation was named “intrapreneuring” as it relates to
expanding entrepreneurial businesses within firms (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005). There have been some efforts on
external corporate venturing such as the works of Keil (2002) who created two main elements of external venturing
processes and Williams (2018) who presented a framework providing new perspectives on entrepreneurial
venturing in an international context.
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