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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to find evidence of a possible relationship between three constructs that are
generally investigated separately: entrepreneurial orientation, understood as entrepreneurship on the
organizational level; marketing capability, seen as a highly competitive factor for the organization; and
business performance, highlighted as a focus of the entire organization.
Design/methodology/approach – A survey-based quantitative approach was adopted with a cross-
sectional temporal perspective. To arrive at results that can be compared, the study uses factor analysis and
structural equations modeling techniques, with estimations of maximum likelihood for testing the quality of
fit of the measures to the structural models, using SPSS 21 and AMOS 16 software. Data were collected at the
27th EXPOSUPER, which is a trade fair at which 35,000 visitors were present. The data collection instrument
used is a questionnaire previously validated by Reis Neto et al. (2013a). The first section covers control
variables chosen to profile the firms, the second contains entrepreneurial orientation variables, the third
comprises marketing capability variables and the fourth section contains business performance variables, all
using seven-point Likert response scales.
Findings – Tests of the entrepreneurial orientation measurement scale produced interesting results in this
application within the retail supermarket industry. The results of exploratory factor analysis indicated that a
scale with three dimensions was significant. The relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and
marketing capability (H1) is positive, through the intermediate dimensions of innovation, proactiveness and
risk-taking, used by firms’ management, contributing to their efforts to research and manage the market, to
develop products and services and to offer better prices. Exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor
analysis showed that four of the scale’s dimensions of the marketing capability were significant: market
research, market management, new product development and pricing. Comparison of these results with those
of Reis Neto et al. (2013a) reveals a difference, as although their result, achieved using structural equations
modeling, also had four factors; the promotion dimension was the most significant and absorbed the other
variables. Despite these differences, confirmatory factor analysis and structural equations modeling
demonstrated that this construct met the minimum conditions for adequacy, where (H2), formulated to test
the relationship between the marketing capability construct, was confirmed. The final construct analyzed in
this study was business performance, initially suggested by González-Benito et al. (2009), and also used by
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Reis Neto et al. (2013a). They used the dimensions profitability, market value and market response, and in the
present study, after exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis and structural equations
modeling, the results were identical to those authors results, in that (H3), formulated with the objective of
testing the relationship between the entrepreneurial orientation construct and business performance, was
confirmed, and although this was not the most robust of the relationships postulated in the three hypotheses,
but was of lower significance.
Research limitations/implications – Although this study has achieved its objective, one of the study’s
limitations relates to the data collection instrument, which was subject to failures in terms of the number of
variables to be analyzed in each dimension. This led to elimination of certain dimensions during the analyses.
Another limitation is related to the method used in the study. When questionnaires are used as data collection
instruments, respondents often may not understand the true meaning of questions, which could lead them to
choose any option, thereby stripping the results of credibility. In view of this limitation, it is suggested that
future researchers conduct qualitative studies, using the case study method, which could offer greater clarity
and increase understanding of the results related to these subjects. Even considering that this study has
certain limitations and restrictions affecting generalization, it is hoped that it raises new questions, interests
and inspirations, improving and complementing understanding of this strong social and economic sector.
Originality/value – It is identify the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and marketing
capability, since to date there is no evidence from studies confirming the existence of such a relationship. This
statement was based on the results of a bibliographic survey conducted using the ProKnow-C, knowledge
development process-constructivist methodology, in which, this originality was positive and significant,
offering new studies from this point of view.

Keywords Entrepreneurial orientation, Marketing capability, Business performance

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
There is fierce competition in the supermarket industry, forcing managers to constantly
seek instantaneous information and obliging firms to embark on ventures, invariably with
innovation, transforming themselves into proactive organizations, willing to take risks to
maintain themselves in the market (Covin and Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996;
Wiklund, 1999). The constant struggle for market share drives retail supermarkets to seek
solutions based on a balance between capabilities and resources, so that they develop and
introduce variables to improve organizational performance, such as market research,
surveys of prevailing prices in the market, development of products and services,
promotions and advertising andmarket management (Vorhies and Harker, 2000).

In this setting, entrepreneurism should not be considered a virtue, but a means of
attaining, very often implicitly, superior performance for the organization, as it is notable
that there is significant interest among firms in developing certain essential competencies as
a means of increasing their competitiveness and improving their performance (Grant, 1991).

With regard to the sector’s economic indicators, it is notable that after 13 years with no
decline, during 10 of which there was real-terms growth; in 2015, revenues in self-service fell
for the first time, according to data from a Nielsen study of the Brazilian Retail Structure
(Leite and Nunes, 2016). Despite nominal growth of 7.1 per cent, two-digit inflation (10.67
per cent – IPCA) eroded the sector’s real-terms performance (�3.25 per cent).

In 2016, the Santa Catarina supermarket industry’s sales performance was positive, 1.14
per cent higher than the 2015 sales figure. These data are from monthly surveys of firms of
all sizes conducted by the Associação Catarinense de Supermercados (ACATS), the
supermarket industry association of Santa Catarina state (Leite and Nunes, 2016). The
association’s national counterpart, the Associação Brasileira de Supermercados (ABRAS),
sets Santa Catarina’s contribution at 6 per cent of the national market (Leite and Nunes,
2016).
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It is known that strategies based on more refined information enable organizations to be
better prepared for the market during periods of reduced consumption, and for this reason,
the objective of this study is to analyze relationships between the constructs entrepreneurial
orientation, marketing capability and business performance in retail supermarkets in Santa
Catarina. This general objective was broken down into a series of specific objectives, such as
to identify the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and marketing capability, as
to date there is no evidence from studies confirming the existence of such a relationship.
This statement is based on the results of a bibliographic survey conducted using the
ProKnow-C – knowledge development process-constructivist methodology (Ensslin et al.,
2010).

Another of the specific objectives was to test the relationship between marketing
capability and business performance, as within the scope of marketing research, some
studies have identified deficiencies in the process of organizational performance assessment
(Guissoni and Neves, 2013; Ginevicius et al., 2013).

The last of the specific objectives was to identify the relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation and business performance, as Lumpkin and Dess (2001) have
described a strong relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and business
performance. It is also worth mentioning that Wales et al. (2013) point out that the number of
studies investigating entrepreneurial orientation has increased considerably over time. The
population sampled comprised 679 supermarket chains represented by 956 shops that took
part in the industry’s largest trade fair in the state of Santa Catarina, the 27th EXPOSUPER
(2014). This research is quantitative and descriptive, using cross-sectional survey
techniques and following recommendations made by Malhotra (2001) and Hair et al. (2009).
Analyses of relationships between different variables followed recommendations by Hair
et al. (2009), who suggest using the structural equations modeling technique with analysis
by structural equations analysis. This requires filters to be applied in advance, which in this
case were exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis, and the variables
were measured using seven-point Likert response scale.

The results of analysis of these relations are important for management in terms of
understanding their industry’s positions within the dimensions of each construct, providing
evidence on which of the management characteristics that make up the constructs
entrepreneurial orientation, marketing capability and business performance can help with
decision-making.

2. Entrepreneurial orientation
Entrepreneurial orientation has emerged as an important factor for investigating firms’
entrepreneurial spirit and its influence on strategic processes (Miller and Friesen, 1982;
Miller, 1983; Covin and Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Zahra and George, 2002;
Covin et al., 2006; Rauch et al., 2009; Martens et al., 2011).

Theoretical contributions on this subject gained prominence after a publication by Covin
and Slevin (1991) which portrayed entrepreneurship at the business level empirically and
culminated in emergence of the construct of entrepreneurial orientation. After this
publication, the construct began to be treated as an area within entrepreneurship studies
because Lumpkin and Dess (2001) pointed out that there is a difference between
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial orientation.

The term entrepreneurial orientation refers to a series of dimensions, comprising
processes, decision-making practices and activities that culminate in creation or re-creation
of business ventures, including the propensity to act autonomously, a predisposition to
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innovate and take risks, a tendency to competitive aggression in relation to competitors and
pro-activity with relation to new opportunities (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001).

The pioneering work by Miller (1983), a series of publications inspired by work by Covin
and Slevin (1991) and additional work by Lumpkin and Dess (2001) portray entrepreneurial
orientation as dissemination of entrepreneurial practices and the related shared values that
originate with firms’ top management, so it can be stated that entrepreneurial orientation
starts at the highest organizational levels and the objective is to disseminate practices for
identification and exploitation of opportunities.

Different conceptualizations of entrepreneurial orientation diverge in terms of their
definitions of its dimensions. Miller (1983) used three dimensions, namely, innovativeness,
proactiveness and propensity for risk-taking, taking a unidimensional approach to the
construct itself, while Lumpkin and Dess (1996) used five dimensions, namely,
innovativeness, proactiveness, predisposition to risk-taking, autonomy and aggression,
taking a multidimensional approach to the construct. Although the dimensions proposed by
Miller (1983) are not unanimously accepted in the literature, nevertheless many of those who
propose different dimensions in their studies also highlight the dimensions proposed by
Miller and this is one of the reasons that this paper uses these dimensions, in addition to the
fact that this study follows a proposal by Reis Neto et al. (2013a) who refer to a construct of
entrepreneurial orientation comprising the dimensions: innovation, proactiveness and risk-
taking, using a multidimensional approach which in turn is based on work by Naman and
Slevin (1993).

Some recent definitions of the entrepreneurial orientation construct can be found in work
by Meneses (2012), who describes a business model applied to firms that regularly innovate
in decisions, taking risks in their strategies, whether in product or market, and in work by
Tonial (2014) who defines it as a strategic process that guides organizations’ decision-
making, when they adopt entrepreneurial behavior.

In summary, entrepreneurial orientation is a path that entrepreneurs take to create a
“new entry”, which can be defined as creation of a new business, new products or
technology or a new market. It can also be defined as a set of strategies within a conceptual
domain encompassing results at the organizational level, related to management
preferences, beliefs and behaviors expressed through managers.

Working from the arguments related to entrepreneurial orientation cited above, the first
hypothesis that will be tested is as follows:

H1. There is a relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and marketing
capability.

3. Marketing capability
Marketing capability is approached as a sustainable competitive advantage, mediated by
distinctive capabilities (Grant, 1991; Hayes and Pisano, 1996), together with suggestions that
these capabilities should be constantly reassessed for the purposes of expansion and to
prevent imitability.

Tsai and Shih (2004) analyzed the relationship between marketing knowledge
management and marketing capabilities and business performance. They used a scale
developed by Kohli et al. (1993) to measure management marketing knowledge and adapted
a scale by Vorhies and Harker (2000) to measure marketing capabilities, reducing it to four
components (distribution channel, market research and product development, pricing, and
promotional management), and they used a scale by Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1986,
1987) to measure performance. The study reported that managers with marketing
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knowledge can expand these capabilities. They also found that firms with superior
capabilities have better business performance than their competitors.

Vorhies and Morgan (2005) revised the dimensions of marketing capabilities, proposing
eight dimensions, based on the dimensions used in a study by Vorhies and Harker (2000), as
follows: price, marketing communication, sales, product development, distribution channel,
marketing planning, marketing implementation andmanagement of marketing information.

Marketing capabilities are the link between all of the firm’s resources used to achieve
competitive advantage (Ribeiro, 2006). Therefore, identification of which marketing
capabilities have relationships with business performance and which practices support
them and better understanding of how they are implemented within firms would contribute
both to the literature and to management practice. This statement is supported by the
results of Ribeiro’s (2006) study, which was conducted with the objective of identifying and
validating the dimensions of marketing capabilities, and reported in its results eleven
possible dimensions:

(1) strategic marketing planning;
(2) information distribution;
(3) customer services;
(4) client monitoring and satisfaction;
(5) customer relationship management and loyalty;
(6) management of customer portfolio;
(7) sales force management;
(8) products and brand management;
(9) innovation management;
(10) distribution channel management; and
(11) price management.

The scale used by Ribeiro (2006) is the result of combining the essence of the research
proposal by Vorhies and Harker (2000) with concepts from Day (2001), which were
translated into constructs and their corresponding practices.

It is clear that although several different studies have attempted to measure marketing
capabilities (Tsai and Shih, 2004; Vorhies and Morgan, 2005; Ribeiro 2006), all of them have
based their efforts of the dimensions defined by Vorhies and Harker (2000), proposing
varying numbers of dimensions for assessment of marketing capabilities.

Having presented concepts related to marketing capability, this paper will adhere to the
concept developed by Vorhies and Harker (2000), which can be described as follows: market
research, through which the firm attempts to identify new customers, their wishes and
requirements, evaluating which marketing programs should be maintained or whether new
ones should be initiated. Product or service pricing, seeking information on and monitoring
the competitiveness of the firm’s prices within the market. Product development, which is
verification of the firm’s capacity to develop products or services that meet customers’
requirements and surpass their main competitors’ products. Management of distribution
channels, which is founded on monitoring the relationship with and effectiveness of
distributors. Promotion, which is understood as advertising, sales promotions and other
sales activities used in communication with the market and to sell products or services.
Market management is understood as the firm’s capacity to manage customers’ purchasing
andmarket segmentation and to coordinate and implement its marketing programs.
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Vorhies and Harker’s (2000) conceptual interpretation of these six factors represents an
important marketing concept, which will be referred to as marketing capability in this
paper. One of its foci is to test the following hypothesis:

H2. There is a relationship between marketing capability and business performance in
the context of retail firms doing business in the supermarket industry of Santa
Catarina.

As these are trading and services firms and are the final link in the chain, in direct contact
with their customers, it was decided that the factor distribution channel would be discarded
and, in common with Reis Neto et al. (2013a) and other authors mentioned above who have
also used adapted versions of the Vorhies and Harker (2000) dimensions, the remaining five
factors would be used.

4. Business performance
Business performance originates in Taylor’s and Fayol’s precepts of scientific management,
which influenced management theories of the time and still have repercussions today, based
on the understanding that business performance should be assessed in terms of the concepts
of efficiency and effectiveness. These terms are complementary, as when doing something, it
is necessary to focus on the results desired (effectiveness), while using the available
resources well (efficiency) and to achieve efficiency and effectiveness, the manager needs to
exercise control. Effective control of performance requires information on true standards, in
relation to those expected and those achieved, in addition to taking actions to correct
deviations that occur occasionally.

Initially, business performance measures were exclusively concerned with measuring
workers’ productivity. Now they are also concerned with measurement of more complex and
wide-reaching aspects, ranging from measurement of the performance of internal
organization processes to measurement of aspects related to social responsibility, i.e. the
firm’s influence on social aspects, environmental impacts, influence on the community in
which the firm exists, among others, and utilization, simultaneously, of objective and
subjective performance indicators to ensure that the results observed are more reliable
(Kaplan and Norton, 1997; Gulini and Rossetto, 2005).

It can be observed that business performance measurement models used to study
organizations can be objective, objective-subjective or subjective and, according to Wang
and Ang (2004), subjective measures are usually chosen because there is generally little
information on small businesses because it is impossible to precisely confirm the quality of
the information that is available and because accounting figures on small businesses are
difficult to interpret in relation to the scenario of competition.

This paper approaches the business performance construct via the subjective views of
the managers and owners of retail supermarket firms, using the measures profitability,
market response and market value, assessed, as mentioned above, using the same research
instrument as used by Reis Neto et al. (2013a). In other words, because of the nonexistence of
reliable secondary data on the Santa Catarina supermarket industry, a subjective analysis of
business performance in the dimensions of profitability, market response, and market value
will be used to attempt to find evidence to support or reject the third hypothesis:

H3. There is a relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and business
performance.
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5. Methodological procedures and research instrument
A survey-based quantitative approach was adopted, with a cross-sectional temporal
perspective. To arrive at results that can be compared, the study uses factor analysis and
structural equations modeling techniques, with estimations of maximum likelihood for
testing the quality of fit of the measures to the structural models, using SPSS 21 and AMOS
16 software.

Data were collected at the 27th EXPOSUPER, which is a trade fair at which 35,000
visitors were present. The data collection instrument used is a questionnaire previously
validated by Reis Neto et al. (2013a). The first section covers control variables chosen to
profile the firms, the second contains entrepreneurial orientation variables, the third
comprises marketing capability variables and the fourth section contains business
performance variables, all using seven-point Likert response scales.

Control variables were collected using seven items: name of interviewee, name of firm,
e-mail, job title, number of employees of the shop, number of shops in the chain and in which
shop the interviewee works. In general, demographic information data collection is normally
left to the last section of the questionnaire, but it was decided to ask these questions first so
that they could be used as filters, as the focus of this research is on firms in the supermarket
industry and people who have strategic positions, such as directors, managers, leaders and/
or management-level employees who do not work in administrative departments.

The scales and variables used to measure entrepreneurial orientation have previously
been used by Reis Neto et al. (2013a, 2013b). They comprise eight variables distributed
across the subdimensions innovation, proactiveness and risk-taking (Naman and Slevin,
1993).

The variables that make up the construct marketing capability and its dimensions are a
combination of knowledge of the firm’s tangible and intangible resources, associating them
with the needs and wishes of its consumers to develop an integrated process for adding
value to the goods and services provided and increase competitiveness (Hitt et al., 2003). In
total, 17 items that measure the marketing capability construct were used from the research
instrument validated by Reis Neto et al. (2013a) and, as explained above, only the
distribution channels dimension was excluded, as the focus is on supermarkets. These items
are distributed across five subdimensions: market research, pricing, product development,
promotion andmarket management (Vorhies and Harker, 2000).

The construct business performance was defined as respondents’ perceptions of their
results in comparison with their most important competitor. These variables were also
operationalized using subjective measures from the Reis Neto et al. (2013a) research
instrument because subjective performance measures offer one great advantage over
objective measures of financial performance, which is that since businesspeople are more
inclined to subjectively compare their businesses against their major competitor, they are
more likely to answer subjective questions. The dimensions used in this study were
profitability, market response andmarket value.

5.1 Stages and results of the analyses
After an initial selection process had filtered out questionnaires answered by people
unrelated to the research objectives (firms not in the supermarket industry or employees
who had purely operational roles, irrespective of whether they worked for supermarkets),
the initial sample of 689 fully completed questionnaires was reduced to 372 valid
questionnaires. Although this is a considerable reduction, 372 valid questionnaires are still a
significant sample, as they included 229 supermarket chains, which represents 33.73
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per cent of the ACATS members and 38.91 per cent of affiliated shops (as there were
questionnaires frommore than one shop in the same chain).

After filtering the questionnaires, extraction of results was initiated, starting with the
characteristics of the sample, which showed that the chain size category with most
respondents was two to five shops (49.34 per cent) and that the majority of chains comprised
from 1 to 5 shops (83.40 per cent).

The next step was to conduct exploratory factor analysis, with the objective of
evaluating the unidimensionality of entrepreneurial orientation and business performance
variables. According to Hair et al. (2009), the factor loading for each construct should
achieve a minimum value of 0.40. A selection of other standards was also assessed, as
shown in Table I.

Both multidimensionality and unidimensionality of constructs were assessed. All of the
variables in each of the constructs should be related to each of the factors and correlate with
each other, which is how each dimension, or factor, is identified. For a variable to be
included in a construct, it must exhibit a factor loading that is�0.7 and a communality that
is � 0.50 (Escobar et al., 2012). It was considered that the constructs exhibited normality in
the univariate analysis as, according to Finney and Distefano (2006), asymmetry coefficients
in the range�2 toþ2 and kurtosis from�7 toþ7 are within normal limits.

The range of the means for the entrepreneurial orientation variables was notable (5.18 to
5.47), revealing the managers’ perceptions that entrepreneurial orientation is important to
their organizations. Values for marketing capability variables ranged from 5.03 to 5.72. This
result is evidence that the respondents stated that their firms are always seeking to use these
dimensions to understand and improve their capabilities. Finally, the business performance
values ranged from 5.51 to 5.87, signifying that the majority of the managers believe that the
results of their firms are better than those of their competitors.

With relation to the results of the exploratory factor analysis of the constructs, the
communalities extracted for each indicator, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy (KMO), and the factor loadings for the single factor extracted are all important. All
of the entrepreneurial orientation indicators exhibited positive correlations with each other,
which is expressed by their communality values, indicating the percentage of variance that
each item shares with the others. The reliability of each item is also reported, in terms of
Cronbach’s alpha, which should preferably be >0.5 (Hair et al., 2009). As such, not all of the
variables have adequate values, as one of the proactiveness variables had a value of 0.466
andwas therefore eliminated.

With relation to the measure of sampling adequacy (KMO), Hair et al. (2009) suggest that
the value should be >0.50. It can be observed that all of the values for the entrepreneurial
orientation and business performance constructs are as expected, but one of the variables
from the promotion dimension of marketing capability had communality and measure of
sampling adequacy values <0.5 and a factor loading <0.7. This variable was therefore
excluded from the promotion dimension. All of the other variables in this dimension had
satisfactory results, as did the variables for the dimensions market management, market
research, pricing and new product development. Still with relation to marketing capability,
which comprises five factors, the individual factor loadings for each dimension were
analyzed. All of the factors for all five dimensions had eigenvalues >1, and total variance
explained by marketing capability was 67.277 per cent. However, cross loadings of >0.3
were observed, which are considered high and could indicate that a given dimension is
explained by more than one factor, and there were just two variables in the promotion
dimension, with no apparent values with factor loadings >0.3. For this reason, the decision
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was taken to exclude the promotion dimension from the model because it had proven
impossible to measure it using confirmatory factor analysis.

With regard to the factor loadings, and still according to Hair et al. (2009), values>0.7 are
considered ideal. However, values>0.5 can be considered adequate and it was found that for
this measure the factors for all constructs exhibited acceptable values. Other relevant
analyses in exploratory factor analysis are the KMO test, Bartlett’s test of specificity and
Cronbach’s alpha. The results of these tests were all considered adequate, as they exhibited
the minimum expected values for each measure. For example, the Cronbach’s alpha results
were 0.919 for the entrepreneurial orientation construct, 0.757 for the marketing capability
construct and 0.902 for the business performance construct. The matrix’s factorability can
therefore be confirmed.

Having verified all of the constructs, it was then possible to construct a measurement
model comprising 29 manifest or observable variables using structural equations modeling,
analyzing the measures of the model’s fit, significance levels and magnitude of the
regression coefficients estimated for the relationships proposed in the research hypotheses.

The procedures proposed for structural equations modeling are illustrated in Figure 1.
When using structural equations modeling, there is no single method for fitting the

model, as they vary depending on model complexity. As suggested by Hair et al. (2009), this
study uses measures that compare observed data with the model’s predictions as follows:
absolute measures of fit, incremental measures of fit and parsimonious measures of fit.

According to Hair et al. (2009), the most appropriate method in structural equations
modeling for validating the constructs of the model individually is confirmatory factor

Figure 1.
Structural and
measurement model
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analysis, as it provides information on the validity of constructs: factor loadings, reliability,
convergent validity and discriminant validity.

Exploratory factor analysis was used to estimate factor loadings to verify
unidimensionality of the constructs’ entrepreneurial orientation and business performance,
identifying that some indicators had high cross-loadings. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
calculated to test the reliability of constructs, thereby ensuring that the results produced
would be consistent. According to Hair et al. (2009), Cronbach’s alpha can vary from 0 to 1
and values�0.6 are acceptable.

Still, following the recommendations of Hair et al. (2009), the next step was validation of
the model with relation to the relationships hypothesized between the latent variables of the
construct. In other words, the indices of model fit and the significance and magnitude of the
regression coefficients estimated for each structural equation defined for the relationships
between latent variables were verified.

A regression coefficient is identified by means of analysis of its t-values, where values
greater than 1.96 define a minimum significance level of 0.05, according to Garver and Mentzer
(1999). Hair et al. (2009) state that defining a regression coefficient as significant is subject to the
consideration that the relationship between the variables tested is confirmed empirically.

The authors state that it is important to conduct the complementary test of the coefficient
of determination (R2) of a structural equation because it indicates the proportion of the
variance of the dependent variable attributable to the group of independent variables
represented by the structural equation. The greater the coefficient of determination, the
greater the regression equation’s explanatory power and the better the dependent variable’s
prediction.

Structural equations modeling also enables investigation of the extent to which the
independent or exogenous variables are capable of explaining a dependent or endogenous
variable. Table II lists the fit indices for the general measurement model.

In summary, the analyses of the data collected for this study using exploratory factor
analysis were performed with the 33 observable variables that comprise the three constructs:
entrepreneurial orientation, business performance and marketing capability. After these
analyses, only 32 were identified as observable variables, as the variable proactiveness 2
exhibited an exploratory factor loading of 0.466 and was therefore eliminated. The remaining
variables underwent tests that are described below to identify whether they were relatively
significant for measurement of the study constructs.

A structural model can be described as a representation of a collection of relations of
dependence, connecting the different constructs. The measurement model determines which

Table II.
Fit indices for the

general measurement
model with minimum

desirable values
compared to the

values estimated by
the adjusted model of
data collected using

questionnaires
administered at

EXPOSUPER 2014

Classification Measures Minimum desirable values Values for adjusted model

Absolute fit indices X2 482.487
P <0.050 0.00
X2/df <3 1.273
RMSEA <0.080 0.027

Incremental fit indices NFI �0.900 0.934
CFI �0.900 0.985
TLI �0.900 0.983
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manifest variables are related to each latent variable. The observable variables are obtained
from questions developed by the researcher and answered by the interviewees. They can
also be called indicators (Hair et al., 2009). The results are expressed in the diagram of the
measurement model for all constructs with their respective standardized estimates, as
shown in Figure 2.

Having conducted the statistical tests with SPSS and AMOS 16, analysis of the significance
andmagnitude of the parameters estimated enables confirmation or rejection of the hypotheses.
The results are shown in Table III, where p-values< 0.001 are indicated by ***.

The data shown in Table III describe the relationships between constructs, with p-values
indicating significance, as all are <0.001, showing, together with the standardized
coefficients, that all hypotheses were confirmed, as follows.

H1. It was concluded that this relationship exists and is positive, with emphasis on the
dimensions innovation, proactiveness and risk-taking, used by the firms’ management,
contributing to the efforts they make to research and manage the market, develop products
and services and offer better prices, as these results exhibited a standardized factor loading
of 0.680, i.e.>0.50, always significant to p<0.05.

Confirmation of this hypothesis enables part of the objective to be met, i.e. to identify the
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and marketing capability, concluding that
entrepreneurial orientation, through its dimensions innovation, proactiveness and risk-
taking, is related to the dimensions of market research, development of new products,
pricing and market management. It is worth emphasizing that there are no previous studies
relating these constructs to date. Even Reis Neto et al. (2013a) did not detect these

Figure 2.
Diagram for the
measurement model
of all constructs with
their respective
standardized
estimates
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relationships, despite stating that the greater the entrepreneurial orientation and marketing
capability, the better the business performance.

H2. This hypothesis was also confirmed, corroborating the results of earlier studies that
had demonstrated a positive relationship between application of marketing capability
strategies and business performance, such as work by Vorhies and Harker (2000), Moore
and Fairhurst (2003), Tsai and Shih (2004) and Vorhies and Morgan (2005). It is also
noteworthy that the relationship was confirmed by a positive standardized factor loading of
0.716, which is considerably higher than the minimum acceptable value of>0.50. This result
enabled another of the objectives to be achieved: identification of a relationship between
marketing capability and business performance.

H3. It can be concluded that this hypothesis was also confirmed, corroborating the
results of a considerable proportion of previous studies of entrepreneurial orientation
and business performance (Covin and Slevin, 1991), as the relationship was shown to be
positive. There is the similarity of this result with the works of Covin and Slevin (1991)
and Lumpkin and Dess (1996), who investigated entrepreneurial orientation and stated
that the dimensions innovation, proactiveness and risk-taking are major competitive
factors that offer organizations the possibility of sustaining their share in the business
world, reporting that entrepreneurial orientation made a significant contribution to
business performance.

This hypothesis was confirmed with a standardized factor loading of 0.513, achieving
another part of the objective, which was to identify a relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation andmarketing capability.

With regard to the primary objective of this study, which was to analyze the
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation, marketing capability and business
performance in retail supermarket firms from Santa Catarina, Brazil, all of the research
predictions were completely confirmed and the results can be expressed as follows:
There are relationships between entrepreneurial orientation, marketing capability and
business performance in the Santa Catarina supermarket industry and these
relationships are significant and positive.

Table III.
Parameters

estimated from the
structural model and

summary of
hypotheses and their
status, according to
data collected using

questionnaires
administered at

EXPOSUPER 2014

Relationship Hypotheses
Standardized
coefficient

p
values Status

H1
Entrepreneurial orientation
!
Marketing capability

There is a relationship
between entrepreneurial
orientation and marketing
capability

0.680 *** Confirmed

H2
Marketing capability
!
Business performance

There is a relationship
between marketing capability
and business performance

0.716 *** Confirmed

H3
Entrepreneurial orientation
!
Business performance

There is a relationship
between entrepreneurial
orientation and business
performance

0.513 *** Confirmed

Note: ***< 0.001
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The preceding sections have covered the theoretical foundation, the conceptual model and
the results of the study. The next section presents final comments.

6. Final comments
The primary objective of this study was to find evidence of a possible relationship between
three constructs that are generally investigated separately: entrepreneurial orientation,
understood as entrepreneurship on the organizational level; marketing capability, seen as a
highly competitive factor for the organization; and business performance, highlighted as a
focus of the entire organization. Three hypotheses were formulated to achieve this objective:
H1,H2, andH3.

This research project began by defining a theoretical foundation, developed from
previous studies through application of the ProKnow-C methodology. It was found that one
of these studies presented a questionnaire that had been validated and suggested its
application in the industry studied here. This enabled development of a model that was
validated and adjusted separately, generating an integrated (hybrid) model. This led to a
better-adjusted model, suited to testing the research hypotheses.

Tests of the entrepreneurial orientation measurement scale produced interesting
results in this application within the retail supermarket industry. As stated by Reis
Neto et al. (2013a), this scale needed testing in other retail sectors, as it had been applied
in the retail industry in general in the state of Mato Grosso do Sul (Brazil). The results
of exploratory factor analysis indicated that a scale with three dimensions was
significant. The relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and marketing
capability (H1) is positive, through the intermediate dimensions of innovation,
proactiveness and risk-taking, used by firms’ management, contributing to their efforts
to research and manage the market, to develop products and services and to offer better
prices.

It can further be stated that this result confirmingH1 is the study’s greatest contribution,
as a survey of extant theory using the ProKnow-C methodology showed that, until this
study was conducted, there had been no studies confirming this relationship.

The marketing capability scale was originally developed by Vorhies and Harker
(2000) with six dimensions and applied in this study in an adapted version proposed by
Reis Neto et al. (2013a), excluding the distribution channels dimension. Exploratory
factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis showed that four of the scale’s
dimensions were significant: market research, market management, new product
development and pricing. Comparison of these results with those of Reis Neto et al.
(2013a) reveals a difference, as although their result, achieved using structural
equations modeling, also had four factors, the promotion dimension was the most
significant and absorbed the other variables.

Despite these differences, confirmatory factor analysis and structural equations
modeling demonstrated that this construct met the minimum conditions for adequacy,
where H2, formulated to test the relationship between the marketing capability
construct, through the dimensions market research, product/service development,
pricing, promotion and market management and business performance, through its
dimensions profitability, market response and market value, was confirmed,
corroborating, with a positive confirmation, the results of studies by Vorhies and
Harker (2000), Moore and Fairhurst (2003), Tsai and Shih (2004) and Vorhies and
Morgan (2005).

This relationship leaves management in no doubt about the importance of
investment in marketing capabilities, as in retail supermarkets, this relationship has a
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considerable impact on performance, i.e. the greater the investment in marketing
capabilities, the greater the perceived profitability, market response and market value.
This evidence is in line with managers’ own practices, analyzing their pricing and
advertising daily and seeking to understand how their customers relate to the
promotions they plan.

The final construct analyzed in this study was business performance, initially suggested
by González-Benito et al. (2009) and also used by Reis Neto et al. (2013a), with used the
dimensions profitability, market value and market response, after exploratory factor
analysis, confirmatory factor analysis and structural equations modeling, the results were
identical to those authors results, in that (H3), formulated with the objective of testing the
relationship between the entrepreneurial orientation construct and business performance,
was confirmed and, although this was not the most robust of the relationships postulated in
the three hypotheses, but was of lower significance, confirms results of other studies, such
as: Vorhies and Harker (2000), Moore and Fairhurst (2003), Tsai and Shih (2004), and
Vorhies andMorgan (2005), in addition to Reis Neto et al. (2013a).

With regard to the overall objective of this study, to analyze the relationships between
entrepreneurial orientation, marketing capability and business performance in the retail
supermarket firms from Santa Catarina affiliated to the ACATS, all three hypotheses were
confirmed.

As this is an empirical, cross-sectional, non-probabilistic study, analyzing the retail
sector of a limited region and with typical economic conditions, it is recognized that the
conclusions cannot be generalized, even though the results are supported by the recent
literature cited. It can however be inferred that these observations may also be present in the
other firms in this industry in conditions similar to those found in Santa Catarina. The data
collected provide knowledge on what managers do, but it is also very important to know
how they actually do it.

It is suggested that this research be extended, collecting data from firms prospectively
and investigating the principal retail sectors such as supermarkets, clothing stores,
pharmacies, building materials, hospitality, tourism and others to obtain better
understanding of the causal relations between control variables, competitive factors and
business performance in each segment. It is recommended that the relationships with
business performance be extended with objective and subjective data collection, testing
them in the context of Brazilian small businesses. Although this study has achieved its
objective, which was to evaluate the relationships between entrepreneurial orientation,
marketing capability and business performance, there are certain limitations that affect its
scope and the processes used. One of the study’s limitations relates to the data collection
instrument, which was subject to failures in terms of the number of variables to be analyzed
in each dimension. This led to elimination of certain dimensions during the analyses.
Another limitation is related to themethod used in the study.

When questionnaires are used as data collection instruments, respondents often may
not understand the true meaning of questions, which could lead them to choose any
option, thereby stripping the results of credibility. In an attempt to eliminate this
possibility, before the questionnaire was administered, a pre-test was conducted to
minimize failures to understand the questions. In view of this limitation, it is suggested
that future researchers conduct qualitative studies, using the case study method, which
could offer greater clarity and increase understanding of the results related to these
subjects.

Even considering that this study has certain limitations and restrictions affecting
generalization, it is hoped that it raises new questions, interests and inspirations, improving
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and complementing understanding of this strong social and economic sector. One
suggestion for future research is to repeat this study on the national level. Another
recommendation is that future studies relate additional constructs to entrepreneurial
orientation, marketing capability and business performance to test whether there are
relationships. For example, it would be interesting to study relationships with learning
orientation and organizational innovativeness.
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