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1. Bevezetés

Az alébbi esettanulméany a magyarorszagi és finnorszagi kis- és kozepes méretli véllalatok (a
tovabbiakban kkv-k) stratégiai er6forrasainak kilonbozé teljesitmény tényezdékre gyakorolt hatasa
tekintetében feltételezett kulonbségeket vizsgalja. A tanulméany a Busdapesti Corvinus Egyetem és az
University of Eastern Finland munkatarsai kozremikodésével az elmult hat honap soran végzett kutatas
eredmeényeit 0sszegzi. A tanulmény az alébbi szerkezet alapjan épil fel. Az elsé részben nemzetkozi
0sszehasonlitas keretében bemutatjuk a magyar és finn kkv szektor dsszetételét, értékteremtd potencialjat,
0sszevetve azokat a vonatkoz6 EU-s atlaggal. Ezt koveti a kutatas targyanak és modszertanananak révid
ismertetése. A harmadik részben a projekt konzultaciok soran felallitott elméleti kereteket és az azokhoz
kapcsolddd kutatési kérdéseket ismertetjik. Azt kdvetbéen az adatfelvételrél és a skalak megbizatdsagi
viszgalatarél  értekezlink, majd roviden Osszefoglaljuk a tanulmanyban bemutatott cikkek
problémafelvetését valamint az elemzések eredményeit. Ezt kovetden az olvasé részleteiben is

megismerheti a négy cikket. Esettanulményunkat a kutatas soran alkalmazott kérd6ivvel zarjuk.

2. A magyar és finn kis- és kozépvallalati szektor dsszehasonlitasa

Szamos kutatd egyetért abban, hogy a sikeres kis- és kozépvallalati szektor minden
nemzetgazdasag prosperalasanak alapveté feltétele. Kutatasunk célja megvizsgalni, hogy egy atmeneti és
egy fejlett tékés gazdasag kis és kozépvallalati szektora kozott milyen mindségbeli kilonbségek
tapasztalhatok a kilonbozd stratégiai eréforrasok teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat illetéen. Az
osszehosolitas alapjaul Magyarorszagot és Finnorszagot valaszottuk. Magyarorszag jelentds politikia,
gazdasagi és intézményi atalakuldson ment keresztil a rendszervaltast kovetd két évtizedben, mig

Finnorszagot hosszu éveken &t tartd dinamikus ndvekedés jellemezte.

Az 1. sz. tablazat a kkv-k darabszdmbeli megoszlasat, a 2. sz. tablazat a 2009-ben realizalt
gazdasagi hozzaadott érték viszonylatdban tapasztalhaté kilonbségeket abrazolja Magyarorszag és
Finnorszag tekintetében, Gsszevetve azokat az EU-s atlaggal. A szdmok alapjan lathato, hogy mindkét
orszag magasabb aranyu mikrovallalkozdi réteggel rendelkezik, mint az EU-s atlag, mig a kisvallalkozasok
aranya mindkét orszagban elmarad az EU éatlagatdl. Szembet(iné még, hogy Finnorszag tobb kozepes
méretl véallalattal rendelkezik, mint Magyarorszag.



1. Tablazat

A magyar és finn kis- és kdzépvallalatok szektoralis megoszlasa, 2009-es adatok

Vallakozasok

Magyarorszag Finnorszag EU27

Darab Részesedés | Darab Részesedés | Részesedés
Mikrovallalkozasok | 503 171 94.4% 199 189 92.8% 91.8%
Kisvallalkozasok | 25 122 4.7% 12 447 5.8% 6.9%
Kozépvallalatok 4125 0.8% 2 362 1.1% 1.1%
KKV-k 6sszesen 532 418 99.8% 213998 99.7% 99.8%
Nagyvallalatok 822 0.2% 602 0.3% 0.2%
Osszesen 533 240 100.0% 214 600 100.0% 100.0%

Forras: SBA Fact Sheet '09 Hungaryt, SBA Fact Sheet '09 Finlandf

Egy tovabbi Eurépai Uni¢ altal készitett tanulmany arrél szamol be, hogy Magyarorszagon a
vallalkozasok szama 4 szézalékkal csokkent 2002 és 2008 kdzott (az EU-s atlag 13 szazalékkal csokkent),
mig Finnorszagban a kkv-k névekedése meghaladta a 16 szazalékos Utemet ugyanezen idészakra

vetitve.§

A gazdasagi hozzaadott érték tekintetében a magyar kkv-k elmaradnak a finn kkv-k hozzéaadott
értek termeld képességétdl (51,9% vs. 53,7%), azonban mindkét gazdasag kkv szektora gyengébben
teljesit az EU-s &tlaghoz képet (57,9%). igy is lathaté azonban, hogy a kkv-k értékteremtd képessége
mindkét orszdgban meghaladja a nagyvallalatokét. Egy korabban mar hivatkozott felmérés alapjan (lasd 3.
sz. labjegyzet) a magyar kkv-k hozzaadott érték teremtd képessége 55 szazalékkal nétt 2002 és 2008
koz6tt, mig Finnorszag kkv szektora 21 szazelékos hozzaadott érték novelést tud felmutatni, mely megel6zi

a 7 szazalékos EU-s atlagot.

T ‘SBA Fact Sheet ‘09 Hungary'. http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/facts-figures-analysis/performance-
review/pdf/final/sba_fact sheet hungary en.pdf

1 'SBA Fact Sheet '09 Finland’.
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/smeffiles/craft/'sme_perf review/doc_08/spr08 fact_sheet fi_en.pdf

§ ‘Observatory of European SMEs - Analytical report'. http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl196 en.pdf




2. Tablazat

A magyar és finn kis- és kdzépvallalatok gazdasagi hozzaadott értékteremtd képessége,
2009-es adatok

Gazdasagi hozzaadott érték

Magyarorszag Finnorszag EU27

Milliard € | Részesedés | Milliard € Részesedés | Részesedés
Mikrovallalkozasok | 9 17.5% 18 19.1% 21.0%
Kisvallalkozasok 8 16.2% 15 16.2% 18.9%
Kozépvallalatok 9 18.2% 17 18.4% 18.0%
KKV-k 6sszesen 25 51.9% 50 53.7% 57.9%
Nagyvallalatok 23 48.1% 43 46.3% 42.1%
Osszesen 49 100.0% 92 100.0% 100.0%

Forrés: SBA Fact Sheet '09 Hungary, SBA Fact Sheet '09 Finland

A fenti mutatok alapjan elmondhatd, hogy Magyarorszag és Finnorszag aranyaiban véve hasonlo
osszetételi kkv szektorral rendelekzik, am Finnorszagban kissé magasabb a kozépvallalatok szektoron
belili megoszlasa. Megallapithaté tovabba, hogy bar Magyarorszag kkv szektoranak bizonyos szazaléka
lemorzsolddott az elmélt évek soran, értéktermeld képességik magasabbnak bizonyul Finnorszag és az

EU-s atlaghoz képest is.

3. A kutatas targya és médszertana

A 2009/2010-es akadémiai év 0szi és tavaszi félévét kutatoi 0sztondijjal kalfoldon toltottem, mely
idészak alatt tobb kulfoldi egyetem munkatérsaval, kutatéjaval ismerkedtem meg. A Budapesti Corvinus
Egyetemre 2010/2011-es akadémiai év 0Oszi félévében érkeztem vissza. Roviddel ezutdn Tommi
Laukkanen, az University of Eastern Finland professzora keresett fel, hogy egy finn-magyar kutatas
lebonyolitdsa fel6l érdekl6djon. A kozOs projekt célja, hogy megvizsgaljuk, milyen kilonbségek
tapasztalhatok a finnorszagi és a magyarorszagi kis- és kdzépvallalatok eréforrasainak és képességeinek

teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat illetéen?

Az elsé beszélgetést kovetden megvizsgaltuk, hogy egyetemi szinten rendelkezésre éallnak-e a
szilkséges kutat6i és pénzlgyi erbforrasok a kutatas lebonyolitasahoz. Ezt kdvetéen a Budapesti Corvinus
Egyetem részérdl, a Marketing és Média Intézet munkatarsait tomorité alabbi kutatbcsoport alakult: Nagy
Gabor tudomanyos segédmunkatérs, kutatdsvezetd; Gati Mirké Ph.D. hallgatd; Zsotér Boglarka Ph.D.

hallgatd és Csepeti Adam tudomanyos segédmunkatars. Az University of Eastern Finalnd részérél az



alabbi személyek (tagok) vesznek részt a projektben: Tommi Laukkanen professzor, kutatasvezetd; Saku

Hirvonen egyetemi oktatd; Helen Reijonen projekt menedzser és Mika Pasanen Ph.D. hallgaté.

A kutatasban alkalmazott skélékat a nemzetkdzi szakirodalombdl vettiik at. A kérdéivbe az alabbi
kérdéscsoportok kerlltek: vallalati képességek és eréforrasok, a teljesitmény kilénbdz6 dimenzibi, a
kérnyezet hatdsat mérd valtozok és egyéb a vallalakozasok tovabbi jellemzéit rogzité dimenzidk. Az angol
nyelvbdl magyarra forditott skaldk tartalmi érvényességérdl szakértbket kérdeztink meg, tovabba

meggy6zddtink arrol, hogy az allitdsok a kis- és kozépvallalati szektorban értelmezhetdk-e.

A képessegek és erbforrasok (Ugymint Ugyfél kapcsolati orientécio, innovéaciora irdnyul6 orientacio,
tanulasi orientacio, vallalkozoi orientacio, piaci orientacio és marka orientacio) és a teljesitménytényezok
Osszefuggését, kauzalis kapcsolddasat faktorelemzéssel, tobbvaltozos lineéris regresszids elemzéssel,
valamint latens strukturélis egyenlet modellezéssel vizsgaltuk. A modellezés soran alkalmazott

maodszerekrdl a 7. alfejezetben bemutatott cikkekben részletesen beszamolunk.

4. Kutatasi kérdések és konceptualis modellek

A vallalati lekérdezés elétt és azt kdvetden is tobb alkalommal lediltlink a finn csoport képviseldjével,
Tommi Laukkanen professzorral, hogy atbeszéljik a kutatasi kérdéseket és felallitsuk a hipotéziseink
igazolasahoz/elvetéséhez szilkséges elméleti kereteket. A kozds projekt beindulasa 6ta (2011. oktéber 15.)
6t alkalommal talakoztunk az ilyen megbeszélések lefolytatasa céljabol. Osszesen tizenegy elméleti keretet
sikerult felallitunk, melyek Osszekapcsoljak a kérddivben alkalmazott koncepciokat és valtozokat. Az
alabbiakban bemutatjuk az elzetesen felallitott konceptudlis kereteket. Mindegyik esetben elészor a
kutatasi kérdést vazoljuk fel, majd az abbdl levezett hipotézisek tesztelésére szolgald elméleti keretet
abrazoljuk.



1. kutatési kérdés: Milye mértékben moderalja a leginkabb kiszolgalt piacok ndvekedésének jellemzdi
(ugymint csokkenés, stagnalas vagy ndvekedés) és az orszag (Finnorszag vs. Magyarorszag) a stratégiai

orientacidk ndvekedésre gyakorolt hatasat?

Moderald
valtozé

- Orszag
- Piac

Strat. orien. 1

Strat. orien. 2

Strat. orien. n

W

2. kutatasi kérdés: Milyen hatést fejt ki a piaci orientacié mas stratégiai orientaciokra és a teljesitményre?

Ugyfélkap-
csolati
orientacid

Comtarmn >

Véllalat
teljesitmény

Piaci
orientacié




3. kutatasi kérdés: Milyen tényezék moderaljak a piaci orientacié és az Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacio

kapcsolatat?

Piaci
orientacio

Ugyfélkap-
csolati orient.

A 4

Moderator
* B2B/B2C vagy termék/szolgaltatas

4. kutatasi kérdés: Milyen mértékben moderaljak a kiilonbozd stratégiai orientaciok (mint méarka orientacio,
innovaciodra iranyuld orientacid, tgyfélkapcsolati orientacié vagy vallalkozéi orientaci6) a piaci orientacio

teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat?

Véllalati
teljesitmény

Piaci
orientacié

Moderator
* MO, 10, U0, VO

5. kutatasi kérdés: A kilonbdz6 erbforrasok (Ugymint idd, pénz, informacid és tudas) milyen mértékben
moderaljak a méarka orientacio, a piaci orientacio és az ugyfélkapcsolati orientacio teljesitményre gyakorolt
hatasat?

Marka orientacié
Ugyfélkap. orien.

Piaci arientacia

Vallalati
teljesitmény

Y

Moderator

e Eréforrasok
- 1dé
— Pénz
— Informdcié
— Tudac




6. kutatasi kérdés: Milyen mértékben hat a vallalkozdi orientacié, az innovacios orientacio és a tanulasi

orientacié kauzalis viszonyrendszere a vallalati teljesitményre?

Innovacios
orientacio

Véllalati
teljesitmény

Vallalkozoi
orientacio

Tanulasi
orientacio

7. kutatasi kérdés: Az egyes stratégiai orientaciok milyen mértékben befolyasoljak a kis- és kozpvallalatok

nemzetkoziesedését?

Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacio

|

Innovacios orientacio

)

Piac
0= helyi
1= nemzetkozi

Tanulasi orientacio

:

Vallalkozoéi orientacié

:

Piaci orientacio

:

Marka orientacié

:

10



8. kutatasi kérdés: Milyen mddon (mértékben) kilénboznek a ndvekedés orientélt és a nem ndvekedés

orientalt vallalkozasok/vallalatok az egyes stratégiai dimenziok tekintetében?

Kétmintds t-préba segitségével kimutatiuk a novekedés és a nem ndvekedés orientalt

vallalkozasok/vallalatok kilonbdz6 stratégiai dimenzidk mentén hogyan kilénbdznek.

9. kutatasi kérdés: A szervezeti kultura kilonbozé megnyilvanulasai (Ugymint vallalkozoi orientacid, piaci
orientacié és marka orientacio) hogyan hatnak a vallalat teljesitményre (ugymint vallalati teljesitmény és
marka teljesitmény) a vallalat tanulasi képességén keresztul? Slater és Narver (1995) piaci orientacio és

tanulasi orientacié kapcsolatat vizsgalo cikkébdl kiindulva.

Kultdra

Vallalkozéi
orientacio

Véllalati teljesitmény

orientacio A /q

Marka
orientacio

Marka teljesitmény

Piaci Tanuldsi orientacio /

Moderator

- Orszag (Fin/Hun)
Kontroll-valtozék

- Termék/szolgaltatas
- Agazati hovatartozas
- Véllalatméret

11



10. kutatasi kérdés: Milyen médon moderéljak a vallalati eréforrasok a kilonb6z6 stratégiai orientaciok

(ugymint vallalakozéi orientécio, piaci orientacio, innovaciora iranyuld orientacio, tanulasi orientacid) és a
teljesitmény kapcsolatat? Lumpkin és Dess (1996), Collis (1994), Hunt és Morgan (1995), Hunt és Morgan
(1997) valamint Kogut és Zander (1992) gondolataibdl kiindulva.

Vallalkozoi
orientacio

Piaci
orientacio

Innovécidra irdnyuld
orientacid

"\

A\

Tanulasi orientacio

.

Véllalati teljesitmény

Moderator
- Eréforrasok

12



11. kutatasi kérdés: Milyen mddon vezérli a vallalkozdi orientacié a kilonboz6 stratégiai orientaciok

kialakulasat? Ezt a kapcsolatot (Ugymint vallalkozoi orientacié — kilonbdz6 stratégiai orientacidk) hogyan

befolyasolja a tanulasi képesség? Az ilyen modon kialakuld nomélégiai halézat hogyan hat a vallalati

teljesitményre? Kimutathat6-e valamilyen kilonbség a fejlédd és a fejltett orszagok tekintetében, valamint a

vizsgalatba bevont kontroll-valtozék viszonylataban? Sinkula, Baker és Noordewier (1997), Hurley és Hult

(1998), Hooley, Greenley, Cadogan és Fahy (2005), valamint Hult és Ketchen (2001) gondolatai alapjan.

Ugyfélkapcsolati
orientacid

Innovaciéra iranyul6
orientacid

Orszag hatas:
- Magyar mintan
- Finn minta

/"

Vallalkozéi
orientacio

Véllalati teljesitmény

///
Piaci A
orientacio /
Marka /
orientacio

Moderator
- Tanulasi orientacid

A 4

Kontrol-valtozok

- Vallalatméret

- Termék/szolgatatas
- Fébb piacok

13



5. Adatfelvétel és a skalak megbhizhatdsagi vizsgalata

Az adatfelvétel mindkét vizsgalt orszagban a helyik kutatocsoport tagjai kdzremlikodésével zajlott.
A kérdGivet elektronikusan kitolthetd felileten jelenitettik meg, hogy a sokasagot képezb
vallalkozasokkal/vallalatokkal rugalmasabb maédon léphessiink kapcsolatba. Egy rovid kisérélevélben
kértik fel a vallalkozasok/vallalatok vezetdit, hogy vélaszoljanak a kérdbivben feltett kérdésekre.
Finnorszagban osszesen 820, mig Magyarorszagon 300 kkv vezetGje toltotte ki kérddivinket. Az
elektronikus uton torténd adatfelvétel tovabbi el6nye, hogy tamogatja a kozel 100 szazalakos kérdbiv
kitltést, igy relative alacsony volt azon tételek szama, ahol hidnyzd értéket taldltunk. A lekérdezés
zarultaltaval elvégeztilk a skalak alapvetd statisztikai vizsgalatat (Ugymint eloszlas vizsgalat, variancia és
szbrazs elemzés stb.), hogy meggy6zédjlink a minta heterogenitasarol, mely a valaszaddk véleménybeli
kllonbdzéségére utal. A belsd konzisztencia vizsgélat a skalak magas megbizhatosagardl tandskodik. A
skalak strukturalis szinten vizsgalhat6 pszichometriai jellemzéirdl a tanulményban talélhatd harom cikkben

részletesen is beszamolunk.

6. Az eredmények rovid tartalmi 6sszefoglaldja

A tanulmany négy cikket tartalmaz, mely a Budapesti Corvinus Egyetem Marketing és Média
Intézetének valamint a University of Eastern Finland munkatarsainak kozremikodésével készult. A szerzék
magyar és finn kis- és kozépvallalatok mintajan vizsgaljak, milyen kulonbségek mutathatok ki a
vallalkozasok/vallalatok erdforrasainak és képességeinek novekedésre illetve teljesitményre kifejtett
hatasat illetéen. Az alabbiakban réviden ismertetjlik a négy cikk altal vizsgalt dsszefliggéseket és a kapott
eredményeket. Ezt kdvetben az olvas6 a négy cikket teljes terjedelmében megismerheti, melyek
részletesen bemutatjak a vizsgalt dsszefliggések viszonylataban kapott eredményeket. A magyarorszagi
adatfelvételt a Gazdalodastudomanyi Doktori Iskola, a Marketing és Média Intézet valamint a
Vallalatgazdasagtan Intézethez tartozo TAMOP-4.2.1.B-09/KMR-2010-0005 projekt tamogatta.

1. cikk: Laukkanen—Nagy—Hirvonen—Reijonen—Pasanen (2011): 'The effect of strategic orientations on

business growth — a cross-national study’

This study examines the effect of six different strategic orientations on SMEs’ business growth in a
cross-national context. An extensive data set with 1120 effective responses were collected from two

European countries namely Hungary, representing a post socialist rapidly growing market, and Finland with
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stable, highly developed and competitive economy. The results show that only two out of the six strategic
orientations have a positive effect on business growth, while three have a negative effect and one

orientation is insignificant. However, country appears to have a significant moderator effect.

2. cikk: Nagy—Beracs (2011): 'A magyarorszagi kis- és kdzépvallalatok teljesitményét befolyasol6 stratégiai
orientaciok’

A szerz6k 300 magyar kis- és kozépvallalatot (kkv) tartalmazd mintan vizsgaljak a kilonbdz6
stratégiai orientaciok teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat. Ismeretes, hogy a gazdasagi kornyezet véltozasa
erésitheti (stimulélhatja), illetve korlatozhatja e kapcsolat szorossagat. Az eredmények alapjan elmondhato,
hogy a modellben alkalmazott stratégiai orientaciok kozul elsésorban a vallalkozdi orientacio és mérsékelt
maodon az tgyféelkapcsolati orientacié hat pozitivan a kkv-k teljesitményére. Megerésitést nyert az a sejtés,
hogy a piaci és az innovaciora iranyuld orientacio akkor értékelédik fel, ha a kornyezetben turbulens
(gyakran elére jelezhetetlen) erék hatnak.

3. cikk: Laukkanen—Nagy—Hirvonen—Reijonen—Pasanen (2011): 'The effect of strategic orientations on

business growth: a multigroup analysis comparing Hungary and Finland’

Purpose: Several strategic orientations (SOs), such as customer relationship orientation, innovation
orientation, learning orientation, entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation and recently brand
orientation, have been found beneficial for firm performance. However, little attention has been paid to the
simultaneous effects of these SOs. Addressing the research gap evident in the literature, the authors
examine how different SOs simultaneously affect business growth and moreover whether these effects vary

by country.

Findings: The results show that customer relationship orientation and entrepreneurial orientation
have a positive effect on business growth in both countries. With respect to other SOs, somewhat
unexpected results are found as they appear to have either a negative (excluding brand orientation in the
Finnish sample) or statistically non-significant effect on business growth. The effects of five (out of six) SOs

vary between the two countries.

4. cikk: Nagy—Gati—Beracs (2011): 'Two Competing Strategic Orientations in Pursuit of Business

Performance’
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Fostering an organization culture or mindset that would show strategic direction to a firm is one of
the most critical issues of top management. With the implementation of a proper strategic orientation the
top management is more likely to adopt a more narrowly defined strategic focus. Our study is focusing on
two competing strategic orientations, namely market orientation and brand orientation and investigates how
these orientations foster market and brand performance development. We furthermore posit that
organizational learning would help with the implementation of these orientations within the organization. To
sum up our findings, we can state that market orientation is a balanced way of fulfilling organizational
performance goals, but if firms need a concentrated effort to increase the brand value they need to foster a

mindset within the organization that is more focused on branding issues.

7. Tovabbi kutatasok

Ahogy a ‘Kutatasi kérdések és konceptualis modellek’ részben olvashatjuk a finn és a magyar
kutatocsoport értekezései sordn szamos konceptulis modell sziletett, melyek médszeres alapossaggal
vizsgaljak a kérddivben megjelenitett koncepciok kapcsolatrendszerét. A tanulményban szerepld négy
cikkben hat stratégiai orientacié novekedésre valamint a teljesitmény két dimenzibjara kifejtett hatasat
vizsgaltuk, tovabba megjelenitettiik a szlikebb (Ugymint versenykdrnyezet) és a tagabb kornyezeti (Ugymint
orszag) kontingencia emlitett kapcsolatra gyakorolt hatasat is. A 4. alfejeztben vazolt elméleti koncepciok
alapjan lathatd, hogy a vizgalat késébbi szakaszaban tovabbi Osszefliggéseket tarhatunk fel, melyek
segithetnek megérteni a kkv-k mikodését a kérddivbe lekérdezett tényezbk viszonylataban, tovabba
megismerhetjuk Magyarorszag és Finnorszag tagabb kulturalis kontextusanak emlitett 6sszefliggésekre
gyakorolt hatasat.
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8. Az egyes cikkek ismertetése
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Abstract

This study examines the effect of six different strategic orientations on SMEs’ business growth in a
cross-national context. An extensive data set with 1120 effective responses were collected from two
European countries namely Hungary, representing a post socialist rapidly growing market, and Finland with
stable, highly developed and competitive economy. The results show that only two out of the six strategic
orientations have a positive effect on business growth, while three have a negative effect and one
orientation is insignificant. However, country appears to have a significant moderator effect.

Introduction

The research community largely shares the view that growing SMEs have a special importance in
the economy (e.g. Storey, 1994). Although there has been much interest in understanding small firm growth
during the last twenty years (e.g. Dobbs and Hamilton, 2007; O'Regan et al., 2006; Delmar et al. 2003;
Davidsson et al., 2002; Wiklund, 1998), there is still not much of a common body of well-founded
knowledge about the causes, effects or processes of growth (Davidsson and Wiklund, 2000). Moreover,
although several determinants of firm growth have been suggested, researchers have been unable to

" The research was supported by TAMOP-4.2.1.B-09/KMR-2010-0005 research program
18



achieve a consensus regarding the factors leading to it (Weinzimmer, 2000). It seems that not even very
strong explanatory factors have been identified, though various explanatory approaches have been
presented (Gibb and Davies, 1990; Gibb, 1997; Pistrui et al., 1997; Poutziouris et al., 1999). In fact,
attempts to build models for predicting the future growth of a firm, i.e. picking winners, have not been
particularly successful. Marketing researchers have over the years introduced several strategic orientations
(SOs) that are said to contribute to firm performance. However, the scope of prior studies has been
somewhat restricted as most studies focus on a single orientation at a time. In this paper, six different SOs
namely relationship orientation, innovation orientation, learning orientation, entrepreneurial orientation,
market orientation and brand orientation are examined together. This offers a more comprehensive view on
the impact of these orientations on firm performance. In addition, this impact is explored in a cross-national
context where a post-socialist emerging market is compared to a highly developed and competitive
economy, the example countries being Hungary and Finland.

Literature review and hypotheses development

Customer relationship orientation is closely related to market orientation. Customer relationships
are seen as important business assets (e.g. Jayachandran et al., 2005) and consequently, they are put in
the centre of the business strategy (Sin et al., 2002). A customer relationship oriented enterprise is
characterized as one where 1) every employee thinks that customer retention is essential, 2) customer
information is shared freely and 3) customers are served slightly differently according to how they are
expected to create value in the long run (Day, 2003). Consequently, this kind of a firm creates, develops
and maintains committed, interactive and profitable relationships with selected customers (Camarero, 2007).
Thus, relationship orientation is seen to improve business performance (Sin et al., 2002), and we
hypothesize:

H1: Relationship orientation has a positive effect on business growth

Drucker (1954) was one of the first to address the importance of innovativeness and stressed its
neglect in organizational research. According to many scholars, a firm must be innovative to survive in a
volatile environment (Johnson et al., 1997). This is in line with Hurley and Hult's (1998) thoughts, who state
that firms with greater capacity to innovate will be more successful in responding to their environments and

developing new capabilities that lead to competitive advantage and superior performance. Firm
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innovativeness is positively related to firm performance in e.g. Calantone et al.’s (2002) study and thus we

hypothesize:

H2: Innovation orientation has a positive effect on business growth

Learning orientation influences the inclination of a firm to create and use all kinds of knowledge. It
furthermore affects the degree to which firms are likely to promote generative learning as a core
competence (Sinkula et al., 1997). Firms that have enhanced learning orientation are more willing to
question long—held assumptions about their fundamental operating philosophies (Senge, 1990; Slater and
Narver, 1995) and encourage, or even require, employees to constantly question the organizational norms
that guide their market information processing activities and organizational actions (Day, 1991; Sinkula,
1994; Sinkula, et al., 1997). Calantone et al. (2002) report that a positive learning climate is beneficial for
firms that aspire to differentiate themselves from competitors through product development. Their finding
replicates an extend research by Baker and Sinkula (1999) who find a positive relationship between

learning orientation and firm performance. Thus:

H3: Learning orientation has a positive effect on business growth

Entrepreneurial orientation describes an entrepreneurial take on the styles, ways and practices of
decision making (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005). Entrepreneurial firms are characterized as autonomous,
aggressive towards competition, proactive, innovative and willing to take risks (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996).
Especially the three latter characteristics are considered to be part of entrepreneurial orientation (Wiklund
and Shepherd, 2005). In addition, firms with this orientation often also have good know-how in marketing
and special attention is paid to customer need recognition, planning and long term performance (Smart and
Conant, 1994). Entrepreneurial orientation is seen to enhance competitive advantage and market

performance (Li et al. 2008), and thus we hypothesize:

H4: Entrepreneurial orientation has a positive effect on business growth
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Market orientation exists on a continuum characterized by the degree to which firms acquire,
disseminate, and respond to information collected from customers, channels, and competitors (Jaworski
and Kohli, 1993; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Kohli et al., 1993). It is generally accepted that market
orientation has some kind of effect (direct or indirect) on organizational performance. Both Narver and
Slater (1990) and Jaworski and Kohli (1993) find evidence of direct effects, while some other studies find

indirect effects (Diamantopoulos and Hart, 1993; Greenley, 1995). In this vein we hypothesize:

HS5: Market orientation has a positive effect on business growth

Brand orientation builds on the foundation of market orientation (e.g. Reid et al., 2005; Urde, 1999).
It represents an organizational mindset of regarding the brand as the central component of the firm’s
marketing strategy (Urde, 1999; Wong and Merrilees, 2008). Consequently, the external orientation of
market orientation is accompanied by greater focus on the long-term objectives of the brand (Urde, 1999).
That is, brand-oriented firms may even reject some opportunities as they would conflict with the long-term
objectives of the brand. Several recent studies report of positive performance benefits yielded by firm’s

brand orientation (e.g. Baumgarth, 2010; Napoli, 2006; Tuominen et al., 2009). Therefore:

H6: Brand orientation has a positive effect on business growth

Data and methods

An online questionnaire was designed based on the above literature review. Customer relationship
orientation was measured with 4 items derived from Jayachandran et al. (2005), while innovation orientation
followed the 6-item firm innovativeness scale by Calantone et al. (2002). Learning orientation was
measured with 4 items from Sinkula et al. (1997) and entrepreneurial orientation with 6 items based on
Smart and Conant (1994). In case of market orientation we relied on Farrell et al. (2008) with 14 measure
items. Finally, brand orientation was measured with 5 items derived from Wong and Merrilees (2008).
Independent variables were measured with seven-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree (1) to
totally agree (7). The most frequently used measure for growth has been the change in the firm’s turnover
(e.g. Weinzimmer et al., 1998; Hoy et al., 1992; Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986). Thus, the dependent

variable, i.e. business growth, was measured with a single item measure “How has the firm’s turnover
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changed in the 21st century” with five-point scale in which 1=decreased significantly and 5=increased

significantly.

Altogether 820 and 300 effective responses were collected from Finnish and Hungarian SMEs
respectively. The data analysis followed four sequential steps. First, in order to define the factor structure
and remove items with low factor loadings and items with possible cross-loadings, an exploratory factor
analysis was conducted. Second, confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess discriminant validity of
the constructs. Third, summated scales for each of the constructs were developed and used as
independent variables in the regression model. Finally, a moderator effect of a country was calculated for
the influence of strategic orientation constructs on business growth.

Results

As the primary objective of the exploratory analysis was to identify the theory-driven latent
constructs represented in the original 39 measure items, the Maximum likelihood method with Varimax
rotation was used. First, a six factor solution was generated. Second, the items that did not load to any of
the factors on a suggested minimal level of 0.30 (Hair et al., 2010) were deleted from the model. Third, after
respecifying the model the factor loadings less than 0.50, which is referred to practical significance by Hair
et al. (2010), were removed. After these steps 29 items remained in the model. These items generated a six
factor solution with eigenvalues greater than one. However, three items with significant (>0.35) cross-
loadings remained in the model. After removing these items as a fourth iteration step the respecified factor
model showed a six factor solution (eigenvalues greater than one) that explain 66.8 percent of the total
variance of the variables (Table 1). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy
(KM0O=0.929) and the Bartlett test of sphericity (p<0.001) confirmed that the analysis was appropriate.
Moreover, the internal consistency of the constructs, measured with Cronbach’s alpha, showed high
correlations among the individual measure items of the factors, ranging from 0.837 to 0.967.

A confirmatory perspective was used to validate the constructs and their discriminant validity. To
assess discriminant validity the square root of average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct was
compared to the correlation, derived from the estimated CFA model, with other constructs. Discriminant
validity is supported as the square root of AVE is greater than the correlation with other constructs.
Composite reliabilities range from 0.840 to 0.967 indicating high reliability. In addition, the model fit indices

confirm that the model is appropriate (Table 2).
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Table 1: EFA results

Measure items (Cronbach’s alpha) Factor Eigenvalue
loading

Customer relationship orientation (0.857) 1.242

In our organization, retaining customers is considered to be a top priority 0.747

Our employees are encouraged to focus on customer relationships 0.582

In our organization, customer relationships are considered to be a valuable 0.876
asset
Our senior management emphasizes the importance of customer relationships  0.741

Innovation orientation (0.846) 1.017
Our company frequently tries out new ideas 0.812
Our company seeks out new ways to do things 0.639
Learning orientation (0.905) 1.660

Our company basically agrees that our organization’s ability to learn is the key 0.753
to our competitive advantage
The basic values of this organization include learning as key to improvement ~ 0.818

The sense around here is that employee learning is an investment, not an 0.713

expense

Learning in my organization is seen as a key commodity necessary to 0.709
guarantee organizational survival

Entrepreneurial orientation (0.894) 3.087
Relative to our competitors, our company has higher propensity to take risks  0.500

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher ability to identify 0.661
customer needs and wants

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher level of innovation 0.784

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher ability to persevere in 0.797

making our vision of the business a reality

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher ability to identify new 0.820
opportunities

Market orientation (0.837) 2.158
We measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently 0.597

We give close attention to after-sales service 0.631

We respond to competitive actions that threaten us 0.686

We target customers and customer groups where we have, or can develop,a 0.514
competitive advantage

Our company regularly discusses competitors’ strengths and strategies 0.648

Our employees share information within our business concerning competitors’  0.538
strategies

Brand orientation (0.967) 10.033
Building a brand is a focal part of our strategy 0.882

Building a brand is integrated in all our marketing 0.894

Building a brand is an essential part of our business operations 0.888

Brand is a valuable asset to us 0.833

Long-term brand building is a critical part of our success in the future 0.783




Table 2: Correlations and square root of average variance extracted

Construct Reliability 1 2 3 4 4] 6

1. Customer relationship orientation ~ 0.872 0.79%4

2. Innovation orientation 0.848 0.387 0.858

3. Learning orientation 0.906 0.569 0.569 0.841

4. Entrepreneurial orientation 0.910 0.276 0.571 0.516 0.802

5. Market orientation 0.840 0.393 0.506 0.445 0.570 0.684

6. Brand orientation 0.967 0.264 0415 0.348 0.502 0.610 0.924

Goodness-of-fit statistics

X2(284) p-value GFI ~ NFI  RFI  CFl  RMSEA

1297.124  p<0.0010.916 0.942 0.934 0.954 0.056

Note: Square roots of AVE estimates are on the diagonal; correlations of the constructs are below the

diagonal

Next, moderated regression analysis was utilized in order to examine the effect of SOs on business

growth and whether the country moderates this effect. That is, the causal relationship between two

variables is, in fact, altered by a third variable (Baron and Kenny, 1986). The procedure advised in Sharma

et al. (1981) was followed. Consequently, a three-step hierarchical regression was conducted: first, the six

SOs covered earlier were entered into the equation to serve as independent variables; second, the dummy

variable indicating country (O=Hungary; 1=Finland) was entered into the model; and finally, six interaction

variables (e.g. market orientation * country) were introduced and included in the regression model. The

results are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Results of moderated regression analysis

Step 1: y=b0+b1x1...b6x6 (+¢). Adj. R2=.045, F change (sig.)=.000

CRO 10 LO EO MO BO
Beta .068 -.047 -.024 260" -.132** 037

Step 2: y=b0+b1x1...b6x6+b7z (+¢). Adj. R2=.096, F change (sig.)=.000

CRO 10 LO EO MO BO Country
Beta .081* -.040 -.046 205" -.018 014 245"

Step 3: y=b0+b1x1...b6x6+b7z+b8x1z...b13x6z (+¢). Adj. R2=.119, F change

(sig.)=.000

CRO 10 LO EO MO BO Country
Beta 163* -.148* -132¢ 346 -.150* -.095 -.194
Interaction -.275 261 286 -.328" 322" 2117

Note: *** p<.001; ** p<.01; * p<.05
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Interestingly, the results show that innovation orientation (Beta=-.148), learning orientation (Beta=-
.132) and market orientation (Beta=-.150) hold a negative effect on business growth rejecting hypotheses
H2, H3 and H5. Only entrepreneurial orientation (Beta=.346) and customer relationship orientation
(Beta=.163) were found to serve as positive determinants of business growth giving support to our
hypotheses H1 and H4. However, the interaction terms indicate that some of these effects are moderated
by the country. First, the positive effect of entrepreneurial orientation diminishes dramatically when a
transfer from Hungary to Finland takes place (interaction=-.328). Contradictive to entrepreneurial orientation,
the effect of market orientation (interaction=.322) turns into positive alongside with such a between-
countries transfer. The effects of customer relationship orientation, innovation orientation, and learning
orientation, however, were found to be independent from the country as no statistically significant
interaction effects were identified (p>.05). Finally, out of the six strategic orientations covered in this study,
only brand orientation was found to have no determinant capability over business growth (p>.05), and thus
HG is rejected.

Conclusions

Many studies have found that there are cross-national differences in the factors affecting firm
performance (e.g. Lussier and Pfeifer 2000; Yusuf 1995). In this study two European countries namely
Finland and Hungary with different economical and political backgrounds were selected for a cross-national
comparison. The results imply that the effect of entrepreneurial orientation is greater in Hungary than in
Finland, whereas with regard to market orientation an opposite effect was identified. Such an outcome
indicates that in Hungary, representing an emerging market with less developed economical environment,
firm growth is obtained through a propensity to take risks and identify business possibilities currently not
addressed by competitors. In Finland, a country characterized with a high level of capitalism and developed
market structure, however, the role of entrepreneurial orientation is significantly smaller, while the role of

market orientation becomes increasingly important.
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Kivonat

A szerz6k 300 magyar kis- és kozépvallalatot (kkv) tartalmazd mintan vizsgaljak a kilonbdz6
stratégiai orientaciok teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat. Ismeretes, hogy a gazdasagi kornyezet valtozasa
erésitheti (stimulélhatja), illetve korlatozhatja e kapcsolat szorossagat. Az eredmények alapjan elmondhato,
hogy a modellben alkalmazott stratégiai orientaciok kozll elsésorban a véllalkozbi orientacié és mérsékelt
maodon az ligyfélkapcsolati orientacié hat pozitivan a kkv-k teljesitményére. Megerésitést nyert az a sejtés,
hogy a piaci és az innovaciéra iranyuld orientacié akkor értékelédik fel, ha a kornyezetben turbulens

(gyakran elére jelezhetetlen) erék hatnak.

Kulcsszavak: stratégiai orientaciok, tzleti teljesitmény, kdrnyezeti hatasok

Bevezetés

A gazdasagi szakemberek és a kutatok tobbsége egyetért abban, hogy a gazdasagi ndvekedés
szempontjabdl fontos, hogy egy orszag erds kis- és kdzépvallalati (kkv) szektorral rendelkezzen (Storey,
1994). Az elmult két évtized alatt viszonylag sok kutat6é foglalkozott a kkv-k ndvekedésével ( Dobbs és
Hamilton, 2007; O’'Regan et al., 2006; Delmar et al., 2003; Davidsson et al., 2002; Wiklund, 1998),

1 A kutatast a TAMOP-4.2.1.B-09/KMR-2010-0005 projekt tamogatta.
30



mindazonaltal hianyzik az atfogd tudas arrdl, hogy milyen tényezok (stratégiai eréforrasok) befolyasoljak a
kkv-k teljesitményét (Davidsson és Wiklund, 2000).

Annak ellenére, hogy a kutatdk szamos tényezét jeldlinek meg az atlagon fellli teljesitmény
eléidézéjének lehetséges okaiként, a kutatbk nem tudnak konszenzusra jutni azt illeten, hogy
tulajdonképpen mely tényezék felelések a kkv-k teljesitményéért (Weinzimmer, 2000). A kkv-k
mikodésével kapcsolatos kutatdsok szamos, a teljesitményt eléidézé magyarazd okot (elé6zményt) tarnak
fel, az eredmények mégis arrdl tanuskodnak, hogy e tényez6k magyarazé ereje meglehetsen szerény
(Gibb és Davies, 1990; Gibb, 1997; Pistrui et al., 1997; Poutziouris et al., 1999). A fenti eredményeket
0sszegezvén megallapithatd, hogy a vallalatok jovébeni novekedésének elbrejelzése (kulonosen az atlagon
felll teljesitd vallalatok kiemelése) eddig nem volt tllsagosan sikeres.

A marketingstratégiai kutatasokban szamos stratégiai orientacié kerult bevezetésre az elmult évek
soran, melyek bizonyithatoan pozitiv hatassal vannak a vallalati teljesitmény alakulésara. A korabbi
kutatasok eredményeinek kiterjeszthetésége mindazonéltal er6sen megkérddjelezhetd, mert a kutatdk
tobbsége egyidejlileg egy-két stratégiai orientacio tipusra fokuszal. Jelen kutatds hat stratégiai orientacié
(ugy mint piaci orientacié, marka orientacio, vallalkozéi orientacid, tanulasi orientacio, ugyfélkapcsolati
orientacié és innovaciéra iranyuld orientacio) teljesitményre gyakorolt egyittes hatasat vizsgélia a
magyarorszagi kkv-k korében egy haromszazas vallalati mintan keresztll. Megkisérel atfogd képet adni a
tagabb stratégiai orientacidés csoportok vallalati teljesitményre gyakorolt hatésarol. A szerzék tovabba
kitérnek a kornyezeti tényezék (jelesen a technoldgiai turbulencia, piaci turbulencia és verseny intenzitasa)

kkv-k miikddésére kifejtett hatdsanak vizsgalatara is.

Elméleti hattér és hipotézisek felallitasa

A piaci orientacio, az elmalt két évtized legmarkansabb szakirodalmi kutatasai alapjan, olyan
(kontinuum mentén |étez6) képesség, kultira, amely azzal mérhetd, hogy a vallalat mekkora hangsulyt
fektet a fogyasztoktol, versenytarsaktol, valamint az értékesitési csatornakbdl szarmazé informacié
0sszegyljtésére, véllalaton bellili terjesztésére és az ez alapjan létrehozott valaszlépések kialakitasara
(Jaworski és Kohli, 1993; Kohli és Jaworski, 1990; Kohli et al., 1993). Altalanosan elfogadott vélekedés
(Kirca et al., 2005), hogy a piaci orientacionak van valamilyen kozvetlen vagy kozvetett hatasa a vallalati
teljesitményre. Narver és Slater (1990), Jaworski és Kohli (1993) valamint Beracs et al. (2001) a piaci

orientacié teljesitményre gyakorolt kdzvetlen hatasat bizonyitja, mig Diamantopoulos és Hart (1993)
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valamint Greenley (1995) a jelzett kapcsolat teljesitményre gyakorolt kdzvetett hatasardl szél. Ezekre

tamaszkodva a kdvetkezd hipotézis allithaté fel:

H1: A piaci orientacio pozitiv hatast fejt ki a pénzlgyi és a piaci teljesitményre.

A marka orientacié a piaci orientacié alapjaira épit ( Reid et al., 2005; Urde, 1999). A marka
kozponti elemét adja (Urde, 1999; Wong és Merrilees, 2008). Ennek értelmében a piaci orientacié és a
mérka orientacio karoltve jelennek meg egymés mellett a vallalat hosszu tavu céljainak kialakitasaban
(Urde, 1999). Tovabbmenve, szamos kutatd értelmében a marka orientaciot el6térbe helyezé vallalatok
hajlanddak rovid tavu elényoket is feladni, amennyiben az adott Uzleti lehet0ség keresztezi a véllalat
hosszu tavu, markaval kapcsolatos céljait. Szamos cikk szél a vallalatok marka orientacidja és a
teljesitmény kozotti pozitiv 6sszefuggésrdl (Baumgarth, 2010; Napoli, 2006; Tuominen et al., 2009). Ennek
értelmében az alabbi hipotézis allithato fel:

H2: A méarka orientacié pozitiv hatast fejt ki a pénziigyi és a piaci teljesitményre.

A vallalkozoi orientacié a vallalkozéi kedvet, szabadsagot, az Uzleti déntések meghozatalanak
maodjat irja le (Wiklund és Shepherd, 2005). A véllalkozd szervezetek autoném szervezetek, a versenyben
agressziv |épéseket hajtanak végre, proaktivak, az innovativitds magas fokat mutatjgk és magas a
rendszerint megfelelé marketing ismeretekkel vannak felvértezve, megkullonbdztetd figyelmet szentelnek
vasarléik igényeinek felismerésére, valamint jelentés hangsulyt fektetnek a tervezésre és a hosszu tavu
teljesitményceélok elérésére (Smart és Conant, 1994). A kutatok tobbsége éllitjia, hogy a véllalkozoi
orientécio elémozditja a versenyel6nyok kialakulasat valamint a kivant teljesitménycélok elérését (Li et al.,
2008). A fenti gondolatok fényében feltételezhetd, hogy:

H3: A véllalkozdi orientacio pozitiv hatast fejt ki a pénzugyi és a piaci teljesitmenyre.
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A tanulasi orientacié a vallalat mindenfajta tudas létrehozasa és felhasznalasa irant tanusitott
hajlandésagat jelenti. Ezen tul befolyasolja (meghatarozza), hogy a vallalat milyen mértékben hajlandé
tamogatni egy altalanos tanulasi kdrnyezet kialakulasat, mely végsé soron alapkompetenciaként jelenhet
meg szamara (Sinkula et al., 1997). Azok a véllalatok, melyek elsajatitjak a tanulasi orientacié kulturajat,
hajlamosabbak megkérdéjelezni hosszu ideje uralkodd feltevéseiket a szervezet alapvetd mikodési
jellemzéit illetéen (Senge, 1990; Slater és Narver, 1995). Tovabba, az ilyen vallalatok megkdvetelik
dolgozoiktol, hogy allandd jelleggel kérdbjelezzék meg a szervezeti normékat, melyek a piaci informaciok
kezelésének, valamint a szervezeti 1épések végrehajtasanak mikéntjet vezérlik (Day, 1991; Sinkula, 1994;
Sinkula, et al., 1997). Calantone et al. (2002) azt talélta, hogy a tanulasra sarkallé kornyezet elényds azon
vallalatok szamara, melyek a versenytarsaktol termékdifferencialassal kivanjak magukat megkulonboztetni.
Utobbi eredmény osszhangban van Baker és Sinkula (1999) atfog6 kutatasi eredményével, akik pozitiv
kapcsolatot véInek felfedezni a tanulasi orientacio és a vallalati teljesitmény kozott. A fentiek értelmében az
alabbi hipotézis fogalmazhaté meg:

H4: A tanulasi orientacié pozitiv hatast fejt ki a pénztigyi és a piaci teljesitményre.

Az Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacié, a marka orientaciéhoz hasonloéan, szoros kapcsolatban all a piaci
orientaciéval. A fogyasztdi kapcsolatokat helyezi az Uzleti stratégia kdzéppontjaba (Sin et al., 2002), és
szamos kutatd fontos véllalati eréforrasként tartia szamon (Jayachandran et al., 2005). Az Ugyfélorientalt
vallalat olyan szervezetként értelmezhetd, melyben 1) miden dolgozd azt gondolja, létfontossagu a
fogyasztok megtartdsa, 2) melyben a fogyasztokrdl szold informéacié szabadon aramlik a szervezet
egységek kozott, és 3) melyben a fogyasztdkat annak mértékében kilonboztetik meg, hogy azok varhatdan
mekkora értéket generalnak a véllalat szamara (Day, 2003). Az ilyen vallalat, kovetkezésképpen,
elkotelezett, interaktiv és jovedelmezd kapcsolatot épit ki, fejleszt és apol kiemelt fogyasztéival (Camarero,
2007). Ugy tlinik tehat, hogy az ligyfélkapcsolati orientacio az iizleti teljesitmény javulasat eredményezi
(Sin et al., 2002), melynek értelmében az alabbi hipotézis allithat fel:

H5: Az Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacid pozitiv hatast fejt ki a pénzugyi és a piaci teljesitményre.

Drucker (1954) az egyike azoknak, akik elsoként szoltak az innovacié fontossagarol és
kihangsulyozzak annak szervezeti kutatadsokban megfigyelhetd relative alacsony el6forduléasat. Szamos
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kutatd szerint a szervezetnek innovativnak kell lennie ahhoz, hogy tulélien egy éllandéan valtozo
kérnyezetben (Johnson et al., 1997). Ez dsszhangban van Hurley és Hult (1998) allitasaval, akik szerint a
nagyobb innovaciés kapacitdsokkal rendelkezé vallalatok sikeresebbel lesznek a kérnyezetikben
végbemend valtozasokra adott valaszreakciok kialakitasaban Uj képességek kifejlesztésével, melyek végil
megkulénboztetd versenyelényhoz, ezéltal kiemelkedd teljesitményhez vezetnek. A véllalati innovativitas
pozitiv kapcsolatba hozhaté a teljesitménnyel Calantone et al. (2002) tanulmanyaban, igy a kovetkezd

hipotézis felallitisa megalapozott:

HG6: Az innovacidra iranyul orientacid pozitiv hatast fejt ki a pénzugyi és piaci teljesitményre.

A piaci turbulencia egy adott részpiacra jellemzé fogyaszt6i szokasok allando valtozasat jelent
(Kohli és Jaworski, 1990; Harris, 2001). Jaworski és Kohli (1993) szerint azon szervezetek, melyek
turbulens piaci kornyezetben mikodnek, rakényszeriinek termékeik és szolgaltatasaik folyamatos
modositasara, hogy azzal eleget tegyenek a valtozo fogyasztoi igényeknek. A technoldgiai turbulencia
magas fokaval jellemezhetd piac olyan hely, ahol az uj termékbevezetéseknek kdszonhetden a technoldgiai
valtozasok Uteme meglehetdsen gyakori (Jaworski €s Kohli, 1993). Glazer (1991) valamint Slater és Narver
(1994) értelmében a technoldgiailag gyors valtozasokkal jellemezhetd dgazatokban a vallalatok jellemzden
inkabb a technoldgiai jellegl eréforrasokba ruhdznak be, igy csokkentve a technoldgiai valtozas okozta
bizonytalansagot. A verseny intenzitdsa a verseny fokaval mérhetd egy adott iparagon belil, beleértve a
kompetitiv [épések agresszivitasat és lélegzetét (Kohli és Jaworski, 1990; Perry és Shao, 2002). Kohli és
Jaworski (1990) hangsulyozza, hogy a verseny élénkiilésével a vallalatoknak fokozniuk kell a fogyasztoi
szokasok feltarasara iranyulé eréfeszitéseiket és szintén fokozni szlkséges azok kielégitésére szant
termékek/szolgaltatasok mindségi jellemzéit. A piaci turbulencia, a technoldgiai turbulencia, valamint a
verseny intenzitasa moderald hatést fejt ki a tanulmanyunkban alkalmazott stratégiai orientaciok és a
teljesitmény kapcsolatara. Harris (2001), Appiah és Adu (1997), valamint Slater és Narver (1994) munkai
alapjan az alabbi hipotézis allithato fel:

HT7: A technoldgiai turbulencia, a piaci turbulencia, valamint a verseny intenzitdsa moderal6 hatast
fejt ki az egyes stratégiai orientaciok és az Uzleti teljesitmény kapcsolatara.
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Kontrollvaltozok bevonasa

Feltételezhetd, hogy a véllalat altal leginkabb kiszolgalt piac, a vallalat alapitadsanak éve, valamint a
vallalatméret alapjan tovabbi alcsoportok kulonithetdk el, melyek viselkedésében jelentds kilonbségek
figyelhetok meg. Az ilyen tipusu véltozdcsoportot a szakirodalomban kontrollvaltozoként definiéljak. A
vallalat altal leginkabb kiszolgalt piac és a vallalatméretet mér valtozokat mesterséges (dummy)
valtozokka alakitottuk, mig a véllalat alapitaséanak évét a szakirodalommal 6sszhangban logaritmizaltuk
(Kumar et al., 1998). A szakirodalom alapjan a fentebb felsorolt kontrollvaltozdk szignifikanst hatast fejtenek

ki a vallalat pénziigyi és piaci teljesitményére (Gao et al., 2007).

Konceptualis modell

A bevezetbben és az irodalmi 6sszefoglaloban megfogalmazott dsszeflggéseket az 1. abran
felvazolt konceptualis modellben foglaljuk 0ssze. Ahogy az &bra is mutatja, a kilonbdz6 stratégiai
orientaciok varhatéan pozitiv hatas fejtenek ki a vallalatok teljesitményére. Tovabba az is feltételezhetd,
hogy a kornyezet befolyassal van a stratégiai orientacio teljesitményre kifejtett hatasara (iranyultsag vagy
nagysag). Az abran tovabba feltintettiik az elméleti 6sszefoglaloban megfogalmazott hipotéziseket.
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1. abra A stratégiai orientaciok teljesitményre kifejtett hatasa

Stratégiai orientaciok
- Piaci orientacio
— Mérka orientacié

Véllalati teljesitmény
- Pénzigyi teljesitmény
- Piaci teljesitmény

- Véllalkozéi orientacio
- Tanulasi orientacio A
- Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacio

- Innovacioéra iranyulé orientacio

Miikddési kdrnyezet

- Piaci turbulencia

- Verseny intenzitasa

- Technoldgiai turbulencia

Forrés: sajat szerkesztés

Adatok és méroskalak

A kérddiv
lebonyolitasaban tortént. Haromszaz kkv vezetjét kérdezték meg a fent vézolt elméleti koncepciok

lekérdezése on-line kérdéiv segitségével, egy professzionalis kutatd cég
fontossagat illetben. A piaci orientaciot (14 tétel) Farrell et al. (2008), a marka orientaciot (5 tétel) Wong és
Merrilees (2008), a vallalkozdi orientaciot (6 tétel) Smart és Conant (1994), a tanulasi orientéciot (4 tétel)
Sinkula et al. (1997), az ugyfélkapcsolati orientaciot (4 tétel) Jayachandran et al. (2005), valamint az
innovaciodra iranyuld orientaciot (6 tétel) Calantone et al. (2002) tanulmanyabdl atvett tételek segitségével

mértuk.

A kornyezeti tényezOket mér6 skalakat (technoldgiai turbulencia, piaci turbulencia, verseny
intenzitdsa; 3-3-3 tétel) Appiah és Adu (1998) tanulmanyabdl, valamint az Uzleti teljesitmény mérésére
alkalmas skalakat (pénzlgyi teljesitmény, Uzleti teljesitmény; 3-2 tétel) Narver és Slater (1990)
tanulmanyabdl vettlik at. Az angol nyelvii skaldkat magyarra forditottuk, és ahol sziikséges volt, a kkv
kontextusnak megfeleléen modositottuk, hogy azok megfeleléen leirjak a mémni kivant jelenséget. A skalak

tartalmi érvényességérdl két elméleti szakértét kérdeztlink meg.

A stratégiai orientacidkat méré skalakhoz tartozd tételeket 7-foku Likert-skalan mértik, ahol

1=egyaéltalan nem jellemzd, 7=teljes mértékben jellemzd. A kdrnyezet hatasat mérd skalak tételeinél 5-fok
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Likert-skalat alkalmaztunk, ahol 1=egyaltalan nem jellemzd, 5=telies mértékben jellemzé. Az (zleti
teljesitmény mérésénél arra kértiik a kkv-k vezetdjét, hogy értékeljék vallalkozasuk/vallalatuk teljesitményét
a legfbb versenytarsakhoz mérten az elmult 3-5 év atlagat tekintve. Itt 5-foku Likert-skalat alkalmaztunk a

kdvetkezd végpontokkal: 1=egyértelmiien gyengébb, 5=egyértelmiien jobb.

Adatelemezés és modszertan

A lekérdezést kovetGen 300 hianytalanul kitoltott kerddiv allt rendelkezésiinkre. Az adatelemzés a
kovetkezd 1épések mentén haladt. Elsd korben a faktor struktura meghatarozésa, valamint az alacsony
faktorsullyal rendelkez0 és a szignifikdns atfedést mutatd tételeket eltavolitisa céljabdl feltard
faktorelemzést (EFA) végeztiink. Masodik Iépésben megerésité faktorelemzést (CFA) folytattunk, hogy
meggy6zddjink a skalak kilonbozéségi érvényességérél. A regresszids egyenletek futtatasat megelézéen
variancia inflaciés faktort (VIF) szamoltunk minden, a regressziés modellekben szereplé konstrukcid
bevonasaval, hogy meggyézddijlnk arrél, a valtozok kézott nem lép fel multikollinearitas (lasd Hair el al.,
2006).

Az elemzések eredményeirél az 1. tablazat kdzol informéaciokat. A szamok alapjan lathatd a harom
orientacié (a fogalom leirasat jelentd tétel/valtozd csoport) esetében futtatott faktor struktura altal
magyarazott variancia szézalékos értéke, és a hozza tartozd probastatisztika (KMO) értéke. Az egyes
fogalmak mérési megbizhatésaga (Cronbach-Alfa), a konstrukciok kulonbozGségi érvényessége (AVE),
valamint a variancia inflacios faktor (VIF) értékei, melyek a szakirodalomban megadott kuiszobértékek felett
(illetve alatt) vannak, ami a méréeszk6zok megfelelé megbizhatdsagarol és érvényességeérdl tanuskodik.

1. tablazat A modellezés soran hasznalatos tételek k6zétti strukturalis ésszefiiggések és az elméleti
fogalmak (konstrukciok) megbizhatosaga

Elméleti fogalom | Magyarazott | KMOY Cronbach- AVE1) VIF2)
(konstrukcio) variancia Alfa

Stratégiai 71,07% 0,946*** 0,89-0,97

orientaciok

Véllalati 90,35% 0,892*** 0,91-0,91 0,58 - 1,63 -
teljesitmény 0,97 2,60
Mikodeési 77,91% 0,769*** 0,80-0,93

kornyezet

+*p<0,1 *p<0,05**p<0,01
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1) Az AVE (average variance extracted) mutatd az elméleti konstrukciok kilonb0z6ségi érvényessegének
(divergent validity) mér6szama. A kilonb6zéségi érvényesség fennallasa esetén a tételek (indikatorok) egy
bizonyos csoportja kizarolag egy latens konstrukciohoz kapcsolodik, mely a tételek egydimenziés
természetére (unidimensionality) utal. Az AVE mutaté értéke meg kell, hogy haladja a 0,5-6s kiiszbeértéket,
hogy az adott konstrukcio kiilonbdzségi érvényessége kielégitd szintet érjen el (Fornell és Larcker, 1981).
2) A VIF (variance inflation factor) mutato a regresszios egyenletekbe kertld konstrukciok viszonylataban
megmutatja, hogy a valtozok kozott kimutathatd-e a multikollinearitas. Multikollinearitas a fliggetlen valtozok
kozotti korrelaciéra utal. A szakirodalom alapjan (e.g., Hair el al., 2006) nem kell szamolni a
multikollinearitas eredményeket torzité hatasaval, amennyiben a VIF értéke nem haladja meg a 10-es
kUszobértéket.

A mérés soran alkalmazott tételek O0sszefliggésrendszerének vizsgalatat kovetben tobbvaltozds
linearis regresszié elemzést végeztlink. Az elméleti fogalmakbol (konstrukciokbol) dsszegzé skalakat
alakitottunk ki, majd interakciés hatasokat (stratégiai orientacié x kornyezeti valtozé) szamoltunk, hogy
megismerjik a kdrnyezet stratégiai orientaciok-teljesitmény kapcsolatéra kifejtett hatasanak természetét. A
tobbvaltozos linearis regresszié modelllinkben az (1) egyenlet alakjat veszi fel, ahol Y a teljesitményt méré
flgg6 valtozd, Xi (i=1, ... ,6) az egyes stratégiai orientaciokat kifejez6 valtozo, Xj (j = 1, 2, 3) a moderald
valtoz6, XiXj az interakciés hatasokat méré tag, D1, D2, D3 a harom kontrollvaltozét reprezentald
mesterséges valtozd, e pedig a mérési hiba. Osszesen 6 regresszios egyenletet futtattunk (2

teljesitménymérd x 3 kdrnyezeti valtozd).

Y =a+biXi+...+Db6Xi+Db7Xj+Db8XiXj+...+b13XiXj+D1+D2+D3 +e (1

Amennyiben a fenti regresszids egyenlet interakcios hatast kifejezé tagja statisztikailag szignifikans,
interakcids hatas van jelen. Amennyiben az interakcios hatést kifejez6 tag és egyidejileg a moderald
véltoz6 is szignifikans, ugy kvazi interakcids hatasrol beszéliink. Es végiil, ha az interakcios hatést kifejezé
tag szignifikans, de a moderalo valtozd nem, tisztan interakcios hatasrdl beszélink (Sharma et al., 1981).

Eredmények kiértékelése

F& hatasok mérése. A 2-4 szamU tablazatokban végigkdvethetd a stratégiai orientacié pénzlgyi és
uzleti teljesitményre gyakorolt hatdsa kilonbdz6 kornyezeti helyzetekben. A standardizalt regressziés
paraméterek alapjan lathato, hogy a piaci orientacio rendre negativ viszonyban all a piaci és pénzugyi
teliesitménnyel (B = -0,515; B = -0452; B = -0,520), mely ellentmond a H1 hipotézisben

megfogalmazottaknak. A marka orientacié érdekes maddon egyik egyenletben sem magyarazza
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szignifikdnsan az (zleti teljesitmény szérddasat, melynek értelmében elutasitjuk a H2 hipotézislinket a
marka teljesitményre gyakorolt pozitiv hatésat illetéen. Ezzel ellentétben a vallalkozoi orientacio
minddsszesen négy esetben (3 = 0,348; 3 = 0,620; 3 = 0,451; 3 = 0,469) mutatkozik a pénzUgyi és a piaci
teljesitmény szignifikdnsan pozitiv el6rejelzének, ami igazolja a H3 hipotézisben megfogalmazottakat.
Tovabbmenve, a tanuldsi orientaci6 egyik esetben sem mutat szignifikdns kapcsolatot az zleti
teljesitménnyel, ami ellentmond a H4 hipotézisben allitottaknak. Az Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacié egyetlen
regresszids egyenletben (B = 0,304) mutat szignifikdns kapcsolatot a pénzlgyi teljesitmény alakulésaval,
igy a H5 hipotézisiinket fenntartasokkal ugyan, de elfogadjuk. Es végiil az innovaciora iranyulé orientacio
minddsszesen egy esetben jelenik meg a pénzlgyi teljesitmény szignifikans elérejelzbjeként, itt is negativ

eléjellel (B = —0,440), mely a H6 hipotézis elutasitasara sarkall benntnket.

2. Tablazat A stratégiai orientaciok teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasa (technoldgiai turbulencia)

Fugg6 valtozok

Flggetlen valtozok anzggy[ P'?C' .y

eljesitmény teljesitmény

B (t-érték)t B (t-érték)t
Stratégiai orientaciok
Piaci orientacio -0,515 -0,298 (—1,463)

(—2,524)*
Mérka orientacié -0,042 (-0,245) 0,092 (0,541)
Véllalkozoi orientacio 0,348 (1,900) 0,620 (3,393)**
Tanulasi orientacid 0,180 (0,907) 0,057 (0,290)
Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacio 0,304 (1,661) 0,279 (1,528)
Innovaciéra iranyul6 orientacid 0,043 (0,235) —-0,440

(—2,391)*

Kornyezet
Technoldgiai turbulencia 0,842 (2,132)* 0,526 (1,334)

Interakcios hatasok

Piaci orientacio x Technoldgiai turbulencia 1,030 (2,329)** 0,572 (1,296)

Marka orientacio x Technoldgiai turbulencia 0,100 (0,390) -0,118 (-0,462)
Vallalkozdi orientacio x Technolégiai turbulencia -0,174 (-0,510) -0,578 (-1,701)*
Tanulasi orientacié x Technoldgiai turbulencia -0,396 (—0,936) -0,283 (—0,690)
Ugyfélkapcsolati orientécio x Technoldgiai -0,792 (-1,410) -0,664 (—1,184)
turbulencia

Innovacidra iranyul6 orientacié x Technologiai -0,339 (-0,900) 0,698 (1,857)
turbulencia

Kontrollvaltozoks

Helyi piac -0,060 (-0,593) -0,190 (-1,887)*

Regionalis piac

0,114 (—1,256)

-0,197
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(—2,163)*

Nemzeti piac -0,168 -0,184
(—1,962) (—2,156)**

1990 elétt alapitva -0,165 -0,134 (—1,881)*
(—2,304)**

1991 és 2000 koz6tt alapitva -0,155 -0,083 (—-1,139)
(=2,217)**

2001 és 2005 kozott alapitva -0,069 (-0,981) -0,144

(—2,045)*

Foglalkoztatottak szama 0,175 (2,755)** 0,182 (2,885)***

F-statisztika 3,974** 4,038***

Korrigalt R2 0,170 0,173

t*p<0,1 *p<0,06**p<0,01

T A mesterséges (dummy) véaltozdk regresszids egyenletbe torténd beépitésénél igyelni kell arra, hogy a
valos valtozot helyettesité mesterséges valtozokhoz kapcsolddo regresszios egyutthatok egyikét nulléval
tegylik egyenlévé a modell identifikalhatosaganak elérése céljabol. Igy a nulla regressziés egyiitthatéval
ellatott regresszids egyenlet lesz a kiinduld modell (baseline model), melyhez viszonyitva értelmezheté a
tovabbi csoportok modellbeli viselkedése. A kiszolgalt piacok valtozd esetében a nemzetkdzi piacot, mig az
alapitasa événél a 2006 utan torténd alapitas évét vesszik kiinduld allapotnak. A dominansan mas
piacokra termel6 vagy a korabbi években alapitott vallalatok viselkedését e csoportok vallalataihoz
viszonyitva vizsgaljuk. Az eredményeket az 2., 3. és 4. szdmu tablazat tartalmazza.

A stratégiai orientaciok teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat 6sszegezve elmondhatd, hogy a modellben
alkalmazott valtozok kozll egyedil a vallalkozoi orientacid és az Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacid bizonyult a
teljesitmény pozitiv el6rejelz6jének. A varakozasokkal ellentétes eredményeket kaptunk a piaci valamint az
innovaciodra iranyuld orientacié vallalati teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat illetéen. Az eredményekbdl arra
kdvetkeztethetiink, hogy a mintaba kerult kkv-k vezet6i a vallalkozdi képességek (e.g., kockazatvallaloi
hajlam, stratégiai célok kitlizése, Uj piaci lehet0ségek keresése stb.) valamint az Ugyfelekkel kiépitett
szorosabb kapcsolatokat tartjak fontosnak a teljesitménytényezék javulasa szempontjabdl. Ezzel szemben
a tagabb kérnyezetben (fogyasztok, versenytarsak és szabalyozoi kornyezet) zajlé véltozasok
szisztematikus értékelése alapjan hozott dontések, valamint a folyamatos tanulds és a marka fejlesztése

érdekében tett lépések masodlagos szerepet jatszanak a vallalkozasok teljesitményének alakulasaban.
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3. Tablazat A stratégiai orientaciok teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasa (piaci turbulencia)

Flggd valtozok
. . Pénzlgyi Piaci
Fuggetlen valtozok teljesitgr]rz,ény teljesitmeny
B (t-érték)t B (t-érték)t
Stratégiai orientaciok
Piaci orientacio —0,452 0,520
(—2,169)* (—2,553)**
Mérka orientacié -0,050 (-0,261) 0,081 (0,435)
Véllalkozoi orientacio 0,251 (1,254) 0,451 (2,306)**
Tanulasi orientacid 0,164 (0,764) 0,135 (0,642)
Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacio 0,125 (0,643) 0,184 (0,968)

Innovacidra iranyul6 orientacid
Kornyezet

Piaci turbulencia

Interakciés hatasok

0,041 (~0,195)

0,168 (~0,463)

0,304 (—1,488)

~0,190 (~0,543)

Piaci orientacio x Piaci turbulencia 0,889 (2,088)* 1,057 (2,539)**
Marka orientacié x Piaci turbulencia 0,093 (0,341) -0,121 (-0,453)
Vallalkozdi orientacié x Piaci turbulencia 0,120 (0,352) -0,176 (—0,527)
Tanulasi orientacié x Piaci turbulencia -0,283 (-0,720) —0,326 (—0,848)
Ugyfélkapcsolati orientécié x Piaci turbulencia -0,162 (-0,314) 0,321 (-0,635)
Innovaciora iranyuld orientacié x Piaci turbulencia  —0,200 (-0,521) 0,304 (0,811)
Kontrollvaltozokt
Helyi piac -0,096 (-0,928) -0,229
(—2,256)*
Regionalis piac —0,128 (-1,368) —0,235
(—2,564)*
Nemzeti piac -0,160 -0,194
(-1,807)* (—2,238)**
1990 el6tt alapitva -0,118 (-1,597) 0,116 (—1,605)
1991 és 2000 kozott alapitva -0,085 (-1,131) -0,023 (-0,320)
2001 és 2005 kozott alapitva -0,042 (-0,571) -0,119
(-1,661)
Foglalkoztatottak szama 0,163 (2,500)* 0,186 (2,907)***
F-statisztika 2,758*** 3,501**
Korrigalt R2 0,108 0,147

T*p<0’1 **p<0’05***p<0’01
1 Lasd a 2. szamu tablazat megegyez6 labjegyzetét.
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A kompetitiv kdrnyezet kkv-k teljesitményére gyakorolt hatasat illetéen megéllapithatd, hogy a
regressziés modellekben szerepeltetett harom tényez6 két esetben magyardzza kozvetlenil az (zleti
teljesitmény szorodasat. A technoldgiai turbulencia (3 = 0,842) valamint a verseny intenzitasa (3 = —0,704)
egy-egy esetben jelenik meg a pénzlgyi illetve a piaci teljesitmény kozvetlen eldrejelzbjeként. Az elsé
esetben azt mondhatjuk, hogy a technoldgiai fejlédés felgyorsuldsa pozitiv médon befolyasolja a kkv-k
pénzlgyi teljesitményét, mely ellentmond az elméleti feltevéseknek. A technoldgiai ujitasok piacra vitelének
els6ségéért folyd harc ugyanis értékes pénzligyi erbforrasokat emészt fel. Az eredmények alapjan azonban
kijelenthetjik, hogy a kkv-k vezetéi a technoldgiai kornyezet allandd valtozasat pozitiv kiils hatasként
érzékelik, mely végul a jovedelmezbség javulasaban mutatkozik meg. Ezzel szemben a verseny intenzitsa
negativ kapcsolatba hozhaté a piaci teljesitménnyel, mely Ugyszintén meglepd eredmény. A verseny
kiélez6dése elméletileg arra készteti a vallalatokat, hogy jobban 6sszpontositsanak a kiszolgalt piacaikon
zajl6 folyamatokra (fogyasztdi preferenciak gyors valtozasa, Uj termékek és szolgaltatdsok megjelenése, U
belépdk érkezése stb.) a piaci siker elérése érdekében. Ugy tlinik azonban, hogy a mintaba keriild kkv-k
vezeti a versenyt negativ modon fogjék fel, és ha tehetik, masfajta lehetéségek kiaknazasaval
novekednek.

Interakcios hatasok mérése. A kornyezeti valtozok f6 hatasa mellett az eredmények interakcios
hatasok jelenlétérdl is tanuskodnak. Minden elemzésbe bevont kdornyezeti valtozd (technoldgiai turbulencia,
TT; piaci turbulencia, PT; valamint verseny intenzitasa, V1) legalabb egy interakciés relaciéban jelenik meg.
A leginkabb érintett kapcsolat a piaci orientacid (PO) és a két teljesitménytényezd (pénziigyi teljesitmény,
PnT; piaci teljesitmény, PiT) viszonya, minddsszesen 6t esetben. Az 6t hatasbdl egy kvazi interakcids (PO
és PnT kapcsolata TT hatasa mellett), mig négy tisztan interakciés (PO és PnT kapcsolata PT hatasa
mellett; PO és PiT kapcsolata PT hatdsa mellett; PO és PnT kapcsolata VI hatasa mellett, valamint PO és
PiT kapcsolata VI hatasa mellett) természetii. Az (1) egyenlet megfelelé mddositdsaval (lasd Baron és
Kenny, 1986) azokat a (kilonb6z6 kdrnyezeti valtozékhoz tartozd) skalaértékeket kapjuk meg, melyeknél a

moderald valtozd értékében bekovetkezd valtozas a PO és a teljesitmény kdzotti kapcsolat irdnyanak (vagy

:::::

4, Tablazat A stratégiai orientaciok teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasa (verseny intenzitasa)
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Flggd valtozok

. . Pénzigyi Piaci
Fggetlen valtozok teljesitgr]rz,ény teljesitmény
[ (t-érték)t B (t-érték)t
Stratégiai orientaciok
Piaci orientacio -0,327 (-1,373) —0,381
(—1,615)
Marka orientacié 0,018 (0,081) 0,104 (0,486)
Vaéllalkozoi orientacié 0,284 (1,159) 0,469 (1,933)
Tanulasi orientacid 0,229 (0,927) 0,228 (0,934)
Ugyfélkapcsolati orientécio -0,067 (-0,301) —0,145
(—0,660)
Innovacidra iranyuld orientacid —0,054 (-0,234) -0,068
(—0,297)
Kornyezet
Verseny intenzitasa 0,704 -0,59%4
(-1,921)* (—1,641)
Interakciés hatasok
Piaci orientacio x Verseny intenzitasa 0,706 (1,662)* 0,770 (1,833)*
Mérka orientacié x Verseny intenzitasa 0,048 (0,175) -0,092
(—0,340)
Véllalkozdi orientacio x Verseny intenzitasa 0,070 (0,201) -0,125
(—0,363)
Tanulasi orientacid x Verseny intenzitasa -0,447 (-1,092) —0,559
(—1,382)
Ugyfélkapcsolati orientacio x Verseny 0,365 (0,675) 0,608 (1,136)
intenzitasa
Innovéciora iranyulo orientacié x Verseny -0,124 (-0,317) —0,151
intenzitasa (—0,390)
Kontrollvaltozoks
Helyi piac -0,100 (-0,995) -0,213
(—2,141)*
Regionalis piac -0,098 (-1,067) -0,189
(—2,086)*
Nemzeti piac —0,142 (-1,643) -0,157
(—1,846)*
1990 el6tt alapitva -0,136 -0,129
(—1,865) (—1,788)*
1991 és 2000 koz6tt alapitva -0,087 (-1,174) -0,010
(—0,136)
2001 és 2005 kozott alapitva -0,027 (-0,376) -0,102
(—1,454)
Foglalkoztatottak szama 0,150 (2,345)* 0,166 (2,633)***
F-statisztika 3,500%** 3,907
Korrigalt R2 0,147 0,167
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t*p<0,1 *p<0,06** p<0,01
1 Lasd a 2. szamu tablazat megegyez6 labjegyzetét.

A PO és az egyes teljesitménytényez6k viszonylatdban ezek az értékek rendre a kovetkezok: 3,00
(TT); 2,79 (PT); 2,70 (PT); 2,60 (VI); valamint 3,78 (VI). Az eredmények alapjan elmondhaté, hogy a
kornyezeti tényezék kdzepes skalaértékéig negativ kapcsolat all fenn a PO és a két teljesitmény dimenzié
kozott, mig e kiiszobérték atlépésével a kapcsolat pozitiv iranyl lesz. A gyakorlatban ez azt jelenti, hogy a
kérnyezeti valtozasok, mint a technoldgiai turbulencia, a piaci turbulencia valamint a verseny intenzitasanak
felersddésével a vallalkozasok rakényszeriilnek a piaci orientaciés képességek kiépitésére (tovabbi

fejlesztésére), ha lizleti szempontbdl sikeresek kivannak maradni.

A piaci orientacio mellett még két esetben figyelhetd meg interakcids hatas, éspedig a vallalkozoi
orientacié (VO) és a piaci teljesitmény, valamint az innovéciora iranyuld orientacié (I0) és a piaci
teljesitmény viszonylatdban. Mindkét esetben a technoldgiai turbulencia kdzremiikddésének kdszonhetéen:
VO és PnT kapcsolata TT hatasa mellett, illetve 10 és PnT kapcsolata TT hatasa mellett. A két figgvény
inflexios pontja a kovetkezd: 5,97 (TT), illetve 3,90 (TT). Az eredmények az alabbi modon interpretalhatok:
a technologiai turbulencia felerésodésével a vallalkozasoknak ertforrasokat kell fektetnitk a vallalkozoi és
az innovaciora iranyuld orientaciora, amennyiben sikeresek kivannak maradni a technoldgiai kornyezet
gyors valtozasa mellett is. Utdbbi megéllapitdsok a szakirodalomban talalhaté Osszefliggésekkel is
0sszhangban allnak.

Kontrollvaltozok hatasanak mérése. Modellinkben harom kontrollvaltozét szerepeltetink, melyek a
kovetkezOk: 1) a kkv altal leginkabb kiszolgalt piac, 2) a kkv alapitasanak éve, valamint 3) a
foglalkoztatottak szdma. Mindharom valtozot mesterseges valtozo segitségével vontuk be a regresszios
egyenletbe, hogy megfigyelhesslk az alcsoportok kdzotti kilonbségeket. A leginkabb kiszolgalt piacok
esetében a nemzetkdzi piacokra termel6 vallalatokat vettlik a kiindulé allapotnak. Az eredmények arrél
tanuskodnak, hogy a pénzlgyi teliesitménymérd esetében 22 szazalékban (2 eset), a piaci
teljesitménymérd esetében 100 szézalékban (9 eset) az elsédlegesen nemzetkdzi piacokra termeld kkv-k
bizonyultak sikeresebbnek a mas (e.g., hazai, regionalis, valamint nemzeti) piacokra termeld vallalatokkal

szemben.

A kkv-k alapitasanak événél a 2006 utan alapitott vallalatokat vettik kiinduld allapotnak. E
vallalatok 22 (2 eset, piaci teliesitménymérd), illetve 44 (4 eset, pénzlgyi teljesitménymérd) szazalékban
bizonyultak sikeresebbnek a mas évben (e.g., 1990 el6tt, 1991 és 2000 kozétt, valamint 2001 és 2005

kozott) alapitott vallalatokhoz képest. A vallalat mérete valtozét a szakirodalommal 6sszhangban
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logaritmizaltuk a regresszidés modellbe torténé bevonast megelézéen. Az eredményekbdl 1athatd, hogy a

vallalat mérete mindegyik regresszidés modellben szignifikans elérejelzbje a teljesitménynek.

Konkluzio

A kutatés kozéppontjaban hat stratégiai orientacio all és a kkv szektorbdl vett 300 elemes minta
alapjan a szerzék megvizsgaltak, hogy az egyes stratégiai orientaciok milyen hatast fejtenek ki a
vallalkozasok/vallalatok teljesitményére. Az eredmények arrdl tanuskodnak, hogy a vallalkozoi orientacio és
részben az ugyfélkapcsolati orientacid bizonyul a teljesitmény szérdédasat magyarazé legfontosabb
stratégiai képességnek, mely a kisvallalkozok kockazatvallald hajlandosagat, Ujabb piaci lehetéségek

keresését, a célkitlizések megfogalmazasat, valamint a fogyasztok kiemelt kezelését jelenti.

A szerz0k tovabba arra voltak kivancsiak, hogy a kdrnyezet stimulalja vagy gatolja-e az emlitett
tényezOk teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasat. A kdrnyezet hatasardl elmondhat6, hogy az a piaci orientacio, a
vallalkoz6i orientacié és az innovacidra iranyuld orientacid esetében jatszik fontos szerepet a stratégiai
eréforrasok mozgositasaban, mely képességek egyre fontosabba vélnak a kdrnyezeti (példaul a
versenytarsak, a fogyasztdk és a tagabb mikddési kdrnyezet egyéb szerepl6i ndvekvé aktivitdsa) hatasok

feler6sodésével.

A kontrollvaltozok hatasat figyelembe véve megallapithatd, hogy a dominénsan kiilféldre termeld
vallalkozasok/vallalatok és a 2006 utan alapitott vallalkozasok/véllalatok mindkeét teljesitménytényezd
esetében  sikeresebbek az egyéb piacokra termeld6 és a mas években alapitott
vallalkozésokkal/vallalatokkal szemben. A harmadik kontrollvéltozd, a méret, mindegyik regresszios
egyenletben stabilan pozitiv relacioban szerepel a teljesitménymérbkkel, ami a véllalkozasok/vallalatok
méretének teljesitményre gyakorolt fontos tulajdonsagat jelzi.
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3. cikk: The effect of strategic orientations on business growth: A multigroup
analysis comparing Hungary and Finlandit

Abstract

Purpose: Several strategic orientations (SOs), such as customer relationship orientation, innovation
orientation, learning orientation, entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation and recently brand
orientation, have been found beneficial for firm performance. However, little attention has been paid to the
simultaneous effects of these SOs. Addressing the research gap evident in the literature, the authors
examine how different SOs simultaneously affect business growth and moreover whether these effects vary
by country.

Design/methodology/approach: An extensive data set of 1,120 effective responses is collected from
two European countries, namely Hungary, representing a post socialist rapidly growing market, and Finland
with a stable, highly developed and competitive economy. A multigroup moderation analysis is conducted.
Confirmatory factor analysis is used in testing measurement invariance, subsequently followed by structural
equation modelling procedure used in testing six research hypotheses developed on the basis of a literature

review.

Findings: The results show that customer relationship orientation and entrepreneurial orientation
have a positive effect on business growth in both countries. With respect to other SOs, somewhat
unexpected results are found as they appear to have either a negative (excluding brand orientation in the
Finnish sample) or statistically non-significant effect on business growth. The effects of five (out of six) SOs
vary between the two countries.

Originality/value: Prior studies on SOs have mainly focused on single orientations at any given time.
However, in business reality, multiple orientations are often adopted simultaneously. To the best of the
authors’ knowledge, this study is one of the first empirical pieces to address this issue.

Keywords: Strategic orientation, growth, business performance, SME, Hungary, Finland,

Paper type: Research paper

1 The research was supported by TAMOP-4.2.1.B-09/KMR-2010-0005 research program
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The research community largely shares the view that growing SMEs have a special importance in
the economy (e.g. Storey, 1994). Although there has been much interest in understanding small firm growth
during the last twenty years (e.g. Dobbs and Hamilton, 2007; O'Regan et al., 2006; Delmar et al. 2003;
Davidsson et al., 2002; Wiklund, 1998), there is still not much of a common body of well-founded
knowledge about the causes, effects or processes of growth (Davidsson and Wiklund, 2000). Moreover,
although several determinants of firm growth have been proposed, researchers have been unable to
achieve consensus regarding the factors leading to it (Weinzimmer, 2000). Although various explanatory
approaches have been presented, no particularly strong explanatory factors have been identified, (Gibb and
Davies, 1990; Gibb, 1997; Pistrui et al., 1997; Poutziouris et al., 1999). In fact, attempts to build models for
predicting the future growth of a firm, i.e. picking winners, have not been particularly successful.

Business growth is often associated with the broader term of firm performance. Researchers have
approached firm performance from two perspectives, namely market-based and financial-based (e.g.
Agarwal et al., 2003; Gray et al., 1998; Homburg and Pflesser, 2000; Matear et al., 2002). The external
environment (i.e. the markets a firm serves) sets the boundaries of the extent to which different marketing
strategies contribute to market-based performance. That is, customer perceptions of value ultimately
determine which marketing strategies are worth pursuing. Market-based firm performance is measured in
such terms as customer loyalty and brand awareness (e.g. Baumgarth, 2010; Matear et al., 2002). Besides
struggling to achieve their external objectives of satisfying customer needs, firms need to meet their internal
goals, those which are absolutely essential. These goals are often described in terms of financial
performance, and measured, for example, in terms of change in annual turnover or profits (e.g. Gray et al.,
1998; Ngai and Ellis, 1998). The lack of comprehensive models of achieving business growth has caused
researchers to focus on several strategic orientations (SOs). However, the scope of prior studies has been
somewhat limited as the majority of these have focused on single orientations at a time. In the marketing
literature, firm performance is associated in particular with market orientation (e.g. Diamantopoulos and
Hart, 1993; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990). The alledged superiority of market
orientation over other SOs (see Grinstein, 2008; also Noble et al., 2002) can be traced to its focus being at
the very core of the marketing ideology (Foley and Fahy, 2009; Noble et al., 2002). However, addressing
only single orientations entails a risk of oversimplifying the complex nature of business reality. The
multifaceted nature of most markets of today may, instead, require business strategies built on SOs other
than market orientation or more likely, simultaneous adoption of multiple SOs (Matsuno et al., 2002; Zhou
et al., 2005). Good financial performance may originate, for example, in new technologies or improvements

in production processes. Such improvements may decrease unit costs and directly contribute to firm
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profitability, or increase the perceived value of customers as they are provided with the same value at a
lower price. Here, firm performance is improved through means linked to strategic orientations also other

than “classical” market orientation.

Developing and combining different strategic orientations is based on management’s understanding
of the most effective way of achieving company goals. Hence, in order to gain an initial understanding of the
effective pattern of resource allocation among the framework of strategic orientations, this study examines
six different SOs simultaneously, namely customer relationship orientation, innovation orientation, learning
orientation, entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation and brand orientation. This study offers a more
comprehensive view of strategic orientations as several SOs are examined simultaneously. The research
setting simulates the complex business reality with greater accuracy, given that most firms are complex
aggregates of supplementary, but also conflicting skills, resources, objectives and other motives.

Studies have shown that different factors may moderate the impact of strategic orientations on firm
performance. These moderators include market turbulence (Olavarrieta and Friedmann, 2008),
environmental dynamism (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005), competitive intensity (Kim, 2003), technological
change (Greenley, 1995), industry type and economic ideology (Sin et al., 2005), as well as cultural context
(Kirca et al., 2005). This paper adopts a country context. It has been argued that firms should pay close
attention to the economic conditions and cultural characteristics of a market, in addition to the nature and
usefulness of local resources (either physical or knowledge) in order to effectively implement their
marketing strategies (Douglas and Craig, 2011; Gaur et al., 2011). This study asks whether the importance

of different SOs differs across countries in terms of business growth.

Two countries are selected to serve as examples, namely Hungary and Finland. Hungary
represents a post-socialist emerging market, whereas Finland is characterized by a highly developed and
competitive economic atmosphere. Several Eurostat studies show that some differences exist between
Finland and Hungary with respect to the national distribution of SMEs and the way SMEs in these two
countries perceive the importance of different types of strategic orientations (European Commission,
2009a,b). Further, these findings show that Finland and Hungary have a similar structure of micro, small
and medium-sized enterprises, Finland having a slightly higher percentage of medium-sized firms than
Hungary. Finnish companies are better off than Hungarian SMEs in terms of indicators measuring SMEs’
innovation activity. Similarly the digital infrastructure and information content that enhances SMEs’ learning
capabilities is better in Finland than in Hungary. Finnish managers also seem to be more aggressive than
Hungarian managers in meeting the challenges occasioned by the intensifying competitive environment.
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There is some preliminary research evidence about strategic orientations in an international context.
Jaakkola et al. (2010a), for example, examine the interplay between strategic orientations, organizational
capabilities and business performance in a two-country setting, namely Finland and Hungary. Further,
Jaakkola et al. (2010b) explore the influence of four key strategic marketing concepts — market orientation,
innovation orientation, and two marketing capabilities (outside-in and inside-out capabilities) on company
performance. Tan (2010) isolates the role of culture and national differences in order to test their
relationship to entrepreneurial perceptions of environment and strategic orientations, and finds that national
differences have a more significant impact on entrepreneurial beliefs than cultural differences. The results
give us ample evidence of how strategic orientations drive performance in developed and developing
countries through different mechanisms. The reasons for this diversity disparity could be associated with
industry structure (Costello, 1993), firm characteristics (Calantone et al., 1996), managerial cognition of the
importance of certain strategic orientations (Jaakkola et al., 2010a) or the effects of competitive
environment (Tan, 2010).

Given that the first objective of our study is to examine the effect of six different strategic
orientations on SME growth simultaneously, the second objective is to explore if the effects vary in a
distinctively disparate two-country setting, namely that of Hungary and Finland. The differences observed
across the two national samples are discussed in the findings and discussions section of the study. We
hope that our results will open new avenues and encourage further research with greater numbers of

countries.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

2.1 Customer relationship orientation
Marketing deals with establishing, developing and commercializing long-term customer

relationships (Gronroos, 1989). Firms are interested in managing these relationships efficiently and
effectively as they have realized that customers are a source of value for them (Reinartz et al., 2004). The
basic assumption is that by being offered good quality customers become satisfied and eventually loyal,
generating steady and increasing revenue, thus enhancing profitability (Storbacka et al., 1994). However,
relationship profitability does not always follow customer satisfaction or loyalty. Consequently, it is important
to understand what sources of value are derived from customers and how the revenues could be increased

so that the firm’s performance is improved (Bolton et al., 2004).
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As nurturing relationships has become a top priority for most firms, researchers have put forward
concepts such as relationship orientation (Day, 2000), relationship marketing orientation (Camarero, 2007)
and customer relationship orientation (Jayachandran et al. 2005). All of these describe the firm’s
concentration on promoting profitable relationships and in this paper these terms are thus used
interchangeably. Customer relationships are seen as important business assets (e.g. Jayachandran et al.,
2005) and are consequently put at the centre of the business strategy (Sin et al., 2002). Such an orientation

pervades the firm’s mindset, values and norms and affects all interactions with the customer (Day, 2000).

It is suggested that relationship marketing orientation consists of six components, namely trust,
bonding, communication, shared value, empathy and reciprocity (Sin et al., 2002). These components have
been found to be focal when creating, maintaining and enhancing customer relationships. In addition, it is
proposed that a relationship marketing orientation is characterised by four types of investments:
communication, customization, preferential treatment and personal relationships (Camarero, 2007). When
focusing on enhancing customer relationships the role of information is emphasized. In communication,
information is shared, which in turn enables the formation of trust and commitment and thereby a lasting
desire to maintain a valued relationship (Jayachandran et al., 2005). Information is also used to provide
tailored products and services for customers (Camarero, 2007). The aim is to create a win-win situation for
both parties (Gronroos 1989). Thus, a customer relationship oriented enterprise is characterized as one
where 1) every employee believes that customer retention is essential, 2) customer information is shared
freely and 3) customers are served slightly differently according to how they are expected to create value in
the long run (Day, 2003). Consequently, this kind of firm creates, develops and maintains committed,
interactive and profitable relationships with selected customers (Camarero, 2007). Firms may adopt
relationship marketing orientation to varying extents. The level of adoption may depend, for example, on the

firm’'s competitive environment (Sin et al., 2005).

Relationship orientation is seen to improve firm performance. There seems to be a positive
relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty and further between loyalty and profitability
(Helgesen, 2006). In addition, the firm’s extent of relationship marketing orientation has been found to have
a positive effect on sales growth, customer retention, ROl and overall performance (Sin et al., 2002). Thus,

we hypothesize:

H1: Customer relationship orientation has a positive effect on business growth
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2.2 Innovation orientation

Drucker (1954) was one of the first to address the importance of innovativeness and stressed its
neglect in organizational research. According to many scholars, a firm must be innovative to survive in a
volatile environment (Johnson et al., 1997). This is in line with Hurley and Hult’s (1998) thinking according
to which firms with greater capacity to innovate will be more successful in responding to their environments
and developing new capabilities that lead to competitive advantage and superior performance. Jaworski
and Kohli (1993, p. 56.) suggest that, because “market orientation essentially involves doing something new
or different in response to market conditions, it may be viewed as a form of innovative behavior’. Although
Jaworski and Kohli do not explicitly address innovation in their model; in a subsequent work (Jaworski and
Kohli, 1996) they suggest that market orientation is an antecedent to innovation. In Hurley and Hult's (1998)
model innovation replaces organizational learning as the central mechanism by which organizations
develop capabilities and adapt to their environments. It is the orientation to innovation and the capacity to
implement innovations that determine whether the organization’s market and learning orientations will lead
to the development of the firm and the achievement of superior performance. Firm innovativeness is
positively related to firm performance, for example, in the studies by Calantone et al. (2002) and

Deshpandé et al. (1993). Consequently, we hypothesize:

H2: Innovation orientation has a positive effect on business growth

2.3 Learning orientation

Learning orientation influences the inclination of a firm to create and utilise all kinds of knowledge. It
furthermore affects the degree to which firms are likely to promote generative learning as a core
competence (Sinkula et al., 1997). Firms that have enhanced learning orientation are more willing to
question long-held assumptions about their fundamental operating philosophies (Senge, 1990; Slater and
Narver, 1995) and encourage, or even require, employees to constantly question the organizational norms
that guide their market information processing activities and organizational actions (Day, 1991; Sinkula,
1994; Sinkula et al., 1997). Furthermore, Huber (1991) defines organizational learning as the development
of knowledge or insights that have the potential to influence behaviour.

95



Argyris and Schon (1978) argue that organizational learning occurs by detecting a mismatch
between outcome and expectation, which refutes theories used by managers. When this occurs, the firm
moves to error correction, which results in a change in the theory in use. If the correction does not involve a
change in the organizational norms (e.g. mental models and dominant logics) guiding the firm’s behaviour,
single loop or adaptive learning is said to occur. If, however, the correction leads to a change in
organizational norms and if the learning results from proactive organizational behaviour not in direct
response to environmental events, then the learning is said to be doublelloop or generative (Argyris and
Schon, 1978; Sinkula, 1994). Higher order learning (i.e. generative, doublelloop learning) is required for
firms to unlearn obsolete market knowledge and norms (Nystrom and Starbuck, 1984). Such learning, as
Baker and Sinkula (1999) put it, “will better enable firms to not only accomplish within-paradigm
improvements (e.g., continuous improvement) but also paradigm shifts (e.g., breakthrough innovation)” (p.
413).

Calantone et al. (2002) report that a positive learning climate is beneficial for firms aspiring to
differentiate themselves from competitors through product development. Their findings replicate an
extensive body of research by Baker and Sinkula (1999) who find a positive relationship between learning

orientation and firm performance. Thus:

H3: Learning orientation has a positive effect on business growth

2.4 Entrepreneurial orientation

Entrepreneurial orientation describes an entrepreneurial approach to the styles, ways and practices
of decision-making (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005). Entrepreneurial firms are characterized as autonomous,
aggressive towards competition, proactive, innovative and willing to take risks (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996).
The three latter characteristics especially are considered to be part of entrepreneurial orientation (Wiklund
and Shepherd, 2005). However, it is argued that the characteristics may occur in different combinations
depending on the type of entrepreneurial opportunity the enterprise is faced with (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996).
Innovativeness refers to a firm’'s tendency to take on and foster new ideas and experimentation that may
result in new offerings or processes (Lumpkin and Dess 1996). Innovativeness is needed so that the firm
can fulfill potential customer needs (Li et al. 2008). Proactiveness relates to the firm’'s stance towards
competition and is demonstrated through a combination of proactive and aggressive moves, such as being
the first to introduce new products to markets or anticipating future demand and thus shaping the market
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(Keh et al., 2007). Proactiveness indicates a forward-looking perspective and a proactive firm is more like a
leader than a follower because of its willingness to seize new opportunities even if it is not the first one to do
SO (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). Furthermore, entrepreneurial firms are willing to take risks in hope of high
returns (Li et al., 2008). The firm’s propensity to take risks should be differentiated from that of the individual.
Firms may engage in risky projects that the members of the organization might as private persons prefer to
avert (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). In addition to these characteristics, firms with an entrepreneurial
orientation often also have good know-how in marketing and special attention is paid to customer
needrecognition, planning and long term performance (Smart and Conant, 1994).

Researchers are quite unanimous in that entrepreneurial orientation has a positive effect on firm
performance. Entrepreneurial firms seem to have a good combination of abilities in being quite analytic in
their decision making and resource allocation, willing to take risks, identifying customer needs and
engaging in strategic planning (Smart and Conant, 1994). Thus entrepreneurial orientation can be a source
of strategic renewal (Lumpkin and Dess 1996) and overall is seen to enhance competitive advantage and
market performance (Li et al. 2008). In addition to its direct effects, entrepreneurial orientation also affects
firm performance indirectly (Keh et al., 2007). For example, it can strengthen the impact of market
orientation on performance (Li et al., 2008). On the other hand, the relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation and performance may be mediated, for example, by information utilization (Keh et al., 2007). In
addition, external factors such as industry, market environment and internal factors, such as organizational
structure and entrepreneur’s characteristics, may influence the relationship between the two (Lumpkin and
Dess, 1996). It has been argued that firms with limited access to finance and a stable environment benefit
from entrepreneurial orientation the most; in other words, this orientation is useful when trying to overcome

environmental and resource constraints (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005). In this paper we hypothesize:

H4: Entrepreneurial orientation has a positive effect on business growth

2.5 Market orientation

Market orientation is defined as a culture that 1) places top priority on the profitable creation and
maintenance of superior customer value while considering the interests of other key stakeholders; and 2)
provides norms for behaviour regarding the organizational development of and responsiveness to market
information (Deshpandé et al., 1993; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990; Shapiro, 1988).
Furthermore, as Slater and Narver (1995) argue, because of its external emphasis on developing
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information about customers and competitors, the market-driven business is well positioned to anticipate
the developing needs of its customers and respond to them through the introduction of innovative products

and services.

Market orientation exists on a continuum characterized by the degree to which firms acquire,
disseminate, and respond to information collected from customers, channels, and competitors (Jaworski
and Kohli, 1993; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Kohli et al., 1993). It is generally accepted that market
orientation has some kind of effect (direct or indirect) on organizational performance. Both Narver and
Slater (1990) and Jaworski and Kohli (1993) find evidence of direct effects, while some other studies find
indirect effects (Diamantopoulos and Hart, 1993; Greenley, 1995). In this vein we hypothesize:

HS5: Market orientation has a positive effect on business growth

2.6 Brand orientation

Strong brands are said to provide firms with considerable benefits. Brands are credited with
improvements, inter alia, in customer loyalty, price premiums, entry barriers to competitors, and error
tolerance of customers (Doyle, 1989). These benefits are often associated with the concept of brand equity.
Two distinct yet causally interrelated layers of brand equity have been identified, namely customer-based
and company-based (Lassar et al., 1995). The company-based perspective addresses financial benefits of
branding and is dependent on a firm's capability to reach high levels of customer-based brand equity
(Ailawadi et al., 2003; Keller, 1993; Lassar et al., 1995). In his classic article, Keller (1993) suggests that
customerbased brand equity refers to consumers' familiarity with the brand and, furthermore, the favorability,

strength, and uniqueness of their brand associations.

Brands should operate as value propositions that are appealing to customers, but should also serve
to distinguish themselves from competitors (Ghodeswar, 2008). Firms pursuing a sustainable and
meaningful differentiation provided by brands thus benefit greatly from developing a market orientation.
However, firms engrossed in the external environment may not always succeed in branding. In his seminal
study on brand orientation, Urde (1999) criticizes market orientation for being excessively preoccupied with
satisfying customer needs, hence subjecting the brand identity to continuous adaptations to ever-changing

consumer trends.
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Brand orientation is said to represent an evolutionary step from market orientation (Reid et al.,
2005; Simdes and Dibb, 2001; Urde, 1999; Wong and Merrilees, 2007). While still paying attention to their
external environment, brand-oriented firms stress the need for longevity in branding. As Keller (2000) notes,
top brand performers continue to be relevant to changing customer needs, but are also consistent over time.
However, ensuring consistency is not an easy task. Ewing and Napoli (2005) note that although branding
has been examined from several perspectives, it is the combination of these lines of research that best
accounts for the comprehensive nature of brand orientation. Sharing this line of reasoning, a number of
other studies are agreed on brand orientation as a matter not restricted to the marketing department. Wong
and Merrilees (2007) argue for brand orientation as an integrative strand that permeates the whole
organization, thus representing an organizational mindset of committing to the brand (Wong and Merrilees,
2008).

The role of company personnel in brand development is worth stressing (Horan et al., 2011; Wong
and Merrilees, 2007), yet the initiative for brand orientation originates in top management (Baumgarth,
2010). Managers’ commitment to the brand should lead the organization to develop distinctive, functional,
value adding, and symbolic brand capabilities (Bridson and Evans, 2004) that together contribute to brand
orientation as an approach centred around brand identity development (Urde, 1999). Finally, given the
recently validated brand orientation-performance relationship (e.g. Baumgarth, 2010; Wong and Merrilees,
2008) and the transformation of customer brand preferences into financial performance (e.g. Ailawadi et al.,

2003), we come to hypothesize (Figure 1):

H6: Brand orientation has a positive effect on business growth
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Figure 1: Conceptual model and hypotheses
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3. DATA AND METHODS

An online questionnaire was designed based on the above literature review. Customer relationship
orientation was measured with 4 items derived from Jayachandran et al. (2005), while innovation orientation
followed the 6-item firm innovativeness scale by Calantone et al. (2002). Learning orientation was
measured with 4 items from Sinkula et al. (1997) and entrepreneurial orientation with 6 items based on
Smart and Conant (1994). In the case of market orientation we relied on Farrell et al. (2008) with 14
measure items. Finally, brand orientation was measured with 5 items derived from Wong and Merrilees
(2008). Independent variables were measured with seven-point Likert scale ranging from “totally disagree”
(1) to “totally agree” (7). The most frequently used measure for growth has been the change in the firm’s
turnover (e.g. Weinzimmer et al., 1998; Hoy et al., 1992; Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986). Thus, the
dependent variable, i.e. business growth, was measured with a single item measure “How has the firm’s
turnover changed in the 21st century” with a five-point scale in which 1="decreased significantly” and

5="increased significantly”.
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Altogether 820 and 300 effective responses were collected from Finnish and Hungarian SMEs
respectively. The data analysis followed four sequential steps. First, in order to define the factor structure
and remove items with low factor loadings and/or with possible crossloadings, an exploratory factor analysis
was conducted. Second, confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the discriminant validity of the
constructs. Third, invariance analysis was conducted in order to ensure that the measurement model yields
a comparable representation in both countries. Fourth, multigroup moderation analysis was conducted to

estimate the results on a country level and, in addition, the moderator effect of a country.

4. RESULTS

4.1 Exploratory factor analysis and discriminant validity

As the primary objective of the exploratory analysis was to identify the theory-driven latent
constructs represented in the original 39 measure items, the Maximum likelihood method with Varimax
rotation was used. First, a six factor solution was generated. Second, those items that did not load onto any
of the factors at a suggested minimal level of 0.30 (Hair et al., 2010) were deleted from the model. Third,
after respecifying the model factor loadings less than 0.50 were subsequently removed to improve factor
solution (Hair et al., 2010). After these steps 29 items remained in the model. These items generated a six-
factor solution with eigenvalues greater than one. However, three items with significant (>0.35) cross-
loadings remained in the model. After removal of these items as a fourth iteration step the respecified factor
model showed a six factor solution (eigenvalues greater than one) explaining 66.8 percent of the total
variance of the variables (Table 1). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy
(KM0O=0.929) and the Bartlett test of sphericity (p<0.001) confirmed that the analysis was appropriate.
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Table 1: EFA results

Measure items (Cronbach’s alpha) Factor Eigenvalue
loading

Customer relationship orientation (0.857) 1.242

In our organization, retaining customers is considered to be a top priority 0.747

Our employees are encouraged to focus on customer relationships 0.582

In our organization, customer relationships are considered to be a valuable 0.876
asset
Our senior management emphasizes the importance of customer relationships  0.741

Innovation orientation (0.846) 1.017
Our company frequently tries out new ideas 0.812
Our company seeks out new ways to do things 0.639
Learning orientation (0.905) 1.660

Our company basically agrees that our organization’s ability to learn is the key 0.753
to our competitive advantage
The basic values of this organization include learning as key to improvement ~ 0.818

The sense around here is that employee learning is an investment, not an 0.713

expense

Learning in my organization is seen as a key commodity necessary to 0.709
guarantee organizational survival

Entrepreneurial orientation (0.894) 3.087
Relative to our competitors, our company has higher propensity to take risks ~ 0.500

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher ability to identify 0.661
customer needs and wants

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher level of innovation 0.784

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher ability to persevere in 0.797

making our vision of the business a reality

Relative to our competitors, our company has higher ability to identify new 0.820
opportunities

Market orientation (0.837) 2.158
We measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently 0.597

We give close attention to after-sales service 0.631

We respond to competitive actions that threaten us 0.686

We target customers and customer groups where we have, or can develop,a 0.514
competitive advantage

Our company regularly discusses competitors’ strengths and strategies 0.648

Our employees share information within our business concerning competitors’  0.538
strategies

Brand orientation (0.967) 10.033
Building a brand is a focal part of our strategy 0.882

Building a brand is integrated in all our marketing 0.894

Building a brand is an essential part of our business operations 0.888

Brand is a valuable asset to us 0.833

Long-term brand building is a critical part of our success in the future 0.783




4.2 Multigroup invariance analysis

4.2.1 Configural invariance

To ensure that the measurement model yield equivalent representation in both countries, a
multigroup confirmatory factor analysis (see e.g. Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) was employed. A
series of multigroup invariance tests was conducted using AMOS 17 program. At the first stage, we focused
on confirming configural invariance, meaning that the same basic factor structure exists in both groups
(Hungary and Finland) studied (Hair et al., 2010). In testing for the validity of the 26-item model for both of
the countries, modification indices revealed exceptionally large correlations in error terms between measure
items 11-12, 13-14, 25-26, and between measure items 38 and 39. As suggested by Byrne (2004), these
error terms were subsequently specified as free parameters in the overall model and in the models for both
of the countries. In testing the configural invariance we first aimed to validate the constructs and their
discriminant validity in the overall model and in the models for the two countries. The internal consistency of
the constructs, measured with Cronbach’s alpha, showed high correlations among the individual measure
items of the factors in all of the three models, ranging from 0.797 to 0.974. Only one loading was <0.8. To
assess discriminant validity the square root of average variance extracted (AVE) for each SO was
compared to between-construct correlations. Discriminant validity is supported as the square root of AVE is

greater than the correlation with other constructs (Tables 2-4).

Table 2: Construct reliability, correlations and square root of AVE for the overall data

Construct Alpha | Composite | 1 2 3 4 5 6
reliability

1. Customer relationship orientation 0.857 | 0.871 0.7%4

(CRO)

2. Innovation orientation (10) 0.846 | 0.848 0.387 | 0.858

3. Learning orientation (LO) 0.846 | 0.894 0.584 | 0.579 | 0.823

4. Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) 0.894 |0.910 0.276 | 0.572 | 0.525 | 0.802

5. Market orientation (MO) 0.837 | 0.833 0.390 | 0.508 | 0.451 | 0.572 | 0.675

6. Brand orientation (BO) 0.967 | 0.965 0.264 | 0.416 | 0.356 | 0.502 | 0.611 | 0.921

Note: Square roots of AVE estimates are on the diagonal; correlations of the constructs are below the
diagonal
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Table 3: Construct reliability, correlations and square root of AVE for Hungary

Construct Alpha | Composite | 1 2 3 4 5 6
reliability

1. Customer relationship orientation 0.909 |0.913 0.972

(CRO)

2. Innovation orientation (10) 0.854 | 0.854 0.493 | 0.863

3. Learning orientation (LO) 0.941 |0.935 0.607 | 0.649 | 0.884

4. Entrepreneurial orientation (EQO) 0.910 | 0.923 0.324 | 0.603 | 0.567 | 0.884

5. Market orientation (MO) 0.878 | 0.876 0.537 | 0.649 | 0.585 | 0.705 | 0.736

6. Brand orientation (BO) 0.974 |0.972 0.357 | 0.484 | 0.363 | 0.582 | 0.682 | 0.935

Note: Square roots of AVE estimates are on the diagonal; correlations of the constructs are below the
diagonal

Table 4: Construct reliability, correlations and square root of AVE for Finland

Construct Alpha | Composite | 1 2 3 4 5 6
reliability

1. Customer relationship orientation 0.842 | 0.862 0.783

(CRO)

2. Innovation orientation (10) 0.843 | 0.847 0.329 | 0.857

3. Learning orientation (LO) 0.884 | 0.871 0.549 | 0.543 | 0.792

4. Entrepreneurial orientation (EQO) 0.887 | 0.904 0.250 | 0.561 | 0.497 | 0.794

5. Market orientation (MO) 0.797 | 0.795 0.303 | 0.454 | 0.382 | 0.567 | 0.630

6. Brand orientation (BO) 0.964 | 0.962 0.207 | 0.386 | 0.343 | 0.466 | 0.582 | 0.914

Note: Square roots of AVE estimates are on the diagonal; correlations of the constructs are below the
diagonal

Second, the Goodness-of-fit statistics of the baseline models are reported. The overall baseline
model indicates an excellent fit to the data (x2/df=2.879, CFI=0.976, RMSEA=0.041) as do the country level
models. Third, a model was created in which the tests for the validity of factorial structure were conducted
across the two groups simultaneously, in contrast to the separate tests conducted in baseline model phase.
This simultaneously estimated model provided the value against which all the subsequently specified
models were compared (Byrne, 2004). Goodness-of-fit statistics related to this two-group unconstrained
model (Step 2) are reported in Table 5. Note that, as expected, the chi-square value of 1253.41, with 560 df,
equals the sum of the two baseline country group models, and that the other fit indices (CFI=0.969,
RMSEA=0.033) show excellent fit across the two groups. All factor loadings for all strategic orientation
items were highly significant at the p<0.001 in both countries, and only three standardized factor loadings
were below 0.60 (the minimum loading being 0.492). Thus, it can be concluded that the model exhibited

configural invariance across the two countries.
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Table 5: Measurement invariance tests for Hungary versus Finland

Model fit measures

Model differences

Model tested X2 df x2/df | CFI RMSEA | Ax2 | Adf p

1 Separate groups

Overall 806.25 | 280 2.879 |0.976 | 0.041

Hungary 496.69 | 280 1.774 10.970 | 0.051

Finland 756.37 | 280 2.701 |0.968 | 0.046

2 Configural invariance 1253.41 | 560 2.238 | 0.969 | 0.033

(Comparative

model)

3 Factor loadings, variances, 1427.74 | 605 2.360 | 0.963 | 0.035 174,33 | 45 <0.001
covariances, and error covariances

constrained equal

4 Full metric invariance 1323.92 | 580 2.283 |0.967 | 0.034 7051 |20 <0.001
5 Final partial metric invariance 1273.63 | 574 2.219 |0.969 | 0.033 20.22 | 14 ns.

6 Full error covariance invariance 1282.62 | 578 2.219 |0.968 | 0.033 29.21 | 18 <0.05
7 Final partial error covariance 1279.36 | 577 2217 | 0.968 | 0.033 25.95 |17 ns.
invariance

8 Full factor variance invariance 1342.35 | 583 2.302 | 0.966 | 0.034 88.94 | 17 <0.001
9 Final partial factor variance 1314.92 | 582 2.259 | 0.967 | 0.034 88.94 | 22 <0.001

invariance

4.2.2 Fully constrained model

Byrne (2004) suggests that prior to testing for the equality of sets of measure items, it is always

advisable to test for the possibility that a fully constrained model is invariant across the groups examined.

This means specifying a model in which all factor loadings, all factor variances, all factor covariances and

the error covariances (four in our case) are equally constrained across the groups. Goodness-of-fit statistics

related to this fully constrained model are presented as Step 3 in Table 5. In testing the invariance the chi-
square value of 1427.74 (605 df) is compared with that of the unconstrained model (Step 2), x2(560) =
1253.41. This comparison yields a chi-square difference (A x2) value of 174.33 with Adf = 45, which is

statistically highly significant (p<0.001). This indicates that some equality constraints do not hold across the

two countries and that the invariance has to be tested in parts.
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4.2.3 Metric invariance

As the invariance of the fully constrained model across the two countries was rejected, the next
step in testing the validity of the model involves empirical comparison of the equivalence of the factor
loadings. This is a critical test of invariance and the degree to which this is met determines cross-group
validity beyond the basic factor structure (Hair et al., 2010). Thus, if a measure item meets the requirement
of metric invariance, different scores on the item can be meaningfully compared across countries, and
these observed differences in measure items are indicative of similar cross-national differences in the
construct in question (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998). In practical applications, full measurement
invariance often does not hold (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) and a general consensus has
developed that if two measure items per construct are found to be invariant, a satisfactory partial invariance
exists (Hair et al, 2010).

The full metric invariance was tested by constraining the factor loadings to be invariant across
countries. As Table 5 shows, there was a significant increase in chi-square between the model of configural
invariance and the model of full metric invariance (Ax2 (20) = 70.51, p<0.001), although the influence was
marginal in terms of alternative fit indices. Examination of the modification indices revealed that the
significant increase in chi-square was due to a lack of equality constraints in seven factor loadings, five (V3,
V17, V25, V38, V39) in Hungary and two (V2, V39) in Finland, of which V39 existed in both countries. Thus
full metric invariance was not supported, and for the test for partial metric invariance, the constraints on
these seven parameters were sequentially relaxed, starting with the loading that had the greatest
modification index. After all seven loadings were freed, the fit of the final model of partial metric invariance
was not significantly poorer than the fit of the configural invariance model (Ax2(14) = 20.22, p>0.10), and
CFl and RMSEA show excellent fit with 0.969 and 0.033 respectively. Thus, partial metric invariance is
supported.

4.2.4 Error covariance invariance

Once all the tests for the invariance of factor loadings were completed, the equivalence of the four
error covariances was tested, as suggested by Byrne (2004). The full error covariance invariance model in
which all four error covariances were constrained, was significant at the 0.05 level (p<0.05). After relaxing
the invariance constraint on the error covariance with the highest increase in chi-square, namely error

covariance between measure items 25-26, the resulting model was not significantly poorer than the fit of the
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configural invariance model (Ax2 (17) = 25.95, p>0.05). Thus partial error covariance invariance is

supported.

4.2.5 Factor variance invariance

Finally, the invariance of factor variances across the two groups was tested. The model of full factor
variance invariance, in which the variances of all the six factors are constrained equal, was compared to the
configural invariance model. Because the difference in chi-square value was significant (Ax2(23) = 88.94,
p<0.001) the full factor variance invariance was rejected. The modification indices indicated that this was
due to the difference in factor variance in learning orientation between Hungary and Finland. After removing
the invariance constraint on the LO factor variance for Hungary, the fit of the model improved but the
statistical difference from the configural invariance model remained significant (Ax2(22) = 61.51, p<0.001).
As no further modification indices for factor variances were suggested and as the CFl value decreased only
an insubstantial 0.002 and RMSEA only 0.001 compared to the configural invariance model, it can be
concluded that partial factor variance invariance is supported. Cheung and Rensvold (2002), for example,

suggest that a decrease smaller than 0.01 in CFI would qualify for partial invariance.

4.3 Path estimates and multigroup moderation analysis

Multigroup moderation analysis with pairwise tests of path coefficients were conducted in order to
estimate the impact of each of the strategic orientation on business growth in both Hungary and Finland,
and to estimate the statistical difference of the path coefficients between these two. The results show that
customer relationship orientation has a positive effect on business growth in both countries, supporting H1.
However, the countries are invariant in terms of this effect, i.e. in both countries the effect of customer
relationship orientation on business growth is equal. The results further suggest that in Hungary innovation
orientation and learning orientation have a significantly negative effect on business growth, while the effects
in Finland are non-significant. Thus, H2 and H3 are rejected.

It appears that entrepreneurial orientation has the greatest positive effect on business growth in
both of the countries. Thus, H4 is supported but it should be noted that the effect in Hungary is significantly
greater (with 95% confidence) than that in Finland. In case of market orientation the effect is negative in

Hungary and non-significant in Finland, similarly as with innovation orientation and learning orientation.
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Therefore, H5 is rejected. Moreover, the results show that the effect of brand orientation on business
growth is negative in Hungary but positive in Finland, the statistical difference being significant on a 95

percent confidence level. Hence H6 is rejected in Hungary but supported in Finland (Table 6).

Table 6: Results of the multigroup analysis

Path Hungary Finland Statistical
difference
Std. p-value Std. p-value
estimate estimate
CRO - Business growth 0.154 <0.01 0.089 <0.05 ns
IO — Business growth -0.107 <0.05 0.027 ns p<0.10
LO — Business growth -0.168 <0.005 -0.026 ns p<0.10
EO - Business growth 0.324 <0.001 0.167 <0.001 p<0.05
MO - Business growth -0.121 <0.05 0.059 ns p<0.10
BO — Business growth -0.106 <0.05 0.081 <0.05 p<0.05

Note: ns = non-significant

5. CONCLUSIONS

Our knowledge of how different strategic orientations (SOs) simultaneously influence business
growth, and whether these effects differ across countries, is just emerging. The empirical findings of our
study represent an important first step in this respect. The study contributes to the growing awareness that
successful firms are likely to adopt multiple orientations simultaneously (Berthon et al., 2008; Grinstein,
2008). However, although researchers acknowledge the positive complementary effects of such SOs as
entrepreneurial orientation and market orientation (Matsuno et al., 2002), they also have expressed some
doubts about the invariable beneficiality of, for example, market orientation (Voss and Voss, 2000; Zhou et
al., 2005). This study contributes to this discussion as our findings suggest that the benefits of different

strategic orientations are not as unequivocal as often claimed.

Many studies report that there are cross-national differences in the factors affecting firm
performance (e.g. Lussier and Pfeifer, 2000; Yusuf, 1995). In this study, two European countries, namely
Finland and Hungary, with different economic and political backgrounds were selected for a cross-national
comparison. According to the results, customer relationship orientation and entrepreneurial orientation

affect business growth positively in both Finland and Hungary. With respect to customer relationship
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orientation, no statistically significant differences (i.e. moderating effects) between Finland and Hungary
were found. This finding suggests that firms operating in both countries should pay equal attention across
these markets to creating and nurturing long-term customer relations. Our results thus contradict those of
the study of Sin et al. (2005), where it was found that economic ideology moderates the causal relation
between relationship marketing orientation and firm performance so that this relationship is stronger in
Mainland China (a transitional economy similar to that of Hungary) than in Hong Kong (a capitalist

economy; similar to that of Finland).

With regard to entrepreneurial orientation, the effect on business growth is likewise positive.
However, it was found to vary by country so that in Hungary the effect is stronger than in Finland. This
finding implies that in Hungary, representing an emerging market with less developed economic
environment, firm growth is achieved through a propensity to take risks and identify business opportunities
currently not exploited by competitors. In Finland, a country characterized by a high level of capitalism and
developed market structure, the role of entrepreneurial orientation is significantly smaller. In the study by
Wiklund and Shepherd (2005), it was found that entrepreneurial orientation is most beneficial to firms facing
severe constraints in terms of limited access to finance and a stable environment. They suggest that
entrepreneurial orientation can be used to overcome environmental and resource constraints and that
enterprises in these circumstances can become superior performers if they adopt high levels of

entrepreneurial orientation. The results of our study point to similar conclusions.

As we proceed to other SOs, somewhat unsettled results emerge. Whereas a body of literature
suggests that innovation orientation (Calantone et al., 2002; Deshpandé et al., 1993), learning orientation
(Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Calantone et al., 2002), market orientation (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Narver
and Slater, 1990) and brand orientation (Baumgarth, 2010; Wong and Merrilees, 2008) each hold a positive
effect on firm performance, no such effects were found in this study. Innovation orientation, learning
orientation and market orientation all had a negative effect on business growth in Hungarian SMEs. In the
Finnish sample, these effects were found to be statistically non-significant. The Chi-square difference test
reveals these between-country differences statistically significant (all with 90% confidence), thus evidencing
a moderating effect of a country. Although the effects of the aforementioned SOs vary by country, a
simplified conclusion suggests that it would be counterproductive to adopt these SOs in neither of the two

countries.

The results regarding innovation orientation, learning orientation and market orientation are indeed
somewhat surprising and differ from with some earlier findings reported in the literature. For example, Sin et
al. (2005) report results according to which market orientation has a stronger impact on performance in

Hong Kong (a capitalist economy) than in Mainland China (a transitional economy). However, results
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supportive of (some of) our findings have also been reported. The studies by Greenley (1995) and later
Perry and Shao (2002), to name a few, report no evidence of positive effects of market orientation on firm
performance. Some possible explanations for our findings are offered later on. Finally, the results show that
the effect of brand orientation is opposite in the two countries we studied. In Hungary, brand orientation has
no positive performance benefits, whereas in Finland, the effect appears positive. The Chi-square test
results confirm this pattern as country-dependent (i.e. moderated by a country, 95% confidence). Such a
difference might be attributable to differences in disposable income in our sample countries. Schuh (2007)
discusses the differences between countries of Central and Eastern Europe and Western Europe,
concluding that Central and Eastern European consumers have less disposable income than consumers in

Western markets, thus favouring the “value for money” criterion over brand names.

Overall, the findings of this study are interesting and respond to the call in Grinstein (2008) for
research addressing multiple orientations simultaneously, yet necessitate further explanation. Besides the
problems associated with cross-sectional studies addressing the market orientation-performance
relationship (we argue that these limitations are equally applicable to other SOs), as discussed in a recent
study by Rong and Wilkinson (2011), three additional reasons for the limited support to the research

hypotheses are suggested. They also carry a suggestion for possible directions of future research.

First, different SOs provide firms with distinct benefits. In consequence, identifying a common
measure of beneficiality other than business growth appears challenging. For example, the immediate
benefits of brand orientation relate to such concepts as customer brand loyalty and awareness (Wong and
Merrilees, 2008), whereas innovation orientation is credited with new organizational capabilities (Hurley and
Hult, 1998). Although some overlapping benefits are likely to exist (e.g. customer relationship orientation
contributing to customer brand loyalty), it is business growth that is argued to provide a common ground for
simultaneous examination of multiple SOs. However, using business growth as a dependent variable
entails two notable limitations. (a) Various SOs may contribute to business growth, but not directly. Instead,
it is likely that there are mediating variables, thus dissipating the direct effects on business growth. (b) Not
all SMEs are growth-oriented. For those firms, being successful means something other than high growth
figures. The latter issue becomes important especially when managers with different business objectives

evaluate the benefits of different SOs.

Second, one should not ignore the characteristics of SME marketing. Marketing practices of SMEs
are regarded as less coordinated than those of their larger counterparts (Gilmore et al., 2001). However, a
literature review suggests that most researchers associate different SOs with systematic, coordinated and
goal-oriented patterns of thought and behaviour, thus conflicting with the business reality of most SMEs.

Developing and integrating different SOs in organizational structures may be something rarely found in
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small firms. Consequently, building the study on models and measurement scales developed in the context
of large firms carries a risk of inaccuracy if and when applied to an SME context. Third, in this study, all the
SOs were put on the same line. The literature, however, suggests that some SOs are antecedents of others
(e.g. Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Reid et al., 2005), thus influencing other SOs directly, but business growth
only indirectly. We urge researchers to take these issues into account. We are also confident that our
findings provide some valuable directions for future research to enhance the understanding of the
performance benefits of different SOs. Moreover, the results offer new insights into SME marketing and
represent a first step in understanding the simultaneous effects of SOs in an international context.
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Fostering an organization culture or mindset that would show strategic direction to a firm is one of
the most critical issues of top management. With the implementation of a proper strategic orientation the
top management is more likely to adopt a more narrowly defined strategic focus. Our study is focusing on
two competing strategic orientations, namely market orientation and brand orientation and investigates how
these orientations foster market and brand performance development. We furthermore posit that
organizational learning would help with the implementation of these orientations within the organization. To
sum up our findings, we can state that market orientation is a balanced way of fuffilling organizational
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1. Introduction

Fostering an organization culture or mindset that would show strategic direction to a firm in
pursuing its goals is one of the most critical issues of top management (Urde, 1994). With the
implementation of these strategic orientations the top management is more likely to adopt @ more narrowly
defined strategic focus (Wong—Merrilees, 2007) that would help a firm to reach its goals in the long run.
There are, however, many strategic orientations that might lead to successful implementation of business
strategies (see Laukkanen et al., 2011). Out of these orientations two have been extensively attracted
researchers’ attention in the past: market orientation and brand orientation, respectively. Market orientation
represents a culture that aims to create opportunities that help to satisfy customer preferences within the
resource and skill constraints of the firm (Kohli—Jaworski, 1990; Narver—Slater, 1990; Day, 1994). Brand
orientation, on the other hand, is “a mindset that ensures that the brand will be recognized, featured and

favored in the marketing strategy” (Wong—Merrilees, 2008, p. 374.).

As Wong and Merrilees (2007) argue brand orientation or brand strategy must be built on the
foundations of market orientation. Urde (1994, 1999) however argues that this view is rather uncomplicated
and a short-term focused business approach. He implies that brand orientation goes one step further —
calling it market orientation ‘plus’ — as it takes competition into consideration more deeply. Fostering the
adaptation of a new organizational culture, however, puts tremendous amount of load on every member of
the organization, because of the difficulties associated with the change that pertains to norms, values and
assumptions that have been embedded in the organization for a long time (Harris, 2001; 2002). Senior or
middle-level managers and front-line personnel have to go through a long transformation period as they
accept values and norms brought by the “new” culture (Harris—Ogbonna, 1999). This transformation is
guided by the learning ability of the organization (Argyris—Schdn, 1978; Sinkula, 1994).To the best of our
knowledge there are, however, no studies that examine the interplay of learning orientation, market

orientation and brand orientation and how this nomological network drives performance development.

Our study fills this gap by focusing on two competing strategic orientations, namely market
orientation and brand orientation that both place similarly high constraints on organizational members when

implementing successfully within the organization. We posit that both market orientation and brand
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orientation are capable of delivering superior value in terms of market and brand performance. We
furthermore hypothesize that organizational learning would help with the implementation of these
orientations within the organization. Based on these ideas we can formulate our research questions as
follows: Is there any difference in how market and brand orientation affect market and brand performance?

What role does organizational learning play in fostering market and brand orientation?

2. Theoretical Background & Hypotheses Development

2.1. Learning orientation

Hubert (1991) defines organizational learning as the development of knowledge or insights that
have the potential to influence behavior. Argyris and Schon (1978) argue that organizational learning occurs
by detecting a mismatch of outcome to expectation, which disconfirms theory in use. When this occurs, the
firm moves to error correction, which results in a change in theory in use. Learning orientation furthermore
influences the inclination of the firm to create and use all kinds of knowledge (Sinkula et al., 1997). It also
influences the degree to which firms are likely to promote generative learning as a core competence
(Sinkula et al., 1997). Furthermore, as Senge (1990) and Narver and Slater (1995) argue firms that have
enhanced learning orientation are more willing to question long-held assumptions about their fundamental

operating philosophies.

2.2. Learning orientation and market orientation

Market orientation is defined as a culture that 1) places the highest priority on the profitable creation
and maintenance of superior customer value while considering the interests of other key stakeholders; and
2) provides norms for behavior regarding the organizational development of and responsiveness to market
information (Deshpandé—Farley—Webster, 1993; Kohli—Jaworski, 1990; Narver—Slater, 1990). Furthermore,
as Slater and Narver (1995) argue, because of its external emphasis on developing information about
customers and competitors, the market-driven business is well positioned to anticipate the developing
needs of its customers and respond to them through the addition of innovative products and services. Slater
and Narver (1995) propose that market orientation and learning orientation are essentially inseparable, as a
single-minded focus on customers, channels, and competitors without the ability to engage in higher order
learning may inhibit the generation of breakthrough concepts, systems and procedures. In line with Slater
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and Narver (1995), Baker and Sinkula (1999) find strong relationship between learning orientation and
market orientation. More recently Paladino (2007; 2008) and Jaakkola et al. (2010) empirically identify the

link between the two constructs. Following this line of reasoning we hypothesize that:

H1: Learning orientation has a positive effect on market orientation.

2.3. Learning orientation and brand orientation

Baumgarth (2010) proposes a new model of brand orientation. The author builds upon the market
orientation literature where two perspectives of market orientation have been emerged (“cultural” vs.
‘behavioral’, see Jaworksi—Kohli, 1996), and translates the resulting framework to the branding context.
The proposed model incorporates Schein’s (1992) model of corporate culture that distinguishes three layers
labeled “values”, “norms” and “artifacts”, supplemented by a fourth component, defined as “behaviors”.
According to Schein there is a causal chain from the abstract values layer to the behaviors layer. Hankinson
(2002) posits that brand oriented values are supported by the belief in the brand as an important factor in
corporate success. Such values can work effectively in guiding the execution of brand strategy, but only if
they are understood and accepted by the individual actors in the organization (Baumgarth, 2010;
Homburg—Pflesser, 2000). According to Sinkula et al. (1997) learning orientation is reflected by a set of
knowledge questioning values. Firms with strong learning orientation encourage, or even require
employees to constantly question the organizational norms that guide their everyday behavior (Day, 1991;
Sinkula, 1994; Sinkula, et al., 1997). Based on these ideas we can argue that an organization’s learning
capabilities revolve around its 1) commitment to learn, 2) open-mindedness, and 3) shared vision that
would foster a brand oriented mindset to spread throughout the organization (Day, 1991; Senge, 1990;
Sinkula et al., 1997; Wong—Merrilees, 2008). In line with this reasoning we can formulate our hypothesis as

follows:

H2: Learning orientation has a positive effect on brand orientation.

2.4. The effect of market orientation on market and brand performance

Market orientation exists on a continuum characterized by the degree to which firms acquire,

disseminate, and respond to information collected from customers, channels and competitors
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(Jaworski—Kohli, 1993; Kohli—Jaworski, 1990; Kohli et al., 1993). It is generally accepted that market
orientation has some kind of effect (direct or indirect) on organizational performance. Both Narver and
Slater (1990) and Jaworski and Kohli (1993) found evidence of direct effects. Market orientation can create
a loyal customer base and increase the awareness that can reduce marketing costs and raise the price
premium (Wong—Merrilees, 2007). Other authors argue that consistent marketing support (i.e., market
orientation) is required for brands to be successful (Keller, 2000; Wong—Merrilees, 2007). Following this line
of reasoning we can argue that a concentrated marketing approach can directly influence both market and

brand performance that leads us to formulate the following hypotheses:

H3a: Market orientation has a positive effect on market performance.

H3b: Market orientation has a positive effect on brand performance.

2.5. The effect of brand orientation on brand and market performance

According to Wong and Merrilees (2008) “brand orientation is a mindset that ensures that the brand
will be recognized, featured and favored in the marketing strategy”. (p. 374.) The literature on brand
orientation builds on the idea that brand orientation is the driving force for firms that consider branding a
significant issue in business decisions and in setting directions (Simoes—Dibb, 2001). This is based on the
idea that emphasis on brand orientation is placed on an integrated effort from all departments from within
the firm. It goes beyond the sole responsibility of marketing people and includes everyone from top
management to front-line employees (Wong—Merrilees, 2007). Wong and Merrilees (2007) examine the
relationship between marketing strategy and brand performance, while Wong and Merrilees (2008) set out
to investigate the brand orientation-brand performance relationship. Both studies find positive and
significant relationship between variables investigated. Furthermore, Tuominen et al. (2009) hypothesize
and confirm that brand-oriented and market-oriented activities are related positively to brand performance.
Ewing and Napoli (2005) and Napoli (2006) on the other hand posit that brand orientation has a significant
effect on business performance and find positive and significant relationship between the variables. Based
on these results we can formulate the following hypotheses:

H4a: Brand orientation has a positive effect on brand performance.

H4b: Brand orientation has a positive effect on market performance.
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We build our conceptual model based on the literature review. We posit that learning orientation is
an antecedent to market orientation and brand orientation. We furthermore argue that both market and
brand orientation have positive effect on market and brand performance. The formulated hypotheses are

also pictured in the figure with the expected relationships in parentheses.

Figure 1 Conceptual framework

Market Hza(+)
H(+) orientation Market
performance
, Hap(+)
Learning
orientation
Han(+)
Brand
erformance
Ha(+) Brand P
orientation Haa(+)
3. Data & Variables

An on-line questionnaire was designed containing the scales taken from the literature. Learning
orientation was measured with 4 items from Sinkula et al. (1997), market orientation by 14 items taken from
Farrell et al. (2008), and brand orientation scale contained 5 items derived from Wong and Merrilees (2008).
Market and brand performance were both measured with 4 item scales. The scales were derived from
Narver and Slater (1990) and Wong and Merrilees (2008), respectively. Learning, market and brand
orientation were measured with seven-point Likert scale with the following anchor points: 1="totally agree’,
7="totally disagree’. Market and brand performance were assessed with five-point Likert scale, ranging from
1= ‘clearly poorer’, to 5='clearly better’. Data collection was performed at the beginning of 2011 among
small and medium sized enterprises. Altogether 300 viable responses were collected.

5. Methods & Results

The data analysis followed three sequential steps: 1) exploratory factor analysis to define the factor

structure, 2) confirmatory factor analysis to assess the convergent validity of latent constructs, and 3)
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structural equation modeling for hypotheses testing. The main objective of exploratory factor analysis was
to derive the theory-drive latent constructs represented by 31 items. For this purpose the Maximum
likelihood method with Varimax rotation was selected. A five factor solution was generated and items
deleted where factor loadings did not reach the expected level of .30 suggested by Hair et al. (2006). After
respecifying the model, factor loadings less than .50 (referred to as practical significance by Hair et al.,
2006) were removed from the factor structure. After this step 27 items remained in the model forming a five
factor solution with eigenvalues greater than one that explained 70.07 percent of the total variance. The
Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (KMO=0.946) and the Bartlett test of sphericity
(p<0.001) confirmed that the fit was appropriate. The internal consistency of the constructs, measured with
Cronbach’s alpha showed high correlations among the individual measure items of the constructs (0.825 to
0.971).

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed to validate the factor structure derived in the EFA
phase and to assess the discriminant validity of latent constructs (see APPENDIX 1). Discriminant validity
was computed as follows: the square root of average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct was
compared to the correlation coefficient with other latent constructs. Discriminant validity is supported if the
square root of AVE for a given construct is greater than the correlation with other constructs. Composite
reliabilities (CR) range from 0.818 to 0.980 indicating high reliability and internal consistency. Next, a
structural equation model was built using AMOS 18 to test the hypotheses derived. The overall model fit
indices show a reasonable fit to the data (see Hair et al., 2006, p. 753.). The structural model was able to
explain 19.1 percent of the variance in market performance and 73.2 percent of the variance in brand
performance. Moreover, learning orientation explains 34.4 percent of the variance in market orientation and
13.3 percent of the variance in brand orientation. The findings of the structural equation modeling are
presented in Table 1. They reveal that out of six hypotheses represented in the conceptual model five were
supported unequivocally. Only the ‘Brand orientation — Market performance’ relationship was negative and

significant.
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Table 1 Results of the structural equation modeling

Hypothesis  Relationship Beta t-value Hypothesis supported
H1 (+) Learning orientation — Market orientation 0.587 6.653*** Yes
H2 (+) Learning orientation — Brand orientation ~ 0.365 4.345*** Yes
H3a (+) Market orientation — Market 0.540 4.694*** Yes
performance

H3b(+)  Market orientation — Brand performance 0.343 ~ 4.147**  Yes
H4a (+) Brand orientation — Market performance  -0.226 ~ -2.111*  No
H4b (+)  Brand orientation — Brand performance  0.599 6.882"*  Yes

Note: ** p < 0.05, ** p < 0.001

5. Discussion & Conclusions

Our findings indicate that learning orientation is an antecedent to market orientation and brand
orientation. Learning orientation, however, explains a bigger part of variance in market orientation than in
brand orientation. This means that learning orientation and market orientation are interrelated constructs.
And this interrelatedness is stronger than the connectedness between learning orientation and brand
orientation. This could mean that fostering a market oriented mindset throughout the organization is easier
when members of the organization are committed to learning, are open-minded and share a common vision
about the organization’s future goals. About the performance consequences of market and brand
orientation we can state that market orientation positively drives both market focused and brand focused
organizational goals, although not as strongly as brand orientation. Brand orientation is significantly a more
powerful predictor of brand performance compared to market orientation, but somewhat unexpectedly, it
has negative effect on market performance. This is surprising and needs further investigation since theory
proposes that brand oriented firms would similarly fulfill market focused performance goals. By investigating
the scales of market and brand performance used in this study, we can argue that the market performance
measure represents a more diverse set of indicators, whereas items for brand performance converge
towards a well focused direction of brand value building, and that could be the reason for the negative
regression coefficient. Nevertheless, we have to perform a deeper literature review to find the right answer
or modify the baseline model to examine if this relationship holds constant by adding extra variables. To
sum up our findings, we can state that market orientation is a balanced way of fulfilling organizational
performance goals, but if firms need a concentrated effort to increase the brand value they need to foster a

mindset within the organization that is more focused on branding issues.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1

Bivariate correlations and square root of average variance extracted

Construct Reliability 1 2 3 4 5

1. Learning orientation 0.926 0.761

2. Market orientation 0.917 0.571 0.536

3. Brand orientation 0.971 0.344 0.569 0.871

4. Market performance 0.825 0.219 0.327 0.192 0.538

5. Brand performance 0.835 0.380 0.625 0.746 0.296 0.488
Goodness-of-fit statistics
X2 (182)  p-value GFI NFI CFl RMSEA

289149  p<0.001 0.849 0.901 0.960 0.063

Note: Square roots of AVE estimates are on the diagonal; correlations of the construct are below the
diagonal; correlation coefficients are all significant at p < 0.01 level.
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MELLEKLETEK

|. sz. melléklet

A kis- és kbzépvallalatok eréforrasaink és képességeinek teljesitményre gyakorolt hatasanak vizsgalatara
hasznalt mérbskalak

A KULONBOZO ORIENTACIOK ESZLELESEVEVEL KAPCSOLATOS SKALAK

Az alabbiakban kulonboz6 allitasok soraval talalkozik. Kérjuk, értékelje azokat vallalata mindennapos
mUkodéese szempontjabal.

Ugyfél-kapcsolati orientacio

(Jayachandran, Sharma, Kaufman & Raman, 2005)

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemz6, 7 = Teljes
mértékben jellemz6
1 2 '3 4 |5 |6 |7
1| Vallalatunknal az tigyfelek megtartasa kiemelt O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
célnak szamit.
2 | Dolgozoinkat batoritjuk, hogy figyeljenek az O O o oo o0 o
ugyfelekkel fenntartott kapcsolatokra.
3 | Vallalatunknal az ligyfelekkel fenntartott O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
kapcsolatok értékes eszkoznek tekinthetok.
4 | Fels6vezetdink az tgyfélkapcsolatok O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
fontossagat hangoztatjak.

Innovacidra iranyul6 orientacid
(Calantone, Cavusgil & Zhao 2002, 5-10 kérdések; Mika Pasanen, 11-12 kérdések)

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemz0, 7 = Teljes
mértékben jellemzé
1 2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
5 | Vaéllalatunk gyakran probal ki uj otleteket. O O o oo o0 o
6 | Vallalatunk uj utakat keres céljai O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
megvalositasaban.
7 | Vallalatunk kreativ a mikodest érint6 O 0o |Oo 0o o oo
mabdszerek kifejlesztésében.
8 | Vallalatunk gyakorta jelenik meg elséként a O O o oo o0 o
piacon Uj termékekkel és szolgaltatasokkal.
9 | Vallalatunk dolgozdi az innovaciét tulsagosan O O O 0O |0 0O 0O
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kockazatosnak tartjak, ezért kertlik azt.

10 | A piacra bevezetett Uj termékeink szama nét O o o oo o
az elmult 6t évben.
11 | Véllalatunk olyan O o o oo o

termékekkel/szolgaltatasokkal rendelkezik,
melyek teljesen Ujak a piac szdmara.

12 | Termékeink/szolgaltatasaink a piacon O o o oo o
egyedinek szamitanak.

Tanulasi orientacio
(Sinkula et al., 1997)

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemz6, 7 = Teljes
mértékben jellemzd

1 2 |3 |4 |5 |6

13 | Vallalatunk egyetért azzal, hogy a szervezet O O O oo 0
versenyképességének egyik kulcstényezéje a
tanulasi képesség.

14 | Afejlédés kulcsa szervezetiink szaméra a O O O oo 0
folyamatos tanulas.

15 | Szervezetiinkben azt tartjuk, hogy a dolgozdk O O O oo 0
tanulasra forditott ideje beruhazas, nem
pedig koltség.

16 | A tanulas garancia szervezetiink tiléléséhez. O O O 0O 0O 0

Véllalkozoi orientacio
(Smart & Conant, 1994)

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemz0, 7 = Teljes
mértékben jellemzé

1 2 |3 |4 |5 |6

17 | Versenytarsainkhoz képest vallalatunk O O O oo 0
nagyobb hajlandoségot érez arra, hogy
kockazatot vallaljon.

18 | Versenytarsainkhoz képest vallalatunk O 0O |Oo 0o o g
gyakrabban folytat stratégiai tervezési
tevékenységet.

19 | Versenytarsainkhoz képest vallalatunk jobb O 0O |Oo 0o o g

képessegekkel rendelkezik a fogyasztoi
szlkségletek és igények azonositasaban.

20 | Versenytarsainkhoz képest vallalatunk O 0O |Oo 0o o g
magasabb innovacios szintet ér el.
21 | Versenytarsainkhoz képest vallalatunk O O O oo 0

magasabb fokon képes Uzleti vizidjat a
gyakorlatban megvalésitani.

22 | Versenytarsainkhoz képest vallalatunk jobb O O O oo 0
képességekkel rendelkezik az Uj piaci
lehet6ségek feltarasaban.




Piaci orientacié
(Farell et al., 2008)

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemz6, 7 = Teljes

mértékben jellemzd

1

2

3

23

Uzleti céljainkat a fogyasztoi sziikségletek
kielégitése vezérli.

O

O

O

24

A fogyasztoi sziikségletek kielégitésére
iranyulé elkotelezédéslinket folyamatosan
mérjuk.

O

O

O

25

Versenyel6nytnk fenntartasara iranyuld
stratégiank fogyasztdink szlikségleteinek
megértésén alapul.

26

Uzleti stratégiank a fogyasztéknak nydjtandé
nagyobb érték eléallitasaval kapcsolatos
meggy6zédésen alakul.

27

Rendszeresen és szisztematikusan mérjuk
fogyasztbink elégedettségét.

28

Az értékesités utani szolgaltatasokra jelentds
hangsulyt fektetlnk.

29

Valaszolunk azokra a versenytarsaktol
érkez0 |lépésekre, melyek fenyegetést
jelentenek szdmunkra.

30

Azon fogyaszt6i csoportot vagy csoportokat
célozzuk meg, ahol kompetitiv
versenyelénnyel rendelkezlnk, vagy azt
potencialisan kiépithetjlk.

31

Vallalatunk rendszeresen megvitatja a
versenytarsak er6sségeit s gyengeségeit.

32

Fels6vezetéink személyes kapcsolatot
apolnak fogyasztdinkkal.

33

Megosztjuk egymassal a kellemes és
kellemetlen fogyasztdi tapasztalatokat.

34

Minden vallalati részlegunk integralva van
célpiacaink szukségleteinek kielégitése
céljabol.

35

Véllalatunk tudja, szervezetlink dolgozdi
hogyan képesek hozzajarulni a fogyasztoi
érték eléallitasahoz.

36

A dolgozok megosztjak egymas kozott a
versenytarsak stratégiajarél sz61é
informécidkat.
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Marka orientacio

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemz0, 7 = Teljes
mértékben jellemzé

1 2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7

37 | A markaépités stratégiank kozponti elemét O O o oo o0 o
adja.

38 | A markaépités minden marketing O O o oo o0 o
tevékenyseglnk szerves részeét képezi.

39 | A markaépités lzleti mikddéslnk egyik O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
alapvetd jellemzéje.

40 | A mérka szamunkra fontos vagyontargy. O O 0O 0O |0 0 0

41 | A hosszu tavi markaépités jovibeni sikerink O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
kulcsa.

42 | Tisztaban vagyunk markank fébb értékeivel. O O (O O 0O O 0

43 | A markahoz kapcsolodo értékek vezérlik a O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
marketingkommunikacio tartalmat és
végrehajtasat.

44 | A markankhoz kapcsolddo értékek O O |0 0o o oo
kulonboznek legfébb versenytarsaink
markainak értékeitl.

45 | Vizuélis megjelenésiink kifejezi a O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
markankhoz kapcsolddd értékeket.

46 | Dolgozoinkkal megvitatjuk a markankhoz O O o oo o0 o
kapcsolodo értékeket.

47 | Arra biztatjuk dolgozdinkat, hogy markankhoz O O o oo o0 o
kapcsolodo éertékek szerint cselekedjenek.

48 | Marketingtevékenységlnknek kdszdnhetben O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
elértiik az imazzsal kapcsolatosan kit(izott
céljainkat.

49 | Vallalatunk j6 hirnévvel rendelkezik. O O O 0O |0 0O 0O

50 | Vallalatunk nagy vasarloi markahtséggel O O o oo o0 o
rendelkez6 fogyasztdi kort épitett ki.

51 | Méarkank magas méarkaismertséggel O O 0O o0o|go o0 o
rendelkezik a piacon.
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[I. Er6forrasok
Mit gondol a vallalat eréforrasaival kapcsolatban megfogalmazott alabbi allitasokrol?

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemz0, 7 = Teljes mértékben jellemzd

Markank fejlesztésére. | A piaci intelligencia A fogyasztoi
osszegyljtésére, kapcsolatok
vallalaton beluli létrehozésara és
terjesztésére és a fenntartasara.
valaszlépések
kialakitasara.
1/2/3/4/5/6,7/1/2/3/4/5/6,7/1/2/3/ 4567
52 | Elegendéidével O O O O OO OO OO OO OO OO O O O O O
rendelkezlnk.
53 | Elegendd Oo0o0o0ooooooooooooooooaoao
pénzlink van.
54 | Elegendd O00000o0oo0ooooooooooooaoao
informécioval
rendelkezlnk.
55 | Elegendd O00000o0oo0ooooooooooooaoao
tudassal
rendelkezlnk.
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[1l. Vallalkozéi és vallalati jellemzék
56 A vallalaton bellli pozici6

1 Véllalkozé

2 Vezetdi pozicio

3 Szakertd

4 Tisztvisel6 (hivatalnok)

5 Alkalmazott

57 Legmagasabb iskolai végzettség
1 Altalanos iskolai végzettség

2 Szakkozeép iskolai végzettség

3 Kozépiskolai végzettség

4 Foiskolai végzettség

5 Miszaki féiskolai végzettség

6 Mlegyetemi végzettség

7 Egyetemi végzettség

58 Korabbi marketing tanulmanyok

1 Marketing diploméaval rendelkezem

2 Fels6foku tanulmanyaim soran kapcsolatba kertltem marketinges targyakkal
3 Kulon tréningen szereztem marketing-képesitésem

4 Révid ideig tartd marketing tréningen vettem részt

5 Nem vettem részt marketing jellegii oktatason

59 A vallalat altal leginkabb kiszolgalt piac
1 Helyi piac

2 Regionélis piac

3 Nemzeti piac

4 Nemzetkozi piac

60 Fogyasztdink tobbsége
1 Més vallalat vagy korméanyzat
2 Egyéni fogyaszt6

61 Fébb tevekenységi teriletlink alapjan
1 Termel6 vallalat vagyunk
2 Szolgéltato vallalat vagyunk

62 Vallalatunk a kévetkez0 agazatban tevékenykedik
1 MezGgazdasag, erdészet és halaszat

2 Banyéaszat és kéfejtés

3 Gyartas

4 Villamosenergia-, gaz- és gozellatas

5 Vizellatas, csatornazas, hulladékgazdalkodas, karmentesités
6 Epitsipar

7 Nagy- és kiskereskedelem

8 Szallitas és raktarozas

9 Vendeéglatas

10 Informaci6 és kommunikacid

11 Pénzugyi és biztositasi tevékenység

12 Ingatlanugyek
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13 Szakmai, tudoméanyos, mlszaki tevékenyséeg

14 Adminisztrativ és szolgaltatast tdmogatd tevékenység
15 Kdzigazgatas és védelem

16 Oktatas

17 Human-egészséguigyi és szociélis ellatas

18 Muvészet, szérakoztatas, szabadidd

19 Egyéb szolgaltatasok

20 Haztartasi termékek és szolgaltatasok elballitasa
sajat fogyasztasra

63 A vallalkozas inditasanak eve
64 Atlagosan hany embert foglalkoztat (teljes idében és részidében foglalkoztatottak 6sszesen)?

65 Eurdban szamitott éves atlagos arbevétel

1 - 99 999 eurd O
100 000 - 199 999 eurd O
200 000 - 399 999 eurd O
400 000 - 999 999 eurd O
1000 000 - 1999999  eurd O
2000 000 - 9999999  eurd O
10 000 000 - 19 999 eurd 0
999
20000 000 - eurd O

66 Hogyan valtozott az arbevétel nagysaga az Uj évezredbe torténé belépéssel?
1 Jelentds mértékben csokkent.

2 Valamelyest csokkent.

3 Megkozelitbleg ugyanolyan szinten maradt.

4 Valamelyest nétt.

5 Jelentds mértékben nétt.

67 Hogyan valtozott a vallalat legfobb termékkategoriaja iranti kereslet az uj évezredbe torténd
belépéssel?

1 Jelentés mértékben csokkent.

2 Valamelyest csokkent.

3 Megkozelitbleg ugyanolyan szinten maradt.

4 Valamelyest nétt.

5 Jelentds mértékben nétt.

68 Az alabbi allitasok kdziil melyik jellemzi leginkabb az Onok vallalatat?

1 Véllalkozasunk alapveté célja Uj Uzleti lehet0ségek keresése és kiaknazasa utjan fejlédni és novekedni.
Véllalatunk novekedés orientalt vallalkozasként irhatd le.

2 Véallalkozasunk kozponti célja, hogy méltanyos megélhetést biztositson a vallalkoz6 szamara. A
vallalkoz6i szellem leginkabb a vallalkozo életmddjaval jellemezhetd. Vallalatunknal nem elsédleges cél a
novekedés.

69 Amennyiben az Onék vallalkozasa tobb tulajdonossal rendelkezik, jellemzé-e, hogy egy adott
személy hathatos és allandd jelleggel jarul hozza a tevékenységek zokkenémentes lebonyolitasahoz,
valamint a folyamatok menedzseléséhez?
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1 Igen
2 Nem

IV. Véllalati teljesitmény mérése

70 F6 versenytarsaihoz képest hogyan értékeli vallalata teljesitményét az alabbi szempontok alapjan

(az elmult 3-5 6t év atlagat tekintve):

1=Egyértelmiien gyengébb,
2=Valamivel gyengébb,
3=Megegyez0, 4=Valamivel
jobb, 5=Egyértelmien jobb

(71) Altalanos teljesitménymutatok

Versenyben torténd helytéllas

Uj vevk szerzése

Vevéi elégedettség ndvelése

B Wi (-

Jelenlegi fogyasztok megtartasa

oooo-

Oooogomr™

Oooogoe«

oooo*®

ooooe

1=Egyértelmiien gyengébb,
2=Valamivel gyengébb,
3=Megegyez0, 4=Valamivel
jobb, 5=EgyértelmUen jobb

(72) Pénzugyi teljesitménymutatok

1 Realizalt profit

2 Haszonkulcs

3 | Tékemegtérllés

ooo-
oono-m
[ o
ooo*®
Oooage©

1=Egyértelmiien gyengébb,
2=Valamivel gyengébb,
3=Megegyez0, 4=Valamivel
jobb, 5=Egyértelmien jobb

(73) Piaci teljesitménymutatok

1 2 3 |4 |5

1 Eladasi volumen

O o o o 0

2 Piacrészesedés

O oo oo

1=Egyértelmiien gyengébb,
2=Valamivel gyengébb,
3=Megegyez0, 4=Valamivel
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jobb, 5=Egyértelm(en jobb

(74) Fogyasztok 1 2 3 4 4}
1 Fogyasztdi elégedettség szintje O O o o ad
2 | Fogyasztéi lojalitas szintje O O o o ad

1=Egyértelmiien gyengébb,
2=Valamivel gyengébb,
3=Megegyez0, 4=Valamivel
jobb, 5=Egyértelm(en jobb

(75) Alkalmazottak 1 2 3 4 S
1 | Az alkalmazottak munkéaval valé o oo o o
elégedettsege
2 | Az alkalmazottal megtartasanak szintje O o o o ad

V. Kornyezeti hatasok
(Appiah-Adu, 1998; termékéletgdrbe elmélete)

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemzo,
5 = Teljes mértékben

jellemzé
(76) Technoldgiai turbulencia 1 2 3 4 S
1 Ipardgunkban a technoldgiai valtozasok O o oo ad
Uteme gyors.
2 | Atechnoldgiai fejlesztések iparagunkban o o oo ad
nagy lehetéséget jelentenek szamunkra.
3 | Ipardgunkban szamos Uj termék 6tlet a O o oo ad
technoldgiai attérésnek koszonhetd.

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemzs,
5 = Teljes mértékben

jellemz6
(77) Piaci turbulencia 1 2 3 4 5
1 Iparagunkban a fogyasztdi szokasok allandé o o oo ad
valtozast mutatnak.
2 | Legf6bb piacainkon a termékek/szolgaltatasok o o oo ad
gyorsan elavultta valnak.
3 | Versenytarsaink stratégiai/akcioi allando O o oo ad
valtozast mutatnak.

1 = Egyaltalan nem jellemzd,
5 = Teljes mértékben
jellemz6




(78) Verseny intenzitasa 1 2 3 4 4}
1 | Az Uzleti kdrnyezet fenyegetd cégunk tulélése o o oo ad
szempontjabdl.
2 | Akemény arverseny veszélyt jelent cégiink o o oo ad
szaméra.
3 | Versenytarsaink termékeinek O o oo ad
mindsége/Ujdonsaga fenyegetést jelent
cegunk szamara.

79 Az alabbi allitasok kdziil melyik jellemzi leginkabb az Onék vallalatat? Legfébb termékeink
szempontjabdl (Kérjuk, egy allitast karikazzon be!):

1 Ujonnan kialakult piacon tevékenykediink.

2 Stabil, de novekvd piacon tevékenykedunk.

3 Letisztult, kevés valtozast mutatd piacon tevékenykedunk.

4 Piacunk jelenleg hanyatlast mutat.

VI. A vizsgalat eredményeirdl kérhetd visszajelzés

A kérddives felmérésbdl nyert adatokat szisztematikus vizsgalatnak vetjlk ala, hogy feltérjuk, a kilonbdz6
vallalati erGforrasok és képességek milyen modon fejtik ki hatasukat a vallalati teljesitmény alakulasara.
Kérés esetén az eredményeket az Ondk rendelkezésére bocsatjuk. Enhez kérjik megadni az Ondk
postacimét vagy elektronikus elérhetdségét.

80 Cégnév

81 Telepulés neve
82 Iranyitoszam
83 Utcanév

84 E-mail
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