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Abstract 

 

 
 
This study empirically investigates the levels of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and 
market orientation (MO), and their links to performance within the context of French 
Small and Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs). 
 
SMEs represent today the heart of the European strategy and account fro 99% of the 
total companies in France. The current study argues that SMEs and especially French 
ones deserve a particular attention.  
 
Besides, even though many studies have been conducted in the fields of entrepreneurial 
orientation and market orientation, when combining both, only a few included 
performance in their empirical analyses. Moreover, most relied on large established 
companies or MNE. Little concern has been put in SME and none have been done on 
the case of French SMEs. 
 
The current study propose a cross-sectional analysis to investigate the combination of EO 
and MO and its impact on performance through a quantitative research method. 
 
Based on existing theories and previous studies, three hypotheses have been formulated : 
 
H1 : Companies that are entrepreneurial oriented outperform companies that are not. 
 

H2 : Companies that are market oriented outperform companies that are not. 
 

H3 : Companies that are both entrepreneurial and market oriented outperform     
companies that are either one or none. 

 
In order to test those hypotheses, a online 24 questions survey has been administrated to 
a sample of 338 French SMEs. All questions were based on the works of Covin and Slevin 
(1989), Narver and Slater (1990), Lumpkin and Dess (1996), and Blois and Carson (2000). 
 
The results show that all hypothesis are verified. However, if no correlation was found 
between EO and MO, the combination of both enables SMEs to achieve higher 
performance.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The aim of this first chapter is to familiarize the reader with the situation of the French SME 
within a European and national context. After having formulated a research question, the 
purpose of the study, and  its limitation will be presented. 

 

1.1. Background of the study 
 
‘Enterprises are at the heart of the strategy launched by the European Council in Lisbon 
in March 2000’ 1  From now on, the objective for Europe is to become the most 
competitive economy. For the European Commission this strategy ‘depends on the 
success of enterprises, especially small- and medium sized ones’(Observatory of 
European SMEs, 2003). Small enterprises must be considered as a main driver for 
innovation, employment as well as social and local integration in Europe.2 
 
Europe defines Small and Medium Sized companies as ‘the category of micro, small and 
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) is made up of enterprises which employ fewer than 250 
persons and which have an annual turnover not exceeding 50 million euros, and/or an 
annual balance sheet total not exceeding 43 million euros’ (Extract of Article 2 of the 
Annex of Recommendation 2003/361/EC)3. 
 
It is a fact that Small- and Medium sized Enterprises (SMEs) play an important role within 
the economy of every developed countries and especially in Europe. In 2005, SMEs 
represented 99% of all enterprises in Europe (23 Millions) with a total of 75 millions 
employees which represent more than 80% of the employment in certain sectors such as 
textile, construction or even furnishing. 4  
 
In France, SMEs employ 63% of the population and represent 23% of exportation. 5  Within 
Europe, in 2003, France ranked 4th (over 15 countries) in terms of number of firms with 
around 2 500 000 SMEs. (See APPENDIX A) However, if we consider that we can evaluate 
the performance of companies by comparing the value added per person occupied, 
we find out that France ranks 11th (over 15) with only an index of 76 (See APPENDIX A). 
Moreover, France registers the lowest change in labour productivity between 1988 and 
2003 with 1,1 % when the European average is 2,1% (See APPENDIX B) (Observatory of 
European SMEs, 2003). 
 
Thus, could we assume that French SMEs suffer from a real lack of performance? And if so 
what factors influence their performance?  
 
Many studies were conducted to find out what can lower or slow down the performance 
or growth of SMEs. In a survey, 14% of owner/manager of SMEs answered that in order to 
develop their companies they should have an easier access to finance (Commission 
Européenne, 2005). Moreover, Günter Verheugen, the vice president in charge of 
enterprises and industry in the European Commission states that SMEs suffer from 
excessive regulation (Commission Européenne, 2005). If we consider France, for example, 
a recent report of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), which measures the level 
of entrepreneurial activity in a country6, stated that the problem of French companies in 

                                                 
1 Observatory of european SMEs - http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise., n°3, 2003 
2 European Charter for Small enterprises – European comission 2000 
3 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/enterprise_policy/sme_definition/sme_user_guide.pdf 
4 Commission européenne, « Guide des actions de l’UE pour les PME » 2005 
5 www.cgpme.org/indices_fiche.php ; 2005 
6 Informations from the GEM Webpage : http://www.gemconsortium.org/about.asp 
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general was due to “a strong government intervention” and to the “Fonction Publique 
effect”7. Because of a total job security guarantees when working in the “fonction 
publique”, this sector tends to attract people that would have created a company for 
example. 
 
However, the factors influencing the slow performance of SMEs cannot be limited to 
exogenous factors. In fact, many endogenous considerations, such as management and 
allocation of resources should be taken into account. 
 
From a strategic management point of view, companies are seen as a “bundle of 
ressources”8.  Nowadays, strategic management focus on managing effectively the 
ressources in order to perform9. As a consequence, this is a “wider process involving all 
internal organizational stakeholders to ensure strategies are likely to be effectively 
implemented in practice” (Segal-Horn, 2004) 
 
This last definition of strategic management implies a notion of culture.  
 
According to Burgelman10 (1983), top level managers, through a top-down induced 
strategic behavior, can foster risk-taking, autonomy, innovativeness and Proactiveness 
among the work force, fostering thus the development of corporate entrepreneurship as 
a strategic management culture. In this study, corporate entrepreneurship is defined as 
the propensity of company to act and behave entrepreneurially and so the term 
‘Entrepreneurial Orientation’ (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) will be used in the thesis to asses 
such a phenomenon.  
 
However, corporate entrepreneurship is only one branch of the strategic management 
field. Beyond its capacity to act entrepreneurially, a company has to be able to identify 
itself, to position itself within its own environment in order to survive and perform. In other 
words, knowing its competitors, customers and stakeholders in general is an obligation. 
 
The adoption of a culture, a philosophy and behaviours can also be coupled with the 
knowledge of the environment. Being market oriented implies the implementation of a 
marketing concept which is a “specific organizational culture” putting the customer in 
the centre of the strategy11. In other words, market orientation enables companies to 
adopt a culture, a philosophy or behaviours, putting the customer as a focal point. By 
doing that, companies gain knowledge on their environment. However, no information 
can be found to know the level of market orientation within French SMEs. We can ask 
ourselves about the level of such an orientation in France, and especially SMEs and if it is 
a factor slowing down their performance. 
 
In the same perspective, no studies assessing the entrepreneurial orientation level  within 
French SMEs has been done. Nevertheless, only the GEM can give an idea of the 
entrepreneurial activity at a national level. From this research program, we learn that in 
the case of France, entrepreneurship has some problem to develop. From a GEM report 
published in 2000 12  we find out that France has one of the lowest degrees of 

                                                 
7 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, Global Summary 2006 
8 Segal-Horn, Susan, (2004) “The modern roots of strategic management”, European Business Journal  
9 Hitt, Michael A., (sept-oct 2005) « spotlight on strategic management », business horizons, vol 48, issue 5, , p 
371-377 
10 Burgelman, R.A. (1983). “Corporate entrepreneurship and strategic management: Insights from a process 
study”. Management Science, 29(12), 1349-1364. 
11 Desphande, R., Webster, F.E. Jr (1989), “Organizational culture and marketing: defining the research agenda”, 
Journal of Marketing, 53, pp.3-15 
12 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2000), Rapport 2000 sur l’entrepreneuriat en France,  
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entrepreneurial activity. Only 1 person over 100 is creating a company against 12% for 
the Brazilians and 10% for the American. (GEM, 2000) It is clear that for this research 
program, the entrepreneurial activity is only assessed by the creation of companies. We 
can thus wonder if the fact that French do not want to create companies is enough to 
explain that they have a real lack of entrepreneurial behavior? What is the level of such 
a behavior within established French SMEs? 
 
Those lack of information led us to the following question. 
 

1.2. Research question 
 
What are the levels of entrepreneurial and market orientations within French SMEs and 
what are their links to  business performance? 
 

1.3. Purpose of the study 
 

The aim of this study is to gain insight into the levels of entrepreneurial and marketing 
orientations of French SMEs and their link to performance.  First, we will try to demonstrate, 
based on theories and empirical data, that both orientations taken separately have a 
positive influence on performance and therefore enable firms to outperform others. We 
will then attempt to demonstrate that the combination of both orientations is necessary 
to achieve a higher performance.   
 
In the case where we do not succeed in proving that the combination enables superior 
performance, we would gain insight on how SMEs perceive and use those orientations 
and find out what other factors might play a more significant role, as for example the 
impact of the environment or the influence of the sample itself. 
 

1.4. Limitations of the study 
 
The study will be conducted on the case of French SME, for different reasons. 
 
Thanks to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor13, France displays one of the lowest rates 
of entrepreneurial activity amongst GEM countries. We thus considered that it would be 
interesting to conduct our study in such a case. Moreover, the authors of the thesis are 
French and they will take advantage of their French educational background. Finally, 
the resources and times available for the study did not enable us to drive the study by 
collecting data among all the GEM countries.  
 
Based on the study of Knight14, SMEs performance is affected by both entrepreneurship 
and marketing. Furthermore, we can suppose that SME, because of their reduced size, 
are more likely to use at least one of those two orientations even if they are not aware of 
it. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
13  GEM National Report France 2000 / Thierry Volery & Isabelle Servais / 30th December 2000 
14  Knight, G. (2000) “Entrepreneurship and marketing strategy : the SME under globalization”. Journal of 

International Marketing; Vol. 8 Issue 2 
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2. RESEARCH CONSIDERATION 
 
The aim of this chapter is to present the different reasons that led us to the choice of such 
a subject, along with methods used to approach the problem.  
 

2.1. Choice of subject 
 
We both come from different backgrounds. Before taking master program courses, we 
have done a one year internship in two different companies. 
 
One of the authors was working in a French operational marketing agency, which 
counted 15 employees. This company was providing B to B services to large companies, 
such as Nike, Coca-Cola or Masterfoods, in order to improve their sales. The author was 
working as ‘South Region Manager’ and his task was the implementation of customers’ 
campaigns in all the regions located in the south part of France. It was for him a real 
experiment with the field of corporate entrepreneurship, as the CEO of the company 
was a real entrepreneur, who fosters autonomy, risk-taking and innovativeness among his 
employees. 
 
The second author was working for one of the French leader in cosmetics goods sold to 
national retailers. Her work within the category management department gave her more 
insight on marketing, and especially operational marketing. Her main objectives were to 
communicate and improve the position of the products within retailer stores. 
Performance was a real and concrete aspect of her job, as everything had to be done 
in order to increase sales, improve the positioning of products and communicate 
efficiently with the sales force. 
 
Those experiences, logically lead us to follow two different master’s programs, One in 
Entrepreneurship and Dynamic Business Contexts and the other one in Marketing 
Research and Analysis Management. During the courses, we learned new aspects of 
both fields and consequently increased our knowledges.  
 
Coming from different backgrounds offers more possibilities, more insights and more 
discussions. What we found out was that in both fields performance was a major issue, as 
it is a major issue in business in general. The objective was to find a subject that would 
cover both fields.  
 
Marketing without a culture and management does not deliver much performance for 
companies. Corporate Entrepreneurship alone has the same consequences. What 
happens when we combine both? We chose France because of one major reason. 
Despite its growth rate, the country has a real lack in entrepreneurial behavior. Moreover, 
in order to narrow down our subject we chose to focus on SMEs. We both done our 
internships in SMEs and as they become more and more important in the economy, a 
need of technical knowledge will be needed.  
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2.2. Theoretical preconceptions 
 

Different authors already investigated the relationships between corporate 
entrepreneurship and organizations’ performance. Zahra and Covin 15  consider two 
major components of corporate entrepreneurship as sustainable way to increase 
business performance. On one hand, innovativeness is thus seen as a way to achieve 
competitive advantage, strong and positive market position, so to say higher position 
than competitors and also an increase in financial returns. On the other hand, the 
concept of proactiveness, characterized by quick market response, could foster the first 
mover position and thus a way to achieve higher competitive advantage16.  
 
However, corporate entrepreneurship is not always positively correlated to business 
performance. In their work, Dess, Lumpkin and Covin tried to analyse the impacts of 
entrepreneurial strategy making on firm performances17. The main conclusion was that if 
entrepreneurial behaviour is strongly linked to the performance, it does not always have 
positive impact on it: all depends on the context. Thus, corporate entrepreneurship 
needs to be associated to another business practice in order to develop its positive 
impacts on the firm performance. 
 
Market orientation is also related to performance as it puts customers as a focal point in 
the strategy. For Levitt, “the fundamental purpose of a business is the getting and the 
keeping of a customer” 18  The notion of customer is important as the main role of 
marketing and market orientation especially is to deliver superior customer value.  
 
We know that both marketing and corporate entrepreneurship taken separately can 
increase performance. But a combination of both corporate entrepreneurship and 
strategic marketing would cover more variables that affect firm’s performance, and thus 
in order to adopt the sustainable strategy that will increase the level of performance. 
 
As shown in table 1 (p.6), some studies were already conducted to investigate the 
entrepreneurial and market orientations relationship. However, most of those studies 
were not SMEs oriented and none was conducted on the case of French SMEs. 
 
To conclude, we thought it was useful to investigate the level of Entrepreneurial 
Orientation and Market Orientation within the context of French SME and try to highlight 
if those dimensions are positively linked to business performance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
15 Zahra, S.A. & Covin, J.G. (1995). “Contextual influences on the corporate entrepreneurship - performance 
relationship: a longitudinal analysis”. Journal of business venturing.Vol 10, pp 43-58 
16 Wiklund (1999). “The sustainability of the entrepreneurial orientation – performance relationship”. Paper 

presented at the 1999 Babson College-Kauffman Foundation  Research Conference, Columbia, NC. 
17 Dess G.G., Lumpkin, G.T. & Covin, J.G. (Oct 1997) “Entrepreneurial strategy making and firm performance : 
tests of contingency and configurational models” Strategic Management Journal;, Vol. 18 Issue 9, pp 677-695 
18 Levitt Theodore (1986), “Relationship management” The marketing imagination, the free press, pp 111-126 
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Table 1 – What was done in the past to study EO-MO relationships  

Study Sample Size Company Size 

Morris and Paul, 1987 116 
Medium and large (employees 
> 110) 

Miles and Arnold, 1991 69 Any 

Becherer and Maurer, 1997 215 Small (employees = 15) 

Barret and Weinstein, 1998 142 
Medium and Large (employees 
> 25) 

Atuahene-Gima and Ko, 2001 120 Large 

Hult and Ketchen, 2001 182 Large 

George and Zahra, 2002 457 Any 

Matsuno, Mentzer and Oszomer, 2002 1000 Large 

Vitale, Giglierano and Miles, 2003 89 Any 

Verhees and Meulenberg, 2004 152 Small (turnover = 450.000 €) 

Sciascia, Hunter and Naldi, 2004 2455 
Small and Medium (10 < 
employees < 250) 

Source: Based on the work of Salvatore Sciascia, 2004, P.134 19 

 

2.3. Theory of knowledge 
 
The research question leads us to have a deductive approach as the aim of the study is 
to demonstrate that both entrepreneurial and market orientations together enable 
companies to create value and by consequence increase their performance. We also 
have to know the level of each orientation within French SMEs. 
 
We will then test the following hypotheses: 
 

• H1 : Companies that are entrepreneurial oriented outperform companies that are 

not. 

 

• H2 : Companies that are market oriented outperform companies that are not. 

 

• H3 : Companies that are both entrepreneurial and market oriented outperform 

companies that are either one or none. 

 
Moreover, our knowledge in the fields of corporate entrepreneurship and marketing 
were not sufficient to start the study by collecting data in order to build a new theory. 
As a natural consequence, our study will have a positivistic epistemological position. 
According to the definition, positivism “advocates the application of the methods of the 
natural sciences to the study of social reality and beyond” (Bryman & Bell, 2003, p.14)20. 
In order to stick to this position we will use a quantitative research method to conduct this 
study. As a consequence, a sample will be made and inferential statistics will be used to 
analyse the data. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
19  Sciascia, S. (2004). Exploring Corporate Entrepreneurship : Entrepreneurial Orientation in SMEs. JIBS 
Research Reports. No. 2004-4, pp.205 
20 Bryman, A. & Bell, E. (2003). Business Research Methods. Oxford University Press, pp. 608 
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2.4. Choice of research method 
 
It appears that the most appropriate design for our study is the Cross-sectional research 
design.  
 
This design requires many statements. In order to be able to apply a cross-sectional 
design, more than one case should be analysed. It is the case in this study as we 
investigate SMEs and not a single company. Moreover, it should be done at a single 
point of time. This study is about the actual situation of French SMEs, our goal is not to 
follow the evolution of our sample within a one year period of time for example. This 
design also requires a quantitative research method which is totally appropriate to 
conduct our study (Bryman & Bell, 2003, p. 48)21. 
 
The Cross-sectional research design allows researchers to create patterns of association. 
This also is appropriate for our case as we will examine the relationships between 
variables (entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation, performance). This will allow us 
to create patterns of association between those variables if they exist. 

 

2.5. Choice of theories 
 
Given the topic of this study, and the scopes of the fields of study, many theories were 
available and suitable to conduct our analysis. As our intention in this study is to prove 
hypotheses to answer in the most appropriate way our research question, we had to 
increase our knowledge on both fields of study. We started with wide theories on our 
respective fields of study. We narrowed down our research by gaining more 
understanding on strategic management theories as well as on theories combining both 
entrepreneurship orientation and marketing orientation. Our collection has been brought 
to an end, when we found out that the major theories were already in our record. This 
research helped us to improve and increase our knowledge in fields that we were not 
accustomed with. Even though many theories can be found in the fields of 
entrepreneurship and marketing, our objective is  to provide the most relevant theories so 
that the reader do not get confused. 
 
As a consequence, some authors, such as Covin and Slevin (1989), Narver and Slater 
(1990) or Lumpkin and Dess (1996), will be omnipresent in this study. The reason is that 
their works appear to be the foundation of each field in the limit of our study. An 
exclusion of their works would be unreasonable and would led to an inappropriate and a 
defective analysis. 
 

2.6. Collection of theories and secondary data 
 
All literature and secondary sources used in this study have been found through the 
ALBUM search engine of Umeå University Library and its database such as Business 
Source Premier. Keywords researches as well as authors’ names were used, e.g. 
corporate entrepreneurship; marketing; performance; SMEs; strategic management. 
Most authors’ names were found in the references of books and articles. 
 
The internet search engine Google was also used to provide us with accurate figures of 
French SMEs within the European Union, within France and different studies of 
entrepreneurship in France. All those researches, theoretical and secondary, provided us 
with more insight on our field of study. 

                                                 
21 Bryman, A. & Bell, E. (2003). Business Research Methods. Oxford University Press, pp. 608 
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3. THEORY REVIEW 
 
The aim of this chapter is to provide the reader with a better understanding of the 
concepts of Corporate Entrepreneurship and Market Orientation, and their links to 
business performance.  
 

3.1. Entrepreneurship and Corporate Entrepreneurship 
 
The concept of entrepreneurship is one of most debated, and also one of the most 
loaded with sense, within the field of strategic management22  (Marchesnay, 1995). 
Indeed, the different authors that have paid attention to the concept of 
entrepreneurship gave many different definitions, which can explain the divergences we 
can observe among theories in the field of entrepreneurship. Before going down in a 
descriptive analyse of the concept of Corporate Entrepreneurship, it seems necessary to 
precise what should we understand by ‘Entrepreneurship’. In order to give a better 
understanding of the concept of corporate entrepreneurship, we need to consider it not 
only as a part of strategic management, but also as an extension in the field of 
Entrepreneurship. 
 
In this part, we will thus present an historical perspective about the concept of 
entrepreneurship and then make the links with the emergence of the concept of 
Corporate Entrepreneurship, before linking it to the business performance relationship. 
 
3.1.1. Entrepreneurship: An historical perspective 

 
The first reference in the field of entrepreneurship was given in the 18th century by the 
French economist Richard Cantillon23. In his work ‘Essai sur la nature du commerce en 
général’, he defines entrepreneurship as ‘a process of a self-employment with an 
uncertain return’ (Cantillon, 1755). Certainly the definition remains vague, but it 
introduces the notion of ‘self-employment ', which is at least the starting point of 
independent entrepreneurship. But it also introduced the concept of risk, inherent in all 
entrepreneurial activity. At the same period of time, in England, Adam Smith introduces 
the entrepreneur as ‘an adventurer, a projector and an undertaker’24 (Smith, 1776). 
Adventurer, because the entrepreneur is looking for hazard; projector, as the 
entrepreneur projects activities and anticipates the future; and finally undertaker, as the 
entrepreneur takes cautious risk with high expectations returns. 
 
However, until the first half part of the 20th century, the entrepreneurship is still not 
considered as a determinant factor for the economic development. In fact, if the 
concept of entrepreneur has become clearer, Schumpeter25 highlighted the major role 
played by entrepreneurship in social and economical changes. Before Schumpeter’s 
contribution, the entrepreneur has been seen as a sort of ‘zombie’26, which has no 
influence on his competitors, his suppliers nor on his customers. His company is identical 
to the other companies and he avoids risk, and undertakes only secure projects with high 

                                                 
22 Marchesnay, M. (1995) « Management Stratégique ». Paris : Eyrolles Université, Collection gestion, 200p. 
23  Cantillon, R. (1755) “Essai sur la nature du commerce en général” (The Nature of Trade in General), 
translated and edited by Henry Higgs, 1931 
24 Smith, A. (1776), “An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations”. London: Methuen and 

Co., Ltd., ed. Edwin Cannan, 1904. Fifth edition 
25 Schumpeter, J.A. (1934). The Theory of Economic Development. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 

Press 
26 Simmonot, P. (2003). “Economie du droit tome 1 : l’invention de l’Etat ». Edition les Belles Lettres, 432 p. 
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expected returns (Simonnot, 2003). This entrepreneur-bureaucrat, as says Philippe 
Simonnot, is in fact a senior technician only capable of administering some entity. 
 
If Jean Baptiste Say paid attention in the 19th century on innovation27, entrepreneurship 
and innovation are strongly linked together since Schumpeter introduced in 1934 the 
concept of ‘creative destruction’. The idea contained in such a concept is that the 
emergence of new innovative businesses brings on the collapse of established 
organisations which did not manage to adapt their products, services or technologies 
according to the innovative change on their market. According to Schumpeter, the 
entrepreneur and so entrepreneurship are responsible of this process of ‘creative 
destruction’. In fact, the entrepreneur is seeking opportunities that established 
organisations managers are unable to identify and he is developing technologies and 
concepts which will give birth to new economical activities. 
 
The following studies that were conducted in the line of Schumpeter kept on underlying 
the frontier between entrepreneurship and strategic management. In the 60s, Chandler 
makes a clear distinction between the entrepreneur and the manager: ‘The executives 
who actually allocate available ressources are then the key men in any enterprise. 
Because of their critical role in the modern economy, they will be defined in this study as 
entrepreneurs. In contrast, those who coordinate appraise, and plan within the means 
allocated to them will be termed managers. So entrepreneurial decisions and actions will 
refer to those which affect the allocation or reallocation of ressources for the enterprise 
as a whole, and operating decisions and actions will refer to those which are carried out 
by using the ressources already allocated’ (Chandler, 1962)28. 
 
However, some authors underlined in the following years the need for companies to 
develop entrepreneurship within their own structure, reconciling thus the fields of 
strategic management and entrepreneurship. Peter Drucker, recognized as one of the 
most powerful authors in the field of strategic management, already argued in 1985 that 
‘today’s businesses, especially the large ones, simply will not survive in this period of rapid 
change and innovation unless they acquire entrepreneurial competence’29 (Drucker, 
1985, p.67). 

 
3.1.2. Corporate Entrepreneurship: bridging the gap between Strategic 

 Management and Entrepreneurship 
 

Corporate Entrepreneurship was not ‘invented’ by scholars or economics. As many other 
business practices, it seems that the concept of Corporate Entrepreneurship, as a way to 
act entrepreneurially within an established organization, appeared many years before 
scholars gave a name to it. The concept became thus recognizable in the 70’s, thanks to 
work done by Peter Drucker30 and Arnie Cooper31, who were the first to introduce the 
idea of the possibility to transfer the entrepreneurship field from the only independent 
new business creation to the field of the established organization. If it is obvious that 
‘Entrepreneurship’ and ‘Independent Entrepreneurship’ refer to entrepreneurial activity 
that takes place outside an existing organization, a lot of terminologies were used to 
describe entrepreneurial activity that takes place within an existing organisation, such as 

                                                 
27 Say, J.B. (1971). A Treatise on Political Economy or the Production, Distribution and Consumption of Wealth. 
New York: Augustus M. Kelley. Ist edn., 1803 
28  Chandler, A. D. (1962). Strategy and Structure: Chapters in the History of the Industrial Enterprise. 
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 
29 Drucker, P. (1985). “The discipline of innovation”. Harvard Business Review, 63(3), pp. 67-72. 
30 Drucker, P. (1970). “Entrepreneurship in business enterprise”. Journal of Business Policy, 1(1), pp 3-13. 
31 Cooper, A. (1970). “Entrepreneurial Environment”. Industrial Research (September), pp²74-76. 
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corporate entrepreneurship (Burgelman, 1983; Zahra, 1993), corporate venturing 
(Biggadike, 1979), intrapreneuring (Pinchot, 1985), internal corporate entrepreneurship 
(Jones & Butler, 1992), internal entrepreneurship (Schollhammer, 1982; Vesper, 1984), 
strategic renewal (Guth & Ginsberg. 1990), and venturing (Hornsby, Naff, Jager, Kuraktao, 
& Montagno, 1993). If the reader is interested in the field of corporate entrepreneurship, 
a compilation of all the relevant definitions is presented in Appendix C 32.  
 
It seems that the reconciliation of the fields of entrepreneurship and strategic 
management took for the first time a visible form in Sweden. In 1975, three Swedish 
consultants (Delin, Boskjo & Atterheed) created ‘Foresight’, a company devoted to the 
development of entrepreneurial behaviour within large established firms and they thus 
developed the first ‘Intrapreneurship School’ (Carrier, 1997)33. They symbolize the first 
stage engaged to bridge the gap between entrepreneurship and strategic 
management. Moreover, we thought it was interesting to underline the fact that most of 
the articles dealing with corporate entrepreneurship were found in Strategic 
management’s reviews, such as ‘Strategic Management Journal’. 
 
After reading the different authors that have studied the concept of  corporate 
entrepreneurship, we consider for the thesis to divide in two main subdivisions the field of 
corporate entrepreneurship: (1) an action or a process, (2) and a business culture or a 
management approach (Saly, 2001)34 (see Figure 1, p.13). In the following parts, we will 
see how Corporate Entrepreneurship as an action refers to ‘what’ the new entry consists 
of, and as the culture to ‘how’ new entry is undertaken (Sciascia, 2004)35. 

 
3.1.2.1. CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP AS AN ACTION 

 
Corporate Entrepreneurship encompasses all the entrepreneurial activity that occurs 
within an established organization. Sharma defined corporate entrepreneurship (or 
intrapreneurship) as a ‘process whereby an individual or a group of individuals, in 
association with an existing organization, create a new organization or instigate renewal 
or innovation within that organization’ (Sharma 1999, p.18). Another good definition is 
given by Guth and Ginsberg36 (1990) who define corporate entrepreneurship as the 
creation of a new business within existing businesses or the transformation of 
organizations through a renewal of their key ideas. The creation of a new business within 
existing businesses is thus called corporate venturing and the renewal of the organization 
is defined by strategic renewal.  
 
According to Sharma, strategic renewal ‘refers to the corporate entrepreneurial efforts 
that result in significant changes to an organization’s business or corporate level strategy 
or structure. These changes alter pre-existing relationships within the organization or 
between the organization and its external environment and in most cases will involve 
some sort of innovation. Renewal activities reside within an existing organization and are 
not treated as new businesses by the organization’. To highlight this concept, we could 
take the example of Nokia™. The Nokia group arose in 1966 from the merger of three 

                                                 
32 Sharma, P. & Chrisman, J.J. (1999). “Toward a Reconciliation of the Definitional Issues in the Field of 
corporate Entrepreneurship”, Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, Blackwell Publishing, pp.11-27. 
33 Carrier, C. (1997). « De la créativité à l'intrapreneuriat (from creativity to corporate entrepreneurship or 
intrapreneurship) ». Sainte-Foy : Presses de l'Université du Quebec  
34 Saly, A.M. (2001). “ Corporate Entrepreneurship. Antecedents and Consequences of Entrepreneurship in large 
established firms.” Amsterdam: Thela Thesis. 
35 Sciascia, S. (2004). “Exploring Corporate Entrepreneurship : Entrepreneurial Orientation in SMEs”. JIBS 

Research Reports. No. 2004-4 pp.205 
36 Guth, W. D., & Ginsberg, A. (1990).“Guest editors' introduction: Corporate entrepreneurship”. Strategic 

Management Journal. (Summer), pp 5-15. 
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industries. At this time, the group was involved in three main activities : paper mill, rubber 
and cables. The firm dashes into television set in the 1970s but continues to be a 
conglomerate ‘touch everything’. The takeoff of the brand is made in 1992 when the 
group got rid of all its activities, except telecommunication. Today, Nokia is the biggest 
world manufacturer of mobile phones, thanks to a corporate intrepreneurial activity 
based on strategic renewal. But corporate entrepreneurship can also be expressed 
through the creation of a new business organization within the corporate organization: 
that is corporate venturing.  
 
Corporate venturing is instigated by an existing organizational entity and treated as a 
new business, but it can be external or internal. External corporate entrepreneurship 
resides outside existing organizational domain while internal corporate entrepreneurship 
resides within existing organizational domain. Concretely, external corporate 
entrepreneurship can be seen through spin-offs, joint ventures or venture capital 
initiatives. It is for example the case of Toyota which created Lexus in 1987 in order to sell 
luxury cars in America and in Europe without using the brand image of Toyota. On the 
other hand, internal corporate entrepreneurship is measured by considering the 
structural autonomy, the relatedness to existing business, the extent of innovation and 
the nature of sponsorship that characterized the new business creation. It could be the 
case when a company decides to create new departments such as R&D, sales and 
marketing or customers support. 
 
Strategic renewal and corporate venturing are the most common example of corporate 
entrepreneurship. However, we should notice that those examples are only the ‘visible’ 
part of corporate entrepreneurship. In fact, we should also be interested in what fosters 
organizations to act entrepreneurially. The study of corporate entrepreneurship should 
not be reduced to causes and results (i.e. action), but also as a process (i.e. culture), with 
a strategic managerial perspective. 

 
3.1.2.2. CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP AS A BUSINESS CULTURE 

 
As it was presented in the last section, corporate entrepreneurship was described as an 
action, through the cases of new business venturing and strategic renewal. However, 
corporate entrepreneurship would not exist without a strong entrepreneurial behaviour 
within the company. Indeed, a company does not become entrepreneurial just because 
of external environmental changes. Different studies were conducted to analyse 
culture37, managerial support38 and organisational structure39 as different internal factors 
that affect company’s entrepreneurial behavior, on which corporate entrepreneurship is 
developed. 
 
In his article, ‘The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firm’, Miller (1983) 
analyzes corporate entrepreneurship as a multidimensional concept40. According to 
Miller, risk-taking, innovation and proactivity characterize what an entrepreneurial 
behaviour is. These three dimensions, which are widely taken back in the literature on the 
entrepreneurship field, constitute in fact a denominator common to any kinds of 
entrepreneurship (Covin and Slevin, 1991). This vision of entrepreneurship is wide enough 

                                                 
37 Hisrich, R.D. & Peters, M.P. (1986). “Establishing a new business venture unit within a firm”. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 1, pp 307-322.  
38  Stevenson, H.H.& Jarillo, J.C. (1990). “A paradigm of Entrepreneurship: entrepreneurial management » 
Strategic Management Journal, summer special issue, 11, pp 17-27 
39  Covin, J.G. & Slevin, D.P. (1991). “A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behaviour”. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16, pp 7-25. 
40 Miller, D. (1983). “The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firm”. Management Science, 29(7), pp 
770-791. 



 12

not to reduce entrepreneurial activity to the only new business start-up. Covin and Slevin 
argue thus the following idea: ‘The domain of entrepreneurship is no longer restricted in a 
conceptual sense to the independent new venture creation’ (Covin & Slevin, 1991, p.7). 
 
In the following years, Stevenson and Gumpert (1985) 41  investigate corporate 
entrepreneurship in cultural terms as a business behavior. In their approach, the 
opportunity is defined as a future situation, which is seen as desirable and feasible. 
Corporate entrepreneurship is thus perceived as a process which enables individuals or 
organisations to identify and pursue opportunities, regardless for the ressources they 
directly control. According to Stevenson and Gumpert, corporate entrepreneurship 
represents thus specific managerial behaviour, which is devoted to opportunities’ 
identification and exploitation. In order to describe more precisely corporate 
entrepreneurship as a specific management behavior, Stevenson and Gumpert 
investigated the differences between the ‘entrepreneurial manager’ and the 
‘administrator manager’ (see table 2). Companies that want to develop their 
entrepreneurial spirit, which means their flexibility or their propensity to innovate and take 
risk, must pay attention to the behavioural differences between the ‘entrepreneur’ and 
‘administrator’ managers. Certainly, if those different characteristics of managers are 
closer to an ideal than to the reality, they also provide useful guidelines for the 
development of entrepreneurial spirit.   In other studies done in common with Jarillo, 
Stevenson (1990) kept on highlighting the use of corporate entrepreneurship as a 
management style and thus introduces the concept of ‘entrepreneurial management’42. 
At the level of the company, the organisation that pursues opportunities is the one that 
expect growth and changes, and believes in its capability to influence the competition’s 
rules in its environment. Entrepreneurial management is thus a set of organisational 
processes, methods and styles used by a company to act entrepreneurially. 
 

Table 2 – The entrepreneurial management VS the administrator management  

 

 Entrepreneurial Management Administrative Management 

Strategic 
Orientation 

Opportunities perception driven Ressources control 

Opportunities 
Recognition 

Short delay � toward action Long delay � Risk aversion 

Ressources 
Investments 

Optimal / Multiple stages investment 
process for the opportunity exploitation 

Global investment for the 
opportunity exploitation 

Ressources control Episodically used or rented Totally controlled 
Organisational 
structure 

Multiple informal networks and 
horizontal structure 

Bureaucratic and formal 
structure 

based on the work of Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985 – Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990 

In the line of Miller (1983), Lumpkin and Dess introduced in 1996 the concept of 
‘entrepreneurial orientation’ of a firm 43 . Basically, they refer to the entrepreneurial 
management concept elaborated by Stevenson and Jarillo (1996) and entrepreneurial 
orientation highlights the dimensions that will affect the entrepreneurial management 
development of a firm. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) identify five points, adding autonomy 
and competitive aggressiveness to the three dimensions already identified by Miller 

                                                 
41 Stevenson, H.H. & Gumpert, D.E. (1985). “The heart of entrepreneurship.” Harvard Business Review, pp 85-
94. 
42 Stevenson, H.H. & Jarillo, J.C. (1990). “A paradigm of Entrepreneurship: entrepreneurial management » 
Strategic Management Journal, summer special issue, 11, pp 17-27. 
43 Lumpkin, G.T. & Dess, G.G. (1996). “Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to 
performance”. Academy of management review, Vol.21, No.1, pp 135-172 
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(1983), so to say innovativeness, risk-taking and proactiveness. For them, risk-taking 
characterizes the propensity of a firm to engage large amount of ressources into projects 
which have high uncertain return. Innovativeness reflects ‘the firm’s tendency to engage 
in and support new ideas, novelty, experimentation, and creative processes that may 
result in new products, services, or technological processes’ (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, 
p.142). The dimension of proactiveness refers to ‘how a firm relates to market 

opportunities in the process of new entry’ (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, p.146) and thus 
defines the propensity of a company to anticipate and act on future market needs (in 
order to influence trends or to create demand). Even if they are close to each other, the 
competitive aggressiveness’ dimension needs to be distinct from proactiveness. It refers 
in fact to ‘a firm’s propensity to directly and intensely challenge its competitors to 
achieve entry or improve position, that is, to outperform industry rivals in the 
marketplace’ (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, p.148). If some scholars did not make in the past 
the distinction between Competitive Aggressiveness and Proactiveness (i.e. Covin and 
Slevin, 1989)44, those two dimensions should be considered as different to each other. As 
Lumpkin and Dess said, Proactiveness refers to how a firm relates to market opportunities 
when competitive aggressiveness refers to how a firm relates to its competitors (Lumpkin 
and Dess, 1996, p.147). Finally, the dimension of autonomy ‘The freedom granted to 

individuals and team who can exercise their creativity and champion promising ideas 
that is needed for entrepreneurship to occur’ (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, p.140). Morris and 

Sexton 45  also paid attention in the same year to the frequency of entrepreneurial 
activities with the introduction of the concept of ‘Entrepreneurial Intensity’:  ‘No firm is 
entrepreneurial all the time and no firm can be only entrepreneurial’. 
 

Figure 1 – Conceptualization of Corporate Entrepreneurship, between Entrepreneurship and Strategic 
Management (based on the work of Miller, 1983 – Lumpkin and Dess, 1996 – Sharma and Chrisman, 1999) 

 
 

                                                 
44  Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1989). “Strategic management of small firms in hostile and benign 
Environments”. Strategic Management Journal, 10, pp 75-87 
45 Morris, M.H., Lewis, P.S. & Sexton, D.L. (1996). “The Concept of entrepreneurial intensity: a conceptual and 
empirical assessment”. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research. pp.441-442 
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3.1.3. The Corporate Entrepreneurship – Business Performance relationship 
 
The link between corporate entrepreneurship and business performance is not a myth. 
Burgelman46 and Kanter47 already argued in the 80s that entrepreneurial behavior should 
be foster in companies of any size as a way to increase performance, while other 
researchers argued it was hard to adapt entrepreneurial behaviour in bureaucratic 
organizational structure (Morse, 1986; Duncan et al., 1988)48/49. 
 
Based on the works that have been done in the field of Corporate Entrepreneurship, 
many authors investigated through empirical studies the links between entrepreneurial 
activities and performance within established organizations. Covin (1991) highlighted 
that entrepreneurial companies outperformed conservative firms50. In large companies, 
Morris, Lewis and Sexton (1993) discovered that strong entrepreneurial orientation is 
associated to higher business performance51. Zahra, Kuraktao and Jennings (1999) are 
going further by emphasising that entrepreneurial orientation is a vital function for 
business survival: ‘Some of the world’s best known companies had to endure painful 
transformation to become more entrepreneurial. These companies had to endure years 
of reorganization, downsizing, and restructuring. These changes altered the identity or 
culture of these firms, infusing new entrepreneurial spirit throughout their operations, 
change, innovations, and entrepreneurship became highly regarded words that 
describe what successful companies must do to survive’ (Zahra, Kuraktao & Jennings, 
1999, p.50).52 Zahra and Covin argue also that the use of corporate entrepreneurship as 
a management style is a key success factor for gaining a sustainable competitive 
advantage: ‘The current interest in corporate entrepreneurship arises from its potential 
usefulness as a means for renewing established organizations and increasing their ability 
to compete in their chosen market’ (Zahra & Covin, 1995, p.46).53 Covin and Slevin (1991) 

and Zahra and Covin (1995) are in fact in the line of the theory of Schollhamer who 
stated that ‘corporate entrepreneurship is a key element for gaining competitive 
advantage and consequently greater financial strengths’ (Schollhamer, 1982, p. 46).54 
 
Finally, we can conclude this part with a quotation of Dess, Lumpkin and Mc Gee (1999) 
to argue that if corporate entrepreneurship is a way for established companies, 
whatever their size, to achieve higher performance, it is also a condition for them to 
survive in their environment: ‘Virtually all organizations (new start-ups, major corporation 
and alliances among global partners) are striving to exploit product-market opportunities 
through innovative and proactive behaviour’, so to say to adopt strong entrepreneurial 
orientation. 

                                                 
46  Burgelman, R.A. (1984) “Designs for corporate entrepreneurship in established firms” California 

Management Review, 26(3), pp. 154-166. 
47 Kanter, R.M. (1985) “Supporting innovation and venture development in established companies”. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 1, pp. 47-60. 
48 Morse, C.W. (1986). “The disillusion of intrapreneurship”. Long Ranger Planning, 19(6), 92-95. 
49 Duncan, W.J., Ginter, P.M., Rucks, A.C. & Jacobs, T.D. (1988). “Intrapreneuring and the reinvention of the 
corporation”. Business Horizons, 31(3), 16-21. 
50 Covin, J.G. (1991) “Entrepreneurial VS Conservative Firms: A Comparison of Strategies and Performance”. 
Journal of Management Studies, 28. pp.432-469 
51 Morris, M.H., Lewis, P.S. & Sexton, D.L. (1993) “The Concept of entrepreneurial intensity: a conceptual and 
empirical assessment”. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research. pp.441-442 
52  Zahra, S.A., Jennings, D.F. & Kuraktao, D.F. (1999) “The antecedents and consequences of firm-level 
entrepreneurship: The State of the field”. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 24, pp 45-65. 
53  Zahra, S.A. & Covin (1995). “Contextual influences on the corporate entrepreneurship-performance 
relationship : A longitudinal analysis”. Journal of Business Venturing, 10, pp 43-58. 
54 Schollhamer, H. (1982). “Internal corporate entrepreneurship”. In: C.A. Kent, D.L. Sexton and K.H. Vesper 
(EDS), Encyclopedia of Entrepreneurship. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
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Figure 2 – Specified Relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and Business 
Performance investigated in the thesis: 

 
 
 
Based on those theories,  and illustrated by figure 2, we can generate the following 
hypothesis:  
 
H1 : Companies that are entrepreneurial oriented outperform companies that are not. 

 
 

3.1.4. Limits of the relationship 
 
Corporate entrepreneurship is not a short term game. If, as seen previously, Zahra and 
Covin (1995) highlighted the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and 
business performance, they argue at the same time that it could take many years before 
the benefits of corporate entrepreneurship occur. Zahra and Covin (1995) follow the 
theories of Burgelman and Scales (1986), who argued ten years before that corporate 
entrepreneurship could be risky and hazardous for the company in the case of short term 
financial performance55. 
 
Moreover, some authors argue on the bases of empirical studies that entrepreneurial 
orientation does not present any correlation with performance. Covin and Slevin (1989) 
indicate that a strategic posture based on risk-taking, innovativeness and proactiveness, 
is not a significant predictor to achieve firm performance, in the case of small size 
organisation56. Covin, Slevin and Schultz (1994) also argue that no significant relationship 
exists between entrepreneurial orientation and firm’s performance57. 
 
Finally, Dess, Lumpkin and Covin (1997) tried to analyse the impacts of entrepreneurial 
strategy making on firm performance58. The main conclusion was that if entrepreneurial 
orientation is strongly linked to the performance, it does not always have a positive 
impact on it: all depends on the context. Thus, corporate entrepreneurship needs to be 
associated to other business practices in order to strengthen its positive impacts on firm 
performance. A combination of both entrepreneurial and market orientations would 
cover more variables that affect firms performance, and thus in order to adopt the 
sustainable strategy that will achieve a higher level of business performance. 

                                                 
55 Burgelman, R.A. & Scales, L.R. (1986). Inside corporate innovation: Strategy, structure and managerial skills. 
New York: Free Press 
56  Covin, J.G. & Slevin, D.P. (1989).  “The strategic management of small firms in hostile and benign 
environments”. Strategic Management Journal, 10, pp. 75-87 
57  Covin, J.G., Slevin, D.P. & Schultz,R.L. (1994). “Implementing Strategic Missions: effective strategic, 
structural and tactical choices”. Journal of Management Studies, 31(4), pp. 481-505. 
58 Dess,G.G.,  Lumpkin, G.T. & Covin J.G. (Oct 1997) “Entrepreneurial strategy making and firm performance : 
tests of contingency and configurational models” Strategic Management Journal;, Vol. 18 Issue 9, pp 677-695 
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3.2. Market Orientation 
 
Through this chapter, we will present briefly an historical background of marketing in 
general. We will then relate the concept to strategic management. Finally, market 
orientation will be defined, and a link to performance will be done. 
 
3.2.1. Historical background of marketing 59 
 
The American Marketing Association (AMA) is in charge of developing, adapting, and 
modifying all marketing definitions. Since 1935 the definition of marketing changed three 
times. The latest version was issued in 2004. Each definition is more precise when 
considering the processes and organizational concerns of marketing. 
 
In 1935, marketing was defined as followed : ‘Marketing is the performance of business 
activities that direct the flow of goods, and services from producers to consumers’. From 
this definition marketing is seen as a business function, and more precisely a managerial 
function, in charge of coordinating demand and supply for companies producing goods 
or services. 
 
In 1985, the marketing takes another direction. ‘Marketing is the process of planning and 
executing the conception, pricing, promotion, and distribution of ideas, goods, and 
services to create exchanges that satisfy individual and organizational objectives’. 
Marketing is still a managerial function but in charge of more than simply coordinating 
the supply and demand. The main goal of marketing is now to achieve objectives by 
using the four elements of the marketing mix (Product as conception, Pricing, Promotion 
and Place as distribution) Marketing is also seen as both an individual and organizational 
function. Moreover, this definition goes further as not only services and goods are taken 
into account but also ideas. Marketing is not limited to companies producing and/or 
selling goods but also to individuals and ideas. 
 
The last definition was revisited in 2004, and adopted the same year by the AMA. Since 
this date, “Marketing is an organizational function and a set of processes for creating, 
communicating and delivering value to customers and for managing customer 
relationships in ways that benefit the organization and its stakeholders” Marketing is an 
organizational function again and not an individual one anymore. The purpose of 
marketing is to gain and create value. This goes further than simply satisfying objectives. 
Besides, it is the first time that the notion of stakeholders is taken into account. Today, 
marketing goes beyond objectives and organizational concerns, it is also about  
customers, value creation and other stakeholders. 
 
As markets evolve with the increasing competition and complexity of customer needs for 
instance, marketing has to adapt in order to fulfil its role within companies. Nowadays, as 
many actors are included in the definition of marketing, strategies also have to change 
or conversely. This is why strategic management and marketing are tightly linked. 
 

3.2.2. Strategic management and marketing relationship 
 
As stated previously, marketing is constantly modified in order to be accurate and in 
phase with the changing environment. This, obviously, has an effect on management 

                                                 
59 American Marketing Association (AMA), www.marketingpower.com  
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and especially strategic management. Since the 60’s marketing is closely related to 
strategy60.  
 
The following figure is extracted from the work of Day and Wensley (1983, p.80).  
 
 

Figure 3 – Toward strategic management 
 

 
Source : Day and Wensley, Fall 1983, p 80 

 
In the 60’s, marketing planning was a tool for strategic change because it was guiding 
the choices of the firms. During the 70’s, the influence of marketing decreased whereas 
strategic planning was increasing. The economic context of the period forced 
companies to focus on financial strength. Marketing was only used for branding and by 
consequence was not strategic anymore. Marketing took a tactical form as the use of 
the 4Ps (marketing mix) was more appropriate for Short term decisions. The 80’s 
represents a major breakthrough for the marketing-strategic management relationship. 
Due to deregulation, emphasis of quality, pressures for productivity and other factors, 
companies faced new opportunities but new sources of competition as well. Once 
again marketing recovered a strategic importance (Day and Wensley, Fall 1983). The 
main objective was to achieve a competitive advantage that can take two major forms : 
Cost leadership and differentiation 61. Marketing with the marketing mix can develop 
those two kinds of competitive advantages. Moreover, strategy is about positioning and 
choosing against whom to compete and which resources to use for a competitive 

                                                 
60 Day, G.S. & Wensley, R., (Fall 1983) “Marketing theory with a strategic orientation”, Journal of Marketing, 
47, pp. 79-89 
61 Porter, M.E. , (1985), “Competitive advantage : creating and sustaining superior performance”, The Free 
Press  
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advantage.62 Marketing provides a framework which helps to identify and evaluate 
market imperfections. The role of marketing is both analytical and diagnostical. (Brownlie) 
The relationship of Strategic Management and marketing goes further. Both fields are 
concerned about the relationship between the organization and the environment. 
Strategic management provides a context for marketing processes and marketing 
contributes to the strategic management field through the customer as a focal point, the 
segmentation, the positioning, and business in general and market evolutions (Brownlie). 
 
We can say that Strategic management needs marketing to be efficient and marketing 
needs strategic management to exist. An important point needs to be highlighted here. 
Marketing contributes to the strategic management field when the customer appears to 
be the focal point of the company’s strategy. Putting the customer first is also the 
principle of market orientation. 
 
3.2.3. Market orientation 
 
From the different sources found and referred to in this chapter, we found out that 
marketing orientation and market orientation appear to be the same. For a reason of 
simplicity, and in order not to confuse the reader, we chose to use “market orientation” 
term in this part. Moreover, the term “market orientation” seems more accurate than 
“marketing orientation” as ‘the construct is not only a concern of marketing function, it 
does not inflates the importance of the marketing department in a an organization and 
it focuses the attention on markets’ 63  in general and by consequence takes into 
consideration all actors. 
 
3.2.3.1.  DEFINITION 
 
It is now of common knowledge that market orientation is defined as the implementation 
of the marketing concept within a firm64/65.  In order for the reader to have a better 
understanding of what the market orientation is about, it is important to define what is 
the marketing concept. 
 
The marketing concept can be seen as the ‘optimum marketing management 
philosophy’66. Besides giving the various definitions marketing concept took, Turner and 
Spencer (1997) referred to Deshpande and Webster (1989). For those last, the ‘marketing 
concept defines a specific organizational culture, a shared set of beliefs and values 
centred around the importance of the customer in the organization’s strategy and 
operation’. Naturally, the many definitions given to the marketing concept have 
common trends such as the customer orientation, the implication of all functional areas 
of a firm, and  being a means to achieve long term corporate goals and objectives. 
 
On these grounds, we can now deduce that the market orientation is an organizational 
culture that places the customer in the centre of the strategies or even at the top of the 
company’s considerations. 

                                                 
62 Brownlie, D.T., “Migration of ideas from strategic management to marketing on the subject of competition”, 
European Journal of Marketing, 23, 12 
63  Kohli, A.K. & Jaworski, B..J., (1990), “Market Orientation : the construct, research propositions, and 
managerial implications”, Journal of Marketing, 54, pp 1-18 
64 Ellis, P.D., (2005) “Market orientation and marketing practices in developing economy”, European Journal of 

Marketing, 39, pp 629-645 
65 Miles, M.P., & Arnold, D.R. (1991), “The relationship between marketing orientation and entrepreneurial 
orientation”, Entrepreneurship theory and practice, pp 49-65 
66  Turner, G.B., & Spencer, B., (1997), “Understanding the marketing concept as organizational culture”, 
European Journal of Marketing, 31, 2, pp 110-121 
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3.2.3.2. MARKET ORIENTATION STUDIES 
 
Since the 50’s, market orientation has been a subject of interest for marketing 
researchers. Three phases of market orientation studies can be found out.67   
 
The first phase, from the 50’s to the 80’s, emphasised on the definition of the marketing 
concept, and the adoption of this concept.  
 
The second phase from the 80’s to the 90’s, was aimed at conceptualizing the market 
orientation. Five main themes have been studied during this period: (1) Many authors, 
that will be referred to later on, developed scales to measure market orientation. (2) 
Others made the distinction between market orientation and other business orientation. 
(3) Many studies were also done in order to analyse the impact of market orientation on 
performance, customer satisfaction and innovation. (4) Some went further by 
determining the influence of the environment on the impact that market orientation has 
on performance. (5) Finally, some studies were conducted on the barriers that can 
appear in the development of market orientation. 
 
The third phase, from the 90’ to today, goes beyond the marketing field and focus on 
related areas such as strategic management for instance. 
 
3.2.3.3. MARKET ORIENTATION AS A PHILOSOPHY 
 
For Hooley, Lynch and Shepherd 68 , ‘marketing should be viewed not merely as a 
departmental function but, more crucially, as a guiding philosophy for the whole 
organisation’ They observed four groups of companies that differed in their attitudes 
toward the marketing and its adoption as a guiding philosophy.  

• (1) The first groups is called “Marketing philosophers” . They see marketing as both 
a function, which responsibility is to identify and meet the customers’ needs, and 
a philosophy of the whole organisation.  

• (2) The second, “Sales supporters” marketing is the only responsibility of the 
marketing department. Its primary functions are sales and promotion.  For the 
authors, this group is far from adopting a market orientation.  

• (3) The third, “Departmental marketers” aims at identifying and meeting 
customers’ needs, however, like “Sales supporters”, marketing is restricted to the 
marketing department.  

• (4) Finally, “The unsures” group gives no clear understanding of what the 
marketing stands for in their firms. 

 
Moreover, Hooley, Lynch and Shepherd (1990, p14) emphasis on the fact that the 
attitude of a company toward marketing has to come from the top management and 
depends on the attitude of the C.E.O. himself toward marketing. 
 
3.2.3.4. MARKET ORIENTATION AS A BEHAVIOR 
 
Kohli and Jaworski (1990) as well as Narver and Slater69 see the market orientation as a 
behavior. That is to say that even if the adoption of the market orientation as a 

                                                 
67 Sittimalakorn, W. & Hart S., (2004)  “Market orientation versus quality orientation : sources of superior 
business performance”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, 12, pp 243-253 
68 Hooley, G.J., Lynch, J.E, & Shepherd, J., (1990) “The marketing concept : putting the theory into practice”, 
European Journal of Marketing, 24, 9, pp 7-23 
69 Narver, J.C., & Slater, S.F., (1990), “The effect of a market orientation on business profitability”, Journal of 

Marketing, pp 20-35 
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philosophy is important, it is not sufficient. It requires the development of certain 
marketing skills70. 
 
For Kohli and Jaworski (1990, p4) market orientation construct comprises three items: 
 

• Intelligence generation 

A company should be aware of the environment it is evolving in order to meet 
customers’ needs. This implies the knowledge of regulation, competition and technology. 
“Market intelligence is a broader concept than customers’ verbalized needs and 
preferences in that it includes an analysis of exogenous factors that influence those 
needs and preferences” (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990, p4) 
 

• Intelligence dissemination 

The dissemination of intelligence (that is to say the knowledge of the environment) is an 
internal process. “Responding effectively to a market need requires the participation of 
virtually all departments in an organization [...] Market intelligence must be 
communicated, disseminated [...]” (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990, p5) 
 

• Responsiveness 

This items is the last point to follow in order to be market oriented. “Responsiveness is the 
action taken in response to intelligence that is generated and disseminated” (Kohli and 
Jaworski, 1990, p6) 
 
We can safely conclude here that for Kohli and Jaworski (1990), the construct of market 
orientation is based on the knowledge a company should have about its environment. 
 
In the same perspective, Narver and Slater (1990) also believe that market orientation is 
a behavior. For them, it also comprises three behavioural components:  
 

• Customer orientation 

The company should know its customers by understanding their value chains and how 
they will evolve. This will allow the company to offer more value to its customers by either 
increasing their benefits (value creation) or decreasing costs of the customers. 
“Customer orientation is the sufficient understanding of one’s target buyers to be able to 
create superior value for them continuously” (Narver and Slater, 1990, p.21) 
 

• Competitor orientation 

In the same perspective as customer orientation, the company should understand its 
competitors and be able to identify their strengths and weaknesses as well as their 
capabilities and strategies. “Competitor orientation means that a seller understands the 
short-term strengths and weaknesses and long term capabilities and strategies of both 
the key current and key potential competitors” (Narver and Slater, 1990, p. 21-22). 
 

• Interfunctional coordination 

This behavioural components implies the utilization of all necessary resources to create 
superior value to customers. Moreover, “The coordinated integration of the business’s 
resources in creating superior value for buyers obviously is tied closely to both customer 
and competitor orientation” (Narver and Slater, 1990, p.22). 

                                                 
70 Avlonitis G.J., & Gounaris S.P., (1997) “Marketing orientation and company performance : industrial vs. 
Consumer goods companies”, Industrial Marketing Management, 26, pp 385-402 
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Despite agreeing on the behavioural aspects of market orientation, Kohli and Jaworski 
(1990) and Narver and Slater (1990) have a common “scheme”. For them the efficient 
market orientation, and the market orientation itself, depends on the knowledge the 
company has about its environment. Narver and Slater (1990) focus on customers and 
competitors while Kohli and Jaworski (1990) take more factors into consideration. 
However, for them the internal coordination is essential. The information collected should 
be communicated to the whole company and not be the only property of the 
marketing department.  
 
3.2.3.5.  MARKET ORIENTATION AND PERFORMANCE 
 
“Market orientation is the organization culture that most effectively and efficiently 
creates the necessary behaviours for the creation of superior value for buyers and, thus, 
continuous superior performance for the business” (Narver and Slater, 1990, p21). 
 
As stated previously, many studies have been conducted to assess the market 
orientation and its relation to performance. Avlonitis and Gounaris (1997) compiled a 
summary of empirical studies done in this field and their relation to performance. Table 3 
is only a part of the table in the article. If the reader is interested, the entire table can be 
find in the following article: Avlonitis G.J., Gounaris S.P., (1997) “Marketing orientation and 
company performance : industrial vs. Consumer goods companies”, Industrial Marketing 
Management, 26, p 388. 
 

Table 3 – summary of empirical studies 

Empirical study Marketing orientation/ performance association 

Narver and Slater (1990) Positive 

Hooley, Lynch and Shepherd (1990) Weak positive 

Kohli and Jaworski (1990) Positive 

Kohli and Jaworski (1992) Positive 

Slater and Narver (1992) Positive 

Ruekert ((1992) Positive 

Diamantopoulos and Hart (1993) Weak positive 

Wong and Saunders (1993) Positive 

Greenley (1995) None 

Source : Avlonitis G.J., Gounaris S.P., (1997) “Marketing orientation and company performance : industrial vs. 
Consumer goods companies”, Industrial Marketing Management, 26, p 388. 

 
 
From this table, we can safely say that market orientation has a positive influence on 
performance.  
 
The study of Narver and Slater (1990) focused on 140 strategic business units (SBU) of a 
major corporation. Despite the limited generalization of the findings, this study appears to 
be the basis of all other studies in the field. They were the first to highlight and prove the 
relationship between market orientation and performance. In this study, performance 
was assessed on the return on assets (ROA) in relation to competitors. For the authors, 
market orientation is one way to achieve a greater performance. Figure 4 (p. 22) 
illustrates this relationship. 
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Figure 4 – Independent effets model of relationship between market orientation, business-
specific factors, market-level factors and performance 

 

 
Source  : Narver, J.C., Slater, S.F., (1990), “The effect of a market orientation on business profitability”, Journal of 
Marketing, Figure 2 p29 

 
In the same perspective, the study of Kohli and Jaworski (1990) is based on in-depth 
interviews of 62 managers in 4 U.S. cities. The results of the study show that for most 
managers interviewed market orientation appears to provide a unifying guideline of the 
efforts and projects within the company and thus leads to superior performance. For the 
authors, market orientation is influenced by some antecedents and influences business 
performance (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990, Figure 1, p7) 
 
We will use for this study, the market orientation defined by Narver and Slater (1990) as it 
is easier to assess through a questionnaire. This point will be explained later on. So we 
know now that :  
 

Figure 5 – Specified Relationship between Market Orientation and Business Performance 
investigated in the thesis 

 
 
On those grounds, we formulate the following hypothesis: 
 

H2 : Companies that are market oriented outperform companies that are not. 

 
 
After having exposed and defined the notion of market orientation, and entrepreneurial 
orientation, it is important for the construct and understanding of the study to get some 
insight about the relationship SMEs have with those both orientations. 
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From the theories explained previously, we know that Entrepreneurial Orientation in 
general is positively related to performance, moreover, it is proven that Market 
Orientation is also positively correlated to performance. 
 
What whould be the result if we combine both orientations? More precisely, what is the 
position of SMEs on those two fields? 

 
3.3. Entrepreneurial Orientation and Market orientation: Which relationship? 
 
3.3.1. The impossible relationship 
 
Some authors argue that the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and 
Market Orientation (MO) is incompatible. In his book, Salvatore Sciascia (2004, p 131) 
adverts some authors such as Christensen, Baker and Sinkula, Foxall, who judge that the 
relationship cannot exist. 
 
For Christensen for example, Entrepreneurial Oriented companies have difficulty to 
innovate because they are too much focused on their markets. For Baker and Sinkula, 
both orientation are incompatible because of the difference in the learning process. “EO 
leads to more generative learning (learning from exploration), while MO leads to 
adaptive learning (learning from exploitation)” (Sciascia, 2004, pp. 131-132). In this same 
perspective, Foxall sees MO as a reactive response to needs while EO is a proactive 
orientation. 
 
The main point that we can highlight here is that both orientation are incompatible by 
nature.  In other words, MO is a static orientation that aims at answering current market 
needs, EO in contrary is a dynamic orientation aiming at exploring new markets and 
developing new products. 
 
However, we believe that both orientations are compatible. 
 
3.3.2. A possible relationship 
 
If some authors as said previously do not believe in a possible relation between EO and 
MO, others argue that a link exist between those two fields. Webster (1981)71  and 
Zeithalm and Zeithalm (1984)72 consider entrepreneurial orientation as a more proactive 
market orientation. Morris and Paul (1987)73 highlighted the role played by marketing as 
a way to construct entrepreneurial orientation. More recently, Narver and Slater (1995)74 
finally describe entrepreneurial orientation as a necessary complement of market 
orientation.  
 
If we consider the theories exposed in the two previous parts, we can find some 
correlation between the two fields. Table 4 (p. 24) illustrates those correlations. 
 
 

                                                 
71 Webster, F.E., Jr (1981). “Top management’s concern about marketing. Issues of the 1980’s”. Journal of 

Marketing, 6, pp. 9-16. 
72 Zeithalm, C.P. & Zeithalm, V.A. (1984). “Environmental management: Revising the marketing perspective”. 
Journal of Marketing, 48, pp. 46-53. 
73 Morris, M.H. & Paul, G.V. (1987). “The relationship between entrepreneurship and marketing in established 
firms”. Journal of Business Venturing, 2, pp. 247-259 
74 Narver, J.C. & Slater, F.S. (1995). “Market orientation and the learning organisation”. Journal of Marketing, 
59, pp.63-74. 



 24

Table 4 – EO and MO: rallying points 

Entrepreneurial 
Orientation 
(Miller, 1983) 

Market Orientation 
(Narver and Slater, 1990) 

Market Orientation 
(Kohli and Jaworski, 1993) 

Proactiveness Competitor orientation 
Intelligence 
generation 

Innovativeness Customer Orientation 

Risk-taking 
Interfunctional 
coordination 

Responsiveness 

Intelligence 
dissemination 

Inspired by ‘the parallel dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and market orientation’ (Salvatore 
Sciascia, 2004, p 133, table 2) 
 
 

On those grounds, we can say that both EO and MO have common points. If we go 
further into details we can find even more points. For instance, entrepreneurship enables 
firms to discover, create, and assemble resources in order to create value. Market 
orientation works in the same way as it enables firms to create new resources, and 
innovate with the same goal that is to say creating value. 
 
The ressources allocation is the basis of the work of Morris, Schindehutt, and LaForge75 on 
the construct of entrepreneurial marketing: ‘Entrepreneurial marketing synthesizes critical 
aspects of marketing and entrepreneurship into a comprehensive conceptualization 
where marketing becomes a process that firms use to act entrepreneurially.’ (Morris, 
Schindehutt, LaForge, 2002).  
 
The precise definition, also given by those authors, is “The proactive identification and 
exploitation of opportunities for acquiring and retaining profitable customers through 
innovative approaches to risk management, resource leveraging and value creation” 
For them, the Entrepreneurial Marketing construct comprises 7 dimensions that are not 
independant. Figure 6 (p. 25) illustrates the relationship between those factors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
75  Morris, M.H., Schindehutt, M. & LaForge, R.W., (2002) “Entrepreneurial marketing : a construct for 
integrating enmerging entrepreneurship and marketing perspective”, Journal of Marketing : theory and practice 
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Figure 6 – Dimensions of Entrepreneurial Marketing and their related fields. 
 

 
 
 
We can highlight here that both fields are taken into account. Entrepreneurial marketing 
shows that both orientations are compatible. From those theories and constructs, we 
know now that the relationship between MO and EO is possible.  
 

Figure 7 – Interaction of EO and MO on performance 
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3.3.3. The limits of the SMEs  
 
“Entrepreneurial SMEs succeed due to good marketing but fail due to bad 
management” (Bjerke & Hultman, 2002, p.15) 76. This statement takes two interpretations. 
First, it is implied that SMEs need entrepreneurial orientation to survive. Second, if those 
small companies manage to survive, they also need to be market oriented in order to 
succeed. However, due to a major factor, SMEs have difficulties to manage both 
orientations. 
 
Even though SMEs have a clear advantage in using marketing, due to their small size, 
their proximity to their customers and their speed of reaction, marketing, as a business 
function, or as an orientation is not well accepted among SMEs managers or 
entrepreneurs. 
 
For Carson77, SMEs do not rate the importance of marketing as any other department. 
For the author, the reason is due to the characteristics of those small firms. 5 qualitative 
attributes define SMEs and serve as a basis on understanding their lack of market 
orientation. (1) Scope of operation (markets of SMEs are usually small), (2) Scale of 
operations (SMEs have small market share), (3) Ownership (SMEs are usually managed by 
the owner), (4) Independence (As they are not part of any bigger companies, the 
owner/manage has usually full authority) and (5) Management style (No general sharing 
of the decision-making process). 
 
Besides of those characteristics, SMEs have a lack of financial ressources and a need for 
marketing experts. We can thus easily understand that they face a vicious circle. An 
expert would allow them to have more financial resources but they do not have enough 
resources to hire an expert (Carson, 2002). 
 
In addition to those characteristics, the personality of the owner/manager plays an 
essential role. For Carson (2002) the manager has usually a lack of managerial skills and a 
limited business education. Other authors go further by saying that actions are taken 
because they appeal to the owner/manager78. 
 
Besides, for Carson (2002) as well as for Hirich79, as SMEs have a lack of expertise, the use 
of inappropriate marketing plans leads to a failure. From this, manager tends to have a 
negative view of the use of marketing. Besides, Carson (2002) states that as SMEs evolve 
in a small market, the impact of marketing decision will be small. 
 
For all this, MO is hard to be implemented in SMEs. As a consequence, the relationship 
between MO and EO in SMEs might not be seen. However, “every firms needs customers, 
therefore every firms, if it is to become established and thrive, must automatically be 
involved in some aspect of marketing” (Carson, 2002). 
 
 

  

                                                 
76 Bjerke, B., & Hultman, C.M., (2002) “Entrepreneurial marketing : the growth of small firms in the new 
economic era”, Edward Elgar Editions, pp.272  
77 Carson, D.J., (2001) “The evolution of marketing in small firms”, European Journal of Marketing, 19, 5, pp 7-
16 
78 Chaston, I., & Mangles, T., (2001) “Business marketing management”, Palgrave edition 
79 Hisrich, R.D., (1992) “The need for marketing in entrepreneurship”, Journal of Consumer Marketing, 9,p.3 



 27

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION  
 
This chapter provides the reader with a presentation of the methods used to collect 
empirical data, a description of the sample and the construct of the questionnaire.  

 
4.1. Sampling Procedure 
 
As mentioned in the research question, the purpose of this study is to investigate the 
entrepreneurial and market orientations within the French SMEs and highlight their links to 
business performance. 
 
According to the European definition of SME (i.e. Introduction), we focus on companies 
that count less than 250 employees. Thanks to the free database provided by La 
Coface80, we selected a sample of 338 French SMEs. The targeted companies were 
selected as soon as they fulfilled the following requirements: 

• Size: between 20 and 250 employees 
• Turnover: less than € 50,000,000 (a year) 
• Independent from any other organisation 
• Availability of the company’s email address and name of the CEO 
 

The sample was organized in three size categories: (1) less than 49 employees, (2) from 50 
to 124 and (3) more than 125.  
 
Companies for the sample were selected among three fields of activity: (1) Business to 
Business services, (2) consumption goods and (3) textile. 
 
The companies are spread as follow in table 5: 
 

Table 5 – distribution of the sample* 

 

 B to B Services 
Consumption 

Goods 
Textile Average TOTAL 

SIZE 1 (20 to 
49) 

46 % 46 % 44 % 45 % 152 

SIZE 2 (50 to 
124) 

33 % 34 % 38 % 35 % 118 

SIZE 3 (125 to 
250) 

21 % 20 % 18 % 20 % 68 

Average 32 % 33 % 35 % 

TOTAL 108 112 118 

 

* 338 French SMEs 
 
 

                                                 
80 http://www.cofacerating.fr 

100% 

338 



 28

4.2. Questionnaire design 
 
Due to the limited financial and time-scale, we chose to develop an on line 
questionnaire. The final version of the questionnaire was put online the 3rd of May 2007, 
hosted by surveymonkey.com®. A mail survey invitation was thus sent to the 338 
companies of the sample, presenting the purpose of our study and a http-link to access 
the survey. The survey was made available online for a total period of 15 days, and 
reminders were sent after 7 days to the non-respondents. The questionnaire 
encompasses 24 questions, which are divided in 4 different categories: (1) informations 
about the company (name of the company, size and status of the respondent), (2) 
entrepreneurial orientation, (3) market orientation and (4) performance (see Appendix 
D). To avoid the risk of missing data in the responses, a computer request obliged the 
respondent to give an answer to every single question before being able to go further in 
the survey. 
 

4.3. Variables 
 

4.3.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation 
 
In order to measure the entrepreneurial orientation of an organization, we will focus on 
the dimensions elaborated by Miller (1983)81 and Lumpkin and Dess (1996)82. However, we 
will only focus on risk-taking, innovativeness and proactiveness in order to maintain the 
questionnaire in a reasonable size. The dimension of competitive aggressiveness has 
been linked to proactiveness but no attention was paid to autonomy, as it is harder to 
measure. Entrepreneurial Orientation of the sample will be measured with a modified 
version of the questionnaire based on the model elaborated by Covin and Slevin83 (1989) 
in order to evaluate firm’s strategic posture. The questionnaire was first elaborated in 
English before being translated in a French version.  This model is based on 9 different 
questions, with a 5 points Likert scale measure. To make it more understandable for the 
companies, we associated each point of the Likert scale to a word proposal. The higher 
the score, the higher is the entrepreneurial orientation. 
 

• Risk Taking 

It characterized the propensity of a firm to engage large amount of resources into 
projects that have high uncertain return. 
 
� In general, your company has a strong emphasis on high-risk projects with uncertain 

return (1 to 5) 
� In order to reach company’s objectives, the impact of the business environment 

implies to adopt strong and fearless measures (1 to 5)  
� In the case of insecure decision-making situations, your company adopts a fearless 

and aggressive position to increase the chance of exploiting potential opportunities 
(1 to 5) 

 
 
 

                                                 
81 Miller, D. (1983). “The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms”. Management Science, 29 (7), 
pp.770-791 
82 Lumpkin, G.T. & Dess, G.G. (1996). “Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to 
performance”. Academy of management review, 1996, Vol.21, No.1, 135-172. 
83 Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1989). ”Strategic management of small firms in hostile and benign 
Environments”. Strategic Management Journal, 10: 75-87 
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• Innovativeness 

‘It reflects the firm’s tendency to engage in and support new ideas, novelty, 
experimentation, and creative processes that may result in new products, services, or 
technological processes’ (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, p.142). 
 
� How many new product/services did your company launch over the last 3 years? No 

new products or services VS a lot of new products or services (1 to 5) 
� How would you evaluate the changes in the new products/services? Minor changes 

VS Major changes (1 to 5) 
� Does your company prefer… a strong emphasis on the marketing of current firm’s 

products VS a strong emphasis on R&D and innovation (1 to 5) 
 

• Proactiveness 

It refers to ‘how a firm relates to market opportunities in the process of new entry” 
(Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, p.146). It thus defines the propensity of a company to 
anticipate and act on future market needs (in order to influence trends or to create 
demand).  
 
� Facing to competition, your company usually engages actions that competitors 

respond to (1 to 5) 
� In general, your company is very often the first to introduce new products or services, 

etc. (1 to 5) 
� In general, your company adopts a very competitive posture to beat competitors (1 

to 5) 
 
This last question refers in fact to the dimension of ‘competitive aggressiveness’. 
 

4.3.2. Market Orientation 
 
As defined previously in the theoretical part, we will measure market orientation through 
the study of the three dimensions highlighted by Narver and Slater (1990): (1) Customer 
orientation, (2) competitor orientation and (3) interfunctional coordination. This part of 
the questionnaire encompasses 8 questions based on a modified version of the model 
elaborated by Blois and Carson (2000)84. To make the comparison possible between 
data collected for EO and MO, the following questions were also based on 5 points Likert 
scale measure: the higher the score, the higher the market orientation (with an 
exception for marketing department question). 
 

• Customer orientation 

It refers to the ability of a company to understand the value chain of its customers and 
how they will evolve.  
 
� How would you evaluate your customer satisfaction? (1 to 5) 
� How would you rate the quality of your communication with your customers? (1 to 5) 
� In general, is your company able to fulfil customers’ specific orders? (1 to 5) 
 

• Competitors orientation 

It refers to the ability of a company to understand its competitors and be able to identify 
their strengths and weaknesses as well as their capabilities and strategies. 
 

                                                 
84 Blois, K. & Carson, D. (2000) Marketing in Small Firms. Oxford Textbook of Marketing. pp.570-590  
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� How would you evaluate the knowledge about your market environment? (1 to 5) 
� How would your rate your product/services offering compared to the ones of your 
competitors? (1 to 5) 
� How would you rate the competitiveness of your price in comparison to your 
competitors? (1 to 5) 
 

• Interfunctional coordination  

It refers to the utilization of all necessary ressources to create superior value to customers. 
 
� Do you have a department dedicated to marketing? (Yes/No) 
� Do you think that advertisement expenditure are useful for the growth of your 
company? (1 to 5) 
 

4.3.3. Performance 
 
As performance is a wide concept that could encompass many dimensions, it is worth 
needed to define strictly the border of the concept. 
 
Some authors investigated the business performance in term of competitive advantage85. 
A competitive advantage represents basically something a company can do that rivals 
cannot match, which is part of the business performance. However, measuring 
competitive advantage of a company seams to us difficult, as you have to focus on 
three dimensions that are not easy to identify: (1) customer captivity, (2) proprietary 
technology and (3) economies of scale. 
 
For our study, we thought it was more appropriate to consider performance as a whole. 
Chakravarthy 86  (1986) and Lumpkin & Dess (1996) analyse performance as a 
multidimensional concept. They thus consider the following dimensions: 
 

o Growth (in sales and in employees over the last 5 years) 
o Market Share 
o Profitability (ROS, ROA, ROE) 
 
o Overall performance (firm’s goals and objectives) 
o Stakeholder satisfaction 

 
Among those dimensions, performance in our study is assessed in terms of growth (in sales 
and in employees over the last 5 years) and overall performance. We chose those 
dimensions as companies would have been reluctant to divulgate some private 
information. Indeed, it is not common in the French business culture to reveal 
informations about financial results.  
 
Three questions were thus asked to measure performance: 
 
� Evolution of turnover over the last 5 years 
� Evolution of the number of employees over the last 5 years  
� How would you rate your overall performance over the last 5 years? (1 to 5) 
 
 

                                                 
85 Greenwald, B. & Kahn J. (2005) “All strategy is local”. Harvard Business Review, September 2005: 1-1 
86 Chakravarthy, B. (1986) “Measuring Strategic Performance”. Strategic Management Journal. 38 pp. 437-458 

Traditionnal 
accounting measures 
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4.4. Pre-testing 
 
Before the opening of the online survey, we tested the questionnaire with the help of two 
French SME’s top executive managers, one in the consumption goods field and the other 
one in the B-to-B services field. After their feedback, nothing was removed or added 
regarding the content but the structure of the survey was reorganized and some 
questions were reformulated to make the questionnaire the clearest as possible.  
 

4.5. General comments 
 
Originally, we wanted to design a bigger sample, which would have counted around 
2,000 companies. Companies would have been selected thanks to the online database 
provided by Kompass87, with the help of a simple computer request: size, fields of activity, 
independent from any other organization, etc. Thanks to the fee we pay to our home 
business school in France, we have an access to this fee-paying database. However, we 
needed to be physically present in our school to be able to consult the database, as the 
access to the database is only possible from computers at our school. As it was 
impossible for us to go back to France, we tried to find a solution with the help of our 
international contact in France, but we did not succeed. It can thus explain the reduced 
size of our sample, as the companies were selected manually, one by one, thanks to the 
free-database provided by La Coface88. 

                                                 
87 http://www.kompass.fr 
88http://www.cofacerating.com 
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100 % 

5. DATA PREPARATION 
 
This chapter presents to the reader the methods used to prepare the collected data 
before the analytical part in chapter 6, in which the results will be presented. 

 
5.1. Respondent rate 
 
Among the 338 companies that initially composed the sample, 49 had to be removed, 
as they never received the link to the survey because of invalid email addresses. This left 
289 companies that received the survey and 76 responded to it. Out of all 76 responses, 
only 3 had to be excluded, as the questionnaires were not completed by a member of 
the board (i.e. CEO). This left 73 valid responses for further analysis, which represent a 
response rate of 25%. The responses do not present any missing data, as a computer 
request obliged the respondent to fulfil all the questions in the online survey. 
 
This response rate of 25% could be explained for two major reasons: 
 

• The 1st and the 8th of May are national days in France and companies are closed 
at those dates. 

• Context of French presidential election from the 23rd of April to the 6th of May. 
 
For this study, the 73 valid respondents are spread as follow in table 6: 
 

Table 6 – Distribution of the respondents 

 B to B Services 
Consumption 

Goods 
Textile Average TOTAL 

SIZE 1 (20 to 
49) 

12 11 14 51 % 37 

SIZE 2 (50 to 
124) 

6 6 8 27 % 20 

SIZE 3 (125 to 
250) 

5 5 6 22% 16 

Average 32 % 30 % 38 % 

TOTAL 23 22 28 

 

 
Considering the averages, it appears our respondents do not differ from our initial sample 
(see table 5, p.27). 
 

5.2. Descriptive statistics 
 
As it is presented in table 7 (p.33), the mean and the standard deviation have been 
calculated for each of the interval scaled item. Collected data about the evolutions of 
turnover and number of people employed were thus reorganized in a 5 points Likert 
scale to enable comparison with other items in further analysis. The new values are as 
follow: (1) -10% and less; (2) -9,9% to –1%; (3) -0,9% to +0,9%; (4) +1% to +9,9%; (5) +10% 
and more. 

73 
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If we pay attention to the results, we can observe a good dispersion of the data 
collected on the base of a 5 points Likert scale: the means vary from 2,36 to 3,62 with 
standard deviation that are ranged from 0,81 to 1,35.  

 

Table 7 – Descriptive of the interval scaled items (continuous variables) 

 

Factors Items Mean 
Standard 
deviation 

Skewness Kurtosis 
Cronbach´s 

alpha 
In general, your company has a strong 
emphasis on high-risk projects with 
uncertain return  

3,21 1,33 -0,42 -0,94 0,813 

In order to reach company’s objectives, 
the impact of the business environment 
implies to adopt strong and fearless 
measures  

3,33 1,30 -0,21 -0,93 0,810 
Risk taking 

In the case of insecure decision-making 
situations, your company adopts a 
fearless and aggressive position to 
increase the chance of exploiting 
potential opportunities  

3,04 1,18 -0,44 -0,91 0,805 

How many new product/services did 
your company launch over the last 3 
years? No new products or services VS a 
lot of new products or services  

2,74 0,94 -0,6 -1,01 0,824 

How would you evaluate the changes 
in the new products/services? Minor 
changes VS Major changes  

3,34 1,15 -0,59 -0,58 0,829 Innovativeness 

Does your company prefer… a strong 
emphasis on the marketing of current 
firm’s products VS a strong emphasis on 
R&D and innovation 

3,41 1,04 -0,09 -1,13 0,814 

Facing to competition, your company 
usually engages actions that 
competitors respond to 

3,18 0,87 0,03 -0,99 0,814 

In general, your company is very often 
the first to introduce new products or 
services, etc.  

2,68 1,09 -0,19 -1,26 0,800 Proactiveness 

In general, your company adopts a very 
competitive posture to beat 
competitors 

3,25 1,22 -0,39 -1,01 0,820 

How would you evaluate your customer 
satisfaction? 

3,56 0,81 -0,44 -0,32 0,816 

How would you rate the quality of your 
communication with your customers?  

3,37 0,77 -0,19 -0,51 0,812 
Customer 
orientation 

In general, is your company able to fulfil 
customers’ specific orders? 

3,05 0,81 0,21 -0,75 0,814 

How would you evaluate the 
knowledge about your market 
environment? 

3,52 0,91 0,33 -0,79 0,825 

How would your rate your 
product/services offering compared to 
competitors?  

2,74 0,88 0,54 -1,51 0,821 
Competitor 
orientation 

How would you rate the 
competitiveness of your price in 
comparison to your competitors? 

2,85 0,84 0,29 -1,54 0,822 

Interfunctional 
coordination 

Do you think that advertisement 
expenditure are useful for the growth of 
your company?  

2,36 1,27 0,16 -1,67 0,823 

How would you rate your overall 
performance over the last 5 years? 

3,03 0,89 -0,41 -0,89 0,798 

Evolution of turnover over the last 5 
years 

3,64 1,35 -0,43 -1,02 0,801 Performance 

Evolution of the number of employees 
over the last 5 years 

3,62 1,01 0,08 -0,81 0,794 
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5.3. Creation of summated measurement scales 
 
As the main purpose of our study is about entrepreneurial and market orientations, the 
different items presented in table 7 will have to be reorganized in summated 
measurement scales. The first step will be to summarize the items for the different factor 
they refer to. Then the factors will be summarized to present the results for the three main 
concepts: EO, MO and performance. It is a necessary operation in order to present the 
results by following a funnel structure: from a wide perspective (i.e. items) to a more 
precise and general perspective (i.e. the variables EO, MO and Performance). 

 
5.4. Preliminary data analysis 
 
In order to be able to present any valid conclusions from our multivariate analyses, some 
statistical assumptions have to be fulfilled before we can present and discuss the results. 
 
5.4.1. Identification of outliers 
 
Outliers are defined as “observation with a unique combination of characteristics 
identifiable as distinctly from the other observations” (Hair et al., 2005, p.73)89 . The 
presence of outliers can be checked by inspecting the Mahalanobis distances that are 
produced by the multiple regression program (Pallant, 2001, p.144)90. To identify which 
cases are considered as outliers, we first need to determine the critical chi-square value, 
using the number of independent variables as the degrees of freedom. In our case, we 
have 6 independent variables: risk-taking, innovativeness, proactiveness, customer 
orientation, competitor orientation and interfunctional coordination. According to 
Tabachnick and Fidell´s (1996) statistic table on “critical values for evaluating 
Mahalanobis values” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, Table C.4)91, it appears that the critical 
value is 22,46, as we have 6 independent variables. Using an alpha level of 0,001, we 
found out that our highest Mahalanobis distance value was equal to 14,66. As this highest 
value does not exceed the critical value of 22,46, we can subsequently conclude that 
no case was identified as outlier.  
 
In conclusion, no cases were thus excluded for further analysis.  
 
5.4.2. Test of normality 
 
The purpose of testing normality is to define if the distribution of the scores on the 
dependent variable is normal. If not, the subsequent results could be invalid (Hair et al., 
2005). Normality can be assessed by analysing skewness and kurtosis (Pallant, 2001,p.54). 
On one hand, skewness presents the symmetry of the distribution and kurtosis, on the 
other hand, is about the ‘peakedness’ of the distribution. The closer skewness and kurtosis 
values to 0, the more normal the distribution (Pallant, 2001, p.53). In our case, items can 
be considered normally distributed as the skewness and kurtosis values are close to 0 (see 
table 7, p.33).  
 
In conclusion, we can assess that the distribution is normal. 

 

                                                 
89 Hair, Jr.,J.F, Black,W.C, Babin, J.C., Anderson, R.E. & Tatham, R.L. (2005). Multivariate data analysis. 6th 

edition, Upper Saddle River, NJ : Pearson Prentice-Hall, pp. 928. 
90 Pallant, J. (2001). SPSS : survival manual. Open University Press, pp. 286 
91 Tabachnick, B.G & Fidell, L.S. (1996). Using multivariate statistics, 3rd edition. New York : HarperCollins, 
pp. 880. 
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6. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS AND DATA ANALYSIS 
 
This chapter provides the reader with an analysis of the collected data. In order to 
maintain this part short and understandable, we decided to focus only on the essential. If 
the reader is interested, all analyses provided by SPSS and used in this study are available 
in Appendix E. 

 
6.1. Global situation of French SMEs within our sample. 
 
French SMEs present some characteristics. In order to have a global vision of our sample, 
we will find in this part which factors are the most represented. This will be done by the 
ranking of the means of our 6 factors that measure EO and MO. Graph 1 illustrates our 
findings. 
 

Graph 1 – Ranking by means of the EO and MO factors 
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From this graph, we can see that the factor “Competitor Orientation” of the Market 
Orientation variable is the most represented within our sample. We can also notice that 
the 3 factors of the Entrepreneurial Orientation variable are grouped and display 
important means (above average). Moreover, they appear to be more homogeneous 
than the ones of the Market Orientation variable. 
 
As a conclusion, we can here say that “competitor orientation” factor is the most 
important factor within our sample. However, due to the heterogeneity of the Market 
Orientation factors we can wonder which orientation will have the most impact on 
French SMEs and on their performance. 
 
In order to answer this last question, we need to analyse the two orientations seperately. 
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6.2. Entrepreneurial Orientation within French SMEs 
 
The following part will analyse the entrepreneurial orientation within the context of French 
SME. Through this part, we will highlight if there is a difference in scores depending on 
sectors of activity, and on size using One-Way ANOVA. Moreover, we will find out if there 
is a relationship between those factors and performance by looking at the Pearson 
Correlation Coefficient. All those findings will enable us to assess the entrepreneurial 
orientation of French SMEs. 

 
6.2.1. Risk, Innovativeness and Proactiveness scores depending on sectors. 
 
A one way between groups ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of sectors of 
activity on levels of Risk, Innovation and Proactiveness. Companies were divided into 
groups based on their sector of activity (Group 1 : B2B ; Group 2 : Consumer goods ; 
Group 3 : Textile). 
 

Table 8 – Impact of the sector of activity on levels of EO factors 

ANOVA 
(between groups) 

 
 Sig. 
RISK 0,964 
INNOVATIVENESS 0,789 
PROACTIVENESS 0,937 

 
From Table 8, we can see that there is no difference in the level of those three factors 
when assessing them to sector of activity. This conclusion can be done by the fact that 
none of the significance level were below .05.  
 
As a conclusion, the levels of Risk, Innovation and Proactiveness do not depend on the 
sector of activity within our sample.  
 
6.2.2. Risk, Innovativeness and Proactiveness scores depending on sizes. 
 
A one way between groups ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of sizes on 
levels of Risk, Innovation and Proactiveness. Companies were divided into groups based 
on the number of people employed (Size 1 : from 20 to 49; Size 2 : 50 to 124; Size 3 : 125 to 
250). 
 

Table 9 – Impact of size on levels of EO factors 

ANOVA 
(between groups) 

 
 Sig. 
RISK 0,127 
INNOVATIVENESS 0,514 
PROACTIVENESS 0,785 

 
The significance levels of ANOVA demonstrate that there is no significant difference of 
scores for each factor depending on sectors of activity (p>.05). 
 
As a conclusion, the size of the SMEs will not affect the levels of Risk, Innovativeness and 
Proactiveness within our sample.  
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6.2.3. Risk, Innovativeness and Proactiveness related to Performance 
 
We have now shown that it does not exist any influence on EO factors regarding size and 
sector. However, is there a relationship between each of these factors with performance? 
If yes, what are the characteristics of such a relationship? 
 
To do so, we will analyse the correlation of those factors with performance by calculating 
the Pearson’s correlation coefficient. The values obtained from this coefficient vary from 
–1 to +1. The sign of the value indicates if the correlation is rather positive or negative and 
the size of the value provides indication about the strength of the correlation (Pallant, 
2001, p.115). A coefficient of 1,0 indicates thus a perfect positive relationship while –1,0 
indicates a perfect negative correlation. Cohen (1988) ranked the coefficient values in 
four categories to assess the strengths of the relationship: (1) from 0 to 0,09: no relation, (2) 
from 0,1 to 0,29: small relation, (3) from 0,3 to 0,49: medium relation and (4) from 0,5 to 1: 
large relation (Pallant, 2001, p.120). 
 
The findings of the correlation between the different factors and performance are shown 
in table 10. 
 

Table 10 – The relationship between the EO factors and performance 

FACTORS 

Pearson’s 
correlation 
coefficient 

(r) 

Direction Strength 
Coefficient of 
determination 

(r2) 

RISK 0,439 + medium 0,192 
INNOVATIVENESS 0,449 + medium 0,202 
PROACTIVENESS 0,321 + medium 0,103 

 
According to table 10, it appears that all the EO factors present a positive  and medium 
relationship with performance. In other words, it means that if the level of risk, innovation 
or proactiveness raises, the performance will raise as well. The coefficient of 
determination help us then to have an idea of how much variance the EO factors share 
with performance (Pallant, 2001, p.121). In our case, the risk factor represents 19,2% of 
the variance in performance, innovativeness and proactiveness represent respectively 
20,2% and 10,3%. 
 
As the factors comprised in our EO variable have a positive relationship with 
performance, we could assume that Entrepreneurial Orientation is also positively 
correlated to performance. 
 

6.2.4. The Entrepreneurial Orientation – Performance relationship 
 
In the previous sections, it was determined that both size and sector of activity were not 
presenting any impact on the levels of risk, innovativeness and proactiveness. Since the 
entrepreneurial orientation is built on those factors, we can subsequently assume that no 
relations exist between entrepreneurial orientation and the SME´s size and/or sector of 
activity. 
 
Previously we assumed that our EO variable was positively correlated to performance. 
We now have to describe the characteristics of this relationship. The findings of the 
correlation between EO and performance are shown in table 11 p38. 
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Table 11 – The relationship between EO and performance 

 

Pearson’s 
correlation 
coefficient 

(r) 

Direction Strength 
Coefficient of 
determination 

(r2) 

ENTREPRENEURIAL 
ORIENTATION 

0,489 + medium 0,239 

 
According to the results from table 11, we know now that entrepreneurial orientation is 
positively correlated to performance, on the base of a medium relation. However, the 
relation is almost large as the Pearson’s correlation coefficient is closed to 0,5. 
Furthermore, the coefficient of determination explains that entrepreneurial orientation is 
responsible of 23,9% of the variance in performance. 
 
Graph 2 gives a general illustration of this positive relationship within our sample. 
 

Graph 2 – Relationship between EO and performance 
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The degree of EO is shown on the ordinate axis. The means of EO were recoded with (1) 
means between 1 and 1,9 ; (2) means between 2 and 2,9 ; (3) means between 3 and 3,9 
and (4) means between 4 and 5. The average performance of each degree was 
assessed. No distinctions were made between size and sector of activity. No (1) degree 
was found in our sample. 
 
From this graph, we can see that the performance increases with the degree of EO. 
Moreover, we can assume here that companies that have a low level of EO (< degree 3) 
do not outperform the ones with a higher degree (3 and 4). On this ground, our following 
hypothesis is verified and valid with a relationship to performance of 23,9%. 
 
H1 : Companies that are entrepreneurial oriented outperformed companies that are not. 
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6.3. Market Orientation within French SMEs 
 
The following part will analyse the market orientation within the context of French SME. 
This part will follow the same structure as the previous one. That is, the difference in scores 
of the factors depending on sectors of activity and size, and the existence of a 
relationship between those factors to performance. As the tools used to assess those 
questions will be the same as previously, they will not be re-explained. 

 
6.3.1. Competitor orientation, Customer orientation and Interfunctional coordination 
scores depending on sectors. 
 
A one way between groups ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of sector of 
activity on levels of Competitor orientation, Customer orientation and Interfunctional 
coordination.  
 
Table 12 shows a part of the findings of the one-way between-group ANOVA. 
 

Table 12 – Impact of the sector of activity on levels of MO factors 

ANOVA 
(between groups) 

 

Sig. 
COMPETITORS 0,857 
CUSTOMERS 0,971 
INTERFUNCTION 0,843 
 
The significance levels of the ANOVA test demonstrate that there is no significant 
difference of scores of our factors and sector of activity (p>,05). 
 
As a conclusion, the levels of competitor orientation, customer orientation and 
Interfunctional coordination do not differ from one sector to another. 
 
6.3.2. Competitor orientation, Customer orientation and Interfunctional coordination 
scores depending on size. 
 
In the same perspective as previously, a one way between groups ANOVA was 
conducted to explore the impact of size on levels of Competitor orientation, Customer 
orientation and Interfunctional coordination. A part of the findings is shown in table 13. 
 

Table 13 – Impact of the size on levels of MO factors 

ANOVA 
(between groups) 

 

Sig. 
COMPETITORS 0,315 
CUSTOMERS 0,355 
INTERFUNCTION 0,326 
 
No significant difference was found between the three factors composing market 
orientation and the size. In other words, the competitor orientation, customer orientation 
and interfunctional coordination are not “reserved” to big size or small size companies. 
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However, another factor should be taken into consideration. The existence of a 
marketing department might be different from one size to the other. The following graph 
describes such a situation. Ranged by size, it assesses the number of companies that 
hove or not a formal marketing department. 

Graph 3 – Existence of a marketing department depending on size 
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We can notice that 30 “Size 1” companies over 37 in our sample do not have a 
marketing department. On the other hand, only 6 “Size 2” companies over 20, and 2 
“Size 3” companies over 16 are in the same situation. 
 
Even though no significant difference was found between of factors and size, we can 
wonder if the existence of a marketing department can play a significant role in the 
global level of MO. 

 
6.3.3. Competitor orientation, Customer orientation and Interfunctional coordination 
related to performance. 
 
We have shown that there are no difference between MO factors when regarding 
sector of activity. However, we can still wonder if there is a relationship between each of 
these factors and performance.  If yes, we will describe their characteristics. 
 
In order to do so, an analysis of the correlation was done between each of the three 
factor and performance. Table 14 summarizes the findings. 
 

Table 14 – The relationship between MO factors and performance 

Factors 

Pearson’s 
correlation 
coefficient 

(r) 

Direction Strength 
Coefficient of 
determination 

(r²) 

COMPETITORS 0,499 + Large 0,249 
CONSUMERS 0,335 + Medium 0,112 
INTERFUNCTION 0,369 + Medium 0,136 
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From table 14 we can see that all factors have a positive relationship with performance. 
An emphasis can be done on the factor “Competitor” which present a large relationship 
to performance. This can be explained by our previous findings where “Competitor” was 
the most represented factor within our sample (see Graph 1 p 35). So, if the levels of 
Competitor orientation, customer orientation and interfunctional coordination raise, 
performance will follow the same direction. By looking at the coefficient of determination 
we can see that Competitor orientation represents almost 25% of the variance of 
performance, customer orientation and interfunctional coordination represent 11,2% and 
13,6% respectively 
 
As the factors comprised in our Market Orientation variable have a positive relationship 
with performance, we could assume that our variable is also positively correlated to 
performance. 
 
6.3.4. Level of market orientation depending on the existence of a formal marketing 
department 
 
We saw previously that the existence of a marketing department was influenced by the 
size of the company. The greater the size, the more likely the existence of a marketing 
department. We also wonder if this department was playing a role on the level of MO. 
 
With this factor we can still see if there if a difference in the means of MO depending on 
it by doing descriptive statistics. The results are shown in table 15. 
 

Table 15 – MO level depending on the existence of a marketing department 

Marketing department Mean MO 
No 2,68 
Yes 3,15 

 
From the table, we can see that there is a difference in the level of MO depending on 
the existence of a marketing department. When companies that have a formal 
marketing department also have a greater level of MO.  
 
6.3.5. The Market Orientation – performance relationship 
 
From the previous section, we found out that customer orientation, competitor 
orientation and interfunctional coordination were not presenting any difference when 
regarding sector of activity and size. We can thus safely assume that MO will not be 
affected by either sector or size as the variable is built on those three factors. 
 
Nevertheless, we assumed previously that our MO variable was positively correlated to 
performance. We now have to describe the characteristics of this relationship. The 
findings of the correlation between MO and performance are shown in table 16. 
 

Table 16 – The relationship between MO and performance 

 

Pearson’s 
correlation 
coefficient 

(r) 

Direction Strength 
Coefficient of 
determination 

(r²) 

MARKET 
ORIENTATION 

0,446 + Medium 0,198 
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According to the results from table 16, we know that Market Orientation is positively 
correlated to performance on the base of a medium relation. Furthermore, the 
coefficient of determination shows us that Market Orientation is responsible of 19,8% of 
the variance of performance. 
Graph 4 gives a general illustration of this positive relationship within our sample. 
 

Graph 4 – Relationship between MO and performance 
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The degree of MO is shown on the ordinate axis. The means of MO were recoded with (1) 
means between 1 and 1,9 ; (2) means between 2 and 2,9 ; (3) means between 3 and 3,9 
and (4) means between 4 and 5. The average performance of each degree was 
assessed. No distinctions were made between size and sector of activity.  
 
From this graph, we can see that globally the performance increases with the degree of 
MO, with a small exception between degree 1 and 2. However, we can assume here 
that companies that have a low level of MO (< degree 3) do not outperform the ones 
with a higher degree (3 and 4). On this ground, our following hypothesis is verified and 
valid with a relationship to performance of 19,8%: 
 
 

H2 : Companies that are market oriented outperform companies that are not. 

 
 
 
As a conclusion of the two last parts, we confirmed and validated our two first 
hypothesises and by the way our figures 2 and 5 (respectively in page 15 and 22). 
However, we need now to test our third hypothesis and therefore validate our figure 7 
p.25. 
 
In order to do that, we will see if there is any relationship between our two variables and 
if both are also related to performance.  
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6.4. Combination of EO and MO, and the relationship to performance 
 
6.4.1. The relationship between EO and MO 
 
We know that both variables are related positively to performance. However, we do not 
know if they are related positively or negatively to each other. We can here wonder if 
the level of EO can influence the level of MO and inversely. We will not assess those two 
variables against sector of activity and size as it was proved previously that none were 
influenced by either the sector or the size. 
 
Nevertheless, in order to prove the existence of a relationship and to describe it, we will 
analyse the correlation between those two variables by using the Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient. The findings are shown in table 17.  
 

Table 17 – Relationship between EO and MO 

 

Pearson’s 
correlation 
coefficient 

(r) 

Direction Strength Sig. 

EO vs MO -0,113 - Small 0,340 
 
According to Table 17, we find a small and negative relationship within our sample. 
However, it is here very important to look at the significance level. We can see that it is 
above ,05. In other word, in our sample there is no relationship between the levels of EO 
and MO. That is to say that in no case, the level of EO will influence positively or 
negatively the level of MO and inversely. 
 
However, it might appear that both orientations are needed to achieve a greater 
performance. 
 
6.4.2. EO and MO as a whole and the relationship to performance 
 
We know that EO and MO have a positive relation to performance. We can thus assume 
that if we combine them, the relationship will still be positive. Table 21 shows the results of 
a correlation analysis.  
 

Table 18 – Relationship between EO+MO and performance 

 

Pearson’s 
correlation 
coefficient 

(r) 

Direction Strength 
Coefficient of 
determination 

(r²) 

EO + MO 0,701 + Large 0,491 
 
The findings confirm our assumptions. The relationship is positive and large. Moreover, 
both variables combined are responsible for almost 50% of the variance in performance. 
 
However, this finding is not enough to prove and validate our last hypothesis. We have to 
know if companies being both market and entrepreneurial oriented outperform others. In 
order to prove that we compared the EO and MO means ranked by the performance 
mean. The results are illustrated by the following graph. 
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Graph 5 – The combination of EO and MO and the relationship to performance for groups over 
5 companies 
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In order to be relevant and able to generalize our findings for our study, we will only 
compare the combination of EO and MO and the relationship to performance of groups 
counting more than 5 companies. Groups with only 5 or less companies are not 
represented in this graph because they do not represent the major trends. 
 
We assume that to be Market Oriented or Entrepreneurial Oriented, the means of those 
two variables should be above 3 (3 being the average of our Likert Scale). Below 3, a 
group will not be considered as being either market or entrepreneurial oriented. From this 
point, we know that group C is Entrepreneurial oriented, Group D is market oriented and 
Group E is both. On the other hand , groups A and B are neither one nor the other. 
 
The aim here is to validate our hypothesis 3 which states that “companies that are both 
market and entrepreneurial oriented outperform companies being one or none”. Graph 
5 illustrates that group E has a greater performance than any other groups. In other 
words, Group E, that is both market and entrepreneurial oriented, outperform Group D 
that is market oriented. Moreover, Group E also outperforms Group C that is 
entrepreneurial oriented. We can also see that Group E outperforms Groups A and B that 
are none. 
 
On this ground, our following hypothesis is verified and valid. 
 
H3 : Companies that are entrepreneurial and market oriented outperform companies 

that are either one or none 

 

Average 
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7. DISCUSSION 
 
This part will discuss the results presented and analysed previously. Those results will be 
matched against existing studies and theories as well as against our conceptual 
framework.  
 

7.1. Outline of the chapter 
 
As previously presented, our three hypotheses stated in the theoretical part have been 
validated by our empirical findings. To summarize shortly, we found out that 
Entrepreneurial oriented firms outperformed companies that were not with a relationship 
to performance of 24%. Market Oriented companies outperformed companies that were 
not with a relationship to performance of 20%. Moreover, we saw that companies being 
both outperformed companies being either one or none. 
 
However, to be the most relevant and objective possible, we have to match our findings 
against theories and other results of empirical studies. This will be done through the 
following structure. We will first compare the EO relationship to performance, then we will 
do the same with the MO, as well as the relationship between EO and MO as ours was 
not significant. Finally, we will end the discussion with some general comments that might 
influence our findings. 
 
The whole discussion will be based on the study of Becherer and Maurer (1997)92 as well 
as on theories exposed in our theoretical part. For Becherer and Maurer (1997), the 
relationships between EO and performance, MO and performance, and EO and MO, 
are subject to environmental factors and strategic challenges. This is why from a study to 
another the results can change. 

 
7.2. Relationship between EO and performance 
 
Becherer and Maurer (1997) base their study in stating many authors. The following table 
summarizes a part of their literature review on EO and performance. We will match our 
findings to it. 
 

Table 19 – EO and performance relationship, matching theories against our findings 

 
Empirical studies 

Characteristics of the 
relationship 

Covin and Slevin (1996) r = 0,39 
Zahra (1991) Positive 
Covin, Slevin and Schultz (1994) No relationship 

Relationship EO and 
Performance 

Zahra and Covin (1995)  Positive 
Our finding r = 0,489 

 
Globally, our finding respect goes in the same direction as other scientific studies. We 
found within our sample the strongest relationship between EO and performance. 
However it is important to notice that we took growth as an indicator of performance 
when for example Zahra (1991) took profitability and growth as an indicator of 

                                                 
92  R.C. Becherer, & J.G. Maurer (1997), “The moderating effect of environmental variables on the 
entrepreneurial and marketing orientation of entrepreneur-led firms”, Entrepreneurship : Theory and practice, 
pp.47-58  
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performance (Becherer and Maurer, 1997, p 49). Besides, as explained before finding 
can change depending on the environment the company evolves in. This is why it is 
important to say that all findings cannot be considered as universally valid. 
 
To go further, we explained in the last part of our data analysis chapter, that in order to 
be relevant we only considered groups of more than 5 companies when comparing EO 
and MO as a whole against performance. It was not our intention to do that in order to 
facilitate the validation of our hypothesis, but the “outliers” found had to be discussed. 
This is why; the following graph shows the EO and MO means ranked by the performance 
for groups under 5 companies. 

 

Graph 6 – The combination of EO and MO and the relationship to performance for groups 
under 5 companies 
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The 5 groups presented in this graph account for 8 companies in total.  We will mostly 
consider in this discussion the groups F, G, H and I as they present a high level of 
entrepreneurial orientation and a low performance. We stated before that 
Entrepreneurial Oriented companies were outperforming others, in this case, we can 
clearly see the opposite. This is why it is important to state that H2 is valid but to certain 
extend.  
 
As explained in the theoretical part, Entrepreneurial Orientation is mostly related 
positively to performance; however this is not always the case. Besides, the 
implementation of an entrepreneurial orientation necessitates many changes within the 
company. Moreover, a positive relationship to performance is not instantaneous and 
can sometimes been seen only in the long run. Our four groups considered here have a 
globally high entrepreneurial orientation, but their performances are low.  We can thus 
assume that the effect on performance has not been seen yet, or that the 
implementation of such an orientation has been done recently. 
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7.3. Relationship between MO and performance 
 
If we reconsider table 3 (p.21), we can globally see that MO has been related positively 
to performance, even if some authors did not find any relationship. Table 20 shows an 
updated version of table 3. 
 

Table 20 – MO and performance relationship, matching theories against our findings. 

 
Empirical study 

Characteristics of the 
relationship 

Narver and Slater (1990) Positive 

Hooley, Lynch and Shepherd (1990) Weak positive 

Kohli and Jaworski (1990) Positive 

Kohli and Jaworski (1992) Positive 

Slater and Narver (1992) Positive 

Ruekert ((1992) Positive 

Diamantopoulos and Hart (1993) Weak positive 

Wong and Saunders (1993) Positive 

Relationship MO and 
performance 

Greenley (1995) None 

Our finding r = 0,198 

 
Globally, we can say that our finding collaborate to the previous findings, when the 
relationship between MO and performance is concerned. However, we can add, in the 
same way as it has been done in the previous part, that all findings are not all-
encompassing. This is mostly due to the influence of the environment (Becherer and 
Maurer, 1997). The statement already done about the way performance is considered is 
also valid in this context. For example, Narver and Slater (1994) took as performance 
considerations the level of ROA, the growth and the success of new product (Becherer 
and Maurer, 1997, p49).  
 

7.4. Relationship between EO and MO 
 
As explained before, many factors can influence such relationships. This is also the case if 
we consider the relationship between EO and MO. Table 21 shows the empirical findings 
of authors based on the article of Becherer and Maurer (1997) as well as our finding. 
 

Table 21 – The EO and MO relationship, matching theories against our findings 

 
Empirical studies 

Characteristics of the 
relationship 

Morris and Paul (1987) 
r = 0,24 
(p<,03) 

Relationship EO and MO 
Miles and Arnolds (1991) 

r = 0,52 
(p<,01) 

Our finding 
r = -0,113 
(p = ,340) 

 
 
We found out that within our sample the relationship between EO and MO was not 
significant, while others find it rather large and significant. Those differences really explain 
that in our case the findings cannot be all-encompassing. However, those differences 
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can also be explained by the size of the sample, Morris and Paul (1987) had a sample of 
116 CEOs of companies of more than 100 employees. For Miles and Arnolds (1991) the 
sample was composed of 169 CEOs of furniture manufacturing companies. (Becherer 
and Maurer, 1997, p48) In other words, the composition of the sample can play an 
important role in the findings. Besides, it is also important to notice that none of those 2 
studies were conducted over 3 sectors of activity and on SMEs. 
 

7.5. EO and MO and its relationship to performance 
 
As it was presented in section 6.4.2, the combination of both orientations enables 
companies to achieve higher level of performance. However, it is difficult to match those 
findings to previous studies. Indeed, if the relationship between EO and MO was already 
investigated, as well as the relationship between EO and performance and MO and 
performance, none provide information about the effect of combining EO and MO on 
performance. The only exception goes to Becherer and Maurer (1997) who investigated 
the EO+MO relationship to performance. Even though they highlighted the positive 
correlation between EO and MO, the combination of both did not allow companies of 
their sample to achieve higher level of performance. This could be explained by the 
characteristics of their sample, which embodied only small companies (<15 employees). 
 

7.6. General comments 
 
In their article, Becherer and Maurer (1997) stated that “Jaworski and Kohli (1993) found 
that marketing orientation was significantly related to business performance when 
judgemental measures of performance were used, but not related using the objective 
measure of market share” (Becherer and Maurer, 1997, p.49) This statement is important 
for our case. 
 
Even though we found that our two orientations (separately and together) where 
positively related to performance, it is important to highlight that our data were 
collected through a questionnaire. This technique of data collection implies direct 
opinion on performance and orientations of the CEO. For example, a CEO might judge 
his/her company as having an outstanding performance while in reality it is not the case. 
The cultural barriers in France did not allow us to have access to the real performance of 
the companies selected. This is why, when considering the findings, one should be aware 
of the possible difference between a judgement and reality.  
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8. CONCLUSIONS 
 
This chapter presents conclusions linked to the research question and based on the 
previous findings of our study. Managerial implications will also be presented. 

 
8.1. Research Question and Aim of the study 
 
According to the research question, the aim of the study was to investigate the levels of 
entrepreneurial and market orientations within the context of French SMEs, and to 
highlight their links to business performance. In order to answer the question, we 
designed an empirical survey to collect data, which enabled us to test our different 
hypotheses. Based on our findings all our hypotheses were verified : Companies that are 
entrepreneurial oriented outperform companies that are not, Companies that are 
market oriented outperform companies that are not, and companies that are both 
outperform companies that are either one or none.  

 
8.2. General Conclusions 
 
From our sample, it appeared that whatever the size of the companies and their sector 
of activity, no correlation have been identified with both entrepreneurial and market 
orientations. Moreover, the results provided from our study indicate that no correlation 
exist between EO and MO. Indeed, it appears that the construction of those orientations 
are independent from each other. Those findings are thus going against previous theories, 
which stated that a positive correlation exists between the construct of entrepreneurial 
and market orientations. Previous authors consider thus marketing as a way to achieve 
corporate entrepreneurship (Morris and Paul, 1987) or view entrepreneurial orientation as 
a necessary complement of market orientation (Narver and Slater, 1995). However, some 
other authors highlighted the fact that too little empirical studies were conducted on the 
case of SMEs (Becherer and Maurer, 1997; Sciascia, 2004), and so it was thus difficult to 
prove the existence of a correlation between entrepreneurial orientation and market 
orientation.  
 
It is interesting to point out that in a country like France, which displays one of the lowest 
entrepreneurial behavior among GEM countries, entrepreneurial orientation within our 
sample is above average.  It fosters thus the idea that entrepreneurship should no longer 
be considered as the simple new business creation. It can also be successfully 
implemented within established organizations through the idea of corporate 
entrepreneurship, and thus entrepreneurial orientation. In the case of our sample, the 
factor risk appears to be the most represented, followed closely by innovativeness and 
proactiveness, all of them above the average (i.e. average = 3). Finally, through the test 
of our first hypothesis and based on our findings, we assume that companies that are 
entrepreneurial oriented outperform companies that are not. 
 
Moreover, even though it was stated in the theoretical part that SMEs did not consider 
marketing as being a necessary and strategic tool to achieve greater performance, it 
appears that the level of market orientation is above average within our sample. 
However, it is also important to highlight that the degree of interfunctional coordination, 
and especially the existence of a formal marketing department, plays a crucial role in 
the global orientation. It is a fact from our study that if SMEs possess a formal marketing 
department, they present higher level of market orientation, and thus higher 
performance. SMEs should thus consider the need to dedicate at least one employee to 
the marketing, instead of multitask employees in a ‘touch everything’ strategy.  
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Based on our empirical findings, we assume that if, on one hand, no correlation were 
identified between the levels of EO and MO, on the other hand, the combination of both 
enable companies to achieve higher levels of performance. This assumption is 
summarized in the following figure: 
 

Figure 8 – Updated interaction of EO and MO on Performance 

 
 
 
8.3. Managerial Implications 

 
As we highlighted the role played by EO and MO as a way for SME to achieve higher 
level of performance, the results of this study calls naturally for actions and we would like 
to make some proposals that are addressed to French SMEs managers: 
 

• Before taking any action, the SME needs to evaluate its levels of entrepreneurial 
and market orientations. It could be done through an internal audit or, to be more 
objective, with the help of an external auditing company. 

• Furthermore, the SME has to feel the need to evolve, as a precondition to enable 
the development of its entrepreneurial and market orientations. 

• If then a lack in its EO and/or MO is highlighted, the SME needs thus to identify 
which factor(s) needs to be developed: risk, innovativeness and proactiveness for 
EO; competitor orientation, customer orientation and interfunctional coordination 
for MO. 

• The SME’s boarding staff should be the driving force of the willing to foster EO and 
MO within the structure of the company, through a top-down management style. 

• While defining global strategy and precise objectives, the management of the 
SME must also leave some available place among the workforce for initiative-
making, autonomy and communication, as a preliminary base of the 
development of its entrepreneurial and market orientations. This management 
style, also defined as bottom-up, is a way to exploit 100% of the ressources’ 
potential. 
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MO 
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Competitor Orientation 

Interfunctional 
Coordination 
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r² = 0,491 
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Finally, large established companies, such as ‘3M’, have successfully developed their EO 
and MO93. Regarding their more flexible and less formal structure, we can wonder why 
SME would not be able to achieve the same success?  

                                                 
93 Fayolle, A. (2003). « Installer l’esprit d’entreprendre dans les grandes entreprises et organisations ». Gérer et 

Comprendre, 72, pp. 26-39. 
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9. FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
This chapter provides future research suggestions that could add value to the present 
understanding of the subject. 

 
9.1. Future research and quantitative methods 
 
Our study is based on a quantitative method, with a collection of data that are limited to 
the context of French SME. It would be thus interesting to replicate the study on the case 
of different European countries to enable groups’ comparisons, and thus possible 
generalization. 
 
Furthermore, our study focuses on only some aspects of the performance. If growth in 
turnover and in number of employees is an objective measurement tool, the overall 
assessment made by the CEO on the overall performance could be biased, as it is 
submitted to subjectivity. It would be thus beneficial to replicate the study by adopting 
different performance measurement tools, such as ROI, ROE, ROA, stakeholders’ 
satisfaction or market shares. 
 
Finally, we also suggest to couple qualitative studies with quantitative ones. 

 
9.2. Future research and qualitative methods  
 
We believe that if the empirical study based on quantitative methods provides useful 
informations, it seems to be more suitable to confront the collected data to the construct 
of qualitative studies. Indeed, interviews and direct observations could be driven on the 
bases of the results provided by the quantitative study. This is a suggestion for further 
analysis, as a way to investigate deeper the concepts of entrepreneurial and market 
orientations, and their link to performance. 
 
Finally, this idea of linking both quantitative and qualitative methods could lead to a 
virtuous circle: quantitative studies could provide guidelines and focus for qualitative 
ones; thus suggestions generated from qualitative survey could be tested under 
quantitative data collection. And so on… 

 
9.3. Future research in management  
 
This study highlighted the role played by EO and MO as a way to achieve higher 
performance. It could be thus of interest to investigate the sources of EO and MO within 
SME in order to define the axes of a specific management style that would foster the 
development of a company’s EO and MO. 
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10. CREDIBILITY CRITERIA 
 
In order to prove the practical usefulness of the study, the aim of this part is to present to 
the reader general comments about the validity and the reliability of our results. 
 

10.1. Validity and reliability 
 
As we adopted a quantitative research method for the study, it is necessary to discuss its 
validity and reliability. 
 
10.1.1. Construct validity 
 
Also known as measurement validity, the construct validity refers to what extent the 
items/variables really reflect the concepts (i.e. EO, MO and Performance) they are 
supposed to be denoting (Bryman & Bell, 2003, p.33) 94. The construct validity can be 
measured by evaluating the face validity, which refers to ‘whether an indicator appears 
to reflect the content of the concept in question’ (Bryman & Bell, 2003, p.569). Our study 
should have a high degree of face validity since our questionnaire was based on 
established theories and previous studies recognized as valid and reliable. 
 
10.1.2. External validity 
 
External validity refers to what extent the results of our study can be generalized beyond 
the specific research context (Bryman & Bell, 2003, p.34). Based on the fact that the 
empirical data of our study were collected among French SME, of any size and from 
three different fields of activity, the results cannot be generalized to any other country. 
However, it might be possible that the reduced size of the respondents affects the 
external validity of our study. 
 
10.1.3. Reliability 
 
Reliability refers to the degree to which a measure of a concept is stable (Bryman & Bell, 
2003, p.76). Most of the researchers use Cronbach´s alpha to measure reliability. This 
computed alpha coefficient varies from 0 to 1, where 1 refers to perfect internal reliability. 
The figure 0,80 is very often used to assess an acceptable level of reliability (Bryman & Bell, 
2003, Box 3.6, p.77). According to that, our study should have a high degree of reliability 
as all the variables present significant Cronbach´s alpha values (>0,80) (see table 7, p.33). 
 

10.2. Practical usefulness 
 
The practical usefulness of this study is defined through two main fields. On one hand, the 
study gives a ‘photography’ of the level of entrepreneurial and market orientations within 
the context of French SMEs. On the other hand, it highlighted the positive relationship 
that presents MO and EO regarding business performance. Results from this study could 
foster SMEs manager to encourage and develop both entrepreneurial behaviour and 
market orientation within their organisation, to achieve sustainable growth. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
94 Bryman, A. & Bell, E. (2003). Business Research Methods. Oxford University Press, pp. 608 
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APPENDIX A : Role of SMEs in European Countries 
 
Chart from the Observatory of european SMEs, n°3, 200395 

 

                                                 
95 Observatory of european SMEs - http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise., n°3, 2003 
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APPENDIX B : Changes in the real value added, labour productivity 
and employment by country and size-class, 1988/2003 
 
Chart from the Observatory of European SMEs, n°3, 200396 
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APPENDIX C : Existing definitions for Entrepreneurial activity 

 

Existing Definitions for the terms used to describe entrepreneurial activity that occurs 
within an established organisation (P. Sharma and JJ. Chrisman (1999) Toward a 

Reconciliation of the Definitional Issues in the Field of corporate Entrepreneurship, 
Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, Blackwell Publishing, p.14 & 15). 
 
 

CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
 
Burgelman (1983): Corporate entrepreneurship refers to the process whereby the firms 
engage in diversification through internal development. Such diversification requires new 
resource combinations lo extend the firm's activities in areas unrelated, or marginally related, 
to its current domain of competence and corresponding opportunity set (p. 1349). 
 
Chung & Gibbons (1997):  entrepreneurship is an organizational process for transforming 
individual Ideas into Corporate collective actions through the management of uncertainties 
(p. 14). 
 
Covin & Slevin (1991):  Corporate entrepreneurship involves extending the firm's domain of 
competence and corresponding opportunity set through internally generated new resource 
combinations (p. 7. quoting Burgelman, 1984. p. 154). 
 
Guth & Ginsberg (1990): Corporate entrepreneurship encompasses two types of phenomena 
and the processes surrounding them: (1) the birth of new businesses within existing 
organizations, i.e. internal innovation or venturing; und (2) the transformation of organizations 
through renewal of the key ideas on which they are built, i.e. strategic renewal (p. 5), 
 
Jennings & Lumpkin (1989): Corporate entrepreneurship is defined as the extent to which new 
products and/or new markets are developed. An organization is entrepreneurial if it develops 
a higher than average number of new products and/or new markets (p. 489). 
 
Schendel (1990): Corporate entrepreneurship involves the notion of birth of new businesses 
within on-going businesses, and […] the transformation of stagnant, on-going businesses in 
need of revival or transformation (p. 2). 
 
Spann, Adams, & Wortman (1988): Corporate entrepreneurship is the establishment of a 
separate corporate organisation (often in the form of a profit centre, strategic business unit, 
division, or subsidiary) to introduce a new product, serve or create a new market, or utilize a 
new technology (p. 149). 
 
Vesper (1984): Corporate entrepreneurship involves employee initiative from below in the 
organization lo undertake something new. An innovation which is created by subordinates 
without being asked, expected, or perhaps even given permission by higher management to 
do so (p. 295). 
 
Zahra (1993): Corporate entrepreneurship is a process of organizational renewal that has two 
distinct but related dimensions: innovation and venturing, and strategic; renewal (p. 321). 
 
Zahra (1995. 1996): Corporate entrepreneurship — the sum of a company's innovation, 
renewal, and venturing efforts. Innovation involves creating and introducing products, 
production processes, and organizational systems. Renewal means revitalizing the company's 
operations by changing the scope of its business, its competitive approaches or both. It also 
means building or acquiring new capabilities and then creatively leveraging them to add 
value for shareholders. Venturing means that the firm will enter new businesses by expanding 
operations in existing or new markets (1995. p. 227; 1996, p.l715). 
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INTERNAL CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
 
Jones & Buller (1992): Internal Corporate Entrepreneurship refers to entrepreneurial behavior 
within one firm (p. 734). 
 
Schollhammer (1982): Internal (or intra-corporate) entrepreneurship refers to all formalized 
entrepreneurial activities within existing business organizations. Formalized internal 
entrepreneurial activities are those which receive explicit organizational sanction and 
resource commitment for the purpose of innovative corporate endeavours — new product 
developments, product improvements, new methods or procedures (p. 21 I). 
 
 
CORPORATE VENTURING 
 
Biggadike(1979):  A Corporate venture is defined as a business marketing a product or 
service that Ihe parent company has not previously marketed and that requires the parent 
company to obtain new equipment or new people or new knowledge (p. 104). 
 
Block & MacMillan (1993): A project is a Corporate venture when it (a) involves an activity 
new to the organization, (b) is initiated or conducted internally, (c) involves significantly 
higher risk of failure or large losses than the organization's base business, (d) is characterized 
by greater uncertainty than the base business, (e) will be managed separately at some time 
during its life, (f) is undertaken for the purpose of increasing sales, profit, productivity, or 
quality (p, 14). 
 
Ellis & Taylor (1987): Corporate venturing was postulated to pursue a strategy of 
unrelatedness to present activities, to adopt the structure of an independent unit and to 
involve a process of assembling and configuring novel resources (p, 528). 
 
von Hippel (1977): Corporate venturing is an activity which seeks to generate new businesses 
for the corporation in which it resides through the establishment of external or internal 
corporate ventures (p. 163) 
 
 
VENTURE, INTERNAL VENTURES. INTERNAL CORPORATE VENTURING, NEW BUSINESS VENTURING 
 
Homsby, Naffziger, Kuratko & Moniagno (1993): Venture may be applied to the development 
of new business endeavours within the corporate framework (p. 30). 
 
Roberts & Beny (1985): Internal ventures are a firm's attempts to enter different markets or 
develop substantially different products from those of its existing base business by setting up a 
separate entity within the existing corporate body <p, 6) 
 
Stopford & Baden-Fuller (1994): New Business Venturing occurs when "individuals and small 
teams form entrepreneurial groups inside an organization capable of persuading others to 
alter their behavior, thus influencing the creation of new corporate resources' (p. 522). 
 
Zahra (1996): Venturing means that the firm will enter new businesses by expanding 
operations in existing or new markets (p. 1715). 
 
Zajac. Golden, Shorten (1991): Internal corporate Venturing involves "the creation of an 
internally-staffed venture unit that is semi-autonomous, with the sponsoring organization 
maintaining ultimate authority' (p. 171) 
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INTRAPRENEURSHIP 
 
Nielson, Peters, & Hisrich (1985): Intrapreneurship is the development within a large 
organization of internal markets and relatively small and independent units designed lo 
create, internally test-market, and expand improved and/or innovative staff services, 
technologies or methods within the organization. This is different from the large organization 
entrepreneurship/venture units whose purpose is to develop profitable positions in external 
markets (p. 181). 
 
Pinchot III (1985): Intrapreneurs are any of the "dreamers who do." Those who take hands-on 
responsibility for creating innovation of any kind within an organizalion. They may be the 
creators or inventors but are always the dreamers who figure out how to turn an idea into a 
profitable reality (p. ix). 
 
 
STRATEGIC or ORGANIZATIONAL RENEWAL 
 
Guth & Ginsburg (1990): Strategic renewal involves the creation of new wealth through new 
combinations of resources (p. 6). 
 
Stopford & Baden-Fuller (1994): Organizational renewal alters the resource pattern of business 
io achieve better and sustainable overall economic performance. To be sustainable, more 
pervasive effort is needed. involving more than a few individuals and the finance function (p. 
522). 
 
Zahra (1993, 1995, 1996): Renewal means revitalizing a company’s business through 
innovation and changing its competitive profile. It means revitalizing the company's 
operations by changing the scope of its business, its competitive approaches or both. It also 
means building or acquiring new capabilities and then creatively leveraging them to add 
value for shareholders. (1995. p. 227: 1996, p. 1715). 
Renewal has many facets, including the redefinition of the business concept, reorganization 
and the introduction of system-wide changes for innovation […]. Renewal is achieved 
through the redefinition of a firm's mission through the creative redeployment of resources 
leading to new combinations of products and technologies (1993, p, 321). 
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APPENDIX D : Questionnaire (hosted online on www.surveymonkey.com) 

 

 

  

  Etude sur l'orientation entrepreneuriale et marketing au sein des entreprises françaises  
 
 

Bonjour et bienvenue,  
 
Ce questionnaire contient 25 questions et ne prendra que 5 minutes de votre temps.  
 
Il nous permettra d'analyser l'orientation entrepreneuriale et marketing au sein des entreprises 
françaises, dans le cadre d'une thèse de fin d'études. 
 
Toutes les réponses apportées à ce questionnaire sont entièrement confidentielles. Aucun nom ou chiffre 
n'apparaitra dans l'analyse de notre étude.  
 
Merci, votre aide nous sera précieuse !  

 
 

 
Suivant >> 
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  Etude sur l'orientation entrepreneuriale et marketing au sein des entreprises françaises  
 

  2. Section 1/4 

 
 

 

 

   1. Quelle est la raison sociale de votre entreprise ? 

 
 

  
 
 

 

 

   2. Quel est l'effectif du siège de votre entreprise ? 

 
 

  
 
 

 

 

   3. Quel est l'intitulé de votre poste au sein de l'entreprise ?
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  Etude sur l'orientation entrepreneuriale et marketing au sein des entreprises françaises  
 

  3. Section 2/4 

 

 

 

   4. Votre entreprise a-t-elle tendance à suivre des projets risqués aux retours incertains ?

 
Jamais  

 
Rarement  

 
Occasionnellement  

 
Assez souvent  

 
Très souvent  

   

 

   5. Afin d'atteindre les objectifs de l'entreprise, adoptez-vous des mesures fortes et audacieuses ? 

 
Jamais  

 
Rarement  

 
Occasionnellement  

 
Assez souvent  

 
Très souvent  
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   6. Confrontée à une prise de décision incertaine, votre entreprise a-t-elle néanmoins tendance à adopter une position 
offensive, afin d'exploiter toutes les opportunités ? 

 
Pas du tout  

 
Plutôt non 

 
Cela dépend  

 
Plutôt oui  

 
Tout à fait  

   
 
 

 

 

   7. Au cours des 3 dernières années, combien de nouveaux produits/services votre entreprise a-t-elle lancé ? 

 
0 

 
1 à 9 

 
10 à 19 

 
20 à 29 

 
Plus de 30 
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   8. En général, quel est le degré de changement apporté à vos nouveaux produits/services ? 

 
Nul  

 
Plutôt faible  

 
Moyen 

 
Plutôt important  

 
Très important  

   
 
 

 

 

   9. Quelle importance votre entreprise accorde-t-elle à la R&D et à l'innovation ? 

 
Nulle 

 
Plutôt faible 

 
Moyenne 

 
Forte 

 
Très forte 

   
 
 



 68 

 

 

   10. Sur votre marché, engagez-vous des actions incitant vos concurrents à suivre ? 

 
Jamais  

 
Rarement  

 
Occasionnellement  

 
Assez souvent  

 
Très souvent  

   
 
 

 

 

   11. En général, votre entreprise est-elle pionnière en matière d'innovation sur le marché ?

 
Jamais  

 
Rarement  

 
Occasionnellement  

 
Assez souvent  

 
Très souvent  
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   12. En général, votre entreprise adopte-t-elle une posture agressive pour dominer la concurrence ? 

 
Pas du tout  

 
Plutôt non  

 
Cela dépend  

 
Plutôt oui  

 
Tout à fait  

   
 

 
 

<< Précédent Suivant >> 
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  Etude sur l'orientation entrepreneuriale et marketing au sein des entreprises françaises  
 

  4. Section 3/4 

 

 

   13. Comment évaluez-vous votre connaissance de l'environnement dans lequel votre entreprise évolue ? 

 
Mauvaise  

 
Passable  

 
Moyenne  

 
Bonne  

 
Excellente 

   
 

 

   14. A combien évaluez-vous le nombre de vos principaux concurrents ? 

 
0  

 
1 à 4  

 
5 à 9  

 
10 à 20  

 
Plus de 20  



 71 

   

 

 

   15. Comment évaluez-vous votre offre de produits/services par rapport à vos concurrents ? 

 
Mauvaise  

 
Passable  

 
Moyenne 

 
Bonne  

 
Excellente  

   
 
 

 

 

   16. Comment évaluez-vous la satisfaction de vos clients ? 

 
Mauvaise  

 
Passable  

 
Moyenne 

 
Bonne  

 
Excellente  
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   17. D'après vous, la communication avec vos clients est … 

 
Mauvaise  

 
Passable  

 
Moyenne  

 
Bonne  

 
Excellente  

   
 
 

 

 

   18. Votre prix, par rapport à la concurrence, vous parait-il compétitif ? 

 
Pas du tout  

 
Plutôt non  

 
Cela dépend  

 
Plutôt oui  

 
Tout à fait  
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   19. Avez-vous au sein de votre entreprise, un service dédié au marketing ?

 
Oui 

 
Non 

   

 

 

   20. Pensez-vous que les dépenses publicitaires sont utiles à la croissance de votre entreprise ? 

 
Pas du tout  

 
Plutôt non  

 
Cela dépend  

 
Plutôt oui  

 
Tout à fait  

   
 

 

   21. Pour vos clients, votre entreprise est-elle capable de répondre à des demandes spécifiques ? 

 
Pas du tout  

 
Plutôt non  

 
Cela dépend  

 
Plutôt oui  

 
Tout à fait  
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  Etude sur l'orientation entrepreneuriale et marketing au sein des entreprises françaises  
 

  5. Section 4/5 

 

 

   22. Sur les 5 dernières années, quelle est en pourcentage l'évolution de votre CA ? 

 
 

  
 

 

   23. Sur les 5 dernières années, quelle est en pourcentage l'évolution de votre effectif au siège ? 

 
 

  
 

 

   24. Sur les 5 dernières années, comment jugez-vous la performance globale de votre entreprise ? 

 
Mauvaise  

 
Passable  

 
Moyenne  

 
Bonne  

 
Excellente  
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  Etude sur l'orientation entrepreneuriale et marketing au sein des entreprises françaises  
 

    
 

Merci d'avoir pris de votre temps.  
Un compte-rendu de notre thèse vous sera proposé en ligne ultérieurement. 
 
Nous vous souhaitons une bonne continuation. 
 
Ysaline ROUX et Matthieu COUPPEY 
Master of Science in Business Administration  
USBE 
Umea University (Suède) 

 
 

 
<< Précédent Fin >> 
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APPENDIX E : SPSS Analysis 

 
1. EO within French SMEs 
 

1.1. Risk, innovativeness and Proactiveness scores depending on sectors 
 

Descriptives 
 

    N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean Minimum Maximum 

            
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

RISK B2B 23 3,1739 1,07247 ,22363 2,7101 3,6377 1,67 4,67 

  consumer goods 22 3,2424 1,06994 ,22811 2,7680 3,7168 1,67 5,00 

  textile 28 3,1667 1,01227 ,19130 2,7741 3,5592 1,67 5,00 

  Total 73 3,1918 1,03476 ,12111 2,9504 3,4332 1,67 5,00 

INNOVATI
ON 

B2B 
23 3,1594 ,69536 ,14499 2,8587 3,4601 2,00 4,33 

  consumer goods 22 3,0909 ,68376 ,14578 2,7877 3,3941 2,00 4,33 

  textile 28 3,2262 ,69124 ,13063 2,9582 3,4942 2,00 4,33 

  Total 73 3,1644 ,68296 ,07993 3,0050 3,3237 2,00 4,33 

PROACTI
VENESS 

B2B 
23 3,0000 ,92113 ,19207 2,6017 3,3983 1,33 4,00 

  consumer goods 22 3,0152 ,85744 ,18281 2,6350 3,3953 1,67 4,00 

  textile 28 3,0833 ,88250 ,16678 2,7411 3,4255 1,33 4,00 

  Total 73 3,0365 ,87588 ,10251 2,8322 3,2409 1,33 4,00 

 
  
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 

  
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

RISK ,353 2 70 ,704 

INNOVATION ,110 2 70 ,896 

PROACTIVENESS ,190 2 70 ,827 

 
ANOVA 
 

    
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

RISK Between Groups ,081 2 ,041 ,037 ,964 

  Within Groups 77,011 70 1,100     

  Total 77,093 72       

INNOVATION Between Groups ,226 2 ,113 ,237 ,789 

  Within Groups 33,357 70 ,477     

  Total 33,583 72       

PROACTIVENESS Between Groups ,102 2 ,051 ,065 ,937 

  Within Groups 55,134 70 ,788     

  Total 55,236 72       
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1.2. Risk, Innovativeness and Proactivenss scores depending on size 

 
Descriptives 

 

   N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean Minimum Maximum 

            Lower Bound 
Upper 
Bound     

RISK size 1 37 2,9820 ,96847 ,15922 2,6591 3,3049 1,67 4,67 

  size 2 20 3,2500 1,00219 ,22410 2,7810 3,7190 2,00 4,67 

  size 3 16 3,6042 1,14968 ,28742 2,9915 4,2168 2,00 5,00 

  Total 73 3,1918 1,03476 ,12111 2,9504 3,4332 1,67 5,00 

INNOVATI
ON 

size 1 
37 3,0811 ,66854 ,10991 2,8582 3,3040 2,00 4,33 

  size 2 20 3,2000 ,76777 ,17168 2,8407 3,5593 2,00 4,33 

  size 3 16 3,3125 ,61426 ,15356 2,9852 3,6398 2,00 4,33 

  Total 73 3,1644 ,68296 ,07993 3,0050 3,3237 2,00 4,33 

PROACTI
VENESS 

size 1 
37 2,9820 ,86761 ,14263 2,6927 3,2713 1,33 4,00 

  size 2 20 3,0333 ,83701 ,18716 2,6416 3,4251 1,67 4,00 

  size 3 16 3,1667 ,98131 ,24533 2,6438 3,6896 1,67 4,00 

  Total 73 3,0365 ,87588 ,10251 2,8322 3,2409 1,33 4,00 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 

  
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

RISK 1,209 2 70 ,305 

INNOVATION 1,262 2 70 ,289 

PROACTIVENESS ,508 2 70 ,604 

  
ANOVA 
 

    
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 4,417 2 2,209 2,127 ,127 

Within Groups 72,675 70 1,038     

RISK 

Total 77,093 72       

Between Groups ,633 2 ,317 ,673 ,514 

Within Groups 32,950 70 ,471     

INNOVATION 

Total 33,583 72       

Between Groups ,381 2 ,191 ,243 ,785 

Within Groups 54,855 70 ,784     

PROACTIVENESS 

Total 55,236 72       
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1.3. Risk, Innovativeness and Proactivenss related to performance 

 
Correlations 
 

    RISK PERFORMANCE 

RISK Pearson Correlation 1 ,439(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed)   ,000 

  N 73 73 

PERFORMANCE Pearson Correlation ,439(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) ,000   

  N 73 73 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Correlations 
 

    PERFORMANCE INNOVATION 

PERFORMANCE Pearson Correlation 1 ,449(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed)   ,000 

  N 73 73 

INNOVATION Pearson Correlation ,449(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) ,000   

  N 73 73 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Correlations 
 

    PERFORMANCE PROACTIVENESS 

PERFORMANCE Pearson Correlation 1 ,321(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed)   ,006 

  N 73 73 

PROACTIVENESS Pearson Correlation ,321(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) ,006   

  N 73 73 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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1.4. The entrepreneurial orientation – performance relationship 

 
Correlations 
 

    
ENTREPRENEURIAL 

ORIENTATION PERFORMANCE 

ENTREPRENEURIAL 
ORIENTATION 

Pearson Correlation 
1 ,489(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

  N 73 73 

PERFORMANCE Pearson Correlation ,489(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

  N 73 73 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 

EO LICKERT   N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

2,00 PERFORMANCE 34 1,33 4,00 3,0098 ,78917 

  Valid N (listwise) 34         

3,00 PERFORMANCE 29 1,00 4,67 3,5287 1,00994 

  Valid N (listwise) 29         

4,00 PERFORMANCE 10 3,67 4,67 4,5667 ,31623 

  Valid N (listwise) 10         
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2. The market orientation within French SMEs 
 

2.1. Competitor orientation, Customer orientation and Interfunctional coordination 
scores depending on sectors. 

 
Descriptives 
 

    N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum 

            
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

INTERFUNCTION B2B 23 2,2609 1,28691 ,26834 1,7044 2,8174 1,00 4,00 

  consumer goods 22 2,3182 1,35879 ,28970 1,7157 2,9206 1,00 4,00 

  textile 28 2,4643 1,23175 ,23278 1,9867 2,9419 1,00 4,00 

  Total 73 2,3562 1,27334 ,14903 2,0591 2,6533 1,00 4,00 

COMPETITORS B2B 23 3,3043 ,62695 ,13073 3,0332 3,5755 2,33 4,33 

  consumer goods 22 3,2879 ,62822 ,13394 3,0093 3,5664 2,33 4,33 

  textile 28 3,3810 ,65868 ,12448 3,1255 3,6364 2,33 4,33 

  Total 73 3,3288 ,63219 ,07399 3,1813 3,4763 2,33 4,33 

CUSTOMERS B2B 23 3,0145 ,63943 ,13333 2,7380 3,2910 2,00 4,00 

  consumer goods 22 3,0606 ,65575 ,13981 2,7699 3,3514 2,00 4,00 

  textile 28 3,0357 ,63076 ,11920 2,7911 3,2803 2,00 4,00 

  Total 73 3,0365 ,63236 ,07401 2,8890 3,1841 2,00 4,00 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 

  
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

INTERFUNCTION ,603 2 70 ,550 

COMPETITORS ,020 2 70 ,980 

CUSTOMERS ,003 2 70 ,997 

 
ANOVA 
 

    
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups ,568 2 ,284 ,171 ,843 

Within Groups 116,172 70 1,660     

INTERFUNCTION 

Total 116,740 72       

Between Groups ,127 2 ,063 ,155 ,857 

Within Groups 28,650 70 ,409     

COMPETITORS 

Total 28,776 72       

Between Groups ,024 2 ,012 ,029 ,971 

Within Groups 28,768 70 ,411     

CUSTOMERS 

Total 28,791 72       
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2.2. Competitor orientation, Customer orientation and Interfunctional coordination 
scores depending on sizes. 

 
  
Descriptives 
 

    N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum 

            
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

INTERFUNCTIO
N 

size 1 
37 2,1351 1,13437 ,18649 1,7569 2,5134 1,00 4,00 

  size 2 20 2,6000 1,46539 ,32767 1,9142 3,2858 1,00 4,00 

  size 3 16 2,5625 1,31498 ,32874 1,8618 3,2632 1,00 4,00 

  Total 73 2,3562 1,27334 ,14903 2,0591 2,6533 1,00 4,00 

COMPETITORS size 1 37 3,2613 ,60418 ,09933 3,0598 3,4627 2,33 4,33 

  size 2 20 3,2833 ,62384 ,13950 2,9914 3,5753 2,33 4,00 

  size 3 16 3,5417 ,69788 ,17447 3,1698 3,9135 2,33 4,33 

  Total 73 3,3288 ,63219 ,07399 3,1813 3,4763 2,33 4,33 

CUSTOMERS size 1 37 2,9550 ,58880 ,09680 2,7586 3,1513 2,00 4,00 

  size 2 20 3,0333 ,63890 ,14286 2,7343 3,3323 2,00 4,00 

  size 3 16 3,2292 ,71718 ,17930 2,8470 3,6113 2,00 4,00 

  Total 73 3,0365 ,63236 ,07401 2,8890 3,1841 2,00 4,00 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 

  
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

INTERFUNCTION 4,958 2 70 ,010 

COMPETITORS ,538 2 70 ,586 

CUSTOMERS ,548 2 70 ,581 

 
 
ANOVA 
 

    
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3,678 2 1,839 1,139 ,326 

Within Groups 113,062 70 1,615     

INTERFUNCTION 

Total 116,740 72       

Between Groups ,935 2 ,468 1,176 ,315 

Within Groups 27,841 70 ,398     

COMPETITORS 

Total 28,776 72       

Between Groups ,840 2 ,420 1,052 ,355 

Within Groups 27,951 70 ,399     

CUSTOMERS 

Total 28,791 72       
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2.3. Competitor orientation, Customer orientation and Interfunctional coordination 
related to performance 

 Correlations 
 

    
COMPETI

TORS CUSTOMERS INTERFUNCTION PERFORMANCE 

COMPETITORS Pearson Correlation 1 ,552(**) ,778(**) ,499(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed)   ,000 ,000 ,000 

  N 73 73 73 73 

CUSTOMERS Pearson Correlation ,552(**) 1 ,547(**) ,335(**) 

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

  N 73 73 73 73 

INTERFUNCTION Pearson Correlation ,778(**) ,547(**) 1 ,369(**) 

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

  N 73 73 73 73 

PERFORMANCE Pearson Correlation ,499(**) ,335(**) ,369(**) 1 

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

  N 73 73 73 73 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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2.4. The Market Orientation – performance relationship 
 
Descriptives 
 
MARKET ORIENTATION  

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean Minimum Maximum 

          Lower Bound Upper Bound     

size 1 37 2,7838 ,62248 ,10233 2,5762 2,9913 1,78 3,89 

size 2 20 2,9722 ,83606 ,18695 2,5809 3,3635 1,78 4,00 

size 3 16 3,1111 ,87301 ,21825 2,6459 3,5763 1,78 4,00 

Total 73 2,9072 ,74513 ,08721 2,7333 3,0810 1,78 4,00 

 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
 
MARKET ORIENTATION  

Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

7,188 2 70 ,001 

 
ANOVA 
 
MARKET ORIENTATION  

  
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1,313 2 ,657 1,189 ,311 

Within Groups 38,662 70 ,552     

Total 39,976 72       

 

 
Correlations 
 

    PERFORMANCE 
MARKET 

ORIENTATION 

PERFORMANCE Pearson Correlation 1 ,446(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

  N 73 73 

MARKET 
ORIENTATION 

Pearson Correlation 
,446(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

  N 73 73 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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3. Combination of EO and MO, and the relationship to performance 
 

3.1. The relationship between EO and MO 
 
Correlations 
 

    MO 

ENTREPRE
NEURIAL 

ORIENTATI
ON 

Pearson Correlation 1 -,113 

Sig. (2-tailed)   ,340 

MO 

N 73 73 

Pearson Correlation -,113 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,340   

ENTREPRENEURIAL 
ORIENTATION 

N 73 73 

 

 
 
3.2. EO and MO as a whole and the relationship to performance 

 
Correlations 
 

    EO + MO 
PERFOR
MANCE 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,701(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed)   ,000 

EO + MO 

N 73 73 

Pearson Correlation ,701(**) 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000   

PERFORMANCE 

N 73 73 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Descriptive Statistics 
 

PERFORMANCE   N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

MO 1 2,11 2,11 2,1111 . 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 1 3,78 3,78 3,7778 . 

1,00 

Valid N (listwise) 1         

MO 2 2,22 2,22 2,2222 ,00000 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 2 2,89 2,89 2,8889 ,00000 

1,33 

Valid N (listwise) 2         

MO 1 2,22 2,22 2,2222 . 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 1 2,89 2,89 2,8889 . 

1,67 

Valid N (listwise) 1         

MO 1 1,78 1,78 1,7778 . 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 1 3,67 3,67 3,6667 . 

2,00 

Valid N (listwise) 1         

MO 6 2,11 3,00 2,6667 ,39126 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 6 2,22 3,44 2,7037 ,45361 

2,33 

Valid N (listwise) 6         

MO 12 1,89 3,56 2,6759 ,60758 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 12 2,22 3,00 2,4352 ,34640 

2,67 

Valid N (listwise) 12         

MO 12 2,11 2,89 2,5093 ,19221 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 12 2,33 3,89 3,2500 ,57271 

3,00 

Valid N (listwise) 12         

MO 3 2,44 3,56 3,1852 ,64150 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 3 2,22 3,78 2,7407 ,89810 

3,33 

Valid N (listwise) 3         

MO 5 1,78 3,89 3,4000 ,91826 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 5 2,22 4,11 2,6444 ,82552 

3,67 

Valid N (listwise) 5         

MO 11 1,78 4,00 3,2323 ,94992 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 11 2,11 3,67 2,8990 ,55656 

4,00 

Valid N (listwise) 11         

MO 19 2,11 4,00 3,2281 ,77289 

ENTREPRENEURIA
L ORIENTATION 19 3,56 4,11 3,9298 ,17843 

4,67 

Valid N (listwise) 19         

 

 


