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Abstract

Objectives: The purpose of this study is to develop a culture based model of entrepreneurial orientation (EO), and to explain export performance implications of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours (EOBs).

Prior work: Exporting has been found to be of great importance for many firms because of the growing need for firms to achieve growth objectives, raise sales and profits, diversify their business risks and even retaliate against competitors’ entry into their domestic markets. Researchers are now focusing on how firms can exploit their export activities to improve their export performance. One possible route is via the adoption of export focused and culture-based entrepreneurial oriented behaviours (EOBs). A dominant view of EOBs is that they consist of five independent dimensions: innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, autonomy, and competitive aggressiveness. The EO dimensions may be directed at specific foci for new entry success to be achieved.

Approach: A quantitative approach is adopted to test the models. Data will be collected from UK exporters using both questionnaires and archives. Hypothesised relationships among the constructs will be tested using Structural Equation Modelling.

Results: EOBs- performance relationship may be non-linear, and may differ depending on the circumstances facing firms.

Implications: When one theorises about EO behaviours, one has to specify clearly which portion of EO behaviour one is thinking about. So, one may want to examine export new entry performance outcomes of EO behaviours when the EOBs are directed at a particular foci. Also, the cultural perspective of EO is important because if EO were to be conceptualised simply as a set of activities completely disassociated from the underlying shared belief systems of organisations, then EO can be implanted in any company, irrespective of the prevailing organisational culture

Value: To date, researchers have failed to empirically assess all five dimensions simultaneously. Also, export-focused and culture-based entrepreneurial orientation (EO) has received only limited attention. This study fills this gap by investigating the export performance consequences of the five EO dimensions from cultural perspective.
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1.0 Introduction

Many conceptual and empirical works have been published on the entrepreneurial orientation construct (henceforth called EO) since the three prominent seminal works by Miller (1983), Covin and Slevin (1991) and Lumpkin and Dess (1996). Past studies have contributed dramatically to our understanding, conceptualisation and measurement of the EO construct and its subdimensions. However, the development of the EO construct as a field of study did not come without problems as researchers and scholars continue to question its core domain. The issue of whether EO is an organisational philosophy, culture, behaviour, or intention continues to baffle both academics and professionals alike. Some researchers have come forward with their definition and operationalisation of the EO construct, making it one of the most perverted construct (Kreiser et al, 2002).

Despite the inconsistencies in the conceptualisation and operationalisation of EO, the underlying concept proposed by Miller (1983) and extended by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) continue to dominate the EO literature to the extent that there is hardly a research paper on EO without the mention of these seminal works. Miller (1983) states that a firm is entrepreneurial if it engages in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with proactive innovations while beating competitors. Miller’s definition is supported by Covin and Slevin (1988: 218) when they posit that a firm is entrepreneurially oriented when it has top managers who are inclined to taking business-related risks, favour change and innovation in order to obtain a competitive advantage for the firm, and are willing to compete aggressively with other firms. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) also refers to EO as organizational processes, methods, styles, practices, and decision-making activities employed by entrepreneurs that lead to new entry. EO, according to Lumpkin and Dess (1996) entails five generic behavioural activities, i.e. innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy that lead to entrepreneurial (or new entry) success. 

Taken as a whole, EO firms are argued in the current study to be those which take action to support creativity and experimentation in introducing new products/services, have the ability to take bold actions such as venturing into unknown new markets, have forward-looking activities involving the introduction of new products/ services ahead of the competition, make efforts to outperform their industry rivals, and have systems to support independent actions by an individual or a team aimed at bringing forth a business concept or vision and carrying it through to completion.

The EO construct is deeply rooted in the entrepreneurship concept (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). The principal goal of the EO activities is the achievement of entrepreneurship success, and new entry has been used as a surrogate for the entrepreneurship concept (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). In other studies (e.g. Burgelman, 1983; Chung & Gibbons, 1997; Covin and Slevin, 1991) the entrepreneurship construct is given different tags such as corporate entrepreneurship, corporate venturing, and new business venturing (for a review see Sharma and Chrisman, 1999). According to Lumpkin and Dess, new entry is “the essential act of entrepreneurship…..” (1996: 138), and which is primarily a firm-level phenomenon. Despite the different terms, Guth and Ginsberg’s (1990) definition of entrepreneurship has been well cited. Guth and Ginsberg refers to entrepreneurship as an organisational concept that 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; and (2) the transformation of organizations through renewal of the key ideas on which they are built, i.e. strategic renewal” (1990, p. 5). It is also referred to as the “act of launching a new venture, either by a start-up firm, through an existing firm, or via internal corporate venturing” (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996: 136). According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996), entrepreneurship is about what is undertaken whilst EO is how entrepreneurship is undertaken. This means that EO, although, embedded in the entrepreneurship concept, precedes entrepreneurship. EO is, therefore, considered as the organisational process that managers may use to achieve entrepreneurship success. 

The empirical literature suggests that EO is an important determinant of business success (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Miller and Friesen, 1982) and this influence may be sustainable in the long-run (Wiklund, 1999). EO research has also emphasised the role of EO in stimulating strategic renewal and survival (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). This is because it offers organisations the opportunity to accomplish their new entry objectives by entering new or established markets with new or existing products or services. The positive association between EO and business performance has also been supported in other research contexts such as culture (e.g.  Lee and Peterson, 2000), and exporting (Balabanis and Katsikea, 2003; Robertson and Chetty, 2000). The general notion, therefore, is that all firms should strive to be entrepreneurially oriented in order to be successful.

Taken together, EO has emerged as an important determinant of business performance and this impact is stronger in the long run (Zahra and Garvis, 2000; Wiklund, 1999). EO has also been described as an important construct in the entrepreneurship and strategy literature (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005) and continues to capture researchers’ attention. Given the plethora of research into the EO construct and the entrepreneurship concept, EO has become an important academic discipline that has tremendously influenced management theory and practice (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990).

1.1 Entrepreneurial Orientation and Export Performance

Although the EO construct has received considerable conceptual and empirical attention, the conceptualisation and measurement of the construct has not gone beyond the implementation of the entrepreneurship strategy. Yet, three of the widely used definitions of EO are those offered by Miller (1983), Covin and Slevin (1988) and Lumpkin and Dess (1996), which essentially refer to EO as an organisational process. However, some researchers have questioned the tendency of limiting EO to one domain of research. For example, Dess and Lumpkin (2005) contend that EO may signify a frame of mind and a perspective about entrepreneurship that reflects a firm’s processes and culture. While the process aspect of EO has received considerable empirical attention (e.g. Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Stetz et al, 2000; Kreiser et al, 2002) and has unimpeachable merits, the cultural component of the EO construct has only scanty information (e.g. Lee and Peterson, 2000). By borrowing ideas from research into other strategic orientation constructs such as market orientation (e.g. Homburg and Pflesser, 2000; Deshpande and Webster, 1989), EO researchers can conceptualise EO within a broader framework of organisational culture. By this, researchers can draw explicit distinctions among the values that support EO, norms for EO, artifacts indicating high and low levels of EO, and EO behaviours, which may exist within a theoretical structure with EO behaviour closest to business performance (see Homburg and Pflesser’s, 2000 culture application in market orientation research). As applied elsewhere in market orientation research, the cultural aspects of EO, i.e. norms, values and artefacts only act as antecedents to EO behaviour and thus have no direct association with business performance.

The behavioural layer of EO has been validated both conceptually (e.g. Covin and Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) and operationally (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Stetz et al, 2000; Kreiser et al, 2002). Past studies have demonstrated that the specific EO behaviours constitute valid implementation of the entrepreneurship concept (e.g. Miller, 1983; Covin and Slevin, 1989). However, past studies of EO from cultural perspective have mixed up the cultural levels. In the current study, EO behaviour layer in the culture ladder is, therefore, adopted and clarified.

While it has been suggested that the EO construct could have an important impact on export performance, very little conceptual and empirical studies have systematically examined the link between the two constructs (Yeoh and Jeong, 1995; McDougall and Oviatt, 2000). Like their domestic market EO researchers, some exporting researchers have begun to explore both the direct and contingent relationship between EO and export performance (e.g. Zahra and Garvis, 2000; Balabanis and Katsikea, 2003; Robertson and Chetty, 2000), and have found that the EO- export performance relationship may be moderated by environment and organisational contextual factors. Specifically, Zahra and Garvis (2000) found that EO is positively associated with international performance but the association may decrease in hostile international environments. Also, Robertson and Chetty (2000) found that the EO-export performance positive relationship is modest but the effect of EO on export performance becomes stronger when moderated by organic structure and dynamic export environment. 

Compared with other strategic orientation studies, there is paucity of empirical information on EO in an export context. Yet, it has been argued that exporting is a distinct and often a vital segment of the business companies engage in, and should not be regarded merely as an extension of what is done in domestic markets (Piercy, 1982). This is because the export market has its own unique problems and choices. Thus, for internationally active firms, which serve international markets, in conceptualising and operationalising about EO, the international level of analysis needs to be taken into account. For those studies that looked at EO in export context, results have largely been drawn from small sample sizes, which mean they were able to use less sophisticated statistical techniques to assess EO-export performance relationship.

1.2 Research Gap

In EO research, future research opportunities exist for empirically examining the potential independence of the five EO subdimensions proposed by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) and for investigating simultaneously the link between the five dimensions and business performance. Opportunity also exists for observing these EO research issues in an export context.

Earlier conceptual work by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) has argued for the independence of the EO subconstructs, and a further empirical works have found support for the independence of some of the dimensions (e.g. Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Kreiser et al, 2002; Stetz et al, 2000). Given the inconsistent findings regarding the dimensionality of the EO subconstructs, Lumpkin and Dess (2001) suggest that future research should be directed toward further assessment of the independence of the dimensions. However, to date, and with the exception of Kreiser et al (2002) and Stetz et al (2000), which have empirically assessed the psychometric properties of three EO subconstructs, no research has systematically and empirically assessed the distinctiveness of all the five EO subconstructs. In the exporting context, there is scarcity of empirical information on the five EO subconstructs.

Yet, if it is to be accepted that EO has a universal inherent positive influence on business performance, that EO has five key dimensions, and the dimensions are distinct concepts, which may have unique direct effects on business performance, then it is legitimate to question current research on EO. At the moment, it is not clear which of the five dimensions are most important for business performance. This is because no research has systematically, empirically, and simultaneously examined the influence of all the five EO dimensions on export performance, not even on domestic business performance where large number of research has been conducted. Interestingly, EO researchers (e.g. Robertson and Chetty, 2000) continue to model EO dimensions as composite total with the assumption that the dimensions make equal contribution to the overall level of EO in firms in all situations (Kreiser et al, 2002) while, in fact, there are both conceptual and empirical evidence to suggest that the individual dimensions of EO are more robust in predicting firm performance than an aggregated unidimensional EO construct (see Stetz et al, 2000; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001 and Kreiser et al, 2000). 

Although Covin et al (2006) provide interesting comments on the empirical results pertaining to the dimensionality of EO these issues have not yet been examined systematically and empirically in the export context. It is also worth mentioning that studies that have assessed EO as consisting of distinct multiple dimensions have limited their scope to Miller’s three dimensions, while in fact, Lumpkin and Dess’ five dimensions capture the entire domain of EO. The present study extends the application of the EO construct, which was developed in the context of the domestic business, to export marketing, for which there is a paucity of empirical research. By extending the EO construct to the international arena, this study is (1) responding to many calls on researchers to examine the international performance implications of the EO construct (e.g. Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Yeoh and Jeong, 1995; McDougall and Oviatt, 2000), (2) and is able to contribute towards the generalisation of previous findings (see Knight, 1997 and Kreiser et al, 2002 for cross-cultural assessments of the construct). Also, this study will help managers in exporting firms and policy makers to identify specific actions that are likely to generate improved export performance. This would, therefore, be an important area for research.

In this regard, an additional research is needed to provide further understanding on EO theory and practice. Consequently, a study that generates empirical information about entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours of internationally active firms, how such behaviours influence export performance, and in what context is worthwhile. Against this background, it is vital to develop a measurement instrument that captures the essence of the constructs of interest. It is imperative that the instrument captures all the five dimensions of EO in an exporting context.

Secondly, the cultural bases of EO have not been considered fully in past studies. Culture researchers(e.g. Deshpande and Webster, 1989; Trice and Beyer, 1993) view culture as a set of variables including values, norms, artefacts and behaviours that are separate concepts, which are, however, likely to be causally linked (Trice and Beyer, 1993).  Yet, most prior research into EO mixes these levels of analysis when conceptualising EO.  For instance, some researchers have mixed up EO values and EO behaviours (e.g. Morris and Sexton, 1996; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). This is theoretically unsound because values do not necessarily reflect behaviours (Homburg and Pflessor, 2000). Drawing on lessons learned from the research in other fields, EO researchers should choose their level of analysis carefully, depending on the research questions being investigated because mixing up these levels is likely to lead to confounding, or unclear relationships.  Thus, when studying EO’s relationship with export performance, entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours should be the main variables of interest because actual behaviours are more likely to have stronger relationships with performance than values, norms and artifacts (Homburg and Pflessor, 2000).

Thirdly, and finally, the relationship between EO and business performance is not simple and linear, but is likely to be dependent upon a number of environmental and organisational factors such as strategy and structure (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). The situation becomes more complex when the export situation is considered (Yeoh and Jeong, 1995). Because domestic strengths do not always guarantee success in foreign markets, it is important that EO-export performance relationship is examined with the consideration of contingency factors which are relevant to the export setting. Although past researchers have modeled EO-export performance relationship using contingency perspective, environment-structure-strategy paradigm have been the dominant choice. But if EO is to be nurtured in an exporting firm for effectiveness (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005), it would involve the use of large organisational resources. For example, exporters that have high EO, and have slack resources should perform better than exporters with limited resources (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005). So, given the resource-consuming nature of EO, it is rather unfortunate that both EO and export researchers (with the exception of Wiklund and Shepherd, 2003; 2005), tend to ignore this important resource deployment issue. Thus, it can be argued that in modelling EO-export performance relationship from contingency perspective, researchers can utilise strategic orientation-environment-resources paradigm, whereby EO, export environment, financial resources and market orientation are integrated in an interactive function so that the interactive effect on export performance can be evaluated. With such a model, researchers are able to examine the influence of EO on export performance while observing fit with the opportunities and threats offered by the export environment, slack financial resources available to the exporter to manage in the export environment, and how information processing capabilities inherent in market orientation could help offer value to customers in ways which are better than what competitors have to offer.

1.3 Research Objectives

From the research gaps identified from the discussions above, the objectives of this study are two fold, and are intended to provide theoretical and empirical evidence on entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours among exporting firms, and whether the entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours have any impact on export performance. In other words, this study seeks to determine the degree of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours among firms with active export/international involvement, establish the level of influence of such behaviours on export performance, and under different contexts. Specifically, the two objectives of this study are:

1. To develop and test a model of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours among internationally active firms

2. To examine the export performance outcomes of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours, and under what contexts

2.1 Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) in providing a distinction between EO and entrepreneurship, note that they are two different concepts. Entrepreneurship is characterised by active search for new opportunities and dramatic leaps forward in the face of uncertainty, but EO refers to the strategy-making practices that firms use to identify and launch new ventures (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). Whereas EO expresses how new ventures are undertaken, entrepreneurship addresses what entrepreneurial decisions are undertaken, and that EO comprises of five distinct dimensions and that each dimension may vary independently in relation to organisational performance. In this section, a configuration theoretical model of export focused entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours is developed by adopting the interactive perspective. The model has two main parts. In the first part, the existence of differences among the five EO behaviours is discussed and a hypothesis is developed and presented. The second portion of the model proposes that the five EO behaviours have independent main effects on export performance. The individual effects of the EO behaviours on export performance are discussed and hypotheses linking the behaviours to different dimensions of export performance are presented. Interactive effects are also modelled using export environment dynamism and two firm-specific variables (i.e. market orientation and financial resources). Figure 2.1 provides a delineation of the theoretical framework for this study.
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Figure 2.1: Theoretical Framework for Entrepreneurial Oriented Behaviours

2.2 EO Subconstructs: Five Distinct Concepts

If the EO concept explains the frame of mind of firms that are engaged in pursuing new ventures, then it provides a framework for investigating entrepreneurial activities. While EO refers to the entrepreneurial process, entrepreneurship is about the content of entrepreneurial decisions. This study addresses issues related to EO, which is conceptualised to comprise of five key generic activities- innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. More specifically, this study is interested in the nature and consequences of the five EO activities.

The most widely used dimensions of EO are derived from both strategic management and entrepreneurship literatures (e.g. Covin and Slevin, 1988; Miller and Friesen, 1982; Venkatraman, 1989; Miller, 1983; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). For instance, in a study of 52 industrial firms to examine the chief determinants of entrepreneurship, Miller (1983, p.) argues that an entrepreneurial firm “engages in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with proactive innovations beating competitors to the punch”; respectively suggesting the dimensions of innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) suggested two additional dimensions: competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. Collectively, the five dimensions of EO: innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness, and autonomy permeate the decision-making styles and practices of an entrepreneurial firm (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). The dimensions may work together to enhance a firm’s entrepreneurial performance (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). Table 2.1 provides a working definition of the five dimensions of EO. A detailed discussion of the theory underlying the first conceptual model follows next.

	Dimensions                                                Definitions

	Innovativeness
	Is an ability to support creativity and experimentation in introducing new products/services, and novelty, technological leadership and R&D in developing new processes



	Risk-taking
	Refers to taking bold actions such as venturing into unknown new markets, committing a large portion of resources to ventures with uncertain outcomes, and/or borrowing heavily



	Proactiveness
	Is an opportunity-seeking, forward-looking activity involving introducing new products or services ahead of the competition and acting in anticipation of future demands to create change and to shape the environment



	Competitive Aggressiveness
	Is an intensity of a firm’s efforts to outperform industry rivals, characterized by a combative posture and a forceful response to competitor’s actions



	Autonomy
	Is an independent actions by an individual or a team aimed at bringing forth a business concept or vision and carrying it through to completion


Table 2.1 Definition of EO Subconstructs

Figure 2.2: Distinct EO Behaviours

Currently, there are debates about the covariation (e.g. Miller, 1983; Covin and Slevin, 1989; Covin and Slevin, 1991) versus independence (e.g. Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; 2001; Yeoh and Jeong, 1995) of the EO subconstructs. Issues regarding the covariation of the EO dimensions are centred on the operationalisation of the EO subconstructs as to form unidimensional EO construct (consistent with Colvin & Slevin, 1989; Miller, 1983). The inherent assumption is that the dimensions make equal contribution to the overall level of EO in firms in all situations (Kreiser et al, 2002). In contrast, multi-dimensional operationalisation of the EO dimensions propose that the EO subconstructs are distinct concepts and are each capable of having independent effects on business performance (e.g. Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Yeoh and Jeong, 1995; Kreiser et al, 2002).

Those who advocate for covariation of the EO dimensions content that the level of EO exhibited by a firm is a reflection of the aggregate total of all the EO subconstructs (Miller, 1983 is an example). Covin and Slevin (1989), for example, maintain that a firm was truly entrepreneurially oriented if it exhibited high degree of risk taking, innovativeness and proactiveness, otherwise the firm is not entrepreneurial. More specifically, Miller (1983: p. 154) argue that “in general, theorists would not call a firm entrepreneurial if it changed its technology or product-line…..simply by directly imitating competitors while refusing to take any risks. Some proactiveness would be essential as well. By the same token, risk-taking firm that are highly leveraged financially are not necessarily entrepreneurial. They must also engage in product-market or technology innovation”. 

Added to Miller’s view, Covin and Slevin (1988) also propose that the entrepreneurial orientation construct could best be measured by aggregating together the extent to which top managers are inclined to take business-related risks (risk-taking dimension), to favour change and innovation in order to obtain a competitive advantage for their firms (innovation dimension), and to compete aggressively with other firms (proactiveness dimension). That is, for a firm to be classified as entrepreneurial that firm needs to demonstrate that it does not only engage in only risk related business and incorporate innovation and experimentation, but it also does that in a proactive and futuristic manner. Essentially, what this group of researchers are saying is that, for a firm to be characterised as entrepreneurially oriented, it has to exhibit all three dimensions of EO. Note that they mix up proactiveness with competitive aggressiveness and failed to recognize the importance of autonomy as a key dimension of EO.

An alternative to the covariation view is that each EO subconstructs could make unique contribution to entrepreneurship success (e.g. Lumpkin and Dess, 1996 Brockhaus; 1980; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). The contention in this stream of research is that exploring the independent relationships among the individual dimensions of EO is superior to considering a composite total of EO subconstructs (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Dess et al, 1997). Although proponents of the multi-dimensional approach acknowledge the parsimony of the uni-dimensional measure, they are also concerned that it may hide the unique contributions that each dimension of EO offers to the entrepreneurial process. In addressing the interdependence of the dimensions, advocates of multi-dimensionality of the EO subconstructs highlight the potential for each dimension to have a differential impact on key outcome variables such as business performance (e.g. Lumpkin & Dess, 2001).

Furthermore, it has been argued that theorizing EO as an aggregate construct may mean too narrowly construing some types of entrepreneurial strategies (Schollhammer, 1982; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). Schollhammer (1982) propose that entrepreneurial activities should be classified into five categories: administrative, opportunistic, acquisitive, imitative, and incubative with each type being a different focus of EO. For example, given the resources and capabilities (e.g. presence of R&D facilities, financial capital, or competent staff) a firm may decide to focus on nurturing innovation internally as opposed to investing in acquisitive innovation.

The distinctiveness of the EO subconstructs has received a number of empirical supports, albeit in domestic business context. For example, Stetz et al (2000) in a study of 865 healthcare executives used structural equation analytic technique to reach a conclusion that the subdimensions of EO could vary independently of one another. Similarly, Kreiser et al (2002), in a study of 1067 firms, also found empirical support for the proposition that the individual subdimensions of EO can exhibit significant independent variances, and therefore should be treated as distinct variables in EO research. Also, Lumpkin and Dess (2001) in a study of 124 manufacturing firms found support for the proposition that two of the five EO subconstructs are distinct concepts. 

Based on the multidimensionality approach, this study suggests that the five EO subdimensions are independent concepts with distinct meanings (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). As illustrated in the conceptual model (see figure 2.1), all the five subconstructs are salient components of EO. Thus: 

H1: Innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy are distinct dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation.

2.3 The Dimensions of Export Performance 

Researchers have conceptualised the export performance construct with a myriad of concepts (e.g. Cadogan et al, 2002, Zou et al, 1998). This means, there is still no consensus regarding an appropriate conceptualisation and operationalisation of export performance (Zou et al, 1998). But a review of the export marketing literature has shown that studies into the export performance construct can be categorised into two main groups. The first group has to do with the study of the behaviour of exporting and non-exporting firms, in which case the dominant measures of export performance are (1) a categorization of exporters and non-exporters, (2) propensity to export and (3) export involvement or intensity. Basically, the objective of these researchers is to examine the factors that stimulate export intensity, and the assumption here is that exporting per se attaches an element of success to the firm. Although this set of research is interesting, it suffers from some deficiencies. For instance, no account is taken of potentially significant differences between exporters in terms of their level of performance (Aaby and Slater, 1989).

The second group of studies focuses on observing the behaviour of exporters only and uses both financial and nonfinancial measures of export success. This study is positioned among the second group of research. A dominant view is that export performance can be conceptualised and measured in three different ways: financial, business/operational and organisational effectiveness (Zou et al, 1998; Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986). The most commonly used criteria for assessing export performance are: export to total sales ratio (e.g. Cadogan et al, 2002), export sales volume, export sales growth (e.g. Zou et al, Balabanis and Katsikea, 2003), export profitability (e.g. Cadogan et al, 2003), and export profit growth (Cadogan et al, 2002). Another trend is the tendency to assess managers’ satisfaction with overall export performance along a number of indicators (e.g. Robertson and Chetty, 2000).

Another development in the export literature is that, some researchers are using a combination of objective and subjective measures concurrently. This crop of researchers argues that the objective and subjective measure combination in a single study is appropriate because past studies indicate that both subjective (i.e. perceptual) and objective measures of firm performance yield consistent results (e.g. Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005). It is also contented that when both modes of performance assessment are incorporated in a single study, researchers are able to take advantage of the benefits of each method. 

It has been argued that the performance dimensions are distinct concepts and each may have unique organisational and environmental determinants (Covin et al, 2006). Against this background, it is possible to model the dimensions of export performance as distinct concepts, with each serving as dependent variable for sets of independent variables (Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986; Zou et al, 1998). There are instances in the export and EO literatures to support this claim.  For example, Covin et al (2006) in a study of 110 organisations found relationships between organisational characteristics (e.g. firm size, age, strategy formation mode) and relative sales growth rate. Relation was also found between environmental variables (i.e. dynamism and hostility) and relative sales growth. In the export literature, Cadogan et al (2002) found both direct and interactive effects of export market oriented behaviour and environmental turbulence on three dimensions of export performance (i.e. efficiency, sales, profit). 

In order to assess the consequences of the five EO behaviours, this study elect to focus on financial measures, i.e. export sales and export sales growth, export Profits and export profit growth, and managerial satisfaction with five indicators of export performance (i.e. export sales volume, export profits, export market share, rate of new market entry, and ability to fund business growth from profit). These performance measures are valid because they capture both growth and profitability measures, which are common in EO research (e.g. Miller and Friesen, 1982; Miller, 1983, Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). The export performance model adopted in this study also covers both objective and subjective evaluation of performance and is therefore well grounded because export performance assessment on the basis of a single approach or indicator is likely to capture only a particular aspect of the export performance construct.

2.4 Independence of EO and Export Performance

This section discusses the outcomes of the separate EO behaviours on export performance. This is consistent with the second objective of this study, which proposes to examine the independent influence of each dimension of EO on export performance. Figure 2.3 presents an illustration of the second conceptual framework for this study. A detailed discussion on the model is then presented.

It has been argued that if the five EO behaviours are indeed distinct concepts, then it is logical to claim that they may vary independently of one another in relation to performance (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Kreiser et al, 2002). Researchers employing the EO construct have commonly operationalised it using an aggregated measure that includes all sub-dimensions. These aggregated measures of EO are based on the assumption that all five sub-dimensions make equal contributions to the overall level of a firm's entrepreneurial orientation and performance in all situations (e.g. Covin and Slevin, 1989; Zahra and Covin, 1995; Miller, 1983). Similarly, in the export literature, researchers have modelled the EO construct in a summation function in relation to export performance (e.g. Balabanis and Katsikea, 2003 and Robertson and Chetty, 2000).


Figure 2.3: Independent effects of EO behaviours on Export performance

In contrast, this study concurs with other researchers to the extent that, the five EO behaviours may make a unique contribution to the entrepreneurial nature of a firm (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Kreiser et al, 2002). Against this background, it is legitimate to propose that the five individual EO behaviours are differentially related to export performance. 

Both conceptual (e.g. Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005) and empirical (e.g. Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Kreiser et al, 2002; Stetz et al, 2000) studies provide support to the above proposition.  Conceptually, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) is a singular study that provides support. For example, Lumpkin and Dess maintains that EO is a multidimensional construct and it is one in which a firm needs only be high on some of the dimensions, but not necessarily high in all at all times. They also argue that exploring the independent relationships among the individual dimensions of EO is superior to considering composite total of EO dimensions. 

The conceptualisation of EO as a multidimensional construct has also been supported empirically (e.g. Kreiser et al, 2002; Stetz et al, 2000; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). For example, a rigorous structural equation analysis of 865 health care executives has found that the dimensions of EO vary independently (Stetz et al, 2000). Kreiser et al (2002) also found that the dimensions of EO vary independently of each other in a study of the psychometric properties of EO dimensions among 1,067 firms in eight countries. Lumpkin and Dess (2001) have also identified that two dimensions of EO can vary independently of one another. Therefore, 

H2: Innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy are differently related to export performance.

Innovativeness refers to the ability to embrace creativity, experimentation, novelty, technological leadership, and so forth, in both products and processes (Lyon et al, 2000). It refers to being able to welcome new ideas and processes (Hurley and Hult 1998). The theoretical literature maintains that innovativeness is associated with business performance (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). 

Theoretically, there is a reason to expect positive relationship between innovativeness and business performance. Innovativeness can be a source of competitive advantage for a firm because innovative companies frequently develop strong and positive market positions that ensure customer loyalty (Miller and Friesen, 1982). Over time, customer loyalty is cheaper but guarantees increasing sales. Additionally, firms with sustained innovation are able to differentiate themselves from their rivals while capitalising on emerging market opportunities (Zahra and Covin, 1995). In a study of 89 biotechnology firms in the US, Deeds et al (1998) found that intense R&D investment improves return on sales. Also, Covin and Slevin (1988) found strong positive relationship between innovativeness and business performance. Similarly, Becherer and Maurer (1997), in a study of 147 entrepreneurs, found that innovativeness has positive effect on changes in profit. Innovativeness is also found to be positively associated with managerial satisfaction with long-term organisational effectiveness (Zahra and Covin, 1995). Matsuno et al (2002) argue that the innovativeness –business performance relationship is rather weak. Further research is, therefore, merited. 

Export researchers have also shown considerable interest in the effect of innovativeness on export performance (e.g. Balabanis and Katsikea, 2003; Guan and Ma, 2003; Robertson and Chetty, 2000). Samiee et al (1993) content that, in general, innovative exporters initiate exporting as a result of management’s own initiative. Also, innovative exporters are more aggressive and proactive in their exporting activities and are better organized than non-innovative exporters. Samiee et al (1993) found that innovative exporters are more likely to record improvement in their export activities and performance. Although, Zahra and Garvis (2000) found only moderate positive association between innovativeness and export performance, both Balabanis and Katsikea (2003) and Robertson and Chetty (2000) found positive relationship between innovativeness and export performance indicators. Therefore:

H2a: Innovativeness will have positive effect on export performance

Proactiveness refers to opportunity-seeking, forward-looking activity involving introducing new products or services ahead of the competition and acting in anticipation of future demands to create change and to shape the environment. Essentially, proactiveness is about satisfying latent needs of the market (Narver et al, 2004) and is therefore a response to future opportunities (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). It refers to how firms relate with market opportunities in anticipation of future market needs, and leading in the market place. For instance, Nokia introduced N95 mobile phone model with GPS function in anticipation of future demand. Similarly, Microsoft continuously scans the market in anticipation of future market needs and proactively introduces new product versions of software ahead of the competition. 

Past researches have reported positive relationship between proactiveness and business performance (e.g. Miller, 1983; Covin and Slevin, 1988; 1989). For example, in a study of 52 industrial firms, Miller (1983) found that proactiveness is positively associated with return on sales and profitability. Similarly, Lumpkin and Dess (2001), in a study of 124 non-affiliated firms, argue that proactiveness is positively related to sales growth, return on sales, and profitability. Zahra (1996b) also found that proactiveness has positive effect on performance, in a study of 176 CEOs of established manufacturing firms. Dess and Miller (1993) note that a quick response strategy often results in first-mover advantages (Lieberman and Montgomery, 1988) that translate into superior firm performance. As the advantages grow in magnitude, learning and experience curves sets in allowing the firm to improve its competitive position (Zahra and Covin, 1995). Similar positive results are also reported in export context. For example, in a study of 82 export ventures, Balabanis and Katsikea (2003) found that proactiveness is positively related to superior export performance. Therefore:

H2b: The higher the degree of proactiveness, the greater the degree of export performance

Competitive aggressiveness refers to an intensity of a firm’s efforts to outperform industry rivals, characterized by a combative posture and a forceful response to competitor’s actions (Covin and Covin, 1990). It entails how firms react to competitive trends and demands that already exist in the marketplace (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). Competitive aggressiveness is similar to Narver et al’s (2004) responsive market orientation, which is about how firms respond to customer’s expressed needs. It is also close to Chen and Hambrick’s (1995) recommendation that firms should be responsive to their environment in terms of innovation, technology, competition, and customers. Competitive aggressive behaviour helps firms to define their opportunities and threats, develop strategies that differentiate them from their rivals and enables them to avoid competitions they can not match (Zahra et al, 2002). Firms are able to identify resources and capabilities of their key rivals, which then enable them to develop strategies to manage in the competitive environment (Stone and Brush, 1996). Competitive aggressive behaviour, therefore, helps the firm to protect its competitive advantage, hence, performance (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001).

Strategic export managers can use competitive aggressive behaviour to combat their export market trends that threaten their market position. According to Dess and Lumpkin (2005), sometimes it important for firms to defend their competitive advantage that makes them industry leaders. This suggestion applies equally to exporting firms. For instance, by capitalising on new technologies and moving to serve new markets with lower prices and imitating the business activities of key successful competitors some of the ways companies can improve their market position to improve performance. Other competitive aggressive behaviours include preannouncement of new products, and increasing advertising budgets. These activities can help them firm to determine how competitors would react, and also helps to scare off potential new entrants.

However, there are mix empirical findings regarding the influence of competitive aggressiveness on business performance. For example, Lumpkin and Dess (2001) found that competitive aggressiveness is negatively related to sales growth and only weakly related to profitability and return on sales. Yet, Covin and Covin (1990) found that competitive aggressiveness is positively associated with overall managerial satisfaction with performance. This study argues that given the combative nature of competitive aggressive behaviour, it is such behaviour would increase the exporting firms’ competitive market position, and ultimately their performance. Thus:

H2c: The higher the degree of competitive aggressiveness, the greater the degree of export performance

Risk-taking involves the act of seizing market opportunities even though the outcome is uncertain. To be successful, firms with risk-taking behaviour would normally consider riskier alternatives, even if it means abandoning their past and current successful processes and products. Risk-taking firms borrow heavily, commit large amount of firm resources to business activities, invest in new products and processes, enter new markets and invest in untried technologies (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). Risk-taking firms do not need to know for sure the outcome of an investment before acting. It must, however, be noted that, risk-taking is not about gambling. Strategic managers normally investigate the likely outcome of various opportunities and create scenarios of likely outcomes before acting. They aim to reduce making fatal business decisions. This means, not all risk-taking behaviour would lead to improved performance. 

Only carefully managed risk-taking behaviours would lead to improved performance (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). This is achievable for firms that research and assess the risk factors inherent in market opportunities to minimise uncertainty, and use try-and-true techniques that have worked in other areas. Well managed risk-taking behaviours should lead to competitive advantage. Palich and Bagby (1995) found that entrepreneurial firms are not risk-averse and tend to view business opportunities from more positive light than their non-entrepreneurial counterparts. 

Virtually all past studies that examined risk-taking behaviour and business performance, both in domestic and export contexts, conclude that there is a positive relationship between risk-taking and business performance (e.g. Morris and Sexton, 1996; Zahra and Garvis, 2000; Miller, 1983). For example, Miller (1983) found support for the hypothesis that firms that take more risks are more likely to record higher business performance than their risk-averse counterparts. In the export context, Balabanis and Katsikea (2003) found that export risk-takers perform better than those that do not. This is supported by Robertson and Chetty (2000) in a study of 70 exporting ventures. Thus: 

H2d: The higher the degree of risk-taking, the greater the degree of export performance

The ability of entrepreneurial leaders to take independent decisions, free from organisational impediments, has been found to have positive influence on business performance (e.g. Burgelman, 1983; Bird, 1988; Katz and Gartner, 1988). Burgelman (1983), for example, in a study of a diversified R&D firm argued that, firms with product leaders, who have full support of top management, in a firm that has a culture to support individual success, are likely to have successful corporate new ventures. EO firms normally implement “bottom-up” strategy, whereby top managers support programmes and incentives that stimulate entrepreneurial growth. Project champions are needed to give support and encouragement to project definitions and impetus (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). Firms that want to improve new venture performance either nature corporate entrepreneurship internally or externally via acquisition of existing firms (Schollhammer, 1982). Others also engage in venture funding so that they can maintain their autonomy from the independent start-ups their fund (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005).

Unfortunately, there is only very little empirical information with which to hypothesise autonomy-export performance relationship. Despite the paucity of empirical information on the autonomy behaviour, the works of Burgelman (1983), Lumpkin and Dess (1996), Kanter (1983), Peters and Waterman (1982), and Shane (1994) provide useful examples to operationalise the autonomy dimensions. For instance, Burgelman (1983) in a case study of an R&D firm found that an effective project champion can help in aiding new venture success. Also, freedom granted to individuals and teams within the firm, devoid of layers of bureaucratic constraints and inflexible organisation traditions can be a source be a real source of competitive advantage (Kanter, 1983), that if support and coordination is provided from top managers (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). Thus: 

H2e: The higher the degree of autonomy, the greater the degree of export performance

2.5 Coalignment of EO-Export Performance Relationship

The suggestion that EO is universally beneficial may be too simplistic. Earlier EO literature suggests that the development and implementation of the EO concept may be more beneficial to some types of firm and less for other types of firm. The differences in EO utilities may be due to environmental and firm-specific issues. For example, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) propose that the performance implication of EO may be context specific. Some past EO researchers (e.g. Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005; Zahra and Covin, 1995; Naman and Slevin, 1993; Miller, 1983) have explored this possibility and found evidence to support the proposition that EO’s effect on performance is context bound. More specifically, Brush et al (2001) found that firm resources interact with EO to improve performance. Similarly, Covin and Slevin (1989) and Miller and Friesen (1982) found empirical support for the notion that EO performance outcome is stronger when paired with environmental uncertainty. Matsuno et al (2000) also report that there is empirical support for the proposition that EO varies with market orientation to increase performance. The following subsections discuss the interaction effects of EO, environmental dynamism, market orientation, and firm resources on export performance.

2.5.1 The Interaction of EO and Export Dynamic Environment 

It has been suggested that the export task environment presents obstacle to exporting firms (e.g. Beard and Dess, ). However, it has been found that firms may take advantage of changes in the export environment to improve their export performance (Ibeh and Young, 2001; Zahra and Garvis, 2000). The dimensions of a firm’s task environment have been classified into three key categories: munificence, dynamism, and complexity (see Dess and Beard, 1984 for overview). This classification absorbs Aldrich’s (1979) dimensions. This study elects to investigate the contextual influence of export market dynamism on the EO-export performance relationship.

In the dynamic export markets, the degree of interconnectedness among environment elements such as export customers and competitors make the environment more uncertain and unpredictable to export decision-makers (Miller, 1983). Again, in dynamic export markets changes can come from anywhere without notice to export decision makers and this can create consequences unanticipated by those initiating the changes as well as for those experiencing the changes.

Previous studies have reported difference influence of export market dynamism on the relationship between EO and export performance (e.g. Zahra and Garvis, 2000; Balabanis and Katsikea, 2003). For instance, it has been found that dynamic export environments are typical of high technology firms and entrepreneurial firms benefit from the dynamism of the export market (Miles and Arnold, 1991). Also, when firms find themselves in dynamic environments, more entrepreneurially oriented firms perform better than their less entrepreneurially oriented counterparts (Zahra and Garvis, 2000). Naman and Slevin (1993) also found that entrepreneurial oriented style in dynamic markets has positive effect on performance than it does in less dynamic markets. 

Moreover, in a study of 181 marketing managers, Hult et al (2004) found that the impact of innovativeness on business performance is greater under high market turbulence than under low market turbulence. In a study of 124 executives of US industrial firms, Lumpkin and Dess (2001) found that firms in dynamic environments benefit more from proactive and competitive aggressive behaviours than from reactive behaviours. However, it was also found that environmental hostility has stronger association with competitive aggressiveness than it is to proactiveness.  Moreover, hostility is negatively related to innovativeness but innovativeness is positively related with environmental dynamism in a study of 52 Canadian and 36 US firms (Miller and Friesen, 1983). Thus, given the mix results from prior studies, this study investigates the effects of export market dynamism on EO-export performance relationship. This study, therefore, proposes that depending on the level of dynamism of the export markets, firms are willing to adjust their strategic EO behaviours to achieve better export new entry performance. Thus:

H3: The strength of the relationship between EO and export performance will be stronger if export ventures with high degree of EO behaviours operate in dynamic export environment.

2.5.2 The Interaction of EO and Financial Resources

Dess and Lumpkin (2005) argue that for entrepreneurship to yield above-average return and contribute to sustainable advantage, and ultimately to business performance, it has to be managed effectively. Effective implementation of the EO activities requires resources (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005). Given the resource-consuming attributes of EO, access to resources will stimulate the level of EO in an exporting venture (c.f. Covin and Slevin, 1991). In other words, firms with resource constraints are likely to have problems implementing the EO concept successfully to achieve required returns. According to Dolinger (1999), financial capital is a resource type that can easily be converted in to other resources and capabilities. Cooper et al (1994: p, 371) argues that “financial capital is one of the most visible resources; it can create a buffer against random shocks and allow the pursuit of more capital-intensive strategies, which are better protected from imitation”. For instance, a firm with slack financial resource is able to acquire modern R&D facilities to pursue new innovative opportunities. Exporters often have difficulties obtaining financial capital to explore new overseas markets because of the risks involved. Yet, exporters involved in export entrepreneurial behaviour need financial resources to remain competitive. Many innovative exporters, for example, are able to access credit from export financial companies because of the potential of achieving improved performance. 

Barney (1991) argues that, in order for a resource to be a source of competitive advantage for a firm, it has to be: (1) valuable; (2) rare; (3) difficult to imitate; and (4) difficult to substitute. Financial resources are valuable to exporters if they are to succeed. Thus, access to financial resource should interact with EO to explain performance among exporters. In firms with slack financial resources, entrepreneurial export projects get approved quickly, unlike in financial resource constrained firms. Hence, excess financial resources stimulate the culture of experimentation, constructive risk-taking and proactive activities because it ensures protection against uncertainties. Risk-taking for instance involves making large resource commitment in new technologies, new product introduction, and new markets entry with uncertain outcomes (Covin and Slevin, 1989). But with enough finance, there is a mitigation against fatal loses, thus stimulating risk-taking behaviour. Slack financial capital enables managers to compete with their export rivals in competitively aggressive manner. Access to extra financial resources increases the chances of new product ideas from product champions to be approved. It also increases the chances of such projects to be supported through completion, thus stimulating autonomy. This study, therefore, agrees with Covin and Slevin (1991) that a successful implementation of an EO as a strategic orientation is dependent largely on the level of resources available to the firm. Thus:

H4: The strength of the relationship between EO and export performance will be stronger if export ventures with high degree of EO behaviours also have access to high degree of financial resources.

2.5.3 The Interaction of EO and Market Orientation

According to Kohli and Jaworski (1990), market orientation refers to organisational behavioural activities that comprises of the organisation-wide generation of market intelligence pertaining to existing and latent customer needs; the dissemination of the intelligence across functional units; and the organisation-wide responsiveness to it. Narver and Slater (1990) complement Kohli and Jaworski’s (1990) and state that market orientation involves customer and competitor orientations and coordinated creation of customer value. Cadogan and Diamantopoulos (1995) integrate Kohli and Jaworski and Narver and Slater’s definitions and contend that customer and competitor orientations provide foci to Kohli and Jaworski’s three behavioural market orientation activities. 

Like EO, previous market orientation researchers have transferred the market orientation concept to the international setting (e.g. Cadogan and Diamantopoulos, 1995; Diamantopoulos and Cadogan, 1996; Cadogan et al, 1999). Specifically, the market orientation construct has been applied in the study of export performance and positive relationships have been reported (e.g. Cadogan et al, 2002a, 2002b). Thus, the dominant view is that export market-oriented (EMO) behaviour comprises of three key generic activities, i.e. export intelligence generation, dissemination and responsiveness (Cadogan et al, 2002; Cadogan and Diamantopoulos, 1995; Diamantopoulos and Cadogan, 1996; Cadogan et al, 1999). As a result, EMO behaviour entails the export firm generating intelligence that is relevant to its export operations, communicating this intelligence to appropriate export decision-makers within the firm, and designing and executing appropriate responses to export competitor actions, and also other extraneous influences that may affect its ability to provide superior value to export customers (Cadogan et al, 2002).

Scholars in strategic management and marketing have begun to examine the interaction between market orientation and entrepreneurial orientation (e.g. Matsuno et al, 2002).It has been argued that market orientation (MO) may be detrimental to a firm that is also trying to be entrepreneurially oriented and successful (Matsuno et al, 2002) because well managed firms are often preoccupied with their existing markets to the extent that they fail to implement EO behaviours (Matsuno et al, 2002; Narver et al, 2004).  This situation may be worrying to export managers who believe in EMO because compelling evidence suggests that EMO leads to superior performance (e.g. Cadogan et al, 2002; Jaworski and Kohli, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990), and EO is also argued to contribute to superior firm performance (Covin and Slevin, 1991; 1989; Miller, 1983; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; 2001). It is also well argued that the fundamental functions of companies are the creation of both customer satisfaction and entrepreneurial innovation (e.g. Deshpande et al, 1993), and that companies may not need to have both market orientation and EO in their export operations at the same time. It has also been proposed that the strength of the relationship between EO behaviours and performance is often weak (Covin et al, 1997). Matsuno et al (2002) have found that when EO and market orientation are aligned, their interactive effect on performance is stronger than when each construct is considered separately. In the export context, such an interactive effect has not yet been examined. Thus:

H5: The strength of the relationship between EO and export performance will be stronger if export ventures with high degree of EO behaviours also have high degree of export market orientation.

2.5.4 The Interaction of EO, Environment, Market Orientation, Financial Resources

Earlier studies have been concerned with the issue of whether EO, environment, market orientation and financial resources drew from a common conceptual domain. These issues draw on common notion of information source and stock of resources (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). For example, EO and market orientation have been conceptualise as organisational capabilities that contribute to unique capabilities. Market orientation has also been argued to be the intelligence (i.e. information) processing abilities of firms that lead to success. Financial capital has also been viewed as generic resource that can easily be converted to acquire other resources (Dolinger, 1999). Consistent with Dess and Beard’s (1984) classification of the environment in to munificence, complexity and dynamism, the environment has also been seen as source of information about new opportunities and from where resources are acquired to pursue new opportunities. It can, therefore, be argued that EO may be aligned with the dynamism of the export environment, market orientation and availability of financial capital to realise improved export performance. Thus:

H6: The strength of the relationship between EO and export performance will be stronger if export ventures with high degree of EO behaviours also have high degree of export market orientation; financial capital, and operate in dynamic export environment.

3.0 Main Research Contributions

Having identified the research gaps, the objectives of this study, and the theoretical framework, it is imperative to explain the specific contributions this study is making to management knowledge. The anticipated contributions from this study are two fold.

The first contribution of this study has to do with clarifying the domain of EO, which is believed to comprise of five conceptually distinct dimensions (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). Prior research has failed to provide empirical evidence to support the independence of all the five dimensions. This study fills this void by developing culture based measures of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours. This represents a new way of conceptualising the EO construct, which recognises that the five entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours exist within a broader framework of organisational culture. With this, and by borrowing from culture research, explicit distinction is made between the levels of culture with entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours being the most important variable that influence export performance. The new conceptualisation of EO has some theoretical and managerial implications for both researchers and exporting firms.

Theoretically, the new EO conceptualisation is important because if EO were to be conceptualised simply as a set of activities completely disassociated from the underlying shared belief systems of organisations, then EO can be implanted in any company, irrespective of the prevailing organisational culture (see Homburg and Pflesser, 2000 for similar application to the market orientation construct), which may not be the reality. Managerially, if EO is taken to be rooted on the culture of the exporting firm, then exporting managers are given guidelines concerning which actions to take to increase the contribution of each of the entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours to improve export performance. By conceptualising EO as organisational culturally derived behaviour, EO becomes subjected to managerial intervention and control (Covin and Slevin, 1991).

The second contribution of this study is to demonstrate that exporting firms that manifest the entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours outperform their less entrepreneurial counterparts. The current notion is that EO is a good thing for all firms at all times, and that businesses should be striving to become more entrepreneurially oriented (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Covin and Slevin, 1989; Miller, 1983). However, if the contingency theory perspective of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours holds (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996), then one would expect that the optimal levels of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviour would differ among firms depending on the level of environmental and firm-specific factors such as environmental uncertainty, and organisational strategy and resources. It must be admitted that lots of studies have explored these issues in domestic business context (e.g. Zahra and Covin, 1995). However, there is scarcity of empirical evidence in an export context.

Although a number of studies have tried to assess some of the elements of entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours in an exporting context, their impacts on export performance, and under what contexts (e.g. Balabanis and Katsikea, 2003; Robertson and Chetty, 2000), no research has empirically assessed all the five entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours simultaneously in an exporting context. This study contribute to the literature by developing and testing a model that empirically assesses simultaneously all the five entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours in an exporting context, observes their individual effects on export performance, and under different environmental and organisational contexts. By doing this, the current study answers calls on researchers to link the EO construct with international business studies (Lyon et al, 2000).

For export managers, there are a number of benefits to be gained from the second contribution of this study. The first benefit concerns the recommendations about important resource allocation decisions on EO activities to improve export performance. It is acknowledged that the EO activities are resource dependent and have to be managed for effectiveness (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). To be entrepreneurially oriented can be expensive, and that managers are often torn between being entrepreneurial oriented versus being something else (Matsuno et al, 2000). For instance, all managers would want to be innovative and proactive to be able to grow in their export markets, yet it is also a good thing to satisfy customers’ expressed and latent needs better than competitors to be able to remain profitable. To be able to make decision concerning which behaviour pattern to focus on at a given point in time to be effective, export managers need clear information to act on. Against this background, information on the influence of all the five key dimensions of EO on export performance would be merited. With such information, export managers will be able to make decision on whether to increase, maintain or decrease any individual EO activities to improve performance and in what context.

The present study differs from other studies in the field in a number of ways. This is because the EO construct is operationalised in this study at the firm’s export unit level and the interrelationships within a firm’s different function are analysed simultaneously. Specifically, EO will be operationalised at the firms’ export unit level. Similarly, organisational, business environment and performance variables are measured at the export level.

Thus, given the current study objectives, and drawing from domestic focused EO research (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983; Covin and Slevin 1989, Covin et al 2006), it is proposed that export focused EO consists of five generic and distinct entrepreneurial behaviours, namely, export proactiveness, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. Therefore, export focused entrepreneurial-oriented behaviour is operationally defined as export firms’ strategy-making process that involves taking action to support creativity and experimentation in introducing export new products/services, having the ability to take bold actions such as venturing into unknown new export markets, having forward-looking activities involving the introduction of export new products/ services ahead of the competition, making efforts to outperform export rivals, and having systems to support independent actions by individuals or teams aimed at bringing forth export business concepts or visions and carrying them through to completion to create value (C.f. from Miller,1983 and Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). The focus of the export focused entrepreneurial oriented behaviour is the export market.

5.0 Future Research Directions

In order to achieve the objectives in this paper, future research needs to develop and validate measurement instruments that capture the constructs of interest in this study. More specifically, future research needs to develop a valid instrument that measures EO, and chooses what level to measure it, which would involve answering the cultural model of how entrepreneurial-oriented behaviours influence export performance.  

Future research could also adopt a quantitative approach to investigate the contingency models of entrepreneurial orientation in export context, whereby the independent effects of EO behaviours on export performance could be evaluated. More specifically, future research could split based on the contingent factors and their interactive effects on export performance measures. Again, method of data collection could be questionnaire and secondary data based. These multiple sources may serve as a mean to avoiding potential contamination of common method bias. In terms of statistical analyses that could be performed, hypothesised relationships among the constructs could be tested using structural equation modelling (SEM), whereby the analysis carried out could mirror the patterns identified by Leonidou and Katsikea (1996). 

6.0 Conclusion

This paper presents a theoretical model on the nature of EO behaviours and their export performance consequences in different contexts. Firstly, it has been proposed that EO is comprised of five behaviours. These five behaviours are fundamentally distinct concepts but they are important in explaining the domain of the EO construct. Secondly, it was shown that the five EO behaviours vary independently in relation to export performance. Lastly, the theoretical model proposes that the EO construct would interact with other variables (i.e. export environment dynamism, market orientation and financial resources) to improve export performance. To assess this theoretical framework, valid measures of the constructs are needed. This study proposes that a quantitative approach, which utilises configuration method, should be used to empirically examine the hypothesised relationships using data from active exporters.
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