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Even though SMEs in emerging markets and developing economies (EMDEs)
seem to play a major role in boosting the country’s economy, researches show that
SMEs also have some potential weaknesses such as lack of resources and market power
to support expansion and overcome economic crisis. In order to overcome these
weaknesses, the study focused on two managerial resources of competitiveness which
can be developed internally by SMEs which are Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and
Stakeholder Orientation (SO).

The positive relationship of EO and SO on firm performance was reported in
previous studies; however the empirical researches of EO and SO on firm performance
in South East Asian countries in particular are still limited. The objective of this study is
to fill this gap by investigating the contribution of EO and SO on SME performance in
Thailand. Furthermore, the study also empirically investigated the interaction effect
between EO and SO on SMEs performance which has not been reported by the previous
study.

Resource-Based View (RBV) and stakeholder theory were employed as major
theoretical frameworks to explain the role of EO and SO on SME performance.

The data was collected through a questionnaire survey of 370 small and medium
enterprises in Thailand. The data was analyzed using a Partial Least Square regression
analysis. Results from the analysis confirmed a support that EO and two key
components of SO contributed positively to SMEs performance. The analysis also found
the effect of SO key components on the relationship between EO and SMEs

performance which confirmed that the interaction effect of SO on the relationship



between EO and SMEs performance did exist.

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO), Stakeholder Orientation (SO), SMEs
performance, Resource-Based View (RBV), stakeholder theory.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

According to World Bank (2017), the world economy in 2017 is projected to be
another difficult year with a low projected growth of 2.7 percent due to stagnant
global trade, subdued investment and heightened policy uncertainty. A recovery in
emerging market and developing economies (EMDES) is expected to drive the world
economic growth. Among major EMDEs in South East Asia, Thailand has played
significant role at the top four ranks with a nominal GDP total of 437.3 Billion US
Dollars (Worldatlas, 2016). Thailand’s past economy used to grow at relatively high
annual rate of 7.5 percent during the year 1960 to 1996 following by 5.0 percent after
the Asian economic crisis during 1999-2005; however, annual growth of Thailand has
continued to drop to 3.5 percent during 2005-2015 and even expect to slower at 3.1
percent in 2016 and 2017 (World Bank, 2017).

Asian Development Bank, ADB (2015) suggested that EMDEs like Thailand
requires a new growth model in which Small and Medium Enterprises (SMES) play a
key role in boosting national productivity and cope with global economic downturn.
SMEs have been recognized as a major source of employment and a high efficiency
resource allocation and distribution by mobilizing and utilizing local human and
materials (Cunningham & Rowley, 2010). Many nations in developing countries have
recognized the value of SMEs from the characteristics of dynamic, innovative and
flexibility which enable them to survive in a difficult situation and play an important
role in enhancing a country's economic growth (Arief, Thoyib, Sudiro, & Rohman,
2013; Jeswal, 2012).

In Thailand, previous study described the competitive strength of Thai SMEs
in terms of innovation and proactive with emphasizing in a long term growth

(Swierczek & Ha, 2003). Thai SMEs plays significant role with high contribution



percentage of 97.2% of total enterprises in the country, accounting for 2.76 million
firms, creating 11.4 million jobs or 81% of the total workforce in 2013; moreover,
Thai SMEs also continued to influence international trade with more than 26% of the
country total export value in 2013 (ADB, 2015). Although Thai SMEs tend to have a
reasonable growth from the past 10 years. However, the growing trend has been seen
in trade and service sector and not in manufacturing sector (The office of SMEs
Promotion, 2017). The declining of Thai SMEs manufacturing sector in recent years
has affected employment rate and economic outputs. (Charoenrat, Harvie, &
Amornkitvikai, 2013). Even SMEs in EMDESs seem to play a major role to boost the
economy; however, researches show that SMEs has some potential weaknesses such
as lack of market power and financial resources to support their expansion
Damanpour (2010) and are likely to get affected from economic downturn than larger
corporations (Bourletidis & Triantafyllopoulos, 2014; Charoensukmongkol, 2019a,
2019b). According to Bourletidis and Triantafyllopoulos (2014) SMEs in periods of
prolonged economic crisis may face difficulties due to their lack of resource and
capacity such as financial resource, technology, managerial and human capabilities
to overcome the crisis. In order to overcome these weakness, SMEs tend to develop
internal competitive strengths that enable them compete effectively with larger firms
(Wiklund, Patzelt, & Shepherd, 2009). Maranto-Vargas and Rangel (2007) argued
that SMEs’ internal capabilities tend to be more important than financial resources in
developing their competitive advantages which enable them to compete effectively in
the high market competition. Previous studies suggested that small firms tend to be
innovative and have a risk taking initiative, which could be a key factor that
contributes their growth significantly (Terziovski, 2010; Wolff & Pett, 2006).
Moreover, Aragon-Correa, Hurtado-Torres, Sharma, and Garcia-Morales (2008)
argued that SMEs tend to have high entrepreneurial orientation within their
organization since the owners and/or managers are likely to communicate and
dissipate their visions as well as reinforce opportunity-seeking and problem solving
behaviors to their employees.

The study focuses on SMEs in steel fabrication industry which has been one of
the key manufacturing sectors of Thai SMEs. Steel fabrication industry transforms

steel raw materials by processing, assembling and building into parts, sub-assemblies



and finished products which are widely used in many applications and industries
(Steel Fabrication Industry in Thailand, 2009). Besides in declining trend Thai SMEs
in manufacturing sector, steel fabrication industry has still been playing active roles
with steady performance due to the expansion of a construction sector, government
infrastructure projects such EEC (Eastern Economic Corridor), airport or mass
transportation and Thailand industrial 4.0 project aiming for expansion in machinery,
automatic manufacturing and automotive sectors (Iron and Steel Institute of Thailand,
2018). Increasing trend of steel consumption in the country makes steel fabrication
industry becomes one of attractive industries for both large enterprises and SMEs in
(The office of SMEs Promotion, 2017).

However, according to the Iron and Steel Institute of Thailand (2018), effects
from increasing trend of local steel price which estimated at 8.2% in 2017 and a
strong competition from Vietnam have been major threats for Thai SMEs in steel
fabrication industry. Vietham was predicted to replace Thailand and become the
Asian number one in steel industry in terms of production, consumption and export in
the year 2020 (Thansettakij, 2016). This is expected to create more intense
competition in steel fabrication market in Thailand since many steel products could be
fabricated in Vietnam with more competitive price and finally imported to Thailand
without import duty by Asian free trade agreement. Another major challenge faced by
Thai SMEs in steel fabrication industry was the threat from importation of
prefabrication steel products from China. According to Prachatchat.net (2017), the
prefabrication steel products imported from China during January to August 2017
were unexpectedly high with more than 64,000 metric tons. The highly competitive
price of prefabrication steel products from China has inevitably affected Thai SMEs
in steel fabrication industry. The imported prefabrication steel products could cut off
many local manufacturing activities in Thailand, making it’s hard for Thai SMEs in
steel fabrication industry to expand and prosper (Prachatchat.net, 2017). Because of
the aforementioned negatives factors that affected Thai SMEs in steel fabrication
industry, it drives SMEs to realize the needs to search for new sources of
competitiveness that allow them to deal with these challenges effectively.

The previous entrepreneurial researches suggested that a particular

competency that allows SMEs to respond proactively and aggressively to a high



market competition and economic downturn is Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) (G
Thomas Lumpkin & Dess, 2001; Tang & Hull, 2012). EO refers to the strategy
making processes that provide organizations with a basis for entrepreneurial decisions
and actions (G Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). EO
activities observed in SMEs are such as launching innovative products and service
that capture the market opportunity, driving organization toward goals proactively,
making decisive decision on risky projects, competing and suppressing threats from
competitors aggressively and empowering team or business unit to make quick
decision in response to the competition (Arief et al., 2013; Arshad, Rasli, Arshad, &
Zain, 2014; Brouthers, Nakos, & Dimitratos, 2015; Kraus, Rigtering, Hughes, &
Hosman, 2012; Mahmood & Hanafi, 2013). There is a body of research provided
empirical support about the benefits of EO on SMEs performance such as sales
growth, employee growth and return on investment (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Krauss,
Frese, Friedrich, & Unger, 2005; G Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund &
Shepherd, 2005; Zahra & Covin, 1995).

Besides EO, another strategic managerial orientation that helps a firm building
sustainable competitive advantage is Stakeholder Orientation (SO). Stakeholders are
groups or individuals who are affected by or can affect the achievement of an
organization’s objectives (Freeman, 2010). According to Ferrell, Gonzalez-Padron,
Hult, and Maignan (2010), SO is defined as the organizational culture and behaviors
that induce organizational members to be continuously aware of and proactively act
on a variety of stakeholder issues. There were studies supporting the benefit of
organization from adopting SO which involved the entrepreneur or manager to
develop relationships with the firm’s stakeholders, making all stakeholders contribute
their best interest to create value that firm committed (Ayuso, Angel Rodriguez,
Garcia-Castro, & Angel Arifio, 2011; Cennamo, Berrone, Cruz, & Gomez - Megjia,
2012; Deshpande & Farley, 1999; Gonzalez-Padron, Hult, & Ferrell, 2016; Torugsa,
O’ Donohue, & Hecker, 2012; Yau et al., 2007; Zink, 2005). Moreover, the positive

relationship between SO and firm performance measured in terms of financial returns
is also empirically supported (Freeman, 2017; Greenley & Foxall, 1997; Harrison &
Wicks, 2013; Lee & Susan, 2015).



Although previous studies have found positive contribution of EO and SO to
firm performance, prior research tended to analyze the effect of EO and SO
separately; there is no research that explores the role of EO and SO together as
determinants of firm performance. Moreover, previous studies suggest that EO tends
to have a positive influence on firm performance in a short-term perspective (less than
five years) as it facilitates entrepreneurial firms to compete in a turbulent
hypercompetitive environment where product and services cycles are
characteristically short (Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999; Murimbika & Urban, 2014;
Wiklund, 2006; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2011; Zellweger & Sieger, 2012) while SO
seems to have a positive influence on firm performance in a long-term perspective
(more than five years) in accordance with suggestions from extant researches that
long-term success of the firm depends on the firm’s ability to create value and
satisfaction for a variety of stakeholders, such as customers, suppliers, investors, and
employees (Berman, Wicks, Kotha, & Jones, 1999; Freeman & McVea, 2001; Miller
& Le Breton-Miller, 2005; Phungsoonthorn & Charoensukmongkol, 2019; Post,
Preston, & Sachs, 2002; Ruf, Muralidhar, Brown, Janney, & Paul, 2001). Since EO
and SO tends to have influence on firm success in different time frame, having both
strategic orientations implemented together could possibly lead to better strategic
positioning for the firm which is not only aiming at success in a short term but also in
a long term. Given that this is the area that has not been investigated in previous
research, it is important for the study to explore the interaction between EO and SO to

provide evidence to support this view.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

Our study aims to fill the above mentioned gap by investigating the
contribution of EO and SO to SMEs performance in Thailand. Firstly, the main
purpose of the study is to explore whether both EO and SO are the determinants of
Thai SMEs performance. Secondly, the study will investigate whether firms that
adopt both EO and SO will demonstrate better business performance than when just
one strategic orientation is adopted. In particular, this research focuses on Thai SMEs

in steel fabrication industry. Steel fabrication industry is selected because it has been



one of the major manufacturing industries of Thai SMEs that is significantly
important for to the country in terms of employment and exports potential (Charoenrat
et al., 2013). Moreover, the trend of steel consumption in five major countries in
ASEAN including Thailand has been increasing with average annual growth of 5%
since 2016 (World steel association, 2017), thereby making this industry become one
of key representatives of manufacturing sector of Thai SMEs.

This study uses Resource-Based View (RBV) and stakeholder theory as a
theoretical framework to explain the role of EO and SO on SMEs performance.
According to RBV, a firm’s competitive advantages are generated within a firm from
its unique set of strategic resources including tangible and intangible assets which are
valuable, rare, costly to imitate and difficult to substitute by competitors (J. Barney,
1991; Peteraf, 1993). Previous researches suggested that EO is a firm’s intangible
asset which is value, rare and difficult to imitate and substituted by competitors;
therefore it is considered as a firm’s strategic resource which possibly leads to
sustainable competitive advantages for a firm (Kropp, 2006; Martin, 2009). On the
other hand, stakeholder theory suggests the needs for firm’s manager to put focus on
firm’s stakeholders, treating and managing their interests well, which help firm
creates value in many aspects and finally leading to a better firm performance
(Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, Harrison and Wicks, 2007; Harrison, Bosse &
Phillips, 2010). SO is also regarded as a firm’s strategic resource which helps firm to
clarify the corporate mission, culture and development of the strategic planning that
possibly lead to positive performance like sales growth, market share and new product

launching success (Ferrell et al., 2010).

1.3 Significant of the Study

This study provides academic contribution and contribution for SMEs sector in
practical way. For academic contribution, firstly, this study investigates the
relationship between EO, SO and firm performance in context of SMEs in Thailand.
Although the empirical studies of the effect of EO on firm performance have been
extensively conducted in many contexts across the globe, the empirical investigation

of SO on firm performance is still not widely conducted and mostly limited to firms in



developed economies such as in the US., U.K. and European countries (Patel, Manley,
Hair, Ferrell, & Pieper, 2016; Perrini & Tencati, 2006; Yau et al., 2007). Therefore,
the empirical investigation of the relationship between SO and firm performance in
context of SMEs in developing economy such as Thailand can potentially fill this
research gap. Secondly, even though the relationship between EO and firm
performance as well as SO and firm performance have been studied in previous
researches; however, to the best of our knowledge, the empirical study that investigate
the interaction between EO and SO has not been conducted before. Moreover, given
that EO tends to influence firm success in short term perspective while SO tends to
influence firm success in long term perspective, the study of relationship between EO
and SO could possibly leads to an important strategic management for SMEs since it
explores into the area of firm’s sustainable competitiveness which incorporates both
short term and long term success.

For practical contribution, this research could offer SMEs suggestions to adopt
a firm-level managerial strategic orientation such as EO and SO to their strategic plan.
In recent global economic downturn that SMEs have become main focus of the
country’s economic driving force, it is necessary for SMEs to search and develop new
competitive resources and capabilities that enable them to outperform the market and
continue to succeed sustainably. The managerial strategic orientation which can be
acquired and developed internally by SMEs like EO and SO could potentially become
the strategic resources that enhance both short-term and long-term success for the
firms. The results from this study could offer guidelines for SMEs whether they

should invest, develop and maintain EO and SO within their organization.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)

In the early entrepreneurial research, Mintzberg (1973) explained that
entrepreneurial firms were likely to take more risks and more proactive in searching
for new business opportunities than other types of firm. According to Miller (1983, p.
771) “an entrepreneurial firm is one that engages in product-market innovation,
undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with proactive
innovations, beating competitors to the punch”. Miller (1983) further argued that the
emphasis of entrepreneur researches in the past just focused on individual
entrepreneur for its new venture creation and innovation capabilities while his study
shifted the focus from individual entrepreneur to a firm-level entrepreneurial activity
due to the growth and complexity of organizations. Covin and Slevin (1991) proposed
the conceptual model of entrepreneurial organization or a firm-level entrepreneur in
which particular entrepreneurial behaviors are recurring and infiltrating into all levels
of organization; moreover, adopting this firm-level behavior model of
entrepreneurship has more advantages compares to individual trait entrepreneurship
since a firm-level entrepreneurial behavior can be reliably, verifiably and objectively
measured and managed.

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) has emerged as a major concept comprising of
various disciplines including entrepreneurship, organizational behavior, strategic
management, marketing, and operations (Dess, Pinkham, & Yang, 2011). Lechner
and Gudmundsson (2014) argued that there is no single agreed definition of EO.
However EO is widely regarded as firm-level entrepreneurship focused on
opportunity recognition and exploitation (Covin & Wales, 2012). Miller (1983)
proposed the concept of firm level EO comprising of three independent dimensions
including innovativeness, risk-taking and proactiveness. This study follows EO



definition suggested by Lumpkin and Dess’s conceptualization in which EO is
defined as the strategy-making processes, structures and behaviors of firms
characterized by the exhibition of five entrepreneurial behavioral dimensions in
pursuit of opportunity which are innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking,
competitive aggressiveness and autonomy (G Thomas Lumpkin, Cogliser, &
Schneider, 2009; G Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; G Thomas Lumpkin & Dess, 2001).
Even though the conceptualization of EO based on the above five independent
dimensions is a distinct theoretical construct that do not need to covariate, each
dimension may vary independently in a given context (Covin & Wales, 2012; G Tom
Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Each of EO dimensions is reviewed and summarized in

details as below.

2.1.1 Autonomy

Autonomy refers to independent action taken by an individual or a team aimed
at bringing forth a business idea or a vision and carrying it through the completion (G
Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). The character of entrepreneurial firm which has an
autonomy can demonstrate by supporting individuals and/or teams to pursue business
opportunity and make decision autonomously with less dependent to the supervisors
(Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, & Frese, 2009). Firms which intend to foster autonomy
tend to engage in organization structure changes such as flattening hierarchies,
delegating authority to business units, bending the rules and bypassing procedure and
budgets (McDougall, Shane, & Oviatt, 1994; Pinchot, 1985).

2.1.2 Innovativeness

Innovativeness refers to a 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 (G Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Innovativeness
of entrepreneurial firms can be demonstrated by several forms of innovative action
from a simple willingness to try a new product/service or new advertising venue to a
commitment to master the latest new products or technological advances (G Tom
Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). The level of expenditures such as R&D costs as percentage

of sales and/or the number of resources dedicated to R&D activities such a number of
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engineers and scientists in R&D department can reflect firm’s commitment to
innovation activities (Charoensukmongkol, 2014; Hage, 1980; Miller, 1987, 1988). In
the area of product-market innovation, one method for assessing firm’s level of
innovation that often used is to investigate the number of new product or service
introductions and the frequency of changes in product lines or services (Covin &
Slevin, 1989). Firms which intend to foster innovativeness tend to launch new
products or services to the market periodically, change product lines or services
dramatically, and have a long-term commitment to invest in new technology, R&D
and continuous improvement (Chang, Lin, Chang, & Chen, 2007; Covin & Slevin,
1989). Innovative companies which developing and promoting new products, services
and technologies, can generate high business performance and have been described as
the engines of economic growth (S. L. Brown & Eisenhardt, 1995).

2.1.3 Risk-taking

Risk taking refers to taking bold actions by venturing into the unknown,
borrowing heavily, and/or committing significant resources to ventures in uncertain
environments (Rauch et al., 2009). According to Miller and Friesen (1978, p. 923)
“the essential definition of risk taking is the degree to which managers are willing to
make large and risky resource commitments i.e. those which have a reasonable
chance of costly failures”. The character of entrepreneurial firm which has a risk-
taking can demonstrate by incurring the high leverage from borrowing and making
large resource commitments in the interest of getting high returns from opportunities
in the marketplace (G Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Firms which intend to foster
risk-taking tend to invest in high risk projects with chances of very high return, adopts
a bold, wide-ranging acts necessary to achieve the firm’s objectives, invest in major
projects through heavy borrowing and take calculated risks with new ideas (Chang et
al., 2007; Covin & Slevin, 1989; Hughes & Morgan, 2007)

2.1.4 Proactiveness
Proactiveness refers to an opportunity-seeking, forward-looking perspective
characterized by the introduction of new products and services ahead of the

competition and acting in anticipation of future demand (Rauch et al., 2009).
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Venkatraman (1989) suggested that proactiveness refers to processes aimed at
anticipating and acting on future needs by seeking new opportunities. “The character
of entrepreneurial firm which has a proactiveness can demonstrate by anticipating and
pursuing new opportunities which may or may not be related to the current firm’s
operation, introducing new products and brands ahead of competitors, strategically
eliminating firm’s operations which are in the mature or declining stages of life
cycle”(Venkatraman, 1989, p. 949). Firms who intend to foster proactiveness tend to
initiate actions which competitors later on respond to, be the first one to introduce
new products/ service or administrative techniques or operating technologies to the
market, closely monitor technological trends and identify future needs of customers
and be keen at identifying opportunities (Chang et al., 2007; Covin & Slevin, 1989).
Proactive companies can create first-mover advantages, skim the market ahead of

competitors, and target premium market segments (Zahra & Covin, 1995).

2.1.5 Competition Aggressiveness

Competition aggressiveness refers to a firm's efforts to outperform its industry
rival in the market place, to achieve entry or improve position which characterized by
a combative posture and to aggressively response to competitor’s actions (G Thomas
Lumpkin & Dess, 2001). The character of entrepreneurial firm which has a
competition aggressiveness can demonstrate by setting aggressive target of annual
performance or market share and taking bold steps to achieve them by cutting prices
and sacrificing profitability, lowering the price in response to competition, fast
launching a new competitive product a head of competitors and spending aggressively
in comparison to competitors on marketing, product service quality or manufacturing
capacity (MacMillan & Day, 1987; Venkatraman, 1989). Firms who intend to foster
competition aggressiveness tend to seek for a competitive “undo-the-competitors”
position, possess very aggressive and intensely competitive strategy, adopt a price-
cutting strategy to enhance a competitive position, imitate the business practices or
techniques of successful competitors to enhance a competitive position and use of
unconventional strategies to challenge competitors.(Chang et al., 2007; G Thomas
Lumpkin & Dess, 2001)
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2.2 Prior Research Findings about Contributions of EO

The previous researchers have found positive association between EO and firm
performance in SMEs and many contexts across the globe. Since the five major
characteristics of EO are the keys to enhance firm’s competitiveness, in combination
with opportunity seeking and exploiting behavior which are also the characteristic of
an entrepreneurial firm, EO therefore tends to affect firm performance positively
(Covin & Wales, 2012; G Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). The summaries of EO found

in research are reported in table 2.1.

Table 2.1 Research Outcomes Associated with EO

Author (year) Research contexts Findings
Mahmood and Women 1) Entrepreneurial Orientation
Hanafi (2013) owner/managers of (EO) has a positive effect
SMEs in Malaysia. towards business performance of
women-owned SMEs in
Malaysia.

2) Partial mediation effect of
competitive advantage was
found on the relationship
between EO and business
performance.

3) The findings showed the
importance competitive
advantage in enhancing the
relationship between EO and
performance of women-owned
SMEs in Malaysia.

Lechner and Small firms in 1) The relationship of EO and

Gudmundsson Icelandic small firm performance is

(2014) mediated by firm’s competitive
strategy.

2) There are different impacts of
individual EO dimensions on
firm’s competitive strategy.

3) Competitive strategy i.e.
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Author (year)

Research contexts

Findings

Hongyun et al.
(2014)

Arshad et al.
(2014)

Zellweger and
Sieger (2012)

Entrepreneur firms in
design industry in
China

Technology-based
SMEs in Malaysia
from both
manufacturing and
service sector.

Three long-live Swiss
family firms: aging
between 80 and 175
years old.

1)

2)

1)

2)

1)

2)

differentiation and cost
leadership are positively related
to firm performance.

The five-dimensional EO scale
(FDEQS) is reviewed and
revised by this study as a second
order reflective model in which
EO can affect all five
dimensions while each
dimension, if not all, does not
affect EO.

From behavioral perspective, the
improved FDEOS developed by
this study is found to be neutral
with regard to industry context
and type of organization.

Only four dimensions of EO,
except autonomy, were
positively related to business
performance: innovativeness,
proactiveness, risk-taking and
competitive aggressiveness.
There was no correlation to
business performance found on
autonomy in the context of
technology-based SMEs in
Malaysia.

In contrast to the previous
studies in the entrepreneurship
field, a high level of the five EO
dimensions was not a necessary
conditioned for the firm’s long-
term success.

The five dimensions EO scales
do not sufficiently capture the
full extent of entrepreneurial
behaviors in long-lived family
firms.
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Author (year) Research contexts Findings
Wiklund and Swedish small and 1) Knowledge-based resources
Shepherd (2003)  medium-sized (applicable to opportunities
businesses discovery and exploitation) are
positively related to firm
performance.

2) EO positively moderates the
relationship between a bundle of
knowledge-based resources
(applicable to opportunities
discovery and exploitation) and
firm performance.

Brouthers et al. SMESs companies in 1) Both types of alliances (research
(2015) the United States and alliance and marketing alliance)
the United Kingdom can be benefits to SME’s
performance depending on SME
existing capabilities.

2) EO positively relates to SMEs
performance in a specific
foreign market as SMEs
expanding abroad.

3) EO positively moderates the
relationship between alliance
participation and firm
performance in context of
international market expansion
of SMEs.

Rigtering, Kraus, = SMEs in 1) Service firms have significant
Eggers, and manufacturing and higher EO than manufacturing
Jensen (2014) service industry from firms both at the overall level
the four German- and for each of the three sub-
speaking countries categories.
which are 2) Service firms appeared to be
Germany, Austria, more innovative, risk-oriented
Switzerland, and and proactive than
Liechtenstein. manufacturing firms.
3) Manufacturing firms have a

stronger relationship between
EO and growth than service
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Author (year) Research contexts Findings
firms, however this relationship
is not significant, providing that
EO as a second-order construct
which is of equally importance
within both industries.
Hakala (2013) Computer software 1) The effects of EO on firm’s

SMEs in Finland profitability are fully mediated
by learning oriented (LT)
behaviors.

2) The effect of EO on firm’s
growth is direct and not
mediated by LO.

3) LO does not have a positive
relationship with firm’s growth.

Filser and Eggers  SMEs in Rhine valley 1) The effect of individual three
(2014) where three European dimensions of EO
countries i.e. (innovativeness, proactiveness
Liechtenstein, Austria and risk-taking) on firm
and Switzerland are performance is varied by
geographically individual dimension and by
intersected. each country.

2) The optimal levels of each
dimension of EO differ based on
different country.

Su, Xie, and New ventures in 1) There is a positive relationship

Wang (2015) manufacturing sector between EO and new venture
from many cities performance in China.
covering the eastern, 2) The moderating effect of

western, and central
areas of China.

political networking on the
relationship between EO and
new venture performance is
negative, while the moderating
effect of financial networking is
inverse U-shaped, and the
moderating effect of business
networking is positive.
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Author (year) Research contexts

Findings

Kollmann and Adolescent companies
Stockmann (2014) in ICT-related
industry in Germany

Adomakao, SMEs in Ghana
Howard Quartey,
and Narteh (2016)

Kantur (2016) Manufacturing firms
in automotive and
food industry in
Turkey and Service
firms in
telecommunications
and banking industry
in Turkey

3)

4)

1)

2)

1)

2)

EO positively effects firm
performance.

Exploration and exploitation
innovation are positively related
to firm performance.
Exploration and exploitation
innovation positively mediates
the relationship between EO and
firm performance.

The relationship between
constituent dimensions of EO
and firm performance are
mediated by exploration and
exploitation innovation but with
different effect.

Passion for work positively
moderates the association
between EO and firm
performance.

The joint effect of EO and
passion for work on firm
performance is further
moderated by environmental
dynamism.

EO has a positive relationship
with firm’s financial and non-
financial performance.
Strategic entrepreneurship,
which is described as real
entrepreneurial events and not
just only behavioral approaches,
fully mediates the relationship
between EO and firm’s financial
performance as well as the
relationship between EO and
firm’s non-financial
performance.
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Author (year) Research contexts

Findings

Real, Roldan, and  Spanish technological

Leal (2014) competent firms from
industrial sectors in
Andalusia, Spain.

Murimbika and The South African
Urban (2014) financial and business
service firms

1)

2)

3)

4)

1)

2)

Organization learning (OL)
partially mediates the
relationship between EO and
perceived firm performance.
OL fully mediates the
relationship between learning
orientation (LO) and perceived
firm performance.

The relationship between EO
and OL is greater in large firms
compared to SMEs.

The relationship between LO
and OL is greater in SMEs
compared to large firms.

The strategic management
practice composes of five
attributes which are

locus of planning, scanning
intensity, planning flexibility,
planning horizon, strategy

and financial control attributes
All and each dimension of above
strategic management practice
has a positive relationship with a
firm’s EO in different degree.

2.3 Stakeholder

According to Freeman (2010), the term stakeholder had been pioneered and

developed by Stanford Research Institute in the 1960’s. Stakeholders are any groups

or individuals who are affected by or can affect the achievement of an organization’s

objectives (Freeman, 2010). Stakeholder groups include primary and secondary

stakeholders. Primary stakeholders are those who have formal, official and contractual

relationship in which immediate influence or impact on firm’s objectives (Freeman,

2010) such as shareholders, employee, customer, competitor and suppliers; on the

other hand secondary stakeholders are those who do not have immediate impact or
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influence on firm’s objectives such as government agencies, communities and other
more peripheral interest groups (Clarkson, 1995; Parmar et al., 2010). In order to
achieve the organizational objectives, firms need to take into account the various
stakeholders who affect the achievement of organization in different ways. Each
stakeholder has a different set of expectations regarding the firm’s objectives. Some
stakeholders hold the authorize in controlling firm resources (Jawahar & McLaughlin,
2001) such as shareholders who have legal authority to vote for approving firm’s
capital expenditure or other financial related decisions while others deliver perceived
performance to influence firm’s success (Wood & Jones, 1995) such as employees

and suppliers.

2.4 Stakeholder Theory

The role of stakeholders that can affect firm performance can be explained by
stakeholder theory. According to Donaldson and Preston (1995), the stakeholder
theory is intended to explain and guide the structure and operation of the firm which
can be viewed as an organizational entity in which different participants accomplish
multiple purposes that are not always completely congruent. Stakeholder theory can
be presented in different ways and involved different methodologies, types of
evidence, and criteria of appraisal. In particular, Donaldson and Preston (1995)
proposed the three different aspects in approaching stakeholder theory which are (1)
descriptive aspect of stakeholder theory, (2) instrumental aspects of stakeholder
theory and (3) normative aspect of stakeholder theory. First, the descriptive aspect of
stakeholder theory is used to explain the specific characteristics, behaviors or nature
of the corporation which involve managers and stakeholders (Berman et al., 1999). It
views the corporation as a constellation of cooperative and competitive interests,
possessing intrinsic value and concerns how managers actually manage stakeholders
(Berman et al., 1999; Donaldson & Preston, 1995). A descriptive aspect of
stakeholder theory according to Brenner and Cochran (1991, p. 462) suggests that
“the organization behavior can be predicted by the nature of its stakeholders, their
values, their relative influence on decisions and the nature of the situation”. Mitchell,

Agle, and Wood (1997) proposed another descriptive aspect of stakeholder theory
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arguing that stakeholders’ salience is positively related to the cumulative number of
stakeholder attributes of power and legitimacy to the firm; in other words, the
stakeholders differs in their salience to the firm. An instrumental aspect of stakeholder
theory is used to identify the connections between the practice of stakeholder
management and the achievement of various corporate objectives such as
profitability, stability and growth (Donaldson & Preston, 1995). In other words, the
instrumental aspect of stakeholder theory links the stakeholder management by
manager or entrepreneur to corporate performance with a fundamental assumption
that the ultimate goal of corporate decisions is success in a market place and
stakeholder strategic management is a means to that success (Jawahar & McLaughlin,
2001). A normative aspect of stakeholder theory involves the acceptance of the two
major ideas including (1) stakeholders are individuals or groups with legitimate
interests in procedural and/or substantive aspects of firm’s activity (2) the interests of
all stakeholders are of intrinsic value which means each group of stakeholders merits
consideration for its own sake and not merely because of its ability to further the
interests of some other groups (Donaldson & Preston, 1995). The normative aspect of
theory concerns how managers should deal with the interest of all corporate
stakeholders and how all corporate stakeholders should be treated on the basis of
underlying moral and philosophical principles by managers. The implication is that
moral principles should drive stakeholder relations (Berman et al., 1999; Jawahar &
McLaughlin, 2001). Evan and Freeman (1993) advocated the normative aspect of
stakeholder theory that managers should make decisions based on respecting
stakeholders’ well-being rather than treating them as means to a corporate end.
Freeman (1994, 2010) viewed stakeholder theory similarly in terms of three different
approaches to stakeholder theory which are (1) descriptive approach, which is applied
to identify the firm’s stakeholders and show how they interact (2) instrumental
approach, which is applied to test the relationship between stakeholder management
and firm’s performance and (3) normative approach, which is applied to evaluate the
way firm should be governed and the way managers should perform.

According to Donaldson and Preston (1995), the three aspects of stakeholder
are different but also mutually supportive. While descriptive and instrumental aspect

of stakeholder theory possess major attributes of stakeholder theory, the normative
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aspect which underlying moral and ethics is considered as fundamental basis of
stakeholder theory (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 2010). Our study focuses
on descriptive and instrumental aspect of stakeholder theory; which involves the
identification of firm’s key stakeholders and the effect of each and all key
stakeholders on firm performance.

Stakeholder theory suggests that the firm should comprehend and prepare for
stakeholders interests to maximize its wealth and the collective benefits of all
stakeholders (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 2010). According to Donaldson
and Preston (1995), the stakeholder theory is considered managerial since it
recommends attitudes, structures, and practices that constitute stakeholder
management. Stakeholder management requires simultaneous attention to the
legitimate interests of all appropriate stakeholders, this requirement holds for anyone
managing or affecting firm’s policies and it does not imply that all stakeholders
should be equally involved in all processes and decisions (Donaldson & Preston,
1995).

The concept of stakeholder management had been further developed and
emphasized that managers need to understand the concerns and interests of
shareholders, employees, customers, suppliers, financiers and society in order to
develop business strategies that stakeholders will support, and this support is
necessary for long term success of the business (Freeman, 2010). Since there were
many groups and individuals who had a stake in firm’s success and the business
environment were getting more turbulence with accelerated changes, the stakeholder
management had become more crucial compare to many traditional approaches of
strategic management which had ignored and/or marginalized some stakeholders and
consistently traded-off the interests of other stakeholders against favored stakeholder
group (Freeman, 2010). Finally the manager tasks are to ensure that the interests of
key stakeholders must be integrated into the main purpose of the firm and stakeholder
relationships must be managed in a coherent strategic fashion (Freeman & McVea,
2001).

The stakeholder management did not naively suggest that the managers can
always turn all constraints and trade-offs into a win-win situations (Freeman &

McVea, 2001). Due to limitation of firm’s resources and diverse interests of
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stakeholders, firm may not be able to address the interest of all stakeholders equally,
making it is not possible for all stakeholders realize full benefit at all time, even
having a strong stakeholder relationships and a good understanding (Clarkson, 1995;
Freeman & McVea, 2001). Because most strategies can distribute both benefits and
harms between different groups of stakeholders, win-win situations cannot always be
guaranteed (Freeman & McVea, 2001). However it was important for managers or
entrepreneurs to develop strategies that distribute harms and ensures the long-term
support of all the stakeholders, over time all stakeholder interests need to be managed

in the same direction (Freeman & McVea, 2001).

2.5 Stakeholder Orientation (SO)

According to Greenley and Foxall (1996, 1997), stakeholder orientation (SO) is
defined as the firm’s strategic orientation to the diverse interests of stakeholder
groups. It represents how much the firm attends to the interest of all relevant
stakeholders and attempts to address such interest. SO is central to the firm’s strategic
planning and is positively associated with firm’s performance by previous empirical
supports; failure to address the interests of all its relevant stakeholder groups may be
detrimental to company performance (Greenley & Foxall, 1997; Hillman & Keim,
2001). SO was considered by previous studies as both unidimensional and
multidimensional variable. Both conceptualizations of SO were found to have positive
effect on firm performance. SO as a unidimensional variable was reported to have a
positive association with firm performance by previous studies (Donaldson & Preston,
1995; Jones, 1995; Orlitzky, Schmidt, & Rynes, 2003). When SO is considered as
multidimensional variable, the relationship between its key component which are the
key stakeholder orientation i.e. customer orientation, competitor orientation,
employees orientation, shareholders orientation and firm performance was also
reported positively (Berman et al., 1999; Koirala & Charoensukmongkol, 2018; Patel
et al., 2016). Moreover SO as a multiple stakeholder orientation was supported by
researches for it helps adding both financial and non-financial value to the firm in
long terms (Greenley, Hooley, & Rudd, 2005; Harrison & Wicks, 2013). Even though

the studies showed positive relationship between key stakeholder orientation and firm
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performance, the moderating effect of each key stakeholder orientation on these
relationships were reported with varied results. For example, shareholder orientation
negatively moderated the relationship between customer orientation and firm
performance while employee orientation and competitor orientation moderated the
same relationship positively (Luk, Yau, Chow, Tse, & Sin, 2005). According to
Ferrell et al. (2010) and Greenley and Foxall (1997), the orientation to key
stakeholders like customer, competitor, employee and shareholder helps to clarify the
corporate mission, culture and development of strategic planning; therefore, it
positively relates to firm performance such as sales growth, market share and new

product success.

2.6 Components of the SO

Previous research showed that there are four groups of key stakeholders which
are relevant for most corporations and positively related to firm performance,
including customer, competitor, employees and shareholders (Greenley & Foxall,
1996, 1997, 1998; Greenley et al., 2005; Patel, 2012; Yau et al., 2007). The first two
groups of stakeholder, customers and competitors, have been intensively studied as
major components in the market orientation research (Narver & Slater, 1990). The
latter two groups of stakeholder, which are employees and shareholders, have been
increasingly recognized as the firm’s primary stakeholders that crucially important to
firm’s survival and success (Kuvaas, 2008). Each component is described in details

as follows:

2.6.1 Customer Orientation

Since customers are the primary source of a firm's revenue, it is important for a
firm to be able to predict, understand, and possibly control customer needs and tastes
(Tarsakoo & Charoensukmongkol, 2019; Yau et al., 2007). Customer orientation
refers to a firm's focus on customer interests (Luk et al., 2005). According to
Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster Jr (1993, p. 27), customer orientation is “the set of
beliefs that puts the customer's interest first, while not excluding those of all other

stakeholders such as owners, managers and employees, in order to develop a long-
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term profitable enterprise”. Ang and Buttle (2006) argues that a customer orientation
is a process of putting customers at the heart of an organization, having the
appropriate vision of customers and their needs, making the organization sees itself
through the eyes of the customers. According to Narver and Slater (1990), a customer
orientation requires a firm to understand a customer’s entire value chain and not just
only at present but also its evolvement over time according to internal and external or
market dynamics. Moreover, a customer-oriented company tends to instill a positive
attitude toward creating customer value to its employees and educate its employees to
deliver superior customer value (Homburg & Pflesser, 2000; Pandey &

Charoensukmongkol, 2019).

2.6.2 Competitor Orientation

Competitor orientation refers to a firm focuses on competitor interests (Luk et
al., 2005). According to Freeman (2010), competitors are the stakeholders that
exercise competitive threats to the firm. Competitor can actively compete for
resources and force changes in pricing and strategy (Eibe Sgrensen, 2009). On the
other hand, competitors also provide benchmarks, drive for innovation and validation
for customers (Greenley & Foxall, 1997; Yau et al., 2007). In particular, firms that
emphasize competitor orientation tend to pay attention to its competitors' interests and
actions in order to neutralize threats from their business strategies (Freeman, 2010).
Moreover competitor oriented firms also outperform their competitors in order to
retain customers and do not lose customers to its competitors (Greenley & Foxall,
1997, 1998; G Tom Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Firms that focus on competitor
orientation also understand the short-term strengths and weaknesses and long-term
capabilities and strategies of current and potential competitors, as well as predict,
monitor and counteract the actions and activities of their competitors (Narver &
Slater, 1990). Nonetheless, they also adhere to the rule of fair competition and respect
the competitors' legitimate rights (Luk et al., 2005).
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2.6.3 Employee Orientation

Employee orientation refers to a degree how a firm addresses the interests of its
employees and satisfies their employment needs (I. Lings, Greenley, & Broderick,
2000; Luk et al., 2005). According to Plakoyiannaki, Tzokas, Dimitratos, and Saren
(2008), employee orientation describes a view of employees as partners in the effort
of the firm to achieve organizational success in the marketplace. Hauser, Simester,
and Wernerfelt (1996) argued that success in customer relationship requires a
management focus on supporting the needs of employees, who in turn, accommodate
the external customers. Moreover, the retention of key employees appears to be a
prime issue for entrepreneurial firms under todays’ increasingly competitive economy
(Kemelgor & Meek, 2008). An employee-oriented firm tends to provide resources to
promote various forms of employee benefits such as welfare, job security and reward
system, which in turn, reduces employees’ stress and enhances their satisfaction and
commitment to the firm’s goals (Charoensukmongkol & Suthatorn, 2018; Hooley et
al., 2000; Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003; I. N. Lings & Greenley, 2005;
Phungsoonthorn & Charoensukmongkol, 2018). Moreover, research found that
entrepreneurial firms that emphasized employee orientation created an employee’s
positive work environment, provided employees with freedom and flexibility, offered
sufficient employee’s involvement and growth opportunities, facilitated processes
related to employee’s compensation and benefits, and often communicated with and

provided assistance to their employees (Kemelgor & Meek, 2008).

2.6.4 Shareholder Orientation

A shareholder orientation 1s defined as how the firm’s management or manager
is willing to take care of the interests of shareholders (Luk et al., 2005; Yau et al.,
2007). Shareholder orientation relates to two types of firm’s stakes which are (1)
equity stake and (2) risk stake (Mitchell et al., 1997). In terms of equity stake,
shareholders are the legitimate owners of a firm; they tend to influence the firm’s
managerial and firm’s operation in a way that protect their interest and benefits
(Mitchell et al., 1997). In terms of risk stake, shareholders are the investors who tend
to look for either short or long term return, reflect their voices or concerns to the

firm’s management and simply choose to sell out their shares (Henriques & Sadorsky,
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1999). Shareholder orientation has an influence on firm’s management and operation
in many ways which could also influence firm’s profitability and its share price
(Mitchell et al., 1997). Given this influence of shareholder, shareholder oriented firms
tend to commit to shareholder’s interest by maximizing shareholder’s wealth through
making profits and sharing it with shareholder (Samuels, Wilkes, & Brayshaw, 1990).
Moreover, Firms with shareholder orientation tend to create shareholder value
through shareholder value domain which comprising of shareholder engagement,
shareholder satisfaction, shareholder retention and shareholder profitability (Bannister
& Jesuthasan, 1997; Payne, Holt, & Frow, 2001; Slater & Olson, 1996).

2.7 Prior Research Findings about Contributions of SO

Empirical evidence about contributions of SO was reported in researches
(Greenley & Foxall, 1997; Harrison & Wicks, 2013; Hillman & Keim, 2001; Lee &
Susan, 2015). However, previous studies related to SO and firm performance were
found predominantly in UK, USA and European countries (Luk et al., 2005). Allen,
Carletti, and Marquez (2009) found that firms in German, France, Finland, UK and
the U.S tended to have better share value when they adopt SO, regardless of they are
shareholder oriented firms or they are stakeholder oriented firms. Some recent studies
also found conducted in emerging markets such as China and Indonesia but still
limited in number (Luk et al., 2005; Rais & Goedegebuure, 2009). Some example is
the study of He, Zhang, Li, and Piesse (2011) which found that all aspects of SO is
positively related to firm performance in Chinese firms located in big city in South
China such as Shenzhen, Fuzhou and Xiamen city. Moreover, the study found that the
interaction between customer orientation and competitor orientation were
significantly determined better firm performance (He et al., 2011).

The summaries of SO found in research are reported in table 2.2.



26

Table 2.2 Research Outcomes Associated with SO

Authors Research contexts Findings
Jawahar and The U.S. 1) Atany given organizational life
McLaughlin corporations cycle stage such as start-up,
(2001) emerging growth, mature and

Luk et al. (2005)  Service
companies located
in the three major
commercial cities
in China i.e.
Beijing, Shanghai,
and Guangzhou

declining, certain stakeholders are
more important than others due to
their higher potential to satisfy
organization needs.

2) The firm’s strategy to deal with each
stakeholder depends on the relative
importance of a particular
stakeholder compares to other
stakeholders.

1) Customer orientation, competitor
orientation and employee
orientation
together help producing positive
effects or synergy effects on firm

performance.

2) Competitor orientation and
employee
orientation positively moderate the
relationship between customer
orientation
and firm performance

3) Employee orientation positively
moderates the relationship between
competitor orientation and firm
performance

4) Shareholder orientation negatively
moderates the relationship between
customer orientation and firm
performance.

5) Shareholder orientation negatively
moderates the relationship between
and employee orientation and firm
performance.
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Authors Research contexts

Findings

Flammer and The U.S
Kacperczyk Corporations
(2015)

Allen et al. (2009) German, France,
Finland, UK and
U.S. firms

Berman et al. The U.S. top 100

(1999) firms from the
1996 Fortune 500
list.

1)

2)

1)

2)

3)

1)

2)

3)

Firms who cater for their
stakeholders promote more secure
work environment, which in turn,
inducing the innovative activities;
due to it promotes more
experimentation and more tolerance
for failure.

Stakeholder orientation fosters
innovation by increasing the
satisfaction of various stakeholders
within firm.

This research developed a model of
stakeholder capitalism in which both
shareholder oriented firm and
stakeholder oriented firm can be
better off if adopting a concern for
stakeholders.

Even though stakeholder orientation
is not mandated by law, there are
circumstances where firms try to
embed concerns of stakeholder in
their organizations since doing so
can increase their share value.
Employee orientation increases firm
efficiency and market value.

Two of five group of stakeholder
orientation i.e. employees
orientation and customer orientation
positively affect firm financial
performance.

The other three groups of
stakeholder orientations i.e.
community, diversity, and the
natural environment do not
significantly affect firm financial
performance.

All five stakeholder orientations
moderate the relationship between
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Authors

Research contexts

Findings

Rais and
Goedegebuure
(2009)

He et al. (2011)

Indonesia medium
and large
manufacturing
firms from the
district of Jakarta.

Chinese firms
located in
Shenzhen, Fuzhou
and Xiamen city
in South China.

4)

1)

2)

3)

1)

2)

3)

firm strategy and firm financial
performance.

Firm strategy does not mediate the
relationship between stakeholder
orientations and firm financial
performance, in other words,
stakeholder orientations do not
empirically drive firm strategy
which in turn impacts firm financial
performance.

The instrumental proposition of
stakeholder theory is valid; the
stakeholder orientation is aimed to
profit maximization.

The normative proposition of
stakeholder theory is valid or there
are stakeholders who expect the
intrinsic values such as the
communities and environmental
related units.

The study concluded that the
stakeholder orientation was
proceeded based on the instrumental
theory or a willingness to maximize
profits, and not based on the
normative theory or intrinsic value
which stakeholder relationships
were managed under moral and
ethical considerations.

Stakeholder orientation as a whole is
positively related to firm
performance.

Customer orientation and competitor
orientation positively interact
between each other to enhance better
firm performance.

Shareholder orientation negatively
moderates the effectiveness of
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Authors

Research contexts

Findings

Harrison and
Wicks (2013)

Greenley et al.
(2005)

The U.S.
corporations

Small, Medium
and Large UK
companies

1)

2)

3)

4)

competitor orientation on firm
performance.

Stakeholders do not just look for
economic value but also look for the
value of utilities provided by the
firm in order to fully engage in
firm’s activity.

The study proposed a stakeholder-

based perspective on firm

performance derived from the value

a firm creates through its activities.

The perceived utility stakeholders

receive from the firm are defined as

four factors:

3.1) stakeholder utility associated
with actual goods and
services,

3.2) stakeholder utility associated
with organizational justice

3.3) stakeholder utility from
affiliation

3.4) stakeholder utility associated
with perceived opportunity
costs.

Since stakeholders rely on both the

firm and other stakeholders to

satisfy their interests, a firm that
provide more utility to its
stakeholders is better in gaining
their supports.

The study proposed a multiple

stakeholder orientation profile

(MSOP) which is the simultaneous

ordering of attitudes towards each

set of primary stakeholder interests
and allocated managerial behavior to
serve these interests.
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Authors Research contexts

Findings

Patel et al. (2016)  Firms from five
European Union
countries
including France,
Germany, Austria,
Netherlands, and
the U.K.

2)

3)

4)

1)

2)

3)

Key primary stakeholders that
included in MSOP are customer,
employee, competitor and
shareholder.

Four different types of MSOPs were
defined, based on four key primary
stakeholders i.e. competitors,
customers, employees and
shareholders.

Differences and similarities in
marketing capabilities and strategy
were found among marketing
executives with a market MSOP and
marketing executives with different
emphases in their MSOPs.

An overall stakeholder orientation
for European firms is positively
associated with overall firm
financial and non-financial
performance.

The proactive and responsive
components for customer,
competitor, employee, and
shareholder orientations are
confirmed to relate with overall
stakeholder orientation.

A single theoretical stakeholder
model is relevant for industries in
multiple European countries such as
France, Germany, Austria,
Netherland, and the U.K.

2.8 Firm Performance

In previous studies about organization outcomes associated with EO and SO,

firm performance was extensively used as an outcome variable (He et al., 2011; Patel
et al., 2016; Rais & Goedegebuure, 2009). According to Yau et al. (2007), firm
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performance included both financial and marketing performance. Financial
performance measures from previous EO and SO studies are overall profit level,
profit margin, return on asset, return on investment and return on equity; on the other
hand, marketing performance measures are sales volume and market share (W. E.
Baker & Sinkula, 2009; Deshpandé & Farley, 1998; Yau et al., 2007). To be
consistent with previous studies, these types of performance are also used in our
research as outcome associated with EO and SO. The theoretical and empirical

supports for their linkage will be provided in the next section.

2.9 Resource-Based View (RBV)

This research uses a resource-based view perspective of firm proposed by J.
Barney (1991) to explain how the firm’s intangible assets such as EO and SO can be
considered as the firm’s strategic resources which provide sustained competitive
advantages and lead to better firm performance. J. Barney (1991) defined firm
resources as the tangible and intangible assets, capabilities, organizational processes
and routines, management skills, information and knowledge controlled by a firm that
enable it to conceive of and implement strategies which improve its efficiency and
effectiveness (J. Barney, 1991; J. Barney, Wright, & Ketchen Jr, 2001; Ray, Barney,
& Muhanna, 2004; Wernerfelt, 1984). According to J. B. Barney (1995), firm’s
resources and capabilities could be further classified into four categories such as (1)
financial resources which including debt, equity and retained earnings (2) physical
resources which includes machines, manufacturing facilities and buildings (3) human
resources which including experience, knowledge, judgement and wisdom of
individuals associated with a firm (4) organizational resources which including the
history, relationships, trust, organizational culture, formal reporting structure and
compensation policies. The question of interest for strategic management field is
under what situations a firm’s resource and capability can become a strategic resource
which helps firm achieves high returns over longer periods of time or helps firm
achieves higher efficient and effectiveness that leads to higher performance (J.
Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984). Resource Based View (RBV) of the firm adopts two

assumptions to explain why a particular firm’s resource is considered a firm’s
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strategic resource that giving sustainable competitive advantage to the firm. First
assumption, it assumes that firms within an industry are heterogeneous with respect to
the strategic resources they control. Second assumption, it assumes that these strategic
resources may not be perfectly mobile across firms and thus heterogeneity can be long
lasting (Barney, 1991; Barney et al., 2001). Barney (1991) proposed that sustained
competitive advantage of the firm derives from its possessing of strategic resources
characterized by four key attributes including (1) valuable or the firm’s resource must
be valuable in the sense that it enhances effectiveness or efficiency of a firm or
exploits opportunities and/or neutralizes threats in a firm’s environment (2) rare or the
firm’s resource must be rare among a firm’s current and potential rivalry (3)
imperfectly imitable or the firm resource is not possible to be completely imitated by
other competing firms and (4) not substitutable or the firm’s resource cannot be
substituted by others strategically equivalent resource of the competing firms . The
concept of these four key attributes of strategic resource can be used to analyze
whether a particular firm resource can be a strategic resource which contributes to the
firm’s sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). Besides the four key
attributes of a firm’s strategic resource, Barney (1995) proposed the four questions of
resources and capabilities that firm’s managers should address which are (1) the
question of value or do a firm’s resources and capabilities add value by enabling a
firm to exploit opportunities and/or neutralize threats in its environment (2) the
question of rareness or how many competing firms already possess these resources
and capabilities? (3) the question of imitability or do firms without a resource or
capability encounter a cost disadvantage in acquiring it? and (4) the question of
organization or is a firm organized to exploit the full competitive potential of its
resources and capabilities? These four questions of resource and capability help firm’s
managers to evaluate if the resources and capabilities possessed by firm are strategic
resources that lead to sustainable competitive advantage and greater firm’s
performance. It is suggested that firm’s managers need to look inside the firm for
valuable, rare, imperfectly inimitable resources and exploit these resources through
the proper organization to create sustainable competitive advantage (J. B. Barney,
1995). A body of research adopted RBV perspective to explain firm’s competitiveness

and performance in various aspects. For example, in IT research field, Kearns and
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Lederer (2003) proposed that firm’s strategic IT alignment is considered a critical
resources that lead to competitive advantage. Strategic IT alignment is a unique
management process created by the firm which involves participation and knowledge
sharing between CEO and CIO or IT top managers. Because strategic IT alignment is
a complex organizational process that is difficult to developed, it can allow firms to
outperform other competitors that lack this advantage (Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt,
1984). In SMEs research field, Darcy, Hill, McCabe, and McGovern (2014) proposed
that human resource management (HRM) capabilities that firms have developed is
considered a strategic resource that enhances firm’s sustainable competitive
advantage. In current global scale competition, even though other firm’s resources can
be easily replicated, human capital cannot. As this study focuses on EO and SO which
are important SMEs intangible assets, our research will hypothesize EO and SO as
SMEs’ strategic resources that could have a positive relationship with SMEs
performance. Moreover, the study will also hypothesize the relationship from the

interaction between EO and SO.

2.10 Hypotheses Development

2.10.1 EO and Firm Performance

According to RBV proposed by J. Barney (1991), a firm’s resources which are
valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable and non-substitutable can become strategic
resources, which help firm achieves higher efficiency and effectiveness that leads to
sustainable competitive advantage and better firm performance. Extant researches
suggested that EO was considered a firm’s intangible asset which is developed by
firm’s internal resource base (Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001; Runyan, Huddleston, &
Swinney, 2006; Tovstiga & Tulugurova, 2009; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003; Zahra &
Covin, 1995). Specifically, EO is considered to be a firm’s strategic resource since it
complies with four aforementioned criterions proposed by Barney (1991). Firstly, EO
is valuable resource because it enhances firm performance. In particular, this role of
EO was supported in literature showing that EO enabled a firm to actively explore and
seize new market opportunity, proactively introduces innovative product and service

offering to obtain first mover advantages, aggressively aims for superior target and
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returns and outperforms rivalries, dedicates capital resource and empowers staffs to
independently execute the plan (Kraus et al., 2012; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005).
Secondly, EO is rare because it requires specific entrepreneurial resources such as
skill, knowledge, experience of the entrepreneurs and entrepreneur’s networks to
successfully develop it (Teece & Pisano, 1994; Wu, 2007). Moreover, EO is difficult
to imitate and substitute because it takes time and for its development process
(Godfrey & Gregersen, 1999; Mahmood & Hanafi, 2013). Research showed that a
firm develops EO through its entrepreneurial process in which it gathers requisite
resources from environment through entrepreneur’s networks and utilizes an
entrepreneur’s knowledge and experience (Ferreira, Garrido Azevedo, & Fernandez
Ortiz, 2011). Since development process takes time and collective activities, it
becomes uniquely fit for a particular firm and difficult for its rivalries to imitate or
substitute (Godfrey & Gregersen, 1999; Mahmood & Hanafi, 2013). Given these
contributions of EO that fit with the characteristics of critical resources, it tends to
enhance a firm’s efficiency and effectiveness which leads to better performance (J.
Barney, 1991; Wiklund, 1999). Moreover, as already shown in the review of EO
research in the above section, the contribution of EO and firm performance was
supported in many studies (Brouthers et al., 2015; Filser & Eggers, 2014; Kantur,
2016; Kollmann & Stockmann, 2014). Given these contributions of EO that fit with
the characteristics of critical resources, it tends to enhance a firm’s efficiency and
effectiveness which leads to better performance.(Al-Swidi & Mahmood, 2011;
Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999; Krauss et al., 2005; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund &
Shepherd, 2005; Zahra & Covin, 1995). Based on the above arguments, this study
proposed the below hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) is positively related to SMEs

performance.

2.10.2 SO and Firm Performance
Previous studies found all four groups of key stakeholder (customers,
employees, competitors and shareholder) have a significant impact on firm

performance (Allen et al., 2009; He et al., 2011). In particular, this is because SO
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reflects organization strategic plan and behavior aiming to fulfill the demands of
various stakeholder groups (Donaldson & Preston, 1995). It shows how much
entrepreneur or manager attends to the interest of relevant stakeholders and attempts
to address such interest (Freeman, 2010). Previous studies considered SO as a firm’s
intangible asset which developed by a firm internal resource base (Greenley et al.,
2005; Hart & Sharma, 2004; Hillman & Keim, 2001; Yau et al., 2007). Moreover, SO
complies with four criterions of a firm’s strategic resource according to RBV
proposed by Barney (1991). First, SO is valuable resource. It enhances firm
performance because it enables a firm to focus and response to the needs of each
relevant stakeholder so the gaps and conflicts among stakeholders and between
stakeholder and firm’s management are reduced (Greenley & Foxall, 1996, 1997).
Moreover, it brings and aligns supportive collaboration from each relevant
stakeholder within the organization to drive a firm toward its goals more effectively
(Freeman & McVea, 2001). Second, SO is rare because managing stakeholder
relationships requires dedicated valuable firm resources that firms need to invest such
as managerial time and focus to stakeholder communications, financial and
nonfinancial resources allocations to stakeholders’ legitimate causes (Choi & Wang,
2009; Harrison, Bosse, & Phillips, 2010). Third, SO is difficult to imitate because
research showed that it is generally developed over time and is often causally
ambiguous (Zink & Steimle, 2000). Different firms are likely to develop different
stakeholder management practices which are difficult for other firms to replicate (Ruf
et al., 2001). Forth, SO is difficult to substitute because it takes a long time to build
the trust which is fundamentally necessary for developing SO (Barney & Hansen,
1994); therefore the time dimension and important path-dependent attribute makes it
difficult for the firm’s rivalries to easily substitute or imitate (Hillman & Keim,
2001). Since SO is a strategic resource which could enhance a firm’s efficiency and
effectiveness, it can be expected that firms emphasizing SO are able to develop better
relationship with key stakeholders, thereby allowing them to have better performance
(J. Barney, 1991; Ferrell et al., 2010; Maignan, Gonzalez-Padron, Hult, & Ferrell,
2011; Yau et al., 2007).
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Key components of SO and firm performance
In our research, we propose that each of the four key stakeholder groups can

positively relate to better firm performance (Greenley & Foxall, 1996, 1997, 1998;
Greenley et al., 2005; Patel, 2012; Yau et al., 2007). The contribution of each group
of SO is presented as follows.

2.10.2.1 Customer Orientation

This research proposes that customer orientation can positively relate
with favorable firm performance. In particular, customer-oriented firm puts the
customers at the center of its operation, realizes the reason of customers being
existence and delivers goods and services to meet their needs (Piercy, Harris, & Lane,
2002). As a result, customers are likely to patronize a product or service that is made
for their needs, thereby helping firms increases sales growth and achieve better
performance (Asikhia, 2010; Charoensukmongkol & Sasatanun, 2017; Piercy et al.,
2002; Sasatanun & Charoensukmongkol, 2016). A good relation with customers can
be a firm’s valuable resource that may lead to performance advantages as the
customers could increase their demand or pay premium prices for the firm's products
and services (T. J. Brown & Dacin, 1997; Hillman & Keim, 2001; Ruf et al., 2001).
Moreover, previous study further supported the importance of customer orientation, as
it makes firms understand the market situation and able to develop suitable product
and service strategies to meet customer needs which could translate into better firm
performance (Liu, Luo, & Shi, 2003).

Based on the above arguments, we propose the below hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Customer orientation is positively related to SMEs
performance.

2.10.2.2 Competitor Orientation

This research proposes that competitor orientation can positively relate
with better firm performance. Because competitor can be threats to firm survival and
success, a firm needs to pay attention to its competitors' interests and actions in order
to neutralize threats from their business strategies (Freeman, 2010). According to
Narver and Slater (1990), competitor orientation means a firm understands the short-
term strengths and weaknesses and long-term capabilities and strategies of both

current and potential competitors and then predict, monitor and response or counteract
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their actions and activities (Dawes, 2000). Competitor oriented firms also focus on
competitor’s goal, strategies, activities, offerings, resources and capabilities as well as
on the dissemination of the information gathered from this assessment to their
organization (Olson, Slater, & Hult, 2005). The monitoring and comparison of
competitors’ actions can generate helpful insights for a firm to comprehend
competitors’ relative positioning within the marketplace, assess their strengths and
weaknesses, formulate and construct an effective respond to competitors' strategies
(Gao, Zhou, & Yim, 2007). All of these characteristics are crucial to enhance firm’s
performance (Yau et al., 2007). On the other hand, Deshpandé et al. (1993) argued
that the exclusion of competitors’ attention can lead to the neglect of the needs of
customers and eventually can be detrimental to business performance.

Based on the above arguments, we propose the below hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Competitor orientation is positively related to SMEs
performance.

2.10.2.3 Employee Orientation

This research proposes that employee orientation can lead to better firm

performance. Employee orientation could enhance a better trust between a firm and its
employees (Becker & Gerhart, 1996) which not only make employees work harder to
enhance the firm’s effectiveness (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994) but also lower
labor costs due to less employee turnover (Berman et al., 1999; Kuvaas, 2008).
Moreover, a good employee relation may help a firm prevent unnecessarily profits
deterioration (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). For example, skilled employees are likely
to be a source of superior performance; however, such a performance superiority may
not be last long if the skilled employees are easily lured away to competitors
(McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Since good relations with employees can create
stronger employee’s loyalty and commitment to a firm, it reduces employees'
incentive to leave and thus reduce profit deterioration and leading to better firm
performance (Guang & Charoensukmongkol, 2019; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001).
Moreover, because employee oriented firms tend to promote a warm, supportive, and
fair climate to their employee, in return the employee who perceived the firm’s

sincerity and benevolence are likely to reciprocate with greater commitment and more
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willingness to act in the best interests of the firm which could lead to better firm
performance (Plakoyiannaki et al., 2008; Ratasuk & Charoensukmongkol, 2019).

Based on the above arguments, we propose the below hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: Employee orientation is positively related to SMEs
performance.

2.10.2.4 Shareholder Orientation

This research proposes that shareholder orientation is positively related
to better firm performance. As mentioned earlier, shareholder is related to a firm in
terms of equity stake and risk stake (Mitchell et al., 1997). In terms of the equity
stake, shareholders are a firm legitimate owners by the shares they own; they may
choose to perform action that follow or against the firm’s management’s direction to
protect their interest or benefits (Mitchell et al., 1997). When firm’s management or
manager focuses and takes action on shareholder’s concern and expectation such as
setting out internal procedures or regulations related to shareholder’s power of
authority and approval, it is likely to gain support from shareholder in the plan
execution which leads to possible goal achievement and good firm performance
(Hillman & Keim, 2001). In terms of risk stake, shareholders are investors who
looking for either short and long term returns and their decision to sell or buy the
firm’s equity can affect share price, firm value and reputation (Yau et al., 2007).
When firm’s management takes good care of shareholders, shareholders are likely to
support the organization, which in turn, benefits firm performance as a result.
(Hillman & Keim, 2001; Mitchell et al., 1997). Moreover, because of the management
of shareholder oriented firm tends to maximize shareholder’s wealth by taking more
emphasis on profit maximization, this can also make firm gain better performance for
this initiation (Samuels et al., 1990).

Based on the above arguments, we propose the below hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5: Shareholder orientation is positively related to SMEs

performance.

2.10.3 The Interaction between EO and SO
In addition to the contribution of EO and SO to firm performance, this study

also investigates the interaction between EO and SO to test their combined effect on
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firm performance. In particular, Lumpkin and Dess (1996), suggested that the role of
organizational variables such as strategy making processes, organization cultures and
top management team characteristics should be integrated in analysis in order to
extend the present understanding of EO and firm performance. In other words, it
suggested that the organizational variables such as organization cultures and strategy
making process could possibly enhance or hinder the association between EO and
firm performance. According to Greenley and Foxall (1996, 1997) SO is the central to
the firm’s strategic planning and process aiming for managing the diverse interests of
stakeholder group. Moreover Ferrell et al. (2010, p. 93) proposed that “SO is the
organizational culture and behaviors that induce organizational members to be
continuously aware of and proactively act on a variety of stakeholder issues”.
Following the above conceptualization of SO, our study aims to investigate the effect
of SO as the organization variable that moderates the relationship between EO and
firm performance. The support for the interaction between EO and each aspect of SO
will be mentioned as follows.

2.10.3.1 Interaction between Customer Orientation and EO

This study proposes that the positive relationship between EO and firm
performance will be stronger for firms that emphasize more on customer orientation.
Customer orientation plays supporting role for an entrepreneurial firm in better
understanding customer’s present and future needs which evolving overtime
according to internal and external factor as well as market dynamics Narver and Slater
(1990). This role of customer orientation is important to support the activities of EO
which require firm to understand market trend and consumer demands (Baker &
Sinkula, 2009). Moreover, the valuable information gain from customer orientation
can help firms to predict market trend and to deal with market changes more
effectively (Eggers, Kraus, Hughes, Laraway, & Snycerski, 2013). Therefore,
entrepreneurial firm that can create good relationship with customers tend to gain
more benefits because they can rely on valuable information obtained from customers
to help them effectively adapt to changed situations and come up with innovative
ideas and offering that lead to greater customer satisfaction and better firm
performance (W. E. Baker & Sinkula, 2009; Eggers et al., 2013). Because of this

contribution of customer orientation, this research predicts that customer orientation



40

may have to be emphasized in conjunction with EO to increase the ability of firms to
achieve better performance. In other words, firms that demonstrate high EO and high
customer orientation are more likely to show better performance than firms that
demonstrate high EO but less customer orientation.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is presented.

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is
positively moderated by customer orientation.

2.10.3.2 Interaction between Competitor Orientation and EO

This study proposes that the positive relationship between EO and firm
performance will be stronger for firms that emphasize competitor orientation.
Competitor orientation plays supporting role for an entrepreneurial firm in facilitating
internal sharing of competitor information, understanding strengths and weakness as
well as capabilities and strategies of both current and potential competitors (Narver &
Slater, 1990). Competitor-oriented firm tend to focus on market knowledge
accumulation in order to remain proactive and stay ahead of the competition (Im &
Workman Jr, 2004). Moreover, the willingness to outperform competitors stimulates a
firm to be innovative and proactive in order to launch new product and service
offerings to the market ahead of competitors (Matsuno, Mentzer, & Ozsomer, 2002).
This role of competitor orientation is important to support the activities of EO which
helping firms to be more innovative, proactive and effectively outperform its
competitors (Dawes, 2000; Im & Workman Jr, 2004). Because of this contribution of
competitor orientation, this research predicts that competitor orientation may have to
be emphasized in conjunction with EO to increase the ability of firms to achieve
better performance. Firms that demonstrate both high EO and high competitor
orientation are more likely to exercise better performance than firms that demonstrate
high EO but less competitor orientation.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is presented.

Hypothesis 8: The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is
positively moderated by competitor orientation.

2.10.3.3 Interaction between Employee Orientation and EO
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This study proposes that the positive relationship between EO and firm
performance will be stronger for firms that emphasize employee orientation.
Employee orientation plays supporting role for an entrepreneurial firm in promoting a
warm, supportive, and fair climate to its employees (Hooley et al., 2000; Janz &
Prasarnphanich, 2003). Employee-oriented firms tend to provide a healthy
environment to their employees which reduces employees’ stress and increase
employees’ satisfaction and commitment D. Baker, Greenberg, and Hemingway
(2006); 1. N. Lings and Greenley (2005). The satisfied employees are likely to have
loyalty and act in the best interest of the firm, which could create higher productivity,
superior customer value and proactivity behavior, all of which can facilitate EO
activities that require contribution from employees (Gounaris, 2006; Hunter &
Tietyen, 1997; Parker, 1998). According to Hackman and Oldham (1975), proactivity
behavior such as problem prevention anticipation, self-directed learning and
opportunity seeking could provide employees with a sense of task significant and
autonomy which are crucial to support EO activities that require quick and innovative
decision making. (Thomas, Whitman, & Viswesvaran, 2010). Moreover, the healthy
climate of employee oriented firms tends to facilitate learning and knowledge sharing
among employees, which in turn, enhances innovative activities required for new
products and services development (Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003; Zhang, 2010). This
role of employee orientation is important to support the activities of EO which
helping firms to be more proactive, autonomy and innovative (Gounaris, 2006; Hunter
& Tietyen, 1997; Zhang, 2010). Because of this contribution of employee orientation,
this research predicts that employee orientation may have to be emphasized in
conjunction with EO to increase the ability of firms to achieve better performance.
Firms that demonstrate both high EO and high employee orientation are more likely
to exercise better performance than firms that demonstrate high EO but less employee
orientation.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is presented.

Hypothesis 9: The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is

positively moderated by employee orientation.

2.10.3.4 Interaction between Shareholder Orientation and EO
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This study proposes that the positive relationship between EO and firm
performance will be stronger for firms that emphasize shareholder orientation.
Shareholder orientation plays supporting role for an entrepreneurial firm for having
firm management or manager focuses and takes action on shareholder’s concern and
expectation (Hillman & Keim, 2001). This role of shareholder orientation is important
to support the activities of EO which require firms to gain support from and avoid
conflict with shareholder, which in turn, lead to better firm performance (Hillman &
Keim, 2001). Shareholder support gained from shareholder orientation could facilitate
firm’s management to get approval for crucial capital budgeting such as investing in
R&D, opening a new branch, replacing plant’s equipment, etc. which could enhance
firm’s innovation or competitive positioning in the market (Rappaport, 1999).
Furthermore, the aforementioned supports may not be approved when shareholder is
not well managed (Rappaport, 1999). Because of this contribution of shareholder
orientation, this research predicts that shareholder orientation may have to be
emphasized in conjunction with EO to increase the ability of firms to achieve better
performance. Firms that demonstrate both high EO and high shareholder orientation
are more likely to exercise better performance than firms that demonstrate high EO
but less shareholder orientation.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is presented.

Hypothesis 9: The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is

positively moderated by Shareholder orientation.

All research hypotheses are summarized in Table 2.3. They are also presented
in the form of conceptual model in Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1 The Conceptual Model of this Study
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Table 2.3 The Summary of Research Hypothesis

H1

H2

H3

H4

H5

H6

H7

H8

H9

Entrepreneurial Orientation is positively related to SMEs performance.

Customer Orientation is positively related to SMEs performance.

Competitor Orientation is positively related to SMEs performance.

Employee Orientation is positively related to SMEs performance.

Shareholder Orientation is positively related to SMEs performance.

The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is positively
moderated by Customer orientation.
The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is positively
moderated by Competitor orientation.
The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is positively
moderated by Employee orientation.
The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is positively

moderated by Shareholder orientation.




CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methods employed to collect data and test the
hypotheses that were proposed in the previous chapter. The research context, sample
selection, data collection, questionnaire development, construct measurements, and

estimation technique deployed to analyze the data will be discussed.

3.1 Research Context

This research focuses on Thai SMEs in steel fabrication industry. SMEs are
selected due to significant contributions to the economics development of the country
in many aspects such as GDP growth, productivity growth, innovation and job
creation (ADB, 2015; Carree & Thurik, 2003; Harvie & Lee, 2002). The GDP of Thai
SMEs in year 2016 was reported to be 6.06 billion baht, accounted for 42.2% of the
country’s GDP with 4.8% growth from previous year (The office of SMEs Promotion,
2017). The GDP of Thai SMEs in the year 2016 was contributed by major SMEs
sectors i.e. service (40.6%), trade and maintenance (29.2%), manufacturing (23.4%)
and construction (5.5%) respectively (The office of SMEs Promotion, 2017). In the
past 10 years, the trend of GDP of Thai SMEs in service sector has been increasing,
however the GDP trend and proportion of Thai SMEs in manufacturing sector has
been declining (The office of SMEs Promotion, 2017). Since the contribution to the
economy of Thai SMEs’ manufacturing sector has traditionally been important in
terms of business numbers, employment, output and exports Charoenrat et al. (2013),
the declining of manufacturing sector could create determinant effects to the country’s
economic development, our study therefore put more attention on SMEs in
manufacturing industry. In particular, our study focuses on SMEs in steel fabrication

industry which is one of the major manufacturing sectors in Thai SMEs.
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Steel fabrication industry is one of the major manufacturing industries in
Thailand. According to World steel association (2017), steel consumption in five
major countries in ASEAN combined i.e. Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand
and Vietnam has been increasing in past several years. The ASEAN 5 combined steel
consumption was 74.1 million metric tons in 2016, 77.7 million metric tons in 2017
and expected to be 83.0 million metric tons in 2018 reflecting annual growth rate
from 2016 to 2017 and 2017 to 2018 of 4.8% and 6.8% respectively. The growing
demand of steel makes steel fabrication industry becomes one of attractive industries
for both large enterprises and SMEs of ASEAN and Thailand. Steel fabrication
industry transforms steel raw materials by processing, assembling and building until
they become parts and accessories, sub-assemblies and final products for using widely
in many applications and industries (Steel Fabrication Industry in Thailand, 2009).

According to The Office of SMEs Promotion (2018), the registered number of
Thai SMEs in steel fabrication industry in 2016 were 4,810 firms, accounted for 6.14
% of total Thai SMEs in manufacturing industry. Steel fabrication industry includes
steel fabrication companies from different market segments such as structural steel for
constructions, automotive parts and accessories, boiler and heat exchanger, pressure
vessel, water tank, weapons and explosive, steel forging and rolling products, metal
decoration, metal coating, precision milling and machining parts, machine and truck
manufacturing, hand tools, spherical tank, can packaging, wires cables and spring,
metal sanitary ware, kitchenware and household & office equipment, job shop, etc.

Steel fabrication industry has been playing active role in Thailand since 1987.
During year 1987 to 1996 when annual growth of Thai GDP were more than 10% per
annum, the government and private sectors’ investment in infrastructure were
accounted for 32.1% of the country’s GDP in 1996 (Steel Fabrication Industry in
Thailand, 2009). During those years, steel fabricators of large scale enterprises and
SMEs had developed themselves to be competitive for both local and export market.
Since economic crisis hit Thailand in year 1997 to 2004, many of steel fabricators
from large scale firms and SMEs had shifted their focus to export markets due to
lower domestic demand and inherited cost advantage for export from a large Thai
baht depreciation after crisis, making export volume and value of steel products
growth from 11,761 metric ton and 1,361 million baht in 1998 to 41,796 metric ton



47

and 3,723 million baht in 2004 (Steel Fabrication Industry in Thailand, 2009). From
the year 2004 to 2015, steel fabrication industry has been performing along with
country’s GDP. However, the recent trend of steel fabrication industry in 2017 was
predicted to be slightly 5% drop from 2016 (The Federation of Thai Industries, 2017).
In year 2017, steel fabrication industry was projected to realize total slow growth
considering particular situation in each sector such as construction sector gained
growth from government infrastructure mega projects, machinery and machine parts
sector realized moderated growth from export markets, automotive manufacturing
sector was no growth by keeping the same volume and value as previous year 2016
due to demands decreased in export markets, canned food sector faced declined due to
local raw material shortage, electrical appliances sector slightly increased from
washing machine and refrigerator due to export market expansion while air
compressor and air conditioner manufacturing sector had a slightly decline from
domestic and export markets (The Federation of Thai Industries, 2017). The actual
economic trend of steel fabrication industry moves along manufacturing industry

making it a good presentative of manufacturing industry for our study.

3.2 Sample Selection

The study will use probability sampling method for sample selection.
Probability sampling method is the acceptable way of achieving representativeness
and is best known in which subjects are randomly selected (Cumming, 1990). In
probability sampling method, each member of the population of interest has a known
non-zero chance of inclusion (Cumming, 1990). By using probability sampling, the
samples of SMEs in steel fabrication industry are randomly selected from the
directory of Thai SMEs gathered from the Department of Business Development
(DBD). The Department of Business Development (DBD) belongs to Ministry of
Commerce of the Kingdom of Thailand. DBD’s main duties are business registration
and business development and promotion. DBD’s vision is to become a state agency
capable of delivering fully electronic-based services within 5 years and to steer SMEs
sector forward based on knowledge and innovation. From DBD’s database in 2018,

there are number of 632,614 SMEs registered from all industries nationwide. From
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this database, the SMEs from manufacturing sector are 78,300 firms in total and 4,810
firms are belonging to steel fabrication industry. The samples in this study include
SMEs from various sectors of steel fabrication industry such as structural steel for
building and construction, boiler and heat exchanger, water tank and pressure vessel,
metal decoration, machining and machine tools, automotive parts and accessories,
truck, kitchen ware, job shop, etc. By the below sample size calculation, the study
proposes a total of 370 firms will be randomly selected from the list of steel
fabrication directoty to be the samples of this study (Yamane, 1973)

According to Yamane (1973), a simplified formula to calculate sample sizes is
described in below equation.

N
"TI+NGe)?

Where n is the sample size of the study, N is the population size, and e is the
level of precision. In this study, we follow a 95% confident level and £5% precision
from previous research(lsrael, 1992). Finally, the sample size of the study can be
calculated as follows:

| 4,810
"= 1+ 4,810(0.05)2

n =370

3.3 Data Collection Procedure

The study chooses a self-administered questionnaire survey method for data
collection. According to Bryman and Bell (2015), a questionnaire survey allows the
study to collect a large number of respondents in a short period. The study aims to get
response from an entrepreneur or top executive of the randomly selected SMEs since
this group of respondent has in-depth knowledge and understanding in strategic
positioning and direction of the company. The study also aimed for only one key
respondent for each SMEs to complete the survey in order to minimize the potential
error of systematic and random sources (Huber & Power, 1985). After contacting the
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person identified in the source directory and searching for a targeted respondent; the
questionnaire with covered letter and postage-paid business reply envelop will be sent
directly to the respondent. The cover letter indicates the purpose of the research and
guarantees that the data collected from the study will be treated as strictly confidence.
The data collection is anonymous which the respondent will not be asked to indicate
any information that reveal their own and their company’s identity. According to
Bryman and Bell (2015), the data collection with anonymous will encourage the

respondents to respond truthfully to the questionnaires.

3.4 Questionnaire Development and Variable Measurement

The questionnaire items used to operationalize each construct in this study came
from existing scales developed and used by previous studies. Using existing scales
bring about several advantages. First, existing scales tend to have good validity and
reliability because they were previously tested in research (Hyman, Lamb, & Bulmer,
2006). Second, the outcomes can be compared to other studies which adopted the
same scales (Meadows, 2003). Third, adopting existing scales is time saving
compared to developing new scales (Hyman et al., 2006). In order to ensure the
validity of the content of the question items, the original English version
questionnaire is translated into Thai, and then is back-translated to English by
minimum two professional translators (Brislin, 1970). The measurements of each

construct will be discussed as follows:

3.4.1 Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)

The operationalization of EO in this research is based on the conceptualization
of EO proposed by Lumpkin and Dess (1996) which used aggregate measure of EO is
hypothesized to have a positive relationship with firm performance (G Thomas
Lumpkin et al., 2009; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Lumpkin & Dess, 2001). The
measurement of EO is adopted from H. Zhang et al. (2014)’s eighteen items self-
reported scale. The scales consist of five entrepreneurial dimensions including
innovativeness (4 items), proactiveness (4 items), risk taking (4 items), competitive

aggressiveness (3 items) and autonomy (3 items). This measurement of EO has been
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employed in past studies and the validity and reliability of the scales was confirmed
satisfactorily (Boso, Cadogan, & Story, 2012; Chang et al., 2007; Hughes & Morgan,
2007; Zhang et al., 2014). These items are measured using a five-point Likert scales
(1: strongly disagree; 5: strongly agree). Respondents will be asked to assess their
firm regarding to what extent their firm engaged in these activities with below

questionnaires.

Innovativeness
1) In my firm, very many new product lines or services has marketed
2) In my firm, changes in product or service lines have been mostly of
being quite dramatic
3) My firm is creative in its methods of operation

4) My firm seeks out new ways to do things

Proactiveness
1) My firm typically initiating action which the competition then
responds to
2) My firm is very often the first business to introduce new
products/services, administrative techniques, operating technologies, etc.
3) My firm is close monitoring of technological trends and identifying
future needs of customers

4) My firm excels at identifying opportunities

Risk-taking
1) My firm invests in high risk projects (with chances of very high
return)
2) My firm adopts a bold, wide-ranging act necessary to achieve the
firm’s objectives
3) My firm commits a large portion of its resources in order to grow
4) In my firm, people in our business are encouraged to take calculated

risks with new ideas
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Competitive Aggressiveness
1) My firm typically seeks to a competitive “undo-the-competitors”
posture
2) My firm is very aggressive and intensely competitive

3) My firm use of unconventional strategies to challenge competitors

Autonomy
1) My firm supports the efforts of individuals and/or teams that work
autonomously
2) In my firm, the best results occur when individuals and/or teams
decide for themselves what business opportunities to pursue
3) In my firm, employee initiatives and input play a major role in

identifying and selecting the entrepreneurial opportunities

3.4.2 Stakeholder Orientation (SO)

The measurement of SO is adopted from Yau et al. (2007)’s eighteen items self-
reported scale. The scales consist of four dimensions of stakeholder orientation
including customer orientation (5 items), competitor orientation (4 items), employee
orientation (4 items) and shareholder orientation (5 items). This measurement of SO
has been employed in past studies and the validity and reliability of the scales was
confirmed satisfactorily (Greenley et al., 2005; Patel, 2012; Yau et al., 2007). These
items are measured using a five-point Likert scales (1: strongly disagree; 5: strongly
agree). Respondents will be asked to assess their firm regarding to what extent their

firm engaged in these activities with below questionnaires.

Customer Orientation
1) Competitive strategies are based on understanding customer needs
2) Customer satisfaction is systematically and frequently assessed
3) Our commitment of serving customer needs is closely monitored
4) Close attention is given to after sales service
5) Our objectives and strategies are driven by the creation of customer

satisfaction
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Competitor Orientation
1) Sales people share information about competitors
2) Top management regularly discuss competitors’ strengths and
weaknesses
3) We achieve repaid response to competitive actions
4) Customers are targeted when we have an opportunity for

competitive advantage

Employee Orientation

1) We have regular staff appraisals in which we discuss employees’

needs

2) We have regular staff meetings with employees

3) As a manager, | try to find out the true feelings of my staff about
their jobs

4) We survey staff at least once each year to assess their attitudes to
their work

Shareholder Orientation
1) Our objectives are driven by creating shareholder wealth
2) Senior managers have regular meetings with shareholders
3) We regularly compare our share value to that of our competitors
4) We regularly carry out public relations aimed at shareholders
5) Designated managers have responsibility for aiming to satisfy

shareholders’ interests

3.4.3 SMEs Performance

Extant researches showed that company performance is frequently measured by
marketing and financial performances (Greenley & Foxall, 1997; Hooley et al., 2000;
Sin et al., 2005). Marketing performance are such as market share and sales volume
while financial performance are profit level, profit margin and return on investment
(ROI) (Yau et al., 2007). The measurement of SMEs performance is adopted from
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Yau et al. (2007)’s five items self-reported scale including financial performance (3
items), marketing performance (2 items). This measurement of SMEs performance is
based on subjective approach which has been employed in past studies
(Charoensukmongkol, 2015, 2016; Fu, Flood, & Morris, 2016; Singh, Darwish, &
Potocnik, 2016; Vij & Bedi Harpreet, 2016); the validity and reliability of the scales
was confirmed satisfactorily (Hooley et al., 2000; Yau et al., 2007). These items are
measured using a five-point Likert scales ranging from 1: much worse than to 7: much
better than major competitors (Yau et al., 2007). With the below scales, respondents
will be asked to assess their firm regarding to what extent their firm engaged on the

basis of comparison against major competitors.

Financial Performance
1) Overall profit level achieved
2) Profit margin achieved

3) Return on investment

Marketing Performance
1) Sales volume achieved

2) Market share achieved

3.4.4 Control Variables

According to Wiklund and Shepherd (2005), firms of different size and age
could demonstrate different organizational characteristics that may influence
performance. This research includes firm size and firm age as control variables. Firm
size is measure by number of full time employees (Gupta, Dutta, & Chen, 2014;
Semrau, Ambos, & Kraus, 2016). Firm age is measured by number of years that firm
is in business (Ferreira et al., 2011). Other two control variables also include in this
research which are industry experience of entrepreneur and environmental
uncertainty. According to Cassar (2014), industry experience improves
entrepreneurial forecast performance which could lead to better firm performance.
Experienced entrepreneurs are less likely to be over-optimistic which could cause

business failure or closeout (Ucbhasaran, Westhead, Wright, & Flores, 2010).
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Moreover, entrepreneurs with specific industry experiences are known to be able to
raise and mobilize more resources from their supporters in pursuit of an opportunity
than the ones with less experience (Kotha & George, 2012). Experience of an
entrepreneur or top executive is measured by number of years they are in the industry
(Kotha & George, 2012).

Lastly, this research considers environmental uncertainty as a control variable.
According to Hrebiniak and Snow (1980), environmental uncertainty involves the
level of predictability of capital and financial markets, government regulation and
intervention, actions of suppliers, actions of competitors, and general conditions
facing the organization. Environmental uncertainty requires a firm to be able to
respond more quickly to unforeseen change in order to survive (Covin & Slevin,
1989). When a firm operates under environment uncertainty, the uncontrollable
components from customer, supplier, market, technology and resource could affect
the operation and strategic decision of a firm differently (Ghosh, Bhowmick, & Guin,
2014). For example, the environmental uncertainty such as fluctuation of raw material
cost could affect the firm’s operating profitability due to unexpected cost rising which
lead to detrimental of firm performance. According to Duncan (1972) and Tosi Jr and
Slocum Jr (1984), the environmental uncertainty construct is further differentiated
according to the sources of uncertainty. There were reports from many researches that
it was difficult to generalize the result of environment uncertainty from focusing on
organization’s point of view and the objective measures of environmental uncertainty
were weak with low reliability (McCabe, 1990; Tosi, Aldag, & Storey, 1973). In this
study, the measure of environment uncertainty was measured by subjective scale
approach using three questions to measure the extent of environment uncertainty that
firms perceived. The measure was obtained from the scale that was used in Homburg,
Stierl, and Bornemann (2013). The questions were rated on a five-point likert scales
ranging from 1: strongly agreed to 5: strongly disagreed.

1) The price of product or raw material are relatively fluctuated.

2) The market of your product is highly fluctuated and subject to rapid
changing.

3) Technology in your industry is changed quickly.
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3.5 Estimation Method

To test the hypotheses, Partial Least Squares (PLS) regression will be used as a
statistical technique for data analysis. There are several reasons that make PLS
appropriate for this study. Firstly, PLS requires a smaller sample size than other SEM
techniques (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011). Secondly, PLS requires lesser statistical
specifications than the covariance based strategy since it does not require data in
normally distributed fashion (Hair et al., 2011). Thirdly, this technique allows to test
multiple hypotheses simultaneously (Hair et al., 2011). With aforementioned reasons,
PLS is an appropriate analysis technique for this study. Furthermore, WarpPLS will

be used as a software to perform PLS regression.



CHAPTER 4

RESULT

4.1 Data

This chapter presents the characteristics of the data, including descriptive
statistics and business background of the samples which are SMEs entrepreneurs in
steel fabrication industry in Thailand. The details on how the data was prepared and
analyzed are firstly discussed. Finally, the result of hypothesis testing is presented.

A total of 1,000 questionnaires were distributed to the randomly selected SMEs
in steel fabrication industry throughout Thailand. The questionnaires were sent by
post with recipient registered for researcher’s tracking purpose. One week after the
questionnaire was sent out, the followed up telephone call was made to the recipient’s
office to make sure that the questionnaire was received. The postage prepaid envelop
was included in a package for facilitating the return of the filled questionnaire by
SMEs’ entrepreneur to the researcher. There were 390 questionnaires returned to
researcher and 20 questionnaires were removed due to missing and uncompleted
information. Finally, there were 370 questionnaires remained in use for data analysis,
which yielded 37 percent response rate. The data collection process was completed in
three months between beginnings of August to mid of October 2018.

4.2 Demographic Characteristics of SMEs’ Entrepreneur

The SMEs’s entrepreneur’s age is ranged between 28 to 71 years old, with a
mean value of 48.00. The minimum age of the SME’s entrepreneur was 28 and the
maximum was 71. SME entrepreneurs’ age from the collected data are reported in
Table 4.1
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Table 4.1 Ages of SMEs Entrepreneurs

Min Max Mean Standard Deviation

Age 28 71 48.00 8.819

The majority of SME’s entrepreneurs are male, with the number of 308,
accounted for 83.3 percent of the total number of respondents. The rest of respondents
are female, with the number of 62, accounted for 16.7 percent.

SMEs entrepreneur’s level of education ranges from below bachelor degree to
doctoral degree. There are 49 respondents or 13.2 percent in the below bachelor
degree level, 212 respondents or 57.3 percent in the bachelor’s degree level, 99
respondents or 26.8 percent in the master’s degree level and 10 respondents or 2.7
percent in the doctoral degree level. The demographic characteristics of the SMEs

entrepreneurs are reported in table 4.2

Table 4.2 Demographics Characteristics of SMEs Entrepreneurs

Variables Categories Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 308 83.3 %
Female 62 16.7 %

Education <Bachelor’s Degree 49 13.2%
Bachelor’s Degree 212 57.3 %
Master’s Degree 99 26.8 %
Doctoral’s Degree 10 2.7%

The number of year of SMEs establishment is ranged between 1 to 57 years,
with a mean value of 21.219 and standard deviation of 10.871. Numbers of year of

SMEs establishment from the collected data are reported in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3 Number of Years of SMEs Establishment

Min Max Mean Standard
Deviation
Number of year 1 57 21.219 10.871

Size of SMEs in terms of number of employee is ranged from 5 to 200
employees with mean value of 66.768 and standard deviation of 60.817. Sizes of

SMEs in terms of number of employee are reported in table 4.4.

Table 4.4 Size of SMEs Measured by Number of Employee

Min Max Mean Standard
Deviation
Size of SMEs 1 200 66.768 60.817

4.3 International Business Characteristics of SMEs’ in Steel Fabrication

Industry

The international business characteristics of SMEs including whether they had
joint-venture with foreign company and engage in export business are reported as
follows. The SMEs which do not have a joint-venture, which reported under “No”
category, are 357 firms. On the other hand, SMEs which have a joint-venture with
foreign company are 13 firms and accounted for 3.5%.

There are 249 SMEs which do not have export activity, accounted for 67.3%.
On the other hand, there are 121 SMEs engage in export business, accounted for
32.7%. The joint venture and export characteristics of SMEs are reported in table 4.5.
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Table 4.5 Join Venture and Export Characteristics of SMEs in Steel Fabrication

Industry.
Variables Categories Frequency Percentage
Joint-venture No 357 96.5 %
Yes 13 3.5%
Export No 249 67.3%
Yes 121 32.7%

4.4 The Objective Measures of Firm Performance of SMEs in Steel

Fabrication Industry

Besides the measurement of subjective data of SMEs performance, the study
has also measured the objective data of SMEs performance. The objective data was
measured in a rank data which including forecast annual revenue, forecast annual
sales growth and forecast profit growth. Forecast annual revenue of SMEs in steel
fabrication industry range from below 50 million Thai baht to more than 200 million
Thai baht. There are 117 SMEs or 32.0 percent with below 50 million Thai bath
forecast annual revenue, 78 SMEs or 21.0 percent with the range between 50 to 100
million Thai baht, 52 SMEs or 14.0 percent with the range between 101 to 150
million Thai baht, 35 SMEs or 9.0 percent with the range of 151 to 200 million Thai
bath and 88 SMEs or 24 percent for more than 200 million Thai bath forecast annual

revenue. The SME’s forecast annual revenue is reported in table 4.6.
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Table 4.6 SMEs’ Forecast Annual Revenue.

Variables Categories Frequency Percentage
SMEs’forecast < 50 million baht 117 32.0%
annual revenue 50-100million baht 78 21.0%
101-150million 52 14.0%
baht
151-200million 35 9.0%
baht
>200 million baht 88 24.0%

SME’s forecast sales growth ranges from 0 percent and below to more than 10
percent. There are 78 respondents or 21.0 percent with annual forecast sales growth of
0 percent and below, 138 respondents or 37 percent with 1-3 percent sales growth, 60
respondents or 16.0 percent with 4-6 percent sales growth, 19 respondents or 5.0
percent with 7-9 percent sales growth and 75 respondent or 20.0 percent with annual
sales growth of more than 10 percent. The SME’s forecast sales growth are reported
in table 4.7.

Table 4.7 SMEs’ Forecast Sales Growth

Variables Categories Frequency Percentage
SMEs’forecast < 0 percent 78 21.0%
sales growth 1-3 percent 138 37.0%

4-6 percent 60 16.0 %

7-9 percent 19 50%

>10% 75 20.0%

SME’s forecast net profit growth range from 0 percent and below to more than
10 percent. There are 42 respondents or 12.7 percent with O percent or lower forecast
net profit growth, 192 respondents or 58.2 percent with 1-3 percent net profit growth,
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88 respondents or 26.7 percent with 4-6 percent net profit growth, 8 respondents or
2.4 percent with 7-9 percent net profit growth and 10 respondent or 2 percent with
more than 10 percent net profit growth. The SME’s forecast net profit growth are
reported in table 4.8.

Table 4.8 SME’s Forecast Net Profit Growth

Variables Categories Frequency Percentage
SMEs’forcasted < 0 percent 105 28.0%
net profit growth 1-3 percent 138 37.0%
4-6 percent 53 14.0 %
7-9 percent 25 74%
>10% 49 13.0%

4.5 Normal Distribution

The normal distribution test of data was performed to check whether the data
are normally distributed. For testing the normality of the data, the two tests, which are
Jarque-Bera test of normality (Normal-JB) and Robust Jarque-Bera test of normality
(Normal RJB) are employed in this study (Jarque & Bera, 1980). The results of
variables of this study showed that the three main variables which are competitor
orientation (COMO), shareholder orientation (SO) and SMEs performance (PERF)
demonstrated non-normally distributed data. Moreover, most of control variables
which are 1) size of SMEs, 2) age of SMEs and 3) experience of entrepreneur also
demonstrate non-normally distributed data. A body of research shows that the Partial
Least Square (PLS) provides a robustness result when the data are highly non-normal
(Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena, 2012). These evidence suggested that the Partial
Least Square (PLS) is an appropriated statistical estimation for this study (Garson,
2016).The results of normalization of the data are presented in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9 The Normalization of the Data

EO CO COMO EMPO SHAO PERF ENV SIZE AGE EXP

Normal- Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes No No No
JB
Normal- Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes No No Yes
RJB

Note: EO = Entrepreneurial Orientation, CO= Customer Orientation, COMO = Competitor
Orientation, EMPO = Employee Orientation, SHAO = Shareholder Orientation, , PERF =
SMEs Performance, ENV = Environmetal Uncertainty, SIZE = Number of SMEs’ employee,
AGE = Years of SMEs establishment, EXP = Industrial experience of an entrepreneur

4.6 Model Assessment

The study has performed a set of data analyses to ensure that the collected data
has reached an acceptance level of validity and reliability. Two types of validity test
have been conducted, which are convergent and discriminant validity. The two types
of reliability test which are Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (o) and composite reliability
have also been performed.

4.6.1 Validity Test
The validity test will evaluate how well the constructs are measured (Hair et al.,
2012). The validity test was conducted to ensure that the scales employed in this study
will measure what they are supposed to measure (Chin, 1998; Sreejesh, Mohapatra, &
Anusree, 2014). Two types of validity test were conducted by this study, which are
convergent validity and discriminant validity.
4.6.1.1 Convergent Validity Test
Convergent validity is the extent of correlation among different
measures that intended to measure the same concept (Sreejesh et al., 2014).
According to Sekaran (2003), the level of validity will be high when the questions
used to measure the same variable are highly correlated. The study used factor
loadings and cross-loadings to test convergent validity. Chin (1998) suggested that the
value of item in each construct should be over 0.7. However, Hair et al. (2012)

suggested that the minimum value of 0.5 is adequate for the validity of construct The
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result of factor loadings and cross loadings showed that all items in each construct
have a value over a minimum requirement of 0.5. The results of factor loading and

cross-loadings of all variables are presented in table 4.10.

Table 4.10 The Combined Factor Loadings and Cross-Loadings of all Variables

EO CO COMO EMPO SHAO PERF ENV
INV1 (0.530) - 0.357 0.023 - 0.001 0.097 0.086 0.066
INV2 (0.544) - 0.263 0.187 - 0.116 - 0.028 0.075 0.011
INV3 (0.724) 0.025 - 0.096 0.062 0.038 0.130 0.054
INV4 (0.687) - 0.059 0.031 0.057 - 0.174 0.028 - 0.044
PRO1 (0.758) - 0.204 0.000 - 0.030 0.041 0.107 0.019
PRO2 (0.735) - 0.274 0.048 - 0.183 0.036 0.156 - 0.025
PRO3 (0.697) - 0.042 0.063 - 0.125 - 0.013 0.016 0.099
PRO4 (0.772) - 0.116 - 0.149 - 0.165 0.089 0.029 - 0.030
RISK1 (0.631) - 0.319 0.144 0.294 0.095 0.028 - 0.076
RISK2 (0.742) - 0.093 - 0.010 0.211 0.054 - 0121 - 0.089
RISK3 (0.729) 0.050 - 0038 - 0019 - 0.073 - 0.050 - 0.062
RISK4 (0.763) 0.095 - 0.085 0.108 0.158 - 0.115 0.092
AGS1 (0.719) 0.251 0.181 - 0.208 - 0.153 0.012 0.124
AGS2 (0.786) 0.301 0.070 - 0155 - 0.239 - 0.069 0.150
AGS3 (0.782) 0.100 0.102 - 0.223 0.009 0.022 0.107
AUTO1 (0.565) 0.172 - 0.011 0276 - 0.012 - 0.054 - 0.161
AUTO2 (0.569) 0421 - 0.268 0242 - 0032 - 0.166 - 0.215
AUTO3 (0.574) 0.278 - 0.222 0.160 0.151 - 0.141 - 0.139
CUSO1 0.003 (0.772) 0.106 0.017 0.064 0.049 - 0.271
CUSO2 0.039 (0.805) - 0.084 - 0.254 0.155 0.028 0.196
CUSO3 - 0.055 (0.827) 0.041 - 0.025 0.141 - 0.042 0.117
CUSO4 0.199 (0.759) - 0225 - 0.005 - 0.148 - 0.065 0.065
CUSO5 - 0.182 (0.762) 0.160 0282 - 0.234 0.030 - 0.125
COMPO1 0.071 - 0.076 (0.820) - 0.077 0.048 0.028 0.148
COMPO2 - 0.161 0.017 (0.851) - 0.008 0.066 - 0.006 0.047
COMPO3 0.000 - 0.081 (0.824) 0022 - 0056 - 0.016 - 0.045
COMPO4 0.105 0.152 (0.750) 0.069 - 0.065 - 0.006 - 0.166
EMPO1 0.018 0.036 0.231 (0.802) - 0.043 - 0.080 0.083
EMPO2 0.026 0.145 - 0.202 (0.815) 0.020 0.099 0.042
EMPO3 0.009 - 0.142 - 0.047 (0.757) 0.007 0.018 - 0.104
EMPO4 - 0054 - 0.051 0.019 (0.782) 0.016 - 0.038 - 0.028
SHAREO1 - 0.076 0.245 - 0.054 0.063 (0.794) 0.010 - 0.037

SHAREO2 0.022 - 0.081 0.061 - 0.016 (0.886) 0.005 - 0.062
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EO CO CcoMO EMPO SHAO PERF ENV
SHAREO3 0.051 - 0.041 0.095 - 0.094 (0.915) - 0.016 0.010
SHAREO4 0.073 - 0.002 0.162 0.125 (0.908) 0.014 0.065
SHAREOS 0.068 - 0.094 0.055 - 0.070 (0.890) - 0.012 0.017
PER1 0.064 0.091 0.009 - 0.066 - 0.122 (0.893) 0.006
PER2 0.116 0.025 0.098 0.005 - 0.184 (0.897) 0.009
PER3 0.010 - 0.054 0.027 - 0.146 0.135 (0.920) 0.021
PER4 0.045 0.006 0.004 - 0.184 0.138 (0.904) 0.037
PERS 0.188 - 0.031 0.022 0.158 0.113 (0.859) 0.037
PERG 0.035 - 0.036 0.079 0.249 - 0.082 (0.885) 0.027
INDA1 0.164 - 0.019 0.144 - 0.025 0.004 0.001 (0.899)
INDA2 0.034 0.048 0.146 0.072 0.012 - 0.070 (0.905)
INDA3 0.159 - 0.036 0.005 - 0.058 - 0.020 0.086 (0.733)

Note: EO = Entrepreneurial Orientation, CO= Customer Orientation, COMO = Competitor
Orientation, EMPO = Employee Orientation, SHAO = Shareholder Orientation, PERF = SMEs

Performance and ENV = Environmetal Uncertainty

4.6.1.2 Discriminant Validity
Discriminant validity demonstrates the lack of correlation among the

constructs which are supposed to be different (Sreejesh et al., 2014). According to

Sekaran (2003), the level of discrimination validity will be high when the questions

used to measure different variables are not correlated. This study performed

discriminant validity test by comparing the square root of average variance extracted

(AVE) of one construct which is supposed to be higher than the correlation between

that construct and other constructs (Garson, 2016). The result showed that the square

root of AVE of each construct is higher than its correlation with others. Therefore, the

measurements used in this study are considered to have discriminant validity. The

result are reported in table 14.11



Table 4.11 Variable Correlations and Square Root of Average Variance Extracted

EO CO COMO EMPO SHAO PERF ENV SIZE AGE EXP
EO  (0.689) 0.546** 0.640** 0.554** 0.434** 0.463** 0.298** 0.147* -0.101  -0.014
CO  0.546** (0.785) 0.662** 0.565** 0.420** 0.452** 0.248** 0.163* -0.029  -0.055

COMO 0.640** 0.662** (0.812) 0.595** 0.530** 0.459** 0.343**  0.078  -0.058  -0.060

EMPO 0.554** 0.565** 0.595** (0.789) 0.409** 0.354** 0.174** 0.103* -0.079  -0.093

SHAO 0.434** 0.420** 0.530** 0.409** (0.880) 0.280** 0.235** -0.018  -0.024 -0.189**

PERF  0.463** 0.452** 0.459** 0.354** 0.280** (0.893) 0.095 -0.082 -0.081 -0.113*
ENV ~ 0.298** 0.248** (0.342** 0.174** 0.235**  0.095  (0.849) -0.115* -0.152** -0.100*
SIZE  0.147* 0.163* 0.078  0.103* -0.018 -0.082 -0.115 (1.000) 0.306** 0.309**
AGE  -0101  -0.029 -0.058 -0.079 -0.024 -0.081 -0.052 0.306** (1.000) 0.431**
EXP  -0014 -0055 -0.060 -0.093 -0.189** -0.113* -0.100 0.309** 0.431** (1.000)

Notes: EO = Entrepreneurial Orientation, CO= Customer Orientation, COMO = Competitor Orientation,

EMPO = Employee Orientation, SHAO = Shareholder Orientation, PERF = SMEs Performance,
SIZE = Number of SMEs’ employee, AGE = Years of SMEs establishment,
EXP = Industrial experience of an entrepreneur and ENV = Environmental Uncertainty.

* p-value < 0.05, ** p-value < 0.01
Square root of AVE is presented in parentheses.
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4.6.2 Reliability Test
According to Nunnally (1978), the reliability test needs to perform to ensure
that the scales are consistent or they are able to produce the same result when
measuring the same thing more than one time. Two types of reliability test were
employed in this study are Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and composite reliability.
4.6.2.1 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is used to measure the internal
consistency of scales and the reliability of the construct (Hair et al., 2012). Fornell
and Larcker (1981) suggested that the minimum value should be over the acceptable
range of 0.70. The results of this study showed that the values of Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient are higher than 0.7. Therefore, the measures in this study have a good
reliability. The values of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient are reported in table 4.12.
4.6.2.2 Composite Reliability
According to Kock (2017), composite reliability measures the
reliability by including indicator loadings in the calculation. J. F. Hair, M. Sarstedt, C.
M. Ringle, and J. A. Mena (2012) suggested that a value of composite reliability has
to be more than 0.70 in order to confirm the reliability of variables’ internal
consistency.
The results showed that all composite reliability are above 0.8. This means
that the measures in this study have a good level of reliability. The results of

composite reliability are presented in table 4.12.

Table 4.12 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient and Composite Reliability of all Latent

Variables

EO CO COMO EMPO SHAO PERF ENV

Cronbach’s alpha (o) 0.933 0.844 0.827 0.798 0.926 0.949 0.803
Composite reliability  0.941 0.889 0.886 0.869 0.945 0.959 0.885

Note: EO = Entrepreneurial Orientation,CO = Customer Orientation, COMO = Competitor
Orientation, EMPO = Employee Orientation, SHAO = Shareholder Orientation, , PERF = SMEs
Performance, ENV = Environmental Uncertainty.
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4.6.3 Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity problem occurs when two or more independent variables are
highly inter-correlated (Garson, 2016). The respondents could perceive that the scales
of two variables tend to measure the same thing (Kock & Lynn, 2012). In case of two
or more independent variables are highly inter-correlated, the result of the model can
be misleading due to collinearity (Kock & Lynn, 2012). The full collinearity variance
inflation factor (VIF) is used as the threshold in which the problem will exist if the
value of full VIF is higher than 3.3 (Kock, 2017; Kock & Lynn, 2012). The full VIF
was conducted by this study with the results that all VIF values of all variables are
lower than 3.3. Thus, multicollinearity is not a serious problem in this model. The
values are shown in table 4.13. This measurement can investigate the collinearity that
might make misleading results (Kock & Lynn, 2012).

Table 4.13 Full VIF of all Variables

EO CO COMO EMPO SHAO PERF ENV

Full VIFs  2.255 2185 2.745 1.857 1.543 1.549 1.270

Note: CO= Customer Orientation, COMO = Competitor Orientation, EMPO = Employee Orientation,
SHAO = Shareholder Orientation, EO = Entrepreneurial Orientation, PERF = SMEs

Performance, ENV = Environmental Uncertainty.

4.7 Hypotheses Test

This study has proposed nine hypotheses which are presented earlier in Table
3 in chapter 3. The results of PLS regression analysis are reported in this section. The
decision to support or reject the hypotheses is based on following statistical
measurements. First, the path analysis reflects the direction and strength of
relationships between variables. Beta coefficient (B) is used to illustrate the path
coefficient in PLS analysis (Walpole, Meyers, & Myers, 2002). Positive beta
coefficient reflects positive relationship between the two variables. On the other hand,
negative beta coefficient reflects negative relationship between the two variables. The
beta coefficients in this study were estimated through the bootstrapping resampling
technique. According to Henseler, Ringle, and Sinkovics (2009) bootstrapping is a
procedure that is used in PLS path modeling to deliver confidence intervals for all
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parameter estimates, building the basis for statistical inference. It is a technique that
will randomly draw on existing data to create larger data, or subsamples, to represent
a population. This study employed bootstrapping technique with 100 no. of resamples
which is recommended by Efron, Rogosa, and & Tibshirani (2004). Second, the
p-value determines the null hypothesis if it will be accepted or rejected (Kline, 2004).
When the p-value is lower than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be rejected, and the
alternative hypothesis will be accepted providing the relevant hypothesis is
statistically significant. On the other hand, when the p-value is more than 0.05, the
null hypothesis cannot be rejected, thus the relavant hypothesis will not be statistically
significant (Rice, 1989).

The result of PLS regression are reported in table 4.14. The researcher uses
hierarchical regression analysis to test the hypotheses (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken,
1983). The purpose of using this method of regression analysis is to gain a full
understanding on how Entrepreneurial Orientation and Stakeholder Orientation may
affect SMEs performance independently and jointly. Moreover, the interactive effect
between Entrepreneurial Orientation and each aspect of Stakeholder Orientation can
be clearly presented by hierarchical regression method. The results were separated
into four models which SMEs performance was included as an common dependent
variable for all models. Furthermore, each model also incorporates four control
variables in the analysis, including environment uncertainty, firm’s size, firm’s age,
and experience of entrepreneur. The details of each model are described as follows.
Model 1 includes only Entrepreneurial Orientation and the set of control variables to
predict SMEs performance. Model 2 includes the four aspects of Stakeholder
Orientation (including Customer Orientation, Competitor Orientation, Employee
Orientation and Shareholder Orientation) and the set of control variables to predict
SMEs performance. Model 3 includes Entrepreneurial Orientation together with the
four aspects of Stakeholder Orientation and the set of control variables to predict
SMEs performance. Model 4 is the same with model 3 but also includes the
interaction of Entrepreneurial Orientation and each of the four aspects of Stakeholder

Orientation to test the moderating effects proposed in the hypotheses.



Table 4.14 PLS Regression Estimation of SMEs Performance

Dependent variable:

Independent Variables SMEs performance
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Main effects
Entrepreneurial Orientation (H1) 0.515*** 0.300*** 0.276***
0.281*** 0.245*** 0.260***
Customer Orientation (H2)
Competitor Orientation (H3) 0.285*** 0.187** 0.202***
Employee Orientation (H4) 0.057 -0.008 0.002
Shareholder Orientation (H5) 0.002 -0.032 -0.051
Moderating effects
Customer Orientation x Entrepreneurial Orientation (H6) 0.177**
Competitor Orientation X Entrepreneurial Orientation (H7) -0.096
Employee Orientation x Entrepreneurial Orientation (H8) -0.040
Shareholder Orientation x Entrepreneurial Orientation (H9) -0.105*
Control variables
Environmental Uncertainty -0.082 -0.105 -0.137** -0.146**
Number of SMEs’employee -0.156** -0.158*** -0.190*** -0.192***
Years of SMEs establishment 0.052 0.008 0.045 0.031
Industrial experience of entrepreneur -0.088 -0.039 -0.064 -0.069
R-square 0.249 0.285 0.330 0.354

Notes: 1. CO= Customer Orientation, COMO = Competitor Orientation, EMPO = Employee Orientation, SHAO = Shareholder Orientation,

EO = Entrepreneurial Orientation, ENV = Environmental Uncertainty, SIZE = Number of SMEs’ employee
AGE = Number of years of SMEs establishment, EXP = Industrial experience of an entrepreneur

2. *** p-value < 0.001, ** p-value < 0.01, * p-value <0.05
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Hypothesis 1 proposed that Entrepreneurial Orientation is positively related to
SMEs performance. The result showed a positive sign of the beta (B = 0.276;
p<0.001) with the p-value less than 0.001. This result confirmed that there was a
positive and significant relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs
performance. The finding suggests that firms that had high Entrepreneurial
Orientation tended to produce better performance. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is
supported.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that Customer Orientation is positively related to
SMEs performance. The result showed a positive sign of the beta (B = 0.260;
p<0.001) with the p-value less than 0.001. This result confirmed that there was a
positive and significant relationship between Customer Orientation and SMEs
performance. The finding suggests that firms that had high Customer Orientation
tended to produce better performance. Therefore, hypothesis 2 is supported.

Hypothesis 3 proposed that Competitor Orientation is positively related to
SMEs performance. The result showed a positive sign of the beta (p = 0.202;
p<0.001) with the p-value is less than 0.001. This result confirmed that there was a
positive and significant relationship between Competitor Orientation and SMEs
performance. The finding suggests that firms that had high Competitor Orientation
tended to produce better performance. Therefore, hypothesis 3 is supported.

Hypothesis 4 proposed that Employee Orientation is positively related to
SMEs performance. The result showing a positive sign of the beta (B = 0.002; p =
0.487), which suggested that firms that had high Employee Orientation tended to
produce better performance. However with the p-value of 0.487 which is more than
0.05, this suggested that the relationship is not statistically significant. Therefore,
hypothesis 4 is not supported.

Hypothesis 5 proposed that Shareholder Orientation is positively related to
SMEs performance. The result showing a negative sign of the beta (f=-0.051, p =
0.211) which suggested that firms that had high Shareholder Orientation tended to
produce lower performance. However with the p-value of 0.211 which is more than
0.05, this suggested that the relationship is not statistically significant. Therefore,

hypothesis 5 is not supported.
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The hypotheses 6-9 that involve the moderating effect were tested by
hierarchical regression analysis (Cohen et al., 1983). The interaction terms between
Entrepreneurial Orientation and each component of Stakeholder Orientation were
created and put in the model estimation. The results are reported in Model 4 of the
Table 4.14.

Hypothesis 6 proposed that the relationship between Entrepreneurial
Orientation and SMEs performance is positively moderated by Customer Orientation.
The result showed that the interaction term of Entrepreneurial Orientation and
Customer Orientation had a positive beta (B = 0.177; p = 0.008). With the p-value of
0.008, this confirmed that the Customer Orientation significantly moderated the
positive relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and firm performance. The
positive moderation suggests that the effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation on
performance was stronger for firms that emphasized more Customer Orientation than
firms that emphasized less Customer Orientation. Therefore, hypothesis 6 is
supported.

Hypothesis 7 proposed that the relationship between Entrepreneurial
Orientation and SMEs performance is positively moderated by Competitor
Orientation. The result showed that the interaction term of Entrepreneurial Orientation
and Competitor Orientation had a negative beta (f = -0.096; p = 0.083). The negative
moderation suggests that the effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation on performance
was weaker for firms that emphasized more Competitor Orientation than firms that
emphasized less Competitor Orientation. However, with the p-value of 0.083, which
is more than 0.05, this suggested that the relationship was not statistically significant.
Therefore, hypothesis 7 is not supported.

Hypothesis 8 proposed that the relationship between Entrepreneurial
Orientation and SMEs performance is positively moderated by Employee Orientation.
The result showed that the interaction term of Entrepreneurial Orientation and
Employee Orientation had a negative beta (p = -0.040; p = 0.271). The negative
moderation suggests that the effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation on performance
was weaker for firms that emphasized more Employee Orientation than firms that

emphasized less Employee Orientation. However, with the p-value of 0.271, which is
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more than 0.05, this suggested that the relationship was not statistically significant.
Therefore, hypothesis 8 is not supported.

Hypothesis 9 proposed that the relationship between Entrepreneurial
Orientation and SMEs performance is positively moderated by Shareholder
Orientation. The result showed that the interaction term of Entrepreneurial Orientation
and Shareholder Orientation had a negative beta ( = -0.105; p = 0.027). With p-value
of 0.027, this confirmed that the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and
firm performance was negatively and significantly moderated by Shareholder
Orientation. The negative moderation suggests that the effect of Entrepreneurial
Orientation on performance was weaker for firms that emphasized more Shareholder
Orientation than firms that emphasized less Shareholder Orientation. Therefore,
hypothesis 9 is not supported.

The graphs that illustrate the moderating effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation
and each aspect of Stakeholder Orientation are presented in Figure 4.1, Figure 4.2,

Figure 4.3 and Figure 4.4
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SMEs Performance

Low Customer Orientation

— High Customer Orientation

l | | L

Entrepreneurial Orientation

Figure 4.1 The Moderating Effect of Customer Orientation on the Relationship
between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs Performance

Figure 4.1 presents the moderating effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation and
Customer Orientation on SMEs performance. The positive slope of the regression line
that represents the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs
performance is steeper for SMEs that emphasized more Customer Orientation than
SMEs that emphasized less Customer Orientation. This suggests that the effect of EO
on firm performance is stronger for SMEs that emphasized more Customer

Orientation than SMEs that emphasized less Customer Orientation.
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SMESs Performance
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Entrepreneurial Orientation

Figure 4.2 The Moderating Effect of Competitor Orientation on the Relationship
between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs Performance

Figure 4.2 presents the moderating effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation and
Competitor Orientation on SMEs performance. The positive slope of the regression
line that represents the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs
performance is flatter for SMEs that emphasized more Competitor Orientation than
SMEs that emphasized less Competitor Orientation. This suggests that the effect of
Entrepreneurial Orientation on firm performance is weaker for SMEs that emphasized
more Competitor Orientation than SMEs that emphasized less Competitor
Orientation. However, this difference was not statistically supported in model

estimation.
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Figure 4.3 The Moderating Effect of Employee Orientation on the Relationship

between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs performance

Figure 4.3 presents the moderating effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation and
Employee Orientation on SMEs performance. The positive slope of the regression line
that represents the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs
performance is flatter for SMEs that emphasized more Employee Orientation than
SMEs that emphasized less Employee Orientation. This suggests that the effect of
Entrepreneurial Orientation on firm performance is weaker for SMEs that emphasized
more Employee Orientation than SMEs that emphasized less Employee Orientation.

However, this difference was not statistically supported in model estimation.
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SMEs Performance
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Entrepreneurial Orientation

Figure 4.4 The Moderating Effect of Shareholder Orientation on the Relationship
between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs performance

Figure 4.4 presents the moderating effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation and
Shareholder Orientation on SMEs performance. The positive slope of the regression
line that represents the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs
performance is flatter for SMEs that emphasized more Shareholder Orientation than
SMEs that emphasized less Shareholder Orientation. This suggests that the effect of
Entrepreneurial Orientation on firm performance is weaker for SMEs that emphasized
more Shareholder Orientation than SMEs that emphasized less Shareholder
Orientation.

In addition to the main hypotheses proposed, the relationships between control
variables and SMEs performance are reported as follows. For the first control variable
which is the age of SMEs measured by the number of years of SMEs establishment,
the result showed a positive sign of the beta (B = 0.031; p = 0.275). This result
suggested that firms that had been in business longer tended to produce better
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performance. However, with the p-value of 0.275 which is more than 0.05, the finding
is not statistically significant. Therefore, this finding is not statistically supported.

Regarding the second control variable which is the size of SMEs measured by
number of employees, the result showed a negative sign of the beta (p = -0.192;
p<0.001). This result suggested that firms with larger size tended to produce lower
performance. With the p-value less than 0.001, the finding is statistically significant.
Therefore, this finding is statistically supported.

Regarding the third control variable which is the experience of entrepreneur in
steel fabrication industry, the result showed a negative sign of beta (f = -0.069; p =
0.084). This result suggested that firms in which the entrepreneur had longer
experience tended to produce lower performance. However, with the p-value of 0.084
which is more than 0.05, the finding is not statistically significant. Therefore, this
finding is not statistically supported.

Regarding the fourth control variable which is an environment uncertainty, the
result showed a negative sign of the beta ( = -0.146; p = 0.002). This result suggested
that higher environment uncertainty tended to decrease firm performance or firms
which operating in a higher uncertain environment tended to exhibit lower
performance. With the p-value of 0.002 which is less than 0.05, the finding is
statistically significant. Therefore, this finding is statistically supported.

4.8 R-squared

R-squared is the percentage of the response variable variation that is explained
by a linear model (Chatterjee & Hadi, 2015). It is a statistical measure of how close
the data are to the fitted regression line. It is also known as the coefficient of
determination, or the coefficient of multiple determination for multiple regression
(Chatterjee & Hadi, 2015). The R-square of the model 1 is 0.249 which means all
variables included in the model which are Entrepreneurial Orientation and the set of
control variables can explain firm performance of 24.9%. The R-square of the model
2 is 0.285 which means all variables included in the model which are the four aspects
of Stakeholder Orientation and the set of control variables can explain firm

performance of 28.5%. The R-square of the model 3 is 0.330 which means all
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variables included in the model which are Entrepreneurial Orientation, the four
aspects of Stakeholder Orientation and the set of control variables can explain firm
performance of 33%.The R-square of model 4 which included interaction effects is
0.354 which is the highest among four models. It means all variables included in the
model i.e. Entrepreneurial Orientation, the four aspects of Stakeholder Orientation,
the four interaction terms of Entrepreneurial Orientation and Stakeholder Orientation
and the set of control variables can explain firm performance of 35.4%. Since the R-
square value of model 4 which involves the moderating effect is the highest among all
previous models, this suggested that interaction terms between Entrepreneurial
Orientation and Stakeholder Orientation helped to improve the explanatory power of
the model as compared to others. Therefore, the study used model 4 as a main model
for the reports. The R-square of model 4 suggested that all independent variables in
the model can explain firm performance by 35.4 percent. There are 64.6 percent
remaining that might be explained by other variables that are not included in this
model.

The result from the PLS analysis are shown in figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5 The Results Presented in a Conceptual Model
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4.9 Model Fit Indices

WrapPLS 6.0 provides ten model fit indices to measure the quality of PLS-
SEM model (Kock, 2017). This includes (1) Average path coefficient (APC), (2)
Average R-squared (ARS), (3) Average adjusted R-squared (AAS), (4) Average block
VIF (AVIF), (5) Average full collinearity VIF (AFVIF), (6) Tenenhaus GoF (GoF),
(7) Sympson’s paradox ratio (SPR), (8) R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR), (9)
Statistical suppression ratio (SSR) and (10) Nonlinear bivariate causality direction
ration (NLBCDR).

4.9.1 Average Path Coefficient (APC)

The average path coefficient (APC) refers to how strong the paths are in the
overall model. It is recommended that the p-value should equal to or below 0.05. The
result from PLS analysis revealed that APC of model 1,2,3,4 has a value of 0.179,
0.117, 0.134 and 0.127 respectively with all p-value lower than 0.001. Thus, APC is

statistically significant for all models.

4.9.2 Average R-squared (ARS)

The average R-squared (ARS) refers to the overall explanatory power of the
model. It is suggested that the p-value should be equal to or below 0.05. The result
reveals that the ARS value of model 1,2,3,4 are 0.249, 0.285, 0.330 and 0.354
respectively with all p-value below 0.001. Thus, ARS is statistically significant for all

models.

4.9.3 Average Adjusted R-squared (AARS)

Average adjusted r-squared (AARS) is slightly different from the average R-
squared (ARS). The Average adjusted r-squared corrects spurious increases in R-
squared coefficients due to predictors that add no explanatory value in each latent
variable block. It is recommended that the p-value should equal to or below 0.05. The
result from the test shows that AARS of model 1,2,3,4 are 0.239, 0.270, 0.314 and
0.331 respectively with all p-value less than 0.001. Therefore, AARS is statistically

significant for all models.
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4.9.4 Average Variance Inflation Factor (AVIF)

The average variance inflation factor (AVIF) is an indicator which measures
model’s vertical or classic collinearity. WarpPLS 6.0 suggests that an acceptable
value of AVIF is equal to or less than 5 and the ideal value is equal to or less than 3.3.
The result reveals that the AVIF index of model 1, 2, 3, 4 are 1.225, 1.583, 1.680 and

1.801 respectively, which means the collinearity in all models are ideally acceptable.

4.9.5 Average Full VVariance Inflation Factor (AFVIF)

The average full variance inflation factor (AFVIF) measures both vertical and
lateral collinearity, or multicollinearity, of the model. WarpPLS 6.0 suggests that an
acceptable value of AFVIF is equal to or less than 5 and ideal value is equal to or less
than 3.3. The result indicates that AFVIF value of models 1,2,3,4 are 1.698, 1.698,
1.698 and 1.817 respectively. Thus, the multicollinearity in all models is ideally

acceptable.

4.9.6 Tenenhaus GoF (GoF index)

GoF index or Tenenhaus GoF is a measurement of model’s explanatory
power. GoF index defined the square root of the product between what they refer to as
the average commonality index and the ARS. GoF index is equal to or greater than
0.1 means small explanatory power, GoF index is equal or greater than 0.25 means
medium explanatory power and GoF index is equal or greater than 0.36 means large
explanatory power. The result indicates that the GoF index of models 1, 2, 3, 4 are
0.437, 0.468, 0.503 and 0.475 respectively. Thus, the result of all models has a large
explanatory power.

4.9.7 Simpson's Paradox Ratio (SPR)

The Simpson's paradox ratio (SPR) is an indicator which indicates a
possibility to have a Simpson’s paradox in the model (Wagner, 1982). An acceptable
value of SPR is 0.7 or 70 percent of paths in the model are free from Simpson’s
paradox. The result indicates that SPR value of model 1 and model 3 are 0.600 and
0.556 respectively which is below the acceptable value 0.7. On the other hand, SPR

value of model 2 and model 4 are 0.750 and 0.769 respectively which is above the
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acceptable value. It means 75.0 and 76.90 percent of paths of model 2 and 4 do not
have a Simpson’s paradox issue. Thus, SPR index in model 1 and 3 are unacceptable

while the SPR index in model 2 and 4 are acceptable.

4.9.8 R-squared Contribution Ratio (RSCR)

The R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR) measures a negative r-squared
which comes from a Simpson’s paradox issue (Pearl, 2009). An acceptable value of
RSCR is equal to or above 0.9 or over 90 percent of r-squared in the model and has a
positive sign. The result from PLS analysis reveals that the RSCR index of model
1,2,3,4 are 0.956, 0.966, 0.927 and 0.926 respectively, which means that 95.6, 96.6,
92.7 and 92.6 percent of paths of r-squared in model 1, 2, 3 and 4 have a positive sign.
Therefore, the RSCR indexes of all models are acceptable.

4.9.9 Statistical Suppression Ratio (SSR)

The statistical suppression ratio (SSR) is another index that measures a
causality problem in the model (Spirtes, Glymour, Scheines, & & Causation, 1993).
The SSR indicates that the hypothesized path in the model is not reasonable or should
be reversed. The ideal SSR index is 1 which means there is no SSR issue in the
model. The acceptable value is 0.7 which means over 70 percent of paths are not
associated with SSR issue. The result of model 1,2,3,4 are 0.800, 0.875, 0.778 and
0.769 respectively, which means over 80.0, 87.50, 77.80 and 76.90 percent of paths in

the model 1,2,3 and 4 are free from SSR. Thus, all models are acceptable.

4.9.10 Nonlinear Bivariate Causality Direction Ratio (NLBCDR)

The nonlinear bivariate causality direction ratio (NLBCDR) measures the
correctness of direction of causality in a non-linear relationship. Acceptable values of
NLBCDR is equal to or greater than 0.7 which means 70 percent of path-related
instances have weak or no suggestion to reverse hypothesized direction. The result
shows that NLBCDR index of model 1,2,3 and 4 are 0.700, 0.813, 0.833 and 0.731
respectively which means all models are acceptable for the non-linear of the direction

of causality.



83

In conclusion, results from ten model fit indices of model 2 and model 4 are all
in acceptable range or above, and these results confirm that the study used a suitable
technique for the data and these two models are reliable (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).
All model fit indices of model 1,2,3 and model 4 are shown in table 12 below.



Table 4.15 Model Fit Indices

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Model fit indices Coefficient Result Coefficient Result Coefficient Result Coefficient Result
Average path coefficient (APC) 0.179*** Significant 0.117*** Significant ~ 0.134*** Significant 0.127*** Significant
Average R-squared (ARS) 0.249*** Significant 0.285*** Significant  0.330*** Significant 0.354*** Significant
Average adjusted R-squared (AARS) 0.239*** Significant 0.270*** Significant  0.314*** Significant 0.331*** Significant
Average block VIF (AVIF) 1.225 Ideally 1.583 Ideally 1.680 Ideally 1.801 Ideally
Average full collinearity VIF (AFVIF) 1.698 Ideally 1.698 Ideally 1.698 Ideally 1.817 Ideally
Tenenhaus GoF (GoF) 0.437 Large 0.468 Large 0.503 Large 0.475 Large
Simpson’s paradox ratio (SPR) 0.600 Unacceptable 0.750 Acceptable  0.556 Unacceptable 0.769 Acceptable
R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR) 0.956 Acceptable 0.966 Acceptable 0.927 Acceptable 0.926 Acceptable
Statistical suppression ratio (SSR) 0.800 Acceptable 0.875 Acceptable 0.778 Acceptable 0.769 Acceptable
Nonlinear bivariate causality direction 0.700 Acceptable 0.813 Acceptable 0.833 Acceptable 0.731 Acceptable

ratio (NLBCDR)

¥8
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Overall, the results of all models estimations i.e. the Beta coefficient (B) and
p-value of all main independent and control variables are consistent in terms of the
sign of the relationship and the level of the statistical significant. However, when
considered the quality of model fit indices, the model 4 which combined the main
effects and the moderating effects in the analysis seems to be the model that have the
best quality of model specification. Moreover, model 4 showed the greatest R square
value which reflects highest degree of explanatory power as compared to other
models.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1 Overall Findings

In this section, the results from nine hypotheses testing are summarized. The
study also discusses the findings and their contributions related to existing researches.

The results from PLS analysis are showed in table 5.1.

Table 5.1 Summary of Hypotheses Testing Result

Hypotheses Result

H1 Entrepreneurial Orientation is positively related to SMEs  Supported
performance.

H2  Customer Orientation is positively related to SMEs Supported
performance.

H3  Competitor Orientation is positively related to SMEs Supported
performance.

H4  Employee Orientation is positively related to SMEs Not supported
performance.

H5 Shareholder Orientation is positively related to SMEs. Not supported
performance.

H6  The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is Supported
positively moderated by Customer Orientation.

H7  The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is Not Supported
positively moderated by Competitor Orientation.

H8  The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is Not Supported
positively moderated by Employee Orientation.
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Hypotheses Result

H9  The relationship between EO and SMEs performance is  Not supported

positively moderated by Shareholder Orientation.

Four hypotheses out of nine were supported. The results provide the evidences
that firm’s strategic resources which are Entrepreneurial Orientation and two aspects
of Stakeholder Orientation including Customer Orientation and Competitor
Orientation are significantly associated with performance of SMEs in steel fabrication
industry.

With respect to the positive relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation
and SMEs performance, this finding suggests that SMEs that exhibited high
Entrepreneurial Orientation tend to show higher firm performance than those that
have lower Entrepreneurial Orientation. The finding is in line with the previous
studies which suggested that Entrepreneurial Orientation is a firm’s strategic resource
that leads to better firm performance in several contexts (Arshad et al., 2014;
Brouthers et al., 2015; Filser & Eggers, 2014; Hakala, 2013; Kollmann & Stéckmann,
2014; Real et al., 2014; Rigtering et al., 2014; Tovstiga & Tulugurova, 2009;
Wiklund, 1999). The result is consistent with Mahmood and Hanafi (2013) which
found that Entrepreneurial Orientation has a positive effect towards business
performance of women-owned SMEs in Malaysia. It also supports the study of Su et
al. (2015) which showed that there is a positive relationship between Entrepreneurial
Orientation and firm performance of new venture in manufacturing sector in China.
Moreover, the result is also align with Kantur (2016) which suggested that
Entrepreneurial Orientation has a positive relationship with firm’s financial and non-
financial performance in manufacturing firms in automotive and food industry and in
service firms in telecommunications and banking industry in Turkey.

In regard to Stakeholder Orientation, the results of the study show that only
two aspects of Stakeholder Orientation including Customer Orientation and
Competitor Orientation are positively and significantly associated with SMEs
performance. Regarding the result about the positive association between Customer
Orientation and firm performance, it can be interpreted that SMEs in steel fabrication

industry that emphasized on Customer Orientation tend to demonstrate higher firm
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performance than others in this industry that emphasized less on Customer
Orientation. The finding is in line with extant studies which suggested that good
relationship with customers can lead SMEs to better performance since satisfied
customers could either increase their business or pay premium price for the firm's
products and services (Ruf et al., 2001). This finding supported the argument of
Piercy et al. (2002), who suggested that satisfied customers are likely to patronize
product or service from the firms who understand their needs and deliver that
particular product and service for them, this helps firms increase sales and achieve
better performance. More specifically, this finding also supported the study of
Berman et al. (1999) who suggested that Customer Orientation positively effected
financial performance of the U.S. top 100 firms from the Fortune 500 in 1996.

Regarding the result about the positive association between Competitor
Orientation and firm performance, it can be interpreted that SMEs in steel fabrication
industry that emphasized on Competitor Orientation tend to demonstrate higher firm
performance than others in this industry that emphasized less on Competitor
Orientation. The finding is in line with extant studies which suggested that comparing
and monitoring competitors' actions can generate insights which enable a firm to
formulate a strategy to better perform competitors which leads to better firm
performance (Gao et al., 2007; Yau et al., 2007). The finding supported the study of
Deshpandé et al. (1993) who suggested that the exclusion of competitors’ attention
can lead to the neglect of the customers’needs in which eventually can be detrimental
to business performance. The finding also supported the argument from Yu, Wang,
and Brouthers (2015) that firms need to indentify their competiors both domestic and
abroad in order to establish and maintain their competitive advantage, which lead to
improve firm performance.

In regard to Employee Orientation, the result from this research did not
significantly support its positive contribution to firm performance. The finding of this
study contradicts with prior researches which showed that employess are significantly
important for firm performance (Allen et al., 2009; Berman et al., 1999; Luk et al.,
2005). Some reasons for this unsupported contribution of employee orientation may
be explained by the work characteristic of manufacturing firms in steel fabrication

industry in Thailand. The focus on employees related issues such as employee
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welfare, employee engagement and career development by SMEs in steel fabrication
industry in particular, may not produce postitve effect on firm performance compare
to larger firms (Kroon, Van De Voorde, & Timmers, 2013; Smallbone, Deakins,
Battisti, & Kitching, 2012) and the firms in other industries (Datta, Guthrie, &
Wright, 2005). From a typical nature of steel fabrication works which demands a high
work regulation and a strict work schedule from workers in order to produce steel
works that meet deadline, providing a standard welfare to employee could be an
effective way to keep firm performance up high. Since productivity and quality of
steel works are the key issues for most companies in steel fabrication industry,
employee engagement may not be the top priority for management to implement. On
the other hand, understanding and favoring employee’s demands by adjusting some
current regulations could lead to more relaxed work regulation and lacking of urgency
which could give detrimental effect to firm performance.

In regard to Shareholder Orientation, the result from this research did not
significantly support its positive contribution to firm performance. The finding shows
that Shareholder Orientation negatively effects SMEs performance in steel fabrication
industry, however, this relationship is not statistically significant. The finding of this
study contradicts with prior researches which showed that Shareholder Orientation is
significantly important for firm performance (He et al., 2011; Patel et al., 2016).
While the importance of Shareholder Orientation was emphasized in prior research
(Allen et al., 2009; Flammer & Kacperczyk, 2015; Patel et al., 2016), there are still
some extant researches argued that Shareholder Orientation negatively effects SMEs
firm performance. For example, Shleifer and Vishny (1986) proposed that shareholder
structure and concentration are important factors that could give a negative effect on
firm performance. For example, in case of large shareholder group, there is a
possibility that large shareholders use their control rights to achieve private benefits
which can cause a negative effect on firm performance (Shleifer & Vishny, 1986).
Furthermore, Leech and Leahy (1991) found a negative and significant relationship
between the shareholder concentration and the firm’s value and profitability.
Stockhammer (2005) argued that an increase in shareholder power will lead to a
decline in aggregate investment expenditure and lower output growth of the

organization. Moreover, an increase in shareholder power could possibly be at the
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expenses of other stakeholders in the organization (Stockhammer, 2005). This
evidence could provide some possible explanation why Shareholder Orientation did
not significantly explain positive firm performance in this study.

After analyzing the main effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation and the aspects
of Stakeholder Orientation on SMEs performance, the study continued to analyze
whether SMEs in steel fabrication industry that adopt both Entrepreneurial
Orientation and each of the four aspects of Stakeholder Orientation will demonstrate
better performance than when just one strategic orientation is adopted. The result of
interaction effect between Entrepreneurial Orientation and each aspect of Stakeholder
Orientation in relation to firm performance are discussed as follows.

In regard to the hypothesis about the moderating effect of Customer
Orientation on the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs
performance, the study proposes that the positive relationship between
Entrepreneurial Orientation and firm performance will be stronger for firms that
emphasize more on Customer Orientation. In other words, firms that demonstrate high
Entrepreneurial Orientation and high Customer Orientation are more likely to have
better performance than firms that demonstrate high Entrepreneurial Orientation but
lower Customer Orientation. The result of the study shows that the relationship
between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs performance is positively and
significantly moderated by Customer Orientation. Based on this, SMEs with a strong
initiative for Customer Orientation in conjunction with Entrepreneurial Orientation
tend to show better performance than SMEs that did not focus on Customer
Orientation in conjunction with Entrepreneurial Orientation. This result is consistent
with prior research which support the importance of Customer Orientation, which
should be incorporated with the entrepreneurial oriented characteristics of firms, in
order to enhance the capability of SMEs to produce better performance (Baker &
Sinkula, 2009). In particular, the finding is in line with the study of Eggers et al.
(2013) which suggested that Customer Orientation helps the firms that focused on
entrepreneurial behavior access to customer’s valuable information which help them
adapt to the customer’s changing behavior effectively as well as to come up with new
offering that lead to greater customer satisfaction and better firm performance (Baker
& Sinkula, 2009; Eggers et al., 2013).
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In regard to the hypothesis about the moderating effect of Competitor
Orientation on the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMESs
performance, the study proposes that the positive relationship between
Entrepreneurial Orientation and firm performance will be stronger for firms that
emphasize more on Competitor Orientation. In other words, firms that demonstrate
high Entrepreneurial Orientation and high Competitor Orientation are more likely to
have better performance than firms that demonstrate high Entrepreneurial Orientation
but lower Competitor Orientation. The result from the study contradicts our
prediction. It shows that entrepreneurial oriented SMEs in steel fabrication that put
more emphasize on Competitor Orientation are likely to produce lower performance
than firms that put less emphasize on Competitor Orientation, however this
relationship is not statistically supported. Nevertheless, there could be some possible
explanation for the unsupported result regarding the moderating effect of Competitor
Orientation. According to Lumpkin and Dess (2001), entrepreneurial firms that
emphasize on competitive aggressiveness may not produce better performance since
the benefit of competitive aggressiveness to the entrepreneurial firms is contingent to
another two major factors which are 1) stage of industry development of the firm and
2) type of environment which the firm operates. According to G Thomas Lumpkin
and Dess (2001) competitive aggressiveness can support firm performance of an
entrepreneurial firm better when the entrepreneurial firm is in 1) its maturity stage of
industry development and 2) operates in a hostile environment which competition is
intense and resources are constrained. The samples of SMEs in steel fabrication
industry that collected by this study were mostly from early stages of industry
development and mostly not from maturity stage. Moreover, the environment that
entrepreneurial firms operate in this study is characterized by uncertainly rather than
hostility in nature. Therefore, this could be some possible explanation why the benefit
of emphasizing Competitor Orientation in conjunction with Entrepreneurial
Orientation may not matter much in helping firms gain highly significant
performance.

In regard to the interaction between Employee Orientation and Entrepreneurial
Orientation, the study proposes that the positive relationship between Entrepreneurial

Orientation and firm performance will be stronger for SMEs that put more emphasize
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on Employee Orientation. In other words, entrepreneurial firms that demonstrate high
Employee Orientation in conjunction with Entrepreneurial Orientation tend to
produce better performance than firms that do not emphasize on Employee
Orientation. The result from the study contradicts our prediction. The result of study
shows that entrepreneurial SMEs that put more emphasize on Employee Orientation
together with strong Entrepreneurial Orientation are likely to produce lower
performance than those that put less emphasize on Employee Orientation, however
this relationship is not statistically supported. Still, there could be some possible
explanation for this unsupported result. The focus on employees related issues such as
employee welfare and employee engagement of entrepreneurial SMEs in steel
fabrication industry in particular may not produce positive effect on firm performance
compare to the focusing on basic employee income and incentive based on the
amount of steel works produced. This is due to the typical demand of steel fabrication
works which need employees to strict on working procedure and a tight working
schedule which could limit concerns and activities related to employees by both
managers and employees themselves. Moreover, in Thai culture, which is classified
by Hofstede (2011) as high power distance culture, a gap between executive team and
managers as well as manager and supervisors or staffs is commonly accepted in a
society as much as in a firm. In general, employee prefers to work by routine, follow
guidelines and do not actively participate in company’s managerial issues which
mostly related to entrepreneurial activities. For these reasons, focusing on Employee
Orientation in conjunction with Entrepreneurial Orientation may not support firms to
gain much better performance.

In regard to the interaction between Shareholder Orientation and
Entrepreneurial Orientation, the study proposes that the positive relationship between
Entrepreneurial Orientation and firm performance will be stronger for SMEs that put
more emphasize on Shareholder Orientation. In other words, entrepreneurial firms
that demonstrate high Shareholder Orientation in conjunction with Entrepreneurial
Orientation tend to produce better performance than firms that did not emphasize on
Shareholder Orientation. The result from the study is contradictory to the prediction.
It shows that the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and SMEs

performance is negatively moderated by Shareholder Orientation. In other words,
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entrepreneurial oriented firms that put more focus on Shareholder Orientation together
with Entrepreneurial Orientation are likely to produce lower performance than those
who put less focus on Shareholder Orientation. Moreover, this negative moderation of
Shareholder Orientation is statistically supported. Some possible explanation for this
result might be explained by the agency theory in regard to the conflict of interest
between shareholder and management. According to agency theory, separation of
ownership and control creates conflicts and triggers agency problems that could
decrease firm performance (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen & Meckling, 1976).
According to Ramdani and Van Witteloostuijn (2012), the agency problems are
created from two main reasons including 1) the owner as a principal and the manager
as an agent may well pursue different goals 2) there is asymmetric information
between the owner and the manager in managing the company and it is costly for the
owner to monitor and verify what the manager has been doing. Moreover, previous
empirical studies in corporate governance research have confirmed that separation of
ownership and control decrease firm performance (Andres, 2008; Sheu & Yang,
2005). The conflict of interest between shareholders and corporate management could
involve the dividend payout against capital investment and the investment in R&D.
La Porta, Lopez - de - Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (2000) argued that dividends are
the result of effective pressure by shareholders to force corporate management to
release cash out to shareholder. Consistent with this study, Gugler (2003) found that
low investment firms or no R&D spending firms had much larger dividend payout
ratios than high investment firms. This is also consistent with Fama and French
(2001), who found that firms with good investment plans payout substantially less
dividend or likely to payout nothing than other competing firms. According to Gugler
(2003), dividends significantly negatively influence capital investment of the firms.
Regarding SMEs in steel fabrication industry, the conflict of interest between
shareholders and corporate management regarding capital investment could possibly
impede firm performance. For example, when the corporate management agreed to
invest in the new equipment and technology in order to improve manufacturing
operation, the required investment could be disapproved, reduced or replaced by
outsourcing or sub-contracting upon decision of shareholders who may reject capital

investment but reserve cash for dividend payout. In this case, following shareholders’
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demands could create difficulty in implementing new projects which could impede
entrepreneurial SMEs from better performance. This could be some possible
explanation why firms that focused on both Entrepreneurial Orientation and
Shareholder Orientation tended to showed significantly lower performance than firms

that paid less attention to Sharcholder Orientation.”



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

6.1 Summary

Among the recent global and regional economic downturn, SMEs regardless
of their strength and weakness, are expected to play an important role in driving the
country’s economy upward. In Thailand, SMEs in manufacturing industry, such as
steel fabrication industry in particular, has been playing significant roles in terms of
revenue and number of employment (Charoenrat et al., 2013). Due to the growing
consumption of steel in Thailand and upward trends from steel works made for
oversea markets, steel fabrication industry becomes one of the attractive industries for
SMEs in the country. Despite growing demands, steel fabrication industry has
recently been affected by cost increased from local steel price and strong competition
from oversea including Vietnam and China. Therefore, Thai SMEs in steel fabrication
industry need to build competitive advantages that possibly enhance sustainable
success. To address the issues faced by SMEs in steel fabrication industry, this study
chose to investigate whether the firm’s strategic orientations including
Entrepreneurial Orientation and Stakeholder Orientation are critical to support
performance of SMEs in this sector.

The findings from this study confirmed that Entrepreneurial Orientation and
two aspects of Stakeholder Orientation including Customer Orientation and
Competitor Orientation positively contributed to SMEs performance. The findings of
this study also confirmed that the interaction between Entrepreneurial Orientation and
two aspects of Stakeholder Orientation in conjunction with SMEs performance did
exist. The result showed that the relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and
SMEs performance was positively moderated by Customer Orientation. In other
words, SMEs that demonstrate high Entrepreneurial Orientation and high Customer
Orientation are more likely to have better performance than SMEs that demonstrate
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high Entrepreneurial Orientation but do not emphasize on Customer Orientation.
Moreover, the result also showed that the relationship between Entrepreneurial
Orientation and SMEs performance was negatively moderated by Shareholder
Orientation. In other words, SMEs that demonstrate high Entrepreneurial Orientation
and high Shareholder Orientation are likely to have less performance than SMEs that
demonstrate high Entrepreneurial Orientation but do not emphasize much on
Shareholder Orientation.

From the theoretical perspective, this research provided additional support to
both Resources Based View (RBV) of firm and stakeholder theory. From the
perspective of RBV of the firm, this study confirmed that EO was considered as the
strategic resource of SMEs in steel fabrication industry in Thailand which allowed
them to realize better performance (Tovstiga & Tulugurova, 2009; Wiklund &
Shepherd, 2003). EO could possibly make SMEs in steel fabrication aware of the
overall operational improvement through innovation which eventually raising higher
work efficiently and better quality that led to better firm performance. Moreover, EO
might possibly enhance proactiveness in the organization which helped SMEs in this
industry actively put themselves to the new market segment and built higher
operational effectiveness that also led to better firm performance. This research also
confirmed that two aspects of Stakeholder Orientation including Customer
Orientation and Competitor Orientation were considered as a critical resource of
SMEs in steel fabrication sector in Thailand which allowed them to gain better
performance (Asikhia, 2010; Liu et al., 2003). In particular, strategic resource
development from Customer Orientation could potentially guide SMEs to build
stronger relationship with their customers and eventually achieved satisfaction, trust
and loyalty from the customers. Similarly, strategic resource developed from
Competitor Orientation could facilitate SMEs in steel fabrication industry to
effectively monitor and analyze their competitors and eventually formulate a plan to
reduce threats from competitors’ action.

In addition to the theoretical explanation from the RBV perspective, the result
of this study that support the interacting effect between EO and some aspects of
Stakeholder Orientation suggested that the effectiveness of firm’s strategic resources

such as EO and two aspects of SO from RBV perspective could be explained further



97

by stakeholder theory which suggested firms to take into consideration the role of
stakeholder groups which could exert influence on the effectiveness of firms’ strategy
(Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 2010). The relationship between EO and firm
performance of SMEs in steel fabrication industry is contingent to some aspects of SO
which can even more increase or hamper firm performance. Thus, the integrated view
of RBV and stakeholder theory could provide more complete view of the interplay

between EO and SO that can influence the effect of each other on firm performance.

6.2 Academic Contribution

The study provided the two major academic contributions. First, the study
investigated and confirmed positive relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation
and firm performance as well as Stakeholder Orientation and firm performance in
context of SMEs in steel fabrication industry in Thailand. Even though the empirical
studies of the effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation on firm performance have been
conducted previously in many countries across different industries, the empirical
study of this subject in Thailand and in SMEs in steel fabrication industry is still
limited. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, the empirical study of the effect of
Stakeholder Orientation on firm performance in Thailand and SMEs in particular has
still not been conducted before. Therefore, this study has fulfilled this current research
gap. In particular, SMEs in steel fabrication industry in Thailand is a suitable choice
for the study related to stakeholder orientation due to its manufacturing nature that
requires intensive and continuous investment in fixed assests such as lands, plants and
equipment for business expansion more than some other industries. This intensive
investment involves top decision making from corporate management and shareholder
which is suitable for this empirical study which is related to Stakeholder Orientation
and firm performance. Second, since the empirical study that investigate the
interaction between Entrepreneurial Orientation and Stakeholder Orientation has not
been conducted before, this empirical study has fulfilled this research gap by
confirming that the interaction effect between Stakeholder Orientation and
Entrepreneurial Orientation in regard to firm performance did exist. According to the

suggestion of G Tom Lumpkin and Dess (1996), in order to extend the understanding
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in field of Entrepreneurial Orientation research, new organizational variables should
be searched to see whether they can enhance or hinder the association between
Entrepreneurial Orientation and firm performance. This study has contributed to this
research inquiry as the academic contribution. This allowed firms to understand the
effect of Stakeholder Orientation which can either enhance or hinder the strength of
relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation and firm performance depending on

what aspect of Stakeholder Orientation to be implemented.

6.3 Practical Implication

The main findings from this research also provided a recommendation for the
management of SMEs, particularly for those in the steel fabrication industry,
regarding some aspect of firm’s competency required for them to be competitive in
the market. Given the role of EO that was found as a characteristic of firms that was
positively related with their performance, it might be important for the management
of SMEs to focus on EO development to help them respond effectively to market
competition and gain satisfactory outcomes. Since five dimensions of EO including
innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, and autonomy
collectively permeated the decision-making styles and practices of firms’ members
Dess and Lumpkin (2005), Thai SMEs in steel fabrication industry can implement EO
by checking firstly how the five EO dimensions did inherit within their organization.
Each EO dimensions is recommended to be assessed by the study as follows.
Innovativeness can be checked to see if a firm has a track record and willingness to
create new product and service or new process through experimentation and creative
processes. Proactiveness can be checked to see if a firm has an characteristic of
forward-looking perspective to seize opportunities in prediction of future demand.
Risk-taking can be checked to see if a firm makes decisions and takes action with
minimum knowledge of probable outcomes. Autonomy can be checked to see if
individual or team takes independent action aimed at bringing forth a business
concept or vision and works it out until completion. Competitor aggressiveness can be

checked to see if a firm has an intense effort to outperform competitors and takes
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aggressive response to improve position or overcomes threats from market
competition (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996).

After assessment, SMEs’ management can follow below guidelines provided by
the study in case an EO dimension is still lack or not properly instilled in the
organization. Innovativeness can be encouraged by focusing on innovation in three
major areas within the organization including operational technology, product-market
and administrative. Moreover, the investment in R&D should be kept continuously
even during the time of economic difficulty. Proactiveness can be enhanced by
establishing a cross functional team to continuously monitor trends and identify future
needs of customers and/or anticipate future demand conditions. Moreover, the cross
functional team also aims to further introduce new products and technologies ahead of
the competition and continuously seek out new product service offerings. Risk taking
can be encouraged by the management to foster a proper level of risk-taking in three
areas including business, financial and personal. Moreover, the management should
search and assess the related risk factors in steel fabrication business in order to
minimize uncertainty. Autonomy can be encouraged by developing independent work
units to enhance creative thinking. The management also needs to ensure sufficient
coordination to minimize inefficiency and efforts duplication. Competitor
aggressiveness can be enhanced by selectively combating in the area that threaten
firm’s survival or competitive position. Moreover, closing monitoring and analyzing
key competitors’ actions and strategy should be performed and reported regularly in
managerial meeting (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005).

After EO implementation, it is crucial to realize that just having EO may not be
sufficient for SMEs in steel fabrication industry to gain superior performance; they
must also focus on other strategic orientations that might enhance the contribution of
EO. In particular, SMEs must put an emphasis on the interest of some stakeholder
groups that significantly influence EO activities. The result regarding the moderating
effect of customer orientation suggested that firms must put a strong emphasis on the
interests of customers who seem to be the stakeholder group that strongly determines
business success. Focusing on the interests of customers is essential for firms that
implement EO activities to satisfy demands and expectations of customers which tend

to be more dynamic in the present time. Given that customer-oriented focus allows
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firms to gain more understanding about the present and future trend of customer
demands, entrepreneurial SMEs that focus on customer orientation to guide EO
activities can be at the advantageous position to implement the strategies and gain
more market share and better profit from customer loyalty. Thai SMEs in steel
fabrication industry can implement customer orientation by first checking how
customer orientation inherited within their organization. The customer orientation
assessment begins to check if the firm has clear idea about customers and their needs.
Secondly, the commitment of serving customer needs has to be closely monitored by
the firm. Thirdly, the firm’s objectives have to be driven by the creation of customer
satisfaction. Lastly, customer satisfaction has to be systematically and frequently
assessed. After assessment, SMEs’ management can follow below guidelines
provided by the study in case of customer orientation is still lack or not properly
instilled in the organization. Customer orientation can be further enhanced within the
organization by creating specific customer care objectives which may communicate
both customer and management aspiration. Furthermore, feedback systems that enable
the organization to reach its customer and vice-versa should also be implemented
(Asikhia, 2010).

The jointly implementation of EO and customer orientation is expected to effect
firm performance even better from the result of this study. On the other hand, one
particular stakeholder group that may limit the ability of SMEs to plan and implement
EO activities to gain competitive performance effectively is shareholder. This could
possibly happen due to the conflict of interest between shareholders and the firm’s
management regarding the emphasis on the strategic activities related to EO. In this
circumstance, it is crucial for the firm’s management to align the interest of
shareholders and make them realize about the necessity of EO and gain support from
them. It is suggested that the management of SMEs in steel fabrication industry hold a
meeting with shareholders more frequently for example in quarterly basis. The
meeting is expected to discuss the pros and cons of entrepreneurial activities and new
investment projects proposed by the management in order to gain better

understandings among shareholders.
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6.4 Limitations

There some limitations of this research that needs to be acknowledged. First, the
study only used the sample of firms from one industry; therefore, the results may not
be generalized to firms in other industries. Second, this research used cross-sectional
data and correlational to obtain the results. Using this method may not make the
findings to be interpreted in terms of causality. Thirdly, the results this research used
self-report data collection particularly for firm performance. Although using
subjectively measure of performance was widely accepted in research, the measure
could have some possibility of subjective bias. Lastly, there could be other control

variables that might influence firm performance but were not included in the analysis.

6.5 Future Research

This research also provided some suggestion for future research. Given a lack
of study that explored the role of SO components as moderating conditions that
influence the effect of EO on performance outcome, it is important for future studies
to be conducted in different context to confirm this moderating role of SO
components. In particular, the results that did not significantly support the moderating
effect of some SO components which are competitor orientation and employee
orientation may be clarified by future research that use the sample of firms in highly
competitive and highly innovative industries (such as those in high-tech industries)
which could be more relevant for competitor orientation and employee orientation to
moderate the effect of EO on firm performance. Moreover, it could be possible that
different type of firm ownership may influence the moderating effect of shareholder
orientation on the link between EO and firm performance differently. Thus, future
research that test the moderating effect of shareholder orientation by comparing firms
with different ownership types may be required to gain more understand about its

effect.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

ADB. (2015). Asia SME finance monitor 2014. Retrieved from
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/173205/asia-sme-finance-
monitor2014.pdf

Adomako, S., Howard Quartey, S., & Narteh, B. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation,
passion for work, perceived environmental dynamism and firm performance in
an emerging economy. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development,
23(3), 728-752.

Al-Swidi, A. K., & Mahmood, R. (2011). How does organizational culture shape the
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and the organizational
performance of banks? European Journal of Social Sciences, 20(1), 28-46.

Allen, F., Carletti, E., & Marquez, R. (2009). Stakeholder capitalism, corporate
governance and firm value. Retrieved from
https://conference.nber.org/conferences/2007/si2007/CG/allen.pdf

Alvarez, S. A., & Busenitz, L. W. (2001). The entrepreneurship of resource-based
theory. Journal of management, 27(6), 755-775.

Andres, C. (2008). Large shareholders and firm performance—An empirical
examination of founding-family ownership. Journal of Corporate Finance,
14(4), 431-445.

Ang, L., & Buttle, F. (2006). Managing for successful customer acquisition: An
exploration. Journal of Marketing Management, 22(3-4), 295-317.

Aragon-Correa, J. A., Hurtado-Torres, N., Sharma, S., & Garcia-Morales, V. J. (2008).
Environmental strategy and performance in small firms: A resource-based
perspective. Journal of Environmental Management, 86(1), 88-103.

Arief, M., Thoyib, A., Sudiro, A., & Rohman, F. (2013). The effect of entrepreneurial
orientation on the firm performance through strategic flexibility: A study on the
SMEs cluster in Malang. Journal of Management Research, 5(3), 44.

Arshad, A. S., Rasli, A., Arshad, A. A., & Zain, Z. M. (2014). The impact of
entrepreneurial orientation on business performance: A study of technology-
based SMEs in Malaysia. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 130,
46-53.


https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/173205/asia-sme-finance-monitor2014.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/173205/asia-sme-finance-monitor2014.pdf
https://conference.nber.org/conferences/2007/si2007/CG/allen.pdf

Asikhia, O. (2010). Customer orientation and firm performance among Nigerian small
and medium scale businesses. International Journal of Marketing Studies, 2(1),
197.

Ayuso, S., Angel Rodriguez, M., Garcia-Castro, R., & Angel Arifio, M. (2011). Does
stakeholder engagement promote sustainable innovation orientation? Industrial
Management & Data Systems, 111(9), 1399-1417.

Baker, D., Greenberg, C., & Hemingway, C. (2006). What happy companies know.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Baker, W. E., & Sinkula, J. M. (2009). The complementary effects of market orientation
and entrepreneurial orientation on profitability in small businesses. Journal of
Small Business Management, 47(4), 443-464.

Bannister, R., & Jesuthasan, R. (1997). Theory in action: Is your company ready for
value-based management? Journal of Business Strategy, 18(2), 12-15.

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of
management, 17(1), 99-120.

Barney, J., Wright, M., & Ketchen Jr, D. J. (2001). The resource-based view of the firm:
Ten years after 1991. In: Elsevier.

Barney, J. B. (1995). Looking inside for competitive advantage. The Academy of
Management Executive, 9(4), 49-61.

Barney, J. B., & Hansen, M. H. (1994). Trustworthiness as a source of competitive
advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 15(S1), 175-190.

Barringer, B. R., & Bluedorn, A. C. (1999). The relationship between corporate
entrepreneurship and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal,
421-444,

Becker, B., & Gerhart, B. (1996). The impact of human resource management on
organizational performance: Progress and prospects. Academy of Management
Journal, 39(4), 779-801.

Berman, S. L., Wicks, A. C., Kotha, S., & Jones, T. M. (1999). Does stakeholder
orientation matter? The relationship between stakeholder management models
and firm financial performance. Academy of Management Journal, 42(5),
488-506.



Boso, N., Cadogan, J. W., & Story, V. M. (2012). Complementary effect of
entrepreneurial and market orientations on export new product success under
differing levels of competitive intensity and financial capital. International
Business Review, 21(4), 667-681.

Bourletidis, K., & Triantafyllopoulos, Y. (2014). SMEs survival in time of crisis:
Strategies, tactics and commercial success stories. Procedia-Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 148, 639-644.

Brenner, S. N., & Cochran, P. (1991, 22-24 March ). The stakeholder theory of the firm:
Implications for business and society theory and research. Paper presented at the
Proceedings of The International Association for Business and Society,
International Society for Business and Society, Sundance, Utah.

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 185-216.

Brouthers, K. D., Nakos, G., & Dimitratos, P. (2015). SME entrepreneurial orientation,
international performance, and the moderating role of strategic alliances.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 39(5), 1161-1187.

Brown, S. L., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (1995). Product development: Past research, present
findings, and future directions. Academy of Management Review, 20(2), 343-
378.

Brown, T. J., & Dacin, P. A. (1997). The company and the product: Corporate
associations and consumer product responses. The Journal of Marketing,  68-
84.

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. Sage
Focus Editions, 154, 135-136.

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2015). Business research methods. USA: Oxford University
Press.

Carree, M. A., & Thurik, A. R. (2003). The impact of entrepreneurship on economic
growth. In Handbook of Entrepreneurship Research (pp. 437-471). Boston, MA:
Springer.

Cassar, G. (2014). Industry and startup experience on entrepreneur forecast performance
in new firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 29(1), 137-151.



Cennamo, C., Berrone, P., Cruz, C., & Gomez - Mejia, L. R. (2012). Socioemotional
wealth and proactive stakeholder engagement: Why family - controlled firms
care more about their stakeholders. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
36(6), 1153-1173.

Chang, S.-C., Lin, R.-J., Chang, F.-J., & Chen, R.-H. (2007). Achieving manufacturing
flexibility through entrepreneurial orientation. Industrial Management & Data
Systems, 107(7), 997-1017.

Charoenrat, T., Harvie, C., & Amornkitvikai, Y. (2013). Thai manufacturing small and
medium sized enterprise technical efficiency: evidence from firm-level industrial
census data. Journal of Asian Economics, 27, 42-56.

Charoensukmongkol, P. (2014). The effect of software piracy on research and
development intensity at the country level: do developed countries and emerging
economies suffer the same impact? Global Business and Economics Review,
16(3), 253-268. d0i:10.1504/GBER.2014.063064

Charoensukmongkol, P. (2015). Cultural intelligence of entrepreneurs and international
network ties. Management Research Review, 38(4), 421-436. doi:10.1108/MRR-
09-2013-0214

Charoensukmongkol, P. (2016). The interconnections between bribery, political
network, government supports, and their consequences on export performance of
small and medium enterprises in Thailand. Journal of International
Entrepreneurship, 14(2), 259-276. doi:10.1007/s10843-016-0164-1

Charoensukmongkol, P. (2019a). Contributions of Mindfulness to Improvisational
Behavior and Consequences on Business Performance and Stress of
Entrepreneurs during Economic Downturn. Organization Management Journal,
16(4), 209-219. d0i:10.1080/15416518.2019.1661820

Charoensukmongkol, P. (2019b). The Moderating Effect of Locus of Control on the
Relationship between Perceived Poor Business Performance and Superstitious
Behaviors of Thai Entrepreneurs. BU Academic Review, 18(1), 1-17.

Charoensukmongkol, P., & Sasatanun, P. (2017). Social media use for CRM and
business performance satisfaction: The moderating roles of social skills and
social media sales intensity. Asia Pacific Management Review, 22(1), 25-34.



doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2016.10.005

Charoensukmongkol, P., & Suthatorn, P. (2018). Salespeople’s Trait Mindfulness and
Emotional Exhaustion of Salespeople: The Mediating Roles of Optimism,
Resilience, and Self-efficacy. International Journal of Services, Economics and
Management, 9(2), 125-142.

Chatterjee, S., & Hadi, A. S. (2015). Regression analysis by example. John Wiley &
Sons.

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling.
Modern Methods for Business Research, 295(2), 295-336.

Choi, J., & Wang, H. (2009). Stakeholder relations and the persistence of corporate
financial performance. Strategic Management Journal, 30(8), 895-907.

Clarkson, M. E. (1995). A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating
corporate social performance. Academy of Management Review, 20(1), 92-117.

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (1983). Applied multiple regression.
Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2.

Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1989). Strategic Management of small firms in hostile and
benign environments. Strategic Management Journal, 10(1), 75-87.

Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1991). A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm
behavior. Entrepreneurship: Critical Perspectives on Business and
Management, 3, 5-28.

Covin, J. G., & Wales, W. J. (2012). The measurement of entrepreneurial orientation.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(4), 677-702.

Cumming, R. G. (1990). Is probability sampling always better? A comparison of results
from a quota and a probability sample survey. Community Health Studies, 14(2),
132-137.

Cunningham, L. X., & Rowley, C. (2010). Small and medium-sized enterprises in
China: a literature review, human resource management and suggestions for
further research. Asia Pacific Business Review, 16(3), 319-337.

Damanpour, F. (2010). An integration of research findings of effects of firm size and
market competition on product and process innovations. British Journal of
Management, 21(4), 996-1010.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2016.10.005

Darcy, C., Hill, J., McCabe, T., & McGovern, P. (2014). A consideration of
organisational sustainability in the SME context: A resource-based view and
composite model. European Journal of Training and Development, 38(5), 398-
414,

Datta, D. K., Guthrie, J. P., & Wright, P. M. (2005). Human resource management and
labor productivity: does industry matter? Academy of Management Journal,
48(1), 135-145.

Dawes, J. (2000). Market orientation and company profitability: further evidence
incorporating longitudinal data. Australian Journal of Management, 25(2), 173-
199.

Deshpande, R., & Farley, J. U. (1999). Corporate culture and market orientation:
Comparing Indian and Japanese firms. Journal of International Marketing, 111-
127.

Deshpandé, R., & Farley, J. U. (1998). Measuring market orientation: generalization and
synthesis. Journal of Market-focused Management, 2(3), 213-232.

Deshpandé, R., Farley, J. U., & Webster Jr, F. E. (1993). Corporate culture, customer
orientation, and innovativeness in Japanese firms: a quadrad analysis. The
Journal of Marketing, 23-37.

Dess, G. G., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2005). The role of entrepreneurial orientation in
stimulating effective corporate entrepreneurship. Academy of Management
Perspectives, 19(1), 147-156.

Dess, G. G., Pinkham, B. C., & Yang, H. (2011). Entrepreneurial orientation: Assessing
the construct's validity and addressing some of its implications for research in
the areas of family business and organizational learning. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 35(5), 1077-1090.

Donaldson, T., & Preston, L. E. (1995). The stakeholder theory of the corporation:
Concepts, evidence, and implications. Academy of Management Review, 20(1),
65-91.

Duncan, R. B. (1972). Characteristics of organizational environments and perceived
environmental uncertainty. Administrative Science Quarterly, 313-327.

Dutton, J. E., Dukerich, J. M., & Harquail, C. V. (1994). Organizational images and



member identification. Administrative Science Quarterly, 239-263.

Efron, B., Rogosa, D., & & Tibshirani, R. (2004). Resampling methods of estimation. In
N. J. Smelser & P. B. Baltes (Eds.), International Encyclopedia of the Social &
Behavioral Sciences (pp. 13216-13220). New York, NY: Elsevier.

Eggers, F., Kraus, S., Hughes, M., Laraway, S., & Snycerski, S. (2013). Implications of
customer and entrepreneurial orientations for SME growth. Management
Decision, 51(3), 524-546.

Eibe Sgrensen, H. (2009). Why competitors matter for market orientation. European
Journal of Marketing, 43(5/6), 735-761.

Evan, W., & Freeman, E. (1993). A Stakeholder theory of the modern corporation.

W Chryssides GD, Kaler JH., An Introduction to Business Ethics. In London. Chapman
and Hall.

Fama, E. F., & French, K. R. (2001). Disappearing dividends: changing firm
characteristics or lower propensity to pay? Journal of Financial Economics,
60(1), 3-43.

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Separation of ownership and control. The Journal
of Law and Economics, 26(2), 301-325.

Ferreira, J. J., Garrido Azevedo, S., & Fernandez Ortiz, R. (2011). Contribution of
resource-based view and entrepreneurial orientation on small firm growth.
Cuadernos de Gestion, 11(1).

Ferrell, O., Gonzalez-Padron, T. L., Hult, G. T. M., & Maignan, I. (2010). From market
orientation to stakeholder orientation. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing,
29(1), 93-96.

Filser, M., & Eggers, F. (2014). Entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance: A
comparative study of Austria, Liechtenstein and Switzerland. South African
Journal of Business Management, 45(1), 55-65.

Flammer, C., & Kacperczyk, A. (2015). The impact of stakeholder orientation on
innovation: Evidence from a natural experiment. Management Science, 62(7),
1982-2001.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with

unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research,



39-50.

Freeman, R. E. (1994). The politics of stakeholder theory: Some future directions.
Business Ethics Quarterly, 409-421.

Freeman, R. E. (2010). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach: Cambridge
University Press.

Freeman, R. E. (2017). Five challenges to stakeholder theory: A report on research in
progress. In Stakeholder Management (pp. 1-20), Emerald Publishing Limited.

Freeman, R. E., & McVea, J. (2001). A stakeholder approach to strategic management.

Fu, N., Flood, P. C., & Morris, T. (2016). Organizational ambidexterity and professional
firm performance: the moderating role of organizational capital. Journal of
Professions and Organization, 3(1), 1-16. doi:10.1093/jpo/jov010

Gao, G. Y., Zhou, K. Z., & Yim, C. K. B. (2007). On what should firms focus in
transitional economies? A study of the contingent value of strategic orientations
in China. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 24(1), 3-15.

Garson, G. (2016). Partial Least Squares: Regression and structural equation models.
Statistical Associates Blue Book Series. In: Statistical Associates Publishing:
Asheboro, USA.

Ghosh, S., Bhowmick, B., & Guin, K. K. (2014). Perceived environmental uncertainty
for startups: A note on entrepreneurship research from an Indian perspective.
Technology Innovation Management Review, 4(8).

Godfrey, P. C., & Gregersen, H. B. (1999). Where do resources come from? A model of
resource generation. The Journal of High Technology Management Research,
10(1), 37-60.

Gonzalez-Padron, T. L., Hult, G. T. M., & Ferrell, O. (2016). A Stakeholder Marketing
Approach to Sustainable Business. In Marketing in and for A Sustainable Society
(pp. 61-101), Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Gounaris, S. P. (2006). Internal-market orientation and its measurement. Journal of
Business research, 59(4), 432-448.

Greenley, G. E., & Foxall, G. R. (1996). Consumer and nonconsumer stakeholder
orientation in UK companies. Journal of Business Research, 35(2), 105-116.

Greenley, G. E., & Foxall, G. R. (1997). Multiple stakeholder orientation in UK



companies and the implications for company performance. Journal of
Management Studies, 34(2), 259-284.

Greenley, G. E., & Foxall, G. R. (1998). External moderation of associations among
stakeholder orientations and company performance. International Journal of
Research in Marketing, 15(1), 51-609.

Greenley, G. E., Hooley, G. J., & Rudd, J. M. (2005). Market orientation in a multiple
stakeholder orientation context: implications for marketing capabilities and
assets. Journal of Business Research, 58(11), 1483-1494.

Guang, X., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2019). Effects of cross-cultural adjustment of
chinese expatriates in thailand on perceived supervisor support and subordinates’
commitment. Human Behavior, Development and Society, 20(4), 52-61.

Gugler, K. (2003). Corporate governance, dividend payout policy, and the interrelation
between dividends, R&D, and capital investment. Journal of Banking &
Finance, 27(7), 1297-1321.

Gupta, V. K., Dutta, D. K., & Chen, X. (2014). Entrepreneurial orientation capability
and firm performance under conditions of organizational learning. Journal of
Managerial Issues, 157-173.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the job diagnostic survey.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(2), 159.

Hage, J. (1980). Theories of organizations: Form, process, and transformation. John
Wiley & Sons.

Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena. (2012). An assessment of the use of partial least squares
structural equation modeling in marketing research. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 40(3), 414-433.

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet.
Journal of Marketing theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-152.

Hair, J. F., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Mena, J. A. (2012). An assessment of the use
of partial least squares structural equation modeling in marketing research.
journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 40(3), 414-433.

Hakala, H. (2013). Entrepreneurial and learning orientation: effects on growth and
profitability in the software sector. Baltic Journal of Management, 8(1),



102-118.

Harrison, J. S., Bosse, D. A., & Phillips, R. A. (2010). Managing for stakeholders,
stakeholder utility functions, and competitive advantage. Strategic Management
Journal, 31(1), 58-74.

Harrison, J. S., & Wicks, A. C. (2013). Stakeholder theory, value, and firm
performance. Business Ethics Quarterly, 23(1), 97-124.

Hart, S. L., & Sharma, S. (2004). Engaging fringe stakeholders for competitive
imagination. The Academy of Management Executive, 18(1), 7-18.

Harvie, C., & Lee, B.-C. (2002). The role of SMEs in national economies in East Asia
(Vol. 2). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Hauser, J. R., Simester, D. I., & Wernerfelt, B. (1996). Internal customers and internal
suppliers. Journal of Marketing Research, 268-280.

He, X., Zhang, X., Li, X., & Piesse, J. (2011). Stakeholder orientation and
organisational performance in an emerging market. Journal of General
Management, 36(3), 67-91.

Henriques, 1., & Sadorsky, P. (1999). The relationship between environmental
commitment and managerial perceptions of stakeholder importance. Academy of
Management Journal, 42(1), 87-99.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial least squares
path modeling in international marketing. In New challenges to international
marketing (pp. 277-319), Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Hillman, A. J., & Keim, G. D. (2001). Shareholder value, stakeholder management, and
social issues: What's the bottom line? Strategic Management Journal, 125-139.

Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing cultures: The Hofstede model in context. Online
Readings in Psychology and Culture, 2(1), 8.

Homburg, C., & Pflesser, C. (2000). A multiple-layer model of market-oriented
organizational culture: Measurement issues and performance outcomes. Journal
of Marketing Research, 37(4), 449-462.

Homburg, C., Stierl, M., & Bornemann, T. (2013). Corporate social responsibility in
business-to-business markets: How organizational customers account for

supplier corporate social responsibility engagement. Journal of Marketing,



77(6), 54-72.

Hongyun, Z., Tan, Z., Haili, C., Yahui, L., Wayne, W. H., & Dongming, X. (2014).
Proposing and validating a five-dimensional scale for measuring entrepreneurial
orientation: An empirical study. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging
Economies, 6(2), 102-121. doi:doi:10.1108/JEEE-03-2014-0004

Hooley, G., Cox, T., Fahy, J., Shipley, D., Beracs, J., Fonfara, K., & Snoj, B. (2000).
Market orientation in the transition economies of central europe: Tests of the
narver and slater market orientation scales. Journal of Business Research, 50(3),
273-285.

Hrebiniak, L. G., & Snow, C. C. (1980). Industry differences in environmental
uncertainty and organizational characteristics related to uncertainty. Academy of
Management Journal, 23(4), 750-759.

Huber, G. P., & Power, D. J. (1985). Retrospective reports of strategic - level managers:
Guidelines for increasing their accuracy. Strategic Management Journal, 6(2),
171-180.

Hughes, M., & Morgan, R. E. (2007). Deconstructing the relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation and business performance at the embryonic stage of
firm growth. Industrial Marketing Management, 36(5), 651-661.

Hunter, V. L., & Tietyen, D. (1997). Business to business marketing: Creating a
community of customers, McGraw Hill Professional.

Hyman, L., Lamb, J., & Bulmer, M. (2006). The use of pre-existing survey questions:
implications for data quality. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the European
Conference on Quality in Survey Statistics.

Im, S., & Workman Jr, J. P. (2004). Market orientation, creativity, and new product
performance in high-technology firms. Journal of Marketing, 68(2), 114-132.

Iron and Steel Institute of Thailand. (2018). Steel Industry Situation Summary Report
2017.

Israel, G. D. (1992). Determining sample size.

Janz, B. D., & Prasarnphanich, P. (2003). Understanding the antecedents of effective

knowledge management: The importance of a knowledge - centered culture.

Decision Sciences, 34(2), 351-384.



Jarque, C. M., & Bera, A. K. (1980). Efficient tests for normality, homoscedasticity and
serial independence of regression residuals. Economics Letters, 6(3),

255-259.

Jawahar, 1., & McLaughlin, G. L. (2001). Toward a descriptive stakeholder theory: An
organizational life cycle approach. Academy of Management Review, 26(3), 397-
414.

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior,
agency costs and ownership structure. Journal of financial economics, 3(4), 305-
360.

Jeswal, R. (2012). Role of SME in Indian economy. Paper presented at the National
Conference on Emerging Challenges for Sustainable Business.

Jones, T. M. (1995). Instrumental stakeholder theory: A synthesis of ethics and
economics. Academy of management Review, 20(2), 404-437.

Kantur, D. (2016). Strategic entrepreneurship: mediating the entrepreneurial orientation-
performance link. Management Decision, 54(1), 24-43.

Kearns, G. S., & Lederer, A. L. (2003). A resource - based view of strategic IT
alignment: How knowledge sharing creates competitive advantage. Decision
Sciences, 34(1), 1-29.

Kemelgor, B. H., & Meek, W. R. (2008). Employee retention in growth-oriented
entrepreneurial firms: An exploratory study. Journal of Small Business Strategy,
19(1), 74.

Kline. (2004). Beyond significance testing: reforming data analysis methods in
behavioral research. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. .

Kock, N. (2017). WarpPLS User Manual: Version 6.0. Laredo, TX: Script Warp
Systems.

Kock, N., & Lynn, G. (2012). Lateral collinearity and misleading results in variance-
based SEM: An illustration and recommendations.

Koirala, M., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2018). Perceptions of Bank Employees towards
Corporate Social Responsibility and Work Attitudes: a Comparison between
Nepal and Thailand. The Sankalpa: International Journal of Management
Decisions, 4(1), 1-24.



Kollmann, T., & Stéckmann, C. (2014). Filling the entrepreneurial orientation—
performance gap: The mediating effects of exploratory and exploitative
innovations. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 38(5), 1001-1026.

Kotha, R., & George, G. (2012). Friends, family, or fools: Entrepreneur experience and
its implications for equity distribution and resource mobilization. Journal of
Business Venturing, 27(5), 525-543.

Kraus, S., Rigtering, J. C., Hughes, M., & Hosman, V. (2012). Entrepreneurial
orientation and the business performance of SMEs: a quantitative study from the
Netherlands. Review of Managerial Science, 6(2), 161-182.

Krauss, S. I., Frese, M., Friedrich, C., & Unger, J. M. (2005). Entrepreneurial
orientation: A psychological model of success among southern African small
business owners. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
14(3), 315-344.

Kroon, B., Van De Voorde, K., & Timmers, J. (2013). High performance work practices
in small firms: a resource-poverty and strategic decision-making perspective.
Small Business Economics, 41(1), 71-91.

Kuvaas, B. (2008). An exploration of how the employee—organization relationship
affects the linkage between perception of developmental human resource
practices and employee outcomes. Journal of Management Studies, 45(1),

1-25.

La Porta, R., Lopez - de - Silanes, F., Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (2000). Agency
problems and dividend policies around the world. The Journal of Finance, 55(1),
1-33.

Lechner, C., & Gudmundsson, S. V. (2014). Entrepreneurial orientation, firm strategy
and small firm performance. International Small Business Journal, 32(1),

36-60.

Lee, R. P., & Susan, W. (2015). Linking Stakeholder Orientations to Firm Performance:
The Role of Job Satisfaction and Innovativeness. AMA Winter Educator’s
Conference Proceedings, 26, 1-2-1-2.

Leech, D., & Leahy, J. (1991). Ownership structure, control type classifications and the
performance of large British companies. The Economic Journal, 101(409), 1418-



1437.

Lings, 1., Greenley, G. E., & Broderick, A. J. (2000). Employee Orientation in UK
Retail outlets: An empirical study. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the
European Marketing Association Conference, Rotterdam, Holland.

Lings, I. N., & Greenley, G. E. (2005). Measuring internal market orientation. Journal
of Service Research, 7(3), 290-305.

Liu, S. S., Luo, X., & Shi, Y.-Z. (2003). Market-oriented organizations in an emerging
economy: A study of missing links. Journal of Business Research, 56(6), 481-
491.

Luk, C.-L., Yau, O. H., Chow, R. P., Tse, A. C., & Sin, L. Y. (2005). Stakeholder
orientation and business performance: The case of service companies in China.
Journal of International Marketing, 13(1), 89-110.

Lumpkin, G. T., Cogliser, C. C., & Schneider, D. R. (2009). Understanding and
measuring autonomy: An entrepreneurial orientation perspective.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(1), 47-69.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation
construct and linking it to performance. Academy of management Review, 21(1),
135-172.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (2001). Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial
orientation to firm performance: The moderating role of environment and
industry life cycle. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(5), 429-451.

MacMillan, I. C., & Day, D. L. (1987). Corporate ventures into industrial markets:
Dynamics of aggressive entry. Journal of Business Venturing, 2(1), 29-39.

Mahmood, R., & Hanafi, N. (2013). Entrepreneurial orientation and business
performance of women-owned small and medium enterprises in malaysia:
Competitive advantage as a mediator. International Journal of Business and
Social Science, 4(1).

Maignan, I., Gonzalez-Padron, T. L., Hult, G. T. M., & Ferrell, O. (2011). Stakeholder
orientation: development and testing of a framework for socially responsible
marketing. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 19(4), 313-338.

Maranto-Vargas, D., & Rangel, R. G.-T. (2007). Development of internal resources and



capabilities as sources of differentiation of SME under increased global
competition: A field study in Mexico. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 74(1), 90-99.

Matsuno, K., Mentzer, J. T., & Ozsomer, A. (2002). The effects of entrepreneurial
proclivity and market orientation on business performance. Journal of
marketing, 66(3), 18-32.

McCabe, D. L. (1990). The assessment of perceived environmental uncertainty and
economic performance. Human Relations, 43(12), 1203-1218.

McDougall, P. P., Shane, S., & Oviatt, B. M. (1994). Explaining the formation of
international new ventures: The limits of theories from international business
research. Journal of Business Venturing, 9(6), 469-487.

McWilliams, A., & Siegel, D. (2001). Corporate social responsibility: A theory of the
firm perspective. Academy of Management Review, 26(1), 117-127.

Meadows, K. A. (2003). So you want to do research? 5: Questionnaire design. British
Journal of Community Nursing, 8(12), 562-570.

Miller, D. (1983). The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms.
Management Science, 29(7), 770-791.

Miller, D. (1987). Strategy making and structure: Analysis and implications for
performance. Academy of Management Journal, 30(1), 7-32.

Miller, D. (1988). Relating Porter's business strategies to environment and structure:
Analysis and performance implications. Academy of Management Journal,
31(2), 280-308.

Miller, D., & Friesen, P. H. (1978). Archetypes of strategy formulation. Management
Science, 24(9), 921-933.

Miller, D., & Le Breton-Miller, 1. (2005). Managing for the long run: Lessons in
competitive advantage from great family businesses. Boston, Massachusetts:
Harvard Business Press.

Mintzberg, H. (1973). Strategy-making in three modes. California Management Review,
16(2), 44-53.

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997). Toward a theory of stakeholder
identification and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts.



Academy of Management Review, 22(4), 853-886.

Murimbika, M., & Urban, B. (2014). Strategic innovation at the firm level: the impact of
strategic management practices on entrepreneurial orientation. International
Journal of Innovation Management, 18(2).

Narver, J. C., & Slater, S. F. (1990). The effect of a market orientation on business
profitability. The Journal of Marketing, 20-35.

Nunnally, J. (1978). Psychometric methods. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Olson, E. M., Slater, S. F., & Hult, G. T. M. (2005). The performance implications of fit
among business strategy, marketing organization structure, and strategic
behavior. Journal of Marketing, 69(3), 49-65.

Orlitzky, M., Schmidt, F. L., & Rynes, S. L. (2003). Corporate social and financial
performance: A meta-analysis. Organization Studies, 24(3), 403-441.

Pandey, A., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2019). Contribution of cultural intelligence to
adaptive selling and customer-oriented selling of salespeople at international
trade shows: does cultural similarity matter? Journal of Asia Business Studies,
13(1), 79-96. doi:10.1108/JABS-08-2017-0138

Parker, S. K. (1998). Enhancing role breadth self-efficacy: The roles of job enrichment
and other organizational interventions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(6),
835.

Parmar, B. L., Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A. C., Purnell, L., & De Colle, S.
(2010). Stakeholder theory: The state of the art. Academy of Management
Annals, 4(1), 403-445.

Patel, V. K. (2012). Extended stakeholder orientation: Influence on innovation
orientation and firm performance.

Patel, V. K., Manley, S. C., Hair, J. F., Ferrell, O., & Pieper, T. M. (2016). Is
stakeholder orientation relevant for European firms? European Management
Journal, 34(6), 650-660.

Payne, A., Holt, S., & Frow, P. (2001). Relationship value management: exploring the
integration of employee, customer and shareholder value and enterprise
performance models. Journal of Marketing Management, 17(7-8), 785-817.

Pearl, J. (2009). Causality, Cambridge University Press.



Perrini, F., & Tencati, A. (2006). Sustainability and stakeholder management: the need
for new corporate performance evaluation and reporting systems. Business
Strategy and the Environment, 15(5), 296-308.

Peteraf, M. A. (1993). The cornerstones of competitive advantage: A resource - based
view. Strategic Management Journal, 14(3), 179-191.

Phungsoonthorn, T., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2018). The Preventive Role of
Transformational Leadership and Trust in the Leader on Employee Turnover
Risk of Myanmar Migrant Workers in Thailand: The Moderating Role of Salary
and Job Tenure. Journal of Risk Management and Insurance, 22(2),

66-82.

Phungsoonthorn, T., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2019). Antecedents and outcomes
associated with a sense of place toward the organization of Myanmar migrant
workers in Thailand. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International
Journal.

Piercy, N. F., Harris, L. C., & Lane, N. (2002). Market orientation and retail operatives'
expectations. Journal of Business research, 55(4), 261-273.

Pinchot, G. (1985). Intrapreneurship. New York

Plakoyiannaki, E., Tzokas, N., Dimitratos, P., & Saren, M. (2008). How critical is
employee orientation for customer relationship management? Insights from a
case study. Journal of Management Studies, 45(2), 268-293.

Post, J. E., Preston, L. E., & Sachs, S. (2002). Managing the extended enterprise: The
new stakeholder view. California Management Review, 45(1), 6-28.

Prachatchat.net. (2017). Annoucement of 7 Thai Steel Associations regarding Thai Steel
Industry resolution [Press release]. Retrieved from
https://www.prachachat.net/economy/news-46261

Rais, S., & Goedegebuure, R. (2009). Stakeholder orientation and financial
performance: evidence from Indonesia. Problems and Perspectives in
Management, 7(3), 62-75.

Ramdani, D., & Van Witteloostuijn, A. (2012). The shareholder—manager relationship
and its impact on the likelihood of firm bribery. Journal of Business Ethics,
108(4), 495-507.


https://www.prachachat.net/economy/news-46261

Rappaport, A. (1999). Creating shareholder value: A guide for managers and investors.
New York: Simon and Schuster.

Ratasuk, A., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2019). The role of team trust and team conflict
on innovative performance of multicultural teams in the restaurant. Thammasat
Review, 22(2), 1-18.

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G. T., & Frese, M. (2009). Entrepreneurial orientation
and business performance: An assessment of past research and suggestions for
the future. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3),

761-787.

Ray, G., Barney, J. B., & Muhanna, W. A. (2004). Capabilities, business processes, and
competitive advantage: choosing the dependent variable in empirical tests of the
resource - based view. Strategic Management Journal, 25(1), 23-37.

Real, J. C., Roldéan, J. L., & Leal, A. (2014). From entrepreneurial orientation and
learning orientation to business performance: Analysing the mediating role of
organizational learning and the moderating effects of organizational size. British
Journal of Management, 25(2), 186-208.

Rice, W. R. (1989). Analyzing tables of statistical tests. Evolution, 43(1), 223-225.

Rigtering, J. C., Kraus, S., Eggers, F., & Jensen, S. H. (2014). A comparative analysis of
the entrepreneurial orientation/growth relationship in service firms and
manufacturing firms. The Service Industries Journal, 34(4), 275-294.

Ruf, B. M., Muralidhar, K., Brown, R. M., Janney, J. J., & Paul, K. (2001). An
empirical investigation of the relationship between change in corporate social
performance and financial performance: A stakeholder theory perspective.
Journal of Business Ethics, 32(2), 143-156.

Runyan, R. C., Huddleston, P., & Swinney, J. (2006). Entrepreneurial orientation and
social capital as small firm strategies: A study of gender differences from a
resource-based view. The International Entrepreneurship and Management
Journal, 2(4), 455.

Samuels, J., Wilkes, F., & Brayshaw, R. (1990). Management of Company Accounts.
London: Chapman and Hall.

Sasatanun, P., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2016). Antecedents and outcomes associated



with social media use in customer relationship management of microenterprises.
International Journal of Technoentrepreneurship, 3(2),
127-149.

Sekaran, U. (2003). Research methods for business . Hoboken. In: NJ: John Wiley &
Sons.

Semrau, T., Ambos, T., & Kraus, S. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation and SME
performance across societal cultures: An international study. Journal of Business
Research, 69(5), 1928-1932.

Sheu, H. J., & Yang, C. Y. (2005). Insider Ownership Structure and Firm Performance:
a productivity perspective study in Taiwan's electronics industry. Corporate
Governance: An International Review, 13(2), 326-337.

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (1986). Large shareholders and corporate control. Journal
of Political Economy, 94(3, Part 1), 461-488.

Sin, L. Y., Alan, C,, Yau, O. H., Chow, R. P., Lee, J. S., & Lau, L. B. (2005).
Relationship marketing orientation: scale development and cross-cultural
validation. Journal of Business Research, 58(2), 185-194.

Singh, S., Darwish, T. K., & Poto¢nik, K. (2016). Measuring Organizational
Performance: A Case for Subjective Measures. British Journal of Management,
27(1), 214-224. d0i:10.1111/1467-8551.12126

Slater, S. F., & Olson, E. M. (1996). A value-based management system. Business
Horizons, 39(5), 48-53.

Smallbone, D., Deakins, D., Battisti, M., & Kitching, J. (2012). Small business
responses to a major economic downturn: Empirical perspectives from New
Zealand and the United Kingdom. International Small Business Journal, 30(7),
154-777.

Spirtes, P., Glymour, C., Scheines, R., & & Causation, P. (1993). Lecture Notes in
Statistics. .

Sreejesh, S., Mohapatra, S., & Anusree, M. (2014). Business research methods: An
applied orientation, Springer.

Steel Fabrication Industry in Thailand. (2009). Steel fabrication industry in Thailand.
Thammasat University. Retrieved from



http://digi.library.tu.ac.th/thesis/ec/0463/10CHAPTER _3.pdf

Stockhammer, E. (2005). Shareholder value orientation and the investment-profit
puzzle. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics, 28(2), 193-215.

Su, Z., Xie, E., & Wang, D. (2015). Entrepreneurial orientation, managerial networking,
and new venture performance in China. Journal of Small Business Management,
53(1), 228-248.

Swierczek, F. W., & Ha, T. T. (2003). Entrepreneurial orientation, uncertainty
avoidance and firm performance: an analysis of Thai and Vietnamese SMEs. The
International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 4(1), 46-58.

Tang, Z., & Hull, C. (2012). An investigation of entrepreneurial orientation, perceived
environmental hostility, and strategy application among Chinese SMEs. Journal
of Small Business Management, 50(1), 132-158.

Tarsakoo, P., & Charoensukmongkol, P. (2019). Contribution of Marketing Capability
to Social Media Business Performance. ASEAN Journal of Management &
Innovation, 6(1), 75-87. doi:10.14456/ajmi.2019.6ajmi.stamford.edu.

Teece, D., & Pisano, G. (1994). The dynamic capabilities of firms: An introduction.
Industrial and Corporate Change, 3(3), 537-556.

Terziovski, M. (2010). Innovation practice and its performance implications in small
and medium enterprises (SMEs) in the manufacturing sector: a resource - based
view. Strategic Management Journal, 31(8), 892-902.

Thansettakij, M. (Producer). (2016). Vietnam will be Asian steel champion. Retrieved
from http://www.thansettakij.com/content/90745

The Federation of Thai Industries. (2017). Industrial review. Retrieved from
https://www.fti.or.th/2016/download/technical/Industrial_Review_November_ 25
60_1145.pdf

The office of SMEs Promotion. (2017). White paper on small and medium enterprises
of Thailand in 2016.

The Office of SMEs Promotion. (2018). SME statistics 2015.

Thomas, J. P., Whitman, D. S., & Viswesvaran, C. (2010). Employee proactivity in
organizations: A comparative meta - analysis of emergent proactive constructs.

Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83(2), 275-300.


http://digi.library.tu.ac.th/thesis/ec/0463/10CHAPTER_3.pdf
http://www.thansettakij.com/content/90745
https://www.fti.or.th/2016/download/technical/Industrial_Review_November_2560_1145.pdf
https://www.fti.or.th/2016/download/technical/Industrial_Review_November_2560_1145.pdf

Torugsa, N. A., O’Donohue, W., & Hecker, R. (2012). Capabilities, proactive CSR and
financial performance in SMEs: Empirical evidence from an Australian
manufacturing industry sector. Journal of Business Ethics, 109(4), 483-500.

Tosi, H., Aldag, R., & Storey, R. (1973). On the measurement of the environment: An
assessment of the Lawrence and Lorsch environmental uncertainty subscale.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 27-36.

Tosi Jr, H. L., & Slocum Jr, J. W. (1984). Contingency theory: Some suggested
directions. Journal of Management, 10(1), 9-26.

Tovstiga, G., & Tulugurova, E. (2009). Intellectual capital practices: a four-region
comparative study. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 10(1), 70-80.

Ucbasaran, D., Westhead, P., Wright, M., & Flores, M. (2010). The nature of
entrepreneurial experience, business failure and comparative optimism. Journal
of Business Venturing, 25(6), 541-555.

Venkatraman, N. (1989). Strategic orientation of business enterprises: The construct,
dimensionality, and measurement. Management Science, 35(8), 942-962.

Vij, S., & Bedi Harpreet, S. (2016). Are subjective business performance measures
justified? International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management,
65(5), 603-621. doi:10.1108/1JPPM-12-2014-0196

Wagner, C. H. (1982). Simpson's paradox in real life. The American Statistician, 36(1),
46-48.

Walpole, R. E., Meyers, R. H., & Myers, S. L. a. Y., K. . (2002). Probability &
Statistics for Engineers & Scientists. Pearson Education International. London:

Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource - based view of the firm. Strategic Management
Journal, 5(2), 171-180.

Wiklund, J. (1999). The sustainability of the entrepreneurial orientation—performance
relationship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 24(1),

37-48.

Wiklund, J. (2006). The sustainability of the entrepreneurial orientation—performance
relationship. Entrepreneurship and the Growth of Firms, 7(3), 141-155.

Wiklund, J., Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2009). Building an integrative model of
small business growth. Small Business Economics, 32(4), 351-374.



Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2003). Knowledge - based resources, entrepreneurial
orientation, and the performance of small and medium - sized businesses.
Strategic Management Journal, 24(13), 1307-1314.

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2005). Entrepreneurial orientation and small business
performance: A configurational approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 20(1),
71-91.

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. A. (2011). Where to from here? EO - as -
experimentation, failure, and distribution of outcomes. Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice, 35(5), 925-946.

Wolff, J. A., & Pett, T. L. (2006). Small - firm performance: modeling the role of
product and process improvements. Journal of Small Business Management,
44(2), 268-284.

Wood, D. J., & Jones, R. E. (1995). Stakeholder mismatching: A theoretical problem in
empirical research on corporate social performance. The International Journal of
Organizational Analysis, 3(3), 229-267.

World Bank. (2017). Global Economic Prospects. Retrieved from Washington, DC:
http://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/global-economic-prospects

World steel association. (2017). World steel outlook 2017-2018 and chanllenges ahead.
Retrieved from https://www.worldsteel.org/en/dam/jcr:ed7b2035-32¢8-4811-
bece-4606ch658b1c/Platts_Mumbai_worldsteel 2017 11 09.pdf

Worldatlas. (2016). The Economies Of Southeast Asian Nations. Retrieved from
http://www.worldatlas.com/articles/the-economy-of-the-southeast-asian-
nations.html

Wu, L.-Y. (2007). Entrepreneurial resources, dynamic capabilities and start-up
performance of Taiwan's high-tech firms. Journal of Business Research, 60(5),
549-555.

Yamane, T. (1973). Statistics: An introductory analysis.

Yau, O. H., Chow, R. P., Sin, L. Y., Tse, A. C., Luk, C., & Lee, J. S. (2007).
Developing a scale for stakeholder orientation. European Journal of Marketing,
41(11/12), 1306-1327.

Yu, C.-L., Wang, F., & Brouthers, K. D. (2015). Domestic and foreign competitor


http://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/global-economic-prospects
https://www.worldsteel.org/en/dam/jcr:ed7b2035-32c8-4811-bece-4606cb658b1c/Platts_Mumbai_worldsteel_2017_11_09.pdf
https://www.worldsteel.org/en/dam/jcr:ed7b2035-32c8-4811-bece-4606cb658b1c/Platts_Mumbai_worldsteel_2017_11_09.pdf
http://www.worldatlas.com/articles/the-economy-of-the-southeast-asian-nations.html
http://www.worldatlas.com/articles/the-economy-of-the-southeast-asian-nations.html

identification and firm performance. European Journal of International
Management, 9(4), 463-483.

Zahra, S. A., & Covin, J. G. (1995). Contextual influences on the corporate
entrepreneurship-performance relationship: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of
Business Venturing, 10(1), 43-58.

Zellweger, T., & Sieger, P. (2012). Entrepreneurial orientation in long-lived family
firms. Small Business Economics, 38(1), 67-84.

Zhang, H., Zhang, T., Cai, H., Li, Y., Wei Huang, W., & Xu, D. (2014). Proposing and
validating a five-dimensional scale for measuring entrepreneurial orientation: An
empirical study. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 6(2), 102-
121.

Zhang, J. (2010). Employee orientation and performance: An exploration of the
mediating role of customer orientation. Journal of business ethics, 91(1),
111-121.

Zink, K. J. (2005). Stakeholder orientation and corporate social responsibility as a
precondition for sustainability. Total Quality Management and Business
Excellence, 16(8-9), 1041-1052.

Zink, K. J., & Steimle, U. (2000). Corporate social responsibility and organizational
excellence—linking the Stakeholder approach and Resource-Based Views. The
theories and practices of organizational excellence: New perspectives, (147-
176)






Appendix
Questionnaire

Y a

YoyafuIHIsAZEIND

Q

IWF O ¥ O nayd
919 1)
MIANHIFIEN OmnmbSaanes  OWgaes OWeanin O fSyguen
DRIV RRITMIEEL & A
a 1 ! g’l d'd =
FININIUADAININY 1l
Y a a o a A
Ausvsilszaumsallugsnon
3
gl
MITINNUVBIANYIA mE Y 0 Haa1emnas iy %
v 1 1 a  d
RO O Tideeen O um3yaseonanily % vosgoauIyly
szne

U LY ' =Y 4 ! d’l i v
N3NNIz NUTENveIMUlanyuzatae liltiogluszaule

1

NAN

uin

F4

nagnsIFstuveus Enalinugweguumsiih lianudesns

Y
V93N

= Y Y Yo a =] o
ﬂ’JHJWQWE]Gli]"IJENQﬂﬂﬂﬂi‘ﬂﬂﬁ‘ﬂi$L1J°L!E]EJNL‘]J1!5$‘U1Jl,m$ﬁ'lﬂm'llﬂ

VitnaaaaasdeuneInuanuiisne levesgniediaIndda

A o ] ' ya A A o
ﬂfﬁ%l‘ﬂ"lah’fﬂfﬂllﬁui%ﬁﬂWQiﬂacﬁﬂ‘luﬁﬂQﬂqiﬂiﬂqiﬂaﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ

Y 4 A o 9 v = ' Y
LﬂTl’ilﬂﬂlmgﬂﬁq‘ﬂ"ﬁﬁlli‘N“]J'i‘H1/I”ILUUﬂTif’fiNﬂ’)HJWQWi‘JGlﬁ]LLﬂQﬂﬂW

' A o s 9 9 1 o 1 '
I'}hflﬁlﬂflﬁll?JQU?HV]”ILL%?LLE‘]%’E‘JWL@V]ﬂJﬂHmﬁﬂ’)ﬂUﬂLﬂNﬂgLﬁMﬂ




a o

U i\ S o % ! dy il U
nganszy s Envesmuiidanyuzasae luilegluszaule

STRLY!

NAaN

uin

Y a (2 A o [ Y < 1
vamimuqwmu‘nmvlﬂ?nymu“lumufgﬂumuazﬂmaumm

AUUAAND

VSENATMIA0UAURINI IS ANSINUANNNTHIITU T uaaa

a o Y Y a (Y = Y g ' o
‘Ui‘]&l‘ﬂ"lﬁi'Nﬂ')'lllllﬂﬂﬁEl‘]JL‘])'Q!L"’lNEUHIﬂElllgﬂﬂ']&ﬂu*’gﬂuﬂﬁu']ﬂﬁaﬂ

‘]quﬁ"]/l"Iﬁﬂ'ﬁﬁﬂ’UﬂWMﬁQﬂQWNﬁ}ﬂQﬂTiT@QWﬁﬂQTHigﬁiTQfﬂﬁ'

Usziiunadu

v3gnaimadanuleyagenuminnuegiaye

Y a A o 9 o v w Y= o Aa
E‘Jl‘]_liﬂﬁli‘]_li ﬂ‘qiﬂﬂ'ﬂﬂfﬂ Y ‘]Jﬂ'J”I?JEﬁﬂ‘U@QWUﬂ\ﬂUVHJﬁ@\ﬂN

U5ENAUMId1INAUARAeMITINUVoINITNURITpE az

T 9
[

=
U

A v Ao S o ) U v Vo YN Y
'UTH‘V]"IM?ﬁi!ﬂigﬁ\iﬂﬂaﬂqluﬂﬁﬁi'l\iﬂ'f]'mn\iﬂ\ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂu

Y

gaamsenyTavesussnaimsiszgunudooduiauen

v @ "9 a o ]

viEna lianwdagnuyamduueausinaegeue

] U a

Ao oA A v YA Y A 9 !
'Ui‘lem"Illﬂﬁﬁ"é]ﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂ?juﬂiﬂaaﬁ'ﬂuﬂg!ﬁuﬂ@]

@

a A Yo A =2 YA 9
‘]JﬁEV]"INQTUNﬂ“ﬁ@ﬂﬂlmﬂ?']llWQWﬂtl‘ﬂmﬂﬁﬂﬂ@ﬁu

1 a o ' A v @ 1 dy Ll o
njanszy U ENvesmuiidnyuzasae liilegluszaule

1

NAaN

yn

A o a a N . ] S o
mmndlGuammﬂﬁ'uﬁuﬁ'mazmmﬂwmaaﬂqmmmﬂummuum

a o Y k3 = a 9 a = <3
UsEnuiuasumsasunlasvesduaaz usmsnaG




a o

U i\ S o % ! dy il U
nganszy s Envesmuiidanyuzasae luilegluszaule

STRLY!

NAaN

uin

a o a o a oA
UsnaveusitinnuAadd wassa lumsdgiams

VI HNAVDUT U LU UUINIULALITNS Iraa Jumsihau

Aa o v 3 9 A A a oA 1 1
mwdlmmi,immﬂu@muiuuwmmmamﬁﬂgummmmﬂau

AU

A o o g 2 ° a a
‘]Jﬁ‘H‘Vl"I"’U’fNLﬁllﬂL‘ﬂuEﬁ!iniuﬂ"l‘i‘LﬂLﬁ‘Ll’f]ﬁuﬁjﬂmg’ﬂiﬂﬁ@aﬂﬂi}u

MsusmssamsusemsUfiamsunaluineudoulugaaivnssy

Aa o a Yy 9 ) 1 ya
P3ENIv0UT AU Iy mna Tu Tatedra lnasauazawise

= 9 9 -4
53‘]4ﬂﬂﬂ']"lll@]'f]\?ﬂ"lﬁ"llﬂﬂgﬂﬂ'lalu'ﬂu'lﬂﬁ]lﬂ

v3gnaveus laawulumsuadani lemaluigniagsne

a o Y Aa = 9
°1J§‘H‘ﬂ"I"’ll’fNLﬁWﬂﬁTﬁxﬁ/;luqluIﬂiﬂﬂ]i‘ﬂllﬂfﬂlllﬁﬂ\i(ﬂﬁ%iﬁ

Wﬁﬂi‘)‘ULL‘V]N)QQ

A o Y o A A o Y  ax ' A Y
‘]JjT:W]""IEUENLE1ﬂa']ﬁﬂﬁuiﬂaQﬂﬂﬂqﬂ’lﬂjﬁﬂ'ﬁllazgﬂll‘ﬂﬂﬁ']\ic]EW@Gh’i

o J a o
V359I091szaeAveIENg

ViEnaveusndmuninensaiulveg oanudy Tavessng

Y a o Yo @ Y Y v a 4
Ausmstazminauldsumsminayuldnddadulalszgna

a asy 1 o Y d‘ d‘d a
wwananazds vdg lumsrian . meldanuaesninmsdsediuma

g ld

VI HNAVOUTIHO VLS IHIYNTIT 1UMINFAGL

VI HNAYOUTINANUAAULAZANNANTNFITITUDE I UTZATIGA

vsnaveus ldnagnsndudeulumsuiunuguaamagsne




1 Ao ' A o v 1 T [ 9

nganszy s Envesmuiidanyuzasae luilegluszaule oy 1 N
= 9 =
figa | Yoy | a1 | w0 | Niga

a o Y Y EY v A 3 Y

vignaveunmivayuliminnuawnsadaduladisauesneld

A ao Y 9

ouwanusEng e’

A o ' &2 A ds! Y Y 2SO
panuveUsEnadurianadu ldmszs ldwinan Ididaulu
mydadulalumsuarsmTomaniagino
vsgnamivayuldwinauliuvnomlumsuasn Temaniegsng

1 ddy GJ a T ] ]
Tussiliguwelanuwallsznoumsgsnagueg | linwely Taj wolo nols
Tuszaula N wols | weq | w0 | wniiga
ganv181Ag3

M3e Invodeenue Inasay

wam'ls Tagsn

m3eu Taveawnam s Tagsiu

HaABUUNUIINNITONNU

= @
anunane lanunalszneunis laeasiy

Fl
=1

Uszanamseeavieluilil O o831 50 a1

0151-200 140N

0 50-100 31410 07 101-150 3141

O 119071 200 A1UVIN

Uszmnamsseavien@ula | O 0% W39

O 1-3% O 4-6% O 7-9%
Mnnou O 410N 10%
Usznamsilsqndi O 0% wiednh O 1-3% 04-6%  0O79%
1wy Taantlnou 0O 1N 10%




2
gadmnssulugsnsvesmulianyas lunmsuas T tiegly

szaula

1

NAaN

uin

TIMVeIAURMI o IngALADUTIIAUNIU

a o g a @ =
mmﬂmmwamnmmmuuﬂamwumuuamﬂaﬂuuﬂmqq

maluladlugaasmassunuiimanasuniassiaEa




NAME
ACADEMIC
BACKGROUND

EXPERIENCES

BIOGRAPHY

Ekawee Vaitoonkiat

Bachelor of Engineering Majoring in Mechanical Engineering
Kasetsart University,

Thailand (1993)

Master of Business Administration (M.B.A)
Chulalongkorn University

Thailand (1999)

Master of Engineering Majoring in Welding Engineering
King Mongkut's University of Technology Thonburi
Thailand (2006)

Bachelor of Education in Chinese

Jinan University

China (2015)

2004 - Present

Managing Director

Thermal Mechanics Co.,Ltd.

Thailand



	ABSTRACT
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF FIGURES
	CHAPTER 1   INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Background of the Study
	1.2 Purpose of the Study
	1.3 Significant of the Study

	CHAPTER 2   LITERATURE REVIEW
	2.1 Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)
	2.1.1 Autonomy
	2.1.2 Innovativeness
	2.1.3 Risk-taking
	2.1.4 Proactiveness
	2.1.5 Competition Aggressiveness

	2.2 Prior Research Findings about Contributions of EO
	2.3 Stakeholder
	2.4 Stakeholder Theory
	2.5 Stakeholder Orientation (SO)
	2.6 Components of the SO
	2.6.1 Customer Orientation
	2.6.2 Competitor Orientation
	2.6.3 Employee Orientation
	2.6.4 Shareholder Orientation

	2.7 Prior Research Findings about Contributions of SO
	2.8 Firm Performance
	2.9 Resource-Based View (RBV)
	2.10 Hypotheses Development
	2.10.1 EO and Firm Performance
	2.10.2 SO and Firm Performance
	2.10.2.1 Customer Orientation
	2.10.2.2 Competitor Orientation
	2.10.2.3 Employee Orientation
	2.10.2.4 Shareholder Orientation

	2.10.3 The Interaction between EO and SO
	2.10.3.1 Interaction between Customer Orientation and EO
	2.10.3.2 Interaction between Competitor Orientation and EO
	2.10.3.3 Interaction between Employee Orientation and EO
	2.10.3.4 Interaction between Shareholder Orientation and EO



	CHAPTER 3   METHODOLOGY
	3.1 Research Context
	3.2 Sample Selection
	3.3 Data Collection Procedure
	3.4 Questionnaire Development and Variable Measurement
	3.4.1 Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)
	3.4.2 Stakeholder Orientation (SO)
	3.4.3 SMEs Performance
	3.4.4 Control Variables

	3.5 Estimation Method

	CHAPTER 4   RESULT
	4.1 Data………..
	4.2 Demographic Characteristics of SMEs’ Entrepreneur
	4.3 International Business Characteristics of SMEs’ in Steel Fabrication Industry
	4.4 The Objective Measures of Firm Performance of SMEs in Steel Fabrication Industry
	4.5 Normal Distribution
	4.6 Model Assessment
	4.6.1 Validity Test
	4.6.1.1 Convergent Validity Test
	4.6.1.2 Discriminant Validity

	4.6.2 Reliability Test
	4.6.2.1 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient
	4.6.2.2 Composite Reliability

	4.6.3 Multicollinearity

	4.7 Hypotheses Test
	4.8 R-squared
	4.9 Model Fit Indices
	4.9.1 Average Path Coefficient (APC)
	4.9.2 Average R-squared (ARS)
	4.9.3 Average Adjusted R-squared (AARS)
	4.9.4 Average Variance Inflation Factor (AVIF)
	4.9.5 Average Full Variance Inflation Factor (AFVIF)
	4.9.6 Tenenhaus GoF (GoF index)
	4.9.7 Simpson's Paradox Ratio (SPR)
	4.9.8 R-squared Contribution Ratio (RSCR)
	4.9.9 Statistical Suppression Ratio (SSR)
	4.9.10 Nonlinear Bivariate Causality Direction Ratio (NLBCDR)


	CHAPTER 5   DISCUSSION
	5.1 Overall Findings

	CHAPTER 6   CONCLUSION
	6.1 Summary
	6.2 Academic Contribution
	6.3 Practical Implication
	6.4 Limitations
	6.5 Future Research

	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	APPENDIX
	BIOGRAPHY

