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Abstract: Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) is a key construct of entrepreneurship and it is the proclivity of behaving in an
entrepreneurial manner. This measures the degree of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurially oriented behavior is a critical requirement
so as to consolidate the competitive advantages of firms in the contemporary turbulent and highly competitive markets.Thus, the
objectives of this study were to assess the level of EO and to identify the organizational determinants of EO of small scale IT-BPO firms
in Sri Lanka. The results confirm that majority of the firms are in the low level of EO. As to the independent sample t-tests, higher the
management support rewards and time availability higher will be the level of EO. Autonomy and organizational boundaries were not

statistically significant determinants EO in this study context.
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1. Introduction

Sri Lanka has been identified as a country among 20
economies which are transforming from a factor driven
economy to efficiency driven economy (Global
Competitiveness Report, 2013-2014). Further, Sri Lanka is
placed at the 42™ level of the eleventh pillar, “Business
sophistication and innovation” in the above index. Sri
Lankan economy is performing well ahead in this pillar
especially with compared to other economies which are in
the transition from factor driven economies to efficiency
driven economies. After the 30 years of war, Sri Lanka is in
a mission of achieving a double digit growth and hence,
there is a need of transforming the economy from the current
transition level to an innovation driven economy which
would in turn places Sri Lanka at a highly competitive level
among other economies. The success factors of transforming
an economy from an efficiency driven economy to an
innovation driven economy include business sophistication
and innovation (Global Competitiveness Report, 2013-3014).
In fostering such an innovation driven economy, strategic
behaviour of individual firms in the economy will be playing
a crucial role as those would create a spillover effect in
leading sophisticated and modern business processes across
the country’s business sectors.

However, against such a need, increasing global competition
coupled with rapidly changing technology, and shortening of
product life cycles, have made firms vulnerable to failure
more than any time in the past (Jalan&Kleiner, 1995). In
times of growing uncertainty and increasing speed of change,
both new threats and new opportunities emerge (Brown
&Eisenhardt, 1998; Shane &Venkataraman, 2000).
Providing a splendid instance for this, Sri Lanka is emerging
as a challenge to other economies in Information Technology
-Business Process Outsourcing (IT-BPO) sector as it has
been identified as one of the top destinations for providing
outsourcing services by Global Services Location Index
(GSLI). It is apparent that the companies in the IT-BPO and
Knowledge Process Outsourcing industry in Sri Lanka are

able to compete with fully developed sectors in China and
India. Therefore, Sri Lankan IT-BPO companies need to
become more entreprencurial so as to increase their
competitiveness, on both an organizational and country level.

As cited by Hosseini et.al (2012), Entrepreneurial
Orientation (EO) is a behavioral orientation (Morris et al.
2011) toward entrepreneurial activity (Covinet al., 2011) and
in fact, it measures general tendency toward entrepreneurship
(Antoncic and Hisrich 2001; Knight 1997; Miller 1983).
Thus, variable nature of entrepreneurship can be measured in
terms of EO (Barringer&Bluedorn, 1999; Kreiser, Marino &
Weaver, 2002).EO is important for the survival and
performance of the firms (Miller, 1983; Covin and Slevin,
1989 and 1991; Zahra and Covin, 1995; Wiklund, 1999;
Zahra and Garvis, 2000; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996 and 2001;
Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005) and also it is an antecedent of
growth, competitive advantage and superior performance of
a firm (Kraus et al.,, 2012). Further, entrepreneurially
oriented behavior of a firm is essential for the flexibility and
quick decision making especially in a turbulent business
condition (Wiklund, et al., 2009).

However, factors inside the firm such as directives of top
management, employee rewards, slack and slack resources
trigger entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial behavior of a
firm and create differential effects in terms of stimulating
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial behavior of a firm
(Ireland et al. 2006). However, as stated by Hoskisson et al.
(2000) it is essential test theories in emerging economies, as
western-type approaches may not be appropriate in
developing economies, due to environmental uncertainty,
lack of institutional structures and managerial interpretations
of environmental uncertainties. Although many studies have
been conducted on entrepreneurial orientation, there is a
paucity of empirical evidence on organizational determinants
of EO in the general literature and especially in Sri Lankan
context creating a timely importance to identify the
organizational determinants of EO of this strategically
important sector, IT-BPO companies in Sri Lanka.
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Accordingly, this study raises the following questions and
establishes the following objectives (Table: 1).

Table: 1 Research Questions and Objectives
Research Questions Research Objectives
1) How entrepreneurially To identify the level of EO
oriented are the IT-BPO of IT-BPO firms in Sri
firms in Sri Lanka? Lanka
2) What internal factors will | To identify the determinants
determine the level of of the level of EO of IT-BPO
EO of IT-BPO firms in firms in Sri Lanka
Sri Lanka?

2. Theoretical Background

As per the research questions stated above, the following
section focuses on conceptualizing EO firstly and
organizational factors secondly.

2.1 Entrepreneurial Orientation

It has been a common stance that varying nature of
entrepreneurship can be measured in terms of EO
(Barringer&Bluedorn, 1999; Kreiser, Marino & Weaver,
2002). As cited by Matsuno et.al (2002), literature witnesses
several different terms such as entrepreneurial management
(Stevenson &Jarillo, 1990), entrepreneurial proclivity
(Pellissier& Van Buer, 1996), EO (Lumpkin &Dess, 1996),
have been used interchangeably to describe the concept of
degree of entrepreneurship. The degree of entrepreneurship
or the propensity of a firm towards entrepreneurial behavior
can be assessed by the three constructs: innovativeness,
proactiveness and risk-taking (Covin&Slevin, 1988, 1989,
1991; Miller, 1983;Miller & Friesen, 1983, 1982;
Kahandawala, 1977;Miles & Arnold, 1991;Morris et al.,
1993;Narman&Slevin, 1993; Zahra &Covin, 1995; Knight,
1997; Ireland et al., 2009 & 2006, Scheepers& Hough, 2006;
Becherer& Maurer, 1997;Barringer&Bluedorn, 1999;
Matsuno et al., 2002; Kreiser et al.,2002; Messeghem, 2003;
Wiklund& Shepherd, 2005, Boohene et al., 2012). However,
as to Lumpkin &Dess (1996), there are two additional
variables; autonomy and competitive aggressiveness. Thus,
this study conceptualizes EO by using the mostly adapted
definition of Miller (1983).

2.1.1.  Innovativeness

According to Miller (1983); Wiklund (1999); and Lumpkin
and Dess (2001), innovativeness is the firm’s tendency
towards engaging in introduction of new products, services
and processes in a creative and experimental manner. Knight
(1997) indicates that as a dimension of firm level EO,
innovation refers to the creative or unique solutions for the
threats that the firm encounters. The ability of a firm to
generate ideas leading the production or provision of new
products, services and technologies is known as
innovativeness (Morris, 1998).

2.1.2. Risk Taking

Risk factor is an inevitably related feature of
entrepreneurship. Miller and Friesen (1978), define risk
taking as the degree to which managers are willing to make
large and risky resource commitments such as those which
have a reasonable chance of costly failures. Not only the
resource commitments but also according to Gasse (1982),

an entrepreneur faces many different kinds of risks namely,
financial risk, career risk, family and social risk and psychic
risk. As cited by Boohene (2012), risk taking captures the
level of risk reflected on decisions on resources allocation, as
well as on the market and product choices, reflecting, the
criteria and the standard of decision taking in organizational
level (Venkatraman, 1989). Morris (1998) stated that risk-
taking is the determination and courage of making resources
available for projects with uncertain outcomes and such risks
are managed by researching a market, recruiting and
employing skilled staff or other strategies by the firms.

2.1.3. Proactiveness

Proactivenessis 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 (Miller, 1983). As to Morris
(1998), proactiveness indicates top management’s stance
towards opportunities, encouragement of initiatives,
competitive aggressiveness and confidence in pursuing
enhanced competitiveness. Kocel (1995) has used the
concept of proactiveness with the meaning of “giving
direction” to the events by affecting and forecasting the
future needs, expectations and changes instead of going
behind them. The term proactiveness is defined by Lumpkin
and Dess (1996) “as acting in anticipation of future
problems, needs or changes.” Thus, a proactive firm is a
leader rather than a follower.

2.2 Organizational Factors

According to the “Institutional Theory”, firms implement
various structures, processes, programmes, policies and
procedures in order to overcome the pressure exerted by the
competing firms in an industry (Kostova& Roth, 2002) and
these firm specific arrangements influence the firm behavior
affecting firm decision and strategy making processes (Peng
et al., 2008). The factors inside the firm such as directives of
top management, employee rewards and slack resources
trigger entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial behavior of a
firm. Moreover, these internal environmental triggers have
differential effects in terms of stimulating entrepreneurship
and entrepreneurial behavior of a firm (Ireland et al. 2006)
and the level of entrepreneurship will vary in intensity,
depending on the changes in the culture (Scheepers& Hough,
2006). In developing Corporate Entrepreneurship
Assessment Instrument (CEAI), Hornsby et al. (2002) have
identified that management support, autonomy, rewards, the
availability of time & resources and a supportive
organizational structure are such crucial factors of degree of
entrepreneurship of a firm. Therefore, this study uses these
five critical factors and measuring instrument will be the
CEALI of Hornsby et al. (2002).

2.21  Management Support

As per Hornsby et al, (1993), the encouragement and
willingness of managers to facilitate entrepreneurial
activities within a firm is considered as the management
support and this is of vital importance for awaking
entrepreneurial spirit within an organization (Kuratko and
Montagno, 1989). Further, such endeavours within firms will
be resulted in sustainable competitive advantages through
innovation in the form of new products, services, and
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processes, or in a mix of those (Quinn, 1985; Brentani, 2001;
Hornsby et al., 2002). Management support will positively
influence entrepreneurial behavior of a firm (Stevenson and
Jarillo, 1990). Hence,

H;: Higher the management support higher will be the EO of
afirm

2.2.2.  Autonomy

Autonomy means the discretion of employees to perform
their work independently and such independent action will
not be questioned when they make mistakes in pursuit of
innovative activities (Hornsby et al., 2002). As cited by
Alpkan et al. (2010), autonomy and flexibility are essential
factors for an effective intrapreneurial climate of a firm
(Mintzberg, 1973; Khandwalla,1973; Burgelman, 1983,
1984;  Slevin&Covin, 1990; Covin&Slevin, 1989;
Barringer&Bluedorn, 1999; Honig, 2001). Accordingly,

H,: Higher the autonomy higher will be the EO of a firm

2.2.3. Rewards

This includes the appropriate performance based extrinsic
and intrinsic rewards offered by the firms to motivate
employee entreprencurial activities in a firm. If the
employees perceive that their reward system is trustworthy
and create benefits to all, higher will be the tendency to
commit for innovative activities Morrison and Robinson,
1997; Chandler et al., (2000) and to assume risk related with
entrepreneurial work performance Kuratko et al., (1990).
Further, rewards aimed at entrepreneurial behavior trigger
innovative, proactive and moderate risk-taking behavior of
individuals (Monsen et al., 2010). Hence,

Hs: Higher the rewards higher will be the EO of a firm

2.2.4.  Time and Resources Availability

Delivery of free time and required resources for
entrepreneurial activities within firms will encourage the
perception of feasible entrepreneurial behavior (Pinchot,
1985; Covin and Slevin, 1991; Kreiser et al., 2002).
Organizational processes, policies and procedures towards
free time inevitably will encourage employees to assume
risks for putting their novel ideas into practice (Burgelman
1984; Fry, 1987; Sundbo, 1999; Hornsby et al., 2002).
Adequate time availability and resources filled environment
will enhance a firm’s capacity for experimenting new ideas
proactively. Therefore,

H,: Higher the time and resources availability higher will be
the EO of a firm

2.25. Organizational Boundaries

This is the administrative mechanism of a firm through
which a firm executes the process of entrepreneurship. Thus,
an encouraging mechanism has to be there in order to
evaluate, select and implement successful ideas within a firm
(Hornsby et al., 2002). A highly bureaucratic organizational
structure will be ended up with restricting employees
identifying issues beyond their assigned duties and that will
limit the external focus of employees. Entrepreneurship
within firms will be flourished when the organizational
structure comprises with a broader span of control creating

opportunities for employees to act entrepreneurially (Ireland,
2006). Thus,

Hs: Higher the supportive organizational boundaries higher
will be the EO of a firm

Accordingly, the conceptual framework can be portrayed as

follows.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
3. Research Methodology

3.1 Population and Sample

The population of this was comprised with IT-BPO firms in
Sri Lanka. IT-BPO firms have got registered in Sri Lanka
Association of Software and Service Companies
(SLASSCOM) and the sample selection was executed with
the sampling frame obtained from SLASSCOM.
Accordingly, there were 48 registered small scale firms
(Annual turnover between $100,000 & $500,000) and
expected to study the whole population. However, only 37
firms responded making the response rate 77% from the
intended sample size.

3.2 Data Collection

Data were collected by using a structured questionnaire and
this was emailed to all the 48 firms. The questionnaire was
comprised with three main sections; Section — I -
demographic information of the firms, Section — II
Entrepreneurial Orientation and Section — III -Organizational
determinants. Both EO and organizational determinants were
measured by using Five-Point-Likert Scale items and the
former was measured with self-developed questionnaire
items and the latter was measured by using the Corporate
Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument (CEAI) developed
by Hornsby et al. (2002). Further, conducting a pilot survey
prior to the mass data collection, the reliability of the
questionnaire was assessed and the results are summarized
below (Table: 2).

Table 2: Reliability Test Results

Constructs of EO Cronbach’s Alpha
Innovativeness 0.76
Proactiveness 0.78
Risk Taking 0.79
Management Support 0.85
Autonomy 0.84
Rewards 0.81
Time Availability 0.72
Organizational Boundaries 0.76
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3.3 Data Analysis

In assessing the level of EO of small scale IT-BPO
companies in Sri Lanka, mean, percentages, frequencies,
graphs and tables were used. Independent sample t-test was
performed in testing hypotheses. In classifying the both
independent and dependent variables to identify the EO
level, mean value was taken as the base for the classification.
The situations above the mean value was considered as the
high level of performance of the particular variable and the
situations below the mean value were considered as the low
level of performance in the respective variable.

4. Results and Discussion

Data were analyzed by using the statistical package of SPSS
and the following section is dealt with the results and
discussion in terms of the stated objectives. Thus, level of
entrepreneurial intensity will be discussed firstly and that
will be followed by the analysis on organizational
determinants of EO.

4.1 Level of Entrepreneurial Orientation

Level of EO was classified in to two categories and there
were 20 firms which are low in their level of EO while there
were 17 firms with high level of EO out of 37 firms in the
sample. Further, descriptive statistics of the overall level of
EO and the dimensions of EO are summarized below (Table
3).

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of overall EO level and EO

dimensions

Overall | Innovativ | Proactiv Risk
Statistic EO eness eness Taking
Mean 11.19 3.74 3.75 3.71
Median 11.10 3.70 3.80 3.60
Std. Devi: 0.93 0.47 0.37 0.39
Minimum 9.50 2.70 3.10 2.90
Maximum 13.50 4.70 4.50 4.60

Accordingly, it can be observed that in the overall EO level,
the difference between mean and median is at a negligible
level confirming that data are distributed in an approximately
normal distribution. Considering the minimum and
maximum values with median, the variation in the upper end
is higher. In the case of innovativeness, there is a higher
variation in the lower end whereas in proactiveness and risk
taking dimensions there is no such a considerable difference
in upper and lower end of the continuum. Thus, generally,
there is no higher variation in the level of EO although the
classification has done and that is clearly confirmed by the
findings of 20 firms of low level of EO and 17 firms of high
level of EO.

4.2 Organizational Determinants of EO

Based on the Independent Sample t-tests, the differences of
EO in terms of organizational variables were identified. The
Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances in Independent
Sample t-Test was performed for each variable and the SPSS
summary results are as follows (Table-4). Accordingly, all
the F-tests are statistically insignificant at (P>0.05)
confirming the variance is constant and thus, suitable for
further analysis.

The Table-5 summarizes the results of the Independent
Sample t-test. Accordingly, it can be identified that MGSU,
RWD and TMA are statistically significant at P<0.05,
confirming that there are significant differences in level of
EO in terms of those three independent variables.

Table 4: Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances

Variable F Sig.
MGSU 0.380 0.541
AUTO 0.874 0.356
RWD 0.097 0.758
TMA 0.017 0.896
OBO 0.022 0.882

Table 5: Summary Results of Independent Sample t-Tests

Variable t df ?;?I.e(dz) Di?f/leerirr]\ce Igti(:fefgrrwzg
MGSU | -27 ] 35| 0.0l -0.77 0.284
AUTO | -14 | 35| 0.174 -0.42 0.304
RWD 34 35| 0.002 -0.93 0.272
TMA -2.5 | 35 0.016 -0.76 0.3
OBO -1.7 1 35| 0.099 -0.5 0.3

For a better visualization, these differences can be depicted
graphically as follows (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Difterenice of Level of ED in terrns of
MIGST, BWD & Tk

However, it is obvious that data do not support for a
statistically significant difference in the level of EO in terms
of AUTO and OBO.
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In examining these differences what makes clear is that high
levels of MGSU, RWD and TMA give rise to high level of
EO. Therefore, data support for the following hypotheses.

H;: Higher the level of management support higher the level
of EO

Hs: Higher the level of rewards higher the level of EO

H,: Higher the level of time availability higher the level of
EO

Accordingly, it is clear that management support, rewards
and time and resource availability encourage the EO
behavior of the firm.

Although it is said to be that autonomy and organizational
boundaries are essential factors for entrepreneurial behavior
within companies, in the Sri Lankan setting we cannot
observe a considerable difference of EO in terms of those
two variables. As to Gamage et.al, (2003), “compared to the
western countries, Sri Lankans prefer a more ‘structured’
social order and therefore, Sri Lankans are less autonomous
and more dependent on their place in the surrounding social
system”. Confirming this cultural influence, McGrath et al.
(1992) stated that cultural values influence entrepreneurial
behavior. As per the Hofstede Center analysis, Sri Lanka is
high in collectivism, power distance and uncertainty
avoidance). This hierarchical culture will lower the
autonomous behavior and gives rise to restricted
organizational boundaries. Therefore, rather the autonomy
and organizational boundaries support coming from the top
management will be a higher motivator for the
entrepreneurial behavior in Sri Lankan context.

5. Conclusions and Suggestions

This study was conducted with the aims of assessing the
level of EO and identifying the organizational determinants
of EO in small scale IT-BPO firms in Sri Lanka. Thus, the
findings suggest that there is no considerable level of a
variation of the level of EO although the classification
witnesses for 20 firms with high level of EO and 17 firms
with low level of EO. Hypotheses testing confirmed that
higher the management support, rewards and time and
resource availability higher will be the level of EO.
Therefore, top management should exhibit a strong level of
commitment for encouraging employees to engage in
innovative practices by providing appropriate rewards and
making available the required time and resources. Strong
support for new idea generation and experimentations and
acceptance of employee suggestions, championing projects
with employees and tolerance for failures in innovation
development will be essential for higher EO level. Higher
recognition with monetary and non-monetary rewards for
entrepreneurial activities of employees is of greater
significance in this context. These results are compatible
with the findings of Sheepers et al. (2008). Further, findings
are partly supportive for Antoncic&Hisrich(2001); Hornsby
et al. (2002); Morris &Kuratko(2002).

Finally, future research can be extended to other industries in
the Sri Lankan setting especially to see whether the
entrepreneurial behavior with less autonomy and structured
organizational boundaries continues to be there. Further,
future studies can consider studying the effect of
intermediary variables such as national culture in order to see

whether culture moderates the EO of a firm based on the
basic model given above. Moreover, since the behaviours
might be shaped by the national culture, future researchers
can test the effect of perceived social norms on firm EO also.

References

[1] Alpkan, L., Bulut, C., Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., &Kilic,
K. (2010). Organizational support for intrapreneurship
and its interaction with human capital to enhance
innovative performance. Management Decision, 48(5),
732-755.

[2] Antoncic, B., & R.D. Hisrich. (2001). Intrapreneurship:
Construct refinement and cross-cultural validation.
Journal of Business Venturing. 16(5), 495-527,
Available at:
http://www.dge.ubi.pt/msilva/Papers MECE/Paper 9.p
df

[3] Barringer, B.R. &Bluedorn, A.C. (1999), “The
relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and
strategic ~ management”,  Strategic = Management
Journal, 20 (5), 421-44.

[4] Becherer, R.C., & Maurer, J.G. (1997). The moderating
effect of environmental variables on the entrepreneurial
and marketing orientation of entrepreneur-led firms.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 22, 47-58.

[5] Boohene, R., Marfo-Yiadom, E., &Yeboah,
M.A.(2012), An empirical Analysis of the Effect of
Entrepreneurial Orientation on Firm Performance of
Auto Artisans in the Cape Coast Metropolis,
Developing Country Studies. 2(9), 77-87

[6] Brentani, U. (2001). Innovative versus incremental new
business services: Different keys for achieving success,
The Journal of Product Innovation Management: 181—
187.

[71 Brown, S. L., &Eisenhardt, K. M. (1998). Competing
on the Edge. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School
Press.

[8] Burgelman, R.A. (1983). Corporate entrepreneurship
and strategic management: insights from a process
study, Management Science29: 1349-1363.

[9] Burgelman, R.A. (1984). Managing the internal

corporate venturing process, Sloan Management

Review, 25(2): 33-48.

Chandler, G.N., Keller, C., & Lyon, D.W. (2000).

Unravelling the determinants and consequences of an

innovation-supportive organizational culture.

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25(1): 59-76.

Covin, J. G., &Slevin, D. P. (1991). A conceptual

model of entrepreneurship as firm behavior.

Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice. 16(1), 7-24,

Available at:

http://kisi.deu.edu.tr//ethem.duygulu/covin%20ve%20s

levin.pdf

Covin, J.G., &Slevin, D.P. (1988). The Influence of

Organization Structure on the Utility of an

Entrepreneurial Top Management Style. Journal of

Management Studies. 25(3), 217-259.

Covin, J.G., &Slevin, D.P. (1989). Strategic

management of small firms in hostile and benign

environments. Strategic Management Journal.10(1),

75-87.

[10]

(1]

[12]

[13]

Volume 3 Issue 10, October 2014

Www.ijsr.net
Licensed Under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY

Paper ID: OCT14506

1244




International Journal of Science and Research (1JSR)
ISSN (Online): 2319-7064
Impact Factor (2012): 3.358

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

(27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

Covin, Jeffrey G, & Wales W.J., (2011). The
Measurement of Entrepreneurial
Orientation.Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice.
36(4), 677-702

Fry, A.S. (1987). The post it Note: An intrapreneurial
success, SAM Advanced Management Journal, 52(3):
4-9.

Gamage, H. R., Cameron, D., & Woods, E. (2003). Are
Sri Lankan entrepreneurs motivated by the need for
achievement? In Proceedings of 9th International
Conference on Sri Lanka Studies

Honig, B. (2001). Learning strategies and resources for
entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 26(1): 21-35.

Hornsby, J.S., Kuratko, D.F., & Zahra, S.A. (2002).
Middle managers’ perception of the internal
environment for corporate entrepreneurship: Assessing
a measurement scale, Journal of Business Venturing,
17: 253-273.

Hornsby, J.S., Naffziger D.W., Kuratko, D.F., &,
Montagno, R.V. (1993). An interactive model of the
corporate entrepreneurship process, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 24(2): 9-24.

Hoskisson, R.E., Eden, L., Lau, C.M. & Wright, M.
(2000), “Strategy in emerging economies”, Academy of
Management Journal, 43(3), 249-67.

Hosseini, M., Dadfar, H., &Brege, S. (2012).
Taxonomy of entrepreneurial firms: entrepreneurial
orientation  versus  corporate  entreprencurship.
Proceedings of International Trade & Academic
Research Conference (ITARC). 3(1), 240-251

Ireland, R.D., Covin, J.G. &Kuratko, D.F. (2009),
“Conceptualizing corporate entrepreneurship strategy”,
Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 33(1), 19-46.
Ireland, R.D., Kuratko, D.F., and Morris, M.H. (2006),
‘A health audit for corporate entrepreneurship:
innovation at all levels. Part 1°, Journal of Business
Strategy, 27(1), 10-17.

Jalan, A., &Kleiner, B.H. (1995). New Developments
in Developing Creativity. Journal Of Managerial
Psychology,10(8), 20-23.
Khandwalla, P.N. (1973).
organizational designs of firms,
Management Journal, 16(3): 481-495.
Khandwalla, P.N. (1977). Some Top Management
Styles, Their Context and Performance. Organization
and Administrative Sciences.7(4), 21-51.

Knight, G. A. (1997). Cross-cultural reliability and
validity of a scale to measure firm entrepreneurial
orientation. Journal of Business Venturing. 12, 213-
225.

Kocel, T. (1995). IsletmeYonetimi.Business
Management. 5™ ed., Istanbul, Beta Publication
Kostova, T, & Roth, K. (2002). Adoption of an
organizational practice by subsidiaries of multinational
corporations: Institutional and relational effects.
Academy of Management Journal, 45(1): 215-233.
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.

Viable and effective
Academy of

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

Kreiser, P., Marino, L. & Weaver, L.M. (2002),
Assessing the Relationship Between Entrepreneurial
Orientation, the External Environment and Firm
Performance, Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research,
Babson

Kreiser, Patrick M., Louis D. Marino, & Weaver, K.M.
(2002). Reassessing the Environment-EO Link: The
Impact of Environmental Hostility on the Dimensions

of  Entrepreneurial  Orientation, Academy of
Management Proceedings 2002, 1-6.

Kuratko, D.F., &Montagno, R.V. (1989). The
intrapreneurial spirit, Training and Development

Journal, 43(10): 83-87.

Kuratko, D.F., Montagno, Ray V., & Hornsby J.S.
(1990). Developing an intrapreneurial assessment
instrument for an effective corporate entrepreneurship,
Strategic Management Journal, 11(5): 49-58.

Lumpkin G.T.,&Dess G.G. (1996). Clarifying the
entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to
performance. The Academy of Management Review.
21(1), 135-172, Available
at:http://www.business.uconn.edu/ccei/files/ideaawards
/lumpkin_clarifying_the entrepreneurial orientation c
onstruct.pdf

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
(16), 429-451, Available at:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883
902600000483

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, Available at:
http://www.babson.edu/Academics/divisions/marketing
/Documents/effects-of-entrepreneurial-proclivity.pdf
McGrath, R.G., MacMillan, I.C., Scheinberg, S.
(1992), Elitists, risk-takers, and rugged individualists?
An exploratory analysis of cultural differences between
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, Journal of
Business Venturing, 7, 115-135.

Messeghem, K. (2003), “Strategic entrepreneurship and
managerial activities in SMEs”, International Small
Business Journal, 21(2), 197-212.

Miles, M.P., & Arnold, D. R. (1991). The relationship
between marketing orientation and entrepreneurial
orientation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice.
7.5(4), 49-65.

Miller, D. (1983). The correlates of entrepreneurship in
three types of firms. Management science, 770-791,
Available at:
http://mansci.journal.informs.org/content/29/7/770.shor
t

Miller, D., & Friesen, P. (1983). Strategy-making and
environment: The third link. Strategic Management
Journal. 4(3), 221-235.

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

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

Volume 3 Issue 10, October 2014

Www.ijsr.net
Licensed Under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY

Paper ID: OCT14506

1245




International Journal of Science and Research (1JSR)
ISSN (Online): 2319-7064
Impact Factor (2012): 3.358

[45]

[46]

[47]

(48]

[49]

[50]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]
[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

Monsen, E., H. Patzelt& T. Saxton (2010), Beyond
Simple Utility: Incentive Design and Trade-offs for
Corporate Employee-Entrepreneurs, Entrepreneurship
Theory & Practice, 105-130.

Morris, M. H. 1998. Entrepreneurial intensity:
Sustainable advantages for individuals, organisations
and societies. Westport, ct: Quorum.

Morris, M.H. (1998) Entrepreneurial Intensity:
Sustainable Advantages for Individuals, Organisations
and Societies. Quorum Books: Westport.

Morris, M.H., Avila R.A., & Allen, J., (1993).
“Individualism and the modern corporation:
implications for innovation and entrepreneurship”,
Journal of Management, 19,(3), 595-612.

Morris, M.H., Schindehutte M., & La Forge, RW.,
(2002). “Entrepreneurial marketing: a construct for
integrating emerging entrepreneurship and marketing
perspectives”, Journal of Marketing Theory and
Practice, 10(4), 1-19.

Morris, Michael H., Webb,W.W., & Franklin R.
J.(2011). Understanding the Manifestation of
Entrepreneurial Orientation in the Nonprofit Context.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 35(5), 947-971.
Morrison, E.W., & Robinson, S.L. (1997). When
employees feel betrayed: A model of how
psychological contract violation develops, Academy of
Management Review, 22(1): 226-25.

Naman, J.L., &Slevin, D.P. (1993). Entrepreneurship
and the concept of fit: A model and empirical tests.
Strategic Management Journal. 14, 137-153.

Pellissier JM., & Van Buer M.G.(1996)
Entrepreneurial proclivity and the interpretation of
subjective probability phrases. Journal of Applied
Business Research. 12(4), 129-137

Peng, M. W., Wang, D. Y., & Jiang, Y. (2008). An
institution-based view of international business
strategy: A focus on emerging economies. Journal of
International Business Studies, 39(5), 920-936.
Pinchot, G. (1985). Intrapreneuring, New York, NY
Harper and Row.

Quinn, J.B., (1985). Managing innovation: controlled
chaos, Harvard Business Review, 63: 73—84.
Scheepers, M. J., & Hough, J. (2006). Entrepreneurial
intensity: Implication of new research results for
corporate entrepreneurship trainers.

Scheepers, M. J., Hough, J., & Bloom, J. Z. (2008).
Nurturing the corporate entrepreneurship
capability. Southern African Business Review, 12(3),
50-75

Shane, S., &Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of
entrepreneurship as a field of research, Academy of
Management Review, 25(1), 217-226.
Slevin, D.P.,&Covin, J G. (1990).
entrepreneurial style and organizational
Sloan Management Review, 31(2): 43-53.
Stevenson H.H.,&Jarillo J.C. (1990). A Paradigm of

Juggling
structure,

Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial ~ management.
Strategic Management Journal. 11(Summer, 1990), 17-
27. Available at:

http://www.timbv.nl/timbv/adviesgebieden/onderneme
nd-management/a-paradigm-of-entrepreneurship-
entrepreneurial-management

[62] Sundbo, J. (1999). Empowerment of employees in
small and medium-sized service firms, Employee
Relations, 21(2): 105-127.

The Global Competitiveness Report, 2013-2014, Klaus
Schwab, World Economic Forum, Available at:
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetiti
venessReport 2013-14.pdf

Venkatraman, N. (1989). Strategic orientation of
business enterprises: The construct, dimensionality, and
measurement. Management Science. 35(8), 942-962.
Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2005). Entrepreneurial
orientation and small business performance: A
configurational approach. Journal of Business
Venturing. 20, 71-91.

Wiklund, J., (1999). The sustainability of the
entrepreneurial orientation-performance relationship.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 24, 37-48.
Wiklund, J., Holger, P., & Shepherd D. A., (2009).
‘Building an integrative model of small business
growth’, Small Business Economics, 32(4), 351-37.
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.

Zahra, S. A., &Garvis, D. M. (2000). International
corporate entrepreneurship and firm performance: The
moderating effect of international environmental
hostility. Journal of Business Venturing. 15, 469-492.

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

Author Profile

Ms. WMPGC Weerakoon has earned her Bachelor of
Commerce Degree (2008) and Master of Business
3 Administration (2014) from University of Peradeniya
S Sri Lanka. Currently she is working as a Lecturer in
Entrepreneurship and Management at UvaWellassa University of
Sri Lanka. Her research interest includes entreprencurial
orientation, strategic entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship,
social innovation and market orientation of small businesses.

Volume 3 Issue 10, October 2014

Www.ijsr.net
Licensed Under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY

Paper ID: OCT14506

1246






