
www.manaraa.com

  T.C. 

MARMARA ÜNİVERSİTESİ 

SOSYAL BİLİMLER ENSTİTÜSÜ 

İŞLETME ANABİLİM DALI 

YÖNETİM VE ORGANİZASYON (İNGİLİZCE) BİLİM DALI 

 

 

 

 

 

STRATEGIC ORIENTATION AND BUSINESS PERFORMANCE 

RELATIONSHIP WITH FOCUS ON  

BUSINESS AND FUNCTIONAL LEVEL STRATEGY FIT:  

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY ON TURKISH ENTERPRISES 

 

 

Doktora Tezi  

 

 

 

 

ALİ HAYDAR ARK 

 

 

 

 

İstanbul, 2008 

 

 

 



www.manaraa.com

T.C. 

MARMARA ÜNİVERSİTESİ 

SOSYAL BİLİMLER ENSTİTÜSÜ 

İŞLETME ANABİLİM DALI 

YÖNETİM VE ORGANİZASYON (İNGİLİZCE) BİLİM DALI 

 

 

 

 

 

STRATEGIC ORIENTATION AND BUSINESS PERFORMANCE 

RELATIONSHIP WITH FOCUS ON  

BUSINESS AND FUNCTIONAL LEVEL STRATEGY FIT:  

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY ON TURKISH ENTERPRISES 

 

 

Doktora Tezi  

 

 

 

 

ALI HAYDAR ARK 

 

DANIŞMAN: DOÇ. DR. FATMA GÜLRUH GÜRBÜZ 

 

 

 

İstanbul, 2008 



www.manaraa.com



www.manaraa.com

ii 

 

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

I am sincerely thankful to my dissertation committee members Assoc. Prof. Dr. 

Fatma Gülruh Gürbüz, Prof. Dr. Şule Işınsu Özmen and Prof. Dr. Yonca Karapazar 

Aslanbay for providing support, encouragement and direction.  

I am especially grateful to my advisor Assoc. Prof. Dr. Fatma Gülruh Gürbüz 

for the motivation and drive for a better research and directing my academic grasp and 

for all the assistance during the whole journey. 

I am also grateful to my committee member Prof. Dr. Şule Işınsu Özmen for 

her valuable support and encouragement and direction in research especially when it 

was much needed. 

I am deeply grateful to my committee member Prof. Dr. Yonca Aslanbay for 

shaping my academic journey in strategy discipline and her support and encouragement.  

I am also thankful to Prof. Dr. Sedefhan Oğuz and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Fatma Aslı 

Küçükaslan for being in the dissertation defense committee and encouragement and 

support given. 

I gratefully acknowledge my since indebtedness towards family members, my 

wife Necibe, and my children and parents Zekiye and Rahmi for their support and 

encouragement that kept my spirit high all the way. I am especially grateful to my 

beloved mother Zekiye who stirred in me the will to complete this study and who 

passed away in 2005 while the research was still in process; and this dissertation is 

dedicated to her. 

 

 

 

 



www.manaraa.com

 iii

 

ÖZET 

 

Bu çalışma, sistem teorisi ve bağlılık teorisi perspektiflerinde işletmelerin 

stratejik oryantasyonları ve bu oryantosyanların iş performansları ile ilişkisinin ve bu 

ilişkinin pazarlama stratejileri ile nasıl mediasyona tabi olduğunun Türk işletmeleri 

üzerinde araştırmasını kapsamaktadır. 

İşletmeler ve ortamları artan bir şekilde kompleksti, dinamizm, belirsizlik, 

rekabet yoğunluğu ve pazar türbülansları ile şekillenmektedir. Değişim kaotik 

seviyelerde oluşmakta, değişen ortamlardaki yeni gözlemlerin mevcut teorilere nazaran 

teyit edilmesi veya reddi ve yeni ilişkilerin bulunması yönündeki gerekli araştırmaların 

büyük oranda eksik olduğu izlenmektedir. Bu çalışma, stratejik yönetim temelinde iş 

birimi yönetimi seviyesinde, stratejik oryantasyon ve iş performansı ilişkisini üç ayrı 

entegre model geliştirerek triangulasyon yöntemi ile Türk işletmeleri üzerinde 

araştırarak ve önerilen değişkenlerin performanstaki değişimleri ne ölçüde izah ettiğini 

tespit ederek ve temel fonksiyonel stratejilerden biri olan pazarlama stratejilerinin 

(pazarlama davranışının) bu ilişkiyi ne denli etkilediğini hiyerarşik çoklu regresyon ve 

mediasyon analizleri kullanmak sureti ile ampirik olarak test ederek anılan boşluğun 

giderilmesine katkıda bulunmayı hedeflemiştir. 

Bu çalışmanın sonuçları stratejik oryantasyonun, Miles ve Snow’un boyutsal 

tipolojileri, Miles ve Snow’un oryantasyon tipolojileri ve Venkatraman’ın STROBE 

boyutları modlarının tamamında olmak üzere, iş performansı ile arasındaki anlamlı 

ilişkinin varlığını ortaya çıkarmıştır. Bunun ötesinde bulgular, iş ve pazarlama 

stratejileri etkileşimi ile ilgili olarak eldeki bilgilere de büyük katkıda bulunmuştur. Bu 

araştırma neticesinde, iş stratejilerinin performans etkileşiminde, gizlenmiş etkileyici 

mekanizmanın mediatör olarak pazarlama stratejileri olduğunu ampirik olarak teyit 

etmek mümkün olmuştur.  

Yöneticilere iş stratejilerinin fonksiyonel stratejiler aracılığı ile uygulanmasının 

oluşumları kadar önemli olduğunun farkında olmaları, Türk Hükümetine ise SPI 

Stratejik Planlama Enstitüsüne benzer stratejik araştırmalar için bir Enstitü kurulması ve 

bu yeni oluşumda PIMS pazarlama stratejilerinin karlılık üzerine etkisine benzer 

stratejik araştırmalar yapılması önerilmektedir. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

This study is about strategic orientation of business enterprises and its 

relationship with business performance and how this relationship is mediated by 

marketing strategies on Turkish enterprises with a systems and contingency perspective.  

Businesses and their environments are increasingly characterized by 

complexity, dynamism, uncertainty, competitive intensity, and market turbulence. The 

change has been chaotic and the amount of research required to corroborate/refute 

existing theories against new observations in different environments and to seek new 

relations appears to be missing at large. This study aimed to contribute in closing this 

gap by developing a set of  three integrated models within the context of strategic 

management to investigate strategic orientation and business performance relationship 

at business unit level in Turkish environment with a triangulation methodology, and to 

determine if selected variables explain a significant proportion of variances in 

performance and to test empirically if this relationship is intervened by marketing 

strategies (marketing behavior) as one of the major functional strategies by using 

hierarchical multiple regression and mediation analyses.  

The results of the study revealed that significant relationships exist between 

each mode of strategic orientation in Miles and Snow’s typologies in dimensions, in 

Miles and Snow’s typologies in orientations, in Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions 

and business performance. Mediation analysis has contributed at large in disclosing the 

latent effect of marketing strategies as mediator in implementing business strategies. 

Further more the results have added much to our knowledge of interaction between 

business and marketing strategies. It is now possible to confirm on empiric basis that 

marketing strategies is the generative mechanism of business strategies in its 

implementation on performance.   

Managers are recommended to be aware that that the implementation of 

business strategies through functional strategies are just as important as their formation, 

and Turkish Government recommended  to establish an institute for strategic research 

similar to SPI Strategic Planning Institute and to undertake strategic studies similar to 

PIMS profit impact of marketing strategies on continuous basis. 
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Strategic Entrepreneurial Engineering  Administrative  Marketing 
Types Problem Problem Problem Problem     
                                                                                                                                                 (Propositions only) 
 

Defender  To seal off a portion of To produce and distribute  To maintain strict control To safeguard relations                

the total market to create goods and services as of the organization in with targeted market                     

a  stable set of products efficiently as possible order to ensure efficiency segment(s)  

 and customers 

Costs and  Very difficult for compete- Technological efficiency  Administrative system is Marketing planning has  

benefits to tors to dislodge firm from  is central to performance ideally suited to maintain  long-term, stable, per- 

strategy type  its industry niche, but a but heavy investment in stability an efficiency, but spective and may be  

 major market shift may technology require that but not well suited to  highly detailed.  

 threaten survival. these problems remain locating and responding Marketing practices tend 

  familiar and predictable to new products or to be mechanistic in  

  for lengthy periods of market opportunities nature, and maintain the 

  time   established brand image 

 

 

Table 2.1 Miles and Snow’s Strategic Types and Dimensional Approach on Adaptive Cycle
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Strategic Entrepreneurial Engineering  Administrative  Marketing 
Types Problem Problem Problem  Problem  
          (Propositions only) 
 

Prospector To locate and exploit new To avoid long term com-  To facilitate and co- To exploit first mover

 product and market  mitment to a single tech- ordinate numerous  and advantage, establish trust 

 opportunities nological process diverse operations and creditability for    

     successive innovations 

Costs and  Product and market inno- Technological flexibility Administrative system is Marketing practices and  

benefits to vations protect firm from   permits a rapid response ideally suited to maintain  planning are short-run in 

strategy type  a changing environment, to a changing domain, flexibility and effective- nature, and not very 

 but the firm also runs the but the firm cannot ness, but may under-  detailed. The exception is  

 risk of lower profitability  develop maximum effi- utilize and utilize in the area of corporate 

  and over-extension of  ciency in its production resources badly branding which is vital in its 

resources and distribution systems  communicating the brand 

  due to multiple   values and securing the  

  technologies  brand asset (i.e. customer   

    loyalty) 
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Strategic Entrepreneurial Engineering  Administrative  Marketing 
Types Problem Problem Problem Problem   
     (Propositions only) 
 

Analyzer To locate and exploit new To be efficient in stable  To differentiate the To manage marketing

 product and market portions of the domain organization’s structure communication require-

 opportunities while simul- and flexible in changing and processes to ments for stable and  

 taneously maintaining a  portions accommodate both stable dynamic products sets and 

 firm base of traditional  and dynamic areas of the associated audiences 

 products and customers  operation  

Costs and  Low investment in R&D, Dual technological care Administrative system is Marketing practices that 

benefits to combined with imitation   is able to serve a hybrid ideally suited to balance  reflects the duality of  

strategy type  of demonstrably success- stable-changing domain, stability and flexibility, nature for established 

 ful products, minimizes but the technology can but if this balance is lost,  and pioneered products,  

 risk, but domain must be  never be completely   it may be difficult to in how to strike the

 optimally balanced at all effective or efficient restore equilibrium appropriate balance in 

 times between stability    marketing efforts 

 and flexibility 
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Name of Researcher (s)  Title of the article   Measures used 

McDaniel, S.W. & Kolari, 
J.W.(1987) 

Marketing strategy implications of the 
Miles and Snow strategic typology  

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Walker, O.C.Jr. &  Ruekert, 
R.W. (1987) 

Marketing’s role in the implementation of 
business strategies: a critical review and 
conceptual framework 

Review and conceptual framework: 
a  new hybrid typology, adapted 
from Miles & Snow and Porter 

McKee, D.O.; Varadarajan, 
P.R.; Pride, William M. 
(1989) 

Strategic adaptability and firm performance: 
a market-contingent perspective  

Paragraph  approach; 
Self-typing  

Conant, J.S.; Mokwa, M.P.; 
Varadarajan, P.R. (1990) 

Strategic types, distinctive marketing 
competencies and organizational 
performance:  
a multiple measures-based study 

Multiple item approach; 
4 optional choices corresponding 
to 4 typologies 

Shortell, S.M. & Zajac, E.J. 
(1990) 

Perceptual and archival measures of Miles 
and Snow strategic types: a comprehensive 
assessment of reliability and validity 

Paragraph approach adapted; 
Self-typing 
 

Golden, B.R. (1992) 
SBU strategy and performance: the 
moderating effects of the corporate-SBU 
relationship 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing  

Jennings, D.F. (1994) 
High and low level organizational 
adaptation: an empirical analysis of 
strategy, structure, and performance   

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

James, W.L. & Hatten K. J. 
(1994) 

Evaluating performance effects of Miles’  
and Snow’s strategic archetypes in banking, 
1983 to 1987: big or small? 

Paragraph approach adapted; 
Self-typing 
 

Eric, P. (1995) Strategic types and growth strategies used 
by public accounting firms 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

James, W.L. & Hatten K. J. 
(1995) 

Further evidence on the validity of self-
typing paragraph approach: Miles and Snow 
strategic archetypes in banking 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Torres, A.M. & Murray, J.A. 
(2000) Diversity and marketing practice Paragraph approach; 

Case study 

Matsuno, K. &  Mentzer, J.T. 
(2000) 

The effects of strategy type on the market 
orientation-performance relationship 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Slater, S.F. & Olson, E.M. 
(2000) 

Strategy type and performance:  
the influence of sales force management  

Newly developed,  adapted from 
Walker & Ruekert;  
Self-typing 

Slater, S.F. &  Olson, 
E.M.(2001) 

Marketing’s contribution to the 
implementation of business strategy: an 
empirical analysis 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Snow, C. C. and Hrebiniak, 
L.G.(1980) 

Strategy, distinctive competency, and 
organizational performance 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Dvir,D.;Segev, E.; Shenhar, 
A. (1993) 

Technology’s varying impact on the success 
of strategic business units within the Miles 
and Snow typology 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Table 2.2 Some of Studied Examples of Miles and Snow Typology Based  
Research Articles  
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Name of Researcher (s)  Title of the article   Measures used 

Segev, E. (1987) Strategy, strategy-making, and performance 
in a business game 

Multiple item approach; 
7 points Likert scale 

Moore, M. (2005) 
Towards a confirmatory model of retail 
strategy types: en empirical test of Miles 
and Snow 

Multiple item approach; 
7 points Likert scale  

Smith, K.G.; Guthrie, J.P.;  
Chen, M. (1989) Strategy, size and performance 

Multiple item approach; 
5 response categories on a 
continuum  

Laugen, B.T.; Boer, H.; Acur, 
N. (2006) 

The new product development improvement 
motives and practices of Miles and Snow’s 
prospectors, analyzers and defenders 

Two criteria developed particularly 
for the investigation; 
Self typing 

Namiki, N. (1989) 
Miles and Snow’s typology of strategy, 
perceived environmental uncertainty, and 
organizational performance 

Multiple item approach; 
7 points Likert scale  

De Sarbo, W.S.; Di 
Benedetto, C.A.; Song, M.; 
Sinha, I. (2005) 

Revisiting the Miles and Snow strategic 
framework: uncovering interrelationships 
between strategic types, capabilities, 
environmental uncertainty, and firm 
performance 

Multiple item approach; 
4 optional choices corresponding 
to 4 typologies 

Golden, B.R. (1992) 
SBU strategy and performance: the 
moderating effects of the corporate-SBU 
relationship 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Segev, E. (1987) Strategy, strategy-making, and 
performance-    an empirical investigation 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Davig, W. (1986) Business strategies in smaller 
manufacturing firms 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Garrigòs-Simòn, F. J. and 
Marquès, D. (2005). 

Competitive Strategies and Performance in 
Spanish Hospitals 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Bahaee, M.S. (1992) Strategy-comprehensiveness 
Fit and Performance 

Multiple item approach; 
4 optional choices corresponding 
to 4 typologies 

O’Regan, N. and Ghobadian, 
A. (2006) 

Perceptions of generic strategies of small 
and medium sized engineering and 
electronics manufacturers in the UK: the 
applicability of the Miles and Snow 
typology 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Bird,  A. and Beechler, S. 
(1995) 

Links between business strategy and human 
resource management 

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 

Parnell, J.A. (1997) 
New evidence in the generic strategy and 
business performance debate: a research 
note 

Multiple item approach; 
5 optional choices  

Panitz, Eric (1995) Strategic types and growth strategies used 
by public accounting firms  

Paragraph approach; 
Self-typing 
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Figure 3.1 A Systems Model of Contingency Theory-Based Strategic Research (Ginsberg and Venkatraman, 1985) 

(Text in italics-and-bold color and dashed arrows have been inserted by the author) 

INPUT 

 
Environmental  
Variables 

Control Variables 

STRATEGY 

STRATEGIC 
ORIENTATION 

PROCESS 

 
Organizational 
Variables 

Functional 
Strategies 

OUTPUT 

 
Performance 

Business 
Performance 
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the text in italics-and-bold color, and dashed arrows.  Environmental variables are also 

named as industrial characteristics to differentiate the type of environment to correlate 

with active involvement of these variables in empirical works as in the example of the 

present study. Organizational variables have been underscored with functional strategies 

to concur with the naming of the concept in the present study. To illustrate the 

asymmetric relationships of the conceptual model of the present study the arrows have 

been redrawn. This model also appears to reflect double-loop learning behavior with 

feedback systems integrated in the model (Argyris and Schön, 1996).     

  3.2.   THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF THE STUDY 

Pursuant to strategic orientation and strategy literature review build up in 

previous chapter and discourse of theoretical base of the research on contingency in the 

preceding section, the conceptual model of the study on the association of strategic 

orientation and performance together with the involvement of business environment and 

intervening effect of marketing strategies is presented here. Although the model 

recognizes relationships between strategic business unit level strategies and various 

functional strategies, the focus of this study is restricted to the marketing management 

function. The proposed model has been developed within the contingency theory and 

has followed the systems model to involve all the contingency factors that have been 

included in Ginsberg and Venkatraman’s (1985) contingency review to determine if 

selected variables explain a significant proportion of variances in performance and the 

generative mechanism thereto; the model is depicted in Figure 3.2. 

The approach of including all the contingency factors together is also 

substantiated with the findings of James and Hatten (1994) whose study highlights … it 

is not the main effects of … strategy or environment that explains the performance … 

but the interactions between them. The author has chosen appropriate analysis so that 

the interactions are apparent at each stage. It also appears that Venkatraman (1985) had 

used a much basic model of assessing predictive validity of the relationship {STROBE 

dimension    PERFORMANCE dimension} for methodological considerations, in a 

similar way. As the model of the present study includes two distinct approaches, 

classificatory and comparative, with two different perspectives of Miles and Snow  
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ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES 
[Industry Characteristics] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
   STRATEGIC ORIENTATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
MARKETING STRATEGIES 
 
 
 

 
BUSINESS PERFORMANCE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Competitive intensity

Technological turbulence

Market turbulence 
 
Total perceived performance: 
 
- Overall performance 
- Comparative performance 
- Performance compared to    
   objectives 

Objective performance: 
Performance over the past three 
years 

  Figure 3.2 The Proposed Conceptual Model on Strategic Orientation of Business Unit 

[Model A] 
CLASSIFICATORY APPROACH:    
Typologies in dimensions 
- Entrepreneurial dimension 
- Engineering dimension 
- Administrative dimension 

[Model B] 
CLASSIFICATORY APPROACH: 
Typologies in orientations 
- Prospector orientation 
- Defender orientation 
- Analyzer orientation 
- Reactor orientation 

Market-leading strategies  
Market-challenging 
strategies   
Market-following strategies   
Market-niching strategies 

[Model C] 

COMPARATIVE APPROACH: 
Dimensions 
- Aggressiveness dimension 
- Defensiveness dimension 
- Analysis dimension 
- Proactiveness dimension 
- Futurity dimension 
- Riskiness dimension 
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b)  Defenders (Defender orientation): 

They seek to maintain a secure niche in a stable product-market domain rather 

than expanding into new markets. They focus on low cost through efficiency and 

process control, defenders of position. 

c) Analyzers (Analyzer orientation): 

They share features of both prospectors and defenders to reflect defensive 

manners in their established markets and analysis manners in moving into proven (by 

the prospectors) promising new markets. 

d) Reactors (Reactor orientation): 

They lack consistency in strategy, effectively resulting in no strategy and 

respond, usually inappropriately, to environmental pressures as they develop. 

The three strategic types prospectors, defenders, analyzers are consistent in 

strategies and perform well depending on the success of implementation whereas 

reactors are expected to be low in performance due lack of consistent strategy; reactors 

sometimes are not considered as a choice in research studies. However, in this study the 

results of analysis will prevail.   

Most of the studies of strategic orientation have facilitated Miles and Snow 

typologies on self-assessment basis where the managers have identified their choice of 

strategies as they perceive (Snow and Hrebiniak, 1980, McDaniel and Kolari, 1987; 

Zajac and Shortell, 1989; McKee et al, 1989; Golden (1992); James and Hatten, 1995; 

Slater and Olson, 2000; Matsuno and Mentzer, 2000; O’Regan and Ghobadian, 2006). 

The author concurs with some of the authors who have claimed that the simplicity of 

this single-item nominal approach suffer from some serious limitations, may reduce the 

reliability and precludes the use of advanced statistical techniques; in line with this view 

the author has chosen to derive strategic typologies empirically in facilitating Miles and 

Snow’s approach in operationalizing strategic orientation construct (Hambrick, 1984; 

Ginsberg and Venkatraman, 1985; Segev, 1987; Zajac and Shortell, 1989; Smith et al, 
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Table 4.2 List of Key Dimensions and its sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Defender Typology 

 

 
 
 

Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  
sourcing 

D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D. 
/Q.
No

Question in Turkish 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

D1 
4 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to locate a 
safe niche in a relatively stable products 
domain. 

D1 
4 
 

İstikrarlı pazarda, güvenilir bir pazar  
dilimi bulmaya çalışırız.  
 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

D2 
7 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to maintain 
a safe niche in a relatively stable products 
domain. 

D2 
7 
 

İstikrarlı pazarda, güvenilir bir pazar 
dilimini elimizde tutmaya çalışırız. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

D3 
10 
 

Our strategic business unit tends to offer a 
narrower set of products than its 
competitors.  

D3 
10 
 

Rakiplere kıyasla daha az ürün çeşidi ile 
çalışırız. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) D4 

15 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to protect 
the environment domain in which it 
operates by stressing higher quality than its 
competitors.       

D4 
15 
 

Pazar payımızı korumak için rakiplere 
nazaran yüksek kaliteye daha çok önem 
veririz. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) D5 

18 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to protect 
the environment domain in which it 
operates by stressing lower prices than its 
competitors.        

D5 
18 
 

Pazar payımızı korumak için rakiplere 
nazaran daha düşük fiyat uygularız 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

D6 
9 
 

Our strategic business unit concentrates on 
trying to achieve the best performance in a 
relatively narrow product-market domain.    

D6 
9 
 

Pazarın oldukça dar bir diliminde en iyi 
performansı sağlamaya odaklıyız 
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Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

Notes for 
sourcing 

D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Entrepreneurial:  
surveillance-
environment 
monitoring 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

D7 
20 
 

Our strategic business unit places less 
stress on the examination of changes in 
the industry that are not directly relevant 
to Our strategic business unit. 

D7 
20 
 

Sektörde bizi doğrudan etkilemeyen 
değişiklikler bizim için önemli 
değildir. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

D8 
11 

Our strategic business unit tries to 
maintain a limited line of products. 

D8 
11 

Sınırlı sayıda ürün/hizmet çeşidi ile 
çalışırız. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

D9 
13 

Our strategic business unit tries to 
maintain a stable line of products. 

D9 
13 
 

Ürün çeşidinde istikrara önem veririz.

Engineering: 
Technological 
breadth 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

D10
35 
 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be characterized as 
specialization concentrated into one or 
few specific areas.   

D10
35 
 

Kabiliyetlerimizi bir veya bir kaç  
alanda odaklanmış uzmanlık olarak 
tanımlayabiliriz. 

Administrative: 
structure 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

D11
41 
 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is functional in 
nature (i.e. organized by department- 
marketing, accounting, personnel, etc.) 

D11
41 
 

Organizasyon yapımız esas itibari ile 
fonksiyoneldir. (Şöyle ki pazarlama, 
muhasebe personel gibi birimler  
itibari 
ile yapılanmıştır.) 

Administrative: 
planning 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

D12
45- 
46 
 

Our strategic business unit’s planning is 
concentrated in identifying those 
problems, which if solved, will maintain 
and then improve its current product 
offerings and market position.         

D12
45, 
46 
 

Planlamamız, ürün/hizmet  
çeşitlerimizin piyasadaki konumunu  
korumaya odaklanmıştır. 
Planlamamız,  ürün/hizmet 
çeşitlerimizin piyasadaki konumunu 
güçlendirmeye yönelik odaklanmıştır.

Administrative: 
control 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

D13
51, 
52 
 

Our strategic business unit’s procedures 
to evaluate performance are highly 
centralized and primarily the 
responsibility of senior management. 

D13
51, 
52 
 

Performans değerlendirme 
süreçlerimiz merkeziyetçidir. 
Performans değerlendirme 
süreçlerimiz üst yönetimin 
sorumluluk alanına girmektedir. 



www.manaraa.com

106 
 

 

 

 

Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

Notes for 
sourcing 

D. / 
Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Entrepreneurial: 
growth 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

D14
24 
 

Our strategic business unit’s cautious and 
incremental growth is realized through 
market penetration. 

D14
24 
 

Pazara dikkatli bir şekilde azar azar 
nüfuz ederek büyürüz. 

Entrepreneurial: 
growth 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

D15
26 
 

Our strategic business unit’s cautious and 
incremental growth is sometimes realized 
through some product development. 

D15
26 
 

Pazarda dikkatli bir şekilde az sayıda 
ürün (hizmet) geliştirerek büyürüz. 
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 Table 4.3 List of Key Dimensions and their Sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

 in English and Turkish for Prospector Typology                                                                                      
      

Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  sourcing 
D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

Adapted from Segev 
(1987) 

PR1
5 
 

Our strategic business unit leads in 
innovation in its industry. 

PR1
5 
 

Sektörde yenilikçilikte lideriz. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from Segev 
(1987) 

PR2
12 
 

Our strategic business unit operates in a 
broad product domain. 

PR2
12 
 

Geniş bir ürün/hizmet çeşidimiz 
mevcuttur. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from Segev 
(1987) 

PR3
14 
 

Our strategic business unit’s product 
domain is periodically redefined.       

PR3
14 
 

Ürün/hizmet çeşitlerimizi dönemsel 
 olarak değerlendirilip tekrar 
düzenleriz. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture 

Adapted from Segev 
(1987) 

PR4
30 
 

Our strategic business unit believes in 
being the ‘first-in’ in the industry in 
development of new products. 

PR4
30 
 

Yeni ürün geliştirmede daima “ilk 
yapan”ı olmaya önem veririz. 

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture 

Adapted from Segev 
(1987) 

PR5
32 
 

Not all the efforts invested in being ‘first-
in’ in the industry in development of new 
products prove to be profitable. 

PR5
32 
 

Sektörün “ilk yapan” ı olmak adına 
yeni ürün geliştirilmesi için sarf 
edilen gayretlerin hepsi başarılı 
değildir. 

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture 

Adapted from Segev 
(1987) 

PR6
33 
 

Our strategic business unit responds 
rapidly to early signals of opportunities in 
the environment. 

PR6
33 
 

Çevremizdeki en küçük fırsat 
sinyallerini bile en seri şekilde 
değerlendiririz.   

Entrepreneurial:  
market position 

Adapted from Segev 
(1987) 

PR7
34 
 

Our strategic business unit’s actions often 
lead to a new round of competitive 
activity in the industry. 

PR7
34 
 

Yenilikçi uygulamalarımız sektörde, 
rekabet hareketine neden olur. 
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Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  sourcing 
D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

Adapted from Miles 
and Snow (1978); 
Conant et al (1990); 
De Sarbo  et al (2005); 

PR8 
21 
 

Our strategic business unit continuously 
monitors the marketplace for new 
product and market development. 

PR8 
21 
 

Yeni ürünleri ve pazardaki 
gelişmeleri sürekli izleriz. 
 

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth 

Developed by the 
author by adapting 
from Miles and Snow 
(1978)  

PR9 
36, 
37, 
38 
 
 
 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be characterized 
as broad and entrepreneurial with skills 
diverse, with multiple technologies, 
flexible enabling change to be created. 

PR9a 
36 
PR9b
37 
PR9c 
38 
 

Yapımız değişimlere uyum 
sağlayacak kabiliyettedir. 
Geniş bakış açılı ve girişimciyiz. 
 
Değişik uzmanlıklara ve çoklu 
teknolojilere sahibiz. 

Administrative: 
structure 

Developed by the 
author by adapting 
from Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

PR10
42 
 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is product or 
market oriented) 

PR10
42 
 

Örgüt yapımız ürün (hizmet)/pazar 
odaklıdır. 

Administrative: 
planning 
 

Developed by the 
author by adapting 
from Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

PR11
47 
 

Our strategic business unit’s planning is 
concentrated in identifying trends and 
opportunities in the marketplace which 
can result in the creation of offerings or 
programs which are new to the market or 
reach new markets. 

PR11
47 
 

Planlamamız, sektördeki fırsat ve 
eğilimleri teşhis etmeye yöneliktir. 
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Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  sourcing 
D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Administrative: 
control 

Developed by the 
author by adapting 
from Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

PR12
53 
 

Our strategic business unit’s procedures 
to evaluate performance are 
decentralized and participatory 
encouraging many organizational 
members to be involved. 

PR12
53 
 

Performans değerlendirme 
süreçlerimiz merkez kaç ve 
katılımcıdır. 

Entrepreneurial: 
growth 

Developed by the 
author by adapting 
from Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

PR13
27 
 

Our strategic business unit’s growth is 
achieved through product development.     

PR13
27 
 

Sektörde (pazarda) yeni ürün 
geliştirerek büyürüz. 

Entrepreneurial: 
growth 

Developed by the 
author by adapting 
from Miles and Snow 
(1978) 

PR14
28 
 

Our strategic business unit’s growth is 
achieved through market diversification.    

PR14
28 
 

Sektörde yeni pazarlar oluşturarak 
büyürüz. 
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Table 4.4 List of Key Dimensions and its Sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Analyzer Typology 

Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  
sourcing 

D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

AN1 
16 
 

Our strategic business unit adopts quickly 
promising innovations in the industry. 

AN1 
16 
 

Sektördeki yeniliklere süratle uyum 
sağlarız. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

AN2 
11 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to maintain 
a limited line of products 

AN2 
11 
 

Sınırlı sayıda ürün/hizmet çeşidi ile 
çalışırız. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

AN3 
13 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to maintain 
a stable line of products. 

AN3 
13 
 

Ürün çeşidinde istikrara önem veririz. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

AN4 
17 

The innovations which are chosen by our 
strategic business unit are carefully 
examined. 

AN4 
17 

Tespit ettiğimiz yeniliklerin 
uygulanabilirliğini dikkatlice inceleriz. 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

AN5 
19 
 

Our strategic business unit often reacts to 
innovations in the industry by offering 
similar, lower-cost products. 

AN5 
19 
 

Sektördeki yeni ürünlere düşük 
maliyetli ve benzer ürünlerle karşılık 
veririz. 

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

Adapted from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978); Conant 
et al (1990); 
DeSarbo  et al 
(2005) 

AN6 
22 
 

Our strategic business unit carefully 
monitors competitors’ actions in the 
industry. 

AN6 
22 
 

Rakiplerimizin hareketlerini dikkatlice 
gözlemleriz 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from 
Miles and Snow 
(1978); Conant 
et al (1990); 
DeSarbo  et al 
(2005) 

AN7 
8 
 

Our strategic business unit accrues most of 
its profit from its firm base of traditional 
products and customers. 

AN7 
8 
 

Kârımızın büyük bölümünü geleneksel 
ürün/hizmet ve müşterilerimizden 
sağlarız 
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Key Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  
sourcing 

D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

 
Engineering: 
technological 
breadth 

 
Developed by 
the author by 
adapting 
from Miles 
and Snow 
(1978) 

 
AN8 
39 
 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as analytical with skills 
enabling them to both identify trends 
and then develop new offerings or 
markets. 

 
AN8 
39 
 

 
Kabiliyetlerimiz pazardaki eğilimleri 
teşhis etmeye ve yeni çözümler 
üretmeye yöneliktir. 

Administrative: 
Structure   

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting 
from Miles 
and Snow 
(1978) 

AN9 
43 
 

Our strategic business  
unit’s organizational structure 
is matrix combining both 
functional divisions 
and product-market divisions.        

AN9 
43 
 
 

Örgüt yapımız matriks yapıdır. (İki ayrı 
tür ilişki üzerine kurulmuştur: 
fonksiyonel bölümler dikey hiyerarşi 
içinde iken yatayda fonksiyonel 
bölümlerden belli kişiler bir ürün/pazar 
yöneticisi eşliğinde proje ekibi olarak bu 
ürün/pazarı geliştirmeye odaklanırlar.)    

Administrative: 
planning 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting 
from Miles 
and Snow 
(1978) 

AN10 
48, 
49 
 
 

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying those trends in the 
industry which other competitors 
have proven possess long-term 
potential while also solving problems 
related to our current offerings and 
our current customer needs.        

AN10a 
48 
AN10b
49 
 

Planlamamız, rakiplerin başarılı 
uygulamalarını teşhis etmeye odaklıdır. 
Planlamamız, mevcut ürün/hizmet 
müşterilere ilişkin sorunları gidermeye 
odaklıdır. 
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Key Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  
sourcing 

D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Administrative: 
control 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting 
from Miles 
and Snow 
(1978) 

AN11 
54, 
55 
 
 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate  
performance are centralized  
in established products’ areas  
and more participatory  
in newer products’ areas. 

AN11a 
54 
AN11b
55 
 

Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz 
eski ürünler/ hizmetler söz konusu 
olduğunda merkeziyetçidir. 
Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz 
yeni ürünler/ hizmetler söz konusu 
olduğunda katılımcıdır.  

Entrepreneurial:   
growth 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting 
from Miles 
and Snow 
(1978) 

AN12 
29 
 

Our strategic business unit’s growth 
is achieved through adopting new 
products only after a very careful 
review of their potential. 

AN12 
29 
 

Büyümemizi, yüksek potansiyelli yeni 
ürün geliştirerek sağlarız. 

Entrepreneurial:   
growth 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting 
from Miles 
and Snow 
(1978) 

AN13 
25 
 

Our strategic business unit’s growth 
is achieved through assertively 
penetrating more deeply into markets 
that are currently served. 

AN13 
25 
 

Büyümemizi, bulunduğumuz pazarlara 
daha derinlemesine nüfuz ederek 
sağlarız. 
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Table 4.5 List of Key Dimensions and its Sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Reactor Typology 

 

Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  
sourcing 

Q. 
No Question in English 

Q. 
No Question in Turkish 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

R1 
6 
 

Compared to its competitors in the 
industry, our strategic business unit is 
aggressive in maintaining its 
product/market domain.  

R1 
6 
 

Pazarımızı korumak için rakiplerimize 
nazaran daha saldırgan davranırız. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

R2 
31 
 

Our strategic business unit takes many 
risks. 

R2 
31 
 

Risk almaktan çekinmeyiz. 

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

Adapted from 
Segev (1987) 

R3 
23 
 

Our strategic business unit responds to 
areas in which pressure is made on it by its 
environment 

R3 
23 
 

Çevremizden baskı gördüğümüz alanlarda 
karşılık veririz. 

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth 

Adapted from 
Miles and 
Snow (1978); 
Conant et al 
(1990); 
DeSarbo  et al 
(2005) 

R4 
40 
 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be characterized as 
fluid with skills related to the near-term 
demands of the market-place. 

R4 
40 
 

Pazarın kısa vadeli taleplerine cevap 
vermede çok becerikliyiz 

Administrative: 
structure 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and 
Snow (1978) 

R5 
44 
 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is continuously 
changing to enable us to meet 
opportunities and solve problems as they 
arise.        

R5 
44 
 

Örgüt yapımız fırsat ve problemlerle baş 
edebilmek için devamlı değişmektedir 
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Key 
Dimension: 
Dimensions 

  Notes for  
sourcing 

D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in English 
D./ 
Q. 
No 

Question in Turkish 

Administrative: 
planning 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and 
Snow (1978) 

R6 
50 
 

Our strategic business unit’s planning is 
concentrated in identifying the best 
possible solutions to those problems or 
challenges which require immediate 
attention. 

R6 
50 
 

Planlamamız, acil çözüm bekleyen sorun 
ve meydan okumalara odaklanmıştır 

Administrative: 
control 

Developed by 
the author by 
adapting from 
Miles and 
Snow (1978) 

R7 
56 
 

Our strategic business unit’s procedures to 
evaluate performance are heavily oriented 
towards those reporting requirements 
which demand immediate attention. 

R7 
56 
 

Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz 
esasen acil taleplere cevap verecek şekilde 
yapılandırılmıştır. 
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whereas Segev’s (1987) adapted typology contains only nine statements; fifteen 

statements have been used for prospector typology in this study whereas Segev’s (1987) 

adapted typology contains only eight statements; fourteen elements(questions) have 

been used for analyzer typology in this study whereas Segev’s (1987) adapted typology 

contains only seven statements; eight statements have been used for reactor typology in 

this study whereas Segev’s (1987) adapted typology contains only four statements. 

Conant et al (1990) and DeSarbo (2005) has only eleven statements in total whereas this 

study has fifty-three statements. Most of studies have developed typologies on 

entrepreneurial dimensions (Slater and Olson, 2000; James and Hatten, 1994); the 

author has followed the school (Conant et al, 1990; DeSarbo, 2005) which has given 

equal attention also to engineering and administrative dimensions.  

4.5.3. Strategic Orientation in Comparative Approach 

 Part 3 has twenty-six questions (question numbers: 57-82) operationalizing 

strategic orientation in comparative approach with Venkatraman’s (1989) dimensions 

on Likert scale ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 6=strongly agree: 

- Aggressiveness dimension 

- Analysis dimension 

- Defensiveness dimension 

- Futurity dimension 

- Proactiveness dimension 

- Riskiness dimension 

Venkatraman (1985) has originally developed eight dimensions in his doctoral 

dissertation including  

- Innovativeness 

- Uniqueness 

Later on, Venkatraman and other authors have left these two dimensions out ending 

with generally adapted six dimensions. The dimensions have been operationalized as 
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per Morgan and Strong’s (1998, 2003) adapted version. A composite list of the 

dimensions with corresponding questions in English and Turkish with question numbers 

is provided in Table 4.6. 
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Table 4.6 List of Key Dimensions and itsSources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Venkatraman’s STROBE Dimensions 
 

Dimension 
Var. 
No Question in English 

Q. 
No 

Var. 
No Question in Turkish 

Aggressiveness 

AG1 
AG2 
AG3 
AG4 

We often sacrifice profitability to gain market 
share. 
We often cut prices to to increase market share. 
We often set prices below competition. 
We often seek market share position at the expense 
of cash flow and profitability.  

57 
58 
59 
60 

AG1 
AG2 
AG3 
AG4 

Çoğunlukla pazar payı kazanmak için kârlılıktan fedakârlık 
ederiz 
Çoğunlukla pazar payını arttırmak için fiyat kırarız 
Çoğunlukla fiyatlarımızı rakip fiyatları altında tespit ederiz. 
Çoğunlukla nakit akışı ve kârlılık aleyhine de olsa Pazar payı 
konumumuz için gerekeni yaparız.         

Analysis 

AN1 
 
AN2 
 
AN3 
 
AN4 
AN5 
AN6 

We emphasize effective coordination among 
different functional areas. 
Our information systems provide support for 
decision making 
When confronted with a major decision, we 
usually try to develop through analysis. 
We use several planning techniques. 
We use the outputs of management information 
and control systems. 
We commonly use manpower planning and 
performance appraisal of senior managers. 

61 
 
62 
 
63 
 
64 
65 
66 

AN1 
 
AN2 
 
AN3 
 
AN4 
AN5 
AN6 
 

Değişik fonksiyonel alanlar arasındaki etkin eşgüdümü 
vurgularız.  
 
Bilgi sistemlerimiz karar verme süreçleri için destek sağlar.  
 
Ana konularda bir karar verme süreci ile karşılaşıldığında 
genellikle detaylı  
bir analiz geliştirmeye çalışırız. 
Birçok planlama tekniği kullanırız. 
Yönetim bilgileri ve kontrol sistemleri verilerini kullanırız.  
Genel olarak insan kaynakları planlaması ve üst düzey 
performans  
değerlendirmelerini kullanırız. 

Defensiveness 

DF1 
 
DF2 
DF3 
DF4 

We occasionally conduct significant modifications 
to manufacturing technology. 
We often use control systems for monitoring 
performance. 
We often use production management techniques. 
We often emphasize product quality through the 
use of quality circles.  

67 
 
68 
69 
70 
 

DF1 
 
DF2 
DF3 
DF4 

Ara sıra imalat teknolojilerinde önemli tadilatlar 
gerçekleştiririz.  
 
Çoğunlukla performansı izlemek için kontrol sistemleri 
kullanırız. 
Çoğunlukla üretim yönetimi teknikleri kullanırız. 
Çoğunlukla Kalite çemberlerini kullanarak ürün kalitesini 
vurgularız. 
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Dimension 
Var. 
No Question in English 

Q. 
No 

Var. 
No Question in Turkish 

Futurity 

FT1 
 
FT2 
FT3 
FT4 

We emphasize basic research to provide us with 
future competitive edge. 
Forecasting key indicators of operations is 
common. 
Formal tracking of significant general trends is 
common. 
We often conduct ‘what if’ analyses of critical 
issues.  

71 
 
72 
73 
74 

FT1 
 
FT2 
FT3 
FT4 

Önümüzdeki dönemlerde rekabette fark yaratmak için temel 
araştırmaya  
vurgu yapmaktayız.  
Operasyonların kilit göstergelerini tahmin çalışmaları 
yaygındır. 
Önemli genel akımların düzenli olarak izlenmesi yaygındır.  
Çoğunlukla kritik hususların ‘eğer olsaydı’ analizlerini 
gerçekleştiririz.   

Proactiveness 
 

PA1 
 
PA2 
 
PA3 
 
PA4 

We are constantly seeking new opportunities 
related to present operations. 
We are usually the first ones to introduce new 
brands or products/services on the market. 
We are constantly on the look for businesses that 
can be acquired.  
Operations in later stages of the life cycle are 
strategically eliminated. 

75 
 
76 
 
77 
 
78 
 

PA1 
 
PA2 
 
PA3 
 
PA4 

Devamlı olarak güncel operasyonlarla ilişkili yeni fırsatlar 
kollamaktayız.  
 
Pazar için yeni markalar veya ürün/hizmet geliştirmekte 
genellikle  
önde gelenlerdeniz.  
Sürekli olarak elde edebilecek işlerin peşindeyiz. 
 
Yaşam döngüsünün daha sonraki aşamalarındaki 
operasyonlar stratejik  
olarak bertaraf edilmiştir. 

Riskiness 

RK1 
 
RK2 
 
RK3 
 
RK4 

We seem to adopt a rather conservative view when 
making major decisions (rev.) 
New projects are approved on a ‘stage by stage’ 
basis rather than with “blanket” approval (rev.). 
We have a tendency to support projects where the 
expected returns are certain (rev.) 
Our operations have generally followed ‘the tried 
and true’ paths (rev.).  

79 
 
80 
 
81 
 
82 

RK1 
 
RK2 
 
RK3 
 
RK4 

Esasa yönelik kararlar verirken muhafazakar bir duruş 
benimsediğimiz  
görüntüsü vermekteyiz (rev.) 
Yeni projeler “toptan” onay yönteminden çok ‘aşama aşama’ 
incelenerek onaylanmaktadır (rev.). 
Geri dönüşleri belli olan projeleri destekleme eğilimindeyiz. 
(rev.) 
 
Operasyonlarımız genellikle denenmiş ve doğrulanmış 
yöntemleri  takip eder. (rev.) 
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4.5.4. Overall Performance 

Part 4 has two questions (question numbers: 83-84) measuring overall 

performance compared to objectives (as perceived by the key informant) and overall 

performance compared to competitors (as perceived by the key informant) as per 

Jaworski and Kohli’s (1993) measures on Likert scale ranging from 1=poor to 

6=excellent as provided in Table 4.7. 

 

Q. 
No 

 
Variable 

 
Source 
 

83 Overall performance compared to objectives 
Jaworski and Kohli 
(1993) 

84 Overall performance compared to objectives 
Jaworski and Kohli 
(1993) 

             Table 4.7 Variables Measuring Overall Performance 

 

4.5.5. Performance Compared to Competitors 

Part 5 has seven variables (question numbers: 85-91) which have been used to 

measure performance compared to competitors (as perceived by the key informant) on 

Likert scale ranging from 1=poor to 6=excellent, that are provided in Table 4.8.  
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Q. 
No 

 
Variable 

 
Source 
 

85 Market share compared to competitors 
Jaworski and Kohli 
(1993) 

86 Market share growth 
Jaworski and Kohli 
(1993) 

87 Sales volume compared to competitors 
Morgan and Strong 
(2003) 

88 Sales growth compared to competitors 
Jaworski and Kohli 
(1993) 

89 ROA compared to competitors 
Adapted from Jaworski 
and Kohli (1993); 
Ruekert (1993) 

90 ROI compared to competitors 
Adapted from Jaworski 
and Kohli (1993); 
Ruekert (1993) 

91 Product/service quality compared to competitors 
Morgan and Strong 
(2003) 

 
Table 4.8 Variables Measuring Performance Compared to Competitors  

 

 

4.5.6. Performance Compared to Objectives 

Part 6 has eight variables (questions numbers: 92-99) which have been used to 

measure performance compared to objectives (as perceived by the key informant) on 

Likert scale ranging from 1=poor to 6=excellent, that are provided in Table 4.9.  
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Table 4.9 Variables Measuring Performance Compared to Objectives 

 

4.5.7. Performance over the Past Three Years 

Part 7 has five variables (question numbers: 100-104) which have been used to 

measure performance over the past three years on Likert scale ranging from 1=poor to 

6=excellent, that are provided in Table 4.10. The respondent is asked to respond to the 

questions by filling in the blanks with percentage points for the years between 2004, 

2005, and 2006. 

 

 

 

Q. 
No 

 
Variable 

 
Source 
 

92 Customer satisfaction compared to objectives Morgan and Strong (2003) 

93 Customer retention compared to objectives Cavusgil and Zou (1994) 

94 Market share compared to objectives Matzuno and Mentzer (2000) 

95 Market share growth compared to objectives Matzuno and Mentzer (2000) 

96 Sales volume in YTL compared to objectives Morgan and Strong (2003) 

97 Sales growth in YTL compared to objectives Morgan and Strong (2003) 

98 ROA Return on assets 
Adapted from Jaworski and 
Kohli (1993); Ruekert (1992) 

99 ROI Return on investment 
Adapted from Jaworski and 
Kohli (1993); Ruekert (1992) 
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Q. 
No 

 
Variable 

 
Source 
 

100 ROA over the past three years 
Adapted from Jaworski and Kohli (1993); 
Ruekert (1992); Narver and Slater (1990, 1994) 

101 ROI over the past three years 
Adapted from Jaworski and Kohli (1993); 
Ruekert (1992); Narver and Slater (1990, 1994) 

102 
Market share over the past 
three years 

Adapted from Matzuno and Mentzer (2000); 
Narver and Slater (1990, 1994) 

103 
Market share growth over the 
past three years 

Adapted from Matzuno and Mentzer (2000); 
Narver and Slater (1990, 1994) 

104 
Sales revenue growth over the 
past three years 

Adapted from Matzuno and Mentzer (2000); 
Narver and Slater (1990, 1994) 

 
Table 4.10 Variables Measuring Performance over the Past Three Years  

 

4.5.8. Marketing Strategies 

 Part 8 has twenty-eight questions (question numbers: 105-132) operationalizing 

Kotler’s marketing strategies on Likert scale ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 

6=strongly agree. The scale has been developed by the author; on the basis of extensive 

literature review carried out for this study, it appears to be the first time that Kotler’s 

marketing strategies are operationalized and empirically tested. Operationalization of 

the dimensions and elements have been developed on basis of definitions and 

descriptions of Kotler’s (1984, 1997), Dibb et al (1997), Kotler and Armstrong (1999).  

 There are four typological orientations (dimensions) of this construct: market-

leading strategies, market-challenging strategies, market-following strategies, market-

niching strategies similar to prospector-defender-analyzer-reactor orientations of Snow 

and Miles’s (1978) typologies and aggressiveness-defensiveness-analysis- 

proactiveness-futurity- riskiness dimensions of Venkatraman’s (1989) model. 
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Market-leading strategies is a dimension representing leader’s orientation in 

marketing management operationalized as being number one with the largest share in 

the market. It represents propensity to expand total market, protect market share or 

expand market share. Similar variables have been used by other authors in different 

studies. A composite list of variables (market share position, marketing objective, 

strategic focus, approach to the market) operationalizing this dimension with six 

questions developed in English and Turkish together with references of similar studies 

undertaken is provided in Table 4.11.  
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Table 4.11 List of Key Variables and their Sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Market-Leading Strategies 

 
 
 

 
Key Variable Notes if any 

V. /Q. 
No Question in English 

V. 
/Q. 
No

Question in Turkish 

Market share-
position 

 L1
106 
 

Our business is number one with the largest 
market share. 
 

L1
105 
 

En büyük pazar payı ile pazarda bir 
numarayız. 

Marketing 
objective 

Similar variable 
also utilized by  
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al 
(1993), Doyle 
(1998). Question 
designed by the 
researcher.  

L2
110 
 

We lead other firms in price changes, 
distribution coverage and promotion spending 

L2
110 
 

Fiyat geçişlerinde öncüyüz

Strategic focus
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer 

Similar variable 
also utilized by 
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al  
(1993), Doyle 
(1998). Question 
designed by the 
researcher.  

L3
111 
L4 
112 
L5 
116 
L6 
117 

As the market leader, we try and support to 
expand the total market to gain more sales. 
As the market leader, our major concern is to 
protect our market share against attacks. 
We take proactive measures with continuous 
innovation to be always ahead of competition. 
To expand our market share, we build up to 
gain more shares from weaker competitors 
 

L3
111 
L4 
112 
L5 
116 
L6 
117 
 

En yüksek dağılım (bulunurluk) oranına 
sahibiz.  
Tutundurma (promosyon) harcamalarında 
bütün firmaların önündeyiz. 
Pazar lideri olarak, satışlarımızı arttırmak 
amacı ile toplam pazar hacminin 
büyütülmesi için çalışırız.  
Pazar lideri olarak saldırılara karşı pazar 
payımızı korumada hassasız. 
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 Market-challenging strategies is a dimension representing aggressor’s 

orientation who are not the market leaders, operationalized as being a runner-up or 

trailing firm, keen to fight hard to increase market share. It represents propensity to 

attack market leader with the largest share in the market, or those of his size who are 

inefficient and underfinanced, or those of smaller size or regional extent who are 

inefficient and underfinanced. Similar variables have been used by other authors in 

different studies. A composite list of variables (market share position, marketing 

objective, strategic focus, approach to the market) operationalizing this dimension with 

five questions developed in English and Turkish together with references of similar 

studies undertaken is provided in Table 4.12 
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Table 4.12 List of Key Dimensions and their Sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Market-Challenging Strategies 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Key Variable Notes if any 
V. 
/Q. 
No 

Question in English 
V. 
/Q. 
No  

Question in Turkish 

Market share-
position 

 C1
106 
 

Our business is not number one and we do not 
have the largest market share.  

C1
106
 

Pazar lideri değiliz. En büyük pazar payına 
sahip değiliz. 

Marketing 
objective 

Similar variable 
also utilized by  
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al 
(1993), Doyle 
(1998). Question 
designed by the 
researcher.  

C2
113 
 

We are keen to fight aggressively to gain 
shares from our competitors 

C2
113
 

Pazar payını arttırmak için rakiplere saldırırız.

Strategic focus
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer 

Similar variable 
also utilized by 
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al  
(1993), Doyle 
(1998). Question 
designed by the 
researcher.  

C3
118 
C4 
121 
 
 
C5 
122 
 
 

We attack the market leader aggressively to 
gain more shares. 
We attack not the market leader but those of 
our size who are underfinanced and not so 
successful. 
 
We attack not the market leader but those of 
smaller or regional size who are underfinanced 
and not so successful. 

C3
118
C4 
121
 
 
C5 
122
 
 

Pazar payımızı arttırmak için, pazar liderine 
şiddetli bir şekilde saldırırız. 
Pazar payımızı arttırmak için, pazar liderine 
saldırmayız. Bize yakın büyüklükte, finansman 
sıkıntısı çeken ve başarılı olamayan rakiplere 
saldırırız. 
Pazar payımızı arttırmak için, pazar liderine 
saldırmayız. Küçük veya bölgesel çalışan, 
finansman sıkıntısı çeken, başarılı olamayan 
rakiplere saldırırız. 
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 Market-following strategies is a dimension representing follower’s orientation 

(following the market leader) operationalized as being an imitator and a low-share 

competitor with no intention to overtake the leader. It represents propensity to hold 

share without rocking the boat avoiding confrontation with the leader. Similar variables 

have been used by other authors in different studies. A composite list of variables 

(market share position, marketing objective, strategic focus, approach to the market) 

operationalizing this dimension with six questions developed in English and Turkish 

together with references of similar studies undertaken is provided in Table 4.13.  
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Table 4.13 List of Key Variables and their Sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Market-Following Strategies 

 
 

Key Variable Notes if any 
Var.
No Question in English 

Var.
No Question in Turkish 

Market share-
position 

 F1 
108 
 

Our business is a low market share, and 
we avoid confrontation with the market 
leader. 

F1 
108 
 

Pazar payımız düşüktür.  
Pazar lideri ile çatışmaktan sakınırız. 

Marketing 
objective 

Similar 
variable also 
utilized by  
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al 
(1993), Doyle 
(1998). 
Question 
designed by the 
researcher. 

F2 
114 
 

We prefer to imitate or adopt leader’s 
products and hold share without rocking 
the boat. 
 

F2 
114 
 

Pazar liderinin ürünlerini taklit ederek veya 
uyarlayarak pazar payımızı koruruz. 

Strategic 
focus 
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer  

Similar 
variable also 
utilized by 
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al  
(1993), Doyle 
(1998).  

F3 
123,
124 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We duplicate leader’s products and 
packages and sell on the black market or 
through some distributors dealing with 
duplicated products. 
 
 
 
 
 

F3 
123,
124 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pazar liderinin ürünlerini/hizmetlerini 
ve/veya ambalajlarını aynen taklit edip 
kendimiz piyasalara doğrudan satış yaparız.  
Taklit ettiğimiz pazar liderine ait 
ürünleri/hizmetleri, kendimiz veya bu tip 
ticaret yapan kimi dağıtıcılar aracılığı ile 
satarız.  
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Question 
designed by the 
researcher.  

 
 
F4 
125 
 
 
F5 
126 
 
 
F6 
127,
128 
 
 

 
 
We emulate leader’s products, name and 
packaging with slight variations, as 
extensively as possible. 
 
We copy some things from the leader but 
maintain differentiation in terms of 
packaging, advertising, pricing, or 
location. 
We take the leader’s products and adapt or 
improve them to sell same or different 
markets.  

 
 
F4 
125 
 
 
F5 
126 
 
 
F6 
127,
128 
 

 
 
Adını ve ambalajını küçük değişikliklerle 
kopyaladığımız pazar liderine ait ürünleri, 
pazarın mümkün olan her dilimine yaymaya 
çalışırız.  
Bazı unsurları pazar liderinden kopyalasak da 
ambalaj, reklâm, fiyatlandırma ve satış yeri 
unsurlarında farklılaşmamızı koruruz. 
 
Pazar liderine ait ürünleri geliştirerek ayni 
pazara satarız. 
Pazar liderine ait ürünleri geliştirerek değişik 
pazarlara satarız.  
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Market-niching strategies is a dimension representing nicher’s orientation (target 

segments within segments) operationalized as being a player targeting a smaller 

customer base with distinct needs of goods or services. They operate in narrower 

markets and have specializations that others do not have; their markets are the ones that 

larger firms are not interested to serve. It represents propensity to find niches and hold 

the segment with specialization. Similar variables have been used by other authors in 

different studies. A composite list of variables (market share position, marketing 

objective, strategic focus, approach to the market) operationalizing this dimension with 

six questions developed in English and Turkish together with references of similar 

studies undertaken is provided in Table 4.14.  
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Table 4.14 List of Key Variables and their Sources with Elements and Corresponding Questions 

in English and Turkish for Market-Niching Strategies 

 
 
 

 

Variable Notes if any 
Var. 
No Question in English 

Var. 
No Question in Turkish 

Market share-
position 

 N1
109 
 

We target segments within segments or niches 
that other firms overlook or ignore. 
 

N1
109 
 

Hedef pazarımız, rakiplerimizin önemsemediği 
nişlerdir (küçük pazar dilimleri). 

Marketing 
objective 

Similar variable 
also utilized by  
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al 
(1993), Doyle 
(1998). Question 
designed by the 
researcher.  

N2
115 
 

It is crucial for us to specialize to know our 
customers better and to serve them better than 
any other firm. 

N2
115 
 

Bizim için müşterilerimizi diğer firmalardan 
daha iyi tanımak ve hizmet etmek önemlidir. 

Strategic focus
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer  

Similar variable 
also utilized by 
Wong et al 
(1987), Hooley 
et al (1992), 
Hooley et al  
(1993), Doyle 
(1998). Question 
designed by the 
researcher.  

N3
129 
 
N4 
130 
N5 
131 
N6 
132 
 

We serve one niche with specialization in 
specific/geographic market, 
 
Our specialization is on serving a niche 
customer base. 
We provide a specialized product (service) 
required by a small market segment. 
We serve multiple niches with specialization in 
one or more areas.  

N3
129 
 
N4 
130 
N5 
131 
N6 
132 
 

Belirli pazarlarda ve coğrafyada uzmanlaşma 
ile oluşmuş bir nişte (küçük pazar diliminde) 
hizmet veririz. 
Niş pazara (küçük pazar dilimi) hizmet 
vermekte uzmanız. 
Niş (küçük pazar dilimi) pazarın özel ürün 
talebini karşılarız. 
Çok sayıda niş (küçük pazar dilimi) pazara bir 
veya birkaç alandaki uzmanlığımız ile hizmet 
veririz. 
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4.5.9. Characteristics of Companies and Key Informants 

 Part 9 has thirteen descriptive questions (question numbers: 133-145) on 

characteristics of companies and key informants with five questions on industry types 

with ‘economic sector’ (question no.133) adapted from Narver and Slater (1990), 

‘number of full- time employees’ (question no. 142) also a reliable indicator of 

organization size (Smith et al, 1989) adapted from Naidu and Prasad (1994), and the 

rest ‘industrial segment’, ‘type of operation’, ‘products/brands’, and three questions on 

key informant characteristics designed by the author with five questions on export 

management criteria including the administrative structuring, which is a sign of 

company policy in export and reveals a good sign on its standing (see Appendix 1 or 2 

for questions on the questionnaire). Export orientation in a company follows a 

development in structural adaptability from someone in sales taking responsibility of 

exports to export and marketing departments as discussed in Kotler’s (1975) model for a 

five-stage evolution of marketing departments in the business sector from simple sales 

department to sophisticated modern marketing company. 

4.5.10. Environmental Variables: Industry Characteristics-  

 Competitive Environment 

Part 10 has six questions (questions numbers: 146-151) developed by DeSarbo 

(2005) for key concept of competitive environment (competitive intensity) in English 

and Turkish on Likert scale ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 6=strongly (see 

Appendix 1 or 2 for questions on the questionnaire).  

4.5.11. Environmental Variables: Industry Characteristics-  

 Market Environment and Technological Environment 

Part 11 has twelve questions (questions numbers: 152-163) developed by 

DeSarbo et al (2005) for two key concepts of market environment and technological 

environment in English and Turkish on Likert scale ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 

6=strongly agree (see Appendix 1 or 2 for questions on the questionnaire).  
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Question 164 reminds the key informant that this questionnaire is developed 

for one business unit and if he (she) is in charge of more than one, he (she) must 

complete another questionnaire. 

4.6.   DATA ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

A variety of statistical analyses have been conducted to test the research 

hypotheses and answer the research questions. Significance level for all hypotheses has 

been set at 0.05 unless otherwise specified. Quantitative data have been analyzed 

employing the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 13.0 for Windows. 

Descriptive statistics have been used to describe the sample based upon the 

data provided on demographic sheet. Frequencies, means, and standard deviations have 

been calculated for each demographic variable.  

To proceed with inferential statistics, collected date has been first tested with 

principal components factor analysis and reliability analysis in order to produce factors 

at desired reliability levels. Internal consistency of scale is evaluated by using 

Cronbach’s α set at 0.70 as recommended by Nunnally (1978) unless otherwise 

specified.  

In order to determine if relationships existed between various variables, a 

Pearson-Product Moment Correlation analyses have been calculated. 

To determine whether the fundamental analysis model(s) delineated have 

exploratory power, hierarchical multiple regression analyses are performed for each of 

three models separately. Multiple regression analyses have been used to determine 

predictive capacity of independent variables in relationships between strategic 

orientation construct, marketing strategies and performance. There is a need for 

discussion on the methodology of regression analyses to be used in the study.  

 The objective of regression analysis is to predict variance in the dependent 

variable in response to changes in independent variables involved in the relation and 

thereby serve to estimate the most representative model that yields the best, linear, 

unbiased estimate of parameters that minimize the sum of squared errors of prediction 
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(OLS ordinary least square statistical technique). The multiple regression equation 

summarizes above relation as      { y = b0  +  b1x1 + b2x2  +  … + b3x3  + e } where b0 is the 

constant, where the regression line intercepts the y axis, the term bx is called a 

regression coefficient, denoting the estimated change in the dependent variable for a 

unit of change in the independent variable, and (e) is the prediction error representing 

the difference between the actual and predicted values of the dependent variable (Hair et 

al, 1998).  

 There are several types of multiple regression analyses like standard and 

hierarchical regression, and which one to choose depends on the variables and the 

research model. The statistical difference between these types of regression analyses is 

the way variables are entered into regression equation model when analyzing data. In a 

standard multiple regression analysis, the predictor variables are entered together and 

employed to evaluate the relationships between a set of independent variables and a 

dependent variable. The statistical computing software will treat each of the predictor 

variables as though it had been entered after each of the other predictor variables; this 

reflects the researcher’s passive state not to interfere with the mechanism of the model. 

To overcome this short coming, another type of regression method is employed. In a 

hierarchical multiple regression analysis, it is the researcher who designs the order of 

entry of predictor variables into regression equation after examining the relationships 

between a set or groups of independent variables and a dependent variable. The 

researcher, after controlling the effects of some other independent variables or groups of 

variables on the dependent variable, is provided with means to exercise other options as 

desired (Hair et al, 1998).  

 For an analysis using stepwise statistical regression, the order in which 

predictor variables are entered is a statistical decision made by the software and not the 

theory on which the dissertation is based on. Stepwise has a data-driven methodology 

and can lead to the inclusion and exclusion of variables from the regression equation on 

the basis of very marginal differences in explained variance. Stepwise method is always 

treated separately because it differs in its underlying philosophy and the program is 

designed to select a variable that has the largest contribution to R2 from a battery of 
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independent variables at every stage and they terminate accepting additional 

independent variables at a level specified in the program (Cohen et al, 1998).  

 The other method which the author has decided to opt for is theory-driven with 

‘forced entry’ option on SPSS 13.0 using command enter where all predictor variables 

in the research model are included in the regression equation regardless of their semi-

partials. The entry of all variables is forced in a pre-specified sequence, either 

individually or in blocks, as a means of testing particular theoretical model and 

assessing the combined predictive power of the variables under study. This regression 

method provides an additional advantage of allowing the researcher to recognize R2 and 

partial regression and correlation coefficients as the impact of one (or group of) 

variable(s) as each of independent variable group joins the preceding ones one after 

another. Criteria for determining the order of entry of groups of independent variables is 

based on the principle of casual priority and temporal precedence which again is 

managed by the logic and relevance of the research (Cohen et al, 1998). The 

hierarchical multiple regression analysis is the method to be employed in this study.  

 Causal analysis enables the research model to represent the causal direction 

and nature of relationship in terms of variables that are involved in the research model. 

The variables in the model have a number of distinguishable roles that they may play 

such as a cause (X), of some variable (Y), has a generative mechanism that accounts for 

its impact on (Y). Such effects in which one variable causes another variable are called 

asymmetric effects to specify the direction of the relationship. These mechanisms often 

implicit in the research logic are called mediators of the effect of (X) on (Y). Following 

figure provides examples of a mediator (W) that totally accounts for the relationship 

between (X) and (Y), and a mediator (Z) that partially accounts for the relationship 

between (X) and (Y) (Venkatraman, 1989a; Cohen, 2003). A variable becomes a 

mediator (Z) to the extent that it accounts for the relation between the predictor and the 

criterion {between (X) and (Y)}; it represents the generative mechanism revealing how 

the independent variable inserts effect on the dependent variable (Baron and Kenny, 

1986). The partial mediation is called simple mediation model (Preacher and Hayes). 

This method is called mediated hierarchical regression analysis.  



www.manaraa.com

136 
 

                                                      X                                                                    Y 

X                 W              Y                         a                                                                   b 

                                                                                                                           

                                                                                        Z                           

         Figure 4.1 Asymmetric Interactions for Mediating Variables W and Z       

 

Equations for the path diagram and the mediation model is given below:  

Y = i1 + cX + e1,  

Y = i2 + cX + bZ + e2, 

Z = i3 + aX + e3, 

 where e1, e2, e3 represent unexplained or error variability, and the intercepts are being 

entered with i1, i2, i3.                                           

 The contribution of mediation analysis comes from its ability to go beyond the 

merely descriptive to a more functional understanding of the relationships among 

variables. It helps to understand the mechanism through which the initial variable (X) in 

the above figure affects the outcome (Y) in the above figure. In this context, the purpose 

of mediation analysis is to investigate the processes underlying the observed relation 

between an independent variable and dependent variable (MacKinnon, 2008). This 

meets the author’s objective of investigating the premise on role of functional strategies 

(as a subset of business strategies) in relationship between business strategies and 

business performance.  The meditational hypotheses reflect causal hypotheses about 

variables whereby the relationship between an independent variable and dependent 

variable is decomposed into direct and indirect (mediated) effects (MacKinnon, 2008; 

Venkatraman 1989a). Hence, a mediational model is a causal model and Hayes (2004) 

underlines that a statistically and practically significant indirect effect is the necessary 

component of mediation. 

c
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 Causal steps in fulfilling the requirements of the mediation model as outlined 

by Baron and Kenny (1986) on the path diagram are: 

1- The total effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable must be 

significant (path c on the above figure). This establishes that there is an effect 

that may be mediated. 

2- The path from the independent variable to the mediator variable (path a on the 

above figure) must be significant. This involves treating the mediator as an 

outcome (dependent) variable. 

3- The path from the mediator variable to the dependent variable must be 

significant (path b on the above figure).This involves treating the mediator as an 

independent variable 

4- The fourth step is required only for the complete mediation. If the independent 

variable no longer has any effect on the dependent variable when the mediator 

variable has been controlled, the complete mediation has occurred. A less 

stringent variation of the causal step method is to require simply that both a and 

b be significant. 

 For testing mediation Baron and Kenny (1986) recommends: (1) regressing the 

dependent variable on the independent variable, (2) regressing the mediator variable on 

the independent variable, (3) regressing the dependent variable on both the independent 

and mediator variables. 

 The author has followed the definitions and requirements set by Baron and 

Kenny (1986) and perspectives outlined by MacKinnon (2008) and Venkatraman 

(1989a) and practices designed by Williams (2003). 

 

Independent sample t-tests and ANOVA tests have been calculated to 

determine the relationships between various groups. 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has presented the research methodology including the research 

design, research objectives and hypotheses together with data collection and the various 
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methods for the analysis of the data. It identifies the methodological hallmarks of the 

analysis and explains the procedures developed to attend to research questions.   

Following chapter V presents the results of the study. Demographic 

characteristics of the sample are presented, examination of each question and testing of 

research hypotheses are discussed.   
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V. RESEARCH FINDINGS  

This chapter presents the findings on the data and results of statistical analyses 

undertaken to assess the relationships of strategic orientation and business performance 

with the mediating role of marketing strategies and other relationships between these 

key construct/concepts. Data are analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistical 

techniques. Descriptive overview of the study sample is presented, and results of factor 

analysis and reliability tests are discussed. It will be followed by amendments on 

conceptual model as per factor and reliability test results to become the research model 

of the study, which will then be tested with simple, hierarchical and mediated 

hierarchical analyses for various relations as per objectives and hypotheses listed in 

foregoing sections. Results of paired t-tests and ANOVA analyses for specific between-

group mean differences across the variables being studied will be reported as the last 

section.  

5.1. FINDINGS OBTAINED FROM DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

5.1.1. Sample Description 

This section covers the descriptive statistics for variables in the study. The aim 

is to produce general knowledge on the sample and establish a basis for further analyses 

of comparison, correlation and regression. Results on sample characteristics for the 

companies and the key informants are presented in the following part. There are 224 

elements in this sample.  

5.1.1.1.   Characteristics of the Companies 

In this part, company characteristics are sought with following elements: 

(a) Company characteristics with fifteen variables in terms of company type, 

age, capital source being foreign or domestic, geographical area of 

operation, number of employees;  

(b) Company’s business in terms of the aggregate and sections by business 

sector, business type, industry type;  
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(c) Export orientation in terms of export history, export intensity, relative 

share of exports and administrative structuring in export operations.  

 

(a)   Company characteristics 

 Data on company type has been produced from the content of the response given 

to ‘the title of your firm (organization)’ item of the questionnaire. The responses have 

been checked for the type of the company and the results have been used to produce the 

tabulation presented on Table 5.1 below. Incorporation type of the companies has the 

highest frequency while private companies, state companies and associations score very 

low with total of hardly three percent.    

  Company type Frequency Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 

Incorporation  132 58,9 58,9 

Limited Company  86 38,4 97,3 

Private Company  2 ,9 98,2 

State company  2 ,9 99,1 

Association, Union  2 ,9 100,0 

Total 224 100,0   
 

                  Table 5.1 Respondent’s “Company Type” 

  

 Data on company age has been produced on the basis of the response given to 

‘the year of foundation of your firm (organization)’ item of the questionnaire. The 

responses have been checked to calculate years of age of the companies, and the results 

have been used to produce the tabulation on Table 5.2 below. The first three levels are 

based on five years’ period for total of fifteen years; the consecutive four levels are 

based on ten years’ period for total of forty years; the next level is for a period of 

hundred years from 56 years to 150 years of age.   
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Periods  Frequency Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 

years 1-5 40 17,9 17,9 

years 6-10 39 17,4 35,3 

years 11-15 51 22,8 58,1 

years 16-25 40 17,9 76,0 

years 26-35 27 12,1 88,1 

years 36-45 7 3,1 91,2 

years 46-55 11 4,8 96,0 

years 56-150 9 4,0 100,0 

Total 224 100,0  

                 Table 5.2 Groupings of Companies per Age   

  

 The structure of the company capital with respect to foreign or domestic 

ownership has been questioned. The first level is reserved for companies who have no 

foreign investment in the capital. Consecutive two levels represent quarterly division of 

each twenty-five percent. The next level represents the controlling share level in the 

capital of fifty-one to sixty-seven percent. Fifty-one percent shares are usually enough 

to manage the company as per the directives of the Board of Shareholders, whereas 

sixty-seven percent share is enough to have a decisive role on the decisions of the Board 

as well. The responses have been presented in the Table 5.3. 
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Levels Frequency Percentage Cumulative  
Percentage 

None  176 78,6 78,6 

% 1 - % 25 6 2,7 81,3 

% 26 - % 50 12 5,4 86,7 

% 51 - % 67 5 2,2 88,9 

%68 and over  25 11,1 100,0 

Total 224 100,0 

              Table 5.3 Companies’ Foreign-Owned Shares 

  

 The respondent is asked to state name of the cities that the companies have 

presence in, and these cities have been categorized according to regions where they 

concentrate in the Table 5.4 below. The first group represents the companies that 

operate nation-wide. Other groups represent those companies that are not already 

represented in the first group. The second group includes major cities of where 

companies operate, with respect to population concentration. Istanbul has an important 

place in business analyses due to its largest share in many of the economic activities.  
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 Geographic region Frequency Percentage Cumulative  
Percentage 

Turkey all regions 84 37.5* 37,5 

Big cities (including Istanbul 
 and one of Ankara, Izmir,  
Konya, Adana, Gaziantep) 

19 8.5* 46.0 

Marmara region (including 
Istanbul] 3 1,3* 47,3 

Istanbul region 99 44,2* 91,5 

Ankara region 4 1,8 93,3 

Izmir region 6 2,7 96,0 

Sakarya 1 ,4 96,4 

Bursa 1 ,4 96,8 

Kocaeli 6 2,8 99,6 

Diğerleri 1 ,4 100,0 

Total 224 100,0   

    *Includes Istanbul 

 Table 5.4 Respondent’s Geographical Area of Operation 

 

The respondents are asked to indicate ‘number of employees’ in their 

companies. The sizes of groups represent customary levels. The first group is for 

companies having less than fifty employees followed by companies over fifty and up to 

hundred employees. The next level is for companies having employees of hundred to 

250 which is the level over which big size companies with employees of size 501 to 750 

are grouped. The last group is for companies having employees of more than 750. The 

results are provided in Table 5.5.     
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Groups for number  
of employees Frequency Percentage Cumulative  

Percentage 

<50 91 40,6 40,6 

50-100 30 13,4 54,0 

101-250 43 19,2 73,2 

251-500 25 11,2 84,4 

501-750 5 2,2 86,6 

>750 30 13,4 100,0 

Total 224 100,0  

 
                   Table 5.5 Number of Employees 

 

(b)  Company’s Business 

 The respondents are asked to identify their core business with one of 

manufacturing or services or otherwise. This is the simplest traditional segmentation of 

business activities and represented in Table 5.6.  

Company’s Business Frequency Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 

Manufacturing  83 37,1 37,1 

Service  140 62,5 99,6 

Others  1 ,4 100,0 

Total 224 100,0  

 
                               Table 5.6 Respondent's Business Sector 
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 The respondent is asked to indicate what type of business activity the company 

is involved in and the results are provided in Table 5.7. The first group represents 

general trade as specialization while the rest of the groups’ businesses are characterized 

with product type. The contributing companies appear to hold business types more 

diverse than scheduled for.    

Business Type Frequency Percentage Cumulative  
Percentage 

Trade  25 11,2 11,2 

Chemical  13 5,8 17,0 

Food and retailing  30 13,4 30,4 

Automotive  15 6,7 37,1 

Textile  12 5,4 42,4 

Energy  1 ,4 42,9 

Financial services (including 
banking and insurance) 

27 12,1 54,9 

Construction  17 7,6 62,5 

Health care  16 7,1 69,6 

Household goods  1 ,4 70,1 

Others  67 29,9 100,0 

Total 224 100,0  

       Table 5.7 Respondent's Business Type 

 
 Following industry type, as referred in micro economics, is another 

categorization of companies’ activities based on the product/services that the companies 

deal with, as given in Table 5.8. The companies that deal with consumer durables are in 

the first group versus those companies which deal with non-durables in the second 

group. The companies that deal with raw and semi-finished materials are positioned in 

the third group versus those companies that deal with components in the fourth group. 
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Supplies, services and wholesale and retail distribution types of support activities follow 

in consecutive groups. 

Industry Type Frequency Percentage Cumulative  
Percentage 

Consumer durables  16 7,1 7,1 

Consumer non-durables  30 13,4 20,5 

Capital goods  18 8,0 28,5 

Raw and semi-finished materials 25 11,2 39,7 

Components  15 6,7 46,4 

Supplies  1 ,4 46,8 

Services  93 41,5 88,3 

Wholesale and retail distribution 24 10,7 99,0 

Total 222 99,0 99,0 

No response 2 1,0 100,0 

Total 224 100,0  

           Table 5.8 Respondent’s Industry Type 

 Company’s Export Orientation 

The respondents are asked to indicate years of their export history. The first 

group contains companies within their first year of export; second group contains 

companies with export history up to three years. The third group contains companies 

with export history up to five years and following group contains companies with export 

history experience of more than five years. The response rate is low and may be taken 

as ’no export history’, the results are provided in Table 5.9.      
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               Table 5.9 Respondent’s Years of Export History 

Export intensity is measured with two options of ‘regular’ and ‘sporadic’.  The 

response rate here is low and the results are provided in Table 5.10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

        Table 5.10 Respondent’s Export Intensity 

Periods of export history Frequency Percentage Cumulative  
Percentage 

0-1 years  8 3,6 8,5 

1-3 years  13 5,8 22,3 

3-5 years  12 5,4 35,1 

5 and even more years 61 27,2 100,0 

Total 94 42,0  

No clear response 2 ,9  

No response 128 57,1  

Total 130 58,0  

Total 224 100,0  

Export intensity Frequency Percentage Cumulative  
Percentage 

Regular  65 29,0 69,1 

Sporadic  29 12,9 100,0 

Total 94 42,0  

No response 130 58,0  

Total 224 100,0  
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The respondent is asked to indicate ‘ratio of domestic sales to export sales’ as 

the next question. The first group represents companies that operate only in domestic 

markets; they have no exports. The second group represents companies that solely sell 

to foreign markets; they have no domestic business. The next group represents 

companies that are basically domestic players however they have also considerable 

amount of export sales. The fourth group represents companies that have almost equal 

sales to domestic and foreign markets. The results are provided in Table 5.11 above. 

Ratio of Domestic Sales to  
Foreign Sales Frequency Percentage Cumulative 

Percentage 

Totally selling to domestic markets  130 58,0 58,0 

Totally selling to foreign markets  3 1,3 59,4 

Domestic sales are higher than the 
foreign 

62 27,7 87,1 

Foreign sales are higher than the 
domestic sales  

18 8,0 95,1 

Sales to foreign markets and 
domestic markets are almost equal  

11 4,9 100,0 

Total 224 100,0  

 
     Table 5.11 Respondent’s Ratio of Domestic Sales to Foreign Sales 

 The respondent is asked to advise who is responsible for export sales’ 

management. The first option is export department; the second option is marketing 

department. The third option is the general manager followed by company owner. The 

response rate is low, and the results are provided in Table 5.12. 
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Department Responsible 
for Export Frequency Percentage Cumulative  

Percentage 

Export Department  45 20,1 47,9 

Marketing Department  23 10,3 72,3 

General Manager  14 6,3 87,2 

Company owner     12 5,4 100,0 

Total 94 42,0  

No response 130 58,0  

Total 224 100,0  

                  Table 5.12 Department Responsible for Export 

 

5.1.1.2. Characteristics of Key Informants 

 Key informants are asked to reveal three things about themselves. First they are 

asked to state job title as an indication of their current position within the organization. 

They are also asked to state their area of expertise and level of education for further 

distinction of their professional background as managers and key informants.  

 The respondents have been asked to state their job titles in an open-ended 

question. The first results are given below. The positions of the key informants are quite 

diverse. The results are provided in Table 5.13. 
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Table 5.13 Key Informant's Job Title 

 The key informants are asked to state their area of expertise by selecting one of 

predetermined options. Options of response includes ‘others’ and has received some 

quantity of responses. The results are provided in Table 5.14. 

 

 

 

 

Key Informant’s Job Title Frequency Percentage Cumulative  
Percent 

President, Vice-President, Chairperson,  
CEO, Director, General Coordinator,  
General Manager, Assistant General  
Manager 

73 32,6 32,7 

Owner-Manager,  Share-Holder Manager 29 12,9 45,7 

Marketing Director, Marketing Manager, 
Assistant Marketing Manager,  
Sales Director, Sales Coordinator,  
Sales Manager, Sales Expert 

49 21,9 67,7 

Production Manager, Technical  
Coordinator, Technical Manager,  
R&D Manager, Quality Manager 

9 4 71,7 

Company Manager, Assistant Company 
Manager, Regional Manager,  
Human Resources Manager,  
Personnel Manager , Strategy Manager 

40 17,9 89,7 

Finance and Administration Director,  
Finance and Administration Manager,  
Finance Manager 

19 8,5 98,2 

Operations Director, Operations Manager, 
Business Development Manager, 4      0,8 100,0 

No response 1 0,4  

Total 224 100,0   
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Key Informant’s Area of 
Expertise Frequency Percentage Cumulative  

Percentage 

Production-technology  49 21,9 21,9 

Finance-accounting  37 16,5 38,4 

Marketing-sales  93 41,5 79,9 

Human resources  4 1,8 81,7 

Others  41 18,3 100,0 

Total 224 100,0  

 
   Table 5.14 Key Informant’s Area of Expertise   

 Following Table 5.15 is the last for key informant characteristics on level of 

education on customary basis. College education has been grouped according to period 

of education as a short period of two years and a long period of four years. It was 

required that key informant should hold college education, as a minimum.  

Key Informant’s Level 
of Education Frequency Percentage Cumulative  

Percentage 
Primary school  1 ,4 ,4 

High school  5 2,2 2,6 

College- 2 years  28 12,5 15,1 

College- 4 years  133 59,4 74,5 

Post-Graduate school  57 25,5 100,0 

Total 224 100,0   

           Table 5.15 Key Informant’s Level of Education 

 5.1.2. Descriptive Statistics for Strategic Orientation 

This section covers the descriptive statistics for independent variable ‘strategic 

orientation construct’. The construct has been operationalized with two approaches of 
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classificatory (Miles and Snow, 1978) and comparative (Venkatraman, 1989). The 

following part will present results for Miles and Snow typologies that will be followed 

by Venkatraman’s comparative approach.  

5.1.2.1. Descriptive Statistics for Strategic Orientation:  

             Classificatory Approach 

Miles and Snow’s (1978) typologies in classificatory approach for strategic 

orientation have been operationalized with three key dimensions (entrepreneurial, 

engineering, and administrative), twelve dimensions and fifty-three statements. Miles 

and Snow have four typologies: prospector orientation, defender orientation, analyzer 

orientation and reactor orientation. Prospector orientation has been operationalized with 

fifteen statements; defender orientation has been operationalized with fifteen 

statements; analyzer orientation has been operationalized with fourteen statements, and 

reactor orientation has been operationalized with eight statements. The lists of 

statements for each orientation and their descriptive statistics are presented below. 

5.1.2.1.1. Descriptive Statistics for Miles and Snow Prospector Orientation             

 The lists of statements for prospector orientation and their descriptive statistics 

are presented in Table 5.16. Out of fourteen statements, ten of them represent 

entrepreneurial key dimension of typologies. Only PR9 represents engineering 

dimension and PR10, PR11, and PR12 represent administrative dimension of the 

prospector orientation. 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

 
PR1 

 

Our strategic business unit 
leads in innovation in its 
industry. 

224 4,47 1,385

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain PR2 

Our strategic business unit 
operates in a broad product 
domain. 

 

224 4,45 1,523
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Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

 
PR3 

 

Our strategic business unit’s 
product domain is periodically 
redefined.       

224 4,46 1,241

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture PR4 

Our strategic business unit 
believes in being the ‘first-in’ 
in the industry in development 
of new products. 

224 4,28 1,526

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture PR5 

Not all the efforts invested in 
being ‘first-in’ in the industry 
in development of new 
products prove to be 
profitable. 

224 3,34 1,337

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture 

PR6 

Our strategic business unit 
responds rapidly to early 
signals of opportunities in the 
environment. 

 

224 3,85 1,278

Entrepreneurial:  
market position PR7 

Our strategic business unit’s 
actions often lead to a new 
round of competitive activity 
in the industry. 

224 4,29 1,178

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

PR8 
Our strategic business unit 
continuously monitors the 
marketplace for new product 
and market development. 

224 5,17 1,015

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth 

PR9 
PR9a 
PR9b 
PR9c 
 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as broad and 
entrepreneurial with skills 
diverse, with multiple 
technologies, flexible enabling 
change to be created. 

224

 
4,83 
4,92 
4,38 

1,028
1,043
1,243

Administrative: 
structure PR10 Our strategic business unit’s 

organizational structure is 
product or market oriented. 

224 4,75 1,216
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       Table 5.16 Statements and Descriptives for Prospector Orientation  
 

The average response score is 4.32. The average score of entrepreneurial dimension is at 

4.24, the average score of engineering dimension is at 4.71, and the average score of 

administrative dimension is at 4.17 with the lowest in the group. The highest score is 

5.17 for environmental monitoring.  

 

 

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Administrative: 
planning 
 

PR11 

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying trends and 
opportunities in the 
marketplace which can result 
in the creation of offerings or 
programs which are new to 
the market or reach new 
markets. 

224 4,27 1,160

Administrative: 
control 

PR12 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate 
performance are decentralized 
and participatory encouraging 
many organizational members 
to be involved. 

224 3,51 1,527

Entrepreneurial: 
growth PR13 

Our strategic business unit’s 
growth is achieved through 
product development.        

 

224 3,95 1,413

Entrepreneurial: 
growth PR14 Our strategic business unit’s 

growth is achieved through 
market diversification.        

224 4,15 1,364

Average score PR 
 

224 4,32 

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly disagree 
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5.1.2.1.2. Descriptive Statistics for Miles and Snow Defender Orientation              

 The lists of statements for defender orientation and their descriptive statistics 

are presented in Table 5.17. Out of fifteen statements, ten of them represent 

entrepreneurial key dimension of typologies. Only D10 represents engineering 

dimension and D11, D12, and D13 represent administrative dimension of the defender 

orientation. 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D1 
 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to locate a safe niche in a 
relatively stable products 
domain. 

224 4,73 1,195

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D2 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to maintain a safe niche in a 
relatively stable products 
domain. 
 

224 4,75 1,210

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  

D3 
 

Our strategic business unit tends 
to offer a narrower set of 
products than its competitors.  

224 2,46 1,640

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

D4 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to protect the environment 
domain in which it operates by 
stressing higher quality than its 
competitors.       

224 5,25 ,885

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

D5 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to protect the environment 
domain in which it operates by 
stressing lower prices than its 
competitors.        

224 2,85 1,340

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D6 

Our strategic business unit 
concentrates on trying to achieve 
the best performance in a 
relatively narrow product-market 
domain.     

 

224 3,76 1,722
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Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:  
surveillance-
environment 
monitoring 

D7 
 

Our strategic business unit places 
less stress on the examination of 
changes in the industry that is not 
directly relevant to our strategic 
business unit. 

224 2,65 1,364

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  D8 Our strategic business unit tries 

to maintain a limited line of 
products. 

224 2,49 1,624

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  

D9 
 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to maintain a stable line of 
products. 

224 4,91 1,042

Engineering: 
Technological 
breadth D10 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as specialization 
concentrated into one or few 
specific areas.   

224 4,49 1,274

Administrative: 
structure D11 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is 
functional in nature (i.e. 
organized by department-
marketing, accounting, 
personnel, etc.) 

224 4,62 1,360

Administrative: 
planning 

D12 
D12a 
D12b 

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying those problems, 
which if solved, will maintain 
and then improve its current 
product offerings and market 
position.         

224 

 
4,04 
4,62 

1,243
1,039

Administrative: 
control 

D13 
D13a 
D13b 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate 
performance are highly 
centralized and primarily the 
responsibility of senior 
management. 

224 

 
3,69 
4,04 

1,503
1,451

Entrepreneurial:
growth D14 

Our strategic business unit’s 
cautious and incremental growth 
is realized through market 
penetration. 

224 4,08 1,337
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Table 5.17 Statements and Descriptives for Defender Orientation  

The average response score is 3.92. The average score of entrepreneurial dimension is at 

lows 3.74. The lowest score is 2.65 for environmental monitoring and 2.49 for product 

mix. The average score of engineering dimension is at 4.49 and the average score of 

administrative dimension is at 4.20. 

5.1.2.1.3. Descriptive statistics for Miles and Snow Analyzer Orientation 

 The lists of statements for analyzer orientation and their descriptive statistics 

are presented in Table 5.18. Out of thirteen statements, nine of them represent 

entrepreneurial key dimension of typologies. Only AN8 represents engineering 

dimension and AN9, AN10, and AN11 represent administrative dimension of the 

analyzer orientation. 

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:
growth D15 

Our strategic business unit’s 
cautious and incremental growth 
is sometimes realized through 
some product development. 

224 3,19 1,459

  D Average score 224 3,92 

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly disagree 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

AN1 
 

Our strategic business unit 
adopts promising 
innovations in the industry 
quickly. 

224 4,96 1,056

 
Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain AN2 

 
Our strategic business unit 
tries to maintain a limited 
line of products 
 
 

224 2,49 1,624
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Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

AN3 
 

Our strategic business unit 
tries to maintain a stable line 
of products. 224 4,91 1,042

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

AN4 

The innovations which are 
chosen by our strategic 
business unit are carefully 
examined. 

224 4,97 1,008

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

AN5 

Our strategic business unit 
often reacts to innovations in 
the industry by offering 
similar, lower-cost products. 

224 2,85 1,393

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

AN6 
Our strategic business unit 
carefully monitors 
competitors’ actions in the 
industry. 

224 4,86 1,106

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

AN7 

Our strategic business unit 
accrues most of its profit 
from its firm base of 
traditional products and 
customers. 

224 4,58 1,210

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth AN8 

Our strategic business unit 
has competencies that can be 
characterized as analytical 
with skills enabling them to 
both identify trends and then 
develop new offerings or 
markets. 

224 4,43 1,158

Administrative: 
Structure   AN9 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is 
matrix combining both 
functional divisions and 
product-market divisions.    

224 3,86 1,468

Administrative: 
planning 

AN10 
AN10a 
AN10b 

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying those trends in 
the industry which other 
competitors have proven 
possess long-term potential 
while also solving problems 
related to our current 
offerings and our current 
customer needs.        

224

 
  

3,72 
4,56 

1,328
1,262
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 Table 5.18 Statements and Descriptives for Analyzer Orientation  

The average response score is 4.13. The average score of entrepreneurial dimension is at 

4.23, the engineering dimension is at 4.43, and administrative dimension is at 3.87. The 

average response rate for product-market domain is 2.49.  

5.1.2.1.4. Descriptive Statistics for Miles and Snow Reactor Orientation                 

 The lists of statements for reactor orientation and their descriptive statistics are 

presented in Table 5.19. Out of seven statements, three of them represent 

entrepreneurial key dimension of typologies. Only R4 represents engineering 

dimension, and R5, R6, R7 represent administrative dimension of the reactor 

orientation. 

 

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Administrative: 
control 

AN11 
AN11a 
AN11b 
 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate 
performance are centralized 
in established products’ 
areas and more participatory 
in newer products’ areas. 

224

 
 

3,34 
3,90 

1,474
1,354

Entrepreneurial:  
growth AN12 

Our strategic business unit’s 
growth is achieved through 
adopting new products only 
after a very careful review of 
their potential. 

224 4,01 1,425

Entrepreneurial:  
growth AN13 

Our strategic business unit’s 
growth is achieved through 
assertively penetrating more 
deeply into markets that are 
currently served. 

224 4,51 1,116

 AN Average score 224 4,13 

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly disagree 
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      Table 5.19 Statements and Descriptives for Reactor Orientation  

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

R1 
 

Compared to its competitors 
in the industry, our strategic 
business unit is aggressive in 
maintaining its 
product/market domain.  

224 3,47 1,439

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture R2 

Our strategic business unit 
takes many risks. 224 3,73 1,225

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

R3 
 

Our strategic business unit 
responds to areas in which 
pressure is made on it by its 
environment 

224 3,61 1,301

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth 

R4 

Our strategic business unit 
has competencies that can be 
characterized as fluid with 
skills related to the near-term 
demands of the market-place. 

224 4,17 1,177

Administrative: 
structure R5 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is 
continuously changing to 
enable us to meet 
opportunities and solve 
problems as they arise.        

224 3,24 1,447

Administrative: 
planning R6 

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying the best possible 
solutions to those problems or 
challenges which require 
immediate attention. 

224 3,92 1,391

Administrative: 
control R7 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate 
performance are heavily 
oriented towards those 
reporting requirements which 
demand immediate attention. 

224 3,63 1,253

 R Average score 224 3,68 

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly disagree 
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The average response score is 3.68. The average score of entrepreneurial dimension is at 

lows 3.60, very low. The average score of engineering dimension score is 4.17. The 

average lowest score is 3.60 for administrative dimension. 

5.1.2.2. Descriptive Statistics for Comparative Approach of      

             Venkatraman’s STROBE Dimensions  

 Venkatraman has modeled six dimensions to operationalize strategic orientation 

and the descriptive results are presented in Table 5.20 below. Aggressiveness trait 

scores 3.11; analysis trait scores 4.21; defensiveness trait scores 3.38; futurity trait 

scores 4.10; proactiveness trait scores 4.12; riskiness trait scores 2.88 on the sample.  

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Aggressiveness 

1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 

We often sacrifice profitability 
to gain market share. 
We often cut prices to increase 
market share. 
We often set prices below 
competition. 
We often seek market share 
position at the expense of cash 
flow and profitability.  

Average score 

224 
 

224 
 

224 
 

224 
 

 
224 

3,63 
 

3,06 
 

2,78 
 

2,96 
 

 
3,11 

1,402

1,326

1,350

1,362
 

 
 

Analysis 

1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
4 
 
 

We emphasize effective 
coordination among different 
functional areas. 
Our information systems 
provide support for decision 
making 
When confronted with a major 
decision, we usually try to 
develop through analysis. 
 
We use several planning 
techniques. 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 
 

224 
 
 

4,20 
 
 

4,46 
 
 

4,50 
 
 
 

4,11 
 
 

1,159

1,151

1,088

1,224
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5 
 
 
6 

We use the outputs of 
management information and 
control systems. 
We commonly use manpower 
planning and performance 
appraisal of senior managers. 

Average  score 

224 
 
 

224 
 

 
224 

4,20 
 
 

3,79 

 
 

4,21 

1,219

1,535

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Defensiveness 

1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 

We occasionally conduct 
significant modifications to 
manufacturing technology. 
We often use control systems  
for monitoring performance. 
We often use production 
management techniques. 
We often emphasize product 
quality through the use of 
quality circles.  

Average score 

224 
 
 

224 
 

224 
 

224 
 

 
224 

3,20 
 
 

3,61 
 

3,26 
 

3,45 
 

 
3,38 

1,596

1,294

1,475

1,463

Futurity 

1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 

We emphasize basic research  
to provide us with future 
competitive edge. 
Forecasting key indicators  
of operations is common. 
Formal tracking of significant 
general trends is common. 
We often conduct ‘what if’ 
analyses of critical issues.  
 

Average score 

224 
 
 

224 
 

224 
 

224 
 

224 

4,00 
 
 

4,34 
 

4,26 
 

3,78 
 

4,10 

1,300

1,254

1,151

1,309

Proactiveness 
 

1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 

We are constantly seeking  
new opportunities related  
to present operations. 
We are usually the first ones  
to introduce new brands or 
products/services on the market. 
We are constantly on the 
 look for businesses that  
can be acquired.  
Operations in later stages  
of the life cycle are strategically 
eliminated. 
Average score 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 

 
224 

4,46 
 
 

3,42 
 
 

4,29 
 
 

4,30 
 

 
4,12 

1,112

1,462

1,357

1,118
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      Table 5.20 Statements and Descriptives for Venkatraman’s dimensions  

 

5.1.3. Descriptive Statistics for Business Performance 

Below, findings obtained from perceived performance indicators as well as 

partial answers received to objective performance indicators are presented.  

5.1.3.1. Overall Performance Last Year 

Overall performance is represented on basis of ‘compared to objectives’ and 

‘compared to objectives’ in following Table 5.21.  

 

 

 

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Riskiness 

1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 

We seem to adopt a rather 
conservative view when making 
major decisions (rev.) 
New projects are approved on a 
‘stage by stage’ basis rather than 
with “blanket” approval (rev.). 
We have a tendency to support 
projects where the expected 
returns are certain (rev.) 
Our operations have generally 
followed ‘the tried and true’ 
paths (rev.).  

Average score 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 

 
224 

3,13 
 
 

3,31 
 
 

2,46 
 
 

2,62 
 

 
2,88 

1,225

1,249

,988

1,085

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly disagree 



www.manaraa.com

164 
 

      Table 5.21 Statements and Descriptives for Overall Performance  

Both performance compared to objectives and compared to competitors score above 

4.50.  

5.1.3.2. Performance Compared to Competitors  

The tabulation of scores on comparative performance is in Table 5.22. It 

comprises of market share (item 3) with mean value 4.27, also growth in market share 

(item 4) with mean value 4.40 compared to competitors, sales volume (item 5) with 

mean score 4.38, and growth in sales volume (item 6) with mean value 4.36, return rate 

on assets (item 7) with mean value 4.11, and return rate on investment (item 8) with 

mean value 4.08 compared to competitors, and product or service quality (item 9) with 

mean value 5.02 compared to competitors. Average score is 4.38 at higher end of the 

performance scale.   

 

 

 

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Overall 
performance 
compared to 
objectives 

1 
 

Overall performance of the 
business unit compared to 
objectives is  

224 4,54 ,883

Overall 
performance 
compared to 
competitors 

2 
 

Overall performance compared 
to major competitors is  224 4,58 ,953

  Average score 224 4,56 

Scale 1=Poor … 6=Excellent 
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     Table 5.22 Statements and Descriptives for Performance Compared to Competitors 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Market share 
compared to 
competitors 

3 
 

When compared with the 
major competitors over the 
past year, our business unit’s 
market share 

223 4,27 1,010

Market share 
growth 
compared to 
competitors 

4 
When compared with the 
major competitors over the 
past year, our business unit’s 
market share growth 

223 4,40 ,976

Sales volume  
compared to 
competitors 

5 

When compared with the 
major competitors  
over the past year, our 
business unit’s total sales 
volume in YTL 

223 4,38 ,897

Sales growth 
compared to 
competitors 

6 

When compared with the 
major competitors over the 
past year, our business unit’s 
sales growth (in YTL) in 
percentage  

222 4,36 ,925

ROA 
compared to 
competitors 

7 

When compared with the 
major competitors over the 
past year, our business unit ‘s 
ROA  

221 4,11 ,947

ROI compared 
to competitors 8 

When compared with the 
major competitors over the 
past year, our business unit’s 
ROI 
 

221 4,08 1,095

Product/service 
quality 
compared to 
competitors 

9 

When compared with the 
major competitors over the 
past year, our business unit’s 
product/service) quality 
 

223 5,02 ,816

  Average score 221 4,38 

Scale 1=Poor … 6=Excellent 
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5.1.3.3. Performance Compared to Objectives 

The tabulation of score on performance compared to objectives is presented in 

Table 5.23 below. It comprises of customer satisfaction (item 10) with mean value 4.85, 

also customer retention (item 11) with mean value 4.80, market share (item 12) with 

mean value 4.48, also growth in market share (item 13) with mean value 4.36, sales 

volume (item 14) with mean value 4.38, and growth in sales volume (item 15) with 

mean value 4.35, return rate on assets (item 16) with mean value 4.12, and return rate 

on investment compared to objectives (item 17) with mean value 4.11 compared to 

objectives. Average score is 4.43 at higher end of the performance scale.   

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Customer 
satisfaction 
compared to 
objectives 

10 
 

Customer satisfaction  
 224 4,85 ,821

Customer 
retention 
compared to 
objectives 

11 Customer retention 
 224 4,80 ,815

Market share 
compared to 
objectives 

12 Market share 
 224 4,48 ,984

Market share 
growth compared 
to objectives 

13 Market share growth 
 224 4,36 ,993

Sales volume 
YTL compared to 
objectives 

14 Total sales volume in YTL  
 224 4,38 ,968

Sales growth (in 
YTL) compared 
to objectives 

15 
Sales growth (in YTL) in 
percentage 
 

224 4,35 ,950

ROA compared 
to objectives 
 

16 
 

ROA   
 224 4,12 ,981
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     Table 5.23 Statements and Descriptives for Performance Compared to Objectives  

5.1.3.4. Performance over the Past Three Years 

 The tabulation of scores on performance over the past three years with a high 

non-response rate on the questions is presented in Table 5.24 below. It comprises of 

return rate on assets over the past three years (item 18) with an average of about 44 

percent, with return rate on investment over the past three years (item 19) with an 

average about 98 percent, market shares over the past three years (item 20) with an 

average about 59 percent, with growth in market share over the past three years (item 

21) with an average about 55 percent, sales revenue growth over the past three years 

(item 22) with a n average about 95 percent.    

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

ROI compared to 
objectives 17 ROI  

 221 4,11 1,064

  Average score 221 4,43 

Scale 1=Poor … 6=Excellent 

Variables Code Statement n 

ROA over 
the past 
three years 

18 
 

For your SBU, please indicate ROA for 
each of following years. 

a. 2006 60,6266 % 
b. 2005 38,3969 % 
c. 2004 31,2379 % 

Average     44.0417 % 

 
 
80 
74 
71 
 

ROI over 
the past 
three years 

19 For your SBU, please indicate ROI for 
each of following years. 

a. 2006     65,9493 % 
b. 2005         197,5608 % 
c. 2004           30,5305 % 

Average        98.2341 %  

 
 
68 
63 
60 
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Table 5.24 Statements and Descriptives for Performance  

                  over the Past Three Years 

 

5.1.4. Descriptive Statistics for Marketing Strategies 

Descriptive statistics for marketing strategies are presented below in the order 

of strategies. 

5.1.4.1. Descriptive Statistics for Market-leading Strategies 

The items cover inquiries on market-share position as perceived (L1), 

marketing objective with respect to position (L2), strategic focus whereby the business 

seeks to accomplish objectives and approach to the market in implementing strategies 

(L3, L4, L5, L6, L7). The average scores of responses have been presented below in 

Table 5.25. Mean value for market for market share position is 3.14, for marketing 

objective it is 3.23 while for strategic focus and approach to the market, average score is 

3.53. The average of the strategy score is 3.44.  

Market 
share over 
the past 
three years 

20 
 

For your SBU, please indicate market 
share for each of following years. 

a. 2006    24,0018 % 
b. 2005          21,4376 % 
c. 2004        138,8185 % 

Average        59,1376 % 

 
 
95 
89 
84 
 

Market 
share 
growth over 
the past 
three years 

21 For your SBU, please indicate market 
share growth for each of following 
years. 

a. 2006 120,0419 % 
b. 2005         20,3093 % 
c. 2004         16,5060 % 

Average         55,0240 %  

 
 
 
91 
85 
77 

Sales 
revenue 
growth over 
the past 
three years 

22  
For your SBU, please indicate sales 
revenue growth for each of following 
years. 

a. 2006  33,5786 % 
b. 2005         30,2761 % 
c. 2004       238,6463 % 

Average        94,9850 % 

 
 
 
 
97 
90 
82 
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 Table 5.25 Statements and Descriptives for Market-Leading Strategies 

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Market 
share-
position 

L1 

 

Our business unit is number one 
with the largest market share. 

224 3,14 1,771

Marketing 
objective 

L2 Our business unit leads other 
firms in price changes, 
distribution coverage and 
promotion spending 

224 3,23 1,304

Strategic 
focus 
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer 

L3 
 
 
 
L4 
 
 
 
L5 
 
 
 
L6 
 
 
 
L7 
 
 
 
L8 

As the market leader, our 
business unit tries and supports to 
expand the total market to gain 
more sales. 
As the market leader, our 
business unit’s major concern is 
to protect our market share 
against attacks. 
Our business unit takes proactive 
measures with continuous 
innovation to be always  
ahead of competition. 
To expand market share,  
our business unit builds  
up to gain more shares  
from weaker competitors 
Our business unit takes proactive 
measures with continuous 
innovation to be always  
ahead of competition 
To expand market share,  
our business unit builds  
up to gain more shares  
from weaker competitors  
 
Average score 

224 
 
 
 

224 
 
 
 

224 
 
 
 

224 
 
 
 

224 
 
 
 

224 
 
 
 
 

224 

3,57 
 
 
 

2,58 
 
 
 

4,04 
 
 
 

4,08 
 
 
 

4,13 
 
 
 

2,76 
 
 
 
 

3,44 

1,419

1,293

1,596

1,595

1,368

1,453

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly agree 
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5.1.4.2. Descriptive Statistics for Market-Challenging Strategies 

The items cover inquiries on market-share position as perceived (C1), 

marketing objective with respect to position (C2), strategic focus whereby the business 

seeks to accomplish objectives and approach to the market in implementing strategies 

(C3, C4, C5, C6). The average scores of responses have been presented in Table 5.26 

below. Mean value for market share position is 2.21, for marketing objective it is 2.07 

while for strategic focus and approach to the market average score is 2.70. The average 

score is 2.47. 

 
       Table 5.26 Statements and Descriptives for Market-Challenging Strategies 

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Market 
share-
position 

C1 
 

Our business unit is not number 
one and we do not have the 
largest market share.  

224 2,21 1,298

Marketing 
objective 

C2 Our business unit is keen to fight 
aggressively to gain shares from 
its competitors 

224 2,07 1,249

Strategic 
focus 
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer 

C3 
 
 
C4 
 
 
 
 
C5 
 
 

Our business unit attacks the 
market leader aggressively to 
gain more shares. 
Our business leader attacks not 
the market leader but those of its 
size who are underfinanced and 
not so successful to gain more 
shares. 
Our business unit attacks not the 
market leader but those of 
smaller or regional size who are 
underfinanced and not so 
successful to gain more shares.  
 
Average score 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 
 
 

224 
 
 
 
 
 

224 

2,40 
 
 

2,17 
 
 
 
 

3,52 
 
 
 
 
 

2,47 

1,242

1,362

1,875

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly agree 
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5.1.4.3. Descriptive Statistics for Market-Following Strategies 

The items cover inquiries on market-share position as perceived (F1), 

marketing objective with respect to position (F2), strategic focus whereby the business 

seeks to accomplish objectives and approach to the market in implementing strategies 

(F3, F4, F5, F6). The average scores of responses have been presented in Table 5.27 

below. Mean value for market share position is 2.4, for marketing objective it is 1.75, 

while for strategic focus and approach to the market it is 1.79. The average score is 

1.91. 

     
     Table 5.27 Statements and Descriptives for Market-Following Strategies 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Market 
share-
position 

F1 
 

Our business is a low market share, 
and we avoid confrontation  
with the market leader. 

224 
224 

2,50 
2,17 

1,596 
1,368 

Marketing 
objective 

F2 
We prefer to imitate or adopt 
leader’s products and hold share 
without rocking the boat. 

224 1,75 
 

1,036 
 

Strategic 
focus 
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer  

F3 
 
 
 
 
F4 
 
 
 
F5 
 
 
 
F6 
 
 

We duplicate leader’s products  
and packages and sell on the  
black market or through some 
distributors dealing with  
duplicated products. 
We emulate leader’s products, 
name and packaging with slight 
variations, as extensively as 
possible. 
We copy some things from the 
leader but maintain differentiation 
in terms of packaging, advertising, 
pricing, or location. 
We take the leader’s products and 
adapt or improve them to sell same 
or different markets.  
 
Average score 

224 
224 
 
 
 
224 
 
 
 
224 
 
 
 
224 
224 
 
224 
 

1,50 
1,49 
 
 
 
1,48 
 
 
 
2,19 
 
 
 
2,01 
2,08 
 
1,91 

0,998 
1,011 
 
 
 
0,951 
 
 
 
1,585 
 
 
 
1,351 
1,457 
 
 

Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly agree 
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5.1.4.4. Descriptive Statistics for Market-Niching Strategies 

The items cover inquiries on market-share position as perceived (N1), 

marketing objective with respect to position (N2), strategic focus whereby the business 

seeks to accomplish objectives and approach to the market in implementing strategies 

(N3, N4, N5, N6). The average scores of responses have been presented in Table 5.28 

below.  Mean value for market share position is 2.16, for marketing objective it is 5.08, 

while for strategic focus and approach to the market average score is 2.83. The average 

score is 3.09. 

 
           Table 5.28 Statements and Descriptives for Market-Niching Strategies 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Market 
share-
position 

N1 
 

Our business unit targets 
segments within segments or 
niches that other firms overlook 
or ignore. 

224 2,16 1,339

Marketing 
objective 

N2 It is crucial for our business unit 
to specialize to know its 
customers better and to serve 
them better than any other firm. 

224 5,08 0,997

Strategic 
focus 
 
Approach to 
the market: 
whole or 
selected, 
individual 
customer  

N3 
 
 
N4 
 
 
N5 
 
 
N6 

Our business unit serves one 
niche with specialization in 
specific/geographic market. 
Our business unit’s specialization 
is on serving a niche customer 
base. 
Our business unit provides a 
specialized product required by a 
small market segment. 
Our business unit serves multiple 
niches with specialization in one 
or more areas.  
 
Average score 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 

224 
 
 
 

224 
 

2,55 
 
 

2,75 
 
 

3,01 
 
 

3,01 
 
 
 

3,09 

1,438

1,529

1,589

1,506

 
Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly agree 
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 5.1.5. Descriptive Statistics for Environmental Variables 

Descriptive statistics for environmental key concepts of industrial 

characteristics are presented below. Each of the key industry characteristics, 

competitive intensity, market turbulence and technological turbulence, has six elements 

to operationalize. 

 5.1.5.1. Descriptive Statistics for Competitive Intensity 

 This key concept reflects how the whole market is behaving with respect to 

competition. The elements being questioned are competition (CI1) on the level of 

competition with mean value 5.13, promotion wars (CI2) on the density of promotions 

with mean value 3.29, competitor match (CI3) on the responsiveness to competition 

with mean value 3.78, price competition (CI4) on the level of price race with mean 

value 4.31, competitive move frequency (CI5) on the frequency level of competitive 

moves with mean value 3.74, competitive strength (CI6) on how strong the competitors 

are with mean value 2.82. The average score is 3.84.The list of the statements and 

descriptive results are presented in Table 5.29 below.  

 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Competition CI1 
 Competition in our industry is 

cutthroat. 
223 5,13 0,987

Promotion 
wars CI2 There are many promotion wars 

in our industry. 
223 3,29 1,627

Competitor 
match CI3 Anything that one competitor can 

offer others can match readily. 
223 3,78 1,313

Price 
competition CI4 Price competition is a hallmark of 

our Industry. 
223 4,31 1,311

Competitive 
move 
frequency 
 

CI5 One hears of a new competitive 
move almost every day. 223 3,74 1,331



www.manaraa.com

174 
 

 
             Table 5.29 Statements and Descriptives for Competitive Intensity 

 

5.1.5.2. Descriptive Statistics for Market Turbulence 

This key concept reflects the dynamism in the market with respect to stability. 

The elements being questioned are change in preferences (MT1) with mean value 3.94, 

inclination for new products (MT2) with mean value 4.06, sensitivity for price change 

(MT3) with mean value 4.36, change in product-related requirements of new customers 

(MT4) with mean value 3.47, continuation in customer base (MT5) with mean value 

4.95, predictability of change in the market (MT6) with mean value 3.17. The average 

score is 3.99.The list of the statements and descriptive results are presented in Table 

5.30 below. 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation

Competitive 
strength CI6 Our competitors are relatively 

weak 
223 2,82 1,345

  Average score 223 3,84 

 
Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly agree 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Preferences 
change through 
time MT1 

 

In our kind of business, 
customers’ product 
preferences change quite a bit 
over time. 

224 3,94 1,164

Customers look 
for new 
products MT2 

 

Our customers tend to 
 look for new products 
 all the time. 

224 4,06 1,198

Price relatively 
unimportant MT3 

 

Sometimes our customers  
Are  Very  price-sensitive,  
but on the other occasions,  
price is relatively unimportant. 

224 4,36 1,147
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             Table 5.30 Statements and Descriptives for Market Turbulence 

5.1.5.3. Descriptive Statistics for Technological Turbulence 

This key concept reflects the dynamic change in technologies related to 

production or services. The elements being questioned are change in technology (TE1) 

with mean value 4.01, technology’s contribution  (TE2) with mean value 4.29, 

predictability of change in technology (TE3) with mean value 3.53, innovation due to 

technology (TE4) with mean value 4.08, technological development (TE5) with mean 

value 2.88, frequency of technological change (TE6) with mean value 3.62. 

Technological turbulence is a commonly used variable to identify respective dynamism 

in the market place. The average score is 3.74.The list of the statements and descriptive 

results are presented in Table 5.31 below. 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Product-related 
needs are 
different 

MT4 
 

New customers tend to have 
product-related needs that are 
different form those of our 
existing customers. 

224 3,47 1,263

Cater to many 
of the same 
customers  

MT5 
 

We cater to many of the same 
customers that we used to in 
the past. 

224 4,95 1,032

Difficult to 
predict 
marketplace 
changes 

MT6 
 

It is very difficult to predict 
any changes in this 
marketplace. 
 

224 3,17 1,192

  Average score  3,99 
 
Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly agree 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Technology 
changing rapidly 

TE1 
 

The technology in our 
industry is changing 
rapidly. 

224 4,01 1,310
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    Table 5.31 Statements and Descriptives for Market-Leading Strategies 

 

5.2. RESULTS FOR FACTOR AND RELIABILITY ANALYSES 

This section presents results of factor analysis of the scales used in the 

research. The goal of the analyses is to describe the data by grouping variables that are 

correlated with each other and derive a relatively small number of common underlying 

dimensions (factors) that account for the variability found in a relatively large number 

of measured responses with minimum loss of information. The exploratory factor 

Variables Code Statement n Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Technological 
change provides 
opportunities 

TE2 
 

Technological changes 
provide big opportunities in 
our industry. 

224 4,29 1,295

Difficult to 
forecast 
technology 

TE3 
 

It is very difficult to 
forecast where the 
technology in our industry 
will be in the next two to 
three years. 

224 3,53 1,342

New product 
ideas from 
technology TE4 

 

A large number of new 
product ideas have been 
made possible through 
technological 
breakthroughs in our 
industry. 

224 4,08 1,391

Technological 
developments are 
minor 

TE5 
 

Technological 
developments in our 
industry are rather minor. 

224 2,88 1,573

Technological 
changes are 
frequent 

TE6 
 

The technological changes 
in this industry are frequent. 224 3,62 1,438

  
Average score 224 3,74  

 
Scale 1=Strongly disagree … 6=Strongly agree 
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analysis (EFA) is most suitable for this purpose. Extracting method the principal 

component analysis PCA used provides both common and unique variances and 

includes as many significant factors as possible from the data set. The PCA with R-

mode analyzing relationships among variables to identify groups forming latent 

dimensions (factors), and with orthogonal method of Varimax rotation and Kaiser 

normalization summarizing variables into parsimonious and uncorrelated factors 

(components) are preferred and employed on SPSS 13.0. PCA seeks a liner combination 

of variables such that maximum variance is extracted and total (common and unique) 

variance is obtained. In this respect, the Guttman-Kaiser criterion (Yeomans and 

Golder, 1982) and Cattell’s (1966) scree plot have been utilized to determine number of 

factors (components) for each construct. The Guttman-Kaiser criterion (also called 

Kaiser Rule K1) requires all components with eigenvalues (latent roots) under 1.0 to be 

dropped and has been taken as the major criteria, while Cattell’s scree plot helps to 

display components and eigenvalues in linear relationship and is taken as guidance in 

this study.      

Before conducting factor analyses, two tests are computed to examine whether 

data is appropriate for factor analysis: (1) Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity testing the 

hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix with no correlation between 

variables, its value must be significant at p<0.50 rejecting the null hypothesis and 

confirming correlation exists between variables, and (2) Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy (KMO-MSA) must be higher than 0.50 indicating that partial 

correlations are low. The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling 

adequacy of the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Loadings under 0.50 

have been suppressed. To test the reliabilities of the scales, Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

analysis is conducted. Factors having reliability below Nunnally’s (1978) recommended 

threshold of 0.70 are dropped unless it is necessary to keep them in the analyses due to 

data scarcity.  Items whose deletion contributes to an increase in the reliability of a 

factor above Nunnally’s (1978) recommended threshold of 0.70 are also dropped. 
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5.2.1. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Strategic Orientation:  

            Classificatory Approach- M&S Typologies in Dimensions  

This scale has fifty-three items (fifty-five statements in Turkish version of the 

instrument) comprising of all widely used variables in the literature and those 

operationalized by the author based on organizational adaptation theory developed by 

Miles and Snow (1978). The statements have been randomly ordered in the 

questionnaire to preclude respondent’s bias. This analysis will focus on determining 

dimensions (factors) and their elements in common without any regard to prior 

conceptualization on typologies.  

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity gives 

significant results: chi-square value at 5420.778, significant at 0.000 levels confirming 

correlations among variables. Initial KMO-MSA test result is 0.809 which indicates that 

the total correlation in the matrix is also well above the threshold limit level at 0.50. The 

initial test values reveal that data is suitable so that factor analysis may be proceeded 

with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale (0.809), 

none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser) except Prospector 5 

with a factor loading of  0.405. Prospector 5 is eliminated and the factor analysis is run 

again. The KMO-MSA rises to 0.818, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity (chi-square 

value of 5310.480) is significant at 0.000 levels.  

The consecutive step is to assess the number of factors that are extracted. The 

Guttman-Kaiser criterion, percentage of variance explained, and the scree plot are 

examined for this purpose. There are fourteen factors with eigenvalues above level of 

one explaining 66.071 per cent of the total variance. 

 The rotated component matrix results are examined to identify the variables 

underlying each factor, against a threshold limit of loadings on factors being 0.50. 
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Prospector 7 (MSA=0.488), Analyzer 8 (MSA=0.455), Prospector 3 (MSA=0.400), 

Defender 9 (MSA=0.387), and Reactor 4 (MSA=0.361), having factor loading values 

lower than limits, do not load highly on any factor and therefore have been eliminated. 

The factor analysis is run again and resulting sampling adequacy of each variable in the 

newly obtained rotated component matrix is examined. Reactor 7 falls short of threshold 

limit of 0.50 with a value of MSA=0.470, and thus it is eliminated. Similarly, the factor 

analysis has been run again and again to eliminate Prospector 9b (MSA=0.488), 

Prospector 9a (MSA=0.498), Analyzer 9 (MSA=0.416), Prospector 1 (MSA=0.417), 

Reactor 3 (MSA=0.417), Reactor 2 (MSA=0.432), Reactor 5 (MSA=0.462), Prospector 

6 (MSA=0.444) at successive stages. After these analyses, the scale has ended in twelve 

factors with KMO-MSA value 0.785 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (chi-square 

3429.288) being significant at 0.000 levels.  

Reliability analyses have been carried out for each factor. Factors 1, Factor 2 

and Factor 3 have resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.826, 0.806 and 0.809 

values respectively. For Factor 4, reliability was low and therefore Prospector 2 has 

been dropped to increase reliability above limits to 0.729. Factor analysis has been 

repeated accordingly to eliminate Prospector 2. Reliability analyses for Factor 5 and 

Factor 6 have resulted with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.716 and 0.709 values respectfully, 

while Factor 7 has been dropped due low reliability. Factor analysis has been repeated 

accordingly eliminating Prospector 12, Analyzer 11b (of Factor 7) while results 

required further elimination of Defender 7 (0.395) and Analyzer 7 (0.489) due to low 

factor loadings. Reliability analysis for newly formed Factor 7 has resulted with 

Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.704 while Factor 8 has been dropped due low reliability. 

Factor analysis has been repeated accordingly eliminating Defender 2 and Defender 1 

(of Factor 8). Newly formed Factor 8 has also been dropped due to low reliability and 

factor analysis has been run again eliminating variables Defender 14, Reactor 1, and 

Analyzer 13 (of new Factor 8). For the third time, newly formed Factor 8 has been 

dropped due to low reliability and factor analysis has been run again eliminating 

variables Defender 6 and Defender 10 (of newer Factor 8) resulting in seven factors 

with KMO-MSA value 0.795 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (chi-square 2342.153) 

significant at 0.000 levels. Reliability test for the scale as a total has been carried out 
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and has resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.807. A list of the eliminated 

items is provided in Table 5.32 below.  

 

Variables excluded in factor analysis for  

M&S typologies: dimensional approach  

Variables Code Statement 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

PR1 
 

Our strategic business unit leads 
in innovation in its industry. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

PR2 
Our strategic business unit 
operates in a broad product 
domain. 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

PR3 
 

 
Our strategic business unit’s 
product domain is periodically 
redefined.      
  

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture 

PR5 

 
Not all the efforts invested in 
being ‘first-in’ in the industry in 
development of new products 
prove to be profitable. 
 

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture PR6 

Our strategic business unit 
responds rapidly to early signals 
of opportunities in the 
environment. 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
market position  

PR7 

 
Our strategic business unit’s 
actions often lead to a new 
round of competitive activity in 
the industry. 
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Variables Code Statement 

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth PR9a 

PR9b 
 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as broad and 
entrepreneurial with skills 
diverse, with multiple 
technologies, flexible enabling 
change to be created. 

Administrative: 
control 

PR12 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate 
performance are decentralized 
and participatory encouraging 
many organizational members 
to be involved. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D1 
 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to locate a safe niche in a 
relatively stable products 
domain. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D2 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to maintain a safe niche in a 
relatively stable products 
domain.  

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D6 

Our strategic business unit 
concentrates on trying to 
achieve the best performance in 
a relatively narrow product-
market domain.    

Entrepreneurial:  
surveillance-
environment 
monitoring 

D7 
 

Our strategic business unit 
places less stress on the 
examination of changes in the 
industry that is not directly 
relevant to our strategic 
business unit. 
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Variables Code Statement 

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  D9 

 

Our strategic business unit tries 
to maintain a stable line of 
products. 

Engineering: 
Technological 
breadth D10 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as specialization 
concentrated into one or few 
specific areas.   

Entrepreneurial: 
growth D14 

Our strategic business unit’s 
cautious and incremental 
growth is realized through 
market penetration. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

AN7 
Our strategic business unit 
accrues most of its profit from 
its firm base of traditional 
products and customers. 

 
Engineering: 
technological 
breadth AN8 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as analytical with 
skills enabling them to both 
identify trends and then develop 
new offerings or markets. 

 
 
Administrative: 
Structure   AN9 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is 
matrix combining both 
functional divisions and 
product-market divisions.    

 
Administrative: 
control 
  

AN11b
 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate 
performance are centralized in 
established products’ areas and 
more participatory in newer 
products’ areas. 
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Table 5.32 Items Excluded in Factor and Reliability Analysis  
                          from Miles and Snow’s Typologies  

Variables Code Statement 

Entrepreneurial:  
growth 

AN13 

Our strategic business unit’s 
growth is achieved through 
assertively penetrating more 
deeply into markets that are 
currently served. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

R1 
 

Compared to its competitors in 
the industry, our strategic 
business unit is aggressive in 
maintaining its product/market 
domain.  

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture R2 

Our strategic business unit takes 
many risks. 

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

R3 
 

Our strategic business unit 
responds to areas in which 
pressure is made on it by its 
environment. 

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth 

R4 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as fluid with skills 
related to the near-term 
demands of the market-place.  

Administrative: 
structure R5 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is 
continuously changing to enable 
us to meet opportunities and 
solve problems as they arise.      

Administrative: 
control 

 
 

R7 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate 
performance are heavily 
oriented towards those reporting 
requirements which demand 
immediate attention. 
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The remaining seven factors have been labeled:  

Factor 1- Competitive edge (competitive stance);  

Factor 2- Focus of planning (effective planning);  

Factor 3- Growth pattern (positive);  

Factor 4- Product mix (limited range);  

Factor 5- Performance evaluation (centralized);  

Factor 6- Structure (classical but prospective);  

Factor 7- Competitive cost (low cost)  

The final KMO and Bartlett’s test results, reliability test results and factor 

names and values together with corresponding contained variables are presented in 

Table 5.33.  
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Table 5.33 Factor and Reliability Analysis for Strategic Orientation: Classificatory Approach Scale-M&S Typologies in Dimensions  
 

 
 
Factor Names    Factor Variance Cronbach’s Number  
   Loadings explained Alpha  of items 
Factor 1:     Competitive edge (competitive stance)     12.894 %             .826                       5 
 
Our strategic business unit continuously monitors the marketplace for new product   ,752  
  and market development. (PR8)   
Our strategic business unit carefully monitors competitors’ actions in the industry. (A6)      ,740  
The innovations which are chosen by our strategic business unit are carefully examined. (AN4)  ,718   
Our strategic business unit tries to protect the environment domain in which it operates    ,683  
  by stressing higher quality than its competitors. (D4)         
Our strategic business unit adopts promising innovations in the industry quickly. (A1)    ,669  
 

Factor 2:     Focus of planning (effective planning)         11.700 % .806  6  
 
Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in improving its market position. (D12b)   ,703  
Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying those trends which competitors   ,694  
 have proven to be successful. (A10a) 
Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying trends and opportunities in the marketplace   ,679  
 which can result in the creation of offerings or programs which are new to the market or reach new markets. (PR11) 
Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in solving problems related to our current    ,675  
 offerings and our current customer needs. (A10b)  
Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in maintaining its market position. (D12a)    ,660  
Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying the best possible solutions to   ,619  
 those problems or challenges which require immediate attention. (R6) 
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Factor 3:     Growth pattern (positive)  10.517 % .809 4 
Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through adopting new products only after    .899          
 a very careful review of their potential. (AN12)       
Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through product development. (PR13)    .834  
Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through market diversification. (PR14)  .663  
Our strategic business unit believes in being the ‘first-in’ in the industry in development of new products. (PR4) ,653      
 
Factor 4:     Product mix (limited range)  8.098 % .729 3 
 
Our strategic business unit tends to offer a narrower set of products than its competitors. (D3) ,836  
Our strategic business unit tries to maintain a limited line of products. (D8) ,826  

Our strategic business unit’s cautious and incremental growth is sometimes     ,657  
  realized through some product development. (D15)      
  

Factor 5:     Performance evaluation (centralized)  8.032 % .716 3  
 
Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance are highly centralized. (D13a)   .793  
Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance are primarily     ,760  
 the responsibility of senior management. (D13b) 
Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance are centralized    ,733  
 When dealing in established products’ areas. (A11a)  
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Factor 6:     Structure (classic but prospective)       7.413 % .709 3 
 
Our strategic business unit’s organizational structure is functional in nature     .811  
 (i.e. organized by department- marketing, accounting, personnel, etc.). (D11) 
Our strategic business unit’s organizational structure is product or market oriented. (PR10)   .708  
Our strategic business unit has diverse skills and multiple technologies. (PR9c) .530  
 
     

Factor 7:       Competitive cost (low cost)   6.385 % .704 2 
 
Our strategic business unit often reacts to innovations in the industry by offering similar, lower-cost products. (AN5) .877 
Our strategic business unit tries to protect the environment domain in which it operates .783 
 by stressing lower prices than its competitors. (D5) 
 
 
 
 
Total variance explained   65.039 % 
 
Scale’s Cronbach’s Alpha   .807 26 
 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy  .795 
 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity  
  Approx. Chi-Square     2342.153 
  Df                                   325 
  Sig.                                      .000 
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Factor 1 includes those variables reflecting how the company monitors the 

competition and intends to be successful versus competitors with five variables. These 

variables are representative of key concept of entrepreneurial orientation of the firm.  

Factor 2 reflects administrative characteristics of company’s propensity in 

making plans related to where its focus and effectiveness are.  

Factor 3 reflects company’s stance regarding how it tends to grow, reflecting 

another entrepreneurial characteristic.  

Factor 4 reflects company’s product mix selection as an entrepreneurial 

characteristic. This is largely defender’s orientation and therefore pointed at from 

having limited range of products.  

Factor 5 reflects an administrative orientation regarding control with 

performance evaluation from classical perspective of centralized evaluation policy.  

Factor 6 reflects structure of the company with respect to internal alignment 

basically as an administrative characteristic. Statements have been designed for positive 

implications.  

Factor 7 reflects low cost as an entrepreneurial approach for competitive 

advantage.      

5.2.2. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Strategic Orientation:  

           Classificatory Approach- M&S Typologies in Orientations  

This scale has fifty-three items (fifty-five statements in Turkish version of the 

instrument) comprising of all widely used variables in the literature and those 

operationalized by the author, based on organizational adaptation theory developed by 

Miles and Snow (1978) as explained in the preceding part, where the analysis has taken 

a dimensional approach and eliminated reoccurring themes around key concepts of 

entrepreneurial, engineering and administrative key dimensions for each of the 

typologies. The analysis in this section will take a typological approach and focus on 

determining dimensions (factors) not across all the typologies together but instead 
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within each typology as a group separately, each typology representing an orientation as 

such prospector orientation, defender orientation, analyzer orientation, and reactor 

orientation. For every orientation, a different factor analysis is carried out. 

5.2.2.1. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Classificatory Approach-      

              M&S Typologies: Prospector Orientation  

This scale has sixteen statements, and the analysis will focus on determining 

dimensions (factors) and their elements for prospector orientation of M&S typologies. 

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for prospector orientation’s factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity gives significant results: chi-square value at 1150.862, significant at 

0.000 levels confirming correlations among variables. Initial KMO-MSA test result is 

0.867 which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is also well above the 

threshold limit level at 0.50. The initial test values reveal that data is suitable, so that 

factor analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.867), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser).  

The consecutive step is to assess the number of factors that are extracted. The 

Guttman-Kaiser criterion, percentage of variance explained, and the scree plot are 

examined for this purpose. There are four factors with eigenvalues above level of one 

explaining 57.099 per cent of the total variance. 

The rotated component matrix results are examined to identify the variables 

underlying each factor, against a threshold limit of loadings on factors being 0.50. 

Prospector 3 (MSA=0.471) in Factor 2, having factor loading values lower than limits, 

do not load highly on any factor and therefore has been eliminated, and factor analysis 

is run again. Similarly Prospector 2 (MSA=0.452) in Factor 3, having factor loading 

values lower than limits, do not load highly on any factor and therefore has been 
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eliminated, factor analysis is run again. Variable Prospector 12 has been eliminated 

since it is one variable left alone that loads on another factor. After these analyses are 

processed, the scale has ended in three factors with KMO-MSA value 0.860 and 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (chi-square 941.770) being significant at 0.000 levels. 

Reliability analyses have been carried out for each factor. Factors 1 and Factor 

2 have resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.825 and 0.757 values respectively. 

Factor 3 has been dropped due to low reliability, and factor analysis has been run again 

eliminating Prospector 5 (of Factor 3) and Prospector 1 (of Factor 3) resulting in two 

factors with KMO-MSA value 0.856 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (chi-square 

854.484) being significant at 0.000 levels. Reliability test for the scale as a total has 

been carried out and has resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.846. A list of the 

eliminated items is provided in Table 5.34.  

Variables excluded in factor analysis for M&S typologies:  
dimensions in prospector orientation 

 

Variables Code Statement 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
competitive edge 

 
PR1 

 
Our strategic business unit leads in 
innovation in its industry. 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

PR2 
Our strategic business unit operates 
in a broad product domain. 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

PR3 

 
Our strategic business unit’s 
product domain is periodically 
redefined.      

Entrepreneurial:   
success posture 

PR5 

Not all the efforts invested in being 
‘first-in’ in the industry in 
development of new products prove 
to be profitable. 
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Table 5.34 Items Excluded in Factor and Reliability Analysis from 
                Miles and Snow Typologies Prospector Orientation 

The remaining two factors have been labeled:  

Factor 1- Prospector orientation 1,  

Factor 2- Prospector orientation 2.  

The final KMO and Bartlett’s test results, reliability test results and factor 

names and values together with corresponding contained variables are presented in 

Table 5.35.  

Factor 1 includes those variables reflecting engineering and administrative 

dimensions of prospector orientation while Factor 2 reflects ambitious characteristics of 

entrepreneurial dimension.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variables Code Statement 

Administrative: 
control 

PR12 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate performance 
are decentralized and participatory 
encouraging many organizational 
members to be involved. 
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 Table 5.35 Factor and Reliability Analysis for Strategic Orientation: Classificatory Approach Scale- M&S Typologies in Prospector Orientation  

 
Factor Names    Factor Variance Cronbach’s Number  
   Loadings explained Alpha  of items 
Factor 1:   Prospector orientation 1     40.935 %             .825                       7 
 
 Our strategic business unit has competencies that can be characterized as broad and entrepreneurial (PR9b)     ,813   

Our strategic business unit is flexible enabling change to be created. (PR9a)   ,764   
Our strategic business unit continuously monitors the marketplace for new product  
           and market development. (PR8)                                                                                                                       ,674   
Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying trends and opportunities in the marketplace     
which can result in the creation of offerings or programs which are new to the market or reach new markets. (PR11)      ,672    
Our strategic business unit has diverse skills and multiple technologies. (PR9c)   ,639   
Our strategic business unit’s organizational structure is product or market oriented. (PR10)   ,632    
Our strategic business unit responds rapidly to early signals of opportunities in the environment. (PR6)  ,552                   

 

Factor 2:   Prospector orientation 2                           12.842 % .757  4  
 
Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through product development. (PR13)    ,783  
Our strategic business unit believes in being the ‘first-in’ in the industry in development of new products. (PR4) ,762        
Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through market diversification. (PR14)    ,744   
Our strategic business unit’s actions often lead to a new round of competitive activity in the industry. (PR7)  ,619   
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Total variance explained   53.778 % 
 
Scale’s Cronbach’s Alpha   .846 11 
 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy  .856 
 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity  
  Approx. Chi-Square     854,484 
  Df                                   55 
  Sig.                                      .000 
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5.2.2.2.  Factor and Reliability Analysis for Classificatory Approach-  

                 M&S Typologies: Defender Orientation  

This scale has seventeen statements, and the analysis will focus on determining 

dimensions (factors) and their elements for defender orientation of M&S typologies. 

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for defender orientation’s factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s Test 

of Sphericity gives significant results: chi-square value at 712.697, significant at 0.000 

levels confirming correlations among variables. Initial KMO-MSA test result is 0.680 

which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is also well above the threshold 

limit level at 0.50. The initial test values reveal that data is suitable, so that factor 

analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.680), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser). 

The consecutive step is to assess the number of factors that are extracted. The 

Guttman-Kaiser criterion, percentage of variance explained, and the scree plot are 

examined for this purpose. There are five factors with eigenvalues above level of one 

explaining 54.841 per cent of the total variance. 

The rotated component matrix results are examined to identify the variables 

underlying each factor against a threshold limit of loadings on factors being 0.50. 

Defender 5 (MSA=0.473) in Factor 1, having factor loading values lower than limits, do 

not load highly on any factor and therefore has been eliminated, and factor analysis is 

run again. Similarly Defender 7(MSA=0.414) in Factor 2, having factor loading values 

lower than limits, do not load highly on any factor and therefore has been eliminated, 

and factor analysis is run again. This time, Defender 6 (MSA=0.489) in Factor 3 having 

factor loading values lower than limits, do not load highly on any factor and therefore 

has been eliminated. After these analyses are processed, the scale has ended in five 
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factors with KMO-MSA value 0.647 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (chi-square 

596.066) being significant at 0.000 levels.  

Reliability analyses have been carried out for each factor. Factor1has resulted 

with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.729. For Factor 2, reliability was low and 

therefore Defender 12a has been dropped to increase reliability to best possible level of 

0.684; although lower than the foreseen limit of 0.70 for reliability, factor has been 

accepted to include scarce data available. Accordingly factor analysis has been run 

again to eliminate Defender 12a, and the results concerning the consecutive factors have 

ended with factor loading value lower than limits (0.430) for Defender 11and not 

loading highly on any factor. Accordingly, the factor analysis is run again to eliminate 

Defender 11, and the results  concerning the consecutive factors has ended with factor 

loading value lower than limits (0.473) for Defender 10. Accordingly, the factor 

analysis is run again to eliminate Defender 10, and the results concerning the 

consecutive factors has ended with factor loading value lower than limits (0.399) for 

Defender 9 and not loading highly on any factor. Similarly, the factor analysis is run 

again to eliminate Defender 9. Factor 3 has been dropped due to low reliability. 

Accordingly, factor analysis is run again to eliminate Defender 4, Defender 14, and 

Defender 12b (of Factor 3), and the results concerning the consecutive factors have 

ended with factor loading values lower than limits (0.481) for Defender 2 and (0.483) 

for Defender 1and not loading highly on any factor. Accordingly, Factor analysis is run 

again resulting in two factors with KMO-MSA value 0.585 and Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity (chi-square 256.406) being significant at 0.000 levels. Reliability test for the 

scale as a total has been carried out and has resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 

0.644; although lower than the foreseen limit of 0.70 for reliability, the author has 

decided to include this scale in the analysis for maximum utilization of data available. A 

list of the excluded items is provided in Table 5.36.  
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Variables excluded in factor analysis for M&S typologies:  
dimensions in defender orientation 

 

Variables Code Statement 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D1 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to 
locate a safe niche in a relatively 
stable products domain. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D2 Our strategic business unit tries to 
maintain a safe niche in a relatively 
stable products domain. 

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

D4 

 
Our strategic business unit tries to 
protect the environment domain in 
which it operates by stressing 
higher quality than its competitors.     

Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge 

D5 
Our strategic business unit tries to 
protect the environment domain in 
which it operates by stressing lower 
prices than its competitors.        

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

D6 
Our strategic business unit 
concentrates on trying to achieve 
the best performance in a relatively 
narrow product-market domain.     

Entrepreneurial:  
surveillance-
environment 
monitoring 

D7 
 

Our strategic business unit places 
less stress on the examination of 
changes in the industry that is not 
directly relevant to our strategic 
business unit. 

Entrepreneurial:  
product mix  

D9 
 

Our strategic business unit tries to 
maintain a stable line of products. 

Engineering: 
Technological 
breadth D10 

 
Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as specialization 
concentrated into one or few 
specific areas.   
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Table 5.36 Items Excluded in Factor and Reliability Analysis from 

                    Miles and Snow Typologies Defender Orientation 

The remaining two factors have been labeled:  

Factor1- Defender orientation 1 and  

Factor 2- Defender orientation 2. 

The final KMO and Bartlett’s test results, reliability test results and factor 

names and values together with corresponding contained variables are presented in 

Table 5.37.  

Factor 1 includes those variables of reflecting entrepreneurial dimension of 

defender orientation while Factor 2 reflects centralized management approaches of 

administrative dimension.  

 

 

 

 

Variables Code Statement 

Administrative: 
structure D11 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is 
functional in nature (i.e. organized 
by department-marketing, 
accounting, personnel, etc.) 

Administrative: 
planning  D12 

D12a 
D12b 

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying those problems, which if 
solved, will maintain and then 
improve its current product 
offerings and market position.         

Entrepreneurial: 
growth D14 Our strategic business unit’s 

cautious and incremental growth is 
realized through market penetration. 
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Table 5.37 Factor and Reliability Analysis for Strategic Orientation:  Classificatory Approach Scale- M&S Typologies in Defender Orientation  
 
Factor Names    Factor Variance Cronbach’s Number  
   Loadings explained Alpha  of items 
Factor 1:   Defender orientation 1     41.787 %             .729                       3 
 
Our strategic business unit tends to offer a narrower set of products than its competitors. (D3) .882  

Our strategic business unit tries to maintain a limited line of products. (D8)  .864  

Our strategic business unit’s cautious and incremental growth is sometimes   .640  
                                 realized through some product development. (D15)  

Factor 2:   Defender orientation 2         28.452 % .684  2  
 
Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance are primarily     ,885   
                   the responsibility of senior management. (D13b) 
Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance are highly centralized. (D13a)  .835  

 
Total variance explained   70,240 % 
 
Scale’s Cronbach’s Alpha   .644 5 
 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy  , 585 
 
 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity  
  Approx. Chi-Square     256,406   
  Df                                         10 
  Sig.                                   .000 
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5.2.2.3.   Factor and Reliability Analysis for Classificatory Approach-  

               M&S Typologies: Analyzer Orientation  

This scale has fifteen statements, and the analysis will focus on determining 

dimensions (factors) and their elements for analyzer orientation of M&S typologies. 

 The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for analyzer orientation’s factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s Test 

of Sphericity gives significant results: chi-square value at 623.620 significant at 0.000 

levels confirming correlations among variables. Initial KMO-MSA test result is 0.780 

which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is also well above the threshold 

limit level at 0.50. The initial test values reveal that data is suitable, so that factor 

analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.780), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser) except 

Analyzer 7 with a factor loading of 0.490 and Analyzer 5 with a factor loading of 0.465. 

Analyzer 7 and Analyzer 5 are eliminated and the factor analysis is run again. The 

KMO-MSA rises to 0.801, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity (chi-square value of 

578.423) is significant at 0.000 levels.  

The consecutive step is to assess the number of factors that are extracted. The 

Guttman-Kaiser criterion, percentage of variance explained, and the scree plot are 

examined for this purpose. There are four factors with eigenvalues above level of one 

explaining 56.305 per cent of the total variance. 

The rotated component matrix results are examined to identify the variables 

underlying each factor against a threshold limit of loadings on factors being 0.50; there 

is none. 

Reliability analyses have been carried out for each factor. Factor 1 has resulted 

with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.764. Factor 2 has been dropped due low 
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reliability, and accordingly factor analysis has been run again to eliminate Analyzer 11b 

(of Factor 2) and Analyzer 12 (of Factor 2). Similarly, Factor 3 has been dropped due 

low reliability, and accordingly factor analysis has been run again to eliminate Analyzer 

10a (of Factor 3), Analyzer 10b (of Factor 3) and Analyzer 9 (of Factor 3), while results 

required further elimination of Analyzer 11a due to low factor loading at 0.448. 

Variable Analyzer 2 has been eliminated since it is one variable left alone that loads on 

another factor resulting in one factor with KMO-MSA value 0.813 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity (chi-square 295.331) significant at 0.000 levels. A list of the eliminated items 

is provided in Table 5.38 below.  

 

Variables excluded in factor analysis for M&S typologies:  

dimensions in analyzer orientation 
 

Variables Code Statement 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

AN2 

 
Our strategic business unit tries to 
maintain a limited line of products 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
competitive 
edge AN5 

 
Our strategic business unit often 
reacts to innovations in the industry 
by offering similar, lower-cost 
products. 
 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain AN7 

 
Our strategic business unit accrues 
most of its profit from its firm base 
of traditional products and 
customers. 
 

 
Administrative: 
Structure   

AN9 

 
Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is matrix 
combining both functional divisions 
and product-market divisions.    
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Table 5.38 Items Excluded in Factor and Reliability Analysis from 
                Miles and Snow Typologies Analyzer Orientation 

One factor remained with six variables. Having all come under one key dimension, 

entrepreneurial dimension, they are of qualities of competitive edge and product-market 

domain. The final KMO and Bartlett’s test results, reliability test results and factor 

names and values together with corresponding contained variables are summarized in 

Table 5.39.  

 

 

 

Variables Code Statement 

 
Administrative: 
planning 

 AN10 
AN10a 
AN10b

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying those trends in the 
industry which other competitors 
have proven possess long-term 
potential while also solving 
problems related to our current 
offerings and our current customer 
needs.        

 
Administrative: 
control  AN11 

AN11a 
AN11b

 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate performance 
are centralized in established 
products’ areas and more 
participatory in newer products’ 
areas. 

 
Entrepreneurial:  
growth AN12 

Our strategic business unit’s growth 
is achieved through adopting new 
products only after a very careful 
review of their potential. 
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Table 5.39 Reliability Analysis for Strategic Orientation:  

Classificatory Approach Scale- M&S Typologies in Analyzer Orientation 

 
Factor (left):          Cronbach’s Alpha:  .764           Number of items: 6                   
 
Our strategic business unit adopts promising innovations in the industry quickly. (AN1)    

The innovations which are chosen by our strategic business unit are carefully examined. (AN4)   
Our strategic business unit carefully monitors competitors’ actions in the industry. (AN6)               
Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through assertively penetrating more  
      deeply into markets that are currently served. (AN13)                 

Our strategic business unit has competencies that can be characterized as analytical with  
      skills enabling them to both identify trends and then develop new offerings or markets. (AN8)     
Our strategic business unit tries to maintain a stable line of products. (AN3)               
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5.2.2.4. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Classificatory Approach-  

M&S Typologies: Reactor Orientation  

This scale has seven statements, and the analysis will focus on determining 

dimensions (factors) and their elements for rector orientation of M&S typologies. 

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for reactor orientation’s factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s Test 

of Sphericity gives significant results: chi-square value at 117.751, significant at 0.000 

levels confirming correlations among variables. Initial KMO-MSA test result is 0.697 

which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is also well above the threshold 

limit level at 0.50. The initial test values reveal that data is suitable so that factor 

analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.697), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser).  

The consecutive step is to assess the number of factors that are extracted. The 

Guttman-Kaiser criterion, percentage of variance explained, and the scree plot are 

examined for this purpose. There are two factors with eigenvalues above level of one 

explaining 44.169 per cent of the total variance. 

The rotated component matrix results are examined to identify the variables 

underlying each factor against a threshold limit of loadings on factors being 0.50. 

Reactor 1 (0.406), having factor loading values lower than limits, do not load highly on 

any factor and therefore has been eliminated, and factor analysis is run again. The scale 

has ended in two factors with KMO-MSA value 0.670 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

(chi-square 98.126) being significant at 0.000 levels. 

Reliability analyses have been carried out for each factor. Factor 1 and Factor 2 

have resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.543 and 0.340 values respectively 
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resulting in the elimination of both factors and hence elimination of reactor orientation. 

A list of the reactor items is provided on Table 5.40. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.40 Items Excluded in Factor and Reliability Analysis from 

                Miles and Snow Typologies Reactor Orientation 

Variables excluded in factor analysis  
for M&S typologies reactor orientation 

 

Variables Code Statement 

Entrepreneurial:  
product-market 
domain 

R1 
 

Compared to its competitors in the 
industry, our strategic business unit 
is aggressive in maintaining its 
product/market domain.  

Entrepreneurial:  
success posture R2 

Our strategic business unit takes 
many risks. 

Entrepreneurial:  
environmental 
monitoring 

R3 
 

Our strategic business unit responds 
to areas in which pressure is made 
on it by its environment 

Engineering: 
technological 
breadth 

R4 

Our strategic business unit has 
competencies that can be 
characterized as fluid with skills 
related to the near-term demands of 
the market-place. 

Administrative: 
structure R5 

Our strategic business unit’s 
organizational structure is 
continuously changing to enable us 
to meet opportunities and solve 
problems as they arise.        

Administrative: 
planning R6 

Our strategic business unit’s 
planning is concentrated in 
identifying the best possible 
solutions to those problems or 
challenges which require immediate 
attention. 

Administrative: 
control R7 

Our strategic business unit’s 
procedures to evaluate performance 
are heavily oriented towards those 
reporting requirements which 
demand immediate attention. 
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5.2.3. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Strategic Orientation:  

            Comparative Approach- Venkatraman’s Dimensions  

This scale has six key dimensions and twenty-six items based on 

Venkatraman’s (1989) STROBE model. This analysis will focus on determining 

dimensions (factors) and their elements based on responses obtained from the sample.  

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity gives 

significant results: chi-square value at 2681.275, significant at 0.000 levels rejecting 

hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix with no correlation between 

variables and confirming correlations among variables. Initial KMO-MSA test result is 

0.850 which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is also well above the 

threshold limit level at 0.50. The initial test values reveal that data is suitable so that 

factor analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale (0.850), 

none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser) except Riskiness 1 with 

a factor loading of  0.461. Riskiness 1 is eliminated and the factor analysis is run again. 

The KMO-MSA rises to 0.861, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity (chi-square value of 

2618.274) is significant at 0.000 levels.  

The consecutive step is to assess the number of factors that are extracted. The 

Guttman-Kaiser criterion, percentage of variance explained, and the scree plot are 

examined for this purpose. There are six factors with eigenvalues above level of one 

explaining 64.691 per cent of the total variance. 

The rotated component matrix results are examined to identify the variables 

underlying each factor, against a threshold limit of loadings on factors being 0.50. 

Proactiveness 4 (0.492), having factor loading values lower than limits, do not load 

highly on any factor and therefore has been eliminated. The factor analysis is run again 

and resulting sampling adequacy of each variable in the newly obtained rotated 
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component matrix is examined. Futurity 1 falls short of threshold limit of 0.50 with a 

value of 0.443, and thus it is eliminated. After these analyses, the scale has ended in six 

factors with KMO-MSA value 0.840 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (chi-square 

2332.956) being significant at 0.000 levels.  

Reliability analyses have been carried out for each factor. Factors 1, Factor 2, 

Factor 3 and Factor 4 have resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.884, 0.802, 

0.791 and 0782 values respectively. Factor 5 has been dropped due low reliability 

(0.560). Factor analysis has been repeated accordingly eliminating Riskiness 4, 

Riskiness 3 and Riskiness 2 (of Factor 5). Newly formed Factor 5 has resulted with 

reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.638; although lower than the foreseen limit of 0.70 for 

reliability, factor has been accepted to include as many dimensions as possible as per 

original Venkatraman design. The analysis has resulted in five factors with KMO-MSA 

value 0.862 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (chi-square 2131.654) significant at 0.000 

levels. Reliability test for the scale as a total has been carried out and has resulted with 

reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.851. A list of the eliminated items is provided in Table 

5.41 below.  

Variables excluded in factor analysis for  
Venkatraman’s Dimensions 

 

Variables Code Statement 

Futurity 

 
 
1 

 
We emphasize basic research to provide 
us with future competitive edge. 

Proactiveness 

 
 
4 

 
 
Operations in later stages the life cycle are 
strategically eliminated. 
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Table 5.41 Items Excluded in Factor and Reliability Analysis  
                   from Venkatraman’s Dimensions  

Venkatraman’s original scale had six dimensions of aggressiveness, analysis, 

defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness, and riskiness; factor analysis has eliminated 

riskiness dimension leaving five dimensions and twenty variables. Riskiness dimension 

has been known as showing divergence in the literature and sometimes being replaced 

by risk awareness. Otherwise, the dimensions have proved to be in congruence with 

reported findings in the literature. The final KMO and Bartlett’s test results, reliability 

test results and factor names and values together with corresponding contained variables 

are presented in Table 5.42. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variables Code Statement 

Riskiness 

1 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 

We seem to adopt a rather conservative 
view when making major decisions (rev.) 
New projects are approved on a ‘stage by 
stage’ basis rather than with “blanket” 
approval (rev.). 
We have a tendency to support projects 
where the expected returns are certain 
(rev.) 
Our operations have generally followed 
‘the tried and true’ paths (rev.).  
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Table 5.42 Factor and Reliability analysis for Strategic Orientation: Venkatraman’s Dimensions 

Factor Names    Factor Variance Cronbach’s Number  
   Loadings explained Alpha  of items 
Factor 1 Analysis    20.934 %             .884                             6 
 
Our information systems provide support for decision making.(AN2) .827 
When confronted with a major decision, we usually try to develop through analysis.(AN3) .797 
We use the outputs of management information and control systems.(AN5)     .792 
We use several planning techniques.(AN4)      .743 
We emphasize effective coordination among different functional areas.(AN1)     .650 
We commonly use manpower planning and performance appraisal of senior managers.(AN6)     .621   
  

Factor 2 Defensiveness          13.255 % .802 4  

 
We often use production management techniques.(DF3)                             .824 
We occasionally conduct significant modifications to manufacturing technology.(DF1)    .819 
We often emphasize product quality through the use of quality circles.(DF4)     .659 
We often use control systems for monitoring performance.(DF2)      .604 
        

Factor 3 Aggressiveness           12.652 % .791  4                                                       
 
We often cut prices to increase market share.(AG2)      .877   
We often sacrifice profitability to gain market share.(AG1)      .795      . 
We often seek market share position at the expense of cash flow and profitability.(AG4)   .721 
We often set prices below competition.(AG3)       .721 
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Factor 4 Futurity  11.931 % .782      4  
 
We often conduct ‘what if’ analyses of critical issues.(FT4)       .750 
We are constantly seeking new opportunities related to present operations.(PA1)    .746 
Forecasting key indicators of operations is common.(FT2)  .634   
Formal tracking of significant general trends is common.(FT3)  .622 
 
 
Factor 5 Proactiveness  8.4020% .638 2  
 
We are constantly on the look for businesses that can be acquired.(PA3)      .805 
We are usually the first ones to introduce new brands or products/services on the market..(PA2)   .706 
 
 
 
 
Total variance explained   67.393 % 
 
Scale’s Cronbach’s Alpha   .851    20 
 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy  .862 
 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity  
  Approx. Chi-Square     2131.654 
  Df                                         190 
  Sig.                                      .000 
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5.2.4. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Environmental Variables:  

             Industry Characteristics 

The findings on the descriptive results have revealed some peculiarities for 

industry characteristics. The descriptive analyses for competitive intensity have 

included a contradictory result where competition appears to be not so high with a score 

of 3.84, while the statement (CI1) ‘competition in our industry is cutthroat’ scoring 5.13 

and the statement (CI4) ‘price competition is a hallmark of our industry’ scoring 4.31 

reveal very high competition.  

Descriptive results for market turbulence have also included a peculiar result. 

The author has noted that average score of 3.99 for market turbulence reveals presence 

of changing market situation while response to (MT5) “we cater many of the same 

customers that we used to in the past” appears to indicate a stable market with a score of 

4.95, highest among all.  

Also descriptive results for technological turbulence have included a 

contradictory result. The average score of 3.74 together with high values at 4.29 for the 

statement TE2 “technological changes provide big opportunities in our industry” reveals 

that the impact of technological change among the companies is high, whereas variable 

(TE5) “‘technological developments in our industry are rather minor” with a low value 

of  2.88 reveals low impact and hence they appear to be in conflict. (TE5) also appears 

to be in conflict with the scores for rest of the variables. Because of these peculiarities 

for environmental variables, the author has decided to carry out factor and reliability 

analysis for these variables as well.  

This scale has three key dimensions of eighteen items adapted from DeSarbo 

(2005) who was particularly concerned how the changes in the environment would 

effect Miles and Snow’s (1978) typological behaviors. It is similar to Jaworski and 

Kohli’s (1993) dimensions. The analyses will focus on determining divergences 

described in the foregoing paragraph. For each of key dimensions, separate factor and 

reliability analyses are carried out. 
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5.2.4.1. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Environmental Variables:  

             Competitive Intensity 

This scale has six statements, and the analysis will focus on determining a 

combination of elements with an acceptable level of internal consistency. 

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for competitive intensity’s factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity gives significant results: chi-square value at 237.629, significant at 

0.000 levels rejecting hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix with no 

correlation between variables and confirming correlations among variables. Initial 

KMO-MSA test result is 0.782 which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is 

also well above the threshold limit level at 0.50. The data is suitable so that factor 

analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.782), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser).  

Factor analysis with principal component analysis and Varimax rotation has 

resulted in a single factor. The reliability analysis has resulted with Cronbach’s alpha at 

0.646 with six items. Item six (CI6) “our competitors are relatively weak” has been 

dropped to increase reliability and reliability has increased to 0.745 with five items 

remaining. As a consequence of this structuring, the peculiarity has also been dismissed.   

5.2.4.2. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Environmental variables:  

             Market Turbulence 

This scale has six statements, and the analysis will focus on determining a 

combination of elements with an acceptable level of internal consistency. 

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for market turbulence’s factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s Test 

of Sphericity gives significant results: chi-square value at 244.426, significant at 0.000 



www.manaraa.com

212 
 

levels rejecting hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix with no 

correlation between variables and confirming correlations among variables. Initial 

KMO-MSA test result is 0.697 which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is 

also well above the threshold limit level at 0.50. The data is suitable so that factor 

analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.697), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser).  

Factor analysis with principal component analysis and Varimax rotation has 

resulted in two factors. The variable (MT6) “it is very difficult to predict any changes in 

this marketplace” has been eliminated as it remains alone in the second factor, leaving 

single factor. The reliability analysis has resulted with Cronbach’s alpha at 0.718 with 

five items. As a consequence of this structuring, the peculiarity has also been dismissed.  

5.2.4.3. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Environmental variables:  

Technological Turbulence 

This scale has six statements, and the analysis will focus on determining a 

combination of elements with an acceptable level of internal consistency. 

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for technological turbulence’s factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity gives significant results: chi-square value at 556.806, significant at 

0.000 levels rejecting hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix with no 

correlation between variables and confirming correlations among variables. Initial 

KMO-MSA test result is 0.860 which indicates that the total correlation in the matrix is 

also well above the threshold limit level at 0.50. The data is suitable so that factor 

analysis may be proceeded with.   

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 
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have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.860), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser).  

Factor analysis with principal component analysis and Varimax rotation has 

resulted in a single factor. The reliability analysis has resulted with Cronbach’s alpha at 

0.615 with six items. Item five (TE5) “technological developments in our industry are 

rather minor” has been dropped to increase reliability and reliability increased to 0.854 

with five items remaining. As a consequence of this structuring, the peculiarity has also 

been dismissed.  

5.2.5. Factor and Reliability Analysis for Marketing Strategies:  

           Kotler’s Strategies 

This scale has twenty-eight items comprising of four parsimonious typological 

orientations based on Kotler’s marketing strategies: market leading strategies, market 

challenging strategies, market following strategies, market niching strategies developed 

by the author.  

The analysis starts with a decision on whether data is rated as being appropriate 

for factor analysis or not. As per initial test results, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity gives 

significant results: chi-square value at 3551.792, significant at 0.000 levels confirming 

correlations among variables. Initial KMO-MSA test result is 0.809 which indicates that 

the total correlation in the matrix is also well above the threshold limit level at 0.50. The 

initial test values reveal that data is suitable so that factor analysis may be proceeded 

with.   
 

The next step is to consider the individual measure of sampling adequacy of 

the variables from the anti-image correlation matrix. Even though some of the variables 

have lower sampling adequacy levels lower than the sampling adequacy of the scale 

(0.809), none falls below the threshold limit of 0.50 (defined by Kaiser).  

The consecutive step is to assess the number of factors that are extracted. The 

Guttman-Kaiser criterion, percentage of variance explained, and the scree plot are 
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examined for this purpose. There are seven factors with eigenvalues above level of one 

explaining 68.688 per cent of the total variance. 

The rotated component matrix results are examined to identify the variables 

underlying each factor, against a threshold limit of loadings on factors being 0.50. 

Nicher 2 (0.285) in Factor 2, having factor loading values lower than limits, do not load 

highly on any factor and therefore has been eliminated, and factor analysis is run again. 

Similarly Leader 7 (0.374) in Factor 2, having factor loading values lower than limits, 

do not load highly on any factor and therefore has been eliminated, factor analysis is run 

again. After these analyses are processed, the scale has ended in six factors with KMO-

MSA value 0.814 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (chi-square 3408.474) being 

significant at 0.000 levels. 

Reliability analyses have been carried out for each factor. Reliability analysis 

for Factor 1 has resulted with Cronbach’s alpha value of 0. 244. Challenger 1 has been 

dropped to increase reliability; reliability analysis has been repeated and resulted with 

Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.594. As per lead in item-total statistics, Follower 1a has 

been dropped to increase reliability; reliability analysis has been repeated and resulted 

with Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.826. Factor analysis has been run to eliminate 

Challenger 1 (of Factor 1) and Follower 1a (of Factor 1) in succession. Reliability 

analyses for Factor 2, Factor 3, Factor 4 and Factor 5 have resulted with Cronbach’s 

alpha values of 0.907, 0.827, 0.794 and 0.860 respectively. Reliability analysis for 

Factor 6 has been run, resulting with Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.700.  As per lead in 

item-total statistics, Follower 1b has been dropped to increase reliability; reliability 

analysis has been repeated and resulted with Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.713. 

Similarly, as per lead in item-total statistics, Nicher 1 has been dropped to increase 

reliability; reliability analysis has been repeated and resulted with Cronbach’s alpha 

value of 0.920. Factor analyses have been repeated to eliminate Follower 1b and Nicher 

1 resulting in six factors with KMO-MSA value 0.800 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

(chi-square 2901.165) being significant at 0.000 levels. Reliability test for the scale as a 

total has been carried out and has resulted with reliability of Cronbach’s alpha 0.835. A 

list of the eliminated items is provided in Table 5.43 below.  
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Table 5.43 Items Excluded in Factor and Reliability Analysis  
                 from Kotler’s Marketing Strategies 

The six factors have survived and been labeled:  

Factor1: Market-leading strategies;  

Factor2: Market-niching strategies;  

Factor3: Market-follower/imitating strategies;  

Factor4: Market-follower/adapting strategies;  

Factor5: Market-challenger/aggressor strategies;  

Factor6: Market-challenger/sweeping strategies.  

The final KMO and Bartlett’s test results, reliability test results and factor 

names and values together with corresponding contained variables are presented in 

Table 5.44 below.  

 
Variables excluded in factor analysis for  

Kotler’s Marketing Strategies 
 

Variables Code Statement 

Market 
share-
position 

N1 
 

Our business unit targets segments 
within segments or niches that other 
firms overlook or ignore. 

Marketing 
objective N2 

It is crucial for our business unit to 
specialize to know its customers 
better and to serve them better than 
any other firm. 

Strategic 
focus 
 

 
L7 

Our business unit takes proactive 
measures with continuous innovation 
to be always ahead of competition 

Market 
share-
position 

C1 
 

Our business unit is not number one 
and we do not have the largest market 
share.  

Market 
share-
position 

 F1 
F1a 
F1b 

Our business is a low market share, 
and we avoid confrontation with the 
market leader. 
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Table 5.44 Factor and Reliability Analyses for KT Marketing Strategies Scale 
 

 
Factor Names    Factor Variance Cronbach’s Number  
   Loadings explained Alpha  of items 
Factor 1 Market leading strategies     14.831% .826 6 
 
As the market leader, our business unit tries and supports to expand the total market to gain more sales. (L5) .814 
As the market leader, our business unit’s major concern is to protect our market share against attacks. (L6) .798 
Our business unit leads other firms in price changes. (L3)     .791 
Our business unit is number one with the largest market share. (L1) .766 
Our business unit leads other firms in price changes. (L2) .588 
Our business unit leads other firms in promotion spending. (L4)     .559 
  

Factor 2 Market niching strategies          14.570% .907  4 

 
Our business unit’s specialization is on serving a niche customer base. (N4) .938 
Our business unit provides a specialized product required by a small market segment. (N5) .928 
Our business unit serves multiple niches with specialization in one or more areas. (N6) .859 
Our business unit serves one niche with specialization in specific/geographic market. (N3) .776 
        

Factor 3 Market following/imitating strategies            12.858% .827  4 
 
Our business unit duplicates leader’s products and/or packages exactly and sells them on the   .813 
 market directly. (F3a) 
Our business unit sells duplicated leader’s products on the market or through some distributors   .796   
 dealing with duplicated products. (F3b) 
Our business unit emulates leader’s products, name and packaging with slight variations,   .746 
 as extensively as possible. (F4) 
Our business unit prefers to imitate or adopt leader’s products and hold share without rocking the boat. (F2) .579 
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Factor 4 Market following/adapting strategies  11.418% .860 3  
 
Our business unit takes the leader’s products and adapts or improves them to sell to same markets. (F6a)  .870 
Our business unit takes the leader’s products and adapts or improves them to sell to different markets. (F6b) .827 
Our business unit copies some things from the leader but maintains differentiation in terms of  .740 
 packaging, advertising, pricing, or location. (F5) 

 

Factor 5 Market challenging/aggressing strategies   10.443% .794 3 
 
Our business unit is keen to fight aggressively to gain shares from its competitors. (C2)  .829 
To gain more market shares, our business unit attacks the market leader aggressively. (C3)  .815 
To expand market share, our business unit builds up to gain more shares from weaker competitors. (L8) .668 
 
Factor 6 Market challenging/sweeping strategies   9.197% .920 2 
 
Our business unit attacks not the market leader but those of smaller or regional size who are    .867       
 underfinanced and not so successful. (C5) 
To gain more market shares, our business leader attacks not the market leader but those of   .858 
  its size who are underfinanced and not so successful. (C4) 
 
 
 
Total variance explained   72.747 % 
 
Scale’s Cronbach’s Alpha   .835 22 
 
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy  .800 
 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity  
  Approx. Chi-Square     2901.165 
  Df                                          231 
  Sig.                                      .000 
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5.3. TEST OF THE RESEARCH MODEL 

This section will present findings obtained on correlational analyses. On the 

basis of the findings in descriptive statistics, and factor and reliability analyses, the 

conceptual model has been modified to contain results of the analyses, and the research 

model so obtained is presented.  

Hierarchical regression analyses will follow. As the model includes two 

distinct approaches, classificatory and comparative, while Miles and Snow’s 

classificatory approach has two different perspectives of dimensional and orientation 

modes of the core construct “strategic orientation”, there are in fact three models being 

studied simultaneously:  

(a) Miles and Snow’s adaptive cycle model on typological dimensions, 

(b) Miles and Snow’s adaptive cycle model on typological orientations, 

(c) Venkatraman’s STROBE model.  

Hence there will be three different research models to be placed on test.  

5.3.1. The Research Model(s) 

Factor and reliability analyses’ results have caused the modifications of 

dimensions in independent variable of strategic orientation construct.  

For classificatory approach (Model A: typologies in dimensions), the key 

dimensions of entrepreneurial dimension, engineering dimension, and administrative 

dimension have been now reduced into new dimensions as per results of factor and 

reliability analyses. Factor and reliability analyses have modified classificatory 

approach (Model B. typologies in orientations) by eliminating reactor orientation 

leaving prospector orientation, defender orientation, and analyzer orientation in place.   

For comparative approach (Model C: dimensions), factor and reliability 

analyses have modified the dimensions by eliminating riskiness dimension leaving 

aggressiveness dimension, defensiveness dimension, analysis dimension, proactiveness 

dimension, futurity dimension in place.   
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Factor and reliability analyses have modified the dimensions in marketing 

strategies variable by splitting the dimension of market-challenging strategies into two 

dimensions of market-challenging aggressive strategies and market-challenging 

sweeping strategies and also by splitting the dimension of market-following strategies 

into two dimensions of market-following imitating strategies and market-following 

strategic orientation construct.  

No change occurred in environmental variables of industry characteristics 

except in their lower elements which have not been indicated on the model.  

For business performance, due to lack of sufficient response to objective 

performance statements, business performance is measured by key informant’s 

perceived evaluation on three dimensions.   

Accordingly newly drawn research models are presented in Figure 5.1. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES 
[Industry Characteristics] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
   STRATEGIC ORIENTATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
MARKETING STRATEGIES 
 
 
 

 
BUSINESS PERFORMANCE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Competitive intensity 

Technological turbulence 

Market turbulence  
Total perceived performance: 
 
- Overall performance 
- Comparative performance 
- Performance compared to    
   objectives 

  Figure 5.1 The Proposed Research Model to be Tested on Strategic Orientation of Business Unit 

[Model A] 
CLASSIFICATORY APPROACH:   
Typologies in dimensions 
- Competitive edge   
- Focus of planning 
- Growth pattern 
- Product mix 
- Performance evaluation 
- Structure 
- Competitive cost 

[Model B] 
CLASSIFICATORY APPROACH: 
Typologies in orientations 
- Prospector orientation I 
- Prospector orientation II 
- Defender orientation I 
- Defender orientation II 
- Analyzer orientation 

Market-leading strategies  
Market-challenging/ 
aggression strategies   
Market-challenging/ 
sweeping strategies  

Market-following/ 
imitating strategies  

Market-following/ 
adapting strategies  

 
Market-niching strategies 

[Model C] 

COMPARATIVE APPROACH: 
Dimensions 
- Aggressiveness dimension 
- Defensiveness dimension 
- Analysis dimension 
- Proactiveness dimension 
- Futurity dimension 
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5.3.2. Hypotheses of the Research Model (s) 

Factor and reliability analyses’ results have caused the modifications of 

dimensions in strategic orientation construct and marketing strategies, and thereby have 

also required some modifications in the research hypotheses that follow: 

The first group covers relationships for Model A with hypotheses developed 

for the relationship between strategic orientation (M&S typologies in dimensions) and 

business performance; hypotheses developed for the mediating effects of marketing 

strategies in relationship between strategic orientation (M&S typologies in dimensions) 

and business performance will follow: 

H1: There is a relationship between strategic orientation (Miles and Snow 

typologies in dimensions) and business performance.  

H1a: There is a relationship between competitive edge and business 

performance.  

H1b: There is a relationship between focus of planning and business 

performance.   

H1c: There is a relationship between growth pattern and business 

performance.  

H1d:  There is a relationship between performance evaluation and 

business performance. 

H1e:  There is a relationship between product mix and business 

performance. 

H1f:  There is a relationship between structure and business 

performance. 

H1g:  There is a relationship between competitive cost and business 

performance. 
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H2: The relationship between strategic orientations (M&S typologies in 

dimensions) and business performance is mediated by marketing 

strategies.  

Hypotheses developed for relationship between Business Performance and 

Marketing Strategies, will follow: 

H3:  There is a relationship between business performance and marketing 

strategies. 

H3a: There is a relationship between business performance and market-

leading strategies. 

H3b: There is a relationship between business performance market-

challenging/aggressor strategies.  

H3c: There is a relationship between business performance market-

challenger/sweeping strategies.  

H3d: There is a relationship between business performance and market-

follower/imitating strategies. 

H3e: There is a relationship between business performance and market-

follower/adapting strategies. 

H3f: There is a relationship between business performance and market-

niching strategies. 

Hypotheses developed for relationship between Marketing Strategies 

(marketing orientation) and Strategic Orientation (typologies in dimensions) will 

follow: 

H4: There is a relationship between marketing strategies (marketing 

orientation) and strategic orientation (Miles and Snow typologies in 

dimensions). 
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H41: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and. strategic 

orientation (Miles and Snow typologies in dimensions). 

H41a: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

competitive edge.  

H41b:  There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

focus of planning.   

H41c:  There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

growth pattern.  

H41d:  There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

performance evaluation. 

H41e:  There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

product mix. 

H41f:  There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

structure. 

H41g:  There is a relationship between market-leading strategies and 

competitive cost. 

H42: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and. strategic 

orientation (Miles and Snow typologies in dimensions). 

H42a: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

competitive edge.  

H42b:  There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

focus of planning.   

H42c:  There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

growth pattern.  
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H42d:  There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

performance evaluation. 

H42e:  There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

product mix. 

H42f:  There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

structure. 

H42g:  There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

competitive cost. 

H43: There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategies and. 

strategic orientation (Miles and Snow typologies in dimensions). 

H43a:  There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategy 

and competitive edge.  

H43b: There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategy 

and focus of planning.   

H43c: There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategy 

and growth pattern.  

H43d: There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategy 

and performance evaluation. 

H43e: There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategy 

and product mix. 

H43f: There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategy 

and structure. 

H43g: There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating strategy 

and competitive cost. 
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H44: There is a relationship between marketing-follower/adapting strategies 

and. strategic orientation (Miles and Snow typologies in dimensions). 

H44a:  There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy 

and competitive edge.  

H44b: There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy 

and focus of planning.   

H44c: There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy 

and growth pattern.  

H44d: There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy 

and performance evaluation. 

H44e: There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy 

and product mix. 

H44f: There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy 

and structure. 

H44g: There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy 

and competitive cost. 

H45: There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor strategies 

and. strategic orientation (M&S typologies in dimensions). 

H45a: There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor strategy 

and competitive edge.  

H45b:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor 

strategy and focus of planning.   

H45c:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor 

strategy and growth pattern.  
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H45d: There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor 

strategy and performance evaluation. 

H45e: There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor strategy 

and product mix. 

H45f:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor 

strategy and structure. 

H45g: There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor strategy 

and competitive cost. 

H46: There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping strategies 

and. strategic orientation (M&S typologies in dimensions). 

H46a:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping strategy 

and competitive edge.  

H46b: There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping 

strategy and focus of planning.   

H46c: There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping 

strategy and growth pattern.  

H4d:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping 

strategy and performance evaluation. 

H46e:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping 

strategy and product mix. 

H46f:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping 

strategy and structure. 

H46g:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and competitive cost. 
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The second group covers relationships for Model B with hypotheses developed 

for the relationship between strategic orientation (M&S typologies in orientations) and 

business performance, and hypotheses developed for the mediating effects of marketing 

strategies in relationship between strategic orientation (M&S typologies in orientations) 

and business performance will follow: 

H5: There is a relationship between strategic orientation (Miles and Snow 

typologies in orientations) and business performance.  

H5a1:  There is a relationship between prospector orientation I and 

business performance.  

H5a2:  There is a relationship between prospector orientation II and 

business performance.  

H5b1: There is a relationship between defender orientation II and 

business performance.   

H5b2: There is a relationship between defender orientation I and 

business performance.  

H5c:  There is a relationship between analyzer orientation and 

business performance.  

H5d:  There is a relationship between reactor orientation and business 

performance.  

H6:  The relationship between strategic orientation (typologies in 

orientations) and Business performance is mediated by marketing strategies. 

Hypotheses developed for relationship between Business Performance and 

Marketing Strategies, will follow: 

H7:  There is a relationship between business performance and marketing 

strategies (marketing orientation). 
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H7a:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-leading strategies. 

H7b:  There is a relationship between business performance market-

challenger/aggressor strategies.  

H7c:  There is a relationship between business performance market-

challenger/sweeping strategies.  

H7d:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-follower/imitating strategies. 

H7e:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-follower/adapting strategies. 

H7f:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-niching strategies. 

 Hypotheses developed for relationship between marketing strategies 

(marketing orientation) and Strategic Orientation (Miles and Snow typologies in 

orientations) will follow: 

H8: There is a relationship between marketing strategies (marketing 

orientation) and strategic orientation (Miles and Snow typologies in 

orientations). 

H81: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and. strategic 

orientations (Miles and Snow typologies in orientations). 

H81a: There is a relationship between market-leading/strategy and 

prospector orientation I.  

H81b: There is a relationship between market-leading/strategy and 

prospector orientation II.  
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H81c: There is a relationship between market-leading/strategy and 

defender orientation I.  

H81d: There is a relationship between market-leading/strategy and 

defender orientation II.  

H81e: There is a relationship between market-leading/strategy and 

analyzer orientation.  

H82: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and. strategic 

orientations (Miles and Snow typologies in orientations). 

H82a: There is a relationship between market-niching/strategy and 

prospector orientation I.  

H82b: There is a relationship between market-niching/strategy and 

prospector orientation II.  

H82c: There is a relationship between market-niching/strategy and 

defender orientation I.  

H82d: There is a relationship between market-niching/strategy and 

defender orientation II.  

H82e: There is a relationship between market-niching/strategy and 

analyzer orientation.    

H83: There is a relationship between market-following/imitating strategy and. 

strategic orientations (Miles and Snow typologies in orientations). 

H83a:  There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating and 

prospector orientation I.  

H83b:  There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating and 

prospector orientation II.  
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H83c:  There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating and 

defender orientation I.  

H83d:  There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating and 

defender orientation II.  

H83e:  There is a relationship between market-follower/imitating and 

analyzer orientation.   

H84: There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting strategy and. 

strategic orientations (Miles and Snow typologies in orientations). 

H84a:  There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting and 

prospector orientation I.  

H84b:  There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting and 

prospector orientation II.  

H84c:  There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting and 

defender orientation I.  

H84d:  There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting and 

defender orientation II.  

H84e:  There is a relationship between market-follower/adapting and 

analyzer orientation.    

H85: There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor strategy 

and. strategic orientations (Miles and Snow typologies in orientations). 

H85a:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and prospector orientation I.  

H85b:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and prospector orientation II.  
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H85c:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and defender orientation I.  

H85d:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and defender orientation II.  

H85e:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and analyzer orientation.  

H86: There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping strategy 

and. strategic orientations (Miles and Snow typologies in orientations). 

H86a:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and prospector orientation I.  

H86b:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and prospector orientation II.  

H86c:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and defender orientation I.  

H86d:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and defender orientation II.  

H86e:  There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and analyzer orientation.    

The third group covers relationships for Model C with hypotheses developed 

for the relationship between strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions) and 

business performance, and hypotheses developed for the mediating effects of marketing 

strategies in relationship between strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions) and 

business performance will follow: 

H9: There is a relationship between strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s 

dimensions) and business performance. 
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 H9a:  There is a relationship between aggressiveness and business 

performance.  

H9b: There is a relationship between defensiveness and business 

performance.  

H9c:  There is a relationship between analysis and business performance.  

H9d:  There is a relationship between proactiveness and business 

performance.  

H9e:  There is a relationship (marketing orientation) between futurity 

and business performance.  

H10: The relationship between strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions) 

and business performance is mediated by marketing strategies.  

Hypotheses developed for relationship between Business Performance and 

Marketing Strategies, will follow: 

H11: There is a relationship between business performance and marketing 

strategies (marketing orientation). 

H11a:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-leading strategies. 

H11b:  There is a relationship between business performance market-

challenging/aggressor strategies.  

H11c:  There is a relationship between business performance market-

challenging/sweeping strategies.  

H11d:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-following/imitating strategies. 

H11e:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-following/adapting strategies. 
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H11f:  There is a relationship between business performance and 

market-niching strategies. 

Hypotheses developed for relationship between Marketing Strategies 

(marketing orientation) and Strategic Orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions) will 

follow: 

H12:  There is a relationship between marketing strategies and strategic 

orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions). 

H121:  There is a relationship between market-leading strategies and strategic 

orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions). 

H121a: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

aggressiveness.  

H121b: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

defensiveness.  

H121c: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

analysis.  

H121d: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

proactiveness.  

H121e: There is a relationship between market-leading strategy and 

futurity.  

H122: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and strategic 

orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions).  

 H122a: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

aggressiveness.  

  H122b: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy            

  and defensiveness.  
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H122c: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

analysis.  

H122d: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

proactiveness.  

H122e: There is a relationship between market-niching strategy and 

futurity.  

H123: There is a relationship between market-following/imitating strategy and 

strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions). 

 H123a: There is a relationship between market-follower/ imitating 

strategy and aggressiveness.  

 H123b: There is a relationship between market-follower/ imitating 

strategy and defensiveness.  

H123c: There is a relationship between market-follower/ imitating 

strategy and analysis.  

H123d: There is a relationship between market-follower/ imitating 

strategy and proactiveness.  

H123e: There is a relationship between market-follower/ imitating 

strategy and futurity.  

H124: There is a relationship between market-following/adapting strategy and 

strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions). 

 H124a: There is a relationship between market-follower/ adapting 

strategy and aggressiveness.  

 H124b: There is a relationship between market-follower/ adapting 

strategy and defensiveness.  
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H124c: There is a relationship between market-follower/ adapting 

strategy and analysis.  

H124d: There is a relationship between market-follower/ adapting 

strategy and proactiveness.  

H124e: There is a relationship between market-follower/ adapting 

strategy and futurity.  

H125: There is a relationship between market-challenger/aggressor strategy 

and strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions).  

 H125a: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and aggressiveness.  

 H125b: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and defensiveness.  

H125c: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and analysis.  

H125d: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and proactiveness.  

H125e: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ aggressor 

strategy and futurity.  

H126: There is a relationship between market-challenger/sweeping strategy 

and strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s dimensions).  

 H126a: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and aggressiveness.  

 H126b: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and defensiveness.  
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H126c: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and analysis.  

H126d: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and proactiveness.  

H126e: There is a relationship between market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy and futurity.  

5.3.3. Regression Results 

 To determine whether the fundamental analysis model(s) delineated above 

have exploratory power, hierarchical multiple regression analyses are used to test each 

of three models in holistic approach (Venkatraman and Prescott, 1990) in separate 

analyses. The mode of entry used is ‘forced entry’ option on SPSS 13.0 using command 

enter where all predictor variables in the research model are included in the regression 

equation.  

 To test the functional strategies’ role (marketing strategies) in mediating 

between strategic orientation (business strategies) and business performance, the author 

has used mediated hierarchical regression analysis for which the definitions and 

requirements set by Baron and Kenny (1986) and perspectives outlined by MacKinnon 

(2008) and practices designed by Williams (2003) as outlined in section “4.5 Data 

Analysis Methodology” are followed:  

To perform mediated hierarchical regression, every variable goes under a series of 

analyses to conclude if mediation exists and if that mediation is partial or full 

1. The control variables (industry characteristics) (C) have been entered into the 

model as block one, then the independent variables (X) strategic orientation 

have been entered into the model as block two, and regressed on the dependent 

variable (Y) business performance. 

2. The control variables (industry characteristics) (C) have been entered into the 

model as block one, then the mediator variable (Z) marketing strategies have 
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been entered into the model as block two, and regressed on the dependent 

variable (Y) business performance.   

3. The control variables (industry characteristics) (C) have been entered into the 

model as block one, then the independent variables (X) strategic orientation 

have been entered into the model as block two, and regressed on the mediator 

variable (Z) marketing strategies. 

4. If steps 1-3 had produced significant models, control variables (industry 

characteristics) (C) have been entered into the model as block one, then the 

mediator variable (Z) marketing strategies have been entered into the model as 

block two, then the independent variables (X) strategic orientation have been 

entered into the model as block three and regressed on the dependent variable 

(Y) business performance.  
 

If a significant model for step four has resulted, partial mediation existed, 

whereas, if a non-significant model has resulted, full mediation existed. If full mediation 

was found to exist, the effect of (X) on (Y) would be mediated or altered by (Z), that is 

when (Z) is controlled for, the effect of (X) on (Y) would no longer be significant 

(Baron and Kenny, 1986). 
  

There are three sections that follow, each for one of the three models to be 

analyzed. Before each of the models is analyzed, the researcher evaluates whether the 

criterion and predictor variables meet regression assumptions:  linearity, homos-

cedasticity, independence of residuals, and normality. For evaluation, the residual plot, 

partial regression plots and normality plots are examined (Hair, 1998; Cohen et al, 

2003).   
                        

In the following sections, first hierarchical regression analyses’ results are 

provided and then the outcome of mediation analyses are delivered as per 

methodologies described above.  
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5.3.3.1. Regression Results for Model A for Miles and Snow’s  

  Typologies in Dimensions- Classificatory Approach  

As per the research Model A in Figure 5.1, hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis has been used to assess the combined predictive power of the variables under 

study.  

The control variables (industry characteristics) have been entered into the 

model as block one, then the independent variables (X) Miles and Snow typologies in 

dimensions have been entered into the model as block two, and then the mediator 

variable (Z) marketing strategies have been entered into the model as block three, 

regressed on the dependent variable (Y) business performance. 
 

These analyses are discussed in the next section and will be followed by a 

section on mediation analyses. 

5.3.3.1.1. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Model A  

The group of variables (1) environmental variables of industry characteristics, 

(2) predictor variables of strategic orientation of Miles and Snow typologies in 

dimensions, (3) Kotler’s marketing strategies have been entered into regression in the 

analysis. Criterion variable is total perceived performance as summated score of 

performance dimensions.   

 Table 5.45 presents Pearson correlation results indicating that (1) market 

turbulence is the only industry characteristics’ dimension that is correlated. It has a 

positive correlation r=0.117 at p<0.05. Competitive intensity and technological 

turbulence interestingly have been insignificant. (2) Out of Miles and Snow dimensions, 

following findings are noted: competitive edge (r=0.441, p<0.001) supporting H1a, focus 

of planning (r=0.228, p<0.001) supporting H1b, structure (r=0.354, p<0.001) supporting 

H1f are positively correlated; product mix (r=-0.179, p<0.001) supporting H1e, 

performance evaluation (r=-0.121, p<0.05) supporting H1d are negatively correlated. 

Interestingly growth pattern and competitive cost have no significant correlation with 

performance (H1c and H1g are rejected). (3) Out of Kotler’s marketing strategies 
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following findings are noted: market-leading strategies (r=0.472, p<0.001) supporting 

H3a and market challenging/aggressor strategies (r=0.158, p<0.001) supporting H3b are 

positively correlated; market following/imitating strategies (r=-0.279, p<0.001) 

supporting H3d, market challenging/sweeping strategies (r=-0.139, p<.005) supporting 

H3c are negatively correlated. Leading and challenging leader strategies are positively 

correlated with performance, while imitating and attacking smaller unsuccessful 

competitors have negative correlation with performance. Market/follower-adapter and 

niching strategies are not at all correlated with performance (rejecting H3e and H3f).  
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Table 5.45 Pearson Correlation Results for Total Perceived Performance with Strategic Orientation of M&S Classificatory Approach Typologies in Dimensions) 
 

 

Pearson correlation D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Total perceived performance (D) 1,000                 

Competitive intensity (1) ,018 1,000                

Market turbulence (2) ,117** ,367*** 1,000               

Technological turbulence (3) -,084 ,197*** ,426*** 1,000              

Competitive edge (4) ,441*** ,130** ,222*** ,045 1,000             

Focus of planning (5) ,228*** ,058 ,108* -,023 ,037 1,000            

Growth pattern (6) ,071 ,068 ,223*** ,376*** ,043 -,029 1,000           

Product mix (7) -,179*** -002 ,031 ,105* -,007 ,007 ,015 1,000          

Performance evaluation (8) -,121** ,158** ,063 ,107* -,026 ,011 ,000 -,001 1,000         

Structure (9) ,354*** ,043  ,048 -,012 ,024 -,002 -,009 ,000 -,003 1,000        

Competitive cost (10) -,106* ,172*** ,131** ,148** -,041 ,040 ,038 -,030 -,020 ,023 1,000       

Market leading strategies (11) ,472*** -,004 ,051 -,056 ,093* ,271*** ,172*** -,116** ,064 ,173*** -,024 1,000      

Market niching strategies (12) -,100* ,000 ,196*** ,178** ,084 ,162*** ,139** ,211*** ,091* -,047 ,125** -,012 1,000     

Market following/imitating str (13) -,279*** ,007 -,085 ,110* -
,271*** -,015 ,085 ,113** ,002 -,056 ,124** ,004 ,011 1,000    

Market following/adapting str(14) ,099* ,051 ,110* ,111* ,016 ,031 ,079 -,007 ,048 ,003 -,055 ,007 -,003 ,008 1,000   

Market challenge/ aggr str (15) ,158*** ,268*** ,034 ,087 ,080 ,099* ,068 -,093* -,027 ,104* ,226*** ,014 ,016 ,014 -,004 1,000  

Market challenge/sweep str (16) -,139** ,053 -,014 -,102* -,133** ,052 -,104* ,114** ,150** ,036 ,123** ,009 ,003 -,003 -,009 ,010 1,000 

*p<0.10,  **p<0.05,  ***p<0.01 
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Hierarchical regression results are provided in Table 5.46. (1)The first model is 

composed of the industry characteristics’ entries and with market turbulence having 

positive contribution (β=0.195, p<0.05) and technological turbulence having negative 

contribution (β=-0.163, p<0.05) with the model’s R2=0.036, and F value (2.657, 

p<0.05). R2 is low. (2) In the second model M&S typologies in dimensions are entered 

with F value (19.962, p<0.001), while R2 increased to 0.427 with ∆R2=0.391. Industry 

characteristics’ variables are no longer significant and excluded; M&S typologies in 

dimensions with positive contribution of competitive edge (β=0.411, p<0.001), focus of 

planning (β=0.218, p<0.001), and structure (β=0.345, p<0.001) with negative 

contribution of performance evaluation (β=-0.173, p<0.001) are the cause of change in 

R2. (3) In the third model, industry characteristics’ variables remain not being 

significant while newly entered KT marketing strategies with F value (10.792, p<0.001) 

has total positive contribution with market-leading strategies (β=0.343, p<0.001), 

market-following/adapting strategies (β=0.112, p<0.05), market-niching strategies (β=-

0.100, p<0.05), and market-following/imitating strategies (β=-0.148, p<0.001), and R2 

increases to 0.568 with ∆R2=0.141. 
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Table 5.46 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Business Performance-Model Testing (Total Perceived Performance) on Study Variables with MS Typologies in Dimensions
 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Business Performance-Model Testing 
(Total Perceived Performance) on Study Variables with MS (Dimensions) 

 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

 
Model III 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 
Industry Characteristics 
CI  Competitive intensity -0.015 0.050 -0.021 -0.023 0.040 -0.033 -0.036 0.037 -0.051 
MT Market turbulence  0.136 0.055  0.195 **  0.030 0.044  0.043  0.033 0.040  0.047 
TT Technological turbulence -0.114 0.052 -0.163** -0.069 0.044 -0.099 -0.041 0.040 -0.058 
 
Strategic orientation: 
MS Typologies (dimensions) 
MS1 Competitive edge     0.291 0.039  0.411****  0.238 0.036  0.336**** 
MS2 Focus of planning       0.153 0.038  0.218****  0.091 0.035  0.129** 
MS3 Growth pattern     0.070 0.040  0.099*  0.018 0.037  0.026 
MS4 Performance evaluation    -0.120 0.037 -0.173**** -0.053 0.034 -0.077 
MS5 Product mix    -0.071 0.038 -0.101* -0.073 0.034 -0.104** 
MS6 Structure     0.244 0.037  0.345****  0.188 0.034  0.266**** 
MS7 Competitive cost    -0.073 0.039 -0.102* -0.049 0.036 -0.069 
 
KT Marketing Strategies 
KT1 Market-leading strategies         0.241 0.036  0.343**** 
KT2 Market-niching strategies        -0.070 0.035 -0.100** 
KT3 Market-follower/imitating strategies        -0.102 0.035 -0.148*** 
KT4 Market-challenger/aggressor strategies         0.062 0.033  0.090* 
KT5 Market-follower/adapting strategies         0.079 0.036  0.112** 
KT6 Market-challenger/sweepingstrategies        -0.056 0.034 -0.081* 
             R2 ,036 .427 .568 
             Adjusted R2 ,023 .399 .533 
             ∆R2 ,036 .391 .141 
             F for ∆R2 2.657** 19.962**** 10.792**** 
             F for ANOVA  2.657** 15.269**** 16.325**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                                                                     2008 
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The results indicate that R2 increases significantly from Model I to Model III 

from 0.036 to 0.568. This reveals the predictive contribution of each block of variables 

and 56.8 percent of the variance is explained by M&S typologies in dimensions and KT 

marketing strategies. ANOVA analysis with F value significant at 0.001 levels suggests 

a good fit for the full model. Therefore support for hypotheses H1 and H3 are confirmed.   

The results also indicate that as values of competitive edge (β=0.336, p<0.001), 

focus of planning (β=0.129, p<0.05), structure (β=0.266, p<0.001) increases and as 

product mix value (β=-0.104, p<0.05) decreases, business performance of business units 

increases. The results also indicate that as values of market-leading strategies (β=0.343, 

p<0.001), market-following/adapting strategies (β=0.112, p<0.05) increases and as 

market-niching value (β=-0.100, p<0.05) and market-following/imitating strategies (β=-

0.148, p<0.01) decreases, business performance of business units increases.  

5.3.3.1.2. Mediated Hierarchical Regression Results for Model A  

The model utilizing performance as the dependent variable is broken down into 

four steps for testing a mediated model. The results of each step are presented with (C) 

representing the industry characteristics as control variables, (X) representing strategic 

orientation M&S typologies in dimensions as independent variable, (Z) representing KT 

marketing strategies as mediating variable and (Y) representing total perceived 

performance as dependent variable. The four steps in the hierarchical regression 

produced statistically significant models as results are presented below: 

1. Step 1: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

independent variables (X) are entered into the model as block 2, and 

regressed on the dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.47 on page 245 for 

hierarchical regression results. 

Step 1 {C+X=Y) produced a statistically significant model p<0.001, 

R2=0.427. H1 is supported. 

2. Step 2: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

mediator variable (Z) are entered into the model as block 2, and regressed 
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on the dependent variable (Y) confirming support for H2. See Table 5.48 on 

page 246 for hierarchical regression. 

Step 2 {C+Z=Y} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.001), 

R2=0.380. H3 is supported. 

3. Step 3: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

independent variables (X) are entered into the model as block 2 and 

regressed on mediator variable (Z). See Table 5.49 on page 247 for 

hierarchical regression results. 

Step 3 {C+X=Z} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.001), 

R2=0.156. H4 is supported. Due to the significance of the models in Steps 1 

through 3, Step 4 is conducted. 

4. Step 4: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

mediator variable (Z) are entered into the model as block 2, independent 

variables (X) are entered into the model as block 3, and regressed on the 

dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.50 on page 248 for hierarchical 

regression results. 

Step 4 {C+Z+X=Y} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.001), 

R2=0.568 

Since a statistically significant model resulted at step 4, existence of partial 

mediation is concluded, hence there is support for hypothesis H2.  
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                  Table 5.47 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance on  
                                    MS Typologies in Dimensions and Industry Characteristics 
 

Hierarchical regression analyses of Total Perceived Performance 
on MS Typologies (Dimensions) and Industry Characteristics 

 

 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics
CI  Competitive intensity -,015 ,050 -,021 -0.023 0.040 -0.033 
MT Market turbulence ,136 ,055 ,195**  0.030 0.044  0.043 
TT Technological turbulence -,114 ,052 -,163** -0.069 0.044 -0.099 
Strategic orientation:  

MS Typologies (dimensions) 
MS1 Competitive edge     0.291 0.039  0.411**** 
MS2 Focus of planning       0.153 0.038  0.218**** 
MS3 Growth pattern     0.070 0.040  0.099* 
MS4 Performance evaluation    -0.120 0.037 -0.173**** 
MS5 Product mix    -0.071 0.038 -0.101* 
MS6 Structure     0.244 0.037  0.345**** 
MS7 Competitive cost    -0.073 0.039 -0.102* 
             R2 .036 .427 

             Adjusted R2 .023 .399 

             ∆R2 .036 .391 

             F for ∆R2 2,657** 19,962**** 

             F for ANOVA  2,657** 15.269**** 

*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001         2008
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                                       Table 5.48 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance on                                                                                       
                                                        KT Marketing Strategies and Industry Characteristics 
 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance 
 on KT Marketing Strategies and Industry Characteristics 

 
 
Independent variables entered 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics 
CI Competitive intensity -,015 ,050 -,021 -,036 ,043 -,052 
MT Market turbulence ,136 ,055 ,195** ,094 ,046 ,135** 
TT Technological turbulence -,114 ,052 -,163** -,070 ,044 -,101 
KT Marketing Strategies 

KT1 Market leader strategies    ,321 ,039 0.457**** 
KT2 Market nicher strategies    -,071 ,039 -,102* 
KT3 Market follower/imitator strategies    -,180 ,039 -,260**** 
KT4 Market challenger/aggressor strategies    ,067 ,038 ,096* 
KT5 Market follower/adapter strategies    ,125 ,040 ,177*** 
KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies    -,104 ,038 -,151*** 
             R2 ,036 ,380 
             Adjusted R2 ,023 ,353 
             ∆R2 ,036 ,344 
             F for ∆R2 2,657** 19,060**** 
             F for ANOVA  2,657** 14.045**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                      2008
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Table 5.49 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of KT Marketing Strategies on                                                                                                                          
                  Industry Characteristics and MS Typologies in Dimensions 
 
 

Hierarchical regression analyses of KT Marketing Strategies 
on Industry Characteristics and MS Typologies (dimensions)  

 
 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics 
CI  Competitive intensity ,087 ,050 ,124 ,065 ,049 ,093 
MT Market turbulence ,018 ,054 ,026** ,004 ,053 ,006 
TT Technological turbulence ,064 ,052 ,090 ,010  ,053 ,014 
Strategic orientation:  

MS Typologies (dimensions) 
MS1 Competitive edge    -,067 ,046 -,096 
MS2 Focus of planning      ,148 ,045 ,211*** 
MS3 Growth pattern    ,108 ,048 ,153** 
MS4 Performance evaluation    ,075 ,045 ,106* 
MS5 Product mix    ,074 ,045 ,105 
MS6 Structure    ,044 ,045 ,062 
MS7 Competitive cost    ,124 ,046 ,175*** 
             R2 ,033 ,156 

             Adjusted R2 ,020 ,117 

             ∆R2 ,033 ,124 

             F for ∆R2 2,482 4,434**** 

             F for ANOVA  2,482 3,930**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                                         2008
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 Mediated Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance                                                    
on Industry Characteristics, KT Marketing Strategies and MS Typologies in Dimensions 

 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

 
Model III 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics 
CI  Competitive intensity -0.015 0.050 -0.021 -,036 0.043 -0.052 -0.036 0.037 -0.051 
MT Market turbulence  0.136 0.055  0.195 ** ,094 0.046  0.135**  0.033 0.040  0.047 
TT Technological turbulence -0.114 0.052 -0.163** -,070 0.044 -0.101 -0.041 0.040 -0.058 
 

KT Marketing Strategies 
KT1 Market leader strategies    ,321 0.039 0.457****   0.241 0.036  0.343**** 
KT2 Market nicher strategies    -,071 0.039 -0,102*  -0.070 0.035 -0.100** 
KT3 Market follower/imitator strategies    -,180 0.039 -0,260****  -0.102 0.035 -0.148*** 
KT4 Market challenger/aggressor strategies    ,067 0.038 0,096*   0.062 0.033  0.090* 
KT5 Market follower/adapter strategies    ,125 0.040 0,177***   0.079 0.036  0.112** 
KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies    -,104 0.038 -0,151***  -0.056 0.034 -0.081* 
 

Strategic orientation: 
MS Typologies (dimensions) 
MS1 Competitive edge        0.238 0.036  0.336**** 
MS2 Focus of planning          0.091 0.035  0.129** 
MS3 Growth pattern        0.018 0.037  0.026 
MS4 Performance evaluation       -0.053 0.034 -0.077 
MS5 Product mix       -0.073 0.034 -0.104** 
MS6 Structure        0.188 0.034  0.266**** 
MS7 Competitive cost       -0.049 0.036 -0.069 
             R2 ,036 .380 .568 
             Adjusted R2 ,023 .353 .533 
             ∆R2 ,036 .344 .187 
             F for ∆R2 2.657** 19.060**** 12.314**** 
             F for ANOVA  2.657** 14.045**** 16.325**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                                                                     2008 

Table 5.50 Mediated Hierarchical Regression Analyses of T. P. Performance on Ind. Characteristics, KT Marketing Str. and MS Typologies in Dimensions
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5.3.3.2.   Regression Results for B for Miles and Snow’s  

 Typologies in Orientations- Classificatory Approach  

As per the research Model B in Figure 5.1, hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis has been used to assess the combined predictive power of the variables under 

study.  

The control variables (industry characteristics) have been entered into the 

model as block one, then the independent variables (X) Miles and Snow typological in 

orientations have been entered into the model as block two, and then the mediator 

variable (Z) marketing strategies have been entered into the model as block three, 

regressed on the dependent variable (Y) business performance. 

 
These analyses are discussed in the next section and will be followed by a 

section on mediation analyses. 

5.3.3.2.1. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Model B 

The group of variables (1) environmental variables of industry characteristics, 

(2) predictor variables of strategic orientation of Miles and Snow typologies in 

orientations, (3) Kotler’s marketing strategies have been entered into regression in the 

analysis. Criterion variable is total perceived performance as summated score of 

performance dimensions.   

 Table 5.51 on the next page presents Pearson correlation results indicating that 

(1) market turbulence is the only industry characteristics’ dimension that is correlated. It 

has a positive correlation r=0.117 at p<0.05. Competitive intensity and technological 

turbulence interestingly have been insignificant. (2) Out of Miles and Snow 

orientations, following findings are noted: prospector orientation 1 (r=0.546, p<0.001) 

supporting H5a1, prospector orientation 2 (r=0.160, p<0.001) supporting H5a2, analyzer 

orientation (r=0.538, p<0.001) supporting H5c are positively correlated; defender 

orientation 1 (r=-0.288, p<0.001) supporting H5b2 are negatively correlated. (3) Out of 

Kotler’s marketing strategies following findings are noted: market-leading strategies  
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Table 5.51 Pearson Correlation Results for Total Perceived Performance with Strategic Orientation of M&S Classificatory Approach Typologies in Orientations  

 

 

Pearson correlation D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Total perceived performance (D) 1,000               

Competitive intensity (1) ,018 1,000              

Market turbulence (2) ,117** ,367*** 1,000             

Technological turbulence (3) -,084 ,197*** ,426*** 1,000            

Defender orientation 1 (4) -,288*** ,016 ,010 ,106* 1,000           

Defender orientation 2 (5) -,015 ,160*** ,121** ,117** ,006 1,000          

Prospector orientation 1 (6) ,546*** ,138** ,173*** ,007 -,241*** ,069 1,000         

Prospector orientation 2 (7) ,160*** ,121** ,267*** ,335*** -,178*** ,048 ,024 1,000        

Analyzer orientation (8) ,538*** ,183*** ,313*** ,113** -,178*** ,137** ,689*** ,401*** 1,000       

Market leading strategies (9) ,472*** -,004 ,051 -,056 -,162*** ,096* ,233*** ,215*** ,250*** 1,000      

Market niching strategies (10) -,100* ,000 ,196*** ,178*** ,190*** ,125** ,034 ,097* ,141** -,012 1,000     

Market following/imitating str (11) -,279*** ,007 -,085 ,110* ,155** -,019 -,178*** -,009 -,216*** ,004 ,011 1,000    

Market following/adapting str (12) ,099* ,051 ,110* ,111* -,018 ,067 ,006 ,101* ,039 ,007 -,003 ,008 1,000   

Market challenge/aggr str (13) ,158*** ,268*** ,034 ,087 -,074 -,008 ,136** ,139** ,124** ,014 ,016 ,014 -,004 1,000  

Market challenge/sweep str (14) -,139** ,053 -,014 -,102* ,165*** ,166*** -,072 -,079 -,052 ,009 ,003 -,003 -,009 ,010 1,000 

*p<0.10,  **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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(r=0.472, p<0.001) supporting H7a and market challenging/aggressor strategies (r=0.158, 

p<0.001) supporting H7b are positively correlated; market following/imitating strategies    

(r=-0.279, p<0.001) supporting H7d, market challenging/sweeping strategies (r=-0.139, 

p<.005) supporting H7c are negatively correlated. Leading and challenging leader 

strategies are positively correlated with performance, while imitating and attacking 

smaller unsuccessful competitors have negative correlation with performance. 

Market/follower-adapter and market-niching strategies are not at all correlated with 

performance (H7e and H7f are rejected).  

 Hierarchical regression results are provided in Table 5.52 on next page. (1)The 

first model is composed of the industry characteristics’ entries and with market 

turbulence having positive contribution (β=0.195, p<0.05) and technological turbulence 

having negative contribution (β=-0.163, p<0.05) with the model’s R2=0.036, and F 

value (2.657, p<0.05). R2 is low. (2) In the second model M&S typologies in 

orientations are entered with F value (24.346, p<0.001), while R2 increased to 0.393 

with ∆R2=0.370. Industry characteristics’ variables are no longer significant and 

excluded; M&S typologies in orientations with positive contribution of prospector 

orientation 1 (β=0.312, p<0.001) and analyzer orientation (β=0.300, p<0.01) with 

negative contribution of defender orientation 1 (β=-0.137, p<0.05) are the cause of 

change in R2. (3) In the third model, industry characteristics’ variables remain not being 

significant while newly entered KT marketing strategies with F value (12.079, p<0.001) 

has total positive contribution with all the variables:  market-leading strategies 

(β=0.349, p<0.001), market-following/adapting strategies (β=0.122, p<0.05), market 

challenging/aggressor strategies (β=0.099, p<0.05), market-niching strategies (β=-

0.117, p<0.05), market-following/imitating strategies (β=-0.164, p<0.01) and market 

challenging/sweeping strategies (β=-0.099, p<0.05); R2 increases to 0.554 with 

∆R2=0.161. 

The results indicate that R2 increases significantly from Model I to Model III 

from 0.036 to 0.554. This reveals the predictive contribution of each block of variables 

and 55.4 percent of the variance is explained by M&S typologies in orientations and KT 

marketing strategies. ANOVA analysis with F value significant at 0.001 levels suggests 
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Hierarchical regression analyses of Business Performance-model testing 

(Total Perceived Performance) on study variables with M&S Typologies in Orientations 
 

 

Independent variables entered 
 

 

Model I 

 

Model II 

 

Model III 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics 
CI Competitive intensity -0,015 0.050 -0.021 -0.045 0.041 -0.065 -0.056 0.037 -0.080 

MT Market turbulence  0.136 0.055  0.195 **  0.028 0.046  0.040  0.030 0.041  0.043 

TT Technological turbulence -0.114 0.052 -0.163**  0.083 0.044 -0.119 -0.046 0.040 -0.066 
 

Strategic orientation: 
MS Typologies (whole) orientation 

         

MS Defender orientation 1    -0.095 0.040 -0.137** -0.037 0.036 -0.053 

MS Defender orientation 2    -0.041 0.039 -0.059 -0.043 0.035 -0.062 

MS Prospector orientation 1     0.218 0.058  0.312****  0.151 0.052  0.216*** 

MS Prospector orientation 2     0.034 0.049  0.048 -0.032 0.044 -0.046 

MS Analyzer orientation 1     0.207 0.063  0.300***  0.196 0.055  0.285**** 
 

KT Marketing Strategies 
         

KT1 Market leader strategies        0.245 0.0 36  0.349**** 

KT2 Market nicher strategies       -0.082 0.035 -0.117** 

KT3 Market follower/imitator strategies       -0.114 0.034 -0.164*** 

KT4 Market challenger/aggressor strategies        0.069 0.033  0.099** 

KT5 Market follower/adapter strategies        0.086 0.035  0.122** 

KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies       -0.068 0.034 -0.099** 

             R2 .036 .393 ,554 

             Adjusted R2 ,023 ,370 ,523 

             ∆R2 ,036 ,357 ,161 

             F for ∆R2 2,657** 24,346**** 12,079**** 

             F for ANOVA  2,657** 16,761**** 17,830**** 

*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                                                                     2008 

Table 5.52 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Business Performance-Model Testing  

(Total Perceived Performance) on Study Variables with M&S Typologies in Orientations 

 



www.manaraa.com

253 
 

a good fit for the full model. The results also indicate that as values of prospector 

orientation I (β=0.216, p<0.01) and analyzer orientation (β=0.285, p<0.001) increases, 

business performance of business units increases. Therefore support for hypotheses H5 

and H7 are confirmed. The results also indicate that as values of market-leading 

strategies (β=0.349, p<0.001), market-challenging/aggressor strategies (β=0.099, 

p<0.05), market-following/adapting strategies (β=0.122, p<0.05) increases and as 

market-niching value (β=-0.117, p<0.05) and market-following/imitating strategies (β=-

0.164, p<0.05), market-challenging-sweeping strategies (β=-0.099, p<0.05)  decreases, 

business performance of business units increases.  

5.3.3.2.2. Mediated Hierarchical Regression Results for Model B  

The model utilizing performance as the dependent variable is broken down into 

four steps for testing a mediated model. The results of each step are presented with (C) 

representing the industry characteristics as control variables, (X) representing strategic 

orientation M&S typologies in orientations as independent variable, (Z) representing 

KT marketing strategies as mediating variable and (Y) representing total perceived 

performance as dependent variable. The four steps in the hierarchical regression 

produced statistically significant models as results are presented below:  

1. Step 1: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

independent variables (X) are entered into the model as block 2, and 

regressed on the dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.53 on page 255 for 

hierarchical regression results. 

Step 1 {C+X=Y) produced a statistically significant model p<0.001, 

R2=0.393. H5 is supported. 

2. Step 2: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

mediator variable (Z) are entered into the model as block 2, and regressed 

on the dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.48 for hierarchical regression. 

Step 2 {C+Z=Y} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.001), 

R2=0.380. H7 is supported. 

3. Step 3: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

independent variables (X) are entered into the model as block 2 and 
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regressed on mediator variable (Z). See Table 5.54 on page 256 for 

hierarchical regression results. 

Step 3 {C+X=Z} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.01), 

R2=0.090. H8 is supported. Due to the significance of the models in Steps 1 

through 3, Step 4 is conducted. H8 is supported. 

4. Step 4: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

mediator variable (Z) are entered into the model as block 2, independent 

variables (X) are entered into the model as block 3, and regressed on the 

dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.55 on page 257 for hierarchical 

regression results. 

Step 4 {C+Z+X=Y} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.001), 

R2=0.554. 

Since a statistically significant model resulted at step 4, existence of partial 

mediation is concluded, hence there is support for hypothesis H6.  
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                  Table 5.53 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance on  
                                    MS Typologies in Orientations and Industry Characteristics 
 

Hierarchical regression analyses of Total Perceived Performance 
on MS Typologies (whole) orientation and Industry Characteristics 

 

 
Independent variables entered 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics
CI Competitive intensity -,015 ,050 -,021 -0.045 0.041 -0.065 
MT Market turbulence ,136 ,055 ,195**  0.028 0.046  0.040 
TT Technological turbulence -,114 ,052 -,163** -0.083 0.044 -0.119* 
 

Strategic orientation: 
MS Typologies dimensions 
MS Defender orientation 1    -0.095 0.040 -0.137** 
MS Defender orientation 2    -0.041 0.039 -0.059 
MS Prospector orientation 1     0.218 0.058  0.312**** 
MS Prospector orientation 2     0.034 0.049  0.048 
MS Analyzer orientation 1     0.207 0.063  0.300**** 
             R2 .036 .393 
             Adjusted R2 .023 .370 
             ∆R2 .036 .357 
             F for ∆R2 2,657** 24,346**** 
             F for ANOVA  2,657** 16.761**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                            2008       
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Table 5.54 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of KT Marketing Strategies on  

                  M&S Typologies in Orientations and Industry Characteristics 

 
 

Hierarchical regression analyses of KT Strategies 
on MS Typologies (whole) orientation and Industry Characteristics 

 

 
Independent variables entered 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
-,037 

Industry Characteristics
CI Competitive intensity ,087 ,050 ,124* ,071 ,050 ,100 
MT Market turbulence ,018 ,054 ,026 ,004 ,055 ,006 
TT Technological turbulence ,064 ,052 ,090 ,008 ,054 ,011 
 

Strategic orientation: 
MS Typologies dimensions 
MS Defender orientation 1    ,117 ,049 ,166** 
MS Defender orientation 2    ,095 ,047 ,134** 
MS Prospector orientation 1    ,052 ,069 ,074 
MS Prospector orientation 2    ,139 ,059 ,198** 
MS Analyzer orientation 1    -,042 ,075 -,059 
             R2 ,033 ,090 
             Adjusted R2 ,020 ,056 
             ∆R2 ,033 ,057 
             F for ∆R2 2,482 2,676** 
             F for ANOVA  2,482 2,639*** 

 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                            2008       
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Mediated Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance on Industry Characteristics, KT Marketing  
Strategies and MS Typologies in Orientations 

 

 
Independent variables entered 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

 
Model III 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics 
CI Competitive intensity -0,015 0.050 -0.021 -,036 ,043 -,052 -0.056 0.037 -0.080 
MT Market turbulence  0.136 0.055  0.195 ** ,094 ,046 ,135**  0.030 0.041  0.043 
TT Technological turbulence -0.114 0.052 -0.163** -,070 ,044 -,101 -0.046 0.040 -0.066 
 

KT Marketing Strategies          

KT1 Market leader strategies    ,321 ,039 ,457****  0.245 0.0 36  0.349**** 
KT2 Market nicher strategies    -,071 ,039 -,102* -0.082 0.035 -0.117** 
KT3 Market follower/imitator strategies    -,180 ,039 -,260**** -0.114 0.034 -0.164*** 
KT4 Market challenger/aggressor strategies    ,067 ,038 ,096*  0.069 0.033  0.099** 
KT5 Market follower/adapter strategies    ,125 ,040 ,177***  0.086 0.035  0.122** 
KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies    -,104 ,038 -,151** -0.068 0.034 -0.099** 
 

Strategic orientation: 
MS Typologies (whole) orientation 

         

MS Defender orientation 1       -0.037 0.036 -0.053 
MS Defender orientation 2       -0.043 0.035 -0.062 
MS Prospector orientation 1        0.151 0.052  0.216*** 
MS Prospector orientation 2       -0.032 0.044 -0.046 
MS Analyzer orientation 1        0.196 0.055  0.285**** 
             R2 .036 .380 ,554 
             Adjusted R2 ,023 ,353 ,523 
             ∆R2 ,036 ,344 ,174 
             F for ∆R2 2,657** 19,060**** 15,653**** 
             F for ANOVA  2,657** 14,045**** 17,830**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                                                                     2008
 

Table 5.55 Mediated Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance on Industry 
Characteristics, KT Marketing Strategies and M&S Typologies in Orientations 
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5.3.3.3. Regression Results for Model C for Venkatraman’s     

STROBE Dimensions-Comparative Approach 

As per the research Model C in Figure 5.1, hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis has been used to assess the combined predictive power of the variables under 

study.  

The control variables (industry characteristics) have been entered into the 

model as block one, then the independent variables (X) Venkatraman’s STROBE 

dimensions have been entered into the model as block two, and then the mediator 

variable (Z) marketing strategies have been entered into the model as block three, 

regressed on the dependent variable (Y) business performance. 

These analyses are discussed in the next section and will be followed by a 

section on mediation analyses. 

5.3.3.3.1. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Model C  

The group of variables (1) environmental variables of industry characteristics, 

(2) predictor variables of strategic orientation of Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions, 

(3) Kotler’s marketing strategies have been entered into regression in the analysis. 

Criterion variable is total perceived performance as summated score of performance 

dimensions.   

 Table 5.56 presents Pearson correlation results indicating that (1) market 

turbulence is the only industry characteristics’ dimension that is correlated. It has a 

positive correlation r=0.117 at p<0.05. Competitive intensity and technological 

turbulence interestingly have been insignificant. (2) Out of Venkatraman’s STROBE 

dimensions, following findings are noted: analysis dimension (r=0.359, p<0.01) 

supporting H9c, futurity dimension (r=0.172, p<0.01) supporting H9c, proactiveness 

dimension (r=0.386, p<0.01) supporting H9d are positively correlated; aggressiveness 

dimension (r=-0.113, p<0.01) supporting H9a is negatively correlated. Defensiveness 

dimension’s significance remained higher than 0.05 however less than 0.10 and 

therefore excluded. Aggressiveness dimension interestingly contributed negatively to 

performance. (3) Out of Kotler’s marketing strategies following findings are noted: 
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market-leading strategies (r=0.472, p<0.001) supporting H11a and market 

challenging/aggressor strategies (r=0.158, p<0.001) supporting H11b are positively 

correlated; market following/imitating strategies (r=-0.279, p<0.001) supporting H11d, 

market challenging/sweeping strategies (r=-0.139, p<.005) supporting H11c are 

negatively correlated. Leading and challenging leader strategies are positively correlated 

with performance, while imitating and attacking smaller unsuccessful competitors have 

negative correlation with performance. Market/follower-adapter and market niching 

strategies are not at all correlated with performance (H11e and H11f are rejected). 
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      Table 5.56 Pearson Correlation Results for Total P. Performance with Strategic Orientation of STROBE (dimensional approach) 
 

 

Pearson correlation D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Total perceived performance (D) 1,000               

Competitive intensity (1) ,018 1,000              

Market turbulence (2) ,117** ,367*** 1,000             

Technological turbulence (3) -,084 ,197*** ,426*** 1,000            

Analysis (4) ,359*** ,216*** ,155** ,035 1,000           

Defensiveness (5) ,103* ,124** ,012 ,141** -,023 1,000          

Aggressiveness (6) -,113** ,105* ,040 ,095* ,027 ,017 1,000         

Futurity (7) ,172*** ,071 ,182*** ,221*** -,010 ,000 ,016 1,000        

Proactiveness (8) ,386*** -,029 ,121** -,072 -,008 ,015 ,029 -,010 1,000       

Market leading strategies (9) ,472*** -,004 ,051 -,056 ,198*** ,174*** ,002 ,074 ,335*-* 1,000      

Market niching strategies (10) -,100* ,000 ,196*** ,178*** -,015 ,066 ,097* ,190*** -,021 -,012 1,000     

Market following/imitating str (11) -,279*** ,007 -,085 ,110* -,058 ,175*** ,114** -,056 -,108* ,004 ,011 1,000    

Market following/adapting str (12) ,099* ,051 ,110* ,111* ,021 ,089* ,027 ,054 ,089* ,007 -,003 ,008 1,000   

Market challenge/aggr str (13) ,158*** ,268*** ,034 ,087 ,127** ,088* ,221*** ,052 ,151** ,014 ,016 ,014 -,004 1,000  

Market challenge/sweep str (14) -,139** ,053 -,014 -,102* -,046 -,097* ,049 ,081 -,003 ,009 ,003 -,003 -,009 ,010 1,000 

*p<0.10,  **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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 Hierarchical regression results are provided in Table 5.57. (1)The first model is 

composed of the industry characteristics’ entries and with market turbulence having 

positive contribution (β=0.195, p<0.05) and technological turbulence having negative 

contribution (β=-0.163, p<0.05) with the model’s R2=0.036, and F value (2.657, 

p<0.05). R2 is low. (2) In the second model Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions are 

entered with F value (21.075, p<0.001), while R2 increased to 0.361 with ∆R2=0.325. 

Industry characteristics’ variables are no longer significant and excluded; 

Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions with positive contribution of analysis dimension 

(β=0.380, p<0.001), defensiveness dimension (β=0.135, p<0.05), futurity dimension 

β=0.206, p<0.001), proactiveness dimension β=0.374, p<0.001) with negative 

contribution of aggressiveness dimension (β=-0.122, p<0.05) are the cause of change in 

R2. (3) In the third model, industry characteristics’ variables remain not being 

significant while newly entered KT marketing strategies with F value (10.514, p<0.001) 

has total positive contribution with all the variables:  market-leading strategies 

(β=0.300, p<0.001), market-following/adapting strategies (β=0.124, p<0.05), market-

niching strategies (β=-0.112, p<0.05), market-following/imitating strategies (β=-0.218, 

p<0.001), and market challenging/sweeping strategies (β=-0.136, p<0.01); R2 increases 

to 0.514 with ∆R2=0.153. 

The results indicate that R2 increases significantly from Model I to Model III 

from 0.036 to 0.514. This reveals the predictive contribution of each block of variables 

and 51.4 percent of the variance is explained by M&S typologies in orientations and KT 

marketing strategies. ANOVA analysis with F value significant at 0.001 levels suggests 

a good fit for the full model. Therefore support for hypotheses H9 and H11 are confirmed 

The results also indicate that as values of analysis dimension (β=0.281, 

p<0.001), futurity dimension (β=0.184, p<0.001), and proactiveness dimension 

(β=0.223, p<0.001) increases, and as value of aggressiveness dimension (β=-0.103, 

p<0.05) decreases business performance of business units increases. The results also 

indicate that as values of market-leading strategies (β=0.300, p<0.001), market-

following/adapting strategies (β=0.124, p<0.05) increases and as market-niching value 

(β=-0.112, p<0.05) and market-follower/imitating strategies (β=-0.218, p<0.001),  
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Hierarchical regression analyses of Business Performance model testing 
(Total Perceived Performance) on study variables with STROBE 

 

 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

 
Model III 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics          

CI Competitive intensity -0.015 0.050 -0.021 -0.047 ,043 -0.068 -0.056 0.040 -0.080 
MT Market turbulence  0.136 0.055  0.195 **  0.043 ,047  0.062  0.046 0.043  0.065 
TT Technological turbulence -0.114 0.052 -0.163** -0.096 ,045 -0.137** -0.074 0.040 -0.106* 
 

Strategic orientation: STROBE 
STROBE 1 Analysis    0.265 ,040  0.380****  0.196 0.037  0.281**** 
STROBE 2 Defensiveness    0.095 ,040  0.135**  0.067 0.037  0.095* 
STROBE 3 Aggressiveness    -0.086 ,040 -0.122** -0.073 0.036 -0.103** 
STROBE 4 Futurity    0.144 ,040  0.206****  0.129 0.036  0.184**** 
STROBE 5 Proactiveness    0.260 ,039  0.374****  0.155 0.038  0.223**** 
 

KT Marketing Strategies 
KT1 Market leader strategies        0.211 0.039  0.300**** 
KT2 Market nicher strategies       -0.078 0.036 -0.112** 
KT3 Market follower/imitator strategies       -0.151 0.036 -0.218**** 
KT4 Market challenger/aggressor strategies        0.045 0.035  0.065 
KT5 Market follower/adapter strategies        0.088 0.038  0.124** 
KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies       -0.094 0.035 -0.136*** 
             R2 ,036 ,361 ,514 
             Adjusted R2 ,023 ,337 ,480 
             ∆R2 ,036 ,325 ,153 
             F for ∆R2 2.657** 21,075**** 10,514**** 
             F for ANOVA  2.657** 14,640**** 15,179**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                                                                     2008

 

    Table 5.57 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Business Performance-Model Testing (Total Perceive Performance) on Study     
Variables with STROBE Dimensions 
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market-challenging/sweeper strategies (β=-0.136, p<0.01) decreases, business 

performance of business units increases.  

 5.3.3.3.2. Mediated Hierarchical Regression Results for Model C  

The model utilizing performance as the dependent variable is broken down into 

four steps for testing a mediated model. The results of each step are presented with (C) 

representing the industry characteristics as control variables, (X) representing strategic 

orientation Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions as independent variable, (Z) 

representing KT marketing strategies as mediating variable and (Y) representing total 

perceived performance as dependent variable. The four steps in the hierarchical 

regression produced statistically significant models as results are presented below:  

1. Step 1: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

independent variables (X) are entered into the model as block 2, and 

regressed on the dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.58 on page 265 for 

hierarchical regression results. 

Step 1 {C+X=Y) produced a statistically significant model p<0.001, 

R2=0.361. H9 is supported 

2. Step 2: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

mediator variable (Z) are entered into the model as block 2, and regressed 

on the dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.48 for hierarchical regression. 

Step 2 {C+Z=Y} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.001), 

R2=0.380. H11is supported. 

3. Step 3: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

independent variables (X) are entered into the model as block 2 and 

regressed on mediator variable (Z). See Table 5.59 on page 266 for 

hierarchical regression results. 

Step 3 {C+X=Z} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.01), 

R2=0.134. H12 is supported. Due to the significance of the models in Steps 1 

through 3, Step 4 is conducted. . H12 is supported. 

4. Step 4: Control variables (C) are entered into the model as block 1, 

mediator variable (Z) are entered into the model as block 2, independent 
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variables (X) are entered into the model as block 3, and regressed on the 

dependent variable (Y). See Table 5.60 on page 267 for hierarchical 

regression results. 

Step 4 {C+Z+X=Y} produced a statistically significant model (P<0.001), 

R2=0.514 

Since a statistically significant model resulted at step 4, existence of partial 

mediation is concluded, hence there is support for hypothesis H10.  
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Table 5.58 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Total Perceived Performance on 
                  STROBE and Industry Characteristics 
 

Hierarchical regression analyses of Total Perceived Performance  
on STROBE and Industry Characteristics 

 

 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics       

CI Competitive intensity -,015 ,050 -,021 -0.047 0.043 -0.068 
MT Market turbulence ,136 ,055 ,195**  0.043 0.047  0.062 
TT Technological turbulence -,114 ,052 -,163** -0.096 0.045 -0.137** 
 

Strategic orientation: STROBE 
STROBE 1 Analysis    0.265 0.040 0.380**** 
STROBE 2 Defensiveness    0.095 0.040 0.135** 
STROBE 3 Aggressiveness    -0.086 0.040 -0.122** 
STROBE 4 Futurity    0.144 0.040 0.206**** 
STROBE 5 Proactiveness    0.260 0.039 0.374**** 
             R2 .036 .361 
             Adjusted R2 .023 .337 
             ∆R2 .036 .325 
             F for ∆R2 2,657** 21.075**** 
             F for ANOVA  2,657** 14.640**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                         2008 
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Table 5.59 Hierarchical Regression Analyses of KT Strategies 
                  on Industry Characteristics and STROBE Dimensions  
 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses of KT Strategies 
on Industry Characteristics and STROBE Dimensions  

 
 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 

Industry Characteristics       

CI Competitive intensity ,087 ,050 ,124 ,062 ,050 ,087 
MT Market turbulence ,018 ,054 ,026** -,006 ,054 -,009 
TT Technological turbulence ,064 ,052 ,090* ,038 ,051 ,054 
 

Strategic orientation: STROBE 
STROBE 1 Analysis    ,043 ,046 ,061 
STROBE 2 Defensiveness    ,111 ,046 ,158** 
STROBE 3 Aggressiveness    ,130 ,045 ,185*** 
STROBE 4 Futurity    ,102 ,046 ,145** 
STROBE 5 Proactiveness    ,107 ,046 ,152** 
             R2 ,033 ,134 
             Adjusted R2 ,020 ,102 
             ∆R2 ,033 ,101 
             F for ∆R2 2,482 4,996**** 
             F for ANOVA  2,482 4,138**** 
*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                          2008 
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Mediated Hierarchical regression analyses of Business Performance model testing 
(Total Perceived Performance) on Study Variables with STROBE Dimensions 

 
 
Independent variables entered 
 

 
Model I 

 
Model II 

 
Model III 

  B SE B   β   B SE B   β   B SE B   β 
 
Industry Characteristics 

         

CI Competitive intensity -0.015 0.050 -0.021 -,036 ,043 -,052 -0.056 0.040 -0.080 
MT Market turbulence  0.136 0.055  0.195 ** ,094 ,046 ,135**  0.046 0.043  0.065 
TT Technological turbulence -0.114 0.052 -0.163** -,070 ,044 -,101 -0.074 0.040 -0.106* 
 
KT Marketing Strategies 
KT1 Market leader strategies    ,321 ,039 ,457****  0.211 0.039  0.300**** 
KT2 Market nicher strategies    -,071 ,039 -,102* -0.078 0.036 -0.112** 
KT3 Market follower/imitator strategies    -,180 ,039 -,260**** -0.151 0.036 -0.218**** 
KT4 Market challenger/aggressor strategies    ,067 ,038 ,096*  0.045 0.035  0.065 
KT5 Market follower/adapter strategies    ,125 ,040 ,177***  0.088 0.038  0.124** 
KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies    -,104 ,038 -,151*** -0.094 0.035 -0.136*** 
 
Strategic orientation:  STROBE 
STROBE 1 Analysis        0.196 0.037  0.281**** 
STROBE 2 Defensiveness        0.067 0.037  0.095* 
STROBE 3 Aggressiveness       -0.073 0.036 -0.103** 
STROBE 4 Futurity        0.129 0.036  0.184**** 
STROBE 5 Proactiveness        0.155 0.038  0.223**** 
             R2 ,036 ,380 ,514 

             Adjusted R2 ,023 ,353 ,480 

             ∆R2 ,036 ,344 ,134 

             F for ∆R2 2.657** 19,060**** 11,051**** 

             F for ANOVA  2.657** 14,045**** 15,179**** 

*p<.10        **p<.05      ***p<.01     ****p<.001                                                                                                     2008
 

Table 5.60 Mediated Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Business Performance-Model Testing  
                    (Total Perceived Performance) on Study Variables with STROBE Dimensions 
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5.4. RESULTS FOR CORRELATIONAL ANALYSES 

This section will present the results of relational hypotheses, correlational 

analyses conducted to determine direction, strength and significance of the bivariate 

relationships of the variables for marketing strategies and strategic orientation. The 

results of association are provided as a group for each model separately. First the tables 

on Pearson correlation matrix are provided, and then relations are described. 

5.4.1. Results for Correlational Analyses for Model A- Strategic     

Orientation: M&S Typologies in Dimensions 

Correlational analyses are conducted between variables of industry 

characteristics, M&S typologies’ dimensions and marketing strategies. Table 5.45 

provides the results of intercorrelationals among study variables; the results between 

M&S typologies’ dimensions and marketing strategies will be the focus in this section.  

Market-leading strategies are found to be significantly and positively correlated 

with focus of planning, growth pattern, structure, and negatively correlated only with 

product mix. First three dimensions of strategic orientation support and increase 

effectiveness of market-leading strategies in shaping marketing orientation of the firm, 

while narrow product mix (range) decreases the effectiveness, which conforms to the 

assertion. The rest of the items of strategic orientation have no correlation with market-

leading strategy. H41b, H41c, H41f, and H41e are confirmed.  

Market-niching strategies are found to be significantly and positively 

correlated with focus of planning, growth pattern, product mix, competitive cost. These 

four dimensions of strategic orientation support and increase the effectiveness of 

market-niching strategies in shaping marketing orientation of the firm. The narrow 

product mix (range) as specialization and competitive cost which underlines low cost 

both support the effectiveness of the strategy conforming to the premises of this 

strategy. The rest of the items of strategic orientation have no correlation with market-

niching strategy. H42b, H42c, H42e, and H42g are confirmed. 
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Market-following/imitating strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated with product mix, competitive cost and negatively correlated with 

competitive edge. First two dimensions of strategic orientation support and increase 

effectiveness of market-following/imitating strategies in conformity with assertions 

while taking a competitive stance with a claim does not support this strategy of a 

follower. The rest of the items of strategic orientation have no correlation with market-

following/imitating strategy. H43e, H43g, and H43a are confirmed.  

Market-following/adapting strategies are found to have no significant 

correlations, no hypothesis is confirmed.  

Market-challenging/aggressor strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated only with competitive cost. This conforms to assertions on 

competition of producing and providing lower cost-better terms as the main strategy of 

challenger against the leader. It is interesting no note that no other dimension of 

strategic orientation has correlation with market-following/imitating strategy. H45g is 

confirmed.  

Market-challenging/sweeper strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated with product mix, performance evaluation, and competitive cost 

and negatively correlated with competitive edge. . First two dimensions of strategic 

orientation support and increase effectiveness of market-challenging/sweeping 

strategies in conformity with assertions while taking a competitive stance with a claim 

does not support this strategy of a sweeper. The rest of the items of strategic orientation 

have no correlation with market-challenging/sweeper strategy. H46d, H46e, and H46g are 

confirmed.  

Competitive cost and product mix are among the mostly related dimensions 

with marketing strategies. 
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5.4.2. Results for Correlational Analyses for Model B- Strategic     

        Orientation: M&S typologies in Orientations 

Correlational analyses are conducted between variables of industry 

characteristics, M&S typologies’ orientations and marketing strategies. Table 5.51 

provides the results of intercorrelationals among study variables; the results between 

M&S typologies’ orientations and marketing strategies will be the focus in this section.  

Market-leading strategies are found to be significantly and positively correlated 

with prospector and analyzer orientations, and negatively correlated with defender 

orientation I while it has no correlation with defender orientation II. This is apparently 

in full conformity with assertions on behavior of market-leading strategies. H81a, H81b 

H81c, and H81e are confirmed.  

Market-niching strategies are found to be significantly and positively 

correlated with defender and analyzer orientations. It has no correlation with prospector 

orientations. This is apparently in full conformity with assertions on behavior of market-

niching strategies. H82c, H82d, and H82e,  

Market-following/imitating strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated with defender orientation I, and negatively correlated with 

prospector orientation I and analyzer orientation while it has no correlation with 

defender orientation II and prospector orientation II. This is apparently in full 

conformity with assertions on behavior of market-following/imitating strategies. H83a, 

H83c, and H83e are confirmed.  

Market-following/adapting strategies are found to have no significant 

correlation with any of the strategic orientation variables. 

Market-challenging/aggressor strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated with prospector and analyzer orientations. It has no correlation 

with rest of the orientations. This is apparently in full conformity with assertions on 

behavior of market-challenging/aggressor strategies. H85a, H85b, and H85e are confirmed.  
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Market-challenging/sweeper strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated with defender orientations. It has no correlation with rest of the 

orientations. This does not conform to assertions on behavior of market-

challenging/sweeper strategies as the qualities of defenders do not reflect challenging 

approach. H86c and H86d are confirmed. 

5.4.3. Results for Correlational Analyses for Model C- Strategic     

  Orientation:  Venkatraman’s Dimensions 

Correlational analyses are conducted between variables of industry 

characteristics, Venkatraman’s dimensions and marketing strategies. Table 5.56 

provides the results of intercorrelationals among study variables; the results between 

Venkatraman’s dimensions and marketing strategies will be the focus in this section.  

Market-leading strategies are found to be significantly and positively correlated 

with analysis and defensiveness, and negatively correlated with proactiveness 

dimensions. This is an interesting result with stance on defensiveness, and prudence in 

new moves and not being proactive, when pondering on the assertions and through the 

qualities of the sample.  H121b, H121c and H121d are confirmed.  

Market-niching strategies are found to be significantly and positively 

correlated with futurity dimension only.  With reference to assertions on the marketing 

strategy, it has no reflections. Hypothesis H122e is confirmed. 

Market-following/imitating strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated with defensiveness and aggressiveness dimensions. With reference 

to assertions on the marketing strategy, it has no reflections. Hypotheses H123a and H123b 

are confirmed.  

Market-following/adapting strategies are found to have no significant 

correlation with any of the strategic orientation variables. 

Market-challenging/aggressor strategies are found to be significantly and 

positively correlated with analysis, aggressiveness and proactiveness orientations. This 
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appears to reflect assertions on this strategy as per literature. Hypotheses H125a, H125c, 

and H125d are confirmed.  

Market-challenging/sweeper strategies are found to have no significant 

correlation with any of the strategic orientation variables. 

Strategic orientation in Venkatraman’s dimensions appears not to correlate 

well with the marketing strategies. 

5.5. RESULTS FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLE t-TESTS 

The section further investigates if differences in means between distinct groups 

of the sample exist; independent sample t-tests have been carried out. 

 5.5.1. Results for Independent Sample t-Test for Company Type 

Company type is being inquired. Independent sample t-Test is conducted in 

order to find out whether different company types are the reason of significant 

differences in means of variables of the study. The results of t-tests that confirm 

differences are provided on Table 5.61. The results will be described in categories based 

on the research models. 

The results pertaining to model A where strategic orientation is represented in 

M&S typologies in dimensions indicate that performance evaluation is more centralized 

in limited companies and less so in incorporations (t=-3.781, p=0.000; mean 

limited=3.1341, mean incorporated=2.4606). 

The results pertaining to model B where strategic orientation is represented in 

M&S typologies in orientations indicate that limited companies have higher defender 

orientation than incorporations, meaning that limited companies prefer to maintain their 

present market and incorporations have propensity for developing new markets (t=-

2.991, p=0.003; mean limited=3.5354, mean incorporated=3.1349).  

The results pertaining to model C where strategic orientation is represented in 

Venkatraman’s dimensions indicate that limited companies have higher aggressiveness  
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                               Table 5.61 Independent Samples t-Test Results for Company Types 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Grouping 
variable N Mean Std. Dev. 

Levene’s test for 
equality of variances Variance assumed t p 
F Sig 

 
Independent samples t-Test results for Company Types [Incorporation and Limited Company]   
 
Performance 
evaluation 
MS4 

Incorporati
on 131 2,4606 1,12277 4,191 ,042 Equal variance 

assumed -3,944 ,000 

Limited 87 3,1341 1,38696   Equal variance not 
assumed -3,781 ,000 

Product mix 
MS5 

Incorporati
on 131 2,4606 1,12277 4,191 ,042 Equal variance 

assumed -3,944 ,000 

Limited 87 3,1341 1,38696   Equal variance not 
assumed -3,781 ,000 

Defender 
orientation 
MS 

Incorporati
on 131 3,1349 ,95857 ,087 ,769 Equal variance 

assumed -2,991 ,003 

Limited 87 3,5354 ,98262   Equal variance not 
assumed -2,976 ,003 

Aggressive-
ness  
ST3 

Incorporati
on 131 2,9580 ,96783 1,843 ,176 Equal variance 

assumed -2,317 ,021 

Limited 87 3,2931 1,15336   Equal variance not 
assumed -2,237 ,027 

Market 
niching 
strategies 
KT2 

Incorporati
on 131 2,6527 1,28586 ,484 ,487 Equal variance 

assumed -2,516 ,013 

Limited 87 3,1149 1,39079   Equal variance not 
assumed -2,476 ,014 

Comparativ
e 
performance 
CP 

Incorporati
on 131 4,4744 ,79109 1,961 ,163 Equal variance 

assumed 2,573 ,011 

Limited 87 4,2034 ,69860   Equal variance not 
assumed 2,642 ,009 

Total 
perceived 
performance 
TPP  
 

Incorporati
on 131 4,5890 ,71797 2,278 ,133 Equal variance 

assumed 2,280 ,024 

Limited 
87 4,3662 ,65592   

Equal variance not 
assumed 2,325 ,021 
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in their approach to the market than incorporations (t=-2.317, p=0.021; mean 

limited=3.5354, mean incorporated=3.1349). 

The results pertaining to marketing strategies reveal that limited companies 

prefer to act with market-niching strategies than incorporations meaning that they are 

more inclined to focus in segments of markets (t=-2.516, p=0.013; mean 

limited=3.1149, mean incorporated=2.6527). 

The results pertaining to performance reveal that incorporations perform better 

than limited companies both in total performance (t=2.280, p=0.024; mean 

limited=4.3662, mean incorporated=4.5890)  and comparative performance (t=2.573, 

p=0.011; mean limited=4.2034, mean incorporated=4.4744).  

5.5.2. Results for Independent Sample t-Test for Economic (Business) Sector 

Economic (business) sector is being inquired. Independent sample t-Test is 

conducted in order to find out whether two basic economic sectors are the reason of 

significant differences in means of variables of the study. The results of t-tests that 

confirm differences are provided in Table 5.62.  

The results pertaining to model A where strategic orientation is represented in 

M&S typologies in dimensions indicate that competitive edge (competitive orientation)  

is more developed in services sector companies and less so in manufacturing sector 

companies (t=-1.989, p=0.049; mean manufacturing=4.9098, mean services=5.1305). 

The results pertaining to model C where strategic orientation is represented in 

Venkatraman’s dimensions indicate that manufacturing companies have higher 

defensiveness character in their approach to the market than services companies (t=-

4.778, p=0.000; mean manufacturing=3.8354, mean services=3.1028).  
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                                             Table 5.62 Independent Samples t-Test Results for Economic (Business)Sector 
 
 

 Grouping variable N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Levene’s test 
for equality of 
variances 

Variance assumed t p 

F Sig    
 

Independent samples t-Test results for Business Sector [Industry and Manufacturing]   
 

Competitive edge  
MS1 

Manufacturing 82 4.9098 0.83276 2,401 ,123 Equal variance assumed -2,053 ,041 
Services 141 5.1305 0.73795   Equal variance not assumed -1,989 ,049 

Defensiveness 
ST2 

Manufacturing 82 3,8354 1.04025 1,344 ,248 Equal variance assumed 4,778 ,000 

Services 141 3,1028 1.13903   Equal variance not assumed 4,895 ,000 
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5.5.3. Results for Independent Sample t-Test between High and Low Value 

Groups  

 For each variable of study in this section, two groups are created with a cutoff 

point of 3 on a scale ranging from 1 to 6. To investigate if there is a significant 

difference of means between these two groups, an independent t-test analysis is carried 

out. The results of t-tests that confirm differences are provided on Table 5.63.  

The results pertaining to Model A where strategic orientation is represented in 

Miles and Snow typologies in dimensions indicate that companies with high growth 

pattern score perform better than those with low growth pattern score (t=-2.366, 

p=0.019; mean [for ≥3.00] 4.5504, mean [for <3.0] 4.2460); companies less centralized 

on their performance evaluation perform better than those more centralized (t=-4.093, 

p=0.000; mean [for ≥3.00] 4.2861, mean [for <3.0] 4.6629); companies with low scores 

in competitive cost perform better than those with high scores (t=-2.619, p=0.009; mean 

[for ≥3.00] 4.3919, mean [for <3.0] 4.6372). 

The results pertaining to model B where strategic orientation is represented in 

M&S typologies in orientations indicate that low scores in defender orientation perform 

better than those score high (t=-2.327, p=0.021; mean [for ≥3.00] 4.4228, mean [for 

<3.0] 4.6510).  

The results pertaining to model C where strategic orientation is represented in 

Venkatraman’s dimensions indicate that low scores in defensiveness dimension perform 

better than those score high (t=-2.619, p=0.009; mean [for ≥3.00] 4.3919, mean [for 

<3.0] 4.6372), while high scorers in proactiveness dimension perform better than those 

score low (t=-4.065, p=0.000; mean [for ≥3.00] 4.5840, mean [for <3.0]. 

 The results pertaining to marketing strategies indicate that high scores in 

market-leading strategies perform better than those score low (t=6.717, p=0.000; mean 

[for ≥3.00] 4.7259, mean [for <3.0] 4.1280); high scorers in market-following/adapting 

strategies perform better than those score low (t=3.392, p=0.001; mean [for ≥3.00] 

4.7047, mean [for <3.0] 4.4003); while low scorers in market-challenging/sweeper 
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strategies perform better than those score high (t=-2.473, p=0.014; mean [for ≥3.00] 

4.3299, mean [for <3.0] 4.5799) (see Table 5.64). 
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             Table 5.63 Independent Samples t-Test Results with Cut-off at 3.0 for Various Grouping Variables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Grouping variable N Mean Std. Dev. 
Levene’s test  for 
equality of 
variances Variance assumed t p 
F Sig 

Independent samples t-Test results for MS3 Growth pattern [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 
 
Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 183 4,5504 ,67722 ,510 ,476 Equal variance assumed 2,366 ,019 

<3.00 34 4,2460 ,74860   Equal variance not assumed 2,209 ,033 

Independent samples t-Test results for MS4 Performance evaluation [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 

Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 92 4,2851 ,67163 ,004 ,950 Equal variance assumed -4,093 ,000 

<3.00 125 4,6629 ,67207   Equal variance not assumed -4,094 ,000 

Independent samples t-Test results for MS7 Competitive cost [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 

Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 119 4,3919 ,65111 ,039 ,844 Equal variance assumed -2,619 ,009 

<3.00 98 4,6372 ,72766   Equal variance not assumed -2,591 ,010 

Independent samples t-Test results for MS defender orientation [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 
Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 141 4,4228 ,70419 ,577 ,449 Equal variance assumed -2,327 ,021 

<3.00 76 4,6510 ,65954   Equal variance not assumed -2,374 ,019 

Independent samples t-Test results for STROBE 2 Defensiveness [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 
 
Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 119 4,3919 ,65111 ,039 ,844 Equal variance assumed -2,619 ,009 

<3.00 98 4,6372 ,72766   Equal variance not assumed -2,591 ,010 

Independent samples t-Test results for STROBE 5 Proactiveness[groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 

Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 182 4,5840 ,66126 ,535 ,465 Equal variance assumed 4,065 ,000 

<3.00 35 4,0797 ,72779   Equal variance not assumed 3,808 ,000 
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Table 5.64 Independent Samples t-Test Results with Cut-off at 3.0 for Various Grouping Variables 

 Grouping variable N Mean Std. Dev. 
Levene’s test  for 
equality of variances Variance assumed t p 
F Sig 

 
Independent samples t-Test results for KT1 Market leading strategies [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 
Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 136 4,7259 ,60335 1,555 ,214 Equal variance assumed 6,717 ,000 

<3.00 81 4,1280 ,68308   Equal variance not assumed 6,509 ,000 

Independent samples t-Test results for KT5 Market follower/adapter strategies [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 

Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 73 4,7047 ,55934 5,460 ,020 Equal variance assumed 3,105 ,002 

<3.00 144 4,4003 ,73667   Equal variance not assumed 3,392 ,001 

Independent samples t-Test results for KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies [groupings of score >=3.00 and <3.00] 
Total perceived 
performance 
TPP 

>=3.00 67 4,3299 ,71663 ,332 ,565 Equal variance assumed -2,473 ,014 

<3.00 150 4,5799 ,67472   Equal variance not assumed -2,417 ,017 
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5.6. RESULTS FOR ANOVA TESTS 

One-way ANOVA tests are conducted to carry investigations on the sample to 

identify specific between-group mean differences across the variables being studied. 

Those analyses that contribute to knowledge on the companies and that may guide 

further analyses in the future are described. Wherever homogeneity of variance test is 

not passed Welch test has been utilized to test for the equality of means. When ANOVA 

is used but the test is carried out with unequal groups, Scheffé or Hochberg’ GT 2 is 

used for post-hoc multiple comparison analyses. Similarly when Welch test is being 

used but the test is carried out with unequal groups, Games-Howell is used for post-hoc 

multiple comparison analysis. 

  5.6.1. Results for ANOVA Tests of Factor: Industry Type 

The result of ANOVA test reveals that for defensiveness dimension of strategic 

orientation there are significant mean differences among groups of industry type. To 

determine among which groups the true differences are identified for defensiveness, 

Hochberg’s GT2 post hoc multiple comparison analysis designed for unequal groups 

has been performed. According to the results on Table 5.65, defensiveness character of 

consumer non-durables industry companies is the highest and is significantly different 

from those in services sector.  
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Table 5.65 ANOVA Test Results for Grouping Variables 
 
ANOVA results for ST2 Defensiveness and industry type 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
 
 
 
 
Industry type 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi finished materials 
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail distribution 

16
30
17
25
16
93
24

 
3,4063
3,8750
3,4412
3,6600
3,7969
3,1371
3,0208

 

2,698 ,015 

Scale:        1=Strongly disagree   . . . . .          6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Hochberg’s GT2 test results for ST2 Defensiveness and industry type 
(I) Industry 
type 

(J) Industry type Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Consumer  
durables  
 
 
 

Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 
 

-,46875 
-,03493 
-,25375 
 
-,39063 
,26915 
,38542 

,35042 
,39428 
,36241 
 
,40021 
,30637 
,36534 

,983 
1,000
1,000
 
1,000
1,000
,999 

-1,5429 
-1,2435 
-1,3646 
 
-1,6174 
,6700 
-,7345 

,6054 
1,1737 
,8571 
 
,8361 
1,2083 
1,5053 

 
Consumer  
non durables  
 
 
 

Consumer durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 
 

,46875 
,43382 
,21500 
 
,07813 
,73790* 
,85417 

,35042 
,34364 
,30654 
 
,35042 
,23768 
,31000 

,983 
,991 
1,000
 
1,000
,044 
,124 

-,6054 
-,6195 
-,7246 
 
-,9960 
,0094 
-,0961 

1,5429 
1,4872 
1,1546 
 
1,1523 
1,4664 
1,8044 

Capital  
goods  
 
 
 
 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 
 

,03493 
-,43382 
-,21882 
 
-,35570 
,30408 
,42034 

,39428 
,34364 
,35585 
 
,39428 
,29858 
,35884 

1,000
,991 
1,000
 
1,000
,999 
,997 

-1,1737 
-1,4872 
-1,3096 
 
-1,5643 
-,6112 
-,6796 

1,2435 
,6195 
,8719 
 
,8529 
1,2193 
1,5203 
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Raw and  
Semi- 
finished  
materials  
 
 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 

,25375 
-,21500 
,21882 
-,13688 
,52290 
,63917 

,36241 
,30654 
,35585 
,36241 
,25501 
,32349 

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
,581 
,646 

-,8571 
-1,1546 
-,8719 
-1,2478 
-,2588 
-,3524 

1,3646 
,7246 
1,3096 
,9740 
1,3046 
1,6307 

 
Components  
 
 
 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 

,39063 
-,07813 
,35570 
,13688 
 
,65978 
,77604 

,40021 
,35042 
,39428 
,36241 
 
,30637 
,36534 

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
 
,491 
,517 

-,8361 
-1,1523 
-,8529 
-,9740 
 
-,2793 
-,3438 

1,6174 
,9960 
1,5643 
1,2478 
 
1,5989 
1,8959 

 
 
Services  
 
 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 

-,26915 
-,73790* 
-,30408 
-,52290 
 
-,65978 
,11626 

,30637 
,23768 
,29858 
,25501 
 
,30637 
,25917 

1,000
,044 
,999 
,581 
 
491 
1,000

-1,2083 
-1,4664 
-1,2193 
-1,3046 
 
-1,5989 
-,6782 

,6700 
-,0094 
,6112 
,2588 
 
,2793 
,9107 

Wholesale  
and retail 
distribution 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
 

-,38542 
-,85417 
-,42034 
-,63917 
 
-,77604 
-,11626 

,36534 
,31000 
,35884 
,32349 
 
,36534 
,25917 

,999 
,124 
,997 
,646 
 
,517 
1,000

-1,5053 
-1,8044 
-1,5203 
-1,6307 
 
-1,8959 
-,9107 

,7345 
,0961 
,6796 
,3524 
 
,3438 
,6782 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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The results of Welch test for unequal variances also reveal that for market-

challenging (sweeping) strategies there are significant mean differences among groups 

of industry type. To determine among which groups the true differences are identified 

for this strategy orientation, Games-Howell post hoc test designed for unequal groups 

has been performed. According to the results provided on Table 5.66, market-

challenging (sweeping) strategy behavior of capital goods industry companies is of the 

lowest effectiveness and is significantly different from those in consumer non-durables 

(which is of the highest effectiveness), wholesale and distribution, and services 

industries.  
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Table 5.66 Welch Test Results for: KT Market-Challenging/Sweeper Strategies 
 

Robust tests of equality of means (Welch) results for KT6 Market challenger/sweeper 
strategies and industry type 
 N Mean Statistic a Sig. 
 
 
Industry type 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi finished materials  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail distribution  

16 
30 
17 
25 
16 
93 
24 

2,1563 
2,4500 
1,3235 
1,9800 
1,7188 
2,2688 
2,3750 

6,508 ,000

a. Asymptotically F distributed 
Scale:         1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .            6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Games-Howell test results for KT6 Market challenger/sweeper strategies and industry type 
(I) Industry 
type 

(J) Industry type Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Consumer  
durables  
 
 
 

Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 

-,29375 
,83272 
,17625 
 
,43750 
-,11257 
-,21875 

,40521 
,35860 
,41661 
 
,40489 
,36263 
,42997 

,990 
,284 
,999 
 
,928 
1,000
,999 

-1,5782 
-,3465 
-1,1397 
 
-,8540 
-1,2979 
-1,5716 

,9907 
2,0119 
1,4922 
 
1,7290 
1,0728 
1,1341 

 
Consumer  
non durables  
 
 
 

Consumer durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 
 

,29375 
1,12647* 
,47000 
 
,73125 
,18118 
,07500 

,40521 
,25456 
,33131 
 
,31644 
,26021 
,34797 

,990 
,001 
,789 
 
,264 
,992 
1,000

-,9907 
,3384 
-,5465 
 
-,2512 
-,6175 
-,9956 

1,5782 
1,9146 
1,4865 
 
1,7137 
,9799 
1,1456 

Capital  
goods  
 
 
 
 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 
 

-,83272 
-1,12647* 
-,65647 
 
-,39522 
-,94529* 
-1,05147* 

,35860 
,25456 
,27233 
 
,25403 
,17917 
,29236 

,284 
,001 
,225 
 
,710 
,000 
,017 

-2,0119 
-1,9146 
-1,5090 
 
-1,2134 
-1,4913 
-1,9713 

,3465 
-,3384 
,1961 
 
,4230 
-,3993 
-,1316 

 Consumer durables  -,17625 ,41661 ,999 -1,4922 1,1397 
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Raw and  
Semi- 
finished  
materials  
 
 

Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Components  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 

-,47000 
,65647 
,26125 
-,28882 
-,39500 

,33131 
,27233 
,33091 
,27762 
,36117 

,789 
,225 
,985 
,941 
,927 

-1,4865 
-,1961 
-,7681 
-1,1511 
-1,5078 

,5465 
1,5090 
1,2906 
,5735 
,7178 

 
Components  
 
 
 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Services  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 

-,43750 
-,73125 
,39522 
-,26125 
 
-,55007 
-,65625 

,40489 
,31644 
,25403 
,33091 
 
,25969 
,34758 

,928 
,264 
,710 
,985 
 
,371 
,500 

-1,7290 
-1,7137 
-,4230 
-1,2906 
 
-1,3765 
-1,7378 

,8540 
,2512 
1,2134 
,7681 
 
,2764 
,4253 

 
 
Services  
 
 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Wholesale and retail 
distribution 

,11257 
-,18118 
,94529* 
,28882 
 
,55007 
-,10618 

,36263 
,26021 
,17917 
,27762 
 
,25969 
,29730 

1,000
,992 
,000 
,941 
 
,371 
1,000

-1,0728 
-,9799 
,3993 
-,5735 
 
-,2764 
-1,0352 

1,2979 
,6175 
1,4913 
1,1511 
 
1,3765 
,8228 

Wholesale  
and retail 
distribution 

Consumer durables  
Consumer non 
durables  
Capital goods  
Raw and semi 
finished materials  
Components  
Services  
 

,21875 
-,07500 
1,05147* 
,39500 
 
,65625 
,10618 

,42997 
,34797 
,29236 
,36117 
 
,34758 
,29730 

,999 
1,000
,017 
,927 
 
,500 
1,000

-1,1341 
-1,1456 
,1316 
-,7178 
 
-,4253 
-,8228 

1,5716 
,9956 
1,9713 
1,5078 
 
1,7378 
1,0352 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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5.6.2. Results for ANOVA Tests of Factor: Business Type 

The results of ANOVA tests reveal that there are significant mean differences 

among groups having business types for various dependent variables. To determine 

among which groups the true differences are identified for different business types, 

Hochberg’s GT2 post hoc tests have been performed.  

According to the results provided: 

a) Structure of financial services (including banking) and insurance has the 

best internal fit and is significantly different from those in construction 

business (See Table 5.67). 

b) Defender orientation of health care business has the highest orientation and 

is significantly different from those in financial services (including 

banking) and insurance (See Table 5.68). 

c) Analyzer orientation of health care business has the highest orientation and 

is significantly different from those in construction  

business; also financial services (including banking) and insurance’ 

orientation is significantly different from those in construction business 

(See Table 5.69).  

d) Defensiveness orientation of textile business is the highest and is 

significantly different from those in trade (See Table 5.70). 

e) Aggressiveness orientation of trade is the highest and is significantly 

different from those in financial services (including banking) and insurance 

(See Table 5.71).  

The result of Welch test reveals that there are significant mean differences 

among groups of business type for performance (compared to objectives). To determine 

among which groups the true differences are identified for performance (compared to 

objectives), Games-Howell post hoc test has been performed. According to the results 

in Table 5.72, textile’s performance (compared to objectives) is the highest and is 

significantly different from what it is for construction and automotive businesses. 
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Table 5.67 Welch Test Results for Miles and Snow Dimensions: Structure 
 
ANOVA results for MS6 structure and business type 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
 
 
 
 
Business type 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services (including banking)
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

25
13
30
14
12
27
 
17
16
68

4,5467
4,9487
4,5222
4,7857
4,4722
4,9877
 
3,9412
4,8542
4,4706

2,023 ,045 

Scale: 1=Strongly disagree    . . . . .      6=Strongly agree 
 
 
 

Hochberg’s GT2 test results for MS6 structure and business type 
(I) Business type (J) Business type Mean  

Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
 
 
Trade 
 
 

Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

-,40205 
,02444 
-,23905 
,07444 
-,44099 
 
 
,60549 
-,30750 
,07608 

,34067 
,26980 
,33257 
,34988 
,27652 
 
 
,31319 
,31897 
,23302 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,983 
 
 
,855 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,5023 
-,8469 
-1,3132 
-1,0556 
-1,3341 
 
 
-,4061 
-1,3377 
-,6765 

,6982 
,8958 
,8351 
1,2045 
,4521 
 
 
1,6170 
,7227 
,8287 

 
 
 
 
Chemical 
 
 
 
 
 

Trade  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 
 
 
 
 
 
 

,40205 
,42650 
,16300 
,47650 
-,03894 
 
 
1,00754 
,09455 
,47813 

,34067 
,33082 
,38373 
,39883 
,33633 
 
 
,36707 
,37201 
,30158 

1,000 
,999 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
,208 
1,000 
,984 

-,6982 
-,6420 
-1,0764 
-,8116 
-1,1252 
 
 
-,1780 
-1,1070 
-,4959 

1,5023 
1,4950 
1,4024 
1,7646 
1,0473 
 
 
2,1931 
1,2961 
1,4522 

 Trade  -,02444 ,26980 1,000 -,8958 ,8469 
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Food and retailing 
 
 
 
 
 

Chemical  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,42650 
-,26349 
,05000 
-,46543 
 
 
,58105 
-,33194 
,05163 

,33082 
,32247 
,34030 
,26429 
 
 
,30245 
,30842 
,21836 

,999 
1,000 
1,000 
,942 
 
 
,862 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,4950 
-1,3050 
-1,0491 
-1,3190 
 
 
-,3958 
-1,3281 
-,6536 

,6420 
,7780 
1,1491 
,3882 
 
 
1,5579 
,6642 
,7569 

 
 
 
 
Automotive  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,23905 
-,16300 
,26349 
,31349 
-,20194 
 
 
,84454 
-,06845 
,31513 

,33257 
,38373 
,32247 
,39194 
,32812 
 
 
,35956 
,36460 
,29240 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
,501 
1,000 
1,000 

-,8351 
-1,4024 
-,7780 
-,9524 
-1,2617 
 
 
-,3168 
-1,2460 
-,6293 

1,3132 
1,0764 
1,3050 
1,5794 
,8578 
 
 
2,0059 
1,1091 
1,2595 

 
 
 
 
Textile  
 
 
 
 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,07444 
-,47650 
-,05000 
-,31349 
-,51543 
 
 
,53105 
-,38194 
,00163 

,34988 
,39883 
,34030 
,39194 
,34566 
 
 
,37564 
,38046 
,31195 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,994 
 
 
,997 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,2045 
-1,7646 
-1,1491 
-1,5794 
-1,6318 
 
 
-,6822 
-1,6108 
-1,0059 

1,0556 
,8116 
1,0491 
,9524 
,6010 
 
 
1,7443 
,8469 
1,0092 

 
 
 
Financial services 
(including 
banking) 
and insurance 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,44099 
,03894 
,46543 
,20194 
,51543 
1,04648* 
,13349 
,51707 

,27652 
,33633 
,26429 
,32812 
,34566 
,30846 
,31432 
,22663 

,983 
1,000 
,942 
1,000 
,994 
,029 
1,000 
,563 

-,4521 
-1,0473 
-,3882 
-,8578 
-,6010 
,0502 
-,8817 
-,2149 

1,3341 
1,1252 
1,3190 
1,2617 
1,6318 
2,0427 
1,1487 
1,2490 

 
 
 
 
Construction  
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Health care  
Others 

-,60549 
-1,00754 
-,58105 
-,84454 
-,53105 
-1,04648* 
 
 
-,91299 
-,52941 

,31319 
,36707 
,30245 
,35956 
,37564 
,30846 
 
 
,34702 
,27016 

,855 
,208 
,862 
,501 
,997 
,029 
 
 
,276 
,837 

-1,6170 
-2,1931 
-1,5579 
-2,0059 
-1,7443 
-2,0427 
 
 
-2,0338 
-1,4020 

,4061 
,1780 
,3958 
,3168 
,6822 
-,0502 
 
 
,2078 
,3431 
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Health care  
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Others 

,30750 
-,09455 
,33194 
,06845 
,38194 
 
 
-,13349 
,91299 
,38358 

,31897 
,37201 
,30842 
,36460 
,38046 
 
 
,31432 
,34702 
,27683 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
1,000 
,276 
,998 

-,7227 
-1,2961 
-,6642 
-1,1091 
-,8469 
 
 
-1,1487 
-,2078 
-,5105 

1,3377 
1,1070 
1,3281 
1,2460 
1,6108 
 
 
,8817 
2,0338 
1,2777 

 
 
 
 
Others  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  

-,07608 
-,47813 
-,05163 
-,31513 
-,00163 
-,51707 
 
 
,52941 
-,38358 

,23302 
,30158 
,21836 
,29240 
,31195 
,22663 
 
 
,27016 
,27683 

1,000 
,984 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,563 
 
 
,837 
,998 

-,8287 
-1,4522 
-,7569 
-1,2595 
-1,0092 
-1,2490 
 
 
-,3431 
-1,2777 

,6765 
,4959 
,6536 
,6293 
1,0059 
,2149 
 
 
1,4020 
,5105 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.68 ANOVA Test Results for Miles and Snow Orientations: Defender 
 
 
ANOVA results for MS Defender orientation and business type 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
 
 
 
 
Business type 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services (including banking)
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

25
13
30
14
12
27
 
17
16
68

3,5600
3,3974
3,2750
3,3155
3,0139
2,9043
 
3,6961
3,9323
3,1532

2,414 ,016 

Scale:           1= Strongly disagree  . . . . .      6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Hochberg’s GT2  test results for MS Defender orientation and business type 
(I) Business type (J) Business type Mean  

Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
 
 
Trade 
 
 

Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

,16256 
,28500 
,24452 
,54611 
,65568 
 
 
-,13608 
-,37229 
,40681 

,32622 
,25835 
,31846 
,33504 
,26480 
 
 
,29991 
,30544 
,22314 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,977 
,391 
 
 
1,000 
1,000 
,916 

-,8911 
-,5494 
-,7840 
-,5360 
-,1996 
 
 
-1,1047 
-1,3588 
-,3139 

1,2162 
1,1194 
1,2731 
1,6282 
1,5109 
 
 
,8326 
,6142 
1,1275 

 
 
 
 
Chemical  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-,16256 
,12244 
,08196 
,38355 
,49311 
 
 
-,29864 
-,53486 
,24425 

,32622 
,31678 
,36746 
,38192 
,32206 
 
 
,35150 
,35623 
,28879 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,990 
 
 
1,000 
,993 
1,000 

-1,2162 
-,9007 
-1,1048 
-,8500 
-,5471 
 
 
-1,4339 
-1,6854 
-,6885 

,8911 
1,1456 
1,2688 
1,6171 
1,5333 
 
 
,8366 
,6157 
1,1770 
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Food and retailing  
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,28500 
-,12244 
-,04048 
,26111 
,37068 
 
 
-,42108 
-,65729 
,12181 

,25835 
,31678 
,30879 
,32586 
,25308 
 
 
,28962 
,29534 
,20910 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,995 
 
 
,996 
,615 
1,000 

-1,1194 
-1,1456 
-1,0378 
-,7914 
-,4467 
 
 
-1,3565 
-1,6112 
-,5535 

,5494 
,9007 
,9568 
1,3136 
1,1881 
 
 
,5143 
,2966 
,7972 

 
 
 
 
Automotive  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,24452 
-,08196 
,04048 
,30159 
,41116 
 
 
-,38060 
-,61682 
,16229 

,31846 
,36746 
,30879 
,37531 
,31420 
 
 
,34431 
,34914 
,27999 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,999 
 
 
1,000 
,940 
1,000 

-1,2731 
-1,2688 
-,9568 
-,9106 
-,6036 
 
 
-1,4927 
-1,7445 
-,7420 

,7840 
1,1048 
1,0378 
1,5138 
1,4260 
 
 
,7315 
,5108 
1,0666 

 
 
 
 
Textile  
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,54611 
-,38355 
-,26111 
-,30159 
,10957 
 
 
-,68219 
-,91840 
-,13930 

,33504 
,38192 
,32586 
,37531 
,33099 
 
 
,35970 
,36432 
,29872 

,977 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
,877 
,355 
1,000 

-1,6282 
-1,6171 
-1,3136 
-1,5138 
-,9595 
 
 
-1,8440 
-2,0951 
-1,1041 

,5360 
,8500 
,7914 
,9106 
1,1786 
 
 
,4796 
,2583 
,8255 

 
 
 
Financial services 
(including 
banking) 
and insurance 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,65568 
-,49311 
-,37068 
-,41116 
-,10957 
-,79176 
-1,02797* 
-,24887 

,26480 
,32206 
,25308 
,31420 
,33099 
,29538 
,30099 
,21701 

,391 
,990 
,995 
,999 
1,000 
,245 
,027 
1,000 

-1,5109 
-1,5333 
-1,1881 
-1,4260 
-1,1786 
-1,7458 
-2,0001 
-,9498 

,1996 
,5471 
,4467 
,6036 
,9595 
,1623 
-,0558 
,4520 

 
 
 
 
Construction  
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Health care  
Others 

,13608 
,29864 
,42108 
,38060 
,68219 
79176 
 
 
-,23621 
,54289 

,29991 
,35150 
,28962 
,34431 
,35970 
,29538 
 
 
,33230 
,25870 

1,000 
1,000 
,996 
1,000 
,877 
,245 
 
 
1,000 
,729 

-,8326 
-,8366 
-,5143 
-,7315 
-,4796 
-,1623 
 
 
-1,3095 
-,2926 

1,1047 
1,4339 
1,3565 
1,4927 
1,8440 
1,7458 
 
 
,8370 
1,3784 
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Health care  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Others 

,37229 
,53486 
,65729 
,61682 
,91840 
1,02797* 
 
 
,23621 
,77911 

,30544 
,35623 
,29534 
,34914 
,36432 
,30099 
 
 
,33230 
,26509 

1,000 
,993 
,615 
,940 
,355 
,027 
 
 
1,000 
,122 

-,6142 
-,6157 
-,2966 
-,5108 
-,2583 
,0558 
 
 
-,8370 
-,0771 

1,3588 
1,6854 
1,6112 
1,7445 
2,0951 
2,0001 
 
 
1,3095 
1,6353 

 
 
 
 
Others  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
 

-,40681 
-,24425 
-,12181 
-,16229 
,13930 
 
 
,24887 
-,54289 
-,77911 

,22314 
,28879 
,20910 
,27999 
,29872 
 
 
,21701 
,25870 
,26509 

,916 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
1,000 
,729 
,122 

-1,1275 
-1,1770 
-,7972 
-1,0666 
-,8255 
 
 
-,4520 
-1,3784 
-1,6353 

,3139 
,6885 
,5535 
,7420 
1,1041 
 
 
,9498 
,2926 
,0771 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.69 ANOVA Test Results for Miles and Snow Orientations: Analyzer 
 
 
ANOVA results for MS analyzer orientation and business type 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
 
 
 
 
Business type 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services (including banking)
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

25
13
30
14
12
27
 
17
16
68

4,7733
5,0513
4,5389
4,6071
4,9444
5,1296
 
4,3529
5,1458
4,7279

3,088 ,003 

Scale:           1=Strongly disagree    . . . . .       6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Hochberg’s GT2  test results for MS Analyzer orientation and business type 
(I) Business type (J) Business type Mean  

Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
 
 
Trade 
 
 

Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

-,27795 
,23444 
,16619 
-,17111 
-,35630 
 
 
,42039 
-,37250 
,04539 

,24001 
,19008 
,23430 
,24650 
,19482 
 
 
,22065 
,22472 
,16417 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,913 
 
 
,872 
,971 
1,000 

-1,0531 
-,3795 
-,5906 
-,9673 
-,9855 
 
 
-,2923 
-1,0983 
-,4848 

,4972 
,8483 
,9229 
,6250 
,2729 
 
 
1,1330 
,3533 
,5756 

 
 
 
 
Chemical  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,27795 
,51239 
,44414 
,10684 
-,07835 
 
 
,69834 
-,09455 
,32334 

,24001 
,23307 
,27035 
,28099 
,23695 
 
 
,25861 
,26209 
,21247 

1,000 
,640 
,975 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
,233 
1,000 
,991 

-,4972 
-,2404 
-,4290 
-,8007 
-,8436 
 
 
-,1369 
-,9410 
-,3629 

1,0531 
1,2651 
1,3173 
1,0144 
,6869 
 
 
1,5336 
,7519 
1,0096 

 
 
 
 
Food and retailing  
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 

-,23444 
-,51239 
-,06825 
-,40556 
-,59074 
 
 

,19008 
,23307 
,22718 
,23975 
,18620 
 
 

1,000 
,640 
1,000 
,963 
,060 
 
 

-,8483 
-1,2651 
-,8020 
-1,1799 
-1,1921 
 
 

,3795 
,2404 
,6655 
,3688 
,0106 
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Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,18595 
-,60694 
-,18905 

,21308 
,21729 
,15384 

1,000 
,183 
1,000 

-,5022 
-1,3087 
-,6859 

,8741 
,0948 
,3078 

 
 
 
 
Automotive  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,16619 
-,44414 
,06825 
-,33730 
-,52249 
 
 
,25420 
-,53869 
-,12080 

,23430 
,27035 
,22718 
,27613 
,23117 
 
 
,25332 
,25687 
,20600 

1,000 
,975 
1,000 
1,000 
,583 
 
 
1,000 
,730 
1,000 

-,9229 
-1,3173 
-,6655 
-1,2291 
-1,2691 
 
 
-,5640 
-1,3683 
-,7861 

,5906 
,4290 
,8020 
,5545 
,2241 
 
 
1,0724 
,2909 
,5445 

 
 
 
 
Textile  
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,17111 
-,10684 
,40556 
,33730 
-,18519 
 
 
,59150 
-,20139 
,21650 

,24650 
,28099 
,23975 
,27613 
,24352 
 
 
,26464 
,26804 
,21977 

1,000 
1,000 
,963 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
,606 
1,000 
1,000 

-,6250 
-1,0144 
-,3688 
-,5545 
-,9717 
 
 
-,2632 
-1,0671 
-,4933 

,9673 
,8007 
1,1799 
1,2291 
,6013 
 
 
1,4462 
,6643 
,9263 

 
 
 
Financial services 
(including 
banking) 
and insurance 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,35630 
,07835 
,59074 
,52249 
,18519 
,77669* 
-,01620 
,40169 

,19482 
,23695 
,18620 
,23117 
,24352 
,21732 
,22145 
,15966 

,913 
1,000 
,060 
,583 
1,000 
,015 
1,000 
,359 

-,2729 
-,6869 
-,0106 
-,2241 
-,6013 
,0748 
-,7314 
-,1140 

,9855 
,8436 
1,1921 
1,2691 
,9717 
1,4786 
,6990 
,9174 

 
 
 
 
Construction  
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Health care  
Others 

-,42039 
-,69834 
-,18595 
-,25420 
-,59150 
-,77669* 
 
 
-,79289* 
-,37500 

,22065 
,25861 
,21308 
,25332 
,26464 
,21732 
 
 
,24448 
,19033 

,872 
,233 
1,000 
1,000 
,606 
,015 
 
 
,048 
,830 

-1,1330 
-1,5336 
-,8741 
-1,0724 
-1,4462 
-1,4786 
 
 
-1,5825 
-,9897 

,2923 
,1369 
,5022 
,5640 
,2632 
-,0748 
 
 
-,0033 
,2397 



www.manaraa.com

295 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Health care  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Others 

,37250 
,09455 
,60694 
,53869 
,20139 
,01620 
 
 
,79289* 
,41789 

,22472 
,26209 
,21729 
,25687 
,26804 
,22145 
 
 
,24448 
,19503 

,971 
1,000 
,183 
,730 
1,000 
1,000 
 
 
,048 
,690 

-,3533 
-,7519 
-,0948 
-,2909 
-,6643 
-,6990 
 
 
,0033 
-,2120 

1,0983 
,9410 
1,3087 
1,3683 
1,0671 
,7314 
 
 
1,5825 
1,0478 

 
 
 
 
Others  

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  

-,04539 
-,32334 
,18905 
,12080 
-,21650 
-,40169 
 
 
,37500 
-,41789 

,16417 
,21247 
,15384 
,20600 
,21977 
,15966 
 
 
,19033 
,19503 

1,000 
,991 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,359 
 
 
,830 
,690 

-,5756 
-1,0096 
-,3078 
-,5445 
-,9263 
-,9174 
 
 
-,2397 
-1,0478 

,4848 
,3629 
,6859 
,7861 
,4933 
,1140 
 
 
,9897 
,2120 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.70 ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s dimensions: Defensiveness 
 
 
ANOVA results for ST2  Defensiveness and business type 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
 
 
 
 
Business type 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services (including banking)
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

25
13
30
14
12
27
 
17
16
68

2,9700
3,5000
3,4083
4,0893
4,2708
3,2037
 
3,7206
2,9219
3,2537

2,835 ,005 

Scale:              1= Strongly disagree      . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Hochberg’s GT2  test results for ST2  Defensiveness and business type 
(I) Business type (J) Business type Mean  

Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
 
 
 
Trade 
 
 

Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

-,53000 
-,43833 
-1,11929 
-1,30083* 
-,23370 
 
 
-,75059 
,04813 
-,28368 

,38140 
,30205 
,37233 
,39172 
,30959 
 
 
,35064 
,35710 
,26089 

,998 
,996 
,100 
,037 
1,000 
 
 
,692 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,7618 
-1,4139 
-2,3218 
-2,5660 
-1,2336 
 
 
-1,8831 
-1,1052 
-1,1263 

,7018 
,5372 
,0833 
-,0357 
,7662 
 
 
,3819 
1,2015 
,5589 

 
 
 
 
Chemical  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

,53000 
,09167 
-,58929 
-,77083 
,29630 
 
 
-,22059 
,57813 
,24632 

,38140 
,37037 
,42961 
,44652 
,37654 
 
 
,41096 
,41649 
,33764 

,998 
1,000 
,998 
,953 
1,000 
 
 
1,000 
,998 
1,000 

-,7018 
-1,1045 
-1,9768 
-2,2130 
-,9198 
 
 
-1,5479 
-,7670 
-,8442 

1,7618 
1,2879 
,7983 
,6713 
1,5124 
 
 
1,1067 
1,9233 
1,3368 
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Food and retailing  
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,43833 
-,09167 
-,68095 
-,86250 
,20463 
 
 
-,31225 
,48646 
,15466 

,30205 
,37037 
,36102 
,38098 
,29589 
 
 
,33861 
,34530 
,24447 

,996 
1,000 
,883 
,579 
1,000 
 
 
1,000 
,997 
1,000 

-,5372 
-1,2879 
-1,8470 
-2,0930 
-,7510 
 
 
-1,4059 
-,6288 
-,6349 

1,4139 
1,1045 
,4851 
,3680 
1,1603 
 
 
,7814 
1,6017 
,9443 

 
 
 
 
Automotive  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

1,11929 
,58929 
,68095 
-,18155 
,88558 
 
 
,36870 
1,16741 
,83561 

,37233 
,42961 
,36102 
,43880 
,36735 
 
 
,40256 
,40820 
,32736 

,100 
,998 
,883 
1,000 
,446 
 
 
1,000 
,153 
,331 

-,0833 
-,7983 
-,4851 
-1,5988 
-,3009 
 
 
-,9315 
-,1510 
-,2217 

2,3218 
1,9768 
1,8470 
1,2357 
2,0720 
 
 
1,6689 
2,4858 
1,8929 

 
 
 
 
Textile  
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

1,30083* 
,77083 
,86250 
,18155 
1,06713 
 
 
,55025 
1,34896 
1,01716 

,39172 
,44652 
,38098 
,43880 
,38698 
 
 
,42055 
,42595 
,34925 

,037 
,953 
,579 
1,000 
,201 
 
 
,999 
,061 
,132 

,0357 
-,6713 
-,3680 
-1,2357 
-,1827 
 
 
-,8080 
-,0268 
-,1108 

2,5660 
2,2130 
2,0930 
1,5988 
2,3170 
 
 
1,9085 
2,7247 
2,1451 

 
 
 
Financial services 
(including 
banking) 
and insurance 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,23370 
-,29630 
-,20463 
-,88558 
-1,06713 
-,51688 
,28183 
-,04997 

,30959 
,37654 
,29589 
,36735 
,38698 
,34534 
,35191 
,25372 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,446 
,201 
,993 
1,000 
1,000 

-,7662 
-1,5124 
-1,1603 
-2,0720 
-2,3170 
-1,6323 
-,8547 
-,8694 

1,2336 
,9198 
,7510 
,3009 
,1827 
,5985 
1,4184 
,7695 

 
 
 
 
Construction  
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Health care  
Others 

,75059 
,22059 
,31225 
-,36870 
-,55025 
,51688 
 
 
,79871 
,46691 

,35064 
,41096 
,33861 
,40256 
,42055 
,34534 
 
 
,38851 
,30246 

,692 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,999 
,993 
 
 
,764 
,989 

-,3819 
-1,1067 
-,7814 
-1,6689 
-1,9085 
-,5985 
 
 
-,4561 
-,5100 

1,8831 
1,5479 
1,4059 
,9315 
,8080 
1,6323 
 
 
2,0535 
1,4438 
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Health care  

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Others 

-,04813 
-,57813 
-,48646 
-1,16741 
-1,34896 
-,28183 
 
 
-,79871 
-,33180 

,35710 
,41649 
,34530 
,40820 
,42595 
,35191 
 
 
,38851 
,30993 

1,000 
,998 
,997 
,153 
,061 
1,000 
 
 
,764 
1,000 

-1,2015 
-1,9233 
-1,6017 
-2,4858 
-2,7247 
-1,4184 
 
 
-2,0535 
-1,3328 

1,1052 
,7670 
,6288 
,1510 
,0268 
,8547 
 
 
,4561 
,6692 

 
 
 
 
Others  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  

,28368 
-,24632 
-,15466 
-,83561 
-1,01716 
,04997 
 
 
-,46691 
,33180 

,26089 
,33764 
,24447 
,32736 
,34925 
,25372 
 
 
,30246 
,30993 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,331 
,132 
1,000 
 
 
,989 
1,000 

-,5589 
-1,3368 
-,9443 
-1,8929 
-2,1451 
-,7695 
 
 
-1,4438 
-,6692 

1,1263 
,8442 
,6349 
,2217 
,1108 
,8694 
 
 
,5100 
1,3328 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.71 ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s dimensions: Aggressiveness 
 
 
ANOVA results for ST3 Aggressiveness and business type 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
 
 
 
 
Business type 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services (including banking)
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

25
13
30
14
12
27
 
17
16
68

3,4700
3,5000
2,8833
3,3929
2,5000
2,4259
 
3,1324
3,0313
3,3125

3,284 ,001 

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree   . . . .  .        6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Hochberg’s GT2  test results for ST3 Aggressiveness and business type 
(I) Business type (J) Business type Mean  

Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
 
 
Trade 
 
 

Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

-,03000 
,58667 
,07714 
,97000 
1,04407* 
 
 
,33765 
,43875 
,15750 

,35212 
,27886 
,34375 
,36164 
,28582 
 
 
,32372 
,32969 
,24085 

1,000 
,724 
1,000 
,244 
,012 
 
 
1,000 
,999 
1,000 

-1,1673 
-,3140 
-1,0331 
-,1980 
,1209 
 
 
-,7079 
-,6261 
-,6204 

1,1073 
1,4873 
1,1874 
2,1380 
1,9672 
 
 
1,3832 
1,5036 
,9354 

 
 
 
 
Chemical 
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

,03000 
,61667 
,10714 
1,00000 
1,07407 
 
 
,36765 
,46875 
,18750 

,35212 
,34193 
,39663 
,41224 
,34763 
 
 
,37940 
,38451 
,31171 

1,000 
,925 
1,000 
,433 
,078 
 
 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,1073 
-,4877 
-1,1739 
-,3314 
-,0487 
 
 
-,8577 
-,7731 
-,8193 

1,1673 
1,7210 
1,3882 
2,3314 
2,1968 
 
 
1,5930 
1,7106 
1,1943 
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Food and retailing 

Trade 
Chemical  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,58667 
-,61667 
-,50952 
,38333 
,45741 
 
 
-,24902 
-,14792 
-,42917 

,27886 
,34193 
,33330 
,35173 
,27317 
 
 
,31261 
,31878 
,22570 

,724 
,925 
,991 
1,000 
,968 
 
 
1,000 
1,000 
,874 

-1,4873 
-1,7210 
-1,5860 
-,7527 
-,4249 
 
 
-1,2587 
-1,1775 
-1,1581 

,3140 
,4877 
,5670 
1,5193 
1,3397 
 
 
,7606 
,8817 
,2998 

 
 
 
 
Automotive  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,07714 
-,10714 
,50952 
,89286 
,96693 
 
 
,26050 
,36161 
,08036 

,34375 
,39663 
,33330 
,40511 
,33914 
 
 
,37165 
,37686 
,30222 

1,000 
1,000 
,991 
,634 
,156 
 
 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,1874 
-1,3882 
-,5670 
-,4156 
-,1284 
 
 
-,9398 
-,8556 
-,8958 

1,0331 
1,1739 
1,5860 
2,2013 
2,0623 
 
 
1,4608 
1,5788 
1,0565 

 
 
 
 
Textile  
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,97000 
-1,00000 
-,38333 
-,89286 
,07407 
 
 
-,63235 
-,53125 
-,81250 

,36164 
,41224 
,35173 
,40511 
,35727 
 
 
,38826 
,39325 
,32243 

,244 
,433 
1,000 
,634 
1,000 
 
 
,977 
,999 
,356 

-2,1380 
-2,3314 
-1,5193 
-2,2013 
-1,0798 
 
 
-1,8863 
-1,8014 
-1,8539 

,1980 
,3314 
,7527 
,4156 
1,2280 
 
 
,6216 
,7389 
,2289 

 
 
 
Financial services 
(including 
banking) 
and insurance 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-1,04407* 
-1,07407 
-,45741 
-,96693 
-,07407 
-,70643 
-,60532 
-,88657* 

,28582 
,34763 
,27317 
,33914 
,35727 
,31883 
,32489 
,23424 

,012 
,078 
,968 
,156 
1,000 
,624 
,896 
,007 

-1,9672 
-2,1968 
-1,3397 
-2,0623 
-1,2280 
-1,7362 
-1,6546 
-1,6431 

-,1209 
,0487 
,4249 
,1284 
1,0798 
,3233 
,4440 
-,1300 

 
 
 
 
Construction  
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Health care  
Others 

-,33765 
-,36765 
,24902 
-,26050 
,63235 
,70643 
 
 
,10110 
-,18015 

,32372 
,37940 
,31261 
,37165 
,38826 
,31883 
 
 
,35868 
,27923 

1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,977 
,624 
 
 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,3832 
-1,5930 
-,7606 
-1,4608 
-,6216 
-,3233 
 
 
-1,0574 
-1,0820 

,7079 
,8577 
1,2587 
,9398 
1,8863 
1,7362 
 
 
1,2596 
,7217 
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Health care  
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Others 
 
 

-,43875 
-,46875 
,14792 
-,36161 
,53125 
,60532 
 
 
-,10110 
-,28125 

,32969 
,38451 
,31878 
,37686 
,39325 
,32489 
 
 
,35868 
,28613 

,999 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
,999 
,896 
 
 
1,000 
1,000 

-1,5036 
-1,7106 
-,8817 
-1,5788 
-,7389 
-,4440 
 
 
-1,2596 
-1,2054 

,6261 
,7731 
1,1775 
,8556 
1,8014 
1,6546 
 
 
1,0574 
,6429 

 
 
 
 
Others  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  

-,15750 
-,18750 
,42917 
-,08036 
,81250 
,88657* 
 
 
,18015 
,28125 

,24085 
,31171 
,22570 
,30222 
,32243 
,23424 
 
 
,27923 
,28613 

1,000 
1,000 
,874 
1,000 
,356 
,007 
 
 
1,000 
1,000 

-,9354 
-1,1943 
-,2998 
-1,0565 
-,2289 
,1300 
 
 
-,7217 
-,6429 

,6204 
,8193 
1,1581 
,8958 
1,8539 
1,6431 
 
 
1,0820 
1,2054 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.72 Welch Test Results for Performance Compared to Objectives 
 
 
Robust test of equality of means (Welch) results for PO Performance compared to objectives
and business type 
 N Mean Statistic a Sig. 
 
 
 
 
Business type 

Trade  
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services (including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

24 
13 
30 
12 
11 
27 
 
17 
16 
66 

4,3819 
4,7244 
4,4194 
4,3611 
4,9924 
4,6173 
 
4,2794 
4,6146 
4,6465 

2,733 ,012

a. Asymptotically F distributed. 
Scale:                    1=Poor    . . . . .             6=Excellent 
 
 

Games-Howell test results for PO Performance compared to objectives and business type 
(I) Business type (J) Business type Mean  

Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
 
 
Trade 
 
 

Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others  

-,34241 
-,03750 
,02083 
-,61048 
-,23534 
 
 
,10253 
-,23264 
-,26452 

,27310 
,20027 
,19939 
,19448 
,19390 
 
 
,21133 
,24675 
,17862 

,935 
1,000 
1,000 
,076 
,949 
 
 
1,000 
,988 
,858 

-1,2739 
-,6879 
-,6403 
-1,2563 
-,8673 
 
 
-,5916 
-1,0529 
-,8497 

,5891 
,6129 
,6819 
,0354 
,3966 
 
 
,7966 
,5876 
,3207 

 
 
 
 
Chemical  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 
 
 
 
 
 

,34241 
,30491 
,36325 
-,26807 
,10708 
 
 
,44495 
,10978 
,07789 

,27310 
,25970 
,25902 
,25526 
,25482 
 
 
,26832 
,29702 
,24340 

,935 
,953 
,883 
,975 
1,000 
 
 
,764 
1,000 
1,000 

-,5891 
-,5933 
-,5399 
-1,1628 
-,7810 
 
 
-,4779 
-,8955 
-,7870 

1,2739 
1,2032 
1,2664 
,6267 
,9952 
 
 
1,3678 
1,1150 
,9428 
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Food and retailing  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,03750 
-,30491 
,05833 
-,57298 
-,19784 
 
 
,14003 
-,19514 
-,22702 

,20027 
,25970 
,18060 
,17516 
,17452 
 
 
,19369 
,23183 
,15737 

1,000 
,953 
1,000 
,056 
,966 
 
 
,998 
,994 
,876 

-,6129 
-1,2032 
-,5414 
-1,1551 
-,7613 
 
 
-,4965 
-,9722 
-,7337 

,6879 
,5933 
,6581 
,0091 
,3656 
 
 
,7766 
,5819 
,2797 

 
 
 
 
Automotive  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing  
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

-,02083 
-,36325 
-,05833 
-,63131* 
-,25617 
 
 
,08170 
-,25347 
-,28535 

,19939 
,25902 
,18060 
,17416 
,17351 
 
 
,19279 
,23107 
,15625 

1,000 
,883 
1,000 
,034 
,857 
 
 
1,000 
,969 
,666 

-,6819 
-1,2664 
-,6581 
-1,2311 
-,8366 
 
 
-,5671 
-1,0373 
-,8162 

,6403 
,5399 
,5414 
-,0316 
,3243 
 
 
,7305 
,5304 
,2455 

 
 
 
 
Textile  
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,61048 
,26807 
,57298 
,63131* 
,37514 
 
 
,71301* 
,37784 
,34596 

,19448 
,25526 
,17516 
,17416 
,16785 
 
 
,18771 
,22685 
,14994 

,076 
,975 
,056 
,034 
,411 
 
 
,019 
,760 
,376 

-,0354 
-,6267 
-,0091 
,0316 
-,1869 
 
 
,0794 
-,3947 
-,1640 

1,2563 
1,1628 
1,1551 
1,2311 
,9372 
 
 
1,3466 
1,1504 
,8559 

 
 
 
Financial services 
(including 
banking) 
and insurance 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Construction  
Health care  
Others 

,23534 
-,10708 
,19784 
,25617 
-,37514 
,33787 
,00270 
-,02918 

,19390 
,25482 
,17452 
,17351 
,16785 
,18710 
,22635 
,14918 

,949 
1,000 
,966 
,857 
,411 
,678 
1,000 
1,000 

-,3966 
-,9952 
-,3656 
-,3243 
-,9372 
-,2803 
-,7607 
-,5098 

,8673 
,7810 
,7613 
,8366 
,1869 
,9560 
,7661 
,4515 

 
 
 
 
Construction  
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Health care  
Others 

-,10253 
-,44495 
-,14003 
-,08170 
-,71301* 
-,33787 
 
 
-,33517 
-,36705 

,21133 
,26832 
,19369 
,19279 
,18771 
,18710 
 
 
,24145 
,17122 

1,000 
,764 
,998 
1,000 
,019 
,678 
 
 
,893 
,465 

-,7966 
-1,3678 
-,7766 
-,7305 
-1,3466 
-,9560 
 
 
-1,1446 
-,9386 

,5916 
,4779 
,4965 
,5671 
-,0794 
,2803 
 
 
,4743 
,2045 
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Health care  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive] 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Others 

,23264 
-,10978 
,19514 
,25347 
-,37784 
-,00270 
 
 
,33517 
-,03188 

,24675 
,29702 
,23183 
,23107 
,22685 
,22635 
 
 
,24145 
,21341 

,988 
1,000 
,994 
,969 
,760 
1,000 
 
 
,893 
1,000 

-,5876 
-1,1150 
-,5819 
-,5304 
-1,1504 
-,7661 
 
 
-,4743 
-,7628 

1,0529 
,8955 
,9722 
1,0373 
,3947 
,7607 
 
 
1,1446 
,6990 

 
 
 
 
Others  
 
 
 
 
 

Trade 
Chemical  
Food and retailing 
Automotive 
Textile  
Financial services 
(including banking) 
and insurance 
Construction  
Health care  

,26452 
-,07789 
,22702 
,28535 
-,34596 
,02918 
 
 
,36705 
,03188 

,17862 
,24340 
,15737 
,15625 
,14994 
,14918 
 
 
,17122 
,21341 

,858 
1,000 
,876 
,666 
,376 
1,000 
 
 
,465 
1,000 

-,3207 
-,9428 
-,2797 
-,2455 
-,8559 
-,4515 
 
 
-,2045 
-,6990 

,8497 
,7870 
,7337 
,8162 
,1640 
,5098 
 
 
,9386 
,7628 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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5.6.3. Results for ANOVA Tests of Factor: Ratio of Domestic Sales to     

         Foreign Sales 

 The result of ANOVA test reveals that there are significant mean differences 

among groups with different ratio of domestic to foreign sales. To determine among 

which groups the true differences are identified for ratio of domestic to foreign sales, 

Scheffé post hoc multiple comparison analysis has been performed. According to the 

results in Table 5.73 and Table 5.74, exporting companies with higher domestic sales 

have the best growth pattern and the highest defensiveness orientation and are 

significantly different from what it is in non-exporting companies. 

The result of Welch test reveals that there are significant mean differences 

among groups with different ratio of domestic to foreign sales. To determine among 

which groups the true differences are identified for ratio of domestic to foreign sales, 

Games-Howell post hoc test has been performed. According to the results in Table 5.75, 

exporting companies with higher domestic sales have one of the highest market-leading 

strategy orientation and is significantly different from what it is for non-exporting 

companies. 

The result of ANOVA test reveals that there are significant mean differences 

among groups with different ratio of domestic to foreign sales. To determine among 

which groups the true differences are identified for ratio of domestic to foreign sales, 

Hochberg’s GT2 post hoc test has been performed. According to the results Table 5.76, 

exporting companies with higher domestic sales have the highest market-niching 

strategy orientation and is significantly different from what it is for non-exporting 

companies.  

5.6.4. Results for ANOVA Tests of Factor: Years of Export History 

The result of ANOVA test reveals that there are significant mean differences 

among groups having different years of export history. To determine among which 

groups the true differences are identified for ‘years of export history’, Scheffé post hoc 

test has been performed. According to the results in Table 5.77, companies with a 
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longer period of export history have higher analysis orientation and are significantly 

different from what it is in companies with shorter period of export history. 
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Table 5.73 ANOVA Test Results for Miles and Snow dimensions: Growth Pattern 
 
ANOVA results for MS3 Growth pattern and Ratio of domestic sales to foreign sales  
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Ratio of  
domestic 
sales to  
foreign  
sales 

Totally selling to domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher than the foreign sales 
Foreign sales are higher than the domestic sales 
Sales to foreign markets and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

131
61 
18 
11 
 

3,8874 
4,4221 
4,3889 
4,4091 
 

3,956 ,009

Scale:         1=Strongly disagree      . . . . . . . .     6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Scheffe test results for MS3 Growth pattern and Ratio of domestic sales to foreign sales 
(I) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 

(J) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 
 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
 

Domestic sales are 
higher than the foreign 
sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets are 
almost equal 

-,53473* 
 
-,50148 
 
-,52169 

,17311 
 
,28074 
 
,35058 

,025 
 
,365 
 
,530 

-1,0225 
 
-1,2925 
 
-1,5095 

-,0470 
 
,2895 
 
,4661 

 
 
Domestic sales are 
higher than the 
foreign sales  
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

,53473* 
 
,03324 
 
,01304 

,17311 
 
,29957 
 
,36583 

,025 
 
1,000 
 
1,000 

,0470 
 
-,8108 
 
-1,0177 

1,0225 
 
,8773 
 
1,0438 

 
 
Foreign sales are 
higher than the 
domestic sales  
 
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are 
higher than the foreign 
sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

,50148 
 
-,03324 
 
-,02020 

,28074 
 
,29957 
 
,42741 

,365 
 
1,000 
 
1,000 

-,2895 
 
-,8773 
 
-1,2245 

1,2925 
 
,8108 
 
1,1841 

 
Sales to foreign 
markets and  
domestic markets  
are almost equal 
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are 
higher than the foreign 
sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales 

,52169 
 
-,01304 
 
,02020 

,35058 
 
,36583 
 
,42741 

,530 
 
1,000 
 
1,000 

-,4661 
 
-1,0438 
 
-1,1841 

1,5095 
 
1,0177 
 
1,2245 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.74 ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s dimensions: Defensiveness 
 
 
ANOVA results for ST2 Defensiveness and Ratio of domestic sales to foreign sales  
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Ratio of  
domestic 
sales to  
foreign  
sales 

Totally selling to domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher than the foreign sales 
Foreign sales are higher than the domestic sales 
Sales to foreign markets and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

131
61 
18 
11 
 

3,0954 
3,8361 
3,6806 
3,7727 
 

7,156 ,000

Scale:        1=Strongly disagree   . . . . .         6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Scheffe test results for ST2 Defensiveness and Ratio of domestic sales to foreign sales 
(I) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 

(J) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 
 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
 

Domestic sales are higher 
than the foreign sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets are 
almost equal 

-,74065* 
 
-,58514 
 
-,67731 

,17261 
 
,27992 
 
,34956 

,001 
 
,227 
 
,292 

-1,2270 
 
-1,3738 
 
-1,6622 

-,2543 
 
,2035 
 
,3076 

 
 
Domestic sales are 
higher than the 
foreign sales  
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

,74065* 
 
,15551 
 
,06334 

,17261 
 
,29869 
 
,36476 

,001 
 
,965 
 
,999 

,2543 
 
-,6861 
 
-,9644 

1,2270 
 
,9971 
 
1,0911 

 
 
Foreign sales are 
higher than the 
domestic sales  
 
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher 
than the foreign sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

,58514 
 
-,15551 
 
-,09217 

,27992 
 
,29869 
 
,42616 

,227 
 
,965 
 
,997 

-,2035 
 
-,9971 
 
-1,2929 

1,3738 
 
,6861 
 
1,1086 

 
Sales to foreign 
markets and  
domestic markets  
are almost equal 
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher 
than the foreign sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  

,67731 
 
-,06334 
 
,09217 

,34956 
 
,36476 
 
,42616 

,292 
 
,999 
 
,997 

-,3076 
 
-1,0911 
 
-1,1086 

1,6622 
 
,9644 
 
1,2929 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.75 Welch Test Results for KT Market-Leading Strategies 
 
 
Robust test of equality of means (Welch) results for KT1 Market leading strategies and Ratio of 
domestic sales to foreign sales 
 N Mean Statistic 

a 
Sig. 

 
Ratio of  
domestic 
sales to  
foreign  
sales 

Totally selling to domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher than the foreign sales  
Foreign sales are higher than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

 
131 
61 
18 
11 
 
 

3,0369 
3,4891 
3,2963 
3,5152 
 

3,561 ,023

a. Asymptotically F distributed. 

Scale:               1=Strongly disagree       . . . . . .    6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Games-Howell test results for KT1 Market leading strategies                                     
and Ratio of domestic sales to foreign sales 

(I) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 

(J) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 
 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
 

Domestic sales are higher 
than the foreign sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets are 
almost equal 

-,45218* 
 
-,25940 
 
-,47826 

,15700 
 
,20414 
 
,20595 

,024 
 
,589 
 
,136 

-,8611 
 
-,8189 
 
-1,0699 

-,0432 
 
,3001 
 
,1134 

 
 
Domestic sales are 
higher than the 
foreign sales  
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

,45218* 
 
,19277 
 
-,02608 

,15700 
 
,22277 
 
,22443 

,024 
 
,823 
 
,999 

,0432 
 
-,4078 
 
-,6515 

,8611 
 
,7933 
 
,5993 

 
 
Foreign sales are 
higher than the 
domestic sales  
 
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher 
than the foreign sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

,25940 
 
-,19277 
 
-,21886 

,20414 
 
,22277 
 
,25960 

,589 
 
,823 
 
,833 

-,3001 
 
-,7933 
 
-,9329 

,8189 
 
,4078 
 
,4951 

 
Sales to foreign 
markets and  
domestic markets  
are almost equal 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher 
than the foreign sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  

,47826 
 
,02608 
 
,21886 

,20595 
 
,22443 
 
,25960 

,136 
 
,999 
 
,833 

-,1134 
 
-,5993 
 
-,4951 

1,0699 
 
,6515 
 
,9329 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.76 ANOVA Test Results for KT Market-Niching Strategies 
 
 
ANOVA results for KT2 Market nicher strategies and Ratio of domestic sales to foreign sales 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Ratio of  
domestic 
sales to  
foreign  
sales 

Totally selling to domestic markets  
Domestic sales are higher than the foreign sales  
Foreign sales are higher than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

131 
61 
18 
11 
 

2,6756 
3,2254 
2,4306 
3,2045 
 

3,299 ,021

Scale:        1=Strongly disagree    . . . . .       6=Strongly agree 
 
 

Hochberg’s GT2  test results for KT2 Market niching strategies 
and Ratio of domestic sales to foreign sales 

(I) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 

(J) Ratio of domestic 
sales to foreign sales 
 
 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
 
Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
 

Domestic sales are 
higher than the foreign 
sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets are 
almost equal 

-,54984* 
 
,24502 
 
-,52897 

,20360 
 
,33018 
 
,41232 

,044 
 
,974 
 
,737 

-1,0902 
 
-,6313 
 
-1,6234 

-,0094 
 
1,1214 
 
,5654 

 
 
Domestic sales are 
higher than the 
foreign sales  
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

,54984* 
 
,79485 
 
,02086 

,20360 
 
,35232 
 
,43026 

,044 
 
,141 
 
1,000 

,0094 
 
-,1403 
 
-1,1211 

1,0902 
 
1,7300 
 
1,1629 

 
 
Foreign sales are 
higher than the 
domestic sales  
 
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are 
higher than the foreign 
sales  
Sales to foreign markets 
and domestic markets  
are almost equal 

-,24502 
 
-,79485 
 
-,77399 

,33018 
 
,35232 
 
,50268 

,974 
 
,141 
 
,549 

-1,1214 
 
-1,7300 
 
-2,1082 

,6313 
 
,1403 
 
,5602 

 
Sales to foreign 
markets and  
domestic markets  
are almost equal 
 
 
 

Totally selling to 
domestic markets  
Domestic sales are 
higher than the foreign 
sales  
Foreign sales are higher 
than the domestic sales  
 

,52897 
 
-,02086 
 
,77399 

,41232 
 
,43026 
 
,50268 

,737 
 
1,000 
 
,549 

-,5654 
 
-1,1629 
 
-,5602 

1,6234 
 
1,1211 
 
2,1082 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.77 ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s Dimensions: Analysis 
 
 
ANOVA results for ST1 Analysis and Years of export history 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Years of  
export  
history 

0-3 years  
4-5years  
>5 years  

21 
12 
60 

3,7460 
4,1111 
4,3389 

3,518 ,034

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
Scheffe test results for ST1 Analysis and Years of export history 

(I) Years of export 
history 

 
(J) Years of export 
history 
 

Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

0-3 years 4-5years 
>5 years 

-,36508 
-,59286* 

,32065 
,22466 

,525
,035

-1,1632 
-1,1521 

,4330 
-,0337 

4-5years 0-3 years 
>5 years 

,36508 
-,22778 

,32065 
,28020 

,525
,719

-,4330 
-,9252 

1,1632 
,4697 

>5 years 0-3 years 
4-5years 

,59286* 
,22778 

,22466 
,28020 

,035
,719

,0337 
-,4697 

1,1521 
,9252 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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5.6.5. Results for ANOVA Tests of Factor (Independent Variable):  

          Ratio of Foreign-Owned Shares  

The results of ANOVA tests reveal that there are significant mean differences 

among groups having different ratio of foreign-owned shares for various dependent 

variables. To determine among which groups the true differences are identified for 

different ratio of foreign-owned shares, Scheffé post hoc multiple comparison analyses 

have been performed.  

According to the results provided: 

a) Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than 50 percent have the 

highest analysis orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having none (See Table 5.78). 

b) Companies having no foreign-owned shares have the highest 

aggressiveness orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having more than 50 percent foreign-owned shares (See Table 

5.79). 

c) Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than 50 percent have the 

higher analysis orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having none (See Table 5.80). 

d) Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than 50 percent have the 

highest market-leading strategic orientation and are significantly different 

from those companies having none. (See Table 5.81) 

e) Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than 50 percent have the 

highest comparative performance and are significantly different from those 

companies having none (See Table 5.82) 

f) Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than 50 percent have the 

highest performance compared to objectives and are significantly different 

from those companies having none (See Table 5.83). 

g) Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than 50 percent have the 

highest total perceived performance and are significantly different from 

those companies having none (See Table 5.84). 
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Table 5.78 ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s Dimensions: Analysis 
 
 
ANOVA results for ST1 Analysis and Ratio of foreign-owned shares
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Foreign 
owned 
shares 

None  
%1-%50 
>%50  

176 
18 
30 

4,1061 
4,3796 
4,6500 

4,397 ,013

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
Scheffe test results for ST1 Analysis and Ratio of  foreign-owned shares 

(I) Foreign-owned 
shares 

 
(J) Foreign-owned 
shares 
 

Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
None 

%1-%50 
>%50 

-,27357 
-,54394* 

,23909 
,19084 

,521
,019

-,8628 
-1,0143 

,3157 
-,0736 

 
%1-%50 

None 
>%50 

,27357 
-,27037 

,23909 
,28806 

,521
,644

-,3157 
-,9803 

,8628 
,4395 

>%50 None 
%1-%50 

,54394* 
,27037 

,19084 
,28806 

,019
,644

,0736 
-,4395 

1,0143 
,9803 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.79 ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s Dimensions: Aggressiveness 
 
ANOVA results for ST3 Aggressiveness and Ratio of foreign-owned shares 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Foreign 
owned 
shares 

None  
%1-%50 
>%50  

176 
18 
30 

3,2173 
2,9167 
2,5750 

5,131 ,007 

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
Scheffe test results for ST3 Aggressiveness and Ratio of  foreign-owned shares 

(I) Foreign-owned 
shares 

 
(J) Foreign-owned 
shares 
 

Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
None 

%1-%50 
>%50 

,30066 
,64233* 

,25950 
,20713 

,512
,009

-,3388 
,1319 

,9402 
1,1528 

 
%1-%50 

None 
>%50 

-,30066 
,34167 

,25950 
,31264 

,512
,551

-,9402 
-,4288 

,3388 
1,1122 

>%50 None 
%1-%50 

-,64233* 
-,34167 

,20713 
,31264 

,009
,551

-1,1528 
-1,1122 

-,1319 
,4288 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
 

 
Table 5.80 ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s Dimensions: Proactiveness 

 
ANOVA results for ST5 Proactiveness and Ratio of foreign-owned shares 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Foreign 
owned 
shares 

None  
%1-%50 
>%50  

176 
18 
30 

3,7273 
4,3889 
4,3167 

5,106 ,007 

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
Scheffe test results for ST5 Proactiveness and Ratio of  foreign-owned shares 

(I) Foreign-owned 
shares 

 
(J) Foreign-owned 
shares 
 

Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
None 

%1-%50 
>%50 

-,66162 
-,58939* 

,29376 
,23448 

,081
,044

-1,3856 
-1,1672 

,0623 
-,0115 

 
%1-%50 

None 
>%50 

,66162 
,07222 

,29376 
,35392 

,081
,979

-,0623 
-,8000 

1,3856 
,9444 

>%50 None 
%1-%50 

,58939* 
-,07222 

,23448 
,35392 

,044
,979

,0115 
-,9444 

1,1672 
,8000 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.81 ANOVA Test Results for Market-Leading Strategies 
 
 
ANOVA results for KT1 Market leader strategies and Ratio of foreign-owned shares 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Foreign 
owned 
shares 

None  
%1-%50 
>%50  

176 
18 
30 

3,1288 
3,2315 
3,6167 

3,060 ,049 

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
Scheffe test results for KT1 Market leader strategies and Ratio of  foreign-owned shares 

(I) Foreign-owned 
shares 

 
(J) Foreign-owned 
shares 
 

Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
None 

%1-%50 
>%50 

-,10269 
-,48788* 

,24742 
,19749 

,918
,049

-,7124 
-,9746 

,5071 
-,0012 

 
%1-%50 

None 
>%50 

,10269 
-,38519 

,24742 
,29810 

,918
,435

-,5071 
-1,1198 

,7124 
,3495 

>%50 None 
%1-%50 

,48788* 
,38519 

,19749 
,29810 

,049
,435

,0012 
-,3495 

,9746 
1,1198 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
 

Table 5.82 ANOVA Test Results for Comparative Performance 
 
ANOVA results for Comparative performance and Ratio of foreign-owned shares 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Foreign 
owned 
shares 

None  
%1-%50 
>%50  

176 
18 
30 

4,2931 
4,5397 
4,7238 

4,729 ,010 

Scale:         1=Poor    . . . . . .       6=Excellent 
 
Scheffe test results for Comparative performance and Ratio of  foreign-owned shares 

(I) Foreign-owned 
shares 

 
(J) Foreign-owned 
shares 
 

Mean  
Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
None 

%1-%50 
>%50 

-,24654 
-,43066* 

,18530 
,14797 

,414
,016

-,7032 
-,7954 

,2102 
-,0660 

 
%1-%50 

None 
>%50 

,24654 
-,18413 

,18530 
,22306 

,414
,712

-,2102 
-,7339 

,7032 
,3657 

>%50 None 
%1-%50 

,43066* 
,18413 

,14797 
,22306 

,016
,712

,0660 
-,3657 

,7954 
,7339 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
 



www.manaraa.com

316 
 

Table 5.83 ANOVA Test Results for Performance compared to objectives  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Scheffe test results for Performance compared to objectives and Ratio of  foreign-owned shares 

(I) Foreign-owned 
shares 

 
(J) Foreign-owned 
shares 
 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
None 

%1-%50 
>%50 

-,20663 
-,38575* 

,16999 
,13777 

,479
,021

-,6256 
-,7253 

,2124 
-,0462 

 
%1-%50 

None 
>%50 

,20663 
-,17912 

,16999 
,20585 

,479
,685

-,2124 
-,6865 

,6256 
,3283 

>%50 None 
%1-%50 

,38575* 
,17912 

,13777 
,20585 

,021
,685

,0462 
-,3283 

,7253 
,6865 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
 
 
 
Table 5.84 ANOVA Test Results for Total Perceived Performance  
 
ANOVA results for Total perceived performance and Ratio of foreign-owned shares 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Foreign 
owned 
shares 

None  
%1-%50 
>%50  

176 
18 
29 

4,4391 
4,6243 
4,8002 

3,728 ,026 

Scale:      1=Poor   . . . . . .     6=Excellent 
 
 
Scheffe test results for Total perceived performance and Ratio of  foreign-owned shares 

(I) Foreign-owned 
shares 

 
(J) Foreign-owned 
shares 
 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
None 

%1-%50 
>%50 

-,18529 
-,36117* 

,17037 
,13809 

,554
,035

-,6052 
-,7016 

,2347 
-,0208 

 
%1-%50 

None 
>%50 

,18529 
-,17588 

,17037 
,20624 

,554
,696

-,2347 
-,6843 

,6052 
,3325 

>%50 None 
%1-%50 

,36117* 
,17588 

,13809 
,20624 

,035
,696

,0208 
-,3325 

,7016 
,6843 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
 

ANOVA results for Performance compared to objectives and Ratio of foreign-owned shares 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 
Foreign 
owned 
shares 

None  
%1-%50 
>%50  

176 
18 
30 

4,4878 
4,6944 
4,8736 

4,318 ,014 

Scale:             1=Poor   . . . . .       6=Excellent 
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5.6.6. Results for ANOVA Tests of Factor (Independent Variable):    

          Number of Employees 

The results of ANOVA tests reveal that there are significant mean differences 

among groups having different number of employees for various dependent variables. 

To determine among which groups the true differences are identified for different 

number of employees, Scheffé post hoc multiple comparison analyses have been 

performed.  

According to the results provided: 

a) Companies having more than 500 employees are much less-centralized in 

performance evaluation and are significantly different from those companies 

having less than 100 employees (See Table 5.85). 

b) Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest 

proactiveness orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having 50-100 employees (See Table 5.86). 

c) Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest market-

leading strategic orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having less than 50 employees (See Table 5.87). 

d) Companies having less than 50 employees have the highest market-niching 

strategic orientation and are significantly different from those companies 

having more than 500 employees (See Table 5.88). 

e) Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest overall 

performance and are significantly different from those companies having 

less than 50 employees (See Table 5.89). 

f) Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest comparative 

performance and are significantly different from those companies having 

less than 100 employees (See Table 5.90). 

g) Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest performance 

compared to objectives and are significantly different from those 

companies having less than 50 employees (See Table 5.91). 
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h) Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest total 

perceived performance and are significantly different from those companies 

having less than 100 employees See Table 5.92). 
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Table 5.85 ANOVA Test Results for Miles and Snow’s Performance evaluation 
 
 
ANOVA results for MS4  Performance evaluation and Number of employees 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

92 
30 
43 
25 
34 

2,9783 
3,4222 
2,3101 
2,4000 
2,1373 

7,275 ,000

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
Scheffe test results for MS4  Performance evaluation and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,44396 
,66818 
,57826 
,84101* 

,25337 
,22262 
,27181 
,24187 

,547
,064
,342
,019

-1,2311 
-,0234 
-,2662 
,0896 

,3432 
1,3598 
1,4227 
1,5924 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,44396 
1,11214* 
1,02222* 
1,28497* 

,25337 
,28668 
,32635 
,30187 

,547
,006
,047
,002

-,3432 
,2215 
,0084 
,3472 

1,2311 
2,0028 
2,0361 
2,2228 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 

251-500 
>500 

-,66818 
-1,11214* 
-,08992 
,17282 

,22262 
,28668 
,30310 
,27657 

,064
,006
,999
,983

-1,3598 
-2,0028 
-1,0315 
-,6864 

,0234 
-,2215 
,8517 
1,0320 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 

101-250 
>500 

-,57826 
-1,02222* 
,08992 
,26275 

,27181 
,32635 
,30310 
,31750 

,342
,047
,999
,953

-1,4227 
-2,0361 
-,8517 
-,7236 

,2662 
-,0084 
1,0315 
1,2491 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

-,84101* 
-1,28497* 
-,17282 
-,26275 

,24187 
,30187 
,27657 
,31750 

,019
,002
,983
,953

-1,5924 
-2,2228 
-1,0320 
-1,2491 

-,0896 
-,3472 
,6864 
,7236 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.86ANOVA Test Results for Venkatraman’s Proactiveness Dimension 
 
 
ANOVA results for ST5 Proactiveness and Number of employees 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

92 
30 
43 
25 
34 

3,7717 
3,3000 
3,9070 
4,0600 
4,3824 

3,675 ,006

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
Scheffe test results for ST5 Proactiveness and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,47174 
-,13524 
-,28826 
-,61061 

,24825 
,21812 
,26631 
,23698 

,463
,984
,882
,160

-,2995 
-,8129 
-1,1156 
-1,3468 

1,2430 
,5424 
,5391 
,1256 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,47174 
-,60698 
-,76000 
-1,08235* 

,24825 
,28088 
,31975 
,29577 

,463
,326
,231
,011

-1,2430 
-1,4796 
-1,7534 
-2,0012 

,2995 
,2656 
,2334 
-,1635 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 

251-500 
>500 

,13524 
,60698 
-,15302 
-,47538 

,21812 
,28088 
,29697 
,27098 

,984
,326
,992
,546

-,5424 
-,2656 
-1,0756 
-1,3172 

,8129 
1,4796 
,7696 
,3665 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 

101-250 
>500 

,28826 
,76000 
,15302 
-,32235 

,26631 
,31975 
,29697 
,31108 

,882
,231
,992
,898

-,5391 
-,2334 
-,7696 
-1,2888 

1,1156 
1,7534 
1,0756 
,6441 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

,61061 
1,08235* 
,47538 
,32235 

,23698 
,29577 
,27098 
,31108 

,160
,011
,546
,898

-,1256 
,1635 
-,3665 
-,6441 

1,3468 
2,0012 
1,3172 
1,2888 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.87ANOVA Test Results for KT Market-Leading Strategies  
 
ANOVA results for KT1 Market leading strategies and Number of employees 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

92 
30 
43 
25 
34 

2,9855 
3,3000 
3,1938 
3,1933 
3,7206 

3,529 ,008

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
 
Scheffe test results for KT1 Market leading strategies and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,31449 
-,20829 
-,20783 
-,73508* 

,20749 
,18231 
,22259 
,19807 

,682 
,860 
,928 
,009 

-,9591 
-,7747 
-,8993 
-1,3504 

,3301 
,3581 
,4837 
-,1197 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,31449 
,10620 
,10667 
-,42059 

,20749 
,23477 
,26725 
,24721 

,682 
,995 
,997 
,577 

-,3301 
-,6231 
-,7236 
-1,1886 

,9591 
,8356 
,9369 
,3474 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 
251-500 

>500 

,20829 
-,10620 
,00047 
-,52679 

,18231 
,23477 
,24821 
,22649 

,860 
,995 
1,000
,252 

-,3581 
-,8356 
-,7707 
-1,2304 

,7747 
,6231 
,7716 
,1768 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 

>500 

,20783 
-,10667 
-,00047 
-,52725 

,22259 
,26725 
,24821 
,26001 

,928 
,997 
1,000
,394 

-,4837 
-,9369 
-,7716 
-1,3350 

,8993 
,7236 
,7707 
,2805 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

,73508* 
,42059 
,52679 
,52725 

,19807 
,24721 
,22649 
,26001 

,009 
,577 
,252 
,394 

,1197 
-,3474 
-,1768 
-,2805 

1,3504 
1,1886 
1,2304 
1,3350 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.88 ANOVA Test Results for KT Market-Niching Strategies  
 
 
ANOVA results for KT2 Market nicher strategies and Number of employees 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

92 
30 
43 
25 
34 

3,2147 
2,8583 
2,6105 
2,6400 
2,1618 

4,691 ,001

Scale:     1=Strongly disagree     . . . . .   6=Strongly agree 
 
 
Scheffe test results for KT2 Market niching strategies and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,35634 
,60421 
,57467 
1,05291* 

,27367 
,24046 
,29358 
,26125 

,791 
,181 
,432 
,003 

-,4939 
-,1428 
-,3374 
,2413 

1,2066 
1,3512 
1,4867 
1,8645 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,35634 
,24787 
,21833 
,69657 

,27367 
,30965 
,35250 
,32606 

,791 
,958 
,984 
,338 

-1,2066 
-,7141 
-,8768 
-,3164 

,4939 
1,2099 
1,3134 
1,7095 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 
251-500 

>500 

-,60421 
-,24787 
-,02953 
,44870 

,24046 
,30965 
,32738 
,29873 

,181 
,958 
1,000
,689 

-1,3512 
-1,2099 
-1,0466 
-,4794 

,1428 
,7141 
,9875 
1,3768 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 

>500 

-,57467 
-,21833 
,02953 
,47824 

,29358 
,35250 
,32738 
,34294 

,432 
,984 
1,000
,746 

-1,4867 
-1,3134 
-,9875 
-,5872 

,3374 
,8768 
1,0466 
1,5436 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

-1,05291* 
-,69657 
-,44870 
-,47824 

,26125 
,32606 
,29873 
,34294 

,003 
,338 
,689 
,746 

-1,8645 
-1,7095 
-1,3768 
-1,5436 

-,2413 
,3164 
,4794 
,5872 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.89 ANOVA Test Results for Overall Performance 
 
 
 
ANOVA results for Overall performance and Number of employees 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

92 
30 
43 
25 
34 

4,4185 
4,4333 
4,6395 
4,4800 
4,9853 

3,224 ,013

Scale:      1= Poor     . . . . .     6=Excellent 
 
Scheffe test results for Overall performance and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,01486 
-,22106 
-,06152 
-,56682* 

,17467 
,15347 
,18738 
,16674 

1,000
,722 
,999 
,023 

-,5575 
-,6978 
-,6436 
-1,0848 

,5278 
,2557 
,5206 
-,0488 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,01486 
-,20620 
-,04667 
-,55196 

,17467 
,19763 
,22497 
,20810 

1,000
,896 
1,000
,138 

-,5278 
-,8202 
-,7456 
-1,1985 

,5575 
,4078 
,6523 
,0945 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 
251-500 

>500 

,22106 
,20620 
,15953 
-,34576 

,15347 
,19763 
,20895 
,19066 

,722 
,896 
,965 
,512 

-,2557 
-,4078 
-,4896 
-,9381 

,6978 
,8202 
,8087 
,2466 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 

>500 

,06152 
,04667 
-,15953 
-,50529 

,18738 
,22497 
,20895 
,21888 

,999 
1,000
,965 
,259 

-,5206 
-,6523 
-,8087 
-1,1853 

,6436 
,7456 
,4896 
,1747 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

,56682* 
,55196 
,34576 
,50529 

,16674 
,20810 
,19066 
,21888 

,023 
,138 
,512 
,259 

,0488 
-,0945 
-,2466 
-,1747 

1,0848 
1,1985 
,9381 
1,1853 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
 



www.manaraa.com

324 
 

Table 5.90 ANOVA Test Results for Comparative Performance 
 
 
 
 
ANOVA results for Comparative performance and Number of employees 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

92 
30 
43 
25 
34 

4,1429 
4,2333 
4,4898 
4,4524 
4,9034 

7,591 ,000

Scale:          1=Poor  . . . . .                 6=Excellent 
 
 
Scheffe test results for Comparative performance and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,09048 
-,34694 
-,30952 
-,76050* 

,15135 
,13411 
,16497 
,14450 

,986 
,157 
,477 
,000 

-,5607 
-,7636 
-,8221 
-1,2095 

,3798 
,0697 
,2030 
-,3115 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,09048 
-,25646 
-,21905 
-,67003* 

,15135 
,17185 
,19688 
,18008 

,986 
,694 
,871 
,009 

-,3798 
-,7904 
-,8308 
-1,2295 

,5607 
,2775 
,3927 
-,1105 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 
251-500 

>500 

,34694 
,25646 
,03741 
-,41357 

,13411 
,17185 
,18395 
,16585 

,157 
,694 
1,000
,188 

-,0697 
-,2775 
-,5341 
-,9289 

,7636 
,7904 
,6090 
,1017 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 

>500 

,30952 
,21905 
-,03741 
-,45098 

,16497 
,19688 
,18395 
,19166 

,477 
,871 
1,000
,240 

-,2030 
-,3927 
-,6090 
-1,0465 

,8221 
,8308 
,5341 
,1445 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

,76050* 
,67003* 
,41357 
,45098 

,14450 
,18008 
,16585 
,19166 

,000 
,009 
,188 
,240 

,3115 
,1105 
-,1017 
-,1445 

1,2095 
1,2295 
,9289 
1,0465 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.91 ANOVA Test Results for Performance Compared to Objectives 
 
 
ANOVA results for Performance compared to objectives and Number of employees  
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

90 
30 
40 
24 
34 

4,3741 
4,5028 
4,6875 
4,4549 
5,0025 

6,075 ,000 

Scale:        1=Poor   . . . . .       6=Excellent 
 
 
 
Scheffe test results for Performance compared to objectives and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,12870 
-,31343 
-,08079 
-,62838* 

,14040 
,12656 
,15300 
,13406 

,933
,194
,991
,000

-,5650 
-,7067 
-,5562 
-1,0450 

,3076 
,0798 
,3946 
-,2118 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,12870 
-,18472 
,04792 
-,49967 

,14040 
,16085 
,18239 
,16682 

,933
,858
,999
,066

-,3076 
-,6846 
-,5188 
-1,0181 

,5650 
,3151 
,6147 
,0187 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 

251-500 
>500 

,31343 
,18472 
,23264 
-,31495 

,12656 
,16085 
,17195 
,15535 

,194
,858
,767
,394

-,0798 
-,3151 
-,3017 
-,7977 

,7067 
,6846 
,7670 
,1678 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 

101-250 
>500 

,08079 
-,04792 
-,23264 
-,54759 

,15300 
,18239 
,17195 
,17755 

,991
,999
,767
,053

-,3946 
-,6147 
-,7670 
-1,0993 

,5562 
,5188 
,3017 
,0041 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

,62838* 
,49967 
,31495 
,54759 

,13406 
,16682 
,15535 
,17755 

,000
,066
,394
,053

,2118 
-,0187 
-,1678 
-,0041 

1,0450 
1,0181 
,7977 
1,0993 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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Table 5.92 ANOVA Test Results for Total Perceived Performance 
 
 
 
 
ANOVA results for Total perceived performance and Number of employees 
 N Mean F Value Sig. 

Number of 
employees 

<50 
50-100 
101-250 
251-500 
>500 

90 
30 
40 
24 
34 

4,3192 
4,3898 
4,6238 
4,4691 
4,9637 

6,365 ,000

Scale:        1=Poor   . . . . .         6=Excellent 
 
 
Scheffe test results for Total perceived performance and Number of employees 
(I) Number of 
employees 
 

(J) Number of 
employees 

Mean  
Difference  
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

<50 
 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

-,07057 
-,30457 
-,14984 
-,64446* 

,14013 
,12635 
,15267 
,13382 

,993
,218
,915
,000

-,5060 
-,6972 
-,6243 
-1,0603 

,3649 
,0881 
,3246 
-,2286 

50-100 
 

<50 
101-250 
251-500 

>500 

,07057 
-,23399 
-,07927 
-,57389* 

,14013 
,16031 
,18178 
,16627 

,993
,712
,996
,020

-,3649 
-,7322 
-,6442 
-1,0906 

,5060 
,2642 
,4856 
-,0572 

101-250 
 

<50 
50-100 

251-500 
>500 

,30457 
,23399 
,15473 
-,33989 

,12635 
,16031 
,17138 
,15483 

,218
,712
,936
,310

-,0881 
-,2642 
-,3779 
-,8210 

,6972 
,7322 
,6873 
,1413 

251-500 
 

<50 
50-100 

101-250 
>500 

,14984 
,07927 
-,15473 
-,49462 

,15267 
,18178 
,17138 
,17696 

,915
,996
,936
,103

-,3246 
-,4856 
-,6873 
-1,0445 

,6243 
,6442 
,3779 
,0553 

>500 
<50 

50-100 
101-250 
251-500 

,64446* 
,57389* 
,33989 
,49462 

,13382 
,16627 
,15483 
,17696 

,000
,020
,310
,103

,2286 
,0572 
-,1413 
-,0553 

1,0603 
1,0906 
,8210 
1,0445 

* The mean difference is significant at .05 level 
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VI. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

This chapter presents summary of the overall research findings and discussion 

on these findings and conclusions, and delivers implications of these findings and 

conclusions for the academics and managers.  

 

The purpose of this research is to study relationship between strategic 

orientation and business performance, and to investigate how business performance 

varies across different approaches, distinct typologies and dimensions of strategic 

orientation and marketing strategies, and if marketing strategies mediate this 

relationship and if this relationship is affected by the dynamics of industry 

characteristics, as surveyed on Turkish enterprises at SBU level.  
 

In this study, marketing strategy stands as being representative for functional 

strategies comprising also human resources strategy, financial strategies, and 

manufacturing strategies and similar.  

 

The design of theoretical framework has been based on structural contingency 

theory which basically underlines that there is no best strategy for all of the business 

units and posits that the optimal option of strategy depends on certain conditions, 

termed contingency factors.  

 

The conceptual models of the study developed within the contingency theory 

have followed the systems model to involve the main contingency factors that have 

been included in Ginsberg and Venkatraman’s (1985) contingency review. As the study 

includes two distinct approaches with three different settings of the construct “strategic 

orientation”, there are in fact in this study three models being studied simultaneously 

and separately: (a) Venkatraman’s (1989) STROBE model, (b) Miles and Snow’s 

(1978) adaptive cycle model on typological dimensions, (c) Miles and Snow’s adaptive 

cycle model on typological orientations.  

  

The research models include marketing strategies also as mediator in the 

relationship (Baron and Kelly, 1986; Venkatraman, 1989a) between strategic orientation 

and performance, and it corresponds to the process (functional) element of the systems 
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model as a contingency factor in this context as positioned in Figure 3.1. The concept of 

marketing behavior to be incorporated in this study has been based on the roles firms 

play in their target market (Biggadike, 1981) and are viewed not across their strategic 

roles but along parsimonious classificatory dimensions based on Kotler’s marketing 

strategies: market-leading strategies, market-niching strategies, market-challenging/ 

aggressor strategies, market-challenger/ sweeping strategies, market-follower/imitating 

strategies, market-follower/adapting strategies. 

 

The models accommodate industrial characteristics of competitive intensity, 

market turbulence, and technological turbulence as environmental variables reflecting 

industrial organization theory (Porter, 1981) that has enriched the environmental 

(industrial) dimensions by stressing the importance of external factors. Performance is 

based on managerial perception of the key informants as compared to levels achieved 

by competitors and business objectives targeted.  

 

The study is carried out with Turkish enterprises and the sample framework is 

intended to represent as wide a range as possible. The enterprises that are registered 

with Chambers associated with TOBB Union of Turkish Chambers and Bourses is the 

population of the study and the purposive sample has been formed to serve as the data 

base for the research. The author has intended to include a broad mix of organizations in 

size, region and export orientation to insure generalizability with as wide coverage as 

possible in business sectors-industries such as services and manufacturing sectors, 

regional representation, ownership (domestic and foreign capital), old and new 

generations. A list of the firms in the sample is provided in Appendix 3. 

 

In the following sections, findings on the frequencies for key informants and 

company characteristics, on the central tendencies for items of strategic orientation with 

classificatory approach in dimensions, for items of classificatory approach in 

orientations together with items of Venkatraman’s dimensions, for items of 

performance, marketing strategies, and industry characteristics are specified and 

discussed. Findings on the factor and reliability analyses are reviewed and discussed. 

Findings on multiple regression analyses, on independent sample t-Tests and on 

ANOVA tests are submitted and discussed. Discussion and conclusions on hierarchical 
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regression analyses to test the models followed by mediated hierarchical analyses to test 

mediation effect of marketing strategies on the strategic orientation-performance 

relationship are presented. Overall discussion and conclusion are provided and 

implications for the academics and managers are conveyed.  
 

6.1. Summary of the Findings 
 

This section presents summary of the overall research findings and 

complementary discussion on these findings wherever their immediate contribution is 

more appropriate. 
 

6.1.1. Findings on Turkish Enterprises 
 

The result of categorizing the enterprises on company type reveals that 97.3 

percent of enterprises are corporations; 98 percent of the participants are private 

corporations. The company age appears to crowd between 6-25 years with an average of 

fourteen years while 58.1 percent is a mix of companies very young (1-5 years) and 

very old (56-150 years).  

 About a quarter of private companies have foreign-shares in their capital 

structure. More than two-thirds of the companies having foreign shares has fifty percent 

or more of the shares and are expected to be controlled by these majorities. This is also 

in agreement with the increase in foreign-capital investments in Turkey during past 

several years. A company’s receipt of foreign investment is perceived as a sign of well-

managed business. Results on the geographical distribution where companies operate 

captures the focus of economic activities being in Istanbul with 91.5 percent of the 

companies operating in Istanbul region, irrespective of where else they operate. About 

forty-five percent of the companies operate in Istanbul region only, reflecting economic 

activity map of Turkish enterprises.  

 With respect to their core businesses, the findings reveal that about sixty-three 

percent are service companies and thirty-seven percent are manufacturers. This is also 

in parallel with general acceptance of economic activities being concentrated more in 

services sector and less in manufacturing sector in terms of GDP. In general, the higher 
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growth of service sector compared to manufacturing sector is a good indication of 

economic wealth, and in more developed countries it accounts for more than seventy-

five per cent of the GDP (Gray and Hooley, 2002).  

The business activity types that the companies are involved indicate a wide 

distribution with the major share of about thirty percent being the others. With respect 

to industry type, about forty-two percent of the companies deal with services, followed 

by 13.4 percent of companies that deal in providing FMCG fast moving consumer 

goods. These results do reiterate findings of preceding results of services sector having 

the largest share of businesses. Putting together 10.7 percent share of wholesale and 

distribution activities and 41.5 percent share of services and considering parts of other 

activities being services activities, the total share reaches sixty-three percent for services 

that equals the corresponding share obtained in the study of business sectors.  

 Regarding number of employees, also a reliable indicator of organization size 

(Smith et al, 1989), about forty percent of the companies have employees less than fifty; 

about thirty percent of the companies have employees more than seven hundred-fifty; 

however, number of employees in the second group is at least more than five times the 

number of employees in the first group.  

Export orientation of companies in terms of export history, export intensity, 

relative share of exports and administrative structuring in export operations is a valuable 

measure in assessing how companies’ behavior is modified when faced with global 

competition. About two thirds of companies involved in export have more than five 

years of export history. Regarding export intensity, about seventy percent of those forty-

three percent who are involved in exports, is regularly involved in export activities. This 

is in congruence with the increasing levels of export activities in Turkey. 

With respect to ratio of domestic sales to export sales, the ratios of those 

companies who are totally selling to foreign market are relatively low. About two thirds 

of exporting companies are mainly trading in domestic markets and exporting in lesser 

ratios. Only about twelve percent of exporting companies are doing larger amount of 

business in foreign markets than in domestic markets.   
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 About half of the export-oriented companies have an export department and a 

quarter of the companies’ export is handled by their marketing departments and the rest 

is being managed by their general managers or company owners themselves. The 

administrative structuring is a sign of company policy in export and reveals a good sign 

on its standing (Kotler, 1975); it appears that export operations of these companies 

receive at large dedicated attention. 

Descriptive statistics do not indicate any troublesome anomalies associated 

with the sample, and findings are of much interest and value. Observing the sample as a 

whole, there is a great deal of variability between the respondents. It is concluded that 

descriptive findings on the company characteristics are in general quite agreeable with 

the research design.   

6.1.2. Findings on Key Informants/Managers 

 Titles of key informants are quite diverse and qualified. About thirty-two 

percent of respondents are of top management while twenty-two percent of the 

respondents hold senior management post for functional divisions/departments. 

Eighteen percent of respondents are managers for functional departments while about 

thirteen percent of the respondents are Owner-managers and Share Holder-Managers. 

The majority of respondents were chief administrators. In smaller companies, high 

ranking executives often assume leadership for the strategy/marketing functions, which 

explains their participation in the survey. This is a good result of participation level 

from companies for a survey of strategy. Most of the respondents hold key posts as to 

strategy formation and/or implementation. Only four key respondents have a position as 

strategy manager. 

 About forty-one percent of the respondents have marketing-sales expertise, a 

good sign of being market-oriented company and a quite appropriate mix for a business 

and marketing research survey. About twenty-two percent of the respondents have 

production-technology background while seventeen percent of the respondents have 

expertise in finance and accounting. The responding manager’s area of expertise gives 

an indication of his mental model used for evaluation. 
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 It was required that key informant should hold college education as a 

minimum. The results are quite appropriate for this survey with a high level of 

education. About 25 percent of respondents have a post-graduate education while a total 

of about 85 percent have post-graduate or graduate education. Only 2.6 percent of 

respondents hold lower levels of education  

In summary, majority of respondents hold qualified positions indicating that 

they should have the broad knowledge required to answer the survey questions. It is 

concluded that descriptive findings on characteristics of the key informants are in 

general quite agreeable with the research design.   

6.1.3. Findings for Descriptives of Strategic Orientation 

This section summarizes the descriptives for independent variable ‘strategic 

orientation construct’. The construct has been operationalized with both of classificatory 

approach (Miles and Snow, 1978) and comparative approach (Venkatraman, 1989). The 

following part will recapitulate on Miles and Snow typologies that will be followed by 

Venkatraman’s comparative approach.  

6.1.3.1. Findings for Strategic Orientation: Miles and Snow’s Typologies 

Miles and Snow’s (1978) typologies in classificatory approach for strategic 

orientation have been operationalized with three key dimensions (entrepreneurial, 

engineering, and administrative). Miles and Snow’s model has four typologies: 

prospector orientation, defender orientation, analyzer orientation and reactor orientation. 

Overall responses reveal higher prospector orientation and lower defender, analyzer and 

reactor orientation for the sample. The enterprises in general are watchful for new 

products and market development; they give importance to examine changes in their 

environment and do not agree with either keeping a limited line of products or matching 

competitors’ innovation by offering similar but low-cost products. This is an impressive 

finding as it appears that the Turkish businesses have in general preferred orientations 

for business success and again contrary to expectations do not display mimetic 

behavior.  



www.manaraa.com

333 
 

 Average 

Score 

Entrepreneurial 

Dimension 

Engineering 

Dimension 

Administrative  

Dimension 

Environmental 

Monitoring 

Prospector 4.32 4.24 4.71 4.17 5.17 
Analyzer 4.13 4.23 4.43 3.87 4.43 
Defender 3.92 3.74 4.49 4.20 2.65 
Reactor 3.68 3.60 4.17 3.60 3.61 

         Table 6.1 A Comparison Summary for Miles and Snow’s Typological Orientations  

Table 6.1 also reveals important results confirming Miles and Snow’s 

typologies’ stated behaviors in the literature. Miles and Snow confirm that the 

typologies are on a continuum, and average scores, in this study as shown in the above 

table, are in a row highest with prospector orientation and lowest with the reactor 

orientation, and therefore the proposition is confirmed here as well.   

Entrepreneurial dimension score high with prospector and analyzer while low 

for both defender and reactor orientations. This is the major dimension and 

demonstrates the qualities of prospectors with being the first to develop new 

products/markets. Results for environmental monitoring reveal that prospectors are 

always in search of inventiveness, very attentive to market moves versus defenders who 

are more like being in a closed system having not much interest in events outside of 

their narrow market.   

6.1.3.2. Findings for Strategic Orientation: Venkatraman’s STROBE  

              Dimensions 

Venkatraman has modeled six dimensions to operationalize strategic 

orientation: aggressiveness, analysis, defensiveness, proactiveness, futurity, riskiness. It 

is a robust model with high empirical value in literature and differs from Miles and 

Snow’s model as it is not attached to any particular theory. The findings reflect similar 

results obtained in Miles and Snow model. The sample’ orientation is positive with 

analysis, futurity, and proactiveness while negative with aggressiveness, defensiveness, 

and riskiness. It is also concluded that descriptive findings on the strategic orientation 

here reveal an impressive finding as it appears that the Turkish businesses have in 
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general preferred orientations for business success. Congruence in findings from both 

approaches noted. 

6.1.4. Findings for Descriptives of Business Performance 

Overall performance with respect to comparative performance and 

performance compared to objectives score high. The companies participating in survey 

are generally satisfied with their performance. Being an average, this may be taken as to 

represent good performance. Comparative performance comprises of market share and 

growth in market share, sales’ volume and growth in sales’ volume, return rate on assets 

and return rate on investment, and product or service quality compared to competitors 

and its scores confirm good performance; ‘product/service quality’ is especially high, 

revealing how sectors have raised quality standards. Performance compared to 

objectives comprises of customer satisfaction and customer retention, market share and 

growth in market, sales volume and growth in sales volume, return rate on assets and 

return rate on investment compared to objectives. Again performance compared to 

objectives confirm good performance; ‘customer satisfaction’ and ‘customer retention’ 

have higher scores emphasizing better customer orientation in the sample. 

 Performance items over the past three years reveal impressive positive gains 

reflecting high GDP growth in the country. Along years 2004, 2005, 2006 performance 

increase has been at record levels.  

 It is concluded that rates in both perceived performance and objective 

performance (with limited measure) in general are high. The values of performance 

compared to objectives, performance compared to competitors, and overall performance 

values have similar average scores as may be observed in following Table 6.2.  
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Performance scale Average score 
Performance compared to competitors 4.38 
Performance compared to objectives 4.43 
Overall performance compared to competitors 4.58 
Overall performance compared to objectives 4.54 

                  Table 6.2 A Comparison Summary for Performance Scores 
 

6.1.5. Findings for Descriptives of Marketing Strategies  

 It is concluded that no marketing strategy as per a priori premises is a 

dominant orientation of the sample; this reveals that orientations are spread and not 

concentrated at any one. Market-leading strategies with a score of 3.44 and market-

niching strategy of 3.09 indicates firms’ tendencies.    

Marketing Strategies 
Market share 

position 

Marketing 

objectives 

Strategic 

focus 

Average 

score 

Market-Leading Strategies        (L) 3.14 3.23 3.53 3.44 
Market-Challenging Strategies  (C) 2.21 2.07 2.70 2.47 
Market-Following Strategies     (F) 2.40 1.75 1.79 1.91 
Market-Niching Strategies         (N) 2.16 5.08 2.83 3.09 

 Table 6.3 A Comparison Summary for Kotler’s Marketing Strategies 

Table 6.3 also reveals important results confirming Kotler’s typologies’ stated 

behaviors in the literature (Kotler, 1984). While market-leading (L) has the highest 

market share orientation as expected, market-niching (N) has the lowest market share as 

it is focused in a narrow segment of the market; market-challenging (C), and market-

following have low market-share orientations as also stated in the literature. Market-

niching (N) orientation has the highest focus in marketing objectives, illustrative of its 

character; while again market-follower (F) and market-challenging (C) orientations 

have relatively lower marketing objectives’ score. Market-leading (L) and market-

niching (N) strategies have higher strategic focus than the others. Higher average scores 

for market-leading (L) and market-niching (N) strategies reveal determination in their 

marketing strategies. 
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6.1.6. Findings for Descriptives of Environmental Variables 

 For the key environmental variables, competitive intensity results reveal that 

the markets in general are competitive; market turbulence results indicate market 

volatility and technological turbulence results reflect presence of higher than average 

dynamism. 

 

6.1.7. Findings for Factor and Reliability Analyses 

This section discusses results of factor analysis of the scales used in the 

research.   

6.1.7.1. Findings for Factor and Reliability Analyses of                                      

              Strategic Orientation 

The scale for Miles and Snow’s typologies has been developed on basis of 

organizational adaptation theory. Since no a priori single or fixed classification scheme 

has been imposed on the design, contrary to self-typing paragraph approach (McKee et 

al, 1989; James and Hatten, 1995; Matsuno and Mentzer, 2000; Slater and Olson, 2000), 

it has been most inclusive to contain those existing variables in the literature plus other 

elements produced as a result of further operationalization by the author.  

For Miles and Snow typologies in dimensions, variables have been developed 

for each typology separately; the analysis has eliminated reoccurring themes around key 

concepts of entrepreneurial, engineering and administrative for each of the typologies 

by reduction. The analysis produced seven factors that have been labeled:  

a) Factor 1- Competitive edge (competitive stance) 

b) Factor 2- Focus of planning (effective planning)  

c) Factor 3- Growth pattern (positive)  

d) Factor 4- Product mix (limited range) 

e) Factor 5- Performance evaluation (centralized)  

f) Factor 6- Structure (classical but prospective)  

g) Factor 7- Competitive cost (low cost)  
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The scale has ended up with lesser number of variables. 

The scale for Miles and Snow’s typologies in orientations has taken a 

typological approach and focus on determining dimensions (factors) not across all the 

typologies together but instead within each typology as a group separately, each 

typology representing an orientation: prospector orientation, defender orientation, 

analyzer orientation, reactor orientation. For every orientation, a different factor 

analysis is carried out.  

For prospector orientation, two factors have been produced:  

a) Factor 1-Prospector orientation 1 and  

b) Factor 2- Prospector orientation 2.  

For defender orientation, two factors have been produced:  

a) Factor 1- Defender orientation 1 and  

b) Factor 2- Defender orientation 2.   

For analyzer orientation one factor remained with six variables.  

Factor analysis for reactor orientation has ended with exclusion of the 

dimension.  

This scale has resulted as per findings in the literature. In agreement with 

findings in descriptive results, reactor orientation has been excluded. This is an 

interesting result for a sample of Turkish enterprises.  

The scale for Venkatraman’s dimensional approach has six key dimensions. It 

is a robust model and differs from Miles and Snow typologies as it is not attached to any 

particular theory but eclectic in source, grounding on empirical works in the literature. 

Venkatraman divided the body of strategy research in two interrelated streams the 

substantive (e.g. Miles and Snow model) and the measurement i.e. construct validation 

(STROBE model). His model has a strong empirical backing.   
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Venkatraman’s original scale has six dimensions of aggressiveness, analysis, 

defensiveness, futurity, proactiveness, and riskiness; factor analysis has eliminated 

riskiness dimension leaving five dimensions. Riskiness dimension has been known as 

controversial in the literature as to whether it should be replaced by risk awareness. 

Otherwise, the dimensions have proved to be in congruence with reported findings in 

the literature. The results appear to yield better support for the dimensions than Morgan 

and Strong’ study (1998) where only analysis dimension, futurity dimension, and 

proactiveness dimension are found to be related with performance and Morgan and 

Strong’ study (2003) where only analysis dimension, defensiveness dimension and 

futurity dimension are found to be related with performance.  

6.1.7.2. Findings for Factor and Reliability Analyses of Industry      

             Characteristics 

 Key dimensions of industrial characteristics have been well tested in the 

literature. However, findings on the descriptive results have revealed some peculiarities. 

The author has decided to carry out factor and reliability analysis for environmental 

variables as well. 

This scale has three key dimensions eighteen items adapted from DeSarbo 

(2005) who was particularly concerned how the changes in the environment would 

effect Miles and Snow’s (1978) typological behaviors. It is similar to Jaworski and 

Kohli’s (1993) dimensions. The analyses will focus on determining divergences 

described in the foregoing paragraph. For each of key dimensions, separate factor and 

reliability analyses are carried out. 

Factor and reliability analyses have restructured the key dimensions of 

competitive intensity, market turbulence, and technological turbulence by extracting one 

of the elements for each dimension and so have eliminated the peculiarities. 

 

 

 



www.manaraa.com

339 
 

6.1.7.3. Findings for Factor and Reliability Analyses of Kotler’s    

             Marketing Strategies  

This scale has four parsimonious typological orientations based on Kotler’s 

marketing strategies: market leading strategies, market challenging strategies, market 

following strategies, market niching strategies developed by the author. All the 

dimensions have resulted as preconceived with market-following strategies and market-

challenging strategies ending with expansion in two orientations each:  

a) Factor 1: Market-leading strategies 

b) Factor 2: Market-niching strategies; 

c) Factor 3: Market-follower/imitating strategies 

d) Factor 4: Market-follower/adapting strategies 

e) Factor 5: Market-challenging/aggressor strategies 

f) Factor 6: Market-challenger/sweeping strategies  

6.1.8. Findings for Regression Results 

 To determine whether the proposed fundamental analysis model (s) have 

exploratory power, multiple regression analyses and mediated regression analyses are 

performed for each of three models separately and presented below in following parts.  

6.1.8.1. Findings for Hierarchical Regression and Mediation  

Results for Model A (M&S Typologies in Dimensions) 

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis has been carried out to test the 

model on predictive power of strategic orientation construct in Miles and Snow’s 

typologies in dimensions in explaining variance in business performance. This 

methodology allows to sequentially introduce different blocks of variables and to check 

their respective explanatory capacities. The results indicate that environmental variables 

have lesser degree of predictive contribution 3.6 percent to business performance while 

strategic orientation has 39.1 percent and KT marketing strategies has 14.1 percent with 

total of 56.8 percent contribution to total exploratory power of the model. This supports 

the major hypothesis H1 of the study that there is a positive relationship between 

strategic orientation (Miles and Snow’s typologies in dimensions) and business 
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performance. This result also supports the fit of the newly developed dimensions for 

Miles and Snow’s typologies and newly developed KT marketing strategies and its role 

as intervening variable.  

For strategic orientation construct in Miles and Snow’s typologies in 

dimensions’ model, mediation analysis for marketing strategies has been carried out. 

Regression of business performance on strategic orientation has produced statistically 

significant model; regression of business performance on marketing strategies has 

produced statistically significant model supporting H3; regression of marketing 

strategies on strategic orientation has produced statistically significant model supporting 

H4; regression of business performance on strategic orientation and marketing strategies 

has produced statistically significant model supporting H2 concluding existence of 

partial mediation of marketing strategies.   

  6.1.8.2. Findings for Hierarchical Regression and Mediation  

                            Results for Model B (M&S Typologies in Orientations) 

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis has been carried out to test the 

model on predictive power of strategic orientation construct in Miles and Snow’s 

typologies in orientations in explaining variance in business performance. The results 

indicate that environmental variables have lesser degree of predictive contribution of 

3.6 percent to business performance while strategic orientation has 35.7 percent and KT 

marketing strategies has 16.1 percent with total of 55.4 percent contribution to total 

exploratory power of the model. This supports the major hypothesis H5 of the study that 

there is a positive relationship between strategic orientation (Miles and Snow’s 

typologies in orientations) and business performance. This result also supports the fit of 

the newly developed dimensions for Miles and Snow’s typologies and newly developed 

KT marketing strategies and its role as intervening variable.  

For strategic orientation construct in Miles and Snow’s typologies in 

orientations’ model, mediation analysis for marketing strategies has been carried out. 

Regression of business performance on strategic orientation has produced statistically 

significant model; regression of business performance on marketing strategies has 
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produced statistically significant model supporting H7; regression of marketing 

strategies on strategic orientation has produced statistically significant model supporting 

H8; regression of business performance on strategic orientation and marketing strategies 

has produced statistically significant model supporting H6 concluding existence of 

partial mediation of marketing strategies.   

6.1.8.3. Findings for Hierarchical Regression and Mediation  

      Results for Model C (Venkatraman’s STROBE) 

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis has been carried out to test the 

model on predictive power of strategic orientation construct in Venkatraman’s 

STROBE dimensions’ in explaining variance in business performance. The results 

indicate that environmental variables have lesser degree of predictive contribution 3.6 

percent to business performance while strategic orientation has 32.5 percent and KT 

marketing strategies has 15.3 percent with total of 51.4 percent contribution to total 

exploratory power of the model. This supports the major hypothesis H9 of the study that 

there is a positive relationship between strategic orientation (Venkatraman’s STROBE 

dimensions) and business performance.  

 This result being in congruence with newly developed Miles and Snow’s 

typologies both in dimensions and orientations also supports the fit of the Model A and 

Model B and newly developed KT marketing strategies and its role as mediating 

variable. 

For strategic orientation construct in Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions, 

mediation analysis for marketing strategies has been carried out. Regression of business 

performance on strategic orientation has produced statistically significant model; 

regression of business performance on marketing strategies has produced statistically 

significant model supporting H11; regression of marketing strategies on strategic 

orientation has produced statistically significant model supporting H12; regression of 

business performance on strategic orientation and marketing strategies has produced 

statistically significant model supporting H10 concluding existence of partial mediation 

of marketing strategies.   
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6.1.8.4. Findings for Correlational Analyses 

Overall research findings of correlational analyses are provided in this part. 

Correlational analyses’ results with dependent variable ‘performance‘ in each of the 

Model A, Model B, and Model C are in congruence with respect to industry 

characteristics where only market turbulence has some correlation with performance. 

This is in parallel with the findings obtained in hierarchical regression analyses where 

only market turbulence has a positive impact and technological turbulence has a 

negative impact in the analyses in models I and none survived in models III. The results 

pertaining to marketing strategies obtained in Model A, Model B, Model C are also in 

congruence with each other, where market-leading strategy orientation, market-

challenging/aggressor strategy orientation are in positive correlation with performance, 

and market-follower/imitating strategy orientation and market-challenger/ sweeping 

strategy orientation are in negative correlation with performance. 

 Miles and Snow’s dimensions appear to vary across marketing strategy 

orientations as expected. While for market-follower/adapting strategy reveals no 

significant relationship with strategic orientation, market-follower/imitating strategy has 

significant relationship with three variables of product mix, competitive cost, and 

competitive edge.  

 Similarly, the variables of Miles and Snow’ orientations appear to vary across 

marketing strategy orientations as expected. While for market-follower/adapting 

strategy reveals no significant relationship with strategic orientation, market-

follower/imitating strategy has significant relationship with three variables of defender 

orientation I, prospector orientation I, and analyzer orientation. 

 The variables of Venkatraman’s dimensions appear to vary across marketing 

strategy orientations as expected, and not correlated well with the marketing strategies. 

Market-follower/adapting strategy, market-challenger/sweeping strategy, market-

challenging/ aggressor strategy have no significant relationship with Venkatraman’s 

dimensions. Market-follower/imitating strategy has significant relationship with 

defensiveness dimension and aggressiveness dimension, market-niching strategy has 
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significant relationship with futurity dimension, market-leading strategy has significant 

relationship with analysis dimension, defensiveness dimension, and proactiveness 

dimension. 

 It is interesting to note that market-follower/adapting strategy appears to have 

significant relationship with none of the strategic orientation variables. 

6.1.9. Findings for Independent Sample t-Tests  

The section further investigates if differences in means between distinct groups 

of the sample exist; independent sample t-tests have been carried out. 

 6.1.9.1. Findings for Independent Sample t-Test between Groups for    

              Company Types and Economic Sector 

Company type is being inquired; corporations, being investment oriented, 

usually correspond to higher grade of formalization in Turkey. Also, economic sector is 

being inquired in order to find out whether two basic economic sectors are the reason of 

significant differences in means of variables of the study. The results reveal that 

incorporations perform better than limited companies both in total performance and 

comparative performance while limited companies have higher defender orientation 

than incorporations, meaning that limited companies prefer to maintain their present 

market, and incorporations have propensity for developing new markets. Limited 

companies have higher aggressiveness in their approach to the market than 

incorporations have; also, limited companies prefer to act with market-niching strategies 

more than incorporations do, indicating that limited companies are more inclined to use 

focus strategy (Porter, 1980). Performance evaluation appears to be more centralized in 

limited companies and less so in incorporations.  
 

The competitive edge (competitive orientation) is more developed in services 

sector companies and less so in manufacturing sector companies while manufacturing 

companies have higher defensiveness character in their approach to the market than 

services companies. 
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6.1.9.2. Findings for Independent Sample t-Tests within the Groups 

For each variable of study in this section, two groups are created with a cutoff 

point of 3.0 on a scale ranging from 1 to 6 to investigate if there is a significant 

difference of means between these two groups. The results reveal that companies with 

high growth pattern perform better than those with low growth pattern while companies 

who score low in defender orientation or defensiveness dimension perform better than 

those who score high. Further, companies with high proactiveness perform better than 

those with low. Performance of companies which are focused in competitive cost score 

less than those which are not, while companies less centralized on their performance 

evaluation perform better than those more centralized.  

The results indicate that high scorers in market-leading strategies and market-

follower/adapting strategies perform better than those score low while low scorers 

market-challenger/sweeping strategies perform better than those score high.  

6.1.10. Findings for ANOVA Test Results 

One-way ANOVA tests for industry type, business type, ratio of domestic sales 

to foreign sale, years of export history, ratio of foreign-owned shares, and number of 

employees are conducted to carry investigations on the sample to identify specific 

between-group mean differences across the variables being studied. Those analyses that 

contribute to knowledge on the companies and that may guide further analyses in the 

future are described.  

The result of ANOVA and Welch tests reveal:  

1. Defensiveness character of consumer non-durables industry companies is 

the highest among others and is significantly different from those in 

services sector. 

2. Companies in capital goods industry has the lowest effectiveness in 

market-challenging (sweeping) strategy behavior and is significantly 

different from those in consumer non-durables (which are of the highest 

effectiveness), wholesale and distribution, and services industries.  
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3. Structure of financial services (including banking) and insurance has the 

best internal fit and is significantly different from those in construction 

business. 

4. Defender orientation of health care business has the highest orientation and 

is significantly different from those in financial services (including 

banking) and insurance. 

5. Analyzer orientation of health care business has the highest orientation and 

is significantly different from those in construction business; also financial 

services (including banking) and insurance’ orientation is significantly 

different from those in construction business.  

6. Defensiveness orientation of textile business is the highest and is 

significantly different from those in trade. 

7. Aggressiveness orientation of trade is the highest and is significantly 

different from those in financial services (including banking) and 

insurance.  

8. Textile’s performance (compared to objectives) is the highest and is 

significantly different from what it is for construction and automotive 

businesses. 

9. Exporting companies with higher domestic sales have the best growth 

pattern and the highest defensiveness orientation and are significantly 

different from what it is for non-exporting companies. 

10. Exporting companies with higher domestic sales have one of the highest 

market-leading strategy orientations and is significantly different from 

what it is for non-exporting companies. 

11. Exporting companies with higher domestic sales have the highest market-

niching strategy orientation and is significantly different from what it is for 

non-exporting companies.  

12. Companies with a longer period of export history have higher analysis 

orientation and are significantly different from what it is in companies with 

shorter period of export history. 
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13. Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than fifty percent have 

the highest analysis orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having none. 

14. Companies having no foreign-owned shares have the highest 

aggressiveness orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having more than 50 percent foreign-owned shares. 

15. Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than fifty percent have 

the higher analysis orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having none. 

16. Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than fifty percent have 

the highest market-leading strategic orientation and are significantly 

different from those companies having none. 

17. Companies having foreign-owned shares of more than fifty percent have 

‘the highest total perceived performance’, ‘the highest comparative 

performance’, and ‘the highest performance compared to objectives’ and 

are significantly different from those companies having none. 

18. Companies having more than 500 employees are much less-centralized in 

performance evaluation and are significantly different from those 

companies having less than 100 employees. 

19. Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest 

proactiveness orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having 50-100 employees. 

20. Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest market-

leading strategic orientation and are significantly different from those 

companies having less than 50 employees. 

21. Companies having less than 50 employees have the highest market-niching 

strategic orientation and are significantly different from those companies 

having more than 500 employees. 

22. Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest overall 

performance and are significantly different from those companies having 

less than 50 employees. 
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23. Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest total 

perceived performance and the highest comparative performance and are 

significantly different from those companies having less than 100 

employees. 

24. Companies having more than 500 employees have the highest performance 

compared to objectives and are significantly different from those 

companies having less than 50 employees. 

The results fully conform to findings in literature as also described in this 

study. The conclusions are factor specific. Number of employees, also a reliable 

indicator of organization size (Smith et al, 1989), has been a source of differentiation in 

seven statements above. It appears that companies having more than five hundred 

employees and/or companies with more than fifty percent foreign shares perform better 

in all respects than having otherwise.  

6.2. Discussion and Conclusions on the Models 
 

In this section, discussion and conclusions on the models based on overall 

study findings will be presented. The association between organizational configurations 

and performance has become a central and controversial focus of research in the 

strategic management literature (Ketchen et al, 1997). Recently there are various calls 

for methodological triangulation approaches (Dahlstrom et al, 2008; Nwokah, 2008), 

and in this investigation Miles and Snow’s typological approach has been facilitated in 

dual methods and it appears to be the first study facilitating both methods in utilizing 

Miles and Snow typologies simultaneously on the same sample. Using both methods of 

Miles and Snow typological approach together with Venkatraman’s STROBE 

comparative approach simultaneously provides means of comparison which is of 

considerable interest. This arrangement in present investigation scheduled in 2004 is 

partially in response to calls for some consensus on the strategic orientation-business 

performance relationship by some authors like Morgan and Strong (2003) who have 

contended that debates were basically due to conflicting theoretical perspectives, 

contrasting basis for operationalization, measurement, and associated methodological 
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considerations. Following discussions will also review these aspects as necessary in 

subsequent parts.  
 

The discussion and conclusion will be presented for each model separately and 

there will be a part following them with an overview and comments including 

comparison between the models. In the first model A, discussions pertaining to 

repeating issues common to all models will be presented and they shall not be repeated 

in subsequent models B and C.   
 

6.2.1. Discussion and Conclusions on Model A 

(M&S Typologies in Dimensions) 
 

One of the inquiries of this investigation lies with how the impact of strategic 

orientation on business performance varies with different approaches interpreted from 

existing literature and developed in this study. Classificatory approach of Model A has 

been built upon Miles and Snow’s (1978) adaptive model based on organizational 

theory with typologies in dimensions: entrepreneurial dimension, engineering 

dimension and administrative dimension. After comparing with Etzioni (1961), Blau 

and Scott (1962), Chandler (1962), Anderson and Paine (1975), Snow and Hrebiniak 

(1980) identifies Miles and Snow’s typology as “… the only one that characterizes an 

organization as a complete system, especially its strategic orientation”. Snow and 

Hrebiniak (1980) also appears to be the first study where self-typing paragraph 

approach has been used where top managers assessed the strategies of their own 

organizations using descriptions of the four strategies provided. Authors of the studies 

involving strategic orientation of organizations as one of the constructs in the literature 

have mostly employed self-typing approach and descriptive paragraphs of Snow and 

Hrebiniak (McDaniel and Kolari, 1987; Zajac and Shortell, 1989; McKee et al, 1989; 

Golden, 1992; James and Hatten, 1995; Slater and Olson, 2000; Matsuno and Mentzer, 

2000; O’Regan and Ghobadian, 2006). There were several authors (Segev, 1987; Smith 

et al, 1989; Conant et al, 1993; Morgan and Strong, 1998; Desarbo et al, 2004; Moore, 

2005) who were not satisfied with this single variable approach and still opt to employ 

M&S typologies with multiple variables in their studies; Segev (1987), Conant et al 

(1990), DeSarbo et al (2005) seem to be the only authors who have developed their 
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scales of strategic orientation based on M&S typologies that rest of the authors have 

used as multiple variable scale for the typologies. The variables of Segev (1987), 

Conant et al (1990) and DeSarbo (2005) have been incorporated in scale building in this 

study simultaneously as to develop one combination of scale together with variables 

developed by the author adapted from Miles and Snow model. For example, mean 

reliability result in Segev’s (1987) study with nine-item scale was Cronbach’s alpha 

0.69, and Conant et al’s (1990) most extensive study with eleven dimensions was 

Cronbach’s alpha 0.63 while reliability in this study with seven dimensions is 0.807. 

The scale has been developed with fifty-three variables (fifty-five statements in Turkish 

version of the instrument) after factor and reliability analyses finalized with twenty-six 

variables and seven factors. Hence, the scale developed in this study appears to be most 

comprehensive multiple-variable scale developed for the typology.  
 

The hierarchical multiple regression model explains 56.8 percent of variance 

with only four dimensions. The major share of strategic orientation’s positive 

contribution (β=0.336) belongs to competitive edge that includes those variables of 

reflecting how the company monitors the competition and intends to be successful 

versus competitors representing key concept of entrepreneurial orientation of the firm. 

This is in accordance with literature where entrepreneurial orientation items have been 

major concern of study. Self-typing paragraph descriptions are mainly focused on 

entrepreneurial characteristics of the enterprises with the complete exclusion of the two 

other dimensions of the adaptive cycle (Snow and Hrebiniak, 1980; Slater and Olson, 

2001). Structure (with respect to internal alignment) and focus of planning 

(characteristics of company’s propensity in making plans related to where its focus and 

effectiveness are), being representative of administrative dimension, have also 

considerable share of contribution together in total (β=0.395). Poor product mix has a 

minor negative contribution (β=-0.104). This result indicates that single item scales may 

not be capable of producing satisfactory results as they neglect this dimension. 

Engineering dimension appears not to have any effect in the variance of business 

performance.      
 

Hierarchical regression analysis has a quality of integrating more than one 

construct in explaining variance in dependent variable similar to Structural Equation 
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Modeling analysis. The approach of including all the constructs involved together is 

also substantiated with the findings of James and Hatten (1994) whose study highlights 

… it is not the main effects of … strategy or environment that explains the performance 

… but the interactions between them. The model has integrated both independent 

variables of business strategies (strategic orientation) and marketing strategies 

(marketing orientation) as intervening variable together with environmental variables as 

controlling variables in explaining variance in business performance.  
 

Marketing strategy (marketing orientation), the other independent variable in 

this study, is the most commonly employed concept in explaining how marketing 

management functions; it lacks deserved empirical study (Biggadike, 1981; Slater and 

Olson, 2001), when compared e.g. with business strategy which has Miles and Snow 

(1978) and Porter (1980) strategy typologies. El-Ansary (2006) has similar findings: the 

marketing literature is replete with normative and positive theoretical and empirical 

research-based papers and articles … albeit … marketing strategy did not rise to the 

status of a sub-discipline of marketing … the concept of marketing strategy lacks clarity 

… Hence, the typology of marketing strategies has received little attention till now. The 

existing ones have been mostly borrowed from management as in the examples of Miles 

and Snow (1978), Porter(1980) or have been produced without enough replication as in 

the examples of Slater and Olson (2000), Treacy and Wiersema (1993). Extensive 

literature review does not reveal any study neither in operationalization of Kotler’s 

marketing strategies, nor in studies involving multivariate analysis of the same. The 

development and design of a new battery of dimensions of Kotler’s marketing strategies 

by the author based on definitions and descriptions of Kotler’s (1984, 1997), Dibb et al 

(1997), Kotler and Armstrong (1999) fills this gap recognized for a long time. It appears 

to be the first time that Kotler’s marketing strategies are operationalized and empirically 

tested. 

 The scale of marketing strategies for this study has been developed by the 

author with twenty-eight questions. There are four typological orientations (dimensions) 

of this construct: market-leading strategies, market-challenging strategies, market-

following strategies, market-niching strategies similar to prospector-defender-analyzer-

reactor orientations of Snow and Miles’s (1978) typologies and aggressiveness-
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defensiveness-analysis-proactiveness-futurity-riskiness dimensions of Venkatraman’s 

(1989) model.  

 Market-leading strategies is a dimension representing leader’s orientation in 

marketing management operationalized as being number one with the largest share in 

the market. Market-challenging strategies is a dimension representing aggressor’s 

orientation who are not the market leaders, operationalized as being a runner-up or 

trailing firm, keen to fight hard to increase market share. Market-following strategies is 

a dimension representing follower’s orientation (following the market leader) 

operationalized as being an imitator and a low-share competitor with no intention to 

overtake the leader. Market-niching strategies is a dimension representing nicher’s 

orientation (target segments within segments) operationalized as being a player 

targeting a smaller customer base with distinct needs of goods or services.  

As per regression analysis results, marketing strategies in totality contributes 

0.141 percent to explain variance in business performance. Market-leading strategies is 

the major positive contributor with (β=0.343). This reflects market leader strategic 

orientation receiving the major market share and better overall performance as 

confirmed with results of descriptive analysis. Market-follower/adapting strategies also 

contribute positively with minor shares whereas market-niching strategies and market-

follower/imitating strategies have little and negative contribution in business 

performance.  
 

With respect to environmental variables, contrary to researchers’ postulation 

that the different environmental circumstances may be conducive to certain strategic 

orientation (e.g. Hambrick, 1983), industry characteristics in this study appear to have 

no impact in explaining performance. This may appear to be surprising at first sight; 

however this finding is no exception. Jaworski and Kohli (1993), being cited as the 

originators of environmental variables of market turbulence, competitive intensity, and 

technological turbulence have found out in their study that these environmental 

variables appear to have no moderating effect on market orientation and performance 

relationship; the results appear to reflect no change in the results due to industry 

variables. In resemblance, McKee et al (1989) has concluded that market environment 
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in more volatile market conditions appears to have less evidence for its impact on 

strategy-performance relationship. Zahra and Pearce (1990) on the basis of their 

extensive review of the studies have results indicating “…a lack of overall association 

between the characteristics of the industry and the representation of different strategic 

types”. James and Hatten’s (1994) study in evaluating the performance effects of 

typologies in banking has also demonstrated that the theory supporting Miles and Snow 

(1978) is inadequate in turbulent environment. DeSarbo (2005) has also concluded that 

low statistical associations exist between Miles and Snow taxonomy and environmental 

conditions. Miller and Friesen (1983) have also studied the linkage between strategy-

making and the environment; the findings reveal partial and tentative support in the 

successful companies while support has been missing at large in the unsuccessful firms. 

On basis of findings of Zajac and Shortell (1989), the author of this study conjectures 

that the environmental impact on performance should be studied over a longitudinal 

time-frame.     
 

Mediated hierarchical regression analysis in this study has provided the means 

to validate whether marketing strategies are in fact mediating the impact of strategic 

behavior of the enterprise on its business performance. This relationship represents the 

generative mechanism through which the focal independent variable influences the 

dependent variable.  As per findings of extensive literature survey carried out for this 

study, the long time accepted proposition of fit as per contingency theory (Segev, 1987; 

Venkatraman, 1989) involving business strategies and marketing strategies, as 

functional strategies to serve the implementation of business strategies, has not been 

empirically tested previously. Morgan and Strong (1998) have also found out that 

studies have tended to adopt a ceteris paribus approach and neglect the potential 

mediating effects. The example that may be sighted as coming nearest to studying the 

relationship between these variables is Slater and Olson’s (2001) works where they 

have studied match of business strategies and marketing strategies in connection with 

best performance results with ANOVA analysis at a much simpler level. The results in 

this study confirm partial mediation of newly developed marketing strategies’ variable 

as a mediator of strategic orientation of M&S’s typologies in dimensions with impact on 

business performance. Partial mediation raises thoughts on the possibility that other 
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functional strategies such as human resources management strategies and manufacturing 

strategies may be sharing rest of the mediation.   
 

6.2.2. Discussion and Conclusions on Model B  

(M&S Typologies in Orientations) 
 

Classificatory approach of Model B similar to Model A has been built upon 

Miles and Snow’s (1978) model based on organizational theory however with 

typologies in orientations. The basic introduction of Miles and Snow model is also 

shared here with Model A. The analysis in this section takes a typological approach and 

focus on determining dimensions (factors) not across all the typologies together but 

instead within each typology as a group separately, each typology representing an 

orientation as such prospector orientation, defender orientation, analyzer orientation, 

and reactor orientation. For every orientation, a different factor analysis is carried out. 
 

Out of fifty-three variables (fifty-five statements), for prospector orientation 

two factors survived factor and reliability analysis, for defender orientation two factors, 

for analyzer orientation one factor has survived while reactor orientation has exhausted 

itself resulting in its exclusion. 
 

The hierarchical multiple regression model explains 55.4 percent of variance 

with only two dimensions. The share of strategic orientation’s positive contribution 

belongs to prospective orientation-1 and analyzer orientation of strategic orientation, 

total contribution of which is 39.3 percent. As per regression analysis results, marketing 

strategies in totality contributes 16.1 percent to explain variance in business 

performance. Market-leading strategies is the major positive contributor with (β=0.349). 

This reflects market leader strategic orientation receiving the major market share and 

better overall performance as confirmed with results of descriptive analysis. Market-

follower/adapting strategies also contribute positively with minor shares whereas 

market-niching strategies and market-follower/imitating strategies have little and 

negative contribution in business performance.  
 

A similar study has been undertaken by Moore (2005) where the applicability 

of Miles and Snow strategic typology in retail organizations in U.S. was investigated on 
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empiric basis. A two stage structural equation model reveals that two pure types 

(prospector orientation with positive contribution and reactor orientation with negative 

contribution) and a hybrid type analyzer/defender orientation with positive contribution 

have been supported in the model. The hybrid choice has been imposed because each 

orientation on its own has collapsed during the analyses. Prospector orientation carries 

the same type of contribution in both models while reactor strategy has been totally 

dismissed in Turkish experience.     
 

Industry characteristics in this study appear to have no impact in explaining 

performance.  
 

The results confirm partial mediation of newly developed marketing strategies’ 

variable as a mediator of strategic orientation of M&S’s typologies in dimensions with 

impact on business performance.  
 

6.2.3. Discussion and Conclusions on Model C  

(Venkatraman’s STROBE Dimensional Model) 
 

The comparative approach has been often associated with Venkatraman 

(1985)’s theoretical framework of conceptualizing strategic orientation. Its basic tenet is 

identifying the key traits (dimensions) of the strategic orientation common to all firms. 

Versus the typological approach, the scope is less on typologies and more on variations 

along characteristics (dimensions) that jointly identify between strategies. Strategy is 

assessed on the basis of relative emphasis placed by the firm along each strategic 

orientation dimension (Morgan and Strong (2003),       

Five dimensions with twenty variables out of twenty-six variables have been 

produced excluding riskiness dimension only. The model explains 51.4 percent of 

variance with the major share of positive contribution belonging to analysis and 

proactiveness dimensions. Futurity has also positive contribution while aggressiveness 

has a negative contribution and defensiveness is not significant.  The contribution of 

strategic orientation only in this study is (R2=0.325 and F=14.640).  Morgan and Strong 

(2003) has carried out a similar study however without a mediator on a total of 149 

medium and large, high technology, industrial manufacturing firms in U.K. and their 
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study revealed significant results for analysis and defensiveness and no significant result 

for aggressiveness, futurity, proactiveness and riskiness with (R2=0.11and F=4.48). 

Apparently, this study has stronger results in comparison with Morgan and Strong 

(2003). Analysis is a strong predictor of business performance in both researches. The 

Turkish sample has significant results for proactiveness for a developing economy while 

U.K. as most developed economy has significant results for defensiveness. Another 

study carried out by Morgan and Strong (1998) is on market orientation’s relationship 

with strategic orientation that has been operationalized on Venkatraman’s (1989) model 

utilized in this study. Interestingly, they have found support for relationships for 

analysis dimensions, futurity dimension and proactiveness dimension while relationship 

for aggressiveness dimension, defensiveness dimension and riskiness dimension have 

not been supported, in total resemblance to findings in this study. It was not possible to 

compare reliability findings with Venkatraman’s (1989) study because he utilized an 

alternate conceptualization of reliability following Werts, Linn and Jorekog’s (1974) ρc 

instead of Cronbach’s α coefficient (Cronbach, 1951) and the analyses have been 

focused on relationships between the dimensions and on simpler performance findings 

on profitability (Chakravarthy, 1986) without regression tests. Otherwise, no similar 

type of research in the literature has been located.  

 Venkatraman (1989) has recommended that all six dimensions comprise 

strategic orientation construct in overall although each may have different contributions. 

Hence hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used and the results indicate that 

marketing strategies in totality contributes 0.153 percent to explain variance in business 

performance.   

 Market-leading strategy is the major positive contributor while market-

follower/imitating strategies contribute mostly negatively. This reflects market leader 

strategic orientation receiving the major market share and better overall performance as 

confirmed with results of descriptive analysis. Market-follower/adapting strategies also 

contribute positively with minor shares whereas market-nicher strategies have a 

negative contribution in business performance.  
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With respect to environmental variables, industry characteristics in this study 

appear to have no impact in explaining performance.  
 

The results confirm partial mediation of newly developed marketing strategies’ 

variable as a mediator of strategic orientation of M&S’s typologies in dimensions with 

impact on business performance.  
        

6.2.4. Overall Discussion and Conclusions on Models A, B and C 
 

In this part, regression results of the models are compared with respect to 

implications of their strength and other recognitions first, and then findings of mediation 

analyses in models on a comparative basis and their impacts on the theory are discussed.  

 In connection with regression findings in model A, Miles and Snow typologies 

in seven dimensions have predicted business performance with R2=0.568 whereas in 

Model C, Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions with five dimensions have predicted 

business performance in the same questionnaire with R2=0.514. On the basis of this 

comparison, it may be concluded that newly developed Miles and Snow typologies have 

a higher explanatory power than Venkatraman’s STROBE model well-established in 

literature for this study. 

   In Model B, Miles and Snow typologies in three orientations (five 

dimensions) have predicted business performance with R2=0.554 whereas in Model C, 

Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions with five dimensions have predicted business 

performance in the same questionnaire and simultaneously with R2=0.514. On the basis 

of this comparison, it may be concluded that newly developed Miles and Snow 

typologies have a higher explanatory power than Venkatraman’s STROBE model well-

established in literature for this study.   

 Regression analyses’ results with dependent variable ‘performance’ in each of 

the Model A, Model B, and Model C are in congruence with respect to industry 

characteristics where market turbulence has a positive impact in the regression and 

technological turbulence has a negative impact in the regression analyses in models I 

and none survived in models III. It is concluded that industry environment has not 
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survived in the regression analyses in all three models. This is an interesting result that 

industry environment appears to have no impact on strategic orientation with respect to 

its performance as  Porter (1980) within the context of theory of firm has found that 

performance is a function of firm conduct and industry structure. According to James 

and Hatten (1994), a popular theory postulates that performance is a function of 

strategy and environment. However, this finding is no exception as explained preceding 

parts.  

 Regression analyses’ results with dependent variable performance in each of 

the Model A, Model B, and Model C are in congruence with respect to marketing 

strategy orientations where market-leading strategy orientation, and market-

follower/adapting strategy orientation have positive contribution and at about the same 

level in all models, and market-niching strategy orientation and market-

follower/imitating strategy orientation have all negative contribution in all models. 

Therefore, the impact of marketing strategies in the models is concluded. 

In each of the research models, mediation effects of marketing strategies have 

been concluded with partial mediation.  Partial mediation indicates that the effect of X 

(strategic orientation) on Y (business performance) has not decreased to zero (Preacher 

and Hayes, 2004). The author finds this result in agreement with theory; it is the 

assertion of  the author that the remaining unmediated effect of X (strategic orientation) 

on dependent variable Y (business performance) may be due to other functional 

strategies discussed previously such as human resources strategies, manufacturing 

strategies and similar. The presence of mediation effect of marketing strategies explains 

how strategic orientation places impact on business performance through functional 

strategies. Hence, it is concluded that generative mechanism of strategic orientation’s 

impact on business performance is partially served by marketing strategies and may be 

postulated that other functional strategies also will have mediating effects in a similar 

way.  

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses and mediation analyses in three 

distinct models in this study have provided dual mechanisms on the inter-relationships. 

Matear et al (2002) have carried out a similar study utilizing the inter-relationship 
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between market orientation and innovation in order to examine three mechanisms of 

direct, mediated and moderated through which market orientation contributes to service 

firm performance. They have utilized regression and structural equation modeling and 

have found out that the interaction between marketing orientation and business 

performance is supported on direct relation and also supported with innovation acting as 

mediators resulting in dual mechanism, other alternatives have not been supported.  
 

6.3. Conclusion 
 

This study was inspired on how business strategies and marketing strategies 

interact and how they and their interaction affect performance. The premise that 

business strategies and functional strategies are at different layers of management 

appears to have caused the studies to be undertaken separately by many authors in the 

literature (Varadarajan and Clarke, 1994). Configurations of their association and 

performance implications have been mostly remained untapped. With the advent of 

customer orientation and marketing oriented companies, the relationship of business 

strategies and marketing strategies has become even more important. A marketing 

oriented company is built upon the strength of marketing implementation and can no 

longer remain in less than total congruence with business strategies. The present study 

has served this purpose well in empirically supporting the relationship between business 

strategies and marketing strategies.  
 

When the study was initiated, marketing strategies were hypothesized to 

intervene between strategic orientation and business performance however the impact 

was not clear and has remained axiomatic. Hierarchical type of regression analysis has 

contributed much to disclosure of the effect of marketing strategies on the relationship 

of strategic orientation-business performance. The contribution of marketing strategies 

has been identified empirically and study’s intentions have been fully realized. 
 

 With support of hierarchical regression analysis, the contribution of the 

marketing strategies combined with strategic orientation on performance have been 

verified, still it was not clear in which role this has taken place in terms of the 

intervention and its methodology. Mediation analysis has contributed at large in 

disclosing the latent effect of marketing strategies as mediator in implementing business 
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strategies. This recognition has added much to our knowledge of interaction between 

business and marketing strategies. It is now possible to confirm on empiric basis that 

marketing strategies is the generative mechanism of business strategies in its 

implementation on performance.   
 

When the study was initiated, one of the hurdles has been to determine an 

established typology of orientation for marketing strategies. Extensive literature review 

has resulted with none. Similar to Slater and Olson (2001), the author of the current 

study had to develop marketing strategies based on Kotler’s teachings for more than 

three decades. The resulting marketing strategies have contributed much to the analyses 

and of much value to the literature in marketing strategies.    
 

Strategic orientation as the construct housing business strategy has been 

explained with different theories and operationalized with different approaches. One of 

sources of inspiration of this study was to compare different approaches taken in 

operationalizing the construct in the same study with the same sample and with the 

same instrument; the results of this triangulation methodology was hoped to provide 

empirical base of comparison and pave the way for new studies to develop the theory of 

strategic orientation. One of the apparent options for a choice of approach has been 

Porter’s (1980) methodology of  competitive strategy which has been well known in 

explaining how some firms’ strategic orientation provide better performance than others 

on basis of low cost or differentiation versus competition. This approach is at large 

based on comparison and implementation; it lacks the holistic view of the total 

enterprise and a basic theory. Miles and Snow (1978) being the other established model 

has been an unchallenged option with basis on organization theory encompassing the 

whole enterprise with entrepreneurial, administrative and engineering dimensions. 

Therefore Miles and Snow model has been used as the classificatory approach in 

explaining the strategic orientation of the enterprise. A totally new multi dimensional 

set of variables have been developed for Miles and Snow typologies, and this 

achievement has fully awarded the choice made and satisfied expectations from this 

research. Miles and Snow typologies have been operationalized both in dimensional 

approach and orientation approach resulting with similar results in the analyses 

supporting equifinality of the techniques. Orientation approach was intended to satisfy 
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the needs of typology seekers while trying to meet arguments of those critics like 

Venkatraman (1985) who have rightfully claimed that … for example, while 

prospectors may be considered as being different from defenders in the Miles and 

Snow’s (1978) typology, it may not be reasonable to treat all organizations classified as 

prospectors as being similar in their postures. With the orientation approach taken in 

this study, typologies have been allowed to run in combinations similar to dimensions 

as per contingency theory. After studying and criticizing previous operationalization 

and measures, Venkatraman (1985) has developed his own STROBE model that has 

arisen on the shoulders of Chandler, Mintzberg, Miles and Snow, Hambrick; 

Venkatraman divided the body of strategy research in two interrelated streams the 

substantive (e.g. Miles and Snow model) and the measurement i.e. construct validation 

(STROBE model). In this study, his model has been taken as a robust model 

representing comparative approach and the findings of the comparative approach has 

been used as a measure of comparison for the findings of newly developed dimensions 

of Miles and Snow’s typological approach. The results of both approaches have agreed 

providing support for the achievement of the study. 
 

For a review of conclusions on objectives of this research, the research 

questions that have guided this study are discussed in following part. Some of the 

objectives have already been examined above but has been shortly revisited for the sake 

of compilation.  

 

Research question 1: Does significant relationship exist between strategic orientation 

and business performance in Turkish business context?  
 

As per the discussions carried out, the results of Model A, Model B, and Model C 

testing revealed that significant relationships exist between each mode of strategic 

orientation in Miles and Snow’s typologies in dimensions, in Miles and Snow’s 

typologies in orientations, in Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensions and business 

performance.  

 

Research question 2: A new set of typological dimensions in operationalizing Miles and 

Snow’s business typologies is developed by the author.  
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(a)  Do newly developed dimensions prove to have predictive power as good as 

Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensional model? 

(b)    Which dimensions have more contributions to the prediction in explaining  

         variance in performance? 

(a) It has been concluded as per findings that newly developed Miles and Snow’s 

typology in dimensions has demonstrated to have, within the context of this study, 

higher predictive power (R2=0.419) than Venkatraman’s dimensional model 

(R2=0.344). 

(b) As far as dimensions are concerned, competitive edge has the highest contribution to 

prediction {β=0.413 p<0.001} followed by structure which has the next highest 

contribution to prediction {β=0.349 p<0.001}. 

 

Research question 3: A new set of typological orientations in operationalizing Miles and 

Snow’s business typologies is developed by the author.  

(a)     Do newly developed dimensions confirm to have predictive power as good         

         as Venkatraman’s STROBE dimensional model? 

(b)    Which orientations have more contribution to the prediction in explaining       

         variance in performance? 

(a) It has been concluded as per findings that newly developed Miles and Snow’s 

typology in orientations has demonstrated to have within the context of this study higher 

predictive power (R2=0.379) than Venkatraman’s dimensional model (R2=0.344). 

(b) As far as orientations are concerned, analyzer orientation has the highest 

contribution to prediction {β=0.316 p<0.001} followed by prospector orientation-I 

which has the next highest contribution to prediction {β=0.295 p<0.001}. 

 

Research question 4: A new set of typological orientations in operationalizing Kotler’ 

marketing strategies are developed by the author.  
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(a)   Does this new set of dimensions of marketing strategies have any role as  

          independent variable in relationship between strategic orientation and            

          performance? 

(b)    Which orientation has more contribution to the prediction in explaining     

        variance in performance in the regression model? 

 

(a) It has been concluded as per findings that newly developed Kotler’s marketing 

strategies has been demonstrated to serve well as intervening variable in the relationship 

between strategic orientation and performance in each of Model A, Model B, Model C.  

(b) As far as marketing strategy orientations are concerned, market-leading strategy has 

the highest contribution to prediction at a level of  β≥0.300 at p<0.001.  

 

Research question 5: A new set of typological orientations in operationalizing Kotler’ 

marketing strategies have been developed by the author. As per organizational theory, 

this multidimensional variable is expected to demonstrate functional strategies’ role in 

implementing business strategies. How well does this new set of dimensions serve as 

mediating variable in relationship between strategic orientation and performance and 

hence confirm this proposition empirically? 

 The research inquiry in this respect has been what lies beneath the relationship 

between strategic orientation and business performance both in conceptual and 

empirical perspectives, what are the mechanisms by which strategic orientation 

contributes to performance, how are they related? The conceptual inquiry has been 

satisfied by many works and textbooks on strategy that functional strategies serve as 

operational strategies to implement the business strategies; however, empirical evidence 

of the proposition is missing at large especially for marketing strategies. This study is 

believed to have served well to this end by demonstrating mediational capacity of newly 

developed marketing strategies. Marketing strategy by itself is partially responsible for 

the impact on business performance directed by strategic orientation and generated by 

functional strategies.  
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Research question 6: Do typological orientations show differences according to the type 

of industry (business) that the firms engage in? 

 Typological orientations, as strategic configurations, of the companies reveal 

variance according to the industry or business type that they are exercised in. Services 

companies are more competitively oriented than manufacturing companies, health care 

business have higher analysis orientation while trade is more aggressiveness-oriented 

than other businesses. Some of the ANOVA and independent t-Tests had several 

conclusions in this respect.  

Research question 7: Do exporting firms have different strategic orientations relative to 

non-exporting companies? 

 Exporting companies have the best growth pattern. They are good performers 

in market-leading strategies and good performers in market-niching strategies as well. 

They also reveal high defensiveness character. 

Research question 8: Do firms with a higher number of employees have strategic 

orientation different from those with a lower number of employees?  

 Companies having more than five-hundred employees have the highest 

proactiveness and market-leading strategic orientations which are deemed as being 

prospects for good performance. On the Turkish sample, the findings for companies 

having more than five-hundred employees reveal better performance than the 

companies having fewer employees based on this study’ findings.  

Research question 9: As environmental variables, what effects do market turbulence, 

technological turbulence, and competitive intensity have on performance? 

 This study has revealed no considerable effect of environmental variables on 

performance. 
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6.4. Implications 
 

 Implications of this research study in strategic management are provided here 

both for academia and management professionals. The study is of more theoretical 

nature and significance, and therefore managerial implications are to be inferred also 

with support from descriptives.  

6.4.1.   Academic Implications and Contributions  
 

The strategic behavior (orientation) of the firm has been a central issue in 

management theory. This study has advanced the knowledge, in strategic orientation of 

the firm, by building Miles and Snow’s adaptive cycle model with comparative 

(dimensional) approach anew and tested it in Turkish environment and also applied the 

same model in terms of Miles and Snow typological orientations with multivariate 

analysis techniques as Zahra and Pearce (1990) have strongly suggested to be 

accomplished. Additionally, in the same study with the same instrument, 

Venkatraman’s much cited STROBE comparative model has been applied as a third 

model and also to test confirm the strength of newly developed M&S comparative 

(dimensions) and orientations’ models, which have produced better results than 

Venkatraman’s model did. Researchers in strategic orientation with different 

approaches have examined how best to operationalize the construct; three approaches of 

narrative, classificatory and comparative have well categorized the research ambition as 

gathered in the literature. Narrative approach concerning and being applied in case 

studies left out, the remaining two approaches have been demonstrated in this study 

based on a systems’ model as elucidated above. It appears to be the first study using a 

trio of models in a strategy research study with triangulation methodology. 
 

The study has served well to contribute to the operationalization of the strategy 

construct within the context of strategic orientation covering most of the variables used 

in the literature and developed anew in this study; it appears to be most extensive 

dimensional approach undertaking for M&S typologies. This study’s intention has been 

to respond to the need of seeking relationship between the strategic behavior of the firm 

with multiple variables and its performance; by operationalizing the construct with 

multiple variables, closer we have arrived at the axis of the relationship with better 
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powered prediction in performance. However, there still remains wonder on whether it 

is close and directly enough and how these variables of the construct of strategic 

orientation are having impact on the performance, to put it in another perspective how 

do the business strategies get functional. This issue has been resolved conceptually by 

relating business strategies to functional (operational) strategies and having these 

functional strategies such as marketing strategies having impact on performance as 

market interface; the impact is relayed through the functional strategies (Biggadike, 

1981; Stathakopoulos, 1998; Wright et al, 1998; Wheelen and Hunger, 2002; El-

Ansary, 2006). This contention of business strategies directing functional strategies 

which then has exercise to affect performance is research modeled in this study with a 

mediated hierarchical regression investigation whereby marketing strategies’ 

contribution to the prediction of performance in the model is identified and the latent 

effect of the marketing strategies (functional strategies) as mediators have been 

empirically demonstrated as positive. Hence, the conceptual model reaching a more 

observable relationship of strategic orientation and performance, with the help of 

mediated hierarchical regression analysis, has been test confirmed in this study as an 

original contribution.  
 

The findings of this study on relationship between business strategies and 

marketing strategies are also valuable due to its implications of internal fit.  In 

contingency theory, an assertion of fit implies a relationship between two variables 

(strategic orientation and marketing strategies in this study) which in turn predicts a 

third variable (Schoonhoven, 1981; Venkatraman, 1989a) as depicted in the study 

model. Also, in strategy research the concept of fit is an important building construct in 

the interaction between different levels of strategy in organizations, as designed 

between business strategies and marketing strategies in the study model. With the setup 

in the model and the findings on the relationships between strategies with impact on 

performance, this study has contributed to fill in this gap in research on internal fit 

requirement as set determined by Zahra and Pearce (1990) as a short coming of Miles 

and Snow’s typologies. Zahra and Pierce have asserted that despite its central 

importance as a theoretical construct in strategic management, the strategic fit has 

been ignored widely within research on Miles and Snow typology. 
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Literature review reveals no well established, empirically tested marketing 

strategies per se. The available ones were all in and for case specific studies like 

Hooleys et al’s (1992) and Slater and Olson’s (2001) model or configurations adopted 

from Porter’s model which is based on industrial analysis, or like McDaniel and 

Kolari’s (1987) model or configurations adopted from Miles and Snow’s model which 

is based on adaptive cycle at business level. Hence, it was necessary and has been one 

of the contributions of this study to operationalize conceptually-well-established 

Kotler’s marketing strategies as a marketing strategy construct in the model, originated 

in marketing itself and based on a theory of marketing per se, which performed well in 

this study. Marketing strategy very much like business strategy and strategic orientation 

relationship has been developed as marketing orientation as a single construct with 

dimensions of distinct types of orientations (strategies).   
 

Methodology used in this research is also of original value where hierarchical 

regression analysis is practiced with marketing strategy together with strategic 

orientation. It also appears to be the first study where mediated hierarchical regression 

analysis has served to establish the mediation effect of marketing strategy with multiple 

variables. Marketing strategies as being representative for functional strategies as a 

layer of strategy in organizations, its implications in this study may be extended to 

cover the strategy group of functional strategies as a whole.  
    

6.4.2. Managerial Implications  

Managers should be aware that that the implementation of strategies are just as 

important as their formation. It is usually the case that strategy formulation takes the 

precedence and importance it deserves from managers who are however reluctant to 

pursue them. This study is hoped to raise the motivation in favor of strategy 

implementation within the context of theoretical underpinnings. It is concluded on 

theoretical basis that good strategies are as good as they are implemented via their 

conjoint functional strategies such as marketing strategies. It is now possible to confirm 

that marketing strategies is the generative mechanism of business strategies in its 

implementation on performance. This conclusion may be rephrased for managers to 

mean that the strategy types are significant determinants of marketing behavior and 
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hence the relative emphasis on each marketing element of the marketing mix depends 

on the particular strategy. The managers therefore are recommended to attend to 

functional strategies as much as they attend to their business strategies for the impact 

they have targeted in their firms’ performance. 

The findings reveal that M&S reactor strategies, meaning no intended strategy 

available, are failures due to inconsistencies that exist among their solutions to 

entrepreneurial, engineering and administrative problems. The rest of the typologies are 

on a continuum and depending on the fit with environment they all have equal chances 

of success as per a priori conceptualization (Miles and Snow 1978). The managers must 

take caution also on internal fit between business and marketing strategies.  

 There are other case specific implications for the managers that must be 

recommended for the appropriate industry and according to life cycle of the businesses. 

Companies appear to be performing better when they reach a level of employment more 

than five-hundred. Appropriate foreign capital investment injection accompanied with 

management aide appears to be supporting better performance; however, this 

relationship must be further investigated for other relevant variables involved. The 

findings reveal that exporting companies have the best growth pattern. Managers must 

strive to become involved with export marketing and sales as much as possible and 

must set this target as their priority. Market-leading strategies appear to be positively 

related with superior performance. Findings confirm that higher analysis, proactiveness 

and futurity orientations versus competitors, prospector and analyzer orientation 

characteristics, competitive positioning appear to be winning characteristics that the 

managers may take policy decisions to make them their companies’ learned behaviors. 

Dissemination of strategic management knowledge with this study is expected to bring 

awareness to Turkish businesses for further progress in performance.  
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VII. LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

 

This chapter reviews limitations recognized in the present study, and also 

considering these limitations extend recommendations for the academics for future                        

research. 
 

As discussed, this study uses a cross-sectional design to assess the relationships 

between strategic orientation and business performance. However, as of its inherent 

nature, this design does not allow investigating the phenomenon of interest over a 

longitudinal time-frame and therefore it is not possible to examine the variables under 

focus in temporal extent and dynamics (Zajac and Shortell, 1989). One of the 

consequences of using longitudinal time-frame is expected to reveal the effects of 

environmental variables. It is recommended to the academics that the whole or part of 

the study to be replicated along time frame. For this, it may be recommended to the 

Turkish Government and TOBB Turkish Chambers of Trade, Industry and Bourses to 

establish an institute for strategic research similar to SPI Strategic Planning Institute                        

under the auspices of TOBB, DPT State Planning Organization and SPI and to 

undertake strategic studies similar to PIMS profit impact of marketing strategies on 

continuous basis. Considering that SPI has associated itself with similar organizations in 

Europe, DPT and TOBB are recommended to initiate such a move. 
   

 The newly developed dimensions should be extensively replicated in Turkish 

environments and other Western environments and comparisons should be made 

between themselves and against SPI findings. The new Miles and Snow’s typological 

dimensions and orientations are recommended for replication in future studies. As these 

newly developed dimensions have been produced on basis of Turkish environment, it is 

expected to be most convenient to replicate them in other Turkish environments 

especially in different industries to produce knowledge that may have more managerial 

implications. The same is true for newly developed Kotler’s competitive marketing 

strategies; it appears to be the most fundamental marketing strategy typology also 

empirically supported in the literature. It will be most interesting to carry out 

investigations with these newly developed M&S dimensions and orientations and 
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Kotler’s marketing strategies in U.S. and E.U. and also compare findings of this 

dissertation and findings of similar studies to be carried out with the corresponding 

findings of PIMS program. There are examples of EU initiatives that fund to examine 

the state of art of marketing in candidate countries, and it may be recommended to 

develop such arrangements.  
  

Miles and Snow’s typological self-typing paragraph approach with single 

variable is not as robust as dimensional approach with multiple variables; however it is 

being widely used to identify the firms in one of the typologies. It is possible to suggest 

deployment of this approach in order to reach more pragmatic results for its managerial 

implications together with dimensional approach.  

 

 There are few studies in the literature seeking knowledge on congruence of 

business and marketing strategies to guide managers on which marketing strategy or 

combination of marketing strategies serve best for the implementation of certain 

business strategies. One of those studies well known is Slater and Olson’s (2001) study 

that has developed a set of marketing strategies and tried to match them with Miles and 

Snow’s typologies based on self-typing paragraph approach which contains 

shortcomings discussed in this study. Furthermore marketing strategies developed in 

that study appears to be case bound. It is recommended that based on findings of this 

study, further research is undertaken to empirically test on which business strategies are 

best conveyed with which or combinations of which marketing strategies. 
 

 Mediation effects of marketing strategies and other functional strategies such as 

manufacturing, human resources and similar should be investigated extensively. It is 

also recommended that marketing strategies and human resources management 

strategies should be studied in the same mediational model with dual mediators. It will 

be a much promising area of strategy research within strategic management based on 

contingency theory. 
 

 One of the limitations of this study has been performance measurement based on 

perceived performance and no result has been obtained from objective performance 

measures. It is recommended that future research should be also carried out on objective 
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measurement even if it means to carry the research in narrower business sectors such as 

banking or insurance businesses. Newly developed marketing strategies should be 

extensively replicated to seek support so that a truly marketing based strategy model 

may be developed.  
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Appendix 1: Survey Instrument (Adapted) in Turkish 
 
 
 

1.1. Firmanızın unvanı: 
2. Firmanızın kuruluş yılı: 
3. Üretim veya hizmetlerin büyük bölümünün yapıldığı il(ler): 

 
Hiç 

katılmı 
yorum 

(1) 

Çok az 
katılıyo 

rum 
(2) 

Az  
katılıyo

rum 
(3) 

Oldukça 
katılıyo 

rum 
(4) 

Çok  
katılıyo

rum 
(5) 

Tamamen 
katılıyo 

rum 
(6) 

4. Pazar istikrarlı ise, güvenilir bir pazar dilimi bulmaya çalışırız.       
5. Sektörde, yenilikçilikte lideriz.       
6. Pazarımızı korumak için rakiplerimize nazaran daha saldırgan   
    davranırız.       

7. Pazar istikrarlı ise, elimizdeki güvenilir pazar dilimini tutmaya 
çalışırız.        

8. Kârımızın büyük bölümünü geleneksel ürün/hizmet ve 
müşterilerimizden sağlarız.       

9. Pazarın oldukça dar bir diliminde en iyi performansı sağlamaya 
çalışırız.       

10. Rakiplere kıyasla daha az ürün çeşidi ile çalışırız.       
11. Sınırlı sayıda ürün/hizmet çeşidi ile çalışırız.       
12. Geniş bir ürün/hizmet çeşidimiz vardır.       
13. Ürün çeşidinde istikrara önem veririz.       
14. Ürün/hizmet çeşitlerimizi dönemsel olarak değerlendirip tekrar 
düzenleriz.       

15. Pazar payımızı korumak için rakiplere nazaran yüksek kaliteye 
daha çok önem veririz.       

16. Sektördeki yeniliklere hızla uyum sağlarız.       
17.Tespit ettiğimiz yeniliklerin uygulanabilirliğini dikkatlice inceleriz.       
18.Pazar payımızı korumak için rakiplere kıyasla daha düşük fiyat 
uygularız.       

19. Rakiplerin geliştirdiği yeni ürünlere düşük maliyetli ve benzer 
ürünlerle karşılık veririz.       

20. Bizi doğrudan etkilemeyen sektördeki değişiklikler bizim için 
önemli değildir.       

21. Yeni ürünleri ve pazardaki diğer gelişmeleri sürekli izleriz.       
22. Rakiplerimizin davranışlarını dikkatlice gözlemleriz.       
23. Çevremizden hangi alanlarda baskı görürsek, onlara karşılık 
veririz.       

24.Pazara dikkatli bir şekilde ve azar azar nüfuz ederek büyürüz.       

25. Büyümeyi, bulunduğumuz pazarlara daha derinlemesine nüfuz 
ederek sağlarız.       

26.Pazarda dikkatli bir şekilde, az sayıda ürün (hizmet) geliştirerek 
büyürüz.       

27.Sektörde (pazarda) yeni ürün geliştirerek büyürüz.       

28.Sektörde yeni pazarlar oluşturarak büyürüz.       

29. Büyümeyi, yüksek potansiyelli yeni ürün geliştirerek sağlarız.       
30.Yeni ürün geliştirmede daima “ilk yapan” olmaya önem veririz.       

2a. Stratejik iş biriminiz (yönetiminiz) ile ilgili olarak 
aşağıdaki açıklamalara ne derece katılıyorsunuz. 
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Hiç 
katılmı 
yorum 

(1) 

Çok az 
katılıyo 

rum 
(2) 

Az  
katılıyo

rum 
(3) 

Oldukça 
katılıyo 

rum 
(4) 

Çok  
katılıyo

rum 
(5) 

Tamamen 
katılıyo 

rum 
(6) 

31. Risk almaktan çekinmeyiz.       
32.Sektörde “ilk yapan” olmak adına yeni ürün geliştirilmesi için 
sarf edilen gayretlerimizin hepsi başarılı değildir.       

33.Çevremizdeki en küçük fırsat sinyallerini bile en seri şekilde 
değerlendiririz.         

34. Yenilikçi uygulamalarımız, sektörde, rekabet hareketine neden 
olur.       

35.Kabiliyetlerimizi bir veya bir kaç alanda odaklanmış uzmanlık 
olarak tanımlayabiliriz.       

36.Yapımız değişimlere uyum sağlayacak kabiliyettedir.       

37.Geniş bakış açılı ve girişimciyiz.       

38.Değişik uzmanlıklara ve birçok teknolojiye sahibiz.       
39.Kabiliyetlerimiz pazardaki eğilimleri teşhis etmeye ve yeni 
çözümler üretmeye yöneliktir.       

40.Pazarın kısa vadeli taleplerine cevap vermede çok becerikliyiz       
41.Organizasyon yapımız esas itibari ile fonksiyoneldir. (Şöyle ki 
pazarlama, muhasebe personel gibi birimler itibari ile 
yapılanmıştır.) 

 
     

42.Örgüt yapımız ürün (hizmet)/pazar odaklıdır.       
43.Örgüt yapımız matriks yapıdır. (Fonksiyonel bölümler dikey ilişki 
içinde iken yatay ilişkide fonksiyonel bölümlerden belli kişiler bir 
yöneticisi eşliğinde proje ekibi olarak bir ürün/ veya pazarı 
geliştirmeye odaklanırlar)    

 
     

44.Örgüt yapımız fırsatları değerlendirmek ve problemlerle baş 
edebilmek için devamlı değişmektedir.       

45.Planlamamız, ürün/hizmet çeşitlerimizin piyasadaki konumunu 
korumaya odaklıdır.       

46.Planlamamız,  ürün/hizmet çeşitlerimizin piyasadaki konumunu 
güçlendirmeye odaklıdır.       

47.Planlamamız, sektördeki fırsat ve eğilimleri teşhis etmeye 
odaklıdır.       

48.Planlamamız, rakiplerin başarılı uygulamalarını teşhis etmeye 
odaklıdır.       

49.Planlamamız, mevcut ürün/hizmet müşterilere ilişkin sorunları 
gidermeye odaklıdır.       

50.Planlamamız, acil çözüm bekleyen sorun ve meydan okumalara 
odaklıdır.       

51.Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz merkeziyetçidir.       
52.Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz üst yönetimin 
sorumluluk alanına girmektedir.       

53.Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz merkeziyetçi olmayıp 
geniş katılımı özendirir.       

54.Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz, eski ürünler/ hizmetler 
söz konusu olduğunda merkeziyetçidir.       

55.Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz, yeni ürünler/ hizmetler 
söz konusu olduğunda katılımcıdır.         

56.Performans değerlendirme süreçlerimiz, esasen acil taleplere 
cevap verecek şekilde yapılandırılmıştır.       

 

 

2b. Stratejik iş biriminiz (yönetiminiz) ile ilgili olarak 
aşağıdaki açıklamalara ne derece katılıyorsunuz. 
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Hiç 
katılmı 
yorum 

(1)

Çok az 
katılıyo 

rum 
(2

Az 
katılıyo

rum 
(3)

Oldukça 
katılıyo 

rum 
(4) 

Çok 
katılıyo

rum 
(5)

Tamamen 
katılıyo 

rum 
(6)

57.Genelde, pazar payı kazanmak için kârlılıktan ödün veririz.       

58.Genelde, pazar payını arttırmak için fiyat kırarız.       

59.Genelde, fiyatlarımız rakiplere kıyasla düşüktür.       
60.Genelde, nakit akışı ve kârlılık aleyhine de olsa pazar 
payımızı korumak için ne gerekiyor ise yaparız.               

61.Farklı fonksiyonel birimler arasındaki etkin koordinasyonu 
vurgularız.       

62.Karar verme süreçlerinde bilgi sistemlerimizden faydalanırız.       
63.Ana konularda ilgili karar verme sürecinde detaylı bir analiz 
geliştirmeye çalışırız.       

64.Birçok planlama tekniği kullanırız.       

65.Kullandığımız veriler yönetim bilgi ve kontrol sistemlerinden 
sağlanmaktadır.       

66.Üst düzey yöneticiler için insan kaynakları planlaması ve 
performans değerlendirme sistemleri kullanırız.       

67.Ara sıra imalat teknolojilerinde önemli değişiklikler 
gerçekleştiririz.       

68.Performans değerlendirmelerinde sıklıkla kontrol sistemleri 
kullanırız.       

69.Sık sık üretim yönetimi tekniklerini kullanırız.       
70.Çoğunlukla, ürün kalitesine verdiğimiz önemi gönüllüğe dayalı 
kalite gruplarını oluşturarak (kalite çemberleri ile) vurgularız.       

71.Rekabet üstünlüğü sağlayacak temel araştırmalara ağırlık 
veririz.       

72.Operasyonların başarısını önceden belirlenen hedeflere göre 
ölçeriz.       

73.Genel akımları sistemli olarak izleriz.       
74.Kritik hususlarda çoğunlukla ‘eğer şöyle olsaydı’ analizlerini 
gerçekleştiririz.         

75.Mevcut operasyonlarımıza etkisi olacak yeni fırsatları sürekli 
kollarız       

76.Pazara giren yeni markaları veya ürün/hizmet çeşitlerini 
genellikle biz geliştiririz.       

77.Sürekli olarak yeni işler peşindeyiz.       
78.İleride meydana gelebilecek olumsuzluklar için önceden 
tedbir alırız.       

79.Esasa yönelik kararlar verirken muhafazakâr bir duruş 
sergileriz. (rev.)       

80.Yeni projeleri “bütünü” onay yönteminden çok “kısım kısım” 
onay yöntemi ile değerlendiririz. (rev.)       

81.Geri dönüşleri belli olan projeleri destekleriz. (rev.)       
82.Operasyonlarımız genellikle denenmiş ve doğrulanmış 
yöntemleri takip eder. (rev.)        

 

Çok 
zayıf 
(1)

Olduk- 
ça zayıf 

(2)

Zayıf 
 

(3) 

İyi 
  

(4) 

Olduk- 
ça iyi 
 (5)

Çok iyi 
 

(6)
83.Hedeflerle karşılaştırıldığında toplamdaki                    
performansımız       

84.Ana rakiplerle karşılaştırıldığında toplamdaki 
performansımız        

3. Stratejik iş biriminiz (yönetiminiz) ile ilgili olarak 
aşağıdaki açıklamalara ne derece katılıyorsunuz. 
 

4. Geçen yıl itibari ile iş biriminizin (yönetiminizin) 
aşağıdaki alanlardaki performansı nasıldı? 
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Çok 
zayıf 
(1)

Olduk- 
ça zayıf 

(2)

Zayıf 
 

(3) 

İyi 
  

(4) 

Olduk- 
ça iyi 
 (5)

Çok iyi 
 

(6)
85.Pazar payımız       
86.Pazar payında büyümemiz        
87.Toplam satış hacmimiz       
88.YTL büyüme oranımız       
89.Aktif (mali varlıklar) getirimiz       
90.Yatırım getirimiz       
91.Ürün/hizmet kalitemiz       

 
Çok 
zayıf 
(1)

Olduk- 
ça zayıf 

(2)

Zayıf 
 

(3) 

İyi 
  

(4) 

Olduk- 
ça iyi 
 (5)

Çok iyi 
 

(6)

92.Müşteri memnuniyeti       

93.Müşterileri elde tutma       

94.Pazar payı       

95.Pazar payında büyüme       

96.Toplam satış hacmi YTL        

97.Oransal satış (YTL) büyümesi       

98.Aktif (mali varlıklar) getirisi       

99.Yatırım getirisi       

 
7. İş biriminiz (yönetimimiz) ile ilgili olarak aşağıdaki soruları yanıtlayınız. 
 

100.Aşağıdaki yıllara ilişkin aktif getirilerini (mali varlıklarının getirilerini) belirtiniz.        PP18 
                          a.     2006           % ...                            b.     2005           % ...                         c.     2004           % ... 
101.Aşağıdaki yıllara ilişkin yatırım getirilerini belirtiniz.                                                  PP19 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           % ... 
102.Aşağıdaki yıllara ilişkin pazar paylarını belirtiniz.                                                      PP20 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           % ... 
103.Aşağıdaki yıllara ilişkin pazar payındaki büyüme oranlarını belirtiniz.                      PP21 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           % ... 
104.Aşağıdaki yıllara ilişkin satış gelirlerindeki büyüme oranlarını belirtiniz.                    PP22 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           %  

 
Hiç 

katılmı 
yorum 

(1)

Çok az 
katılıyo 

rum 
(2)

Az 
katılıyo

rum 
(3)

Oldukça 
katılıyo 

rum 
(4) 

Çok 
katılıyo

rum 
(5)

Tamamen 
katılıyo 

rum 
(6)

105.En büyük pazar payı ile pazarda bir numarayız.     L1      

106.Pazar lideri değiliz. En büyük pazar payına sahip değiliz. C1      

107.Pazar payımız düşüktür. F1a      

5. Geçen yıl itibari ile iş biriminizi (yönetiminizi) 
büyük rakiplerinizle karşılaştırdığınızda aşağıdaki 
alanlardaki performansınız nasıldı? 

6. Aşağıdaki kavramlar itibari ile iş biriminizin 
(yönetiminizin) önceden belirlenen hedeflere kıyasla 
performansı nasıldı? 

8a. İş biriminiz (yönetiminiz)  ile ilgili olarak 
aşağıdaki açıklamalara ne derece katılıyorsunuz? 
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Hiç 
katılmı 
yorum 

(1)

Çok az 
katılıyo 

rum 
(2)

Az 
katılıyo

rum 
(3)

Oldukça 
katılıyo 

rum 
(4) 

Çok 
katılıyo

rum 
(5)

Tamamen 
katılıyo 

rum 
(6)

108.Pazar lideri ile çatışmaktan sakınırız.       

109.Hedef pazarımız, rakiplerimizin önemsemediği nişlerdir 
(küçük pazar dilimleri).       

110.Fiyat geçişlerinde öncüyüz       

111.En yüksek dağılım (bulunurluk) oranına sahibiz.       

112.Tutundurma (promosyon) harcamalarında bütün firmaların 
önündeyiz.       

113.Pazar payını arttırmak için rakiplere saldırırız.       

114.Pazar liderinin ürünlerini taklit ederek veya uyarlayarak 
pazar payımızı koruruz.       

115.Bizim için müşterilerimizi diğer firmalardan daha iyi tanımak 
ve hizmet etmek önemlidir.       

116.Pazar lideri olarak, satışlarımızı arttırmak amacı ile toplam 
pazar hacminin büyütülmesi için çalışırız.       

117.Pazar lideri olarak saldırılara karşı pazar payımızı korumada 
hassasız.       

118.Pazar payımızı arttırmak için, pazar liderine şiddetli bir 
şekilde saldırırız.       

119.Rakiplerin her zaman önünde yer almak için tedbir olarak 
devamlı yenilikler yaparız.       

120.Pazar payımızı arttırmak için zayıf rakiplerimizin pazar 
payını kapmaya çalışırız.       

121.Pazar payımızı arttırmak için, pazar liderine saldırmayız. 
Bize yakın büyüklükte, finansman sıkıntısı çeken ve başarılı 
olamayan rakiplere saldırırız. 

 
     

122.Pazar payımızı arttırmak için, pazar liderine saldırmayız. 
Küçük veya bölgesel çalışan, finansman sıkıntısı çeken, başarılı 
olamayan rakiplere saldırırız. 

 
     

123.Pazar liderinin ürünlerini/hizmetlerini ve/veya ambalajlarını 
aynen taklit edip kendimiz piyasalara doğrudan satış yaparız.        

124.Taklit ettiğimiz pazar liderine ait ürünleri/hizmetleri, kendimiz 
veya bu tip ticaret yapan kimi dağıtıcılar aracılığı ile satarız.       

125.Adını ve ambalajını küçük değişikliklerle kopyaladığımız 
pazar liderine ait ürünleri, pazarın mümkün olan her dilimine 
yaymaya çalışırız. 

 
     

126.Bazı unsurları pazar liderinden kopyalasak da ambalaj, 
reklâm, fiyatlandırma ve satış yeri unsurlarında farklılaşmamızı 
koruruz. 

 
     

127.Pazar liderine ait ürünleri geliştirerek ayni pazara satarız.       

128.Pazar liderine ait ürünleri geliştirerek değişik pazarlara 
satarız.       

129.Belirli pazarlarda ve coğrafyada uzmanlaşma ile oluşmuş bir 
nişte (küçük pazar diliminde) hizmet veririz.       

130.Niş pazara (küçük pazar dilimi) hizmet vermekte uzmanız.       

131.Niş (küçük pazar dilimi) pazarın özel ürün talebini karşılarız.        

132.Çok sayıda niş (küçük pazar dilimi) pazara bir veya birkaç 
alandaki uzmanlığımız ile hizmet veririz.        

 

 8b. İş biriminiz (yönetiminiz)  ile ilgili olarak 
aşağıdaki açıklamalara ne derece katılıyorsunuz? 
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  9. Cevabınızı ilgili satırdaki sayıyı daire içine alarak belirtiniz. 

 
 
133.Yönetiminiz hangi tip ekonomik sektörde faaliyette bulunmaktadır?                        IT1 
1.__ İmalat   2.__Hizmet   3.__Diğerleri. Hangileri olduğunu lütfen belirtiniz .... 
 

 
134.Yönetiminiz hangi tip endüstriyel segmentte (dilimde) yer almaktadır?                     IT2 
1.__Dayanıklı tüketim malları       2.__Hızlı tüketim malları  3. __Yatırım malları  4. __Ham ve yarı mamul malzemeler  
5.__Komponentler (yan sanayi)   6.__İkmaller                     7.__Hizmetler            8.__Toptan ve perakende dağıtım 
 

135.Yönetiminiz hangi tip faaliyet alanında çalışmaktadır?                                                 IT3     
1.__Ticaret   2.__Kimyasal   3. __Gıda ve perakende   4.__Otomotiv    5.__Tekstil    6.__ Enerji     7.__Finansal hizmetler 
(bankacılık dâhil) ve sigortacılık   8.__İnşaat     9.__Sağlık      10.__Ev bakım ürünleri   11.__Diğerleri. Lütfen belirtiniz 
 

 
136.Bu iş yönetiminin belli başlı ürünlerini/markalarını belirtiniz.                                        IT4 
   
 
 
137.İç ve dış pazara yaptığınız satışların durumunu belirtiniz                                         X6   
 
                          1.  __   Tamamen iç pazara satış yaparız. 
                          2.  __   Tamamen dış pazara satış yaparız. 
                          3.  __    İç pazara yaptığımız satışlar daha fazladır. 
                          4.  __    Dış pazara yaptığımız satışlar daha fazladır.  
                          5.  __    İç ve dış parlara yaptığımız satışlar hemen hemen eşittir.  
 
138.Kaç yıldır ihracat yapıyorsunuz?  1.__ 0–1 yıldır.    2.__1–3 yıldır.    3.__3–5 yıldır.     4.__5 ve daha fazla yıldır.        X7   
 
139.İhracat sıklığınız nedir?                           1. __Düzenli       2. __Ara sıra                  X8 
140.Firmanızın ihracat faaliyetlerini hangi bölüm yürütür?                                              X9 
1.__ İhracat bölümü    2.__ Pazarlama bölümü    3.__ Genel Müdür     4.__ Firma sahibi 
 

141.Şirket ortaklığınızda yabancı sermaye var mı, varsa oranı nedir?                             FC10 
 1. __  Yok    2. __  %1-%25 arası   3. __  %26-%50 arası    4. __ %51-%67 arası    5. __ %68 ve fazlası 
 

142.Bu şirkette tam zamanlı olarak çalışan personel sayısını işaretleyiniz.                   IT5 
 
1. __    < 50       2. __  50-100     3. __  101 – 250       4. __    251 – 500        5. __    501 – 750         6. __     > 750   
 

143.Bu iş biriminde görev unvanınız nedir:  .  .  .                                                          DG11 
Adınız  .  .  .                                                     Adresiniz:  .   .   .    
 

144.Uzmanlık alanınız:                                                                                                           DG12 
 1. __Üretim-teknik   2. __Finansman-muhasebe    3. __ Pazarlama-satış     4.__İnsan kaynakları     5. __Diğerleri  
 

145.Öğrenim durumunuz:                                                                                             DG13 
 1.__ İlköğretim    2.__Orta öğretim    3.__Yüksek okul (iki yıllık)     4.__Lisans (üniversite)     5.__ Lisansüstü      
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Hiç 

katılmı 
yorum 

(1)

Çok az 
katılıyo 

rum 
(2)

Az 
katılıyo

rum 
(3)

Oldukça 
katılıyo 

rum 
(4) 

Çok 
katılıyo

rum 
(5)

Tamamen 
katılıyo 

rum 
(6)

146.İşimizde (sektörümüzde) kıyasıya rekabet vardır.           

İ147.İşimizde (sektörümüzde) yoğun promosyon savaşları 
görülmektedir.       

148.Rakibin sunduğuna diğerleri de hemen aynısı ile cevap 
verir.       

149.Fiyat rekabeti işimizin (sektörümüzün) esas 
özelliklerindendir.       

150.Hemen her gün yeni bir rakip hamlesinin haberini 
almaktayız.       

151.Rakiplerimiz nispeten zayıftır.       

 
 
 
 

Hiç 
katılmı 
yorum 

(1)

Çok az 
katılıyo 

rum 
(2)

Az 
katılıyo

rum 
(3)

Oldukça 
katılıyo 

rum 
(4) 

Çok 
katılıyo

rum 
(5)

Tamamen 
katılıyo 

rum 
(6)

152.Müşteri tercihleri zamanla çok değişmektedir.        

153.Müşteriler sürekli yeni ürünlerle ilgilenirler.       
154.Müşteriler bazen fiyat konusunda çok hassasken, bazı 
durumlarda fiyat nispeten önemsiz hale gelir.  

      

155.Yeni müşterilerin ürünlerle ilgili ihtiyaçları mevcut 
müşterilerinkinden  farklıdır. 

      

156.Geçmişte hizmet verdiğimiz müşterilerimizden çoğuna 
hizmet vermeye devam ediyoruz. 

      

157.Pazardaki değişimleri tahmin etmek çok zordur.       
158.Teknolojimiz çok hızlı değişmektedir.       
159.Teknolojik değişimler büyük fırsatlar yaratmaktadır.       
160. Gelecek iki-üç yıl içerisinde teknolojinin nerede olacağını 
tahmin etmek çok zordur. 

      

161.Teknolojik buluşlar sayesinde çok sayıda yeni ürün 
geliştirilebilmiştir. 

      

162. Sektörümüzde teknolojik gelişmeler sınırlıdır.       
163.Sektörümüzde teknolojik değişiklikler sıklıkla oluşmaktadır.        

 
 

12. Şirketinizde/Kurumunuzda/Organizasyonunuzda birden fazla stratejik iş birimi (işiniz) var ise, her birim için ayrı bir anket  
      doldurunuz. 
     Birden fazla stratejik iş biriminiz var ise, bu anket hangi iş biriminiz ile ilgilidir?  

 

 

     

10.Aşağıdaki açıklamalara ne derece katılıyorsunuz? 

 11.İş biriminizin (yönetiminizin) ait olduğu 
sektörle ilgili olarak aşağıdaki açıklamalara ne 
derece katılıyorsunuz? 
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Appendix 2: Survey Instrument (Original) in English 

 
1.1.  Title of your firm (organization): 

 2.  The year of foundation of your firm (organization): 
  3. The city (cities) where major production or services are carried out: 
 

 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
(1) 

Dis- 
agree 

 
(2) 

Disagree 
some 
what 
(3) 

Agree 
some 
what 
(4) 

Agree 
 
 

(5) 

Strongly 
agree 

 
(6) 

4. Our strategic business unit tries to locate a safe niche in a relatively stable 
products domain. 

      

5. Our strategic business unit leads in innovation in its industry.       
6. Compared to its competitors in the industry, our strategic business unit is 
aggressive in maintaining its product/market domain. 

      

7. Our strategic business unit tries to maintain a safe niche in a relatively 
stable products domain. 

      

8. Our strategic business unit accrues most of its profit from its firm base of 
traditional products and customers. 

      

9. Our strategic business unit concentrates on trying to achieve the best 
performance in a relatively narrow product-market domain.    

      

10. Our strategic business unit tends to offer a narrower set of products than 
its competitors. 

      

11. Our strategic business unit tries to maintain a limited line of products.       
12. Our strategic business unit operates in a broad product domain.       
13. Our strategic business unit tries to maintain a stable line of products.       
14. Our strategic business unit’s product domain is periodically redefined.       

15. Our strategic business unit tries to protect the environment domain in 
which it operates by stressing higher quality than its competitors.      

      

16. Our strategic business unit adopts promising innovations in the industry 
quickly. 

      

17. The innovations which are chosen by our strategic business unit are 
carefully examined. 

      

18. Our strategic business unit tries to protect the environment domain in 
which it operates by stressing lower prices than its competitors. 

      

19. Our strategic business unit often reacts to innovations in the industry by 
offering similar, lower-cost products 

      

20. Our strategic business unit places less stress on the examination of 
changes in the industry that is not directly relevant to our strategic business 
unit. 

      

21. Our strategic business unit continuously monitors the marketplace for 
new product and market development.       
22. Our strategic business unit carefully monitors competitors’ actions in the 
industry. 

      

23. Our strategic business unit responds to areas in which pressure is made 
on it by its environment. 

      

24. Our strategic business unit’s cautious and incremental growth is realized 
through market penetration. 

      

25. Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through assertively 
penetrating more deeply into markets that are currently served. 

      

26. Our strategic business unit’s cautious and incremental growth is 
sometimes realized through some product development. 
 

      

27. Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through product 
development.        

      

2a. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the 
following statements regarding your strategic business unit. 
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Strongly 
disagree 

 
(1) 

Dis- 
agree 

 
(2 

Disagree 
some 
what 
(3) 

Agree 
some 
what 
(4) 

Agree 
 
 

(5) 

Strongly 
agree 

 
(6) 

28. Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through market 
diversification. 

      

29. Our strategic business unit’s growth is achieved through adopting new 
products only after a very careful review of their potential. 

      

30. Our strategic business unit believes in being the ‘first-in’ in the industry in 
development of new products. 

      

31. Our strategic business unit takes many risks.       
32. Not all the efforts invested in being ‘first-in’ in the industry in 
development of new products prove to be profitable. 

      

33. Our strategic business unit responds rapidly to early signals of 
opportunities in the environment. 

      

34. Our strategic business unit’s actions often lead to a new round of 
competitive activity in the industry. 

      

35. Our strategic business unit has competencies that can be characterized 
as specialization concentrated into one or few specific areas.   

      

36. 37. 38. Our strategic business unit has competencies that can be 
characterized as broad and entrepreneurial with skills diverse, with multiple 
technologies, flexible enabling change to be created. 

      

39. Our strategic business unit has competencies that can be characterized 
as analytical with skills enabling them to both identify trends and then 
develop new offerings or markets. 

      

40.Our strategic business unit has competencies that can be characterized 
as fluid with skills related to the near-term demands of the market-place. 

      

41.Our strategic business unit’s organizational structure is functional in 
nature (i.e. organized by department- marketing, accounting, personnel, 
etc.). 

      

42. Our strategic business unit’s organizational structure is product or 
market oriented. 

      

43. Our strategic business unit’s organizational structure is matrix combining 
both functional divisions and product-market divisions.        

      

44. Our strategic business unit’s organizational structure is continuously 
changing to enable us to meet opportunities and solve problems as they 
arise.        

      

45. 46. Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying 
those problems, which if solved, will maintain and then improve its current 
product offerings and market position. 

      

47. Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying 
trends and opportunities in the marketplace which can result in the creation 
of offerings or programs which are new to the market or reach new markets. 

      

48. 49. Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying 
those trends in the industry which other competitors have proven possess 
long-term potential while also solving problems related to our current 
offerings and our current customer needs.        

      

50. Our strategic business unit’s planning is concentrated in identifying the 
best possible solutions to those problems or challenges which require 
immediate attention. 

      

51. 52. Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance 
are highly centralized and primarily the responsibility of senior management. 

      

53. Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance are 
decentralized and participatory encouraging many organizational members 
to be involved, to retain flexibility. 

      

54. 55. Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance 
are centralized in established products’ areas and more participatory in 
newer products’ areas. 

      

56. Our strategic business unit’s procedures to evaluate performance are 
heavily oriented towards those reporting requirements which demand 
immediate attention. 

      

2b. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the 
following statements regarding your strategic business unit. 
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Strongly 
disagree 

 
(1)

Dis- 
agree 

 
(2)

Disagree 
some 
what 
(3) 

Agree 
some 
what 
(4) 

Agree 
 
 

(5)

Strongly 
agree 

 
(6)

57. We often sacrifice profitability to gain market share.       

58. We often cut prices to increase market share.       

59. We often set prices below competition.       
60. We often seek market share position at the expense of cash flow and 
profitability. 

      

61. We emphasize effective coordination among different functional 
areas. 

      

62. Our information systems provide support for decision making       
63. When confronted with a major decision, we usually try to develop 
through analysis. 

      

64. We use several planning techniques.       

65. We use the outputs of management information and control systems.       

66. We commonly use manpower planning and performance appraisal of 
senior managers.    

      

67. We occasionally conduct significant modifications to manufacturing 
technology. 

      

68. We often use control systems for monitoring performance.       
69. We often use production management techniques.       
70. We often emphasize product quality through the use of quality circles.       
71. We emphasize basic research to provide us with future competitive 
edge. 

      

72. Forecasting key indicators of operations is common.       
73. Formal tracking of significant general trends is common.       

74. We often conduct ‘what if’ analyses of critical issues.       

75. We are constantly seeking new opportunities related to present 
operations. 

      

76. We are usually the first ones to introduce new brands or 
products/services on the market.. 

      

77. We are constantly on the look for businesses that can be acquired.        
78. Operations in later stages of the life cycle are strategically eliminated.       
79. We seem to adopt a rather conservative view when making major 
decisions. 

      

80. New projects are approved on a ‘stage by stage’ basis rather than 
with “blanket” approval 

      

81. We have a tendency to support projects where the expected returns 
are certain.  

      

82. Our operations have generally followed ‘the tried and true’ paths.       

 
Poor 

 
(1)

Lower 
 

(2)

Slightly 
lower 

(3) 

Slightly 
higher 

(4) 

Higher 
 

 (5)

Excellent 
 

(6)

83. Overall performance of the business unit compared to objectives is       

84. Overall performance compared to major competitors is       

   4. Please indicate the overall performance of your business   
          unit last year 

3. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the 
following statements regarding your strategic business unit. 
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Poor 

 
(1)

Lower 
 

(2)

Slightly 
lower 

(3) 

Slightly 
higher 

(4) 

Higher 
 

 (5)

Excellent 
 

(6)

92. Customer satisfaction        

93. Customer retention       

94. Market share       

95. Market share growth       

96. Total sales volume in YTL        

97. Sales growth (in YTL) in percentage       

98. ROA       

99. ROI        

 
7. Please answer the following questions regarding your business unit. 

 

100. For your SBU, please indicate ROA for each of  the following years. 
                          a.     2006           % ...                            b.     2005           % ...                         c.     2004           % ... 
101. For your SBU, please indicate ROI for each of following years. 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           % ... 
102. For your SBU, please indicate market share for each of following years. 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           % ... 
103. For your SBU, please indicate market share growth for each of following years. 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           % ... 
104. For your SBU, please indicate sales revenue growth for each of following years. 
                          a.     2006           % ...                           b.     2005           % ...                          c.     2004           %  

 

Strongly 
disagree 

 
(1)

Dis- 
agree 

 
(2)

Disagree 
some 
what 
(3) 

Agree 
some 
what 
(4) 

Agree 
 
 

(5)

Strongly 
agree 

 
(6)

105. Our business unit is number one with the largest market share.       

Poor 
 

(1)

Lower 
 

(2)

Slightly 
lower 

(3) 

Slightly 
higher 

(4) 

Higher 
 

 (5)

Excellent 
 

(6)
85. Our business unit’s market share          
86. Our business unit’s market share growth       
87. Our business unit’s total sales volume in YTL       
88. Our business unit’s sales growth (in YTL) in percentage       
89. Our business unit ‘s ROA        
90. Our business unit’s ROI       
91. Our business unit’s product/service) quality       

5. Please indicate the specific comparative performance of 
     your business unit when compared with the major      
      competitors over the past year.  
 

6. Please indicate how your strategic business unit is  
     performing relative to its stated SBU objectives in 
     following terms: 

8a. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the 
following statements regarding your strategic business unit. 
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106.  Our business unit is not number one and we do not have the 
largest market share. 

      

107. 108. Our business unit has a low market share, and we avoid 
confrontation with the market leader. 

      

 Strongly 
disagree 

 
(1)

Dis- 
agree 

 
(2)

Disagree 
some 
what 
(3) 

Agree 
some 
what 
(4) 

Agree 
 
 

(5)

Strongly 
agree 

 
(6)

109. Our business unit targets segments within segments or niches that 
other firms overlook or ignore. 

      

110. Our business unit leads other firms in price changes.       

111. Our business unit leads other firms in distribution coverage.        

112. Our business unit leads other firms in promotion spending.       

113. Our business unit is keen to fight aggressively to gain shares from its 
competitors. 

      

114. Our business unit prefers to imitate or adopt leader’s products and 
hold share without rocking the boat. 

      

115. It is crucial for our business unit to specialize to know its customers 
better and to serve them better than any other firm. 

      

116. As the market leader, our business unit tries and supports to expand 
the total market to gain more sales. 

      

117. As the market leader, our business unit’s major concern is to protect 
our market share against attacks. 

      

118. To gain more market shares, our business unit attacks the market 
leader aggressively.  

      

119. Our business unit takes proactive measures with continuous 
innovation to be always ahead of competition. 

      

120. To expand market share, our business unit builds up to gain more 
shares from weaker competitors 

      

121. To gain more market shares, our business leader attacks not the 
market leader but those of its size who are underfinanced and not so 
successful. 

      

122. Our business unit attacks not the market leader but those of smaller 
or regional size who are underfinanced and not so successful. 

      

123. 124. Our business leader duplicates leader’s products and/or 
packages and sells on the black market or through some distributors 
dealing with duplicated products. 

      

125. Our business unit emulates leader’s products, name and packaging 
with slight variations, as extensively as possible. 

      

126.Our business unit copies some things from the leader but maintains 
differentiation in terms of packaging, advertising, pricing, or location. 

      

127. 128. Our business unit takes the leader’s products and adapts or 
improves them to sell to same or different markets. 

      

129. Our business unit serves one niche with specialization in 
specific/geographic market. 

      

130. Our business unit’s specialization is on serving a niche customer 
base. 

      

131. Our business unit provides a specialized product required by a small 
market segment. 

      

132. Our business unit serves multiple niches with specialization in one or 
more areas. 

      

 
 
 
 
 
 

8b. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the        
        following statements regarding your strategic business unit. 
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9. Please indicate your reply by circling the appropriate number. 
 

133. Which type of economic sector does this business unit operate in? 
1__Manufacturing    2__Service    3__Others. Please specify.  .    .  .  .  .  .  

134. Which type of industrial segment does this business operate in? 
1__Consumer durables  2__Consumer non-durables  3__Capital goods   4__Raw and semi-finished materials   5__Components 

         6__Supplies                    7__Services                           8__Wholesale and retail distribution  
 

 135. Which type of operation area is this business unit involved in? 

1__Trade  2__Chemical  3__Food and retailing  4__Automotive  5__Textile  6__Energy  7__Financial services (including banking) and 
insurance  8__Construction  9__Health care  10__Household goods  11__Others. Please specify.  .  .  .  .  .  . .   
 
136. Please specify the products/brands of this business unit? 
 
 
   
 
137. What is the ratio of your domestic sale to foreign sales? 
 
                          1.  __   Totally selling to domestic markets. 
                          2.  __   Totally selling to foreign markets. 
                          3.  __    Domestic sales are higher than the foreign sales 
                          4.  __    Foreign sales are higher than the domestic sales 
                          5.  __    Sales to foreign markets and domestic markets are almost equal.  

 
138. For how many years have you been exporting?   1.__ 0–1 years   2.__1–3 years  3.__3–5 years   4.-5 and even more years             
 
139. What is the export intensity of your Firm                           1. __Regular       2. __Sporadic 

140. Which department of your firm carries out the export activities of your firm? 
1.__ Export department    2.__ Marketing department    3.__ General Manager     4.__ Company owner 

 

141. Are there any foreign owned shares in your company, if so what is the percentage? 
 1. __  None    2. __  %1-%25   3. __  %26-%50    4. __ %51-%67   5. __ %68 and more 
 

142. Please indicate number of full-time employees working in this company. 
1. __    < 50       2. __  50-100     3. __  101 – 250       4. __    251 – 500        5. __    501 – 750         6. __     > 750   

 

143. What is your job title in this company:  .  .  .  
Name:  .  .  .                                                     Address:   .   .    
 

144. What is your profession (main area of expertise): 
 1. __Production-technology   2. __Finance-accounting    3. __ Marketing-sales     4.__Human resources     5. __Others 
 

145. Level of education:  
 1.__ Primary school   2.__High school    3.__College (2 years)     4.__College(4years)     5.__ Graduate School 
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 Strongly 
disagree 

 
(1)

Dis- 
agree 

 
(2)

Disagree 
some 
what 
(3) 

Agree 
some 
what 
(4) 

Agree 
 
 

(5)

Strongly 
agree 

 
(6)

146. Competition in our industry is cutthroat.       

147. There are many promotion wars in our industry.       

148. Anything that one competitor can offer others can match readily.       

149. Price competition is a hallmark of our Industry.       

150. One hears of a new competitive move almost every day.       

151. Our competitors are relatively weak       

 
 
 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

 
(1)

Dis- 
agree 

 
(2)

Disagree 
some 
what 
(3) 

Agree 
some 
what 
(4) 

Agree 
 
 

(5)

Strongly 
agree 

 
(6)

152. In our kind of business, customers’ product preferences change 
quite a bit over time. 

      

153. Our customers tend to look for new products all the time       
154. Sometimes our customers are very price-sensitive, but on the 
other occasions, price is relatively unimportant. 

      

155. New customers tend to have product-related needs that are 
different form those of our existing customers. 

      

156. We cater to many of the same customers that we used to in the 
past. 

      

157. It is very difficult to predict any changes in this marketplace.       
158. The technology in our industry is changing rapidly.       
159. Technological changes provide big opportunities in our industry.       
160. It is very difficult to forecast where the technology in our industry 
will be in the next two to three years. 

      

161. A large number of new product ideas have been made possible 
through technological breakthroughs in our industry. 

      

162. Technological developments in our industry are rather minor.       
163. The technological changes in this industry are frequent.       

 
 

12. If there is more than one strategic business unit in your company/establishment/organization please fill in separate  
     questionnaire for each one of them. If you do have more than one strategic business unit, please specify which one this  
     questionnaire refers to.  
     

10. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with       
         the following statements 

 11. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with 
the following statements regarding business sector that your 
strategic business unit belongs. 
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No Firma adı No Firma adı 

1 Uzel Corporation 2 ABM Mühendislik Müşavirlik Sondaj Paz. Ltd. Şti. 

3 Saber Endüstriyel Ürünler A.Ş. 4 Armada Mühendislik ve Asansör Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

5 Misbis Gıda San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 6 Gepa Gemi Pazarlama Ltd. şti. 

7 MKE Kurumu Genel Müdürlüğü 8 Çevre İlaç Makine Sanayi ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

9 Çelik Tekne San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 10 Tekkaynak Teknik Kaynak Malzemeleri San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

11 Üçyıldız Otomotiv Ltd. şti. (Voltran) 12 Yeni dünya Sağlık Hizmetleri A.Ş. (K. Central Hospital) 

13 Canka denizcilik ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 14 ISS Tesis ve Yönetim Hizmetleri A.Ş. 

15 Mercansoy Dış Tic. Ve Turizm San. A.Ş. 16 Söz Bilişim Teknolojileri 

17 Malkan Makine San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 18 Cihan Haber Ajansı . 

19 Anadolu Deniz İnşaat Kızakları San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 20 AYZ Yönetim Bilim Sistemleri Ltd. Şti. 

21 Erna-Mas Makine San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 22 Çavuşoğlu İnşaat San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. (otomotiv grubu) 

23 Garanti Emeklilik ve Hayat A.Ş. 24 Inn Cnea Ltd. Şti. 

25 Server Poliklinijk Sağlık Hizmetleri A.Ş. 26 Belinda Şirketler Grubu 

27 FR Grup Özel Güvenlik ve Koruma A.Ş. 28 Lazerofset Matbaa Tesisleri San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

29 Enes Tüketim Ürünleri Turizm ve İnşaat San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 30 Koç Allianz Sigorta A.Ş. 

31 Ersa Sakız Şekerleme ve Gıda San. tic. Ltd. Şti. 32 İksir Gıda Ltd. Şti. 

33 Sulatanlar Pazarlama A.Ş. 34 Medgen Medikal Gereçler San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

35 Kapra İnşaat San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 36 Güngen Denizcilik ve Tic. A.Ş. 

Appendix 3: List of Firms in the Sample 
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No Firma adı No Firma adı 

37 Çavuşoğlu İnşaat ve Otomotiv San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 38 Keçeci Profil Plastik Ltd. Şti. 

39 Haşema Tekstil Ltd. Şti. 40 Asya otomotiv A.Ş. 

43 Al Baraka Türk Katılım Bankası A.Ş. 44 Sarıgözoğlu A.Ş. 

45 Euroscientific Müh. Taah. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 46 Bora Dış Ticaret A.Ş. 

47 Strateji Sigorta ve Reasürans Brokerliği A.Ş. 48 Anadolu Anonim Türk Sigorta Şirketi 

49 Yurtbay Seramik Pazarlama A.Ş: 50 Medya Ege Ajans Reklam ve Production Hizmetleri 

51 Aksan Metal San. Ve Tic. A.Ş. 52 Asel Madeni Eşya San. ve Tic. A.Ş: 

53 LB Elektrik Elektronik Dış Tic. Ltd. Şti.  54 Kaan Katering Yemek ve İşletmecilik A.Ş. 

55 Teknokon Makine İmalat ve Montaj A.Ş. 56 Vakıf Emeklilik A.Ş. 

57 Proser Koruma ve Güvenlik Hizmetleri A.Ş. 58 Orva İlaç A.Ş.  

59 Erten Tekstil Üretim San. Ltd. Şti. 60 Asya Katılım Bankası A.Ş. [Bank Asya] 

61 Genel Yaşam Sigorta 62 Matilek Dış Tc. Ltd. Şti. 

63 Tunanet Ağ San. Ve Tic. A.Ş. 64 Saruhan İç Dış Tic. A.Ş. 

65 Sonkar Otomotiv San. Tic. A.Ş. 66 Neomed Sağlık Ürünleri Pazarlama A.Ş. 

67 Anadolu Hayat Emeklilik A.Ş. 68 Kozmoklinik Koz.ve Med. Ürünler Paz. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

69 Baran Uluslararası Taş.Tekstil Gıda San. ve Dış Tic. Ltd. Şti. 70 Johnson&Johnson Sıhhi Malzeme San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

71 Eker Süt Ürünleri A.Ş. 72 New Life Yaşam Sigorta A.Ş. 

73 Bilge End. Mutfak Üretim ve Paz. Ltd. Şti. 74 Özalp İnşaat ve Paz. Tic Ltd. Şti. 
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No Firma adı No Firma adı 

75 Medi Zinde Sağlık Hizmetleri A.Ş. 76 Sesan Silivri Sentetik Dokuma San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 

77 Sun-Genç Sigorta 78 Acıbadem Sağlık ve Hayat Sigorta A.Ş. 

79 A.T.S. Advanced Technology Suppliers 80 Filiz Gıda Sanç ve Tic. A.Ş. 

81 Emlak Konut GYO A.Ş. 82 Tel34 Telekomünikasyon Ltd. Şti. 

85 Hidrodinamik Gemi San. Ve Tic. A.Ş. 86 Rodgün Enerji Teknik San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

87 Ray Sigorta A.Ş.  88 Boğaziçi Hediyelik Eşya ve El Sanatları San. Tic. A.Ş. 

89 Metal ve Yapı Sistemleri Tic. A.Ş. 90 Haksağ Sağlık Hizmetleri A.Ş. 

91 Er Elektronik San. Tic. A.Ş. 91 Artworks/Hayalevi Reklamcılık İletişim Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

93 Can Atar Sigorta Ltd. Şti 94 Tekno Türk İletişim Hizmetleri Ltd. Şti. 

95 Değişim Sigorta Ltd. Şti. 96 Üçel Denizcilik ve Tic. A.Ş. 

97 Remat Reklam ve Tnıtım Hizmetleri Ltd. Şti. 98 Tadsan Tabldot Tic. San. Ltd. Şti. 

99 Nursan Madeni eşya Sanayi Ltd. şti. 100 Şeker Sigorta A.Ş. 

101 Doğangül Sigorta Aracılık Hizmetleri Ltd. şti. 102 Markadaş Patent Fikri ve Sınai Haklar D. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

103 MAST MPI Reklamcılık A.Ş. 104 Aysan Bisküvi San. A.Ş. 

105 Lotus Pazarlama A.Ş. 106 Ten Pazarlama Tekstil Ltd. Şti. 

107 Garanti Sigorta A.Ş. 108 Altınfiliz Çay Sanayi A.Ş. 

109 Atasay Kuyumculuk San. Ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 110 Masit A.Ş. (Kınık Maden Suları) 

111 Zepa Pazarlama A.Ş. (Fora Zeytinleri) 112 Soyyiğit Gıda Pazarlama Ltd. Şti. 
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No Firma adı No Firma adı 

113 Parıltı Hazır yemek ve Üretim ve Hizmet A.Ş. 114 Heinen Hopman Mühendislik A.Ş. 

115 Kibar Dış Tic. A.Ş. 116 Selecta A.Ş. (Compass Group World Wide) 

117 Uçkan Medikal San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 118 Universal Medikal Araçlar San. Ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

119 Sardunya Hazır Yemek Üretim ve Hizmet A.Ş. 120 Makine Optik Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

121 HSBC Bank A.Ş. 122 Metal Servis Dan. San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

123 MAG Mühendislik Hizmetleri ve Tic. Ltd. şti. 124 Trakya Et ve Süt Ürünleri San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

127 Özel Efes KBB Hizmetleri Ltd. Şti. 128 Ten Çamaşır Sanayii A.Ş. 

129 Model Bilgi İşlem Hiz. Tic. ve San. Ltd. şti. 130 Birlik Mobilya Doğrama Dekorasyon Ürünleri Ltd. Şti.  

131 Nokta Kırtasiye Gıda Malzemeleri Ltd. Şti. 132 Elkasan Kimyevi Maddeler Pazarlama A.Ş. 

133 Yapı Kredi Emeklilik A.Ş. 134 Suominen Nonwovens Ltd 

135 Keskinoğlu Tavukçuluk Dam. İşl. San. Tic. A.Ş. 136 Akınal Sentetik Tekstil San. Tic. A.Ş. 

137 Şifa Sağlık Tesisleri A.Ş. 138 Osmanlı Grup Sigorta Acenteliği Ltd. şti. 

139 Generali Sigorta A.Ş. 140 Çağdaş Gemi San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

141 Merkür Makine San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 142 Ataköy otomotiv San. tic. Ltd. Şti. 

143 Yönetim Danışmanları Derneği 144 ISS Tesis Yönetim Hizmetleri A.Ş. (Şile Bölgesi) 

145 Gökçen Kimya San. Tic. Ltd. Şti 146 GSPL Bilgisayar Yazılım Donanım İthalat ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

147 Şedele Matbaacılık Ltd. şti. 148 Service Group Hizmet ve İşletmecilik A.Ş. 

149 Aydoğan Plastik Amb. San. Tic. Ltd. şti. 150 Ten Mağazacılık Ltd. Şti. 
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No Firma adı No Firma adı 

151 Karadeniz Çay Pazarlama (Çaykur Bayii) 152 Napal Tekstil Tela ve Elyaf Üretim 

153 İhsan Gıda Ltd. Şti. 154 Begtuğ Otomotiv Turizm İnşaat San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

155 Özsay Deniz Nakliyatı A.Ş. 156 Arkas Denizcilik A.Ş. 

157 ISS Haşere Kontrol Hizmetleri A.Ş. 158 Yıldırım Tic. Tekstil Mak.Yed. Parça Paz. San. Ltd. Şti. 

159 Çelik Motor Ticaret A.Ş. 160 Canan Kozmetik San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 

161 Fabeks Dış Ticaret A.Ş. 162 Alfa Gıda İth. İhr. San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

163 PlanetGıda ve Ambalaj Makinaları San. Tic. A.Ş. 164 Grupaj Seri Uluslar arası Nakliye ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

165 Efe Galvano Sanayi ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 166 Securinet Güvenlik ve Koruma A.Ş. 

169 Ana Gıda otomotiv San. ve İhtiyaç Maddeleri A.Ş. (İstanbul Şb.) 170 Ekol Aktaş Gıda Paz. Ltd. Şti. 

171 Dört U Haşere Kontrol Hizmetleri A.Ş. 172 ISS-Proser (Temizlik Hizmetleri) 

173 HOB Boya A.Ş. 174 Demir Hayat Sigorta A.Ş. 

175 Torgem Gemi İnşaat San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 176 SPS Etiket Baskı  ve Amb. San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

177 Parkim Parfüm Plastik ve Kimya San. A.Ş. 178 Aviva Sigorta A.Ş. 

179 Cognis Kimya A.Ş. 180 Tempo Uluslararası End. Tem. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

181 Kimpaz Kimyevi Maddeler San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 182 Bohçam Tekstil Itriyat Ürünleri Tic. Paz. Ltd. Şti. 

183 Bayraktar Otomotiv İnşaat ve Petrol ürünleri San. Tic. A.Ş. 184 Denet Cıvata San. A.Ş.  

185 Esteks Makine ve Yedek Parça San. İth. İhr. Ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 186 Mey içki San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 

187 Ak Sigorta A.Ş. 188 Mövenpick Hotel 



www.manaraa.com

420 
 

No Firma adı No Firma adı 

189 Ulusal A.Ş. 190 Parkoteks Kimya San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 

191 Yapı Kredi Sigorta a.Ş. 192 Arsan Kimya A.Ş. 

193 Hamburg SUD Gemicilik Acentalığı ve Nak. Ltd. Şti. 194 TEB Sigorta A.Ş. 

195 Kalekimya Kimyasal Maddeler San. tic. A.Ş. 196 Yenidoğan Gıda Pazarlama ve Tic. A.Ş. 

197 Petroyağ ve Kimyasallar San. Tic. A.Ş. 198 Dört U Haşere Kontrol Hizmetleri A.Ş. (İstanbul Bölge) 

199 Astor Asansör San. ve Tic. Ltd. Şti. 200 Altın Emlak A.Ş. 

201 Özel Çapa Hastanesi A.Ş. 202 Tetra Pazarlama ve Dış tic. A.Ş. 

203 ISS Tesis Yön. Hiz. A.Ş. 204 Karahancı Gıda San. ve Tic. Ld. Şti. 

205 Damak Hazır Yemek ve üretim ve Hizmet A.Ş. 206 Apack Ltd. Şti. 

207 Beslem Gıda San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 208 Kale Balata A.Ş. 

211 Sapro Temizlik ürünleri San. ve Tic. A.Ş. 212 Sofra Yemek Üretim ve Hizmet A.Ş. 

213 Teknik Metal Endüstri Malzemeleri İnşaat San. Tic. A.Ş. 214 Ankara Emeklilik A.Ş. 

215 Euroserve A.Ş. 216 Bilgitek-Pozitif Büro Makineleri Ltd. Şti. 

217 Astaş Gayrimenkul Yatırım ve Turizm A.Ş. (Kempinski Otelleri) 218 Gimas International Ship Supply 

219 Art Aksesuar ve Mobilya San. Tic. Ltd. Şti. 220 ISS 

221 Simtur Sigorta Acenteliği Trz. Ve Tic Ltd. Şti. 222 Çaykur Çay İşletmeleri Genel Müdürlüğü 

223 Dört U Haşere Kontrol Hizmetleri A.Ş. (Ankara Şubesi) 224 Elso Kimya San. Tic. A.Ş. 
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