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Abstract The purpose of this study is to examine the mediated effects of entrepreneurship and market
orientation on organizational culture and management performance as the cause of the reversal
phenomenon of startups defeating traditional giants. Through the research method of bootstrapping
proposed by Hayes (2013), the total effect, direct effect and indirect effect analysis were conducted. As
a result, there was no direct impact relationship between organizational culture and management
performance, but it was confirmed that it had a positive impact on management performance by
mediating both entrepreneurial behavior and market orientation in the relationship between
organizational culture and management performance. This study is meaningful in that it is linked to
existing theories such as entrepreneurship and market orientation and it extends the scope of
competency targets required for business performance to an organizational culture. Companies need
to create an innovation—oriented organizational culture for management performance and value
creation, and they have to open up their culture with entrepreneurial behavior and market orientation

by breaking away from the inertia of organization.
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* Organizational Culture (Engelen, Andreas, et al.,

2014)

1. Our firm is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are willing to stick their necks out and take risks.

Independent
Variable

2. The top managers of our firm are generally considered to be entrepreneurs, innovators, or risk takers.

3. The glue that holds our firm together is commitment to innovation and development.

4. Our firm emphasizes growth and acquiring new resources. Readiness to meet new challenges is important.

* Proactive Entrepreneurial Behaviour (Jambulingam et al.,

2005)

1. Our pharmacy usually takes action in anticipation of future market conditions.

Mediated
Variable

2. We try to shape our business environment to enhance our presence in the market.

3. Because market conditions are changing, we continually seek out new opportunities.

4. We consistently try to position ourselves to meet emerging demands.

# Market Orientation (Cadogan et al.,

2002; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993)

Market intelligence generation

1. We generate a lot of information concerning trends in our target market markets.

2. We are fast to detect fundamental shifts in our target market environment

Mediated
Variable

3. We periodically review the likely effect of changes in our target market environment

Market intelligence responsiveness

1. We are quick to respond to important changes in our business environment

2. We are quick to respond to significant changes in our competitors' price structures in target markets.

.80 (9.60)

3. We rapidly respond to competitive actions that threaten us in our target markets.

* Management Performance (Vorhies and Morgan, 2005)

1. Our firm's performance in sales growth has increased in the last two years.

Dependent

2. Our firm's market share in sales revenue has increased in the last two years.

Variable

3. Our firm’'s performance in profit level has increased in the last two years.

4. Our firm's performance in service/product quality has improved.

5. Our firm's performance in customer satisfaction has increased.
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Table 2. The demographic characteristics of the

15—less than 20yrs 69, (15.5%)
over 20yrs 47, (10.6%)
manufacturing 89, (20.0%)
IT 56, (12.6%)
Category of service 130, (29.2%)
business distribution 95, (21.3%)
Electrical & electronic 22, (4.9%)
others 53, (11.9%)
less than 10 121, (27.2%)
10—less than 30 122, (27.4%)
Number of 30—less than 50 83, (18.7%)
employees 50—less than 100 65, (14.6%)
100—less than 200 29, (6.5%)
200 and more 25, (5.6%)
5.6 SAmTe A4 2 P A%

8]
St} Table 3.2 82184 A¥E AR 3174 19]
qo= FEAY a8 Fe] 0.5 o)) FFHsh= Wy
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respondents Table 3. Factor and Reliability Analysis
Category of business N(%) Factor
Male 324, (72.8%) PER ING INR PRA ADC
Gender
Female 121, (27.2%) Perfl .825 158 167 .037 —.042
20—less than 30yrs 23, (5.2%) Perf2 824 156 184 073 046
Perf3 791 -.035 .083 .040 107
30—less than 40yrs 98, (22.0%) er °
Perf4 762 .081 216 .087 146
Age 40—less than 50yrs 177, (39.8%)
Inge3 .076 759 .045 117 081
50—less than 60yrs 110, (24.7%) Tnged 093 724 021 129 136
over 60yrs 37, (8.3%) Ingel 108 719 018 145 038
less than Syrs 72, (16.2%) Inge2 .023 .688 .036 117 277
E“S,i“gss 5-less than 10yrs 137, (30.8%) Inre2 1180 019 883 .020 .050
€r1o
10—less than 15yrs 120, (27%) Inre3 189 | —.002 (855 050 04
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Generation, INR= Intelligence Responsiveness, PER= Management
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Adho4 .082 .251 .044 161 734
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Table 4. Convergent and Discriminant validity (1) _}ME} R T L_ A= ERle] e et
FATFVIF)E gR1gh Ay} 108} 2o B2 vk

Vagisabl ADC | PRA ING INR PER CR
ADC | 0.522 - - - - 0.763
PRA | 0.023 | 0.619 - - - 0.830
ING | 0.002 | 0.003 | 0.550 - - 0.842
INR | 0.027 | 0.147 | 0.004 | 0.566 - 0.796
PER | 0.016 | 0.004 | 0.092 | 0.035 | 0.599 | 0.855

Table 5. Convergent and Discriminant validity(2)

Variable Corr. S.E. CorSrI;:+2 CorSrI;: 2
ADC o PRA 0.153 0.019 —0.035 0.041
ADC A ING 0.043 0.019 —0.037 0.039
ADC o INR 0.163 0.015 —0.028 0.032
ADC o PER 0.128 0.022 =0.041 0.047
PRA o ING 0.051 0.020 —0.039 0.041
PRA « INR 0.383 0.018 —0.029 0.043
PRA A PER 0.066 0.023 —0.044 0.048
ING A INR 0.021 0.016 —0.032 0.032
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Table 6. Results of hypothesis tests
hypothesis Path B SE t R2 F
H1 ADC — PRA 456 039 11,59+ 233 134,320k
H2 ADC — ING 248 047 5.290%
198 54,504
H3 PRA — ING 265 050 5.33 3%
H4 ADC — INR 158 044 3.63Txex
212 59.63 1w
H5 PRA — INR 335 046 7.266w
H6 PRA — PER 136 058 2.351%
H7 ING — PER 179 055 3.275%x
159 20,864+
H8 INR — PER 154 059 2.62 1%+
H9 ADC — PER 103 053 1.940
* P<.05, #* P<.01, % P<.001
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Fig. 2. Results of Innovation—oriented Organizational Culture Model
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Table 7. The Bootstrapping Results of Indirect effects

95% Confidence interval
Indirect Effect on Flow Effect Boot SE
Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
H10 ADC —> PRA —> ING —> PER .022 .009 .007 .041
H11 ADC —> PRA —> INR —> PER .024 011 .004 .048
Direct effect of X on Y 103 054 —-.001 .207
Total effect of X on Y 279 047 187 371
S AS3IH Y Fa1A] 8 2273HADC) < 710“43} kS )2+ Ao 2 YEFYT} Engelen, Andreas, et

(PER)AFe]S] A 714714 2154 (PRA) T A1
HAL(NG), A48 H-E-(INR)S] w7l & 7&%—6}
7] 98k 1P a4 ] A3 Table 7.6149F o] &
a7 ye] ¢ &3=17]7} .176°]4L, Confidence intervals
95% 7|52 LLCISF UICT7} 120 ~ 238 0%
SkaL A @At FH(H)AQ] Frofdhe] vehsith Wmﬂr
9] 7]+ .103°]aL, Bootstrap A& 7+7F 95% 7|5
2 —001 ~ 2072 02 ¥3lslar Qo] nlfrejdow ur
Efste), galx| ek 2278 ADC)9F 74 94 2HPER)oY 2+
Aol A 714714 1A (PRA) T A4 B A (ING) 2]
w7l E k] frolid A4S Aldek 49 (B = 022, 95%
CI [.007, .041D7} 05 3£3Fstar QlA] o} A=e] WY
-2 v apt oA o® 7 H102 AA|= Ak
FAA g 223ESHADC) S 7493 THPER) <] A ol A]
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S A83 Axk (B = .024, 95% CI [.004, .0481)7} 0%
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(2007)9] ALl M= XX EET} AAX| e HLal= A|F
A&l et B(+)9] Y vRA= A= e
H oo WE A AR FAG ] A oxgixgxt] LF_/H <)

,1__1__

b K

( 014)4 Z AR} 717K 8 o] A= &
7HAEdoll K (+)e] Pk YT
1 A GrIAEREshs A5l A(+)e] 3k

Table 8. Hypothesis Verification Summary

Hypothesis Path Sup;)];);;ié dNOt

H1 ADC — PRA Supported

H2 ADC — ING Supported

H3 PRA — ING Supported

H4 ADC — INR Supported

H5 PRA — INR Supported

H6 PRA — PER Supported

H7 ING — PER Supported

H8 INR — PER Supported

H9 ADC — PER Not supported

H10 ADC — PRA — ING — PER Supported

H11 ADC — PRA — INR — PER Supported
Note : ADC=Influence of Innovation—oriented Organizational Culture,
PRA= Proactive Entrepreneurial Behaviour, ING= Intelligence
Generation, INR= Intelligence Responsiveness, PER= Management
Performance
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