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Abstract

Entrepreneurship researchers have called for more investigation on the contribution of
context in advancing entrepreneurship theory. The aim of the paper is to analyse the
agribusiness enterprise performance by introducing collaborativeness as a dimension of
entrepreneurial orientation. Agribusiness is a key regional sector representing a crucial ratio
of employment, economic production. and future growth. Due to the sector’s importance and
the many challenges it faces, the impact of a synergy approach entrepreneurial orientation
model on agribusiness performance is tested.

Structural equation modelling is used to test data collected from 120 agribusinesses located
in Albania. Study results show collaborativeness as a dimension of the extracted
entrepreneurial orientation model which provides a synergy between the actors of
entrepreneurial value creation and has a significant direct contribution to enterprise
performance.

Implications for Central European audience: Even though the results are related to
agribusinesses in Albania, the findings of this research may advocate that to enhance
enterprise performance in fragile sectors and emerging economy markets, the synergy
among the value creation actors of the entrepreneurial process is a necessity. Besides the
theoretical implications, this study has also some practical implications for policymakers,
entrepreneurs and researchers.

Keywords: entrepreneurial orientation; synergy; performance; emerging market economy;
agribusiness sector
JEL Classification: L26, L25, Q13

Introduction

The concept of entrepreneurship is a separate study area with a variety of features and
applications. Most policymakers and academics agree that entrepreneurship is critical to the
development and well-being of society (Kelley, Bosma, & Amoros, 2011, p. 12). Nowadays
entrepreneurship is perceived as a generator of economic expansion, employment
generation, and societal development worldwide. Entrepreneurship activities increase
product diversity of companies, creating new market opportunities, and generating new ways
of competing with other market players, and all these contribute to the well-being of the
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company through enhancing success (Kantur, 2016, p. 29). As the field of strategic
management developed, however, the emphasis shifted to entrepreneurial processes, that
is, the methods, practices, and decision-making styles managers use to act entrepreneurially
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996, p. 136). Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, & Frese (2009, p. 763) argue that
“entrepreneurial orientation (EO) represents the policies and practices that provide a basis
for entrepreneurial decisions and actions”. As much of the published work investigates the
reasons why some firms behave entrepreneurially, the consequences of doing so, the cultural
and contextual factors that facilitate or inhibit corporate entrepreneurial behaviours, and
whether the antecedents and moderating influences differ systematically from conservative
firms (Gupta & Gupta, 2015, p. 55). The methodological sophistication of these studies and
the complexity of the models developed and tested have tended to grow considerably over
time (Miller, 2011, p. 876).

Entrepreneurship scholars have attempted to explain performance by investigating a firm’s
EO (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003, p. 1308). Studies about the EO and its impact on business
performance, started by the 1980s and has spread to many countries. Whereas there are
many studies researching and proving the EO — performance relationship for developed
countries (Gupta & Gupta, 2015; Hughes & Morgan, 2007; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund,
& Shepherd, 2005), for the emerging economies this relationship commenced to be studied
during this last decade (Cai, Liu, Deng, & Cao, 2014; Chaston & Scott, 2012; Igbal & Malik,
2019; Kantur, 2016; Urban, 2012; Yiu & Lau, 2008). The meta-analysis conducted by Rauch
et al. (2009) on EO-performance relationship advocates further research of the topic in
divergent contexts to put up whether the positive association will persist or not. De Massis,
Kotlar, Wright, & Kellermanns (2017, p. 4) emphasize “on the importance of context for
understanding entrepreneurship determinants, behaviour and outcomes”. Meanwhile, Fitz-
Koch, Nordqvist, Carter & Hunter (2017, p. 159) suggest that “agricultural sector context
provides an opportunity for entrepreneurship scholars to better apply existing theory by
anchoring their analysis in the context’s entrepreneurial phenomena”. Agribusiness is a very
important sector, which represents a large share of employment, economic output and future
growth potential of the region (EBRD, 2010). EO can enable a tool for the development of
agribusiness by increasing revenues, increasing profits, developing products, services and
new processes which can bring a competitive sustainable edge (Baran & Velickaite, 2008).
The conceptual arguments of previous research converge on the idea that firms benefit from
highlighting newness, responsiveness, and a degree of boldness (Rauch et al., 2009, p. 764).
In emerging economies, the available literature about innovation and entrepreneurship is
limited to explore the determinants of innovation performance as well as innovation
constrains (Guerrero & Urbano, 2016, p. 294). Entrepreneurship scholars have called for
more investigation on the contribution of context in advancing entrepreneurship theory and
considering a specific sector in an emerging market is crucial for entrepreneurship research.
Due to the sector’s importance and the many challenges it faces by operating in an emerging
economy, a triple helix actor synergy approach of EO is investigated. Through this study it is
aimed to analyse the agribusiness enterprise performance by introducing collaborativeness
as a dimension of EO construct. The research provides an appraisal and affirmation of the
entrepreneurial model on a sample study of 120 agribusinesses in Albania.
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1 Agribusiness sector in an emerging market

Albania has experienced a major transformation over the last quarter of the century, emerging
from a particularly isolated form of communism in the early 1990s, facing substantial
challenges of forming a responsive democratic system of government and developing a
modern economy (O Brien, Nedelkoska, & Frasheri, 2017, p. 3). While the market evolution
is still going ahead, it is still restricted as an efficiency-driven economy (Schwab, 2018).
Among 137 participating countries, it is listed 83rd by the report of Global Entrepreneurship
Index, where its strongest area of entrepreneurship is pointed out to be people’s
entrepreneurial qualities (scoring 57 out of 100), while the weakest one is indicated to be the
quality of the institutions that support entrepreneurship (with a score of 38) (Acs, Szerb, Autio,
& Lloyd, 2017). Albania needs to become more competitive through the production process
and quality improvement, as well as investing in business sophistication and innovation to
become an innovation-driven economy (Schwab, 2018).

Agri-food sector is among the most important economic sectors in Albania, contributing to
about a fifth of the GDP and accounting for about half of the employment (Gecaj, Shahu,
Imami, Skreli, & Jambor, 2018, p. 3). Agricultural land constitutes 42.86% of the total land
surface. The country’s geographic positioning, 1/3 of which is wet by the Adriatic and lonian
Seas, permits the cultivation of agricultural products in a fertile land of coastal areas as well
as the concentration of the greatest share of vegetables producing and fruit trees raising.
Albania’s northern part is suitable for growing chestnut while the alpine region is convenient
for cultivating a lot of medicinal and aromatic plants.

The agribusiness sector in Albania is mainly run by family businesses, and apart from the
favourable climate and positioning of the country, the sector is very fragile and critical, relying
on the quality of operations arranged in its system. A natural system dependent on the
agricultural cycle of plants and animals, and interdependent among enterprises in its supply
chain, operating in a risky and uncertain environment.

As a sector characterized by a strong regulatory framework, agriculture provides an important
setting to explore how different regulative, normative and cognitive aspects interact and
influence entrepreneurship (Fitz-Koch et al., 2017, p. 156). In most Western Balkans (WB),
agriculture has played a buffer role in a generally deteriorating economic situation and
continues to play an important role in maintaining a social equilibrium (Volk, 2010, p. 2). Even
though the critical role in-country development of the sector, as reported by European Union
(EU) report on agricultural policy developments in WB for 2019, the proportion of market and
direct producer support measures in Albania is very low. Reporting on budgetary support for
agriculture tends to be insufficiently transparent, while policy impact assessments and
evaluations are practically non-existent, resulting in low quality in policy planning and non-
inclusive decision-making (Ciaian, 2019, p. 8). These subsidies provided to producers of
developed economies, but not properly in Albania, makes the country’s sector less
competitive in the domestic as well as in the international market. The same concern is
pointed by World Bank (2007), which reports that the granted sector subsidies in developed
economies have provided years of underinvestment to the emerging markets agribusiness
sector. Preconditions for the development of agro-industries are the necessary
transportation, information and communication technologies (ICT) and access to reliable
supplies of key utilities, notably electricity and water (Henson & Cranfield, 2009, p. 35).
Moreover, agriculture-specific infrastructure such as laboratories for product testing and
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certification purposes is a must if the sector is to be competitive, particularly in compliance
with the sanitary and phytosanitary standards for world food trade (Mhlanga, 2010, p. 24).
Albania faces a unique knowhow constraint that is deeply rooted in its closed-off past, and
the limited diversification that has taken place in the private sector can, in nearly all cases,
be linked to distinct inflows of knowhow (O’Brien et al., 2017, p. 3). In turn, the infrastructural
constraints under which the agro-industrial sector operates influence the cost and reliability
of the physical movement of raw materials and end products, efficiency of processing
operations, responsiveness to customer demands, etc. (Henson & Cranfield, 2009, p. 35).

Entrepreneurship research in Albania has begun by the early years of the 21st century, a
decade after the entrepreneurial process itself started in this post-communist country. Being
an emerging country in transition, the researchers have targeted analysing the obstacles and
barriers faced by enterprises, especially small to medium ones (Asllani, Becherer, &
Theodhori, 2014; Bitzenis & Nito, 2005; El Alaoui, Shopovski, Kvirkvaia, Alam, & Ofili, 2016;
Kruja, 2013a; Rinkel, Cormier, Zheng, & Saikat, 2016; Xheneti & Smallbone, 2008). The focus
of entrepreneurship researchers for Albania has also been university students’
entrepreneurial intention during the second decade of the 21st century (Kruja, 2019; Kume,
Kume, & Shahini, 2013; Zenelaj & Kruja, 2017). All these studies point out the hostile
environment of this transition economy which is striving for 30 years to build an
entrepreneurial competitive market. The creation of an entrepreneurial economy can foster
economic development, systematically fight corruption, and allow Albania to economically
join the rest of Europe (Asllani et al., 2014, p. 243). Among the recommendations provided
by Rinkel et al. (2016) in their entrepreneurial ecosystem analysis of the Albanian market,
suggest different types of collaborations to overcome the obstacles to develop
entrepreneurship: the collaboration with similar organizations; collaboration between
organizations and academia,; collaboration between private and public sector. Consistent with
these findings are also the results provided by the Kruja (2019) study on the entrepreneurial
intention of university students in Tirana. Collaboration opportunities of students with industry,
governmental and research institutions in supporting and building their innovative business
ideas would positively affect their intention towards entrepreneurship.

Research on entrepreneurial orientation as well as on agribusiness sector entrepreneurship
are vacant in this emerging economy, so the current study is not only coming through to
bridge the gap in literature review but also to provide sectoral observations to triple helix
actors, policymakers, entrepreneurs, and researchers.

2 Entrepreneurial orientation and synergy

Entrepreneurship research has grown tremendously over the last three decades, and the
field's focus has changed substantially over time (De Massis et al., 2017, p. 4). Since the
publication of Shane and Venkataraman'’s (2000) article “The promise of entrepreneurship as
a field of research” in the Academy of Management Review, entrepreneurship scholars have
moved toward a process-based definition of entrepreneurship (Fayolle, 2013, p. ix). They
defined entrepreneurship as the “scholarly examination of how, by whom, and with what
effects opportunities to create future goods and services are discovered, evaluated, and
exploited” (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000, p. 218). This definition denotes a wide variety of
entrepreneurial operations, including production innovation, start-ups, new ventures,
corporate venture spinouts and spin-ins; and, more importantly, multiple levels of analysis
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from founder-focused, individual and dyadic levels up to field and international environment
contexts (Jennings et al., 2013, p. 3).

Identifying the components advancing entrepreneurship will be the researchers’ focus on the
second half of the 20th century and following the 1980s the recognition of EO dimensions will
occur. Miller & Friesen (1982, p. 5) set the EO to cover firms that “innovate boldly and
regularly while taking considerable risks in their product- market strategies”. The
entrepreneurial firm was defined by Miller (1983, p. 771) as the one which “engages in
product market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with
'proactive’ innovations”. This definition was supported also by Covin & Slevin (1988),
determining a firm’s EO as the aggregate of the intensity by which top managers approach
taking risks, support novelty as a competitive advantage strategy and are competitive in the
market. Therefore, firms which continuously take risks, innovate and approach proactive
behaviour are oriented entrepreneurially, while the others presenting a low level of these
actions are conservative-oriented. Many researchers have used these three dimensions
(innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness) to measure firms EO (Covin & Slevin, 1989;
Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005), meanwhile, Lumpkin & Dess (1996) put on two other dimensions
to this construct: autonomy and competitive aggressiveness.

As EO research has continued spreading, so have the variants for measuring the construct
(Rauch et al., 2009, p. 767). Various arguments exist among researchers about the extent to
which EO dimensions should be presented to a firm so that it is considered entrepreneurial.
Debates related to the EO construct are numerous and unfortunately consensus regarding
issues such as the appropriate design definition and its dimensionality has not yet been
reached (Covin & Lumpkin, 2011). According to Miller (1983), only firms that represent all EO
dimensions (innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking) to the same extent can be
considered entrepreneurs. Hughes & Morgan (2007) emphasised that pro-activity is a critical
factor in the embryonic growth phase as it provides the firm with market positioning, and less
important as the firm is stabilized. Meanwhile, Lumpkin & Dess (1996) showed that
businesses engaging in a constructive integration of EO dimensions can be appraised as
entrepreneurial. Scholars like Knight (1997), Thomas & Mueller (2000) have argued that EO
construct or specific dimensions may vary through countries.

In the entrepreneurship literature, innovativeness is the most important dimension of EO. It
is considered a key factor for competitiveness and economic growth in a country. Lumpkin &
Dess (1996) emphasized the importance of innovation in entrepreneurship by proposing it as
the only dimension to be applied by all entrepreneurial firms.

While risk-taking is the first quality attributed to entrepreneurs by Cantillon in 1755, the
concept of innovation and its application to ventures has begun with Schumpeter in 1911.
Schumpeter (1911/34) saw innovation to lead to up to date production function, such as
presenting new goods; new manufacturing technigues; accessing new markets; acquisition
of new raw material sources; or carry through a new firm. On the other side according to
Drucker (1985, p. 32) “innovation is the specific tool to exploit changes as an opportunity for
a different business or service”. Montensen & Bloch (2005, p. 46) defined innovation as “the
implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good or service), or process, a
new marketing method, or a new organizational method in business practices, workplace
organization or external relations”. Lewrick, Omar, Raeside, & Sailer (2010, p. 1) explained
innovation as “the production, diffusion, and use of new and economically useful knowledge,
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a key factor for competitiveness and growth while entrepreneurship the process of business
start-up, business creation and growth, the entrepreneurial dynamism is key to economic
renewal and growth”. However, this need for continuous innovations drives the system(s) into
becoming knowledge-based (Leydesdorff & Meyer, 2006, p. 1447). Knowledge is the key
element of the innovation systems and the institutions which have an important role in its
development can be stated as: universities and academic institutions (develop and transfer
knowledge); government organizations; innovative enterprises (Kruja, 2013b, p. 7). The
“triple helix” is a spiral model of innovation that captures multiple reciprocal relationships at
different points in the process of knowledge capitalization (Etzkowitz, 2002, p. 2), defined as
a “laboratory for knowledge-based economic development” (Etkowitz & Leydersdorff, 1995).
The triple helix denotes the university-industry-government relationship as one of relatively
equal, yet interdependent, institutional spheres which overlap and take the role of the other
(Etzkowitz, 2002, p. 2). In the triple helix model constructed advantages have been
conceptualized as the surplus-value of an overlay of relations among the three components
of a knowledge-based economy: (1) the knowledge-producing sector (science), (2) the
market, and (3) governments (Cooke & Leydesdorff, 2006, p. 7). To generate synergy it is
required “a platform for participation through the development of dialogues, between
disciplines and people, the very stuff of systems thinking” (Castell, Gregory, Hindle, James,
& Ragsdell, 1999, p. v). As synergy is systemic, it should be contextualised in the process
perspective (Benecke, Schurink, & Roodt, 2007). Systemness can be operationalized and
measured in terms of the generation of new options (Leydesdorff, Etzkowitz, Ivanova, &
Meyer, 2017). It is important to note that the probability of developing interrelationships for
synergy is not merely a matter of paper and pencil calculations but is heavily dependent on
implementation concerns (Ensign, 1998, p. 666). Without such operationalization, the notion
of system tends to lead to reification; knowledge-based systems are not given but constructed
(Leydesdorff et al., 2017). For research knowledge, industry and government can be
expected to pay more for privileged access to knowledge-based growth opportunities by
funding research, stimulating closer interactions among the three institutional partners,
subsidizing infrastructure (e.g., incubators and science parks), and stimulating academic
entrepreneurship skills and funding (Cooke & Leydesdorff, 2006, p. 8). Montensen & Bloch
(2005) grouped the components guiding enterprise innovation activities as: (i) institutional
and infrastructural environment; (ii) innovation policy through different supports and
incentives; (iii) education system and R&D activity of the government (e.g. the activities of
the universities); (iv) innovation activity of other companies; (v) the interaction of the above
in relation to demand. Studies in emerging economies provide empirical insights into the
obstacles to innovation and the majority of them have an emphasis on the financial
constraints that affect innovation in SMEs (Guerrero & Urbano, 2016, p. 297). In the same
line with previous researchers, Rinkel et al. (2016) to overcome these obstacles and to
support the entrepreneurial process in Albanian, suggest (i) collaboration with similar
organizations; (ii) collaboration between organizations and academia; (iii) collaboration
between private and public sector. Collaboration is seen as a key to the development of the
innovative processes, reducing the risk that entrepreneurs constantly face, and foremost for
sustainable development of the economy. Increased collaboration between government
institutions - research institutions and the sector are expected to increase opportunities and
facilitate entrepreneurs in implementing innovations, taking risk and enhancing their
performance.
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Balderbos, Carree, & Lokshin (2004) researched the role of different types of R&D
cooperation on enterprise performance. They found that R&D cooperation with competitors
and suppliers focusing on incremental innovations boosts enterprise productivity
performance while university and competitor cooperation aiming the release of new
innovative products, boosts firm growth.

Guerrero & Urbano (2016) analysed the effect of triple helix agents on the performance of
entrepreneurial innovations on Mexican firms. Their study was focused especially on
researching the innovation performance effect generated by the association of enterprises
with each other as well as with universities and government.

In the management literature, synergy has generally been used to mean an overall fit or
congruence between units (Ensign, 1998, p. 658). Other researchers have studied the shared
consequences among actions instead of the whole operational units. Ensign (1998), studied
the joint effects of activities in the value chain. In this research, the joint effects of government-
industry-research institutions collaboration as an EO dimension on performance will be
studied. Consequently, it is hypothesised that:

H1: Risk-taking, innovativeness, proactiveness, autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, and
collaborativeness are dimensions of EO construct of agribusinesses in Albania.

H2: EO construct is unidimensional.

The scale developed by Covin & Slevin (1989) is used to measure innovativeness, risk-
taking and proactiveness dimensions of EO construct and the scale of Lumpkin & Dess
(1996) is used for autonomy and competitive aggressiveness. To measure
collaborativeness is used the extent of enterprises different types of collaborations, such as
with: (i) research institutions, (ii) governmental institutions, (iii) business associations, (iv)
domestic businesses, (v) foreign businesses and (vi) innovation NGOs.

3 EO - performance relationship

The EO-performance relationship is one of the most important topics that has attracted the
attention of many researchers. Conceptually, there is a strong consensus among researchers
regarding the fact that the result of entrepreneurial activities is performance improvement.
Researchers have claimed that activities that present a high level of EO lead to higher
enterprise performance (Pearce & Carland, 1996; Zahra, 1991; Zahra & Covin, 1995;
Wiklund, 1999; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). Most studies have shown that those enterprises
that adopt EO to a large extent perform much better than other ones that do not (Covin &
Slevin, 1986; Hult, Snow, & Kandemir, 2003; Keh, Nguyen, & Ng, 2007; Li, Huang, & Tsai,
2009; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). Other studies have reported a lower correlation between
EO and performance (Lumpkin & Dess, 2001; Zahra, 1991). While there are other scholars
who have not been able to find a positive relationship between EO and performance (Covin,
Slevin, Schultz, 1994; George, Wood, & Khan, 2001; Slater & Narver, 2000). On the other
site Rauch et al. (2009) point out that the effect of EO on performance is possibly dependent
on moderating variables such as industry type, business size, and international contexts.
Therefore, the current study investigates whether the derived EO construct in the
agribusiness sector context of a post-communist country positively affects business
performance. Consequently, it is hypothesised that:
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H3: There is a positive relationship between the EO construct and the performance of
agribusinesses.

4 Methods

The structured questionnaire technique was used for collecting primary data. Data collection
was carried out by disseminating questionnaires to agribusiness sector
managers/entrepreneurs operating in different cities of Albania. The sample of 170
agribusinesses was set up from the agribusiness list provided by the Albanian Agrobusiness
Council, the union of agribusiness associations in the country by using systematic random
techniques to ensure participation from the northern, central and southern zones of Albania.
The completion of the questionnaires was mostly carried out through direct contacts, visiting
them in their enterprises by the researcher during the period June-September 2014. Another
part of the surveys was conducted during their participation in the Agribusiness 2014 Fair in
Str. “Murat Toptani”, Tirana between 25-28 September 2014. A small number of
entrepreneurs were contacted by email, after a telephone conversation explaining the
purpose of the study. From a total of 170 distributed questionnaires, 120 usable ones were
completed and collected back from the agribusinesses, with a 70% response rate.

Sample characteristics are provided in Tab. 1 below. The majority of respondents (44%) are
located in the central region of Albania, while 31% from the northern part and 25% from the
southern area. Most of the participating enterprises are micro to small ones, as well as family
businesses, which is mainly a characteristic of the agribusiness sector. Their average age of
market experience is about 13, part of them are newly established, while others operate since
the establishment of an open market in Albania.

Table 1 | Sample characteristics

Region of Albania Northern 31% Agribusiness age 1-5 22.5%
Central 44% 6-10 16.6%
Southern 25% 11-15 21.6%
Employee number 1-9 32% 16-20 24.2%
10-19 38% >21 15%

>20 30%

Source: author

Referring to the “Expert Panel” method, the content of the questionnaire used was examined
by three experts in Albania. Two agribusiness and one management expert were consulted
on the validity of the questionnaire internal construct for the case of Albania and the
agribusiness sector. Based on the experts’ assessments, the reformulation and
reconstruction of the questionnaire was made.

To ensure the credibility of the questionnaire, a preliminary test was also conducted with
respect to the sample of surveyed enterprises. Cronbach alfa levels were measured for the
EO dimensions as well as performance and were found to be acceptable by showing their
consistency and reliability.

The questionnaire was structured in three sections. Section one included questions related
to the collection of general information about the agribusiness. In section two data related to
the agribusiness entrepreneurial orientation (independent variable), and in the last section
data measuring the agribusiness performance (dependent variable) were collected.
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5 Measures

5.1 Entrepreneurial orientation

Innovativeness, risk-taking and proactiveness were measured by using the scale developed
by Covin & Slevin (1989), autonomy and competitive aggressiveness were measured by
using the scale of Lumpkin & Dess (1996). Collaborativeness is a new dimension, to be tested
together with the previous five ones in a sample of agribusiness sector firms in a developing
country like Albania. Based on the triple helix model, collaborativeness focuses on the
different forms of collaboration between research institutions, government institutions, and
the industry itself. Six statements are used to measure the collaborations of the
agribusinesses with research institutions, governmental institutions, business associations,
domestic businesses, foreign businesses and innovation NGOs, to construct knowledge-
based systems of competitive advantage. Detailed information about the statements of the
scale of the questionnaire for EO and items coding is provided in the appendix of the study
(Tab. 1A).

A 5-points Likert scale was used to measure the statements, evaluated accordingly: 1 =
strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; and 5 = strongly agree. Only for the
dimension of autonomy, the statements were evaluated in the reverse order.

5.2 Performance

Firm performance was measured by using the weighted average performance index of 5
criteria developed by Gupta & Govindarajan (1984) and used also by Covin & Slevin (1989).
The selected criteria are: (1) firm's profits, (2) return on investment, (3) increase in sales, (4)
profit-sales ratio, and (5) market share. The respondents evaluated by using a five-point Likert
scale from 1 to 5 their satisfaction as well as the importance of each of these criteria. These
“satisfaction” scores were multiplied by the “importance” scores in order to compute a
weighted average performance index for each firm (Covin & Slevin, 1989). Such a
multivariate approach with criterion weights was seen as patrticularly appropriate in a context
in which, by definition, different strategic missions imply quite different sets of priorities (Gupta
& Govindarajan, 1984, p. 34).

6 Analysis and results

The purpose of measurement in theory testing and development research is to provide an
empirical estimate of each theoretical construct of interest (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988, p.
186). In this research, the constructed model of EO was examined for Albanian
agribusinesses using EFA and CFA statistical analyses and was determined the performance
model of agribusinesses (assessed the role of the EO and its dimensions on the performance
of agribusinesses) using the structural equation modelling analysis.

Quantitative analysis applied in this research are Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA),
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), which were
carried out on a sample of data collected through 120 questionnaires with the help of the IBM
SPSS 20 and IBM SPSS Amos 20 statistical programs.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal component extraction and varimax rotation
method was applied to the randomly selected sample (n=120). All the items related to the
autonomy were excluded from the model as they caused multicollinearity. EFA analysis
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resulted in an EO model composed of 16 items from the tested 20 ones which were loaded
on only three factors (with Eigenvalues greater than one). The extracted three factors from
EFA analysis (Tab. 2) were Collaborativeness (loaded items are: C1, C2, C3, C4, C5, C6),
Innovativeness (loaded items are: 11, 12, 13, P1, P2, CA) and Risk taking (R1, R2, R3, P3).
Each of the factors had coefficient a = 0.85 and KMO = 0.88, achieving the reliability as
recommended by Nunnally (1978).

Table 2 | Summary of EFA analysis

Rotated Factor Loadings

Iltems Collaborativeness  Innovativeness Risk-taking
C3: agribusiness associations 0.88

C1: research institutions 0.85

C2: governmental institutions 0.82

C6: innovation NGOs 0.73

C4: domestic businesses 0.64

C5: foreign businesses 0.56

12: new product lines 0.90

13: changes in products 0.85

11: R&D leadership 0.69

P2: new techniques 0.48

P1: competitive initiatives 0.48

CA1: competitive 0.44

R2: wide ranging acts -0.89
R1: high-risk proclivity -0.90
P3: competitive posture -0.74
R3: opportunity exploitation -0.67
Eigen values 7.2 1.9 15
Variance % 45 11.2 8.7
o 0.87 0.85 0.86
KMO 0.88

Source: author

To determine whether the theoretical specifications of this extracted construct match the
sample data of this study, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using the maximum likelihood
method in AMOS 20 was applied. As Anderson & Gerbing (1988) recommend, were
evaluated the unidimensionality, convergent validity and discriminant validity for the
measurement model. Hattie (1985) emphasizes the most critical and basic assumption of the
unidimensionality measurement theory that a set of items forming an instrument that
measures just one thing in common. An item is considered unidimensional if the systematic
differences within the item variance are only due to one variance source, that is, one latent
variable (Ziegler & Hagemann, 2015, p. 231). Since the initial analysis resulted in an
unacceptable fit of the extracted model, the EO model was reidentified by analysing the
diagnostic indicators. To obtain the model fit, 3 items were removed from the model (CA, P1
and P2). After the modifications, the goodness of fit (GOF) indices showed that the derived
model fits into the set of observations (Tab. 3).

Volume 9 | Issue 1| 2020 CENTRAL EUROPEAN BUSINESS REVIEW 65
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.cebr.229




Table 3 | GOF indices of the EO model

Fit indices Model value Cut-off value Fit status
X2 (df) 78.987 (60) p>0.05 Fit
p 0.051 (at a=0.05)

RMSEA 0.049 <0.05 good Fit
(x?/df) 1.316 <2.0 very good Fit
TLI 0.952 20.90 Fit
CFlI 0.968 >0.90 Fit

Source: author

The extracted EO model construct validity was tested through convergent and discriminant
validity analysis. All item loadings were statistically significant at 95% (a = 0.05), CR> 1.96
and standardized regression weights are greater than 0.664, proving the convergence
validity. This showed that the set of measured elements currently reflects the theoretical
(latent) construct for which these elements were designed to measure. Discriminant validity
was measured by comparing between constructs of the average variance extracted variable
(AVE) with the square intercorrelation. AVE values for each construct resulted greater than
the square intercorrelation values between each construct and all other constructs, thus
verifying the discriminatory validity of the EO model.

As the EO construct was validated, the structural model of measuring the EO — performance
relationship was investigated. The magnitude and the direction of the standardized
regression weights of parameter estimates were positive and greater than 0.5, but not all of
them were significant (at p-value > 0.05 and CR < 1.96) to performance. At the same time,
the GOF indices resulted in an unacceptable fit of the structural model. The analysis of
modification indices and standardized residual covariance resulted in structural model
problems associated with the item P3. After its removal, the structural model was retested.
This time the magnitude and the direction of the standardized regression weights of
parameter estimates were positive, greater than 0.5, but the value of p <0.05 and CR values>
1.96 did not match for the innovativeness items where p = 0.575> 0.05 and CR = 0.561 <1.96,
indicating that there is a positive relationship between the innovativeness dimension and the
performance which is not significant (Tab. 4). On the other side, the GOF indices results
showed that the derived structural model fits into the set of observations (Tab. 5).

Table 4 | Structural model standardised regression weights and CR values

Estimate Standard Critical Probability
Error Ratio

C5 <--- Collaborativeness 1.000

C4 <--- Collaborativeness .844 137 6.167 xxk
C6 <--- Collaborativeness 1.003 .166 6.026 Fxk
C2 <--- Collaborativeness 1.057 .167 6.346 Fxx
C1 <--- Collaborativeness 1.154 174 6.624 *xx
C3 <--- Collaborativeness 1.385 191 7.256 xxk
|11 <--- Innovativeness 1.000

I3 <--- Innovativeness 1.129 .166 6.784 b
12 <--- Innovativeness 1.071 161 6.644 Fxx
R3 <--- Risk-taking 1.000

R1 <--- Risk-taking 1.323 .165 8.014 rxx
R2 <--- Risk-taking 1.424 .169 8.443 rxx
Performance <--- Innovativeness .331 .590 .561 575
Performance <--- Risk-taking 1.502 737 2.037 .042
Performance <--- Collaborativeness 1.375 574 2.395 .017

Source: author
CENTRAL EUROPEAN BUSINESS REVIEW Volume 9 | Issue 1| 2020

https://doi.org/10.18267/j.cebr.229




Table 5| GOF indices of the EO-performance structural model

Fit indices Model value Cut-off value Fit status
X2 (df) 80.378 (59) p>0.05 Fit
p 0.052 (at a=0.05)

RMSEA 0.052 <0.05 good Fit
(x?/df) 1.362 <2.0 very good Fit
TLI 0.944 =20.90 Fit
CFlI 0.963 =>0.90 Fit

Source: author

Achieving the unidimensionality of the structural model is indicative of a single construct of
the extracted EO model and the interaction between them has a significant positive
relationship with performance. These test results fully supported hypothesis 2 and 3 of the
study, while hypothesis 1 was partially supported (risk-taking, innovativeness and
collaborativeness resulted to be dimensions of the EO construct for the case of
agribusinesses in Albania).

7 Discussions

This research focused on advancing the EO literature and its construct understanding
through approaching the triple helix actors™ synergy system aiming to boost agribusiness
sector performance of an emerging economy.

Structural equation modelling was used to test the data collected from 120 agribusinesses
located in Albania. EFA, CFA and SEM analysis results of this study, confirmed the
unidimensionality of the EO and EO-performance models as well as the existence of a
positive relationship between them, as suggested by Covin & Slevin (1986). The study results
are consistent with the literature of entrepreneurship (Cantillon, 1755; Schumpeter, 1911/34)
and EO, where risk-taking and innovativeness are argued to be the most important dimension
of EO. Also, as suggested by Hughes & Morgan (2007), pro-activity did not result to be critical
for the established agribusinesses, and it was excluded from the EO-performance construct.
Another EO factor excluded from this study is autonomy, a dimension included in few EO
studies (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), showing that autonomy does not always positively
contribute to business performance and in some cases, the exercise of autonomy by
employees or working groups can hurt the achievement of the firm’s objectives. While,
instead of competitive aggressiveness, this study suggests as a main factor to foster
innovations and performance in the agribusiness sector collaborativeness. Research findings
show collaborativeness as a dimension of the extracted EO model aiming to provide a
synergy between the entrepreneurial value creation actors. This dimension has a significant
direct contribution to enterprise performance. The fact that there is not a direct significant
positive relationship between agribusiness innovativeness and performance shows that
innovations applied without collaboration and risk-taking will not have a significant positive
impact on performance. The reason behind this result is that the benefits of agribusinesses
from innovation are not immediate and in the short run are low. Investments in innovation are
long-term investments that contain numerous uncertainties and risks. This shows a direct and
inevitable link between innovativeness and risk-taking factors. For this reason, the necessity
of various collaborations with both governmental institutions, research institutions and the
sector, in the agribusinesses context of an emerging economy is a must to increase the
opportunities for better performance in the sector. Knowledge development is a key
component of innovation and therefore importance is given to its development and transfer
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models. Interaction between government institutions — research institutions — and industry, is
a necessity in the implementation of innovations toward sustainable development as the
synergy provided with these collaborations would minimize the risk associated by the
institutional instability and boost entrepreneurship.

Conclusions and implications

Entrepreneurship researchers have called for more investigation on the contribution of
context in advancing entrepreneurship theory. The current research aimed to extend the EO
literature by focusing on an emerging market of a transition economy, identified with its
adverse and unstable operating environment. The study provided a new approach of
performance enhancement in the agribusiness sector by introducing collaborativeness as a
new dimension of a synergic EO model. The study presented an appraisal and affirmation of
the EO construct on a sample study of 120 agribusinesses in Albania. Albania is a developing
country, which has 28-years (1990-2018) experience of democracy and a free market.
Agribusiness is a very important sector of this economy, employing more than half of the
workforce and contributes around to fifth of the GDP. Because of the low profits of the sector,
the number of employees is decreasing each year.

This research presented the agribusiness context, a fragile sector, operating in the hostile
environment of a developing country. Based on the triple helix model, collaborativeness
focused on the different forms of collaboration between research institutions, government
institutions, and the industry itself. These synergic collaborations are key to the development
of the innovation process, to reducing the risk that businesses continuously face, and
foremost for a sustainable development of the economy. According to the research results,
the obtained synergic EO model is expected to further sustain and stimulate entrepreneurship
through agribusinesses’ performance enhancement.

The study brings distinct contributions that have critical theoretical implications. First,
entrepreneurship researchers have asked for increased investigation on the role of context
in advancing entrepreneurship theory. Considering the agribusiness sector in an emerging
market economy is crucial for entrepreneurship research, so this study has a deep
contribution to the course of entrepreneurship research contextualization, as well as to the
EO-performance relationship literature. Second, the study acknowledges that collaboration
is a dimension of synergic EO. For this fragile sector of an emerging economy, it is rough to
be entrepreneurially oriented, be a risk-taker and innovator, without the presence of the
continuous collaboration mechanisms. Third, it was revealed that entrepreneurial behaviour
is set apart from the “undo-the-competitors” posture by competitiveness achieved through
different types of collaborations. Lastly, these study results invite entrepreneurship scholars
to further exploit the impact of academia-industry-government collaborations on the
entrepreneurship process and entrepreneurial performance for other emerging economies as
well as developed ones and other sector contexts.

Besides the theoretical implications, this study has also some practical implications for
policymakers and agribusiness entrepreneurs. The research results feature the urgency in
advancing the policy-making conditions, building a convenient external environment for this
fragile sector to properly grow and develop an appropriate innovation policy. Study findings
suggest that innovative practices undertaken by agribusinesses would not boost their
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performance unless they are associated with collaborative initiatives within the triple helix
synergy environment.

The study finding provides an improved perception of EO-performance relationship in the
context of an emerging market, agribusiness sector, of a transition economy. Thus,
policymakers, agribusiness entrepreneurs, researchers, not only in Albania but also in other
developing economies or emerging markets, can take consideration of the study results in
their decision making. Moreover, this study is a pioneer in examining synergy and EO role on
the performance of the agribusiness sector in emerging economies. The findings of this study
can be useful to other emerging countries in need to triple helix actors support not only the
agribusiness sector but also other fragile sectors important to country development which
provide a competitive advantage.
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Appendix

Table Al | Dimensions and statements used to measure EO

Dimension Coding Statement
11 In general, top managers of my firm favor a strong emphasis on R&D,
technological leadership, and innovations.
Innovativeness 12 My firm has marked many new lines of products and services in the
past 5 years.
13 Changes in products or services of my firm have usually been quite
dramatic in the past 5 years.
P1 In dealing with its competitors, my firm typically initiates actions which
competitors then respond to.
Proactiveness P2 In dealing with its competitors, my firm is very often the first business
to introduce new product/services, administrative techniques,
operating techniques, etc.
P3 In dealing with its competitors, my firm typically adopts a very
competitive “undo-the-competitors” posture.
R1 In general, top managers of my firm have a strong proclivity for high-
risk projects (with chance of very high return).
Risk-taking R2 In general, top managers of my business organization believe that
owing to the nature of the environment, wide-ranging acts are
necessary to achieve the firm’s objectives.
R3 When confronted with decision-making situations involving
uncertainty, my firm typically adopts a bold, aggressive posture to
maximize the probability of exploiting potential opportunities.
Al My firm requires individuals or teams to rely on senior managers to
guide their work.
A2 In general, the top managers of my firm believe that the best results
occur when the CEO and top managers provide the primary impetus
Autonomy for pursuing business opportunities.
A3 In my firm individuals and/or teams pursuing business opportunities
are expected to obtain approval from their supervisor(s) before making
decisions.
Ad In my firm the CEO and top management team play a major role in
identifying and selecting the entrepreneurial opportunities my firm
pursues.
Competitive CA My firm is very aggressive and intensively competitive.
aggressiveness
C1 My firm collaborates with universities or research institutions.
) Cc2 My firm collaborates with governmental institutions.
Collaborativeness c3 My firm collaborates with business associations.
C4 My firm collaborates with domestic businesses.
C5 My firm collaborates with foreign businesses.
C6 My firm collaborates with innovation NGOs.

Source: author
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