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Abstract 
This paper explores the concept of market orientation in the context of startup companies. The link 

between market orientation and performance has been abundantly researched. However, the effect 

of market orientation within startups specifically, has not been researched. The goal of this research 

was to find out to what extent startups adopt market orientation, and how market orientation in 

conjunction with the lean startup method could be developed to increase startup performance in 

different phases.  

To achieve this, 172 startups within the Netherlands and Belgium were surveyed about their market 

orientation, lean startup method application and growth performance. 

The quantitative data analysis has shown that market orientation is more pronounced in startups 

than in two samples of established companies that were researched previously. The performance (or 

success) of startups was measured as ‘’employee growth rate’’ and ‘’revenue growth rate’’. Startup 

performance was found to be significantly positively influenced by market orientation and the phase 

of the startup. No significant relationship between the lean startup method and performance was 

found. Additionally the marketing function and the international ambitions of a startup had a positive 

effect on startup performance. Company age on the other hand, negatively influences the 

performance/growth of a startup. 

The research concludes that market orientation from an early stage is beneficial for startups. To 

achieve success a startup is recommended to focus on moving on to the next phase while 

maintaining a market oriented approach. As apposed to setting continuity as a primary goal. The 

paper has found significant statistical evidence to support these claims in the combined Dutch and 

Belgian startup climates.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1 Research motivation 
A successful startup is an entrepreneur’s holy grail. The quest to finding it however, is not an easy 

one. Estimates indicate only 1 in 10 start-ups actually becomes successful (Patel, 2015). This means 

roughly 90% of all startups will fail. More scientific and specific numbers are difficult to come by, but 

the bottom line is: any startup company is much more likely to fail than to succeed. If successful 

however, a startup could possibly reach ‘’unicorn’’ status. 0,07% of all venture backed startups reach 

the magic $1 billion valuation which classifies a company as a ‘’unicorn’’. From European startups 

founded in the past decade 27 have reached the magic $1 billion marker. (Trajkovska, 2019) 

Even though the failure rate of startups is high, startups can be of significant importance to a 

country’s economy. According to de Mol (2020) startups in the Netherlands have created over 

100.000 jobs in the last 2 years alone. In addition, from 2013 to 2020 startups have provided the 

Netherlands with approximately 44 billion euros in economic value. 

Research by CBINSIGHTS (2019) shows that the most common reason for the failure of startups is the 

lack of market need. One of the basic elements in business model design is the analysis of market 

need, if the most common reason for failure is insufficient- or no market need, then perhaps startups 

do not put enough thought or effort in market research and the demand of their product or service. 

Hence, it seems that many start-up companies focus too much on the relative advantages of product 

or innovation without considering how their product reflects actual or latent customer needs. 

Considering the chances of success and failure, a well-known mantra of startups is: Fail fast, and fail 

often. This means entrepreneurs should not continue a concept which is destined to fail. Eventual 

success may be more likely to occur by cutting losses and attempting something radically new. 

By increasing and expediting the process of market orientation, startups should be able to assess the 

viability of their business idea and either better address the market need or realize their idea is 

destined to fail, cut their losses and invest time and resources in a different idea, thus significantly 

increasing their chances of eventual success. Not only can startup success rates be increased, also 

the waste of resources and time that is unnecessarily invested in unsuccessful startups can be 

reduced. As ‘’The biggest waste is creating a product or service that nobody needs’’ (Mueller & 

Thoring, 2012). In today’s sustainability environment this should prove an interesting concept.  

Startups generally operate in a relatively new and highly uncertain environment, inexperience of the 

entrepreneur(s) could explain a lack of understanding in the concept and importance of market 

orientation. (Bhuian, Menguc & Bell, 2005) Or perhaps a lack of resources in the early stages of a new 

venture forces startups to make concessions on market orientation. Acquiring additional data about 

the degree of market orientation in startups  can perhaps provide more insights in these theories.  

This research focusses on Dutch and Belgian startups, Both market orientation research has been 

performed in the Netherlands and Belgium, as well as research related to the Dutch and Belgian 

startup ecosystems. However, no research has been found linking market orientation to startups 

specifically. One Study in the Netherlands (Langerak, Hultink & Robben, 2004) has linked market 

orientation to new product development success. Their research focused more on the process of 

new product development in market oriented firms, but shows that market orientation can have a 

significant positive effect on startup related activities in the Dutch market. Langerak et al. (2004) 

found no direct relationship between market orientation and organizational performance. There is 

no existing literature about the specific effects of market orientation in startups. This research 
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attempts to bridge this gap, and find a relationship between market orientation and startup 

performance within the Netherlands, where the literature has not yet found one.  

For many startups the Lean startup method or LSM (Ries, 2011), a method which is currently taught 

to business students on universities worldwide (Blank, 2020), is applied in startup market entry. The 

LSM focusses on the importance of discovering customer needs in order to increase the adoption 

rate of new products and services. Both market orientation- and LSM principles should prove useful 

in startup development. 

1.2 Research objective  
The goal of this research is to examine to what extent startups adopt market orientation in the 

development of their new venture and if this contributes to performance. A second goals is to 

provide insights on how market orientation (both as a logic and practice) can be developed in 

conjunction with the LSM for startups to increase their growth performance. 

1.3 Research question 
‘’ To what extent does market orientation in conjunction with the lean startup method influence 

performance in startup phases?’’ 

In order to answer the research question, this research aims to investigate several concepts. Which 

will be further discussed in the theoretical framework section of Chapter 2 

1.4 Academic relevance 
Sparse academic studies have been performed on the market and sales related aspects of startups. 

Goals of this research are: to confirm or reject that market orientation in startups is lacking, to gain 

insights into why market orientation in many startups receives no or insufficient attention and to 

explore the motives and drivers of startups concerning market orientation.  

By means of this research a clear shortcoming of startups in terms of their ability to adopt market 

orientation may be uncovered, which may potentially provide a concept of low effort and high 

reward if improved and further researched. If the degree of market orientation within startups is 

researched this can provide new insights in the fields of entrepreneurship, strategy and innovation. 

Currently there is a research gap linking startups and market orientation. There is no clear 

understanding of when new companies should start their market orientation. This paper aims to link 

the research concept of marketing orientation to the research concepts of startup companies. 

1.5 Practical relevance  
The practical relevance is the prime antecedent for this research. STEM Industrial marketing and 

Salemate are innovation network organizations that host business development programs in 

industrial marketing, sales and innovation. Willem de Vries from STEM and Hugo Stijnen from 

Salemate noticed the problem of insufficient market orientation in startups and indicated scientific 

research could be of significant practical use. Collaborating with both startups and academic 

researchers STEM and Salemate suggested the research topic of this research. Especially for startups 

the information could prove useful. Perhaps the importance of market orientation will become 

evident, and startups can be advised to increasing their market orientation, or at least be made 

aware of the risks of insufficient market orientation. Improvements should be possible without too 

much effort for a startup. Both time and money could be saved both by entrepreneurs and investors.  
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Currently it may be unclear for startups when to start market orientation, if at all. A clear indication 

that market orientation could improve startup performance can provide useful practical information 

for new business ventures and entrepreneurs alike. 
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Chapter 2. Theoretical framework 

2.1 Startups 
In today’s global economy startup firms are considered key players in economic development, 

because of job creation, economic growth stimulus and innovation. (Tripathi et al., 2019) the focus of 

this research is on technical startups and young organizations that are currently in the initial phases 

of starting a company. Scientific and exact numbers about startups are difficult to come by and differ 

for each year, each country, each industry and even for each different definition of success. There is 

no official registration which classifies a company as a startup, the study of startups is therefore, not 

always simple and convenient.  

Blank (2012) defined a startup as: “a temporary organization in search of a scalable, repeatable, 

profitable business model,”. On the other hand Erik Reis (2011) defined a startups as: “a human 

institution designed to create a new product or service under conditions of extreme uncertainty.” 

Reis also states that startups should be focused on growth within a short period of time and should 

have the ambitions to grow on a global scale. This excludes for instance: small restaurants, a 

consultant or a small local shop from the classification of startup (Robehmed, 2013). Crowne (2002) 

described a startup as an organization with limited experience, working with inadequate resources, 

and influenced by several factors, such as investors, customers, competitors, and the use of dynamic 

product technologies. In this research the definition of Reis (2011) is leading. 

The chances of success for a startup company are dependent on many different facets. The 

foundation is a business idea of high standard. However, according to Spinelli et al. (2014) a good 

business idea is not necessarily a good business opportunity, because for every one hundred business 

ideas presented to investors fewer than four receive funding. The success of a startup venture is 

dependent on many more factors, some of the main factors mentioned by Song et al. (2008) are: 

market & opportunity, entrepreneurial team, and resources. As discussed before, according to 

current research the most common reason for failure of startups is the lack of market need. 

(CBInsights, 2019) One of the basic elements in business model design is the analysis of market need. 

According to Hills & Hiltman (2011), the process of marketing is relevant to entrepreneurship in 

capturing opportunities at an early stage. Additionally leveraging knowledge about customers, 

market and technologies creates a competitive advantage (Hills et al., 2008). A focus on customers 

and the market in general, could improve the performance of startups, or at the very least assist in 

the identification of business opportunities. 

2.2 Market orientation 
CBInsights (2019) mentioned the lack of customer need as the main reason startups fail. Market 

orientation is a subject that encompasses the analysis of market need. Considerable research has 

been done in the field of market orientation. Although many similar, but slightly different definitions 

of market orientation exist. Kohli & Jaworski (1994) define market orientation as: ‘’the organization 

wide generation of market intelligence pertaining to customers, competitors, and forces affecting 

them, internal dissemination of the intelligence, and reactive as well as proactive responsiveness to 

the intelligence.’’. According to Slater & Narver (1994) market orientation consists of three major 

components: customer orientation, competitor focus and other significant market influencers such 

as regulators and suppliers. Market orientation is a process that identifies market need, and focusses 

on ‘’creating value for buyers, value that is created through the core competences of a company’’ 

(Slater & Narver, 1994). Slater & Narver have conveniently illustrated in their model (Figure 1) that 

Market orientation should determine the core capabilities of a company, which will then lead to a 

sustainable competitive advantage and favorable business performance. This positive effect on 
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business performance is confirmed by other researchers. (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Perry & Shao, 2002 

& Dwairi et al., 2007, Kirca et al., 2005)  

Figure 1: Market orientation model by Slater & Narver (1994) 

 

Even though the link between Market Orientation and business success has been investigated and 

proved extensively, the link between entrepreneurial ventures such as startups and market 

orientation is scarce. Migliori et al. (2017) performed a study of university spin-offs, and they found 

that firm performance and survival depended on the balance of market orientation and other 

strategic orientations. Concerning this research, market orientation should prove a useful concept in 

counteracting the lack of market need and increasing the performance of companies in general, but 

also startups. 

A startup is designed to create new products and services under uncertain conditions (Ries, 2011). 

The dominant operating environments of startups include new product development. Significant 

amounts of research has been done in the field of new product development and innovation. The 

‘’classic approach’’ of new product development and innovation, is an approach which is led by the 

manufacturer or the new technology that has been developed. This entails that an organization 

develops a new product or service, and the main focus is to manufacture it and sell it to a customer 

without extensive research into what the customer/market needs. Since the late 80’s and early ‘90’s 

the consensus on new product development and innovation research, has shifted from 

manufacturer/technology led or customer-led to an interaction process between manufacturers and 

customers (Renko et al. 2009).  

According to Blank (2020), many companies that bring  new products to the market use some sort of 

‘’the product development model’’. This model starts with a concept product, followed by a 

development, testing and launch phase. Blank argues this approach is flawed, because the greatest 

risk of startups is not in their product, but in the development of customers and markets. If a product 

is finished and production starts, before there is a proper market, start-ups risk depleting one of their 

most important assets: their financial assets. Before a startup can scale up their production, and 

develop a marketing strategy for their products Blank recommends learning and discovering 

customer needs, before scaling up, as an iterative process of new product development. This means 

startups might need to reconsider their short term goals, when current focus is on increasing sales 

without observing market need. Other research confirms  that  new product development projects 

are more likely to achieve success when customer needs are considered than when they are strictly 

based on exploiting a technological opportunity. (Cooper, 1993, Rothwell, 1992, Holt et al., 1984). 

According to Pohl (2014) In a lot of cases the problematic part of a success invention is not the 

invention itself, but the market commercialization of the newly developed technology.  

2.3 Lean startup method 
The LSM (Lean Startup Method) by Ries (2011) evolved from the customer development method by 

Blank (2006). The common good of these methods is that apart from a product development process 

a startup should employ a customer development process. This coincides with what is believed to be 

the main reason for failure of startups: ‘’No market need’’ (CBinsights, 2019). This view that startups 

should focus on customer development is confirmed by the market orientation research of Slater & 

Market Orientation

-Customer driven
-Competitor-focused
-Interfunctionally 
coordinated

Core Capabilities
-Customer service
-Quality
-Innovation

Competitive 
Advantage
-Customer loyalty
-New product success
-Market share

Business Performance
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Narver (1994), who do not focus on startups specifically, but on businesses in general. Their concepts 

of market orientation determining the core capabilities of a company, which will then lead to a 

sustainable competitive advantage and favorable business performance.  

The LSM has grown to become one of the best known methods for creating and managing new 

ventures. (Ries, 2011). According to Jimale (2014) the LSM is a method which employs a strong focus 

on mitigating the high failure rate of new ventures. At the heart of the LSM, a method which is 

currently taught to business students on universities worldwide (Blank, 2020), is the importance of 

discovering customer needs in order to increase the adoption rate of new products and services. 

These customer needs are discovered and learned through primary market research techniques. The 

LSM is about achieving the maximum amount of customer learning, with the least amount of effort.  

According to Harms & Schwery (2019) Entrepreneurs use the LSM to develop their initial idea toward 

a validated and scalable business. Hence, the LSM is a method of opportunity exploration. The LSM 

may be preceded by and interwoven with design thinking that emphasizes that entrepreneurs gain a 

deep understanding of customer/user needs.  

2.4 LSM & Market Orientation 
In this research the market orientation as described by Slater & Narver and Kohli & Jaworski in 

conjunction with the LSM (Ries, 2011) was selected as the theoretical foundation. The focus of this 

research is exclusively upon startup ventures. Different rules apply for early stage startups with a 

conceptual technological idea compared to established companies. When small scale startups 

employ a market orientation strategy they are likely to follow a less formal approach to generate 

market intelligence (Sommer, 2018). Startups are characterized by a high degree of uncertainty (Ries, 

2011) and typically before financing a scarcity of resources. Early-stage-startup-companies are likely 

to have insufficient resources for a full scale market orientation approach. Thus, market orientation 

is suspected to be an incompatible method for at least some startups. Depending on the type of 

startup, the stage the startup is in and the resources available to a startup, perhaps another method 

such as the LSM or an integration of both the LSM and market orientation should be applied. 

A study from Australia found that market orientation and innovativeness in early stage small 

enterprises is related to firm performance. (Seet et al., 2020) Whether market orientation is a 

suitable concept to apply in startups is something to be confirmed by this research. Market 

orientation in the form of development of core capabilities to achieve sustainable competitive 

advantage, could add to the robustness of the lean startup method. Therefore, the aim of this 

research is to find out to what extent startups within the Netherlands adopt a market orientation 

strategy, and perhaps integration or diversion from MO to the LSM can increase market success rates 

of startups. 

According to Harms & Schwery (2019) one of the main dimensions of the LSM is the generation of 

customer insight, which they describe as the capability to understand customers and users deeply. 

They state this approach is built on the market orientation strategy of Slater & Narver (2018). This 

suggests the two concepts (MO & LSM) are complimentary. While there is no specific scale to 

measure the application of the LSM, MO is a concept that can be measured.  

2.5 Startup Phase 
In this research it is expected that the phase of a startup will have an influence on the degree of 

market orientation and the performance of a startup. The age of a company in years, does not 

necessarily coincide with the phase of a company. Even though different phases for companies are 

described in the literature, there is no formal method for describing the phase of a startup 
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specifically. Most business life cycle models use the startup phase as one single element in their 

models. In general startup phases seem to have significant overlap with product development 

phases. Crowne (2002) outlined product development in four life cycle stages, which are startup, 

stabilization, growth, and evolution. Wang et al. (2016) used six product development stages 

(concept, in development, working prototype, functional product with limited users, functional 

product with high growth, and mature product) to analyze the distribution of software startups. 

Van Gelderen et al. (2005) performed a study of startups and included the pre-startup phase. They 

mention four phases. The first phase concerns the development of an intention to start an 

enterprise. In the second phase an entrepreneurial opportunity is recognized and a business concept 

is developed. In the third phase resources are assembled and the organization is created. In the final 

phase the organization starts to exchange with the market. The first phase takes place before the 

startup actually exists. The concept development phase is where an idea may start to be classified as 

a startup. The third and final phase is were a startup becomes tangible. 

Bass (2016) suggests a 5 stage startup model that consists of 1: Problem/Solution Fit 2: Minimum 

Viable Product (MVP) 3:Product/Market Fit 4: Scale 5: Maturity. This model is used as a starting 

point, but for this paper a new startup phase cycle is proposed to analyze the phase of the startup. 

This cycle is also based on product development cycles and the cycles mention by van Gelderen et al. 

(2005), but adapted to be generally used in startup stage identification. Figure 2 shows that the 

proposition of a 5 stage model. Stage 1 is the conceptualization stage in which the idea of the 

company is formed. Stage 2 is the face in which the fit between the product/service and the market 

is developed. In phase 3 the product/market fit is established. Phase 4 is the scaling phase, in which 

the company will attempt to grow into a full enterprise. Ergo, phase5 is defined as: full enterprise. 

Figure 2: Startup phases 

2.6 Startup performance 
Business performance is a concept that is often researched. According to Venkatraman and 

Ramanujam (1986), the most common financial performance is measured on the basis of ROI, ROE, 

profit growth, and sales growth. These indicators are interesting for established companies, for 

startups however, these statistics are not readily available and do not indicate their performance per 

se. Some startups do not even sell a product or service yet, because they are still in the product 

development or conceptualization stage. These ‘’hard numbers’’ do not suffice for startups.  

Some authors measured firm performance using a Likert scale to ask respondents to rate the firm's 

performance compared to its competitors over the last three years from “1” (“very low”) to “5” 

(“very high”) on these items (Wei et al., 2014; Dess and Robinson, 1984; Li and Zhang, 2007). 

However, this is a highly subjective method which does not necessarily capture startup performance, 

but entrepreneurial optimism.  

According to Stefanovic (2010) the easiest method to measure startup success is by assessing the 

survivability of a firm, this can be achieved by following the start-ups from an early phase. Measuring 

motivation, human capital and financial capital. Van gelderen et al. (2005) researched 

entrepreneurial success in the creation of new ventures. They also stressed that to measure the 

Phase 1:
Product/service 
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Phase 2:
Product/service 
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success of startups, they should be measured from the pre-startup phase. To perform this research 

entrepreneurs should be surveyed multiple times over the course of multiple years. A comparable 

approach which includes tracking down and questioning failed startup is beyond the scope of this 

research.  

According to Hmieleski & Ensley (2007) growth is often cited as the most important objective of new 

ventures. To measure this growth, they used revenue growth and employee growth. Hmielski & 

Ensley’s method seems an adequate fit for this research.  

2.7 Hypotheses 

2.7.1 Hypothesis 1 
The main goal of this research is to investigate the relationship between Market Orientation and 

startup performance. There has been significant research on the link between MO and performance, 

and although not conclusive in every paper, or applied to startups. In general most studies found a 

significant positive relationship between MO and performance. (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Perry & 

Shao, 2002 & Dwairi et al., 2007; Kirca et al., 2005 Migliori et al., 2017) It is expected that a higher 

degree of market orientation will lead to higher startup performance. Therefore the primary 

hypothesis is formulated as follows: 

Hypothesis H1: The degree of market orientation is positively related to startup performance. 

2.7.2 Hypotheses 2 & 3 
The literature suggests that the LSM principles can help new ventures in becoming successful. (Ries, 

2011; Jimale, 2014; Blank, 2020) Testing the market using a Minimum Viable Product is one of the 

core principles of the LSM. Application of the recommendations made by the LSM is therefore 

expected to positively influence startup performance as does MO. Releasing a Minimum Viable 

Product to test the market as the LSM suggests, should lead to companies scoring higher on market 

orientation questions. Market orientation and the LSM should be complementary concepts. 

Therefore, the following two hypotheses are proposed. 

Hypothesis H2: The application of the LSM is positively related to startup performance 

Hypothesis H3: The application of the LSM is positively related to the degree of market orientation. 

2.7.3 Hypothesis 4 
Moving a startup to the next phase as described in figure 2 (p.6), is expected to coincide with growth 

and increased performance, to test this, the third hypothesis is formed. 

Hypothesis H4: The later the phase of a startup the higher startup performance. 

2.7.4 Hypothesis 5 
If there is a positive effect of the degree of market orientation and the application of the LSM on 

startup performance, then perhaps this effect will be stronger when applied in an earlier phase. This 

will be investigated by the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis H5: Starting MO & LSM principles at an early phase will have a stronger effect on 

performance than when adopted in subsequent phases. 

2.7.5 Hypothesis 6 
It is expected that the degree of market orientation in startups is lower than in established 

companies. CBInsights (2019) suggested that a lack of market need was the primary reason for 

startup failure. It is expected that market orientation will develop along with the company to achieve 
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the level of established companies somewhere along a startup’s lifespan. This implies that the 

marketing orientation will be significantly lower in the average startup than in established companies 

The data from Kohli et al. (1993) and Ophof (2020) can be used to compare the degree of market 

orientation. This will be investigated in the final hypothesis.  

Hypothesis H6: The degree of market orientation in startups is lower than in established companies. 

2.8 Conceptual model 
To visualize the hypotheses described in the previous subchapter, a conceptual model is formed 

(figure 3). The model consists of 4 variables. startup phase, degree of Market Orientation, Lean 

Startup Method application and startup performance. Startup performance is the dependent 

variable, the other variables are all independent variables. An interaction effect between phase and 

the degree of market orientation and LSM application is to be expected and will be investigated in 

chapter 4. 

Figure 3. Conceptual model 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 
3.1.1 Research approach  
The aim of this research is to explore the degree of market orientation in startups within the 

Netherlands and Belgium. To achieve this a quantitative research was performed. Ultimately 171 

startups filled in the survey. (n=171)  

3.1.2 Geographical location 
The Netherlands and Belgium were chosen for practical reasons. Primarily the research proposal was 

set up for the Dutch startup market. However, the first contact with startups was to take place in the 

area of Eindhoven in coordination with the companies STEM Industrial Marketing Centre and 

Salemate. Eindhoven is a city in the Netherlands close to the Belgian border, and some of their 

contacts were based in Belgium. A higher number of respondents was preferred over limiting the 

research to only the Netherlands. Affinity with the Dutch language and a better understanding of the 

local business culture also motivated the selection of geographical location. 

3.1.3 Type of research 
Quantitative research is the method used in this paper, Quantitative research was chosen over 

qualitative research, because it is better suited for larger samples, to test hypotheses, look at cause 

and effect & make predictions (Williams, 2007; Apuke, 2017,) A requirement of using this method 

was the acquisition of sufficient respondents.  

The quantitative data collection method of the research consists of  a questionnaire that can be 

found in appendix 1. The questionnaire was developed to measure 3 basic constructs, 1: market 

orientation 2: performance 3: LSM application. Additionally a fourth construct was added to uncover 

more about the basic characteristics of a startup, this construct included the international ambitions, 

marketing and sales functions of the startup. The surveys was published using survey software 

Qualtrics, a web-based survey tool. The majority of respondents were contacted via e-mail which 

contained a link to the survey, which they could fill in from their web browser. In the construction of 

the questionnaire, the layout and the content of the e-mail Gideon’s (2016) methods were used. The 

e-mails were short, clear and concise, without pictures or other fancy design as he recommends in 

the Handbook of survey methodology. 

To provide some incentive for participation, respondent could select a box at the end of the survey to 

win a free year membership to STEM Industrial marketing centre. Based on a meta-analysis, Göritz 

(2006) concluded that incentives increase response rates for Web-based surveys. 

After the collection process, the data is exported and analyzed through SPSS, a statistical software 

platform to analyze data and extract insights. The focus of the research is on Marketing Orientation, 

therefore, MO questions shall be prioritized. The goal is to keep the survey short enough to be 

completed within 10 minutes to maintain respondents attention and enable a high amount of fully 

completed surveys. (Gideon, 2016) 

3.1.4 Population and sample size 
The population that will be researched includes all startups within the Netherlands and Belgium. The 

aim was to find a sample size of 40 respondents or more, but preferably a sample size above 100. If 

the sample size would be below 40 respondents a qualitative section would be necessary to make 

assumptions about hypotheses. If the respondents were between 40 and 100 interviews might still 

have been necessary, but if the sample size exceeded 100 respondents interviews would only be 

needed if the data had inexplainable outcomes that would be interesting to explore further. A 
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sample size of approximately 100 is enough to achieve a margin of error of 0,03 with P = 0,5 (Kotrlik 

& Higgins, 2001).  

In total 172 responses have been collected, no qualitative interview methods have been performed. 

Primarily two methods were used to collect respondents. The first method was through the network 

of Willem de Vries from STEM-Industrial marketing centre. Mr. de Vries contacted his business 

network both through LinkedIn and through personal connections with Hugo de Groot from 

SaleMate and GeenPac iLab. These methods resulted in approximately 30 full respondents. The 

exposure of these methods is classified as ‘’large’’, but it is impossible to assess how many startups 

have been contacted exactly. The estimated number of companies contacted through this method is 

500. 

The second data collection method was dubbed the ‘’cold approach’’, a labor intensive, but 

eventually fruitful approach, which mainly consisted of searching startup companies on the internet, 

acquiring their e-mail address and politely asking for participation in the research if the company 

identified as startup or early scaleup. Most of the companies were from lists of startups such as the 

online database CrunchBase (2020) and Techleap (2020), other companies were found manually. 

Usually the contact details were a customer service or general information e-mail address. Often 

times e-mail addresses were out of use, and not every company contacted qualified as a startup. 

Following this method, 2919 e-mail addresses were collected and contacted. Subtracting the 

undelivered e-mails and invalid companies, followed by adding the first approach. An estimate of the 

total startups contacted is around 3000. Which is a response rate of 5,73%. This is not a high 

response rate, but it can be explained by the impersonal approach of an e-mail to a customer service 

address. A bias in respondents must be noted, bankrupt or otherwise failed companies would 

probably not receive the e-mail. All respondents are still actively practicing companies. All valid 

respondents were collected between the 1st of July and the 4th of August.  

As a third data collection method the snowballing effect was used. Respondents were asked to share 

the survey with other startups in their network. Some respondents took the effort to share the 

survey, but the assumption is that not many respondent were gathered by this third method. 

However, no measure to test this assumption is available. 

3.2 Operationalization 

3.2.1 Market Orientation 
There are three main methods for measuring market orientation. Narver and Slater (1990)  propose 

the MKTOR scale, a 15-item scale, which measures customer orientation, competitor orientation and 

inter-functional coordination. Their research has shown these items have a significant effect on a 

company’s profit. Kohli et al. (1993) propose the MARKOR scale. This scale consists of twenty items 

and measures intelligence generation, intelligence dissemination and responsiveness.  

Deshpandé et al. (1993) Proposed a nine-item scale based on a thirty-item list to measure customer 

orientation in Japanese companies. This scale also proved internationally generalizable in research 

they performed in the United States, Germany, France, England, India, Vietnam, Thailand, Hong Kong 

and China.  

Deshpandé and Farley (1998) subsequently performed an international study in which they 

combined al 3 of the scales of  Narver and Slater (1990), Kohli and Jaworski (1990) and Deshpandé et 

al. (1993). They validated the results and reliability of all three scales and judged them to be 

complementary, comparable and interchangeable. They proposed a summarized ten-item scale 

(MORTN) with a focus on customer orientation. 
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In this research the focus is on startup companies. Startup companies generally have a different 

structure and different proprieties then mature existing companies. Therefore the measurement 

scale should be adjusted accordingly. As startups are new companies with usually not too many 

employees Narver and Slater (1990)’s  questions about inter-functional coordination are less 

important, while competitor orientation and customer orientation remain important.  

Kohli et al. (1993)’s MARKOR method, seems most applicable to the startup market orientation 

situation. The questions regarding intelligence dissemination seem less important while intelligence 

generation and responsiveness remain important, some of the questions need to be altered to suit a 

startup situation. The startups that are targeted in this research are in the initial phases. They are not 

expected to have multiple departments. Therefore, the questions will be modified to be relevant for 

companies that operate on a smaller scale and have a shorter life-span. Ultimately 4 questions have 

been removed and 4 questions have been slightly altered, all survey questions can be found in 

appendix 1, questions 8 to 23 are the market orientation questions, totaling 16 questions. All Market 

Orientation questions were to be answered on a 5 point Likert scale, were 1: Strongly disagree 2: 

Somewhat disagree 3:Neither agree nor disagree 4:Somewhat agree 5:Strongly agree. As a 

benchmark Kohli et al. (1993)’s data was used. All questions that have been removed from this 

research, have been removed from the benchmark research. The MO questions are the most 

important part of this research. It is a tested and developed model that has been used and confirmed 

by many researchers. (Kara et al., 2005; Vaerla & del Rio, 2003; Morgan & Vorhies, 2018; Jaworski & 

Kohli, 1993). Although it has not been tested exclusively on startups. It is expected to provide a 

reliable measurement of the construct. 

3.2.2 LSM Application 
During the literature review, no specific scales were found on how to measure the degree of LSM 

application. Ries (2011)’s LSM has a focus on doing market research in the form of minimum viable 

products, to be tested without fully depleting a companies resources. To test if startups applied an 

approach similar to the LSM the following questions were formulated, all questions were answered 

on a 5 point Likert scale: ‘’We release a product or service with minimal effort, in order to test the 

market, before we fully commit to product development.’’, ‘’The product or service we offer can and 

will still be improved.’’, ‘’ The product or service we offer is still in its development phase.’’ And ‘’ We 

offer a finished and final product that cannot be easily changed or modified.’’. The final question is 

reversed to test if a rephrased question would gather the same results. The first question is to 

determine if a MVP was used, while the second to last questions were formulated to test if the 

startup was flexible and viewed their product or service as a work in progress, one that could still be 

developed and tested as Ries (2011) describes in the Lean Startup Method. 

3.2.3 Startup phase 
Three measures were used to determine the phase of the startup in appendix 1 question 2, 4, 25 and 

33. The first measure was the age of the company, the second was the phase of the company as per 

the conceptual model from figure 2 (p.6) that was previously discussed. Then there was a question 

about the first revenue of a company. First revenue should coincide with the phase in which the 

market is entered. The final question was about when the company wanted to fully dedicate itself to 

market research. Apart from company age, all tools to determine the phase of the startup are 

experimental, but should provide a reasonable measure to make statistical inferences. 

3.2. Startup performance 
For the sake of this research a performance measure of the companies in the surveys was required. 

Conventional performance measures such as return on assets do not provide accurate performance 
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indications for startups. To measure startup performance in this research, a method that is 

manageable within a relatively short time period is needed. Also a performance measure that 

collects numerical data is preferred over more subjective measures, but the data should also be 

measurable in all startups by means of a survey. According to Hmieleski & Ensley (2007) growth is 

often cited as the most important objective of new ventures. To measure this growth, they used 

revenue growth and employee growth. In this research revenue growth and employee growth over 

the past 12 months was used to assess startup performance. Question 32 and 34 in appendix 1 were 

used to collect the startup performance data. Care should be taken when making inferences about 

the performance of startups in this research, because if all companies within the sample are active 

companies the results maybe skewed toward the positive side. 

3.2.5 General information 
Some general information questions were added, which may assist in the data analysis at a later 

stage. If no significant relationships were to be found, perhaps one of these questions could 

segregate the data and/or provide additional insights. Firstly a question was asked about the 

business sector in which the company was active. The business sectors (or branche) were copied 

from the Dutch Chamber of Commerce (KvK, 2020). A question about the international ambitions 

was also added. According to Reis (2011) startups should have the ambitions to grow on a global 

scale, this could be checked using this question. In question design Gideon (2016) provides an 

excellent handbook whose theories have been used in many of the question constructed in this 

research. 

3.2.6 Marketing & Sales functions 
Before the questionnaire was released, one of the partner companies in the research reviewed the 

questionnaire and expressed a need for the measurement of the marketing and sales functions. 

Questions 6 and 7 and questions 35, 36, 37, 38 were added to test the marketing and sales functions. 

In a discussion between the researcher, STEM and SaleMate the variables were put together. 

SaleMate is a company that focusses on sales and marketing. The effect of sales and marketing on 

market orientation and startup performance could provide interesting concepts to SaleMate and 

could thus, contribute to the practical relevance of this study. 2 questions were about sales and 

marketing experience, 2 questions were about the number of sales and marketing employees and 2 

questions were about the sales and marketing budgets. (See appendix 1) Conclusively this would add 

2 new constructs to the research: Sales Function and Marketing Function. 

3.2.7 Corona virus measures 
During the research of this paper the covid19 virus broke out. Some respondents indicated that they 

have perceived adverse effects of the corona virus. It was therefore decided to add a question about 

the corona virus half way through the research. According to the Dutch bureau of statistics (CBS, 

2020) the gross domestic product (GDP) declined by 1.5% in the first quarter of 2020 compared to 

the fourth quarter of 2019. In the first 28 weeks of 2020, there were altogether 2,033 bankruptcies 

among companies and institutions in the Netherlands. This is 4 fewer than in the same period in 

2019. The CBS also polled the confidence of entrepreneurs, and although in May entrepreneurial 

confidence displayed a low because of the corona crisis, confidence has been returning gradually 

over the month of June.  

The corona crisis may cause turbulence in the startup environment. However, the concept of market 

orientation should enable a competitive advantage regardless of the market turbulence, competitive 

intensity, or technological turbulence of the market eco-system of the organization (Kohli and 

Jaworski, 1993). 
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Halfway through the data collection process, a question about the corona virus was added. Some 

respondents entered comments that their startups experienced negative effects of the corona virus. 

To map this effect a Likert scale question was developed about the perceived severity of the Corona 

effects. The question was formulated as follows: Have you experienced negative effects of the 

corona virus on your business? This variable could then be compared to startup performance and 

perhaps other variables to see of the data was influenced by the Corona virus. 
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Chapter 4. Results 

4.1 Statistical Analysis 
First, the data was exported from Qualtrics to SPSS. Only completed questionnaires were included in 

the analysis. In total 171 responses were analyzed, comprised of only fully completed questionnaires. 

Before running the descriptive statistics of all data, a critical look at the data revealed some minor 

shortcomings in the dataset, and some of the questions needed to be recoded.  

4.2 Recoding 
Some of the questions in the survey were reversed in order to mitigate a possible halo effect. 6 of the 

market orientation questions were reversed. All 6 have been recoded into new variables for use in 

the statistical analysis so that 1 = negative and 5= positive. 

Subsequently new variables were created. The mean of all marketing orientation questions 

(MeanMO) was computed into a new variable, the mean of the first six market orientation questions 

about information acquisition were computed as a new variable ‘’MeanIA’’, the mean of the two 

questions about information dissemination was computed as ‘’MeanID’’ and the mean of the 

questions about Coordination of Strategic Response was computed as ‘’MeanCSR’’. all questions 

were answered on a 5 point Likert-scale so no further recoding was required. 

The performance measures were both answered on a 9 point scale. The answered values had to be 

recoded for the statistical analysis. For Performance indicator increased revenue over the past year 

the scale was recoded as follows: 1: revenue has decreased, 2: 0%, 3: 0-10% increase, 4: 10-25% 

increase, 5: 25-50% increase, 6: 50-100% increase, 7 100-200% increase, 8: 200-500% increase and 9: 

>500% increase. 

The second performance indicator was number of new employees hired in the past 12 months. This 

variable was recoded as follows 1= 0, 2= 1-2, 3= 3-4, 4= 5-6, 5 =7-10, 6= 10-15, 7= 15-20, 8= 20-25 

and 9= >25. 

Some discrepancy is noted between the measurement scales of the performance indicators. There 

was no option to indicate if a decrease in employees was experienced in the past 12 months, while 

there was an option to indicate if there was a decrease in revenue over the past months. 

Nonetheless the performance measures are both rated on a scale of 1 to 9 and should be adequate 

to assess startup performance. Using a 9 point scale for these performance indicators allowed a new 

variable to be created, the ‘’mean performance’’. Which is the mean of both the revenue increase 

over the past 12 months as the number of employees hired over the past 12 months. 

There are 3 questions about marketing experience: ‘’The person responsible for marketing (can be 

the owner/entrepreneur) has substantial marketing experience.’’, ‘’How many of your employees are 

dedicated to marketing?’’ And ‘’Which percentage of company costs has been spent on marketing 

related activities over the past 12 months (including strategic marketing advice, market research 

and/or marketing communications)?’’ These questions are standardized and the mean of these 3 

questions is added as a new variable (MeanMarketingExp). 

There are 3 questions about sales experience: ‘’The person responsible for sales (can be the 

owner/entrepreneur) has substantial sales experience.’’, ‘’How many of your employees are 

dedicated to sales?’’ And ‘’Which percentage of company costs has been spent on sales related 

activities over the past 12 months?’’ These questions are also standardized and the mean of these 3 

questions is added as a new variable (MeanSalesExp). 
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There are 4 questions concerning the phase of the company: ‘’We are planning to commence market 

research in a later phase.’’ (This question is reversed, and has been recoded to match the other 2 

questions), ‘’When did your company get its first revenue?’’, ‘’How long does your company exist?’’ 

and ‘’In which phase would you say your company is in?’’. These questions are also standardized and 

the mean of these 4 questions is added as a new variable (MeanPhase). 

4 questions about the LSM are also grouped under a new variable (MeanLSM), it consists of ‘’We 

release a product or service with minimal effort, in order to test the market, before we fully commit 

to product development.’’, ‘’The product or service we offer can and will still be improved.’’, ‘’ The 

product or service we offer is still in its development phase.’’ And ‘’ We offer a finished and final 

product that cannot be easily changed or modified.’’ (This final question is reversed to match the 

direction of the other questions). 

The variable ‘’business sector’’ was not exported from Qualtrics to SPSS as a single variable, each 

sector is a separate variable, value 1 indicating the respondent’s company was active in a sector, and 

no value indicating the respondent’s business was not active in the particular sector. A question 

about the effects of the corona virus was added during the data collection period. Not all 

respondents were displayed this question. After this recoding process the descriptive statistics of all 

variables have been collected. 

4.3 Descriptive statistics 
The descriptive statistics table can be found in Appendix 4. 

The mean age of the companies is between 3 and 4 years. Some companies were less than 2 months 

old, while 22 companies were more than 6 years old. Depending on the definition of a startup, 

companies older than 6 years may not qualify as a startup. However, the companies were specifically 

asked to only fill out the questionnaire if they identified as a startup or early scale-up. Several factors 

could lead to a startup being older than 6 years and still qualifying as a startup. An example is the 

internal startup. An existing company that starts a new department dedicated to developing a new 

technology. Or perhaps a company has radically changed their product or service after a couple of 

years, which could have completely reset the company. Considering that only 22 out of 170 are over 

6 years, these companies will be included in the primary analysis as the definitions by Ries (2011) and 

Blank (2012) do not include a clear cut off value, suggesting that companies more than 6 years old 

may also qualify as a startup. 

The mean number of employees of the company ranged from 0 to over 200, with a mean of 15,83. 

One value is missing, so in analysis this response may need to be deleted. 

The table in appendix 3 shows the sectors of  startups. Unfortunately only 145 responses were 

collected. Some companies were active in more than 1 sector and some respondents indicated they 

could not find a sector that applied to their business. Due to these shortcomings, this question will be 

removed from the primary data analysis. 

23 of the respondents indicated that they did not have internationally growth as a company goal, 

depending on the definition of a startup, these companies may not qualify as a startup. For the 

primary analysis these companies will be left in. 
The Likert scale questions show no anomalies, all market orientation questions have been answered. 

None of the respondents answered ‘’strongly agree’’ to the question: ‘’For one reason or another we 

tend to ignore changes in our customers’ product or service needs.’’. Not all respondents answered 
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all questions on the last page. One question was only answered by 163 out of 172 respondents. Some 

of these missing respondents may be removed for further data analysis. 

4.4 Reliability analysis 
According to Taber (2018) Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.7 or higher indicate acceptable internal 

consistency. To test this, firstly all market orientation questions were grouped the results are 

displayed in appendix 5. The Cronbach’s alpha is 0,816, which is acceptable for internal consistency. 

There was only one item that if deleted would slightly increase the Cronbach’s alpha with 0,001. This 

number was so low, it was decided to keep the question in the analysis. Subsequently all the means 

that were created as described in chapter 4.2 were tested. The results can be found in appendix 6. 

The standardized Cronbach’s alpha is 0,765, which satisfies the internal consistency condition. 

4.5 Correlations 
In chapter 4.3 descriptive statistics, it was discovered that some questions of the survey were not 

answered by all respondents. For the regression analysis these cases will be removed. After removal, 

158 respondents remain (n=158).  

Before performing the analysis, the correlations between variables shall be observed. The correlation 

table can be found in appendix 7. A cursory glance at the correlation table reveals a significant 

correlation between market orientation and performance. While the application of the LSM has a 

significant negative relationship on firm performance. There seems to be a significant correlation 

between all included variables and firm performance, except for company age. 

4.6 Hypotheses testing 

4.6.1 Hypothesis 1 
‘’There is a positive relationship between the degree of market orientation and startup 

performance.’’ 

In the correlations table in appendix 7 the correlation between MO and mean performance can be 

found. The correlation is ,308 with a P-value < 0,001 

A regression between MO and Mean performance was also performed. The results are displayed in 

appendix 12 and 13. When Mean MO is regressed with Mean performance an adjusted R squared of 

0,089 is found wit a P-value below ,001. If all separate MO questions are regressed with Mean 

performance the adjusted R squared value increases to 0,099 with a P-value of 0,013.  

All results suggest a statistically significant positive relationship between startup MO and startup 

performance. Hypothesis H1 is therefore, confirmed. 

4.6.2 Hypothesis 2 
‘’ The application of the LSM is positively related to startup performance.’’ 

The LSM construct consists of several questions, ‘’We release a product or service with minimal 

effort, in order to test the market, before we fully commit to product development.’’, ‘’The product 

or service we offer can and will still be improved.’’(MVP), ‘’ The product or service we offer is still in 

its development phase.’’ And ‘’ We offer a finished and final product that cannot be easily changed or 

modified.’’ (This final question is reversed to match the direction of the other questions).  

Firstly the correlation table in appendix 16 is observed. The correlation between mean LSM and 

mean performance is statistically significant. However, if the underlying questions and their 

correlations are observed, only the question ‘’the product or service we offer is still in its 
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development phase is statistically related to performance with a Pearson correlation of -,262 and P 

<0,001. The other questions are not statistically significant. 

When a regression analysis is performed with the variable mean LSM, no relationship is found. 

However, when the LSM variables are added separately as can be observed in the appendix 16 there 

is a relationship with an adjusted r squared of ,132 and a p-value below 0,001. However, 2 of the LSM 

variables have a positive influence on performance, while the other 2 have a negative influence on 

performance. There is more evidence for a negative relationship.  

The construct of measuring the application of the LSM was incorrect. In hindsight, the variable with 

the highest statistical significance ‘’the product or service we offer is still in its development phase’’ is 

perhaps more a question related to ‘’phase’’ than to the LSM. The main question that is truly tests 

the application of LSM is: ‘’We release a product or service with minimal effort, in order to test the 

market, before we fully commit to product development.’’ Which tests whether or not a company 

uses a minimum viable product or MVP. This question is not statistically related to performance.  

There is no relationship found between the application of LSM and firm performance. Hypothesis H2: 

There is a positive effect between the application of the Lean Startup Method and startup 

performance. Is therefore rejected. 

4.6.3 Hypothesis 3 
‘’The application of the LSM is positively related to the degree of market orientation.’’ 

As can be observed in appendix 16, the variable MeanLSM does not correlate with the market 

orientation variables. Again, the question ‘’the product or service we offer is still in it’s development 

phase.’’ does correlate with mean market orientation score.  as was concluded in the previous 

hypothesis, this question does not capture the essence of the LSM, but it captures the phase of a 

company, logically when a company is still in the product development phase, MO and 

performance are lower. This is what the statistically significant correlation confirms, it does not 

confirm a statistical significant relation between the LSM, MO and performance.  When a regression 

model is made (see appendix 17) there is statistical significance, the p value is 0,005. The adjusted R 

square is 0,068. Again, this relationship is only statistically significant because of the question ‘’the 

product or service we offer is still in it’s development phase.’’ and not because of the concept of the 

LSM. 

Hypothesis H3: ‘’The application of the LSM is positively related to the degree of market 

orientation.’’ Is therefore rejected  

4.6.4 Hypothesis 4 
‘’ The later the phase of a startup the higher startup performance.’’ 

The phase of the startup is questioned directly as: ‘’in which phase would you say your company is 

in?’’ However there are more questions related to the phase of a company. As was described during 

the recoding process, the questions: ‘’We are planning to commence market research in a later 

phase.’’, ‘’When did your company get its first revenue?’’ and ‘’How long does your company exist?’’  

also capture the phase of the company. A new variable was made summarizing these 4 questions as 

Mean Phase. The correlation between mean phase and performance is ,374 with a P-value < 0,001 

(See appendix 7). The separate questions in mean phase do not all correlate with performance. The 

question ‘’in which phase would you say your company is in?’’ has a correlation of ,489 with P<0,001. 

And ‘’When did your company get its first revenue?’’ has a correlation of ,339 with P<0,001. The 

other 2 questions are not significantly correlated to performance. 
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 When a regression analysis is run, a better result is achieved, when all 4 phase variables are 

separately added to the regression as opposed to the variable Mean Phase. In appendix 14 an 

adjusted R squared value of ,237 can be observed with a p value below ,001. Therefore, the earlier 

the phase of a startup is positively related to startup performance. When the question ‘’We are 

planning to commence market research in a later phase.’’ Is removed the adjusted R squared value 

increases even further to ,242. The model explains 24,5% of the variance in the dependent variable. 

For these variables it was checked to see if there was a moderator effect present between phase and 

degree of market orientation with performance as the dependent variable. No significant moderator 

effect was found as can be observed in appendix 15. 

Hypothesis H4 is confirmed. 

4.6.5 Hypothesis 5 
‘’Starting MO & LSM principles at an early phase will have a stronger effect on performance than 

when adopted in subsequent phases.’’ 

To make inferences about when startups should start market orientation, the SPSS file was split 

based on the phase of the company. Then another regression was run with mean performance as the 

dependent variable and Mean MO as the independent variable. Subsequently the same was done, 

but then with the age of the company. The results can be found in appendix 21. Concerning phase, 

unfortunately, there weren’t enough respondents that were in the first or last startup phases. Phase 

3 does not show a significant relationship either. However, it does seem that phase 2 shows a 

stronger relationship between MO and performance than phase 4 , and even though phase 1 and 

phase 2 have insignificant results, phase 1 seems to lean more towards a positive relationship than 

phase 5. This may imply that the earlier the phase, the greater the effect of MO on performance. 

When the regression is observed when the data is split for age, there are 2 significant age groups, 1-2 

years and 3-4 years have a P-value <0,05. The former group has a higher B value than the latter. 

Although they are close and the results could be just in this sample, it implies that the earlier the 

phase, the greater the effect of MO on performance. When the dataset is split in two, where group 1 

is the first two phases of a startup and group 2 is the last three phases of a startup. The regression 

between MO, LSM and performance is displayed in appendix 21B. The results indicate that increasing 

market orientation at the early phases has a statistically significant effect on performance while 

market orientation does not have a statistically significant effect on performance in the later 3 

phases. 

The LSM variable again isn’t significant, which leads to the rejection of H5, but MO seems to have a 

stronger effect on startup performance in earlier phases. 

 4.6.6 Hypothesis 6 
‘’The degree of market orientation in startups is lower than in established companies.’’ 

To test hypothesis 6 the mean scores of Kohli & Jaworski (1993) will be compared to the mean scores 

of the sample in this research. Appendix 2 shows the means to each question of Kohli et al. (1993) 

and the means for each question in the current dataset. Only the same questions were used from 

both researches. An independent samples T-test to compare the means cannot be used, since the full 

original dataset by Kohli & Jaworski (1993) is unavailable. However, an approximation can be made. 

The data from the startup dataset has a market orientation mean and standard deviation of 3,9192 

and ,54146 respectively. With a 95% confidence interval between 3,8375 and 4,0010. The research 

by Kohli & Jaworski (1993) subdivided their researched group in Marketing and non-Marketing 

related companies. The non-marketing companies scored 3,7381 and the non-marketing companies 
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scored: 3,6375 (both score is after reversing the applicable questions to match the dataset). Both 

numbers fall outside of the 95% CI that was found in this research and strongly suggests the Market 

Orientation in startups is higher than in established companies. However, it is not yet conclusive. To 

make more conclusive inferences other, and preferably more recent statistics need to be compared. 

The questions and their individual scores can be found in Appendix 2. 

Recent research by Ophof (2020) also in a collaboration with STEM industrial marketing centre and a 

University of Twente student has shown that in a sample of 96 B2B organizations the mean score of 

Market Orientation as per Kohli and Jaworski’s (1993) MARKOR scale was 3,502 with a standard 

deviation of 0,604 When the means between Ophof’s research and this (Beltman’s) research are 

compared by independent t-test, the two-tailed P value is less than 0.0001. By conventional criteria, 

this difference is considered to be extremely statistically significant. The mean of Ophof minus 

Beltman equals -0.4173000. The 95% confidence interval of this difference: From -0.5591200 to -

0.2754800. Intermediate values used in calculations:  t = 5.793,  df = 265, standard error of difference 

= 0.072. Only considering mean responsiveness the two-tailed P value equals 0.0007. By conventional 

criteria, this difference is considered to be extremely statistically significant. The mean of Ophof 

minus Beltman equals -0.2718000. The 95% confidence interval of this difference: From -0.4284642 

to -0.1151358. Finally the Marketing Orientation information generation will also be compared 

between Ophof and this research. The two-tailed P value equals 0.0182. By conventional criteria, this 

difference is considered to be statistically significant. The mean of Ophof minus Beltman equals -

0.1897000. The 95% confidence interval of this difference: From -0.3469025 to -0.0324975. t = 

2.3760,  df = 265, standard error of difference = 0.080.  

The previous comparisons lead to the rejection of Hypothesis H6. Additionally it can be assumed that 

the opposite holds true. It is proposed that the degree of Market Orientation is higher in startups 

than in the established companies of the other 2 researchers. 

4.6.7 Conceptual model 
The conceptual model in Figure 3 (p.9) is not fully confirmed. The construct of LSM could not be 

proved. All other variables and relationship in the conceptual model seem to be statistically 

confirmed.  
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4.6.7 Additional concepts 

4.6.7.1 Marketing and sales function on performance 

The marketing and sales functions were measured by means of several questions. ‘’The person 

responsible for marketing (can be the owner/entrepreneur) has substantial marketing experience.’’, 

‘’How many of your employees are dedicated to marketing?’’ And ‘’Which percentage of company 

costs has been spent on marketing related activities over the past 12 months (including strategic 

marketing advice, market research and/or marketing communications)?’’ These questions are 

standardized and the mean of these 3 questions is added as a new variable (MeanMarketingExp). 

 ‘’The person responsible for sales (can be the owner/entrepreneur) has substantial sales 

experience.’’, ‘’How many of your employees are dedicated to sales?’’ And ‘’Which percentage of 

company costs has been spent on sales related activities over the past 12 months?’’ These questions 

are also standardized and the mean of these 3 questions is added as a new variable (MeanSalesExp). 

When a regression analysis is performed between  marketing- and sales function and performance. 

The highest R square was found when the variables ‘’how many of your employees are dedicated to 

marketing & sales?’’ And ‘’which percentage of company costs has been spent on sales related 

activities over the past 12 months?’’ are regressed with ‘’mean performance’’. As can be observed in 

appendix 18. With an adjusted R squared value of ,146 and a p value below 0,001 there is a 

significant positive relationship between the marketing and sales functions and startup performance. 

It must be noted however, that employees dedicated to marketing and employees dedicated to sales 

explain the main positive effect on firm performance. Firm performance consists of increase in 

employees and increase in revenue. Both the dependent and independent variables have an element 

of number of employees. Therefore, another regression will be performed to see if the effect is also 

significant when only considering the increase in revenue as a performance measure. This drastically 

decreases the adjusted R squared to ,056. However, the relationship is still statistically significant 

with a p value of 0,008.  

4.6.7.2 Corona effects 

Midway through the research, a question about the coronavirus was added. The respondents whom 

did not answer the question about the severity of the coronavirus were removed. Ultimately 57 cases 

have been removed, resulting in n=101. Subsequently another regression analysis is performed to 

test the perceived effects of the corona virus on startup performance. As can be observed in 

appendix 19, there is no statistically significant relationship between the perceived effects of the 

corona virus and startup performance. There is a low adjusted R squared value of ,024 and the p 

value is above 0,05. To further test the influence of the corona virus a correlation matrix is shown in 

the appendix. This matrix does not show any correlations between the perceived effects of the 

corona virus and any of the variables in this research.  

4.6.2 Regression model 
Before a regression analysis can be performed, firstly the assumptions of normality, 

homoscedasticity, linearity and multicollinearity must be tested. (Osborne & Waters, 2002)  

The assumption of normality is met, the pp plot in Appendix 8 shows that the dots follow the line. All 

variables were checked and meet the normality assumption.  

To check the homoscedasticity assumption a residual plot is made between the predicted residuals 

and the standardized residuals. As can be seen in appendix 9, the homoscedasticity assumption is 

met. The scatterplot shows no ‘’funnel’’ shape which would indicate heteroscedasticity. The residuals 
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plot resembles a ‘’football’’ shape, which is an indication of homoscedasticity. The linearity 

assumption is also met, as can be observed in the scatterplot with fitted line in appendix 10.  

To check the assumption of multicollinearity, the Variance Important Factors (VIF) values are 

calculated in SPSS. The literature suggests the maximum VIF value is ‘’5’’ (Ringle et al., 2015). Some 

authors argue values below ‘’10’’ can still be used (Hair et al, 1995). In ideal circumstances all VIF 

values are below 3, suggesting low correlation among variables. In appendix 11, the VIF values can be 

observed. All variables score below 3 on VIF, so the multicollinearity assumption is also met. 

All assumptions are satisfied, and regression can be commenced. The independent variable is mean 

performance, consisting of the scaled revenue increase over the past 12 months and the amount of 

new employees hired over the last 12 months. A top-down approach was used in assessing which 

independent variables would be added to the regression equation. In appendix 12 there are several 

examples of model summaries that have been used in finding the best regression coefficients. The 

variables with the highest p-values were removed first, the primary focus was to achieve a high 

adjusted R square value. The trial and error approach yielded the final model displayed appendix 11.  

The model displayed in appendix 23 shows an adjusted R squared value of ,395 this suggests that 

39,5% of the variance in the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. The 

ANOVA table shows that there is a statistically significant finding, with a P-value below 0,001. The 

coefficients table indicates that there is a significant statistical relationship between the mean 

market orientation score and startup performance. For every point that the marketing orientation 

score increases, it is expected that startup performance increases with 0,512 on the scale. The results 

suggest there is a significant positive relationship between the degree of market orientation and 

startup performance. Some of the variables that are included in the model have a P-value above 

0,05. These include all the LSM variables and the sales experience variable. Even though the adjusted 

R squared is higher with these variables in, for the construction of the final research model it should 

be considered to remove these variables from the equation. Sales experience even seems to have a 

negative influence on firm performance, this variable will also be removed.  

In the previous hypothesis testing and discussion the conclusion was drawn that the LSM application 

variable was invalid and not every concept was significant enough to put in the model. Therefore, 

another regression model is made in SPSS. (Appendix 24) Including the variables of the final model 

that is proposed in this research. All variables with a P-value > 0,05 have been removed. The new 

model has an adjusted R squared of ,378, which means the variance in the dependent variable is 

explained by the model for 37,8%. The model is highly significant with a P-value < 0,001. The 

unstandardized B values in the coefficients table in appendix 24 indicate the expected strength of 

each variables, since the independent variables have been standardized to Z-scores. All variables 

have a significant positive effect on firm performance, except for the age of a company, which has a 

significantly negative effect on the performance of startups.  
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

5.1 Discussion of the results 
From the offset of this research, the goal was to answer the main research question: 

‘’ To what extent does market orientation in conjunction with the lean startup method influence 

performance in startup phases ‘’ 

To answer this question 172 startup companies were investigated within the Netherlands and 

Belgium. Among other concepts the startups were polled to discover the degree of market 

orientation, in conjunction with the LSM, their performance and their marketing and sales functions. 

The results section revealed that startups within the Netherlands and Belgium adopt market 

orientation to a large extent. Even more so than the average of existing companies as was 

investigated by Kohli et al (1993) and Ophof (2020). This is a surprising result, since the hypothesis 

was that the extent to which MO was applied would be low compared to other companies. A reason 

for these findings could be that startups are mainly focused on bringing a new product or service to 

the market. To enter a market entrepreneurs must focus on the market to assess the viability and 

future of their company, hence market orientation is higher. An established company may have 

returning customers and is focused on the other business processes of their company. Maybe there 

is a stronger focus on efficiency and cost-reduction, because they already have solidified their 

position within the market and the market is not expected to be as volatile on the short term, thus, 

market orientation is lower. Additionally, the surveyed startups included only companies that were 

still actively practicing, maybe companies that apply little market orientation fail sooner and are 

therefore not considered in this research. This possibility will be further discussed in the limitations 

section. 

Another notable statistic was that there was a positive relationship between the degree of market 

orientation and firm performance, this could imply that a marketing orientation focus increases the 

market success rate. It has been proved that market orientation can lead to better performance in 

several studies. This has also been proven to be the case for the startups in this sample. 

The results imply that even though there is a statistically significant relationship between ‘’LSM 

application and performance’’ and ‘’LSM and market orientation’’. This was the result of a highly 

correlating question within the construct that does not measure LSM. Some of the variables 

measuring LSM application correlated positively to the independent variables while others correlated 

negatively to the independent variables. Although the LSM-variables are related to both MO and 

performance, the construct of LSM seems invalid, this will also be further discussed in the limitations 

section. It is decided to leave the LSM out of the new conceptual model. Since the main concept of 

releasing a MVP was neither related to MO or performance, and the only relationship was found in a 

question that is more related to phase, this research does not indicate a relationship between LSM 

and MO and/or performance. 

The results show that the age of a startup does not influence the performance of a startup. It is 

interesting to see that the phase of a startup does influence the performance of a startup. This 

suggests that continuity does not lead to more performance, but startups need to grow into a 

different phase to experience an increase in performance. 

The company phases were subdivided into 5 phases. The middle phases included the establishing of 

product market fit, entering the market and scaling up. These stages focus on finding a place in the 

market, it seems a logical result that market orientation is increased during these phases. However, 

this logic implies that once a company is a full enterprise and moves on to being an established 
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company, market orientation should decrease. When the mean scores of mean market orientation 

are calculated for each phase, there seems to be a slight decrease when reaching the full enterprise 

phase (see appendix 21).  

The research shows that phase 2 shows a stronger relationship between MO and performance than 

phase 4, and even though phase 1 and phase 5 have statistically insignificant results, phase 1 seems 

to lean more towards a positive relationship than phase 5. This may imply that the earlier the phase, 

the greater the effect of MO on performance. When the regression is observed after the dataset is 

split for age, there are 2 significant age groups, 1-2 years and 3-4 years have a P-value <0,05. The 

former group has a higher B value than the latter. Although they are close and the results could be 

just in this sample, it implies that the earlier the phase, the greater the effect of MO on performance. 

The results in appendix 21B indicate that when the data is split into 2 phase groups, increasing 

market orientation at the first phase group has a statistically significant effect on performance while 

market orientation does not have a statistically significant effect on performance in the later phase 

group. However, the p value is 0,058 it is close to significant and the B and adjusted R squared values 

are considerably lower for the second group than the first group. 

Another interesting result is that an increase in the marketing and sales functions are related to an 

increase in firm performance. Something to consider in this research is that firm performance is 

measured by growth. Growth can lead to an increase in marketing and sales functions. There may be  

an interaction effect between the dependent and independent variables and reversed causality may 

be a factor in this analysis, to make more substantial claims about the interactions of these variables, 

a more extensive literature review is needed. 

The question about the corona virus was the only question that had no correlation with any of the 

variables. Even though 22 out of 110 respondents indicated they experienced severe negative effects 

and 24 out of 100 respondents indicated they experienced moderate negative effects of the corona 

virus. It remains a simple and subjective question, without any backing from the literature. It is still 

striking that it is the only variable without any correlation. Perhaps the effects will only be perceived 

after a certain timespan, but perhaps it is comforting to see the corona virus has not impacted the 

startups in this research significantly. 

5.2 Research model 
To visualize all the variables that were tested in the survey a final regression model was made (See 

appendix 12). In the final regression model, a few other significant variables have been found, even 

though the theoretical foundation is not discussed further in this research. (It was beyond the scope 

of this research) an example of this model can be found in appendix 22. It is interesting to see that 

international ambitions and marketing function have a positive effect on firm performance. Sales 

function does not have an effect on this performance. 

5.3 Practical Implications 

The aim of this research was to find the degree of market orientation in startups and to explore 

opportunities for startups to increase market orientation. Market orientation in startups is higher 

than in the companies studied by Kohli et al. (1992) and Ophof (2020). 

The degree of market orientation is related to startup performance. This indicates that a high market 

orientation stimulates the growth of startups.  

Further implications of this research are that market orientation can help startups with increasing 

performance. Startups market orientation is especially important in the early phases of a company. 
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This research implies that for startups it may proof fruitful to start MO as soon as possible. there is 

an implication that the earlier startups start MO, the greater the effect of MO on performance. The 

phase of the company has a positive effect on the performance of startups. Therefore, another 

implication is that startups should try to move on to the next phase sooner rather than later to foster 

organizational growth, it can be of practical use to set moving on to the next phase as figure 2 (p.6) 

describes as an organizational goal. The age variable suggest that the longer a startup exists the 

lower the growth/performance of a startup. In practical uses this implies that entrepreneurs should 

not aim just for continued existence, but to grow into a new phase. 

A marketing function can support performance/growth in startups, since an increase in marketing 

function has a positive effect on startup performance/growth, hiring new marketing employees or 

increasing the marketing budget is implied to have a positive effect on growth and market 

orientation.  

Another implication of this research is that startups with international ambitions realize more 

performance/growth than startups that focus on a local market. More and greater ambitions lead to 

more growth/performance, organizational and entrepreneurial ambition may be positively related to 

organizational success. 

The research has also shown that increasing sales function does not have a positive effect on startup 

growth. This implies that if a company wishes to achieve growth, hiring extra employees for sales or 

increasing the sales budget does not achieve significant results. 

The research suggests that entrepreneurs should not fear the extent of the coronavirus excessively. 

In moments of uncertainty competitive advantage and growth can be achieved. (Not all business 

sector were represented equally in this research, for more information about which sectors were 

tested in this research appendix 3 can be observed.) 

The research constructs suggest that to increase performance/growth entrepreneurs that 4 practical 

things a startup can do: 

1. Moving on to the next phase, this has the most impact on performance/growth.  

2. Increasing market orientation, this also seems to have a significant effect on achieving more 

performance/growth.  

3. Increasing marketing function, this is also related to increased growth. 

4. Starting MO as early as possible. 

5.4 Theoretical implications 
This research has focused on the influence of market orientation in startups. Although market 

orientation is a well researched topic, it has not been tested on startups specifically. The results of 

this research suggest market orientation is an essential part of startups. Market orientation was 

found to be a highly applied concept in startups. The use of market orientation in startups was found 

to be significantly higher than in existing companies. 

Considering the special circumstances of startups and the scope of this research a different 

performance measure was needed. Performance was linked to growth, a concept that may be new to 

the application of market orientation is that market orientation fosters growth. Perhaps market 

orientation also has an impact on growth within startups. Although growth was already shown to be 

an effect of market orientation and has been linked to performance (Slater & Narver, 1994). It may 

be interesting that if a company wishes to grow, market orientation may be a useful tool to achieve 

this. 
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In the theoretical section a research gap was found in the identification of the stage of a startup. 

Although many models exists about the stages of a company, the startup phase has been subdivided 

into 5 different phases as is shown in figure 2 (p.6). This model has been created specifically for this 

research and had a strong correlation to the variables in this research. This model picks up were van 

Gelderen’s (2005) model focusses on the pre-start up phase and is an adaptation of product 

development phases of Crowne (2002) and Wang et al. (2016). It may prove to be a useful tool in 

further research concerning startups. A gap in the theory has been filled, suggesting that startups 

should start MO as early as possible. 

This research has shown that Kohli et al.’s (1993) MARKOR scale can be used to measure market 

orientation in startups. To use the MARKOR method for startups specifically, some of the questions 

were altered and some questions were removed. Although difficult to prove, it seems that in this 

research the questionnaire adequately measured market orientation. This research increases the 

generalizability of the MARKOR method, and even though the method is almost 30 years old, it still 

seems to be relevant in today’s digitalized startup environment. 

At the last moment, before the commencing of data analysis, the constructs of marketing function 

and sales function were added. Although these constructs do not find their source in the literature, 

they have been identified by companies that work with startups and are active in the marketing and 

sales sectors. A significant impact of marketing function was observed in the model, it is an approach 

that is easily applicable in practice. The theory behind adding to the marketing function, and the 

effect on both performance and market orientation can be interesting for researches and 

practitioners alike. 

Kohli and Jaworski (1993) believed that the concept of market orientation should enable a 

competitive advantage regardless of the market turbulence, competitive intensity, or technological 

turbulence of the market eco-system of the organization. The question about the corona virus 

confirms this theory. The coronavirus caused a global crisis with large expected consequences and 

entrepreneurial turbulence. However, no negative effects have been found in this research. 

Chapter 6. Limitations & future research 

6.1 Limitations 
Although this research has found significant relationships between variables and measured the 

marketing orientation of startups, as was the primary goal of this research. There are also limitations 

to this research. 

The LSM was supposed to play a key role in this research. The construct of LSM application was not 

correctly measured. No grounded statements about the effect of applying the LSM to market 

orientation or firm performance could be made. The reason for this limitation is that no scale was 

found for determining the degree of the LSM. It would have been better to use a more structured 

literature review to find measures for the LSM, like was done in finding measures of market 

orientation and performance. In hindsight there was additional information about measuring the 

LSM available, which may have fitted this research perfectly. Recent research by Harms & Schwery 

(2019) for instance provides an excellent summary of what the LSM entails and how it can be 

measured. They described that the LSM consisted of: customer insight, hypothesis testing, iterative 

experimentation, validation and learning. If their findings and framework were used in this research 

there would probably have been more usable data and the LSM variable would not have to be 

removed from the final model. 
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Another limiting factor of this research is the performance measure. According to Stefanovic (2010) 

the simplest way to define success is by determining whether the business is able to survive, by 

following the start-ups in the early years, where the motivation, human capital and financial capital 

are measured (Van gelderen et al. 2005) and by mailing a questionnaire to the private home 

addresses of the one of the (previous) Co-founders. This type of research provides perspective on the 

motivation, finance and human capital factors. Also, it allows comparing surviving companies with 

failed companies, enabling the researchers to distinguish critical success factors (Watson et al. 1994). 

A time based series was beyond the scope of this research, and so was contacting previous owners 

on their home address. This research uses growth as a performance measure, which is a relevant 

dependent variable, but it is not ideal in measuring performance. 

In hindsight, perhaps a more structured literature review may have prevented the previously 

discussed limitations. A more structured literature review could also have added to the theoretical 

strength of this thesis.  

Lastly, the author of this thesis is not an expert of statistical analysis. Perhaps a more profound 

statistical analysis could contribute more to the concepts investigated in this research. 

6.2 Recommendations for future research 
Considering the limitations of this research particular recommendations can be made for future 

research.  

The influence of the LSM on the degree of market orientation and performance of startups should be 

researched further. It is recommended that the future research employs a measure of the LSM that is 

explicitly backed by the literature, such as the research by Harms & Schwery (2019). Unfortunately, 

the author of this paper stumbled upon this research after the data analysis. 

If possible, a better performance measure should be included in the research. Growth may still be 

used, but a different variable could add to the robustness of the construct. Perhaps a measure such 

as profitability can be found which can be measured in startups. Also it is recommended that in 

future research another Likert scale question about success or performance is added. Although it 

may be a subjective question, it could still add to the robustness of the theories used. 

For future research a method of finding startups that also includes failed startups can be very useful. 

The main question of this research about the degree of market orientation may not hold true for all 

startups, since failed startups have not filled in the survey. Perhaps a time series research could help 

in finding out more about the startups that fail. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion 
To conclude this research the research question will be answered:  

‘To what extent does market orientation in conjunction with the lean startup method influence 

performance in startup phases?’’ 

The sample of startups from the Netherlands and Belgium seems to adopt market orientation to a 

great extent. In fact, these startups score higher on the MARKOR (market orientation) scale than 

established companies in 2 other comparative researches (Kohli et al., 1992, Ophof, 2020). 

This research’s quantitative method of analysis has found that market orientation in startups has a 

statistically significant positive relationship with startup performance, when performance is 

measured as growth.  

Additionally, the phase of the startup has been proven to be positively related to startup 

performance. The higher the phase, the higher the performance of a startup. This suggests that 

moving on to the next phase (as in figure 2, p.6) goes hand in hand with growth performance. 

The effect of MO  on startup performance has been found to be higher in the earlier stages of a 

startup. Even in later phases MO has a significant positive effect on performance, but the effect is 

stronger in the early phases of a startup. If startups have ambitions to grow, it is advised to start MO 

as soon as possible. 

No significant relationship between the application of the LSM and MO or performance has been 

found in this research. 

MO can be developed by starting as early as possible with MO. It is recommended that 

entrepreneurs who run a startup take proper note of which phase they are in and how they can grow 

into the next stage. Just continuity is not sufficient, startups need growth to become successful. 

Increasing the marketing function by hiring more marketing employees or increasing the marketing 

budget can potentially help in achieving more growth.  

Startup companies with international ambitions are by nature focused on growth, this research has 

shown that internationally oriented companies achieve more growth than companies with merely 

local ambitions. 

The goal of this research was to provide new insights in the fields of entrepreneurship, strategy and 

innovation, and to fill the research gap linking startups and market orientation. This goal has been 

achieved, new significant relationships have been found. Hopefully entrepreneurs and future 

researchers can use the concepts of this research in their continued quest for success in the 

turbulent eco-system of startups. 
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Appendix  
Appendix 1: Survey Questions 

1. How many employees currently work for your company? A:0-200 

2. How long does your company exist? A: 0-2 months, 3-4 months, 5-6 months, 6-12 months, 1-

2 years, 3-4 years, 5-6 year, >6 years 

3. In which industry does your company operate? A: Advice & consultancy; Hotel, restaurants 

and bars; Agriculture; IT, media and communications; Construction, installation and 

infrastructure; Industrial; Culture and sports; Education and training; Minerals; Real estate; 

Energy; Personal services and non-profit; Financial services; Transportation, postal services 

and storage; Health care and social services; Water and garbage disposal; Wholesale & retail; 

Business services 

4. In which phase would you say your company is in? A:Figure 2 

5. The goal of our company is to grow internationally.  

6. The person responsible for marketing (can be the owner/entrepreneur) has substantial 

marketing experience. 

7. The person responsible for sales (can be the owner/entrepreneur) has substantial sales 

experience. 

8. In this startup, we meet with customers to find out what products or services they will need 

in the future. 

9. In this startup, we do a lot of in-house market research. 

10. We are slow to detect changes in our customers’ product preferences. 

11. We ask end users to assess the quality of our products and services. 

12. We are slow to detect fundamental shifts in our industry (e.g., competition, technology, 

regulation). 

13. We periodically review the likely effect of changes in our business environment (e.g., 

regulation) on customers. 

14. We frequently discuss market trends and developments internally and/or with advisors. 

15. Data on customer satisfaction is discussed internally and/or with advisors on a regular basis. 

16. It takes us forever to decide how to respond to our competitors’ price changes. 

17. For one reason or another we tend to ignore changes in our customers’ product or service 

needs. 

18. We periodically review our product development efforts to align the product with customer 

needs. 

19. We periodically have meetings to plan a response to changes taking place in our business 

environment. 

20. If a major competitor were to launch an intensive campaign targeted at our customers, we 

would implement a response immediately. 

21. Customer complaints fall on deaf ears. 

22. Even if we came up with a great marketing plan, we probably would not be able to 

implement it in a timely fashion. 

23. When we find that customers would like us to modify a product or service, the people 

involved (including our business partners) make concerted efforts to do so. 

24. At this moment we do not have the resources for thorough market analysis. 

25. We are planning to commence market research in a later phase. 

26. Market orientation currently has a low priority for us. 

27. We release a product or service with minimal effort, in order to test the market, before we 

fully commit to product development. 
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28. The product or service we offer can and will still be improved. 

29. The product or service we offer is still in its development phase. 

30. We offer a finished and final product that cannot be easily changed or modified. 

31. Have you experienced negative effects of the corona virus on your business? 

32. In the past 12 months your company's revenue has grown with the following percentage: 

A:0%, 0-10%, 10-25%, 25-50%, 50-100%, 100-200%, 200-500%, >500% 

33. When did your company get its first revenue?A: No revenue yet, 1-2 months ago, 2-5 months 

ago, 6-12 months ago, 1-2 years ago, 3-4 years ago, > 4 years ago 

34. How many new employees have been hired in the past 12 months?A: 0, 1-2, 3-4, 5-6, 7-10, 

10-15, 15-20, 20-25, >25 

35. How many of your employees are dedicated to marketing? A: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,>5 

36. How many of your employees are dedicated to sales? A: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,>5 

37. Which percentage of company costs has been spent on sales related activities over the past 

12 months? A:0%, 1-2%, 3-5%, 6-8%, 9-11%, 12-15%, 16-20%, 21-30%, >30% 

38. Which percentage of company costs has been spent on marketing related activities over the 

past 12 months (including strategic marketing advice, market research and/or marketing 

communications)? A: 0%, 1-2%, 3-5%, 6-8%, 9-11%, 12-15%, 16-20%, 21-30%, >30% 

Appendix 2 Market orientation questions means 

 

  

K&J Marketing K&J non-marketing NL + BE Startups

Q1 4,41 3,91 4,26

Q2 3,39 3,19 3,57

Q3 (R) 3,55 3,6 3,8363

Q4 3,94 3,38 4,32

Q5 (R) 3,71 3,78 3,8129

Q6 3,73 3,9 3,64

Q7 3,63 3,63 4,06

Q8 3,49 3,17 3,84

Q9 (R) 3,93 3,61 4,0468

Q10 (R) 3,78 3,77 4,1404

Q11 3,71 3,81 4,31

Q12 3,41 3,55 3,6

Q13 3,84 3,61 2,95

Q14 (R) 4,24 4,07 4,4854

Q15 (R) 3,54 3,61 3,8129

Q16 3,51 3,61 4,05

Average 3,738125 3,6375 3,92091875
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Appendix 3: Business sector 

Answer % Count 

Advice & consultancy 17.24% 25 

Agriculture 5.52% 8 

Construction, installation and infrastructure 0.00% 0 

Culture and sports 2.76% 4 

Minerals 0.69% 1 

Energy 4.14% 6 

Financial services 4.14% 6 

Health care and social services 12.41% 18 

Wholesale & retail 5.52% 8 

Hotel, restaurants and bars 0.00% 0 

IT, media and communications 0.00% 0 

Industrial 12.41% 18 

Education and training 6.90% 10 

Real estate 4.83% 7 

Personal services and non-profit 1.38% 2 

Transportation, postal services and storage 0.00% 0 

Water and garbage disposal 2.76% 4 

Business services 19.31% 28 

Total 100% 145 
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Appendix 4: Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

How long does your 

company exist? 

171 2 9 6,76 1,304 

How many employees 

currently work 

for your company? - Number 

of employees 

170 ,00 200,00 15,8294 33,17232 

In which phase would you 

say your company is in? 

170 1 5 3,08 1,043 

The goal of our company is 

to grow 

internationally. 

171 1 5 4,15 1,283 

The person responsible for 

marketing (can be the 

owner/entrepreneur) has 

substantial marketing 

experience. 

171 1 5 3,43 1,337 

The person responsible for 

sales (can be the 

owner/entrepreneur) has 

substantial sales experience. 

171 1 5 3,63 1,283 

In this startup, we meet with 

customers to find out what 

products 

or services they will need in 

the future. 

171 1 5 4,26 1,070 

In this startup, we do a lot of 

in-house market research. 

171 1 5 3,57 1,122 

We 

are slow to detect changes in 

our customers’ product 

preferences. 

171 1 5 2,16 1,033 

We ask end users to assess 

the quality of our products 

and services. 

171 1 5 4,32 ,879 

We 

are slow to detect 

fundamental shifts in our 

industry (e.g., competition, 

technology, regulation). 

171 1 5 2,19 1,178 
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We periodically review the 

likely effect of changes in our 

business 

environment (e.g., 

regulation) on customers. 

171 1 5 3,64 1,089 

We frequently discuss 

market trends and 

developments internally 

and/or 

with advisors. 

171 1 5 4,06 ,959 

Data on customer 

satisfaction is discussed 

internally and/or with 

advisors on a regular basis. 

171 1 5 3,84 1,099 

It 

takes us forever to decide 

how to respond to our 

competitors’ price changes. 

171 1 5 1,95 1,022 

For 

one reason or another we 

tend to ignore changes in our 

customers’ product or 

service needs. 

171 1 4 1,86 ,948 

We periodically review our 

product development efforts 

to align the 

product with customer 

needs. 

171 1 5 4,31 ,806 

We periodically have 

meetings to plan a response 

to changes taking place 

in our business environment. 

171 1 5 3,60 1,249 

If a major competitor were to 

launch an intensive 

campaign targeted at 

our customers, we would 

implement a response 

immediately. 

171 1 5 2,95 1,271 

Customer complaints fall on 

deaf ears. 

171 1 5 1,51 ,792 
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Even 

if we came up with a great 

marketing plan, we probably 

would not be able to 

implement it in a timely 

fashion. 

171 1 5 2,20 1,198 

When we find that customers 

would like us to modify a 

product or 

service, the people involved 

(including our business 

partners) make concerted 

efforts to do so. 

171 1 5 4,05 ,947 

At this moment we do not 

have the 

resources for thorough 

market analysis. 

171 1 5 3,16 1,250 

We are planning to 

commence market research 

in 

a later phase. 

171 1 5 2,63 1,270 

Market orientation currently 

has a low priority 

for us. 

171 1 5 1,82 ,992 

We release a product or 

service with minimal 

effort, in order to test the 

market, before we fully 

commit to product 

development. 

171 1 5 3,18 1,323 

The product or service we 

offer can and will 

still be improved. 

171 1 5 4,66 ,652 

The product or service we 

offer is still in its 

development phase. 

171 1 5 3,34 1,293 

We offer a finished and final 

product that 

cannot be easily changed or 

modified. 

171 1 5 1,91 1,187 
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In the past 12 months your 

company's revenue has 

grown with the following 

percentage: 

165 1 9 4,35 2,456 

When did your company get 

its first revenue? 

168 1 7 4,48 2,000 

How many new employees 

have been hired in the past 

12 months? 

171 1 10 2,92 1,841 

How many of your 

employees are dedicated to 

marketing? 

169 1 7 2,09 1,174 

How many of your 

employees are dedicated to 

sales? 

170 1 7 2,32 1,429 

Which percentage of 

company costs has been 

spent on sales related 

activities over the past 12 

months? 

163 1 9 4,33 2,349 

Which percentage of 

company costs has been 

spent on marketing related 

activities over the past 12 

months (including strategic 

marketing advice, market 

research and/or marketing 

communications)? 

164 1 9 3,98 2,302 

Have you experienced 

negative effects of the 

corona virus on your 

business? 

110 1 4 2,36 1,073 

IA3R 171 1,00 5,00 3,8363 1,03303 

CSR1R 171 1,00 5,00 4,0468 1,02218 

CSR2R 171 2,00 5,00 4,1404 ,94754 

CSR6R 171 1,00 5,00 4,4854 ,79229 

CSR7R 171 1,00 5,00 3,7953 1,19764 

IA5R 171 1,00 5,00 3,8129 1,17826 

Mean Market Orientation 

Score 

171 1,81 4,94 3,9192 ,54146 

MeanPerformance 171 1,00 8,00 3,6579 1,63012 

MeanLSM 171 1,00 5,00 3,7271 ,71829 
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MeanIA 171 1,00 5,00 3,9055 ,60472 

MeanID 171 1,00 5,00 3,9503 ,86544 

MeanCSR 171 1,75 5,00 3,9218 ,59779 

MeanPhase 171 -1,99 1,53 ,0010 ,66241 

MeanMarketingExp 171 -1,35 1,95 ,0087 ,70581 

MeanSalesExp 171 -1,46 2,17 ,0122 ,72577 

Valid N (listwise) 100     

 

Appendix 5 Cronbach’s alpha MO questions 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Based on 

Standardized 

Items N of Items 

,816 ,825 16 

 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Squared Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

In this startup, we meet with 

customers to find out what 

products 

or services they will need in 

the future. 

58,4503 68,061 ,331 ,174 ,811 

In this startup, we do a lot of 

in-house market research. 

59,1404 69,204 ,246 ,177 ,817 

We ask end users to assess 

the quality of our products 

and services. 

58,3860 67,662 ,458 ,343 ,804 

We periodically review the 

likely effect of changes in our 

business 

environment (e.g., regulation) 

on customers. 

59,0702 65,995 ,445 ,345 ,804 

IA5R 58,8947 68,154 ,283 ,223 ,815 

IA3R 58,8713 65,301 ,520 ,426 ,799 
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We frequently discuss market 

trends and developments 

internally and/or 

with advisors. 

58,6433 66,454 ,491 ,348 ,801 

Data on customer 

satisfaction is discussed 

internally and/or with 

advisors on a regular basis. 

58,8713 63,313 ,602 ,493 ,793 

We periodically review our 

product development efforts 

to align the 

product with customer needs. 

58,3977 67,312 ,536 ,413 ,800 

We periodically have 

meetings to plan a response 

to changes taking place 

in our business environment. 

59,1111 65,123 ,415 ,326 ,806 

If a major competitor were to 

launch an intensive 

campaign targeted at 

our customers, we would 

implement a response 

immediately. 

59,7602 66,842 ,318 ,208 ,814 

When we find that customers 

would like us to modify a 

product or 

service, the people involved 

(including our business 

partners) make concerted 

efforts to do so. 

58,6550 67,368 ,437 ,318 ,805 

CSR7R 58,9123 66,128 ,385 ,240 ,808 

CSR6R 58,2222 68,233 ,473 ,330 ,804 

CSR1R 58,6608 67,390 ,394 ,358 ,807 

CSR2R 58,5673 65,906 ,536 ,481 ,799 
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Appendix 6: Cronbach’s alpha all means 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Based on 

Standardized 

Items N of Items 

,706 ,765 9 

 

Appendix 7: Correlations 

 

Correlations 

 

Mean Market 

Orientation 

Score MeanIG MeanID MeanCSR 

Mean Market Orientation 

Score 

Pearson Correlation 1 ,839** ,749** ,904** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 ,000 

N 171 171 171 171 

MeanIG Pearson Correlation ,839** 1 ,549** ,563** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 ,000 

N 171 171 171 171 

MeanID Pearson Correlation ,749** ,549** 1 ,579** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  ,000 

N 171 171 171 171 

MeanCSR Pearson Correlation ,904** ,563** ,579** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000  

N 171 171 171 171 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 8: PP plot 
 

 

Appendix 9: Residuals plot 
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Appendix 10: Linearity plot 

 

 

 

Appendix 11: VIF  
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Appendix 12: Total model iterations to find the best model to determine firm performance 
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Appendix 12: Regression mean MO on mean performance 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 13: Regression MO separate questions on mean performance 
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Appendix 14: Regression Phase on performance 
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Appendix 15: Moderator effect Phase and MO 
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Appendix 16: LSM on performance 
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Appendix 17: Regression LSM on MO 
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Appendix 18: Marketing & sales function regression on performance 
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Appendix 19: corona virus regression on performance 
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Appendix 20 mean LSM and mean MO on phase 
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Appendix 21: Mean Mean Market Orientation per phase and age 
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Appendix 21 B
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Appendix 22a, full regression model 
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Appendix 22b: Phase on MO
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Appendix 23. Highest adjusted R squared model 
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Appendix 24. Final regression model 
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