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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to evaluate how preacess and risk-taking of entrepreneurial orieiatat
appearing in SMEs and the level of performancertéd and human-oriented dimension of national celtare
related. Selective comparative research on eigpbtheses were established with data collected 88ih South
Korea and Thailand SMEs to verify the level of tielasship of two national cultural dimensions of GRE
project, and level of entrepreneurial orientatiohtbe SMEs’ from both countries. The result of higpsis tests
provide important implication on this topic. Whiperformance-oriented culture level has positivéuigrice on
SME'’s risk-taking and proactiveness level, humaeried culture level has negative influence on ptivaness
level, and the negative relations of risk-takingelewas rejected. South Korea’s intensity of pesitelationship
of performance-oriented culture to the level ok+iaking and proactiveness is stronger than thds&hailand.
On the contrary, Thailand’s intensity of negativaationship of Human-oriented culture level to tleeel of
proactiveness is stronger than those of South Kd#gaothesis regarding relationship and intensigiveen two
countries of Human-oriented culture level to theeleof risk-taking cannot be verified.

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Orientation; Risk taking; Proactiveness; GLOBE; Human oriented; Performance
oriented

1. Introduction

Capability to create and sustain entrepreneuritivic is different for each country (McHrath, Madfan
&Scheinberg 1992; Chrisman, Chua, and Steir, 2002; Carter and Wilton, 2006).There were various explanations

for the reasons of the differences, but many schalansidered that one of the main factors thatrdehed a
country’'s economic level or development was thyir national cultural property (Porter, 1990; McGrath,
Macmillan, Yang, and Tsai, 1992; House, Javidan, Hanges, and Dorfman, 2002). And usually many scholars
believed that the level of entrepreneurship mindset affected through the policy that represenitsieiand the
cultural value where national culture form a part of the society (Hofsteade, 1980; Ahlstrom and Bruton, 2002;
Dickson, 2004). Although many past studies havem&xad the relationship between national culture and
entrepreneurial activities, further studies mustdome more closely on how culture affects entregueal
behavior (Zahra, Jennings, and Kuratko, 1999; Hayton, George, and Zahra, 2002).

Innovativeness, risk-taking and proactiveness areeptualized as three major dimensions of entnepiréal
orientation, which is considered as the aanecept of entrepreneurial activities (Miller and Friesen, 1982; Miller,
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1983; Covin and Slevin, 1989). Covin and Slevin presumed that these three levels can be combinasgsess the
overall level of entrepreneurial orientation of @ porate. However, recent studies have assunatdhth level
of each dimension of entrepreneurial orientatiorovigles unique contribution to the overall level of
entrepreneurial orientation (Lumpkin and ReE96; Dess, Lumpkin, and McGee, 1999; Kreiser, Marino, and
Weaver, 2002). From the individual-level perspeaxtimany studies reported innovativeness as ther fzajmr of
entrepreneurial orientation and had many inteiiest&etween the relations of national culture (MgrAvila, and
Allen, 1993; Shane, 1993; Mueller and Thomas, 2001), however empirical studies on the other two factors of
entrepreneurial orientation, risk-taking and priva&ctess, were relative rarely dealt (Lee and Petei2000).

In such conditions, it is very important to explateeply in entrepreneurial activity and the relagiap of
individual level of national culture and entreprenal orientation. Therefore, this study has esgbcfocused on
the relationship of neglected aspects of nationlilial value, which are performance-oriented leasgd human-
oriented level, and the major factors of entrepueiaé orientation: risk-taking and proactivenesastPstudies
fundamentally have researched the influence of eprdéneurial orientation with Hofstede's cultural
orientation(Patrick, Louis, Carl, 2010; Moses, 2014), and some researchers studied by comparing Hofstede’s sub-
dimensions and have recently developed GLOBE(Globabdership and Organizational Effectiveness) pt&je
cultural sub-dimensions methodol@@¥iand and Ghorbani, 2011; Zhao, Rauch, and Rauch, 2012); however, not
much attempts were made to study on whether clasdfyed entrepreneurial activity have any influemn
national culture level and entrepreneurial oriéatatin addition, since most of previous studieshiis topic were
centered mainly on the United States and otheremestountries, the pursuit of this study is vegngicant to
accomplish comparative research on South Koredlahhother Asian countries.

The main purpose of this study is to evaluate Hmve is a relationship between proactiveness ahkdaking of
corporate behavior level of entrepreneurial origoteappearing in SMEs and the level of performamgented
and human-oriented national culture. This studwptdisthed hypotheses that predict the relationsleipvéen
GLOBE project’s two cultural dimension, performararéented and human-oriented (House et al. 2000)evrel

of corporate risk-taking and proactiveness. Fos,tB87 data were collected from South Korea andldrith
SMEs to determine the specific influence it haswoib individual level of entrepreneurial orientatimfithe SMES’
from both countries. This study is expected to ewew insight towards entrepreneurial orientatiom

thereafter some strategic policy implications tehboountries SMEs. The implication of this studgmparative
research of South Korea and Thailand's SME, isribeustand both countries’ characteristics of SMEupport
to increase the trade relationship and understamddrporate police between them. Thailand, béiegcenter of
South-East Asia, is South Korean government’s Nesia Anitiative main cooperative partnering courdsythe
current trade volume of both countries exceeds Hibi@n dollars and active personal exchange isrov@

million annual visits. It is expected to provideefid information for understanding future tradesl arade
partners especially to new SMEs entrants.

The study is composed as the followings. First,essence of entrepreneurial orientation was loaked based
on the previous studies of entrepreneurial ori@rathrough literature research, then looked ovevipus

studies on entrepreneurial orientation and natioolilre. Furthermore, circumstances that weretedethrough
cultural dimensions were analyzed after summariiegcurrent status of two countries’ entreprerasactivity.

Next, based on this study, research hypothesighirrelationship of entrepreneurial orientation aradional
culture were developed and analyzed. Finally, #rmeasary efforts to improve entrepreneurial orterigor both

countries were discussed.

2. Theoretical Background and Advance Research

2.1 Entrepreneurial Orientation

Many scholars who have studied entrepreneurshigeadihat there is no clear and exact definition for
entrepreneurship. However, entrepreneurial origmtdtom the studies of entrepreneurship has aceptwhere
many scholars agreed with a valid definition, ualike other various definition of entrepreneurgififiklund and
Sheperd, 2003005; Covin and Green 2006). This was because entrepreneurial orientation was very effectively
utilized in gathering information for corporate ton making and entrepreneurial activity in diffat
geographical circumstances and various organizations (Kemelgor, 2002; Kreiser, Marino and Weaver, 2002). Due
to these characteristics of entrepreneurial ortemta it was regarded as an interesting concept use
comparative research amongst SMEs in different trmsn Entrepreneurial orientation, as a main drigé
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entrepreneurial activity, was regarded as the akmbpic of entrepreneurship studies and it wasepted as
universally utilized measurement of entrepreneuaiaivity (Covinand Wales, 2011; Runyan, Ge, Dong and
Swinney, 2011; Wales, Monsen and McKelvie, 2011).

Entrepreneurial orientation was researched fronipuaraspects, and the trend of most studies wast ahe
direct and indirect effects of entrepreneurial mi@ion on corporate performance. In the directs ieéffect on
different strategy and environment, and in therixdtiit is effect on variables controlled througlany indirect
factors (Becherer and Maurer, 1998; Jantunen, Puumalainen, Saarenketo and Kylaheiko, 2005; Wiklund and
Shepherd, 2005; Rauch, Wilklund, Lumpkin and Freae, 2009).

Also, other researches were: study that considesgdhological state of manager or entrepreneurelsrnary
variable of entrepreneurial orientati(Begley and Boyd, 1987; Stewart, Watson, Carland and Carland, 1999) and
study on environmental factor(Becherer and Maur@g,7), study on the influence of organization (@regovin
and Slevin, 2008), additional study on the origirewtrepreneurial orientation (Yang and Dess, 208l study
that search for relations of entrepreneurial oatah and corporate resources and competency (Sanalrt
Conant, 1994; Dess, Lumpkin and Covin, 1997). Despite of many studies, arguments on the driver of
entrepreneurial orientation and the exact reasoitho relations of performance and entrepreneuwri@ntation
still continue (Miller, 2011). In addition, dispwen the definition of entrepreneurial orientatemd potential
construct that will become an acceptable concepttain for all is still being continued without @ertain
conclusion (Covin and Lumpkin, 2011).

Looking at the different views of the scholars’idéfons of entrepreneurial orientation is usefulrécognize the
direction for entrepreneurial orientation reseakefitrepreneurial orientation, first proposed byl&fi(1983), is a
concept originated from Schumpeter's(1934) entmgueship. He categorized organization into thréegaies:
simple organization, planned organization, orgamganization, and discovered that entrepreneuriahtation is
composed of innovativeness, proactiveness, and-talskg through studying the factors that decides
entrepreneurship. Covin and Slevin (1989) namedtrépneneurial Posture’ and defined entrepreneurial
orientation as the process of leading a corporataugh entrepreneurship and practical decision ngaéctivity.
Also, continuous studies for sub-factors of enteapurial orientation as multidimensional conceptengoposed
as two dimensional sub-factors that include inneeaess and risk-taking(Miler and Friesen, 198)e¢ sub-
dimensional factors that include innovativenessaptiveness and risikking (Miller, 1983; Covin and Slevin
1991; Zahra and Covin, 1993), and fifth dimensional sub-factors that include autonomy and competitive
aggressiveness (Lampkin and Dess, 1996; Dess, Lumkin and Covin, 1997). Covin and Slevin (1991) proposed
three important characteristics of corporationshwintrepreneurial orientation. First is risk-takinog top
management related to investment decision andegttataction in the midst of uncertainty. Secondthie
leadership tendency to gain product innovation tewthnological advantage in terms of scale and &eqgy
Finally, it is the assertiveness towards competitoithin the industry and tendency of aggressivepa@tion
with frontier characteristics. On the other handmpkin and Dess (1996) developed entrepreneuri@htation
one dimension further by adding autonomy and coitiyetaggressiveness, and newly defined the conogpt
entrepreneurial orientation as the tendency tldtides activity method, implement and decision mgki

Research on these sub-dimensional factors affabidentrepreneurial orientation’s conceptualizatiosthod
(Covin and Lumpkin, 2011; George and Marino, 2011), but transition occurred as multi-dimensional approach
method of Lumpkin and Dess(1996)was accepted flmrsingle dimensional conceptualization methodarese

of Miller(1983) and Covin and Slevin(1989). It cd®e seen that these conceptualization methods change
depending on the independently transforming of éh&epreneurial orientation dimensions (Covin, Graad
Slevin, 2006). Entrepreneurial orientation’s corcefpsingle constituent means corporation needstaking,
innovativeness and proactiveness at the same tme, each contribute commonly to the entrepreneurial
orientation of corporation (Kreiser, Marino and Wea 2002). In other words, all three dimensionsdchéo
increase at the same time for entrepreneurial t@tiem to increase(George and Marino, 2011). Tingls
constituent was criticized because of the possibilf each variables being able to have differdfeices on the
result variables such as performance, but it bedamehance to apply multi-dimensional approachhotbtas a
measurement. There is independence among thre@asloms, but it is thought that constituent forrmirthe sum

of each series of independent activity scores (Cawd Lumpkin, 2011).Therefore, multi-constituepp@ach is
being accepted in many entrepreneurial orientagtadies because it is possible to flexibly applgdmstructing
theories (Kreiser, Marino and Weaver, 2002). Thigly based on the characteristics of comparatgearch
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asserted by Kreiser, Marino and Weaver (2002)izatll the multi-dimensional constituents on the Hadisat it
will provide more preciseness on comparative reseaf the targets.

2.2 Entrepreneurial Orientation and National Culture

Culture is generally defined as a collective vadystem that distinguishes member from one grougntther
member from a different group (Hofstede, 0981uller and Thomas, 2001). Therefore, one nation’s culture
provides a frame of reference to understand orgéiniz, environment and mutual relationship throsghietal
members (Geletkanycz, 1997).

Lee and Peterson (2000) claims that entreprengurshi on the unique assembly of cultural facttes httitude,
value and behavior to support or disturb entrepreakorientation, but they also claimed that basedthe
national culture, the level of entrepreneurial or@ion can be changed. In other words, entreprshigubegins
from striking an opportunity and since this oppaity exists in the environment, the help of extérna
environment has a great influence on the formatibentrepreneurship and entrepreneurial orientatiduller
and Thomas (2001) claimed that national culture$ponsible for the behavior which is not commadgepted
in other countries. Hayton, George and Zahra (2@3@¢nded these perspectives that national culamethe
level of individual and organizational, had serianfluences on the decision of entrepreneurialvégti and
claimed desire to believe that recognizing the ofymity a society perceives and that the intensify
entrepreneurial activity that allows to pursue angblement is closely connected. Therefore, cultubtest
supported entrepreneurship not only brought morepleewith entrepreneurial potential, but these urek
showed that it had direct influence on entrepreaéorientation of corporations. If these studiesrebt consider
the cultural influences when comparing the entnegueial orientation of two different countrieswitl show that
the result of this comparison is imperfect and vethphasize the influence of culture on entrepreakur
orientation.

There are relatively small comparative researchlistuabout entrepreneurial orientation betweenonati
cultures. Zahra, Jennings and Kuratko (1999) enipbdsthat past entrepreneurship studies centerethen
sample of the United States and claimed the naiEssfir comparative research between countrids thi2 data
retrieved from various cultures and countries. fritost of comparative studies on small business graptorisk-
taking and innovativeness are centered on the ti8tates anthe western countries; for example, the United
States and Finland(Hyrsky and Tuunanen, 1999), eoative research on entrepreneurship in the UrStates
and Japan (Suzuki, Kim and Bae, 2002), comparagisearch in a form of case studies of the Nethéslamd the
United States (Kemelgor, 2002),and self-awarenessparative research on entrepreneurial orientatiothe
students in Germany and the United States (Domkaedbée, Faulstich and Woodson, 2008).

Despite some limitations to confirm cultural valtedated entrepreneurship, studies are still baseduttural
dimension developed by Hofsteade(1980,1991). Urlkésteade, other scholars proposed similar studiets
more precise classification standards and the nsgamdard include classification standard developgd
Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, classification standard eleped by McClelland, Triandis, Schwartz, Tromperma
and GLOBE Project, one of the most recently dewedoplassification standard. GLOBE Project's cultura
dimension classification standard is also beinga@ip accepted as a new method, it has high precisio
including some supplementary dimensions to Hofssedasic dimension. Although two dimensions does no
completely match, it can be concluded that comiirtwo different classification standard can impraeeuracy

in the study of the cultural dimension’s influermeentrepreneurial orientation

The main classification standards researched friW@BE Project are based on 8 cultural propertiesilehin
guantitative dimension such as, uncertainty avaidampower distance, collectivism, gender egalitésia,
assertiveness, future orientation, performancei®d and human-oriented. These dimensions weretsdle
based on the existing comparative cultural reseasihted references and cultural measurement insedrly
large scale sample studies. First, five culturadetisions utilized Hofstede's(1980) cultural dimensiThe three
dimensions, uncertainty avoidance, power distanwt iadividualism are presented as the same conakept
Hofstede’s dimensions. It measured Hofstede’s iddalism from collectivism dimension, where low szo0
represents individualism and high score represealigctivism. Two dimensions, gender egalitarianiand
assertiveness, were developed other than Hofstedessuline dimension. Future orientation meansldggee of
organization or society to encourage and rewardréubrientation activity like future plan, investmieand
delaying gratification. It used society’'s tempodainension form of the “past, present, future-ometitfrom
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Kluckhonn and Strodtbeck(1961). Meanwhile, perfanoeoriented means the degree of organization @etyo

to encourage and reward group members for the npesfice improvement or excellence, this dimension is
similar to Hofstede and Bond’s (1988) “Confuciamdsnics”, and McClelland’s performance-oriented desi
Also, human-oriented means the degree of organizatr society to encourage and reward individual fo
fairness, altruistic behavior, friendly behaviorenty, service and hospitality. This dimension imikir to
Hofstede and Bond(1988)’s “kind heartedness” direnand it was developed by taking in Putnam’s(3993
“Civic Society” and Kluckhonn and Strodtbeck’s (196Human Nature is Good vs. Human Nature is Bad”.

This study excluded the commonly used nationalucellidimensions seen from the existing nationalucelt
comparative research. It mainly looked over thatiehship of the entrepreneurial orientation’s lowevel of
proactiveness and risk-taking based on GLOBE Projexvided performance-oriented, human-orientedadion
culture dimension, and also looked over the refstiip between national culture’s performance-oeiérand
human-oriented level based proactiveness and algkgd, which is thought to be more directly relateith
entrepreneurial orientation. The empirical reseafcthis study focused on performance orientatinod Ruman
orientation used in House et al.(2004)'s GLOBE gtumkcause Hofstede’s research included a different
dimension, and the purpose of this research wasadyze the relationship between national cultuneedsion
and SMESs’ entrepreneurial orientation dimensiord bath of these dimensions were the main nationklire
that influenced corporate culture and the comgatibof this study and GLOBE Project. Therefore, GRE
Project utilized Hofstede's culture dimension ahdhécame the base of national culture as well agocate
culture which is the lower level of national culturand 62 countries out of 875 countries becamediyet
countries, as well as 15,000 people. In additiaya research was very recently accomplished amsiine
timeliness of the survey.

2.3. Entrepreneurship and National Culture of SouthKorea and Thailand

Based on Global Entrepreneurship Monitor's (GEMEgleof economic development, South Korea is caiegdr
as innovation driven economy and Thailand is caiegd as efficiency driven economy. Therefore, jadgon
the basis entrepreneurship statistics, it is deterth that South Korea had higher tendency to czaaly
entrepreneurial orientation than Thailand. Lookowgr the statistics of 2014 GEM's simplicity to rsta new
business, (Table 1,2) shows that excluding the ktgh-up cost, South Korea is overall easier aa st business
compared to Thailand. Having a high start-up cosams that there are higher business ratio of gpaitem that
requires higher costs than Thailand. It can be $bhah simplicity of start-up is relatively not afted from
comparing the relative cost of real estate anditiaciost.

Table 1: Starting a Business

201/ South Kore Thailanc New Zealan
Rank(of 189 countries 17 75 1
DTF(Distance to Frontie 94.3¢ 87.9¢ 99.9¢
Procedures(number 3 4 1
Time(days 4 27.t 0.t
Cost(% of income per capit | 14.5 % 6.6 % 0.3 %
Minimum capital(% of 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 %
Income per capita)

Sources: Adapted from: Doing Business, World B&ttiklé)

On the other hand, over viewing GEM Total Entrepreral Activity (TEA) in 2013, it showed South Karé.9%
and Thailand 17.7%, where the level of South Kaésdaw compare to other countries with the sameneauc
scale, whereas Thailand had a higher level. Espe@®uth Korea decreased by half compared to%2r82001
and Thailand showed overall drop from its boom @B8Z% in 2007. Opportunity-driven entrepreneurilvity
increased from 36% to 51.1% in 2011 to 2013 andaneed around the same of 51% in 2008. In the cése o
necessity-driven entrepreneurial activity, althoitglhias 40% in 2008 and decreased from 41% to 36rb2011

to 2013, it showed high level compared to othemtides with similar income level. In the case ofailand, the
30% level of necessity-driven entrepreneurial dgtitn 2011 showed decreasing trend and in 2013 eac
necessity-driven and opportunity-driven activityacking 18.7% and 67.8% showed that opportunityedriv
entrepreneurial activity has far superior level.
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Table 2: Entrepreneurial Activity and Perceptions n the GEM economies in 2013

Nascer New Early stage |EstablisheDiscontinuatio|Necessit- Improvemer-
Entrepreneur-Business [EntrepreneuriiBusiness |of Business |Driven rate (%Driven
ship rate OwnershipActivity (TEA) (Ownershig of TEA) Opportunity
rate rate (% of TEA)
South Kore | 2.7 4.2 6.€ 9.C 2.E 36.t 51.1
Thailanc 7.€ 10.£ 17.% 28.( 3.5 18.7 67.¢

Source: Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2013 Gldbgbort (2013)

South Korea rapidly progressed from labor and ehpésed on factor driven growth to efficiency drivgrowth
through productivity growth. However, South Koreaiive ratio of opportunity-driven entrepreneu2dil3 was
found less compared to United States 59%, Japan GE¥tnan 51% and France 59%. It expresses theafeed
diverse government policies for creating new jobd aew value through improving start-up environmamt
venture environment of the government to resporgiae economic growth and retain sustainable growtbrid
Economic Forum(WEF), GEM classified South Koreana®vation-driven country, however South Korea rseed
to pay attention on entrepreneurship that creatgdayment and increase value through new ideadutoire
sustainable growth. Acs(2006), a policy to streagtientrepreneurial activity, emphasized educati@nation,
technological commercialization, R&D of high schealucational system and easy financing in the mnetiry
step of entrepreneurial activity before technoloy.important point to not here is that the polioystrengthen
entrepreneurial activity is not only from one pafita policy, but progressed in combinational numtfesectors.
South Korea needs to see start-up not only as simphture policy and corporate policy to promote
entrepreneurial activity, but consider it as comaliomal policy fields including finance and eduoati On the
other hand, according to OECD report in 2011, Hmalls SME and entrepreneurial activity generallyntzns
the international level. As it mentioned, necesdiyen entrepreneurial activity reached 30% which
conventionally showed a high ratio, but recent dagiowth in information communication technologertd
showed increase in opportunity-driven entrepreataitivity ratio. Thailand experienced financidbkis in 1997
and received $17.2 billion bailout loan from theéehmational Monetary Fund(IMF), escaped negativantjt
since 1999 and maintained 5% growth for a consieramount of period since 2002. Thailand mainthine
economic growth of 7.8% in 2010, 6.5% in 2012 desfhie global economic depression and it is expgd
2.6% growth from the negative influence of recealitigal instability and internal and external faxg. The
recent popularization of information communicatiomdustry showed higher ratio of opportunity-driven
entrepreneurial activity relatively to necessitivdn entrepreneurial activity, under these circamses the
possibility of withering entrepreneurial activityuel to increasing economic difficulties is high aherefore
continuous vitalization is necessary for governmntertreate policy considering the newly establishedture as
well as of entrepreneurship education in univesiti

According to OECD report in 2011, Thailand entreyaers listed the following obstacles that were @eed by
themselves.

Table 3: Obstacles Perceived by Entrepreneurs

World Economic Forui | Global Entrepreneursh | World Banl GovernmensSurvey:
Monitor
Political instability Lack of financial fund Tax complexit Lack of railway transpol
systems

Corruptior Inadequate profitabilit Lack of loan finance an | Lack of storage facilitie
venture capital

Heavy bureaucrat High redundancy cos Pori congestio
Cumbersome regulati Low-quality road

Source: OECD Reviews of SME &Entrepreneurship Issu®olicies: The Example of Thailand (2011)

As shown in [Table 3], political instability, coqtion, heavy bureaucracy, excessive regulationctarplexity,
lack of capital financing system and lack of sociatrhead capital can be solved on the level ofjtheernment
through political approach. In particular, reseanohentrepreneurial orientation is a factor thainca be ignored
to search and change Thailand economy in a sendengfand short term. Especially, the importance of
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corporation being armed with entrepreneurship entitine of difficulties in the nation economy wastght up
and entrepreneurship which adequately respond addrstand the environmental change, is thoughetthb
key variable that will have positive influence onafland (Michale Ha et. al , 2014).

This study comparing entrepreneurial orientatiorkeg influential variable of national culture willecome the
foundation to establish future research hypothddiexe, we examined the differences of South Koned a
Thailand's national cultural orientation based oafdtede and GLOBE’s national culture value indeabl@
underneath shows the comparison of South Kored haifiand’s nation culture orientation index

Table 4: South Korea and Thailand’s score on Hofstde and GLOBE scale

South Kore Thailanc

Scoresfor the Power Distanc 60 64
Hofstede IBM study | Uncertainty Avoidanc 85 64
(Hofstede, 2001) Individual (vs Collectivism 18 20
Masculinity (vs. Femininity 39 34
Long/Shor-term Orientatio 75 56

Scores for th Assertivenes Practice 4.3¢ 3.5¢

GLOBE Values 3.6¢ 3.4

Study(House et. al., | Institutional Practice 5.2 3.8¢

2004) Collectivism Values 3.8¢ 5.0¢

In-Group Practice 5.71 5.72

Collectivism Values 5.t 5.7:

Future Practice 3.¢ 3.2%

Orientation Values 5.8¢ 6.2¢€

Gendel Practice 2.4t 3.2%

Egalitarianism Values 4.2t 4.1z

Humane Orientatic | Practice 3.7¢ 4.87

Values 5.61 5.0

Performanc-orientec | Practice 4.5¢ 3.8¢

Values 5.41 5.7¢

Power Distance Practice 5.6¢ 5.62

Values 2.3¢ 2.74

Uncertainty Practice 3.52 3.7¢

Avoidance Values 4,74 5.71

Source: Anne-WilHarzing's website( www.harzing.cdawnload/hgindices.xIs)

Overall cultural orientation of South Korea and ildrad can be easily recognized from the table. Astioned
earlier, this study mainly focused on the relattopsof entrepreneurial orientation based on GLOBE's
performance-oriented and human-oriented becausesttiy on Hofstede's national culture dimension was
accomplished many times from previous studies. thivey to particularly notice from the GLOBE Projestiore
related to this is that there is a big differeneeneen the two scores because each cultural dioreisstlassified

as ‘Practice’ and ‘Value’ viewed from the perspeetof “As Is” or “Should Be”. Interpretation by esidering
the difference between two scores in comparatigeareh on national culture plays an important toiedge the
practice of national culture. From this viewpoibigan be found that there is a big difference autf Korea and
Thailand’s cultural orientation. Particularly, ihet case of the institutional totalitarianism, thiedence can be
clearly seen. Practically South Korean corporat $teonger tendency of totalitarianism comparedhtailand
expressed in practice South Korea 5.2 and ThaiBa®dnd in value South Korea 3.84 and Thailand,508it
showed antinomic phenomenon that feeling desirablgontrary, so it expressed that South Korearangty
influenced by group totalitarianism. The same aasebe found in performance-oriented and humamiaik the
main interest in this study, performance-orientéd/aue dimension shows little difference of 5.4176, but
practice dimension of 4.53, 3.84 relatively showsig difference. Performance-oriented in the coapmr
sitemeans stronger in case of South Korea ratlaer thinking entrepreneur as an intangible valueaddition,
this phenomenal appeared same in human-orienteéhacake of human-oriented, Thailand showed stnoimge
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corporate site practice.

3. Research Hypothesis

The study analyzes and investigates the influerfcaational culture factor of South Korea and Thada
performance-oriented and human-oriented on entneprél orientation and the composed factors, tagkag,
proactiveness and performance. Performance-orientshows the degree of encouragement and reward on
performance achievement and excellence of a soffiyse et. al 2002). Corporates often have bugraéth
performance outcome. In a performance-orientedu@jltentrepreneurs believe that they can be sudotessl
have good results. This means a corporate contemtan goal with demand and focuses on financial
performance, which can expect the increase inehdency for taking risks. Therefore, society’'s perfance-
oriented culture has positive relations with thek4tiaking tendency of corporation.

On the other hand, majority of studies have shdvat proactiveness played the central role to pufsuerable
business opportunity of corporations (Knight, 1997; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990).
Knight emphasized that the pursuit of environmempportunity and utilize all possible ways to resha
corporate goal is an important factor. Michell e{2004) hypothesized explained culture play admental role
in how corporation discover, evaluate and develppodunity through proactiveness. Therefore, penforce-
oriented dominant culture can be perceived to laaggtical role that positively influences to SMEswilling to
actively handle future market demand and anticippf®rtunity through proactive behavior.

Human-orientation shows the degree of encouragemettreward a society give to individuals who fairl
altruistically and generously deal with othersalhigh human-oriented society, risk-taking tendeisaglatively
low because entrepreneurs spend many hours onzamglgtrategic situations and have strong tendenfcy
refraining from doing unnecessary high risk acgiyiMcGrath, Macmillan, and Scheinberg, 1992). Tfene this
study set a hypothesis that human-oriented wilehzagative relations on risk-taking.

Corporations with human-oriented culture greatlypbasize service and consideration of others andireta the
traditional values, have negative relations togheactiveness that reflect the characteristicdhefdrganization
which uses whatever means to reach organizatioodsgand possess strategy to actively discovemdutu
opportunity, lead the market, immediately respandxternal environment (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001).

In addition, seen in Table 4, based on GLOBE prastscores of South Korea and Thailand, it wasosshow
that Thailand with high human-oriented score wilvd stronger positive relations on proactivenesk résk-
taking level than South Korea, and on the oppositejas set to show that South Korea with perforoean
oriented will have stronger positive relations mkitaking and proactiveness than Thailand.

Based on this discussion, this study set the hgsithon the relationship of entrepreneurial origoa risk-
taking and proactiveness dimension and nationalu@i performance-oriented and human-orientedhas t
following:

H1: Level of performance-oriented culture has pasft) relations to risk-taking level of SME

H2: Level of human-oriented culture has negativeglations to risk-taking level of SME

H3: Level of performance-oriented culture has pasft) relations to proactive activity of SME

H4: Level of human-oriented culture has negativeglations to proactive activity of SME

H5: The positive(+) relations of the level of perfance-oriented culture and risk-taking level, &dtibrea will
be stronger compared to Thailand.

H6: The positive(+) relations of the level of perf@ance-oriented culture and proactiveness levalitSKorea
will be stronger compared to Thailand.

H7: The negative(-) relations of the level of huamaiented culture and risk-taking level, Thailandlvbe
stronger compared to South Korea.

H8: The negative(-) relations of the level of hurmaiented culture and proactiveness level, Thailasltl be
stronger compared to South Korea.

4. Empirical Research

4.1 Characteristics of the Sample and Methodologyf @ata Collection

The data of this study used surveys which wereldped and prepared based on the previous studieg aas

distributed and collected from South Korea and lEingi SMEs. For this study, we carried out the suteeSMES

in Seoul, Pusan and Daegu of South Korea and Bé&ngkuiang Mai and Chiang Rai of Thailand. 387 cepie
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excluding the incomplete answers, were used irfitta¢ analysis. 205 surveys were done from SoutheKn
SMEs and 182 surveys (95 copies first round, 87esogecond round) were done from Thai SMEs. Measemé
tools were developed based on previous study se@iitiuse et al., 2004; Covin and Slevin, 1989). Scales
developed and used in previous studies were exasty or partially modified and complemented to tntikee
purpose of this study. In addition, the charactiessof both countries’ SMEs and population stadist
measurement questions were added.

The construct of the collected samples and aveaadestandard deviation from the sample are shoWrainle 5-

1], [Table 5-2].Looking at the business categdrghiowed the distribution of 70 manufacturing bass(34.1%),

99 service business (48.3%), 36 information comation technology business (17.6%)in the case ofiSo
Korea and 46 manufacturing business (25.3%), 1t@icgebusiness (63.2%), 21 information communigatio
technology business (11.5%) in the case of Thail®ased number of employees, South Korea had nist 9
businesses (44.95) with less than 5 employees &adahd had most 84 businesses (49.5%) with lems th
employees. Based on the year of business estalgighmoth had the most businesses that were esiadblfer
less than 5 years; South Korea had 88 businesses (42.9%) and Thdiat®2 businesses (50.5%).

Table 5-1: Characteristics of Samples

South Korea sample (N=2( Thailand sample (N=18
Industry sectc
Manufacturing 70(34.1% 46(25.3%
Service 99(44.8% 115(63.2%
ICT 36(17.6% 21(11.5%
Employee
5 or fewer 92(44.9% 84(46.2%
6-50 67(32.7% 57(31.3%
More than 51 46(22.4% 41(22.5%
Age(Yrs
5 or fewer 88(42.9% 92(50.5%
6-10 73(35.6% 62(34.1%
More than 11 44(21.5% 28(15.4%

4.2 Operant Definition of the Variable and Composibn of Measuring Tools

To measure the variables in this study, survey atkthas implemented. Measurement tools for the qurassed

in the survey were developed based on previousestuBasically, the principle was to follow the rmegement
item of the previous studies, but to fit the ciratamces of the business and characteristics ofjulstioned
target, some words and contexts were modified. d&eeb surveys were modified and change to fit the
characteristics of the business through prior re\iefore it was distributed.

Survey questions used 7 point Likert Scale inclgdimiman-oriented (HO): 5 question, performancenteie
(PO): 4 questions and As Is questions of Cultuklazadership Scales (CLS) of House et al.(2004i fnational
culture dimension. On the other hand, corporaterigctused Covin and Slevin(1989) and risk-takingjR4
guestions and proactiveness(PR): 5 questions ofri pikert Scale.

Factor analysis and reliability analysis on eaalnty was used in this study to verify the meas@m®titems on
concept validity and measurement validity. Thigigtused principle component analysis for the faetdraction
of factor analysis and applied varimax rotatiomtaintain independence of each variable. Communalitych

shows the amount of how each variables are exmldimen extracted factors of factor analysis redels than
0.4 were excluded from the factor analysis. So,vhl@ity of composition and variable’s structurasvto be
verified. Also, we measured Cronbach’s alpha, alicator which shows the internal consistency, fiability

analysis of each variables. This study was conduotuding only factor loading value of 0.6 or raor

Analysis result is summarized in [Table 6]. Intdrmansistency testing was performed first by exiigd
communality less than 0.4 and by calculating tltofavalue from factor loading value of 0.6 or ménam factor
analysis result. Also, further analysis was accishpt by using items from factor loading value & 6r more.
Both countries continued by excluding items (HO81PRT2, PR3, PR5) with communality that was lésst4.
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In addition, South Korea continued with communaligm (HO3) less than 0.4 was excluded and Thailand
continued with communality item (PR5) less thanwaé excluded.

Table 6-2: Reliability and Validity Analysis

Measurec Variable : Variable : Variable ! Variable¢
Question South South South South
Korea/Thailand | Korea/Thailand | Korea/Thailand | Korea/Thailand
Humar HO1 775/ .78
Orientation HO2 .803 /.83
HO3 .634
HO4 .789 /.79
Performanc- PO 764 [ .74
oriented PO: .813 /.80
PO¢ .637 /.61
Risk-Takinc RT1 .682 /.65
RT3 7541 .73
RTA4 714.1.70
Proactivenes PR1 .828 /.74,
PRZ .857 /.72
PR¢ .744 | .63,
PRE .60¢
Eigen Valu 1.668/2.36 2.437/ 1.98¢ 2.003/1.99 2.919/2.14
Explanatory 59.120/53.12 40.283/37.91 52.807 / 48.9C 70.362 /67.21
Variance(accumulated)
Cronbach'a 725 /.71 811 /.79 .780 /.76 791 /.73,
KMO .719/ .68

4.3 Correlation Analysis and Comparison between Caries

As it is shown on correlation analysis table, Sdfitinea is showing significant correlations on riaking with
respect to performance and proactiveness and pwfare-oriented with respect to proactiveness, amdah-
oriented with respect to performance-oriented, pirwdhctiveness also show significant correlationsepk risk-
taking. On the other hand, Thailand also showsstrae correlations as South Korea. But overall gtheof
correlations is lower than those of Korea excegi-taking with respect to human-oriented. Moreolaking at
the result of comparing the average amongst camthirough ANOVA showed that there was a meaningful
average difference amongst the countries in alfigdds. South Korea had higher degree of perfogragriented,
risk-taking and proactiveness while Thailand haghbi degree of human-oriented. Therefore, Soutle& tiad
less tendency of being human oriented comparedaiddnd. When comparing the result of this studjiiable 7]
and previously research in [Table 4], this studgregses similar results with GLOBE study on entegurial
orientation.

Table 7-1: Results of Correlation Analysis (Korea 8mple)

Mear SC PC HO RT PR
PC 4.6t 8¢ 1.00(
HO 3.7¢ 1.0¢ -.03€¢* 1.00(
RT 2.8% 1.0z 405, -.047 1.00(
PR 3.7 97 314 -.9560** S1x 1.00(

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
Table 7-2: Results of correlation analysis (Thailad Sample)

Mear SD PC HO RT PR
PC 3.7¢ 1.4] 1.00(
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HO 4.92 1.3¢ -.057% 1.00C
RT 2.91 1.2¢ 370 - 152 1.00(
PR 3.44 1.0¢ 231 -.360** 427 1.00(

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

4.4 Hypothesis Testing

Followed by correlation analysis, in order to tést hypothesis applied in this study, simple regiogsanalysis
and multiple regression analysis were performed; analysis results are on the following [Table 8] and [Table 9].
Hypothesis 1 through 4 is to verify whether perfanoe-oriented culture level and human-orienteducelltevel
have any influence on SME’s two low factors of epteneurial orientation, risk-taking and proactessnlevel.
The result of regression analysis for hypothesi#igation; while performance-oriented culture level has positive
influence on SME'’s risk-taking and proactivenesslehuman-oriented culture level has negativeugrice on
proactiveness level, but the negative relationgsittaking level was not meaningful and therefajected. As a
result, in the society of human-oriented culturemiediate support is available from others whenosumding
situation aggravates while managing a corporatMareover, it is easier to ensure the stability obibess
operation, and the social atmosphere with suchuilallows this to be brought up. Therefore, irdtea
businesses being reluctant to investment due téetiveof failure, there is a tolerating atmosphéet is allowed.
It is the occurrence of this cross-over effect thAitiences the outcome.

Hypothesis 5 through 8 is to verify South Korea dimhiland’s intensity of the relationship of perfance-
oriented culture level and human-oriented cultweel, and risk-taking and proactiveness, all wereepted
except for hypothesis 7. These results concludeeigcting that the relations of risk-taking lexad level of
human-oriented culture are not stable.

Table8-1: Regression analysis table- Influence ofdtional Culture Level on Entrepreneurial Orientation

[Risk-Taking]
Variable B Bete T Sig.
Constar A77
Humar-Oriente( -.04¢ .03t .62( 1.53¢
Performanc- 273 21¢ 4.08: .00C
Oriented
Adjusted R: 0.44:
F 9.95i
P 0.00(
Table8-2: Regression analysis table - Influence dfational Culture Level on Entrepreneurial Orientation
[Proactiveness]
Variable B Bete T Sig.
Constar 341
Humar-Orientec -.029 12¢ 2.15¢ .00¢
Performanc- 199 7€ 3.44¢ .001
Oriented
Adjusted R; .351
F 8.90:
P 0.00(

Table9-1: Regression analysis table - Influence &outh Korea/Thailand’s National Culture Level on
Entrepreneurial Orientation [Risk-Taking]

Variable B Bete T Sig.
Constar 121*/.188

Humar-Orientec .-.019 /-.032 .104 /.13 1.046 /.99 141 7.12.
Performanc- 278/ .16 .236 / .15. 1.998/2.00 .041 /.03
Oriented

202




ISSN 2219-1933 (Print), 2219-6021 (Online)  © Center for Promoting Ideas, USA wilbssnet.com
Adjusted R: .338/.32

F 7.226 | 6.55

P 0.000/0.00

Table9-2: Regression analysis table - Regressionaysis table - Influence of South Korea/Thailand’s
National Culture Level on Entrepreneurial Orientation [Proactiveness]

Variable B Bete T Sig.
Constar .301 /.36
Humar-Oriente( -.042/-,011 102/ .41 1.942/2.31 .008 / .00
Performanc- .238. /.58 .259/.167 3.012/3,70 .001 /.00
Oriented
Adjusted R; .380/ .28¢
F 10.108/6.12
P 0.000/0.00

5. Conclusion

Many studies from the past have been thought te hmportant relationship between national cultunel a
entrepreneurial activity, but there still has n&eb relatively sufficient amount of empirical arsady being
accomplished. This study examined the relationbbiveen two major dimensions of embedded cultuxhles
of SMEs on national culture and key variables apocate strategic decision making in entrepreneigntation.
The research implemented targeting SMEs in Soutte&and Thailand in order to compare and evallege t
differences between the two countries and whatiogelse. does national culture level of performanderted and
human-oriented with risk-taking and proactiveneksgrdrepreneurial-oriented activity decision leaglpear in
SMEs.

Implications for these empirical results are asofes. First, in contrast to performance-orientetture having
positive effect on both proactiveness and riskrtghkevel of corporate, human-oriented culture araptiveness
have negative relation, but human-oriented cultureisk taking did not appear to have any significaffect.

This result of the relationship between human eeémrulture and risk taking seems to come fromscedfects of
human-oriented culture, which means to analyzesthegegic situation and negative aspects on behavith

unnecessary high degree of risk and positive infteeof leniency on tolerating failure. For thisegse effect
will need to be investigated through additionallgsia of the two effects in further research. Seltgnin the

relationship between the proactive level of perfanoe-oriented culture appears to have a positiagiarship,

whereas in human-oriented relationship, negatiVatiomship appeared. Thirdly, in the comparativeesgch
between Korea and Thailand, both national cultamgable and sub level variables of entreprene@ntation are
analyzed with differences. Meanwhile, intensityirdfuence between variables of both countries hadmingful

results excluding the comparison of the relatiotwken level of human-oriented culture and levelisk-taking.

Thus, in relationship between proactiveness lemdllavel of human-oriented culture, Thailand showtdnger
negative relations than South Korea and positivetiomship of the level of performance-orientedtard of

SMEs and the level of proactiveness and risk takiuogith Korea showed stronger than Thailand.

These results hold an important implication of cogbe management amongst countries in which SMBsee
consider the potential cultural influences whendjmting their competitor’s strategies. Therefotemieans that
the influence will be stronger when strategic decisnaking is done by considering human-orienteltliog in

Thailand. Also, this study provide insight towasdsy a specific culture have greater effect on gmeeurship
compare to other culture, meaning that when cotpos explain or predict competitor’s level of ritdking and
proactiveness, it is necessary to consider theralilvalue in the society which the competitor beglo

This study has couple contribution points despigedonstraints of testing partial cultural levedttfocus on two
aspects of national culture’s various dimensioressfgpmance orientation and human orientation. Stiebpult
attempted a concentrated study on the aspect ofmuwrientation and performance orientation inflgeion
strategic decision making of business as embeddedokate culture which diverged from Hofstede's 5
dimensions of relation between culture and entreguwgal orientation from previous studies. In aiddit if
existing studies were mainly focused on the comspariof each country with similar cultural classition,
western and eastern and mainly between westerrregsyrit is significant to provide a new horizanthis field
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of study through comparing Asia’s two countriessslied with different culture(House et al., 2004).
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