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Abstract
PURPOSE: This article aims to determine how companies in the SME sector modify their business strategies in response to 
changes in the external environment. The research focused on modifications to entrepreneurial strategies expressed through 
the fundamental dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (EO): risk-taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness. Additionally, 
it identified which types of reactions (modifications in strategies) lead to the most favorable changes in firm performance. 
The external environment was determined based on the market situation that resulted from the emergence of the COVID-19 
pandemic. METHODOLOGY: This is quantitative research. The study utilized data from 126 small printing businesses 
operating throughout Poland. Analyses were conducted on the data that reflected modifications in entrepreneurial behaviors 
and performance during three periods: the pre-crisis period, the initial phase of the crisis (the full lockdown period), and the 
second phase of the crisis (the period of easing the restrictions). The identification of the behavior types was carried out using 
cluster analysis. FINDINGS: The results of the research led to the conclusion that, with a change in market conditions, companies 
significantly change their levels of EO. In particular, the surveyed companies reduced their levels of EO during the outbreak of 
the COVID-19 pandemic. At the same time, this decrease was mainly due to significant decreases in risk-taking. The levels of 
EO increased when the conditions improved due to significant increases in innovativeness and proactiveness. Moreover, the 
analysis enabled the identification of four types of reactions to the emergence of the crisis as well as three types of reactions to the 
improvement of the external conditions that resulted from the easing of restrictions and the introduction of anti-crisis support 
measures for businesses. Additionally, it was demonstrated that the type of reaction had a significant impact on the changes in 
the performances of the examined companies. In particular, it was shown that the lowest decline in performance during the 
initial phase of crisis could be observed in passive enterprises, i.e., those that did not modify their entrepreneurial strategies 
(did not alter their levels of individual dimensions of EO). The greatest increase in performance was achieved during the period 
of easing restrictions by those companies that significantly enhanced their activities across all of the considered dimensions 
of EO. IMPLICATIONS: The research results provided insights for entrepreneurs in strategic management. Specifically, they 
learned about the modifications in entrepreneurial behaviors that could lead to the most favorable and optimal improvements 
in a firm’s performance when market conditions change. ORIGINALITY AND VALUE: The study contributes to the literature 
concerning reactions to changes in market conditions. This innovative approach considers dynamics where the changes themselves 
are variables. In particular, this research identifies types of entrepreneurial reactions to market condition changes in terms of 
dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation. Furthermore, it provides an answer to how firm performance evolved regarding 
various reaction types (using the example of the printing industry).
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INTRODUCTION 

Crisis management is well-grounded in the theory of organizational management; its purpose is to prevent crisis escalation, 
reduce the impact of the depletion of resources and value, and control their use. It also minimizes losses and restores 
stability (Zelek, 2003; Trahms, Ndofor, & Sirmon, 2013). Under crisis conditions, the main tasks of a management team 
are not only to use early-warning and rapid-response systems (or to prepare a crisis-action program) but also to redefine 
and adapt any applied strategies (Smith, 1990; Nogalski, & Marcinkiewicz, 2004). The survival of a  company during 
a crisis often depends on managerial decisions about the choices of strategies in response to environmental changes. These 
are known as strategic responses.

Pearce and Robinson (2005) defined strategic responses as combinations of decisions and actions that modify an 
organization’s plans according to situations in the business environment. Strategic responses are specific situational 
measures that organizations take in order to identify emerging benefits (business opportunities) that potentially threaten 
their survival and/or operational abilities and/or their companies’ reputations (according to Lengnick-Hall, Beck, & 
Lengnick-Hall, 2011 and Semerciöz, Pehlivan, Sözüer, & Mert, 2015). 

Identifying opportunities and searching for/leveraging opportunities under the existing market environment 
conditions are some of the basic features of entrepreneurship (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), which are specific strategies 
of all organizations. Bratnicki (2002) highlighted the intrinsic connection between managerial strategic thinking and 
entrepreneurial decision-making. At the organizational level, one of the ways to measure and reflect the strength of 
this strategy is entrepreneurial orientation (EO). This is one of the most important and well-established concepts in 
entrepreneurship (which was proposed by Miller, 1983) and has been developed by many other researchers for four 
decades (Covin & Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Hughes & Morgan, 2007; Dyduch, 2008; Nogalski & Karpacz, 
2011; Kraus, Rigtering, Hughes & Hosman, 2012; Kusa & Duda, 2017; Wales, Covin & Monsen, 2020). 

The current economic environment is characterized by volatility and high unpredictability. Their sources are, first of 
all, structural changes such as shifting customer needs and institutional changes, rapid technological progress, increased 
competition, globalization, easy access to information, and the emergence of business cooperation networks (Ferraris, 
Mazzoleni, Devalle & Couturier, 2019; Orlandi, Zardini & Rossignoli, 2020; Chung, Kingshott, MacDonald & Putranta, 
2021; Forliano, Orlandi, Zardini & Rossignoli, 2023). The other source of such changes is force majeure events such as 
a pandemic or war (Sharma, Kraus, Liguori, Bamel & Chopra, 2022; Ratten, 2023). 

It is primarily due to these last factors (which have been sources of global crises over the last three years) that academia 
has expressed a gradual increase in crisis management, with a particular emphasis on behaviors that are related to the 
changes and adjustments of business strategies as responses to changing environmental conditions (Pusceddu, Moi & 
Cabiddu, 2022; Suder, Kusa, Duda & Dunska, 2022; Puumalainen, Sjögrén, Soininen, Syrjä & Kraus, Vonmetz, Orlandi, 
Zardini & Rossignoli, 2023; Lukito-Budi, Manik & Indarti, 2023). The crisis that was caused by the COVID-19 pandemic 
(which began in late 2019) has become a particularly appropriate context for research on entrepreneurial strategy. This 
crisis was undoubtedly one of the most significant factors in history that influenced firms across all sectors and industries 
(Sharma et al., 2022) and the business environment around the world (Krishnan, Ganesh & Rajendran, 2022), as it caused 
a series of cumbersome economic and social consequences and catapulted business activity to new conditions (Singha & 
Sivarethinamohan, 2021; Duda & Bernat, 2023). 

Regardless of their origin, the emergence of new, complex, and unfavorable business environment conditions requires 
entrepreneurs to adjust their management processes to each situation (Li M. et al., 2021; Jedynak & Bąk, 2022) and their 
modifications, adjustments, and revisions of applied strategies in many cases (Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2012; Bogatyreva, 
Beliaeva, Shirokova & Puffer, 2017; Cyfert & Krzakiewicz, 2020; Suder et al., 2022). 

Research on crisis management and its selected issues (including redefining the strategy) has focused mainly on the 
corporate level (Herbane, 2010; Kraus, Moog, Schlepphorst & Raich, 2013); however, it has neglected the critical role of 
this process in the management of companies in the SME sector. As a result, the issue of strategic responses to changing 
environmental conditions in the SME sector remains an insufficiently investigated topic that requires thorough theoretical 
and empirical analyses (Naidoo, 2010; Kraus, Rigtering, Hughes & Hosman, 2012). Such research can play a significant 
role, since small businesses are the backbones of many countries’ development and economic growth (including the 
European Union) (de Araújo Limai, Crema & Verbano, 2020). Additionally, this sector is seen as an engine of development 
in those countries with relatively low incomes (Poole, 2018). 
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In this context, it is essential to examine how small companies and entrepreneurs respond to economic turbulence 
and how this affects changes in their performances. An additional premise for considering the topic is that the available 
research ambiguously refers to how companies in the SME sector cope with the emergence of unfavorable business 
conditions compared to large companies. On the one hand, researchers have indicated that small businesses are the most 
vulnerable to such turbulence, as they are particularly susceptible to the loss of balance under unfavorable environmental 
conditions due to their limited financial resources (Leiva-Leon, Perez-Quiros, & Rots, 2020; Żak & Garncarz, 2020; 
Kozachenko, Anand & Shirokova, 2021). On the other hand, some studies (Davidsson, 2015; Thorgren & Williams, 2020) 
have proven that, under crisis situations, small businesses can find themselves in better situations than large firms can, 
as they can make modifications to their business models easier and faster by recognizing, assessing, and exploiting new 
opportunities. These contradictions provide an additional argument for focusing attention on the SME sector in research 
on the impact of market conditions on the functioning of companies. To summarize, crises become a constant element of 
organizational life (Wenzel, Stanske & Lieberman, 2020). Therefore, the responses of companies (especially from the SME 
sector) and the search for answers to the question of how managers and employees can effectively respond to changes in 
environmental conditions are important research areas.

Based on the identified research gaps, this article set several goals. The first was to determine how companies from 
the SME sector modify their entrepreneurial strategies in response to changes in the external environment. The research 
has focused on assessing the level and significance of the modifications of entrepreneurial strategies expressed through 
the basic dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation; namely, risk-taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness. The second 
objective was to group the surveyed enterprises according to the similarities of their reactions in terms of changes in the 
levels of individual dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation. The last objective of the article was to assess the changes in 
the performances of the surveyed enterprises and to determine how the changes in this performance were shaped in the 
identified groups (clusters) of enterprises.

This study focused on small businesses in the printing industry. The research was conducted during three periods 
in 2020: prior to the pandemic, in the initial phase of the pandemic (during full lockdown), and in the subsequent crisis 
phase (the period of easing the restrictions).

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first quantitative study that analyzes changes in the levels of the individual 
dimensions of EO as a response to changes in market conditions.

The article is divided into several sections. First, a review of the literature on the dimensions of EO and the impact of 
external conditions on EO is presented. Based on the above, research hypotheses were proposed. In the next part, the data 
and variables that were used in the research are described, and the applied methods and research procedure are outlined. 
The subsequent section contains the results of empirical research based on which the hypotheses were verified and the 
discussion was conducted. The last part of the article includes the conclusions, limitations, and recommendations.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND FORMATION OF HYPOTHESES

Strategies in the context of changing market conditions

Business strategy has been the subject of much research since the 1960s. Then, the market conditions began to change 
more dynamically and become difficult to predict. Numerous definitions of firm strategy that have embraced various 
perspectives have been proposed since that time; these have focused on different aspects (for instance, on the allocation 
of resources that are necessary to achieve adopted goals (Chandler, 1962), the decision patterns that relate to a company’s 
position and identity, its ability to leverage its strengths, and its likelihood of success in the marketplace (Andrews, 1971), 
and the plans that define the benefits of a company in relation to the expectations and challenges of the environment 
(Jauch, Osborn & Glueck, 1980). In general, the concept of strategy means a dominating economic, social, or military 
orientation that expresses the prevailing direction of the operation of a given system in the long term (Stabryła, 2000). 

Developing and implementing effective strategies that adapt a company to the environment and the environment to the 
company is a prerequisite for the long-term survival of the company. If the uncertainty and volatility of the environment is 
high, however, it is difficult (or even impossible) to implement a long-term unchanged strategy. An unstable environment 
requires a company to adapt to a rapidly changing market as well as the accompanying technological, competitive, and 
social conditions. In such a situation, “the strategy must be created in a more flexible way, taking into account constant 
changes” (Sopińska, 2007). Entrepreneurs analyze their resources and any changes in the environment (opportunities and 
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threats) on a regular basis and adjust their goals and tasks accordingly; this means that they try different strategic options 
depending on the situation. Under such conditions, entrepreneurs are more inclined to implement less formal strategies; 
these are the results of the unrestrained process of learning (Mintzberg, 2012). 

Crises are likely the most challenging changes among those that occur in the external environment. Due to their 
characteristics, they require companies to respond (Bouncken, Kraus & de Lucas Ancillo, 2022), including modifying their 
operations (and sometimes their strategies as well). In the case of a long-term crisis, conditions can change during the crisis. 
In this case, a company needs to implement changes frequently (Williams, Gruber, Sutcliffe, Shepherd & Zhao, 2017). An 
effective response to a crisis can require additional resources; thus, a company’s survival can be threatened during a crisis 
– especially in the cases of those firms that do not possess sufficient resources nor have built their resistance capabilities. 
This is the case for numerous small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (Amankwah-Amoah, Khan & Wood, 2021; 
Eggers, 2020; Kraus et al., 2013). In the context of counteracting a crisis, Cater and Schwab (2008) defined the concept of 
turnaround strategies as a set of long-term decisions and actions that are meant to decisively and effectively counteract 
the crisis (which is a threat to the company). Laitinen (2000) defined this concept somewhat generally; he claimed that 
strategy is an action plan – the purpose of which is to respond to uncertainty and changes in the environment as well as 
transform threats into opportunities (especially during periods of unfavorable environmental conditions).

Companies react to and are affected by a  crisis differently. Klyver and Nielsen (2021) identified three modes of 
enterprise reaction in the face of a crisis; namely, crisis exploiters, crisis immunes, and crisis victims. In general, companies 
can respond to a  crisis in defensive or offensive ways (Tan & See, 2004; Manolova, Brush, Edelman & Elam, 2020). 
Defending can include reducing costs or renegotiating agreements, while the offensive approach is based on looking for 
those new opportunities that can occur during a crisis (Kuckertz & Brändle, 2022). Some of these can even be created 
by the crisis (Klyver & Nielsen, 2021); however, their exploitation requires the capacity of innovativeness (Clauss, Breier, 
Kraus, Durst & Mahto, 2022). Pusceddu et al. (2022) argued that small firms employ different strategies depending on the 
stage of a crisis. For example, they use flexible planning, proactiveness, financial resource equipment, and collaboration 
at the crisis-prevention stage, whereas the most useful strategies during the crisis-response phase are cost minimization 
and cash-flow protection, pivoting regarding their business model and operations, strengthening relationships with 
stakeholders, and improving dynamic approaches. During the crisis-recovery phase, firms reconfigure their business 
models and reestablish their relationships with their stakeholders and employees. 

Based on a review of 13 studies that focused on previous crises (before the last pandemic crisis), Wenzel et al. (2020) 
identified four strategic responses to crises: retrenchment, persevering, innovating, and exit. A similar approach was used 
in Puumalainen et al. (2023), where three crisis-coping strategies were considered; that is, persevering, retrenchment, and 
pivoting. The retrenchment strategy is based on reducing business activities and cutting costs (Wenzel et al., 2020). Owing 
to their resource limitations, the retrenchment strategy is commonly used by small firms (Bruton, Ahlstrom & Wan, 2003); 
for some companies, this could be the only available way to respond to a crisis in the short run (Wenzel et al., 2020). 
Persevering aims to maintain business activities during times of crisis. A firm can follow this strategy if it has available 
resources or access to a loan (Wenzel et al., 2020). When a crisis is not long, this can be effective (Pacheco-de-Almeida, 
2010; Stieglitz, Knudsen & Becker, 2016). An offensive response to a crisis can be embodied in strategic renewal or pivot. In 
particular, companies can implement changes in their technologies, offerings, or relationships with customers or business 
partners; this can result in modifications of their business models (Ries, 2011; 2017). This strategy is employed when 
companies decide to transform themselves in response to severe changes (Morgan, Anokhin, Ofstein & Friske, 2020) or 
opportunities (Leatherbee & Katila, 2017). As this approach is proactive and requires innovativeness and the readiness to 
take risks, this strategy can be perceived as an entrepreneurial practice (Ester & Maas, 2016). Pearce II and Robbins (1994) 
emphasized that companies can adopt recovery strategies during a crisis that mainly focuses on either entrepreneurship 
or efficiency. To describe the difference between the two approaches, the authors noted that entrepreneurship-oriented 
recovery strategies involve “doing things differently,” while performance-oriented recovery strategies focus on “doing 
the same things on a smaller scale but more efficiently.” Entrepreneurship-oriented recovery strategies are similar to the 
concept of entrepreneurial innovativeness strategies in business. They involve transforming a company’s products, services, 
markets, or core technologies to represent a new or radically changed competitive orientation. The listed entrepreneurial 
behaviors indicate the importance of entrepreneurial strategies under crisis conditions; these strategies can be reflected in 
the entrepreneurial orientation of a company (Covin & Slevin, 1989). 
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Entrepreneurial orientation and market conditions

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is defined as the strategic intention of a  company that characterizes its actions and 
behaviors and strives to help the organization achieve a sustainable competitive advantage and improve its results (Covin 
et al., 2006; Hakala, 2011). Bratnicki (2002) perceived EO as a social process that is carried out by the members of an 
organization. Their strategic innovativeness, proactiveness behaviors, and risk-taking transform the organization – owing 
to a bold departure from its previous schemes and organizational practices. Zighan et al. (2021) defined EO as the ability 
of business organizations to discover innovativeness, proactiveness, and growing thinking in an uncertain environment 
through decision-making, strategy, management philosophy, and entrepreneurial behaviors. Semrau, Ambos, and Kraus 
(2016) believed that EO is one of the few features that can constitute a competitive advantage in a changing environment 
where businesses constantly have to search for new opportunities. Finally, Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, and Frese (2009) 
and Hernandez-Perlines (2016) noted that EO plays an important role in developing new products and services as well as 
in responding to unforeseen situations. 

Considering the above definitions and conclusions, it becomes crucial to take into account the impact of market 
conditions and their changes on entrepreneurial behavior. This aspect holds significant theoretical and practical 
importance. As Morris (1998) claimed, entrepreneurship starts with an opportunity, and opportunities are rooted in 
a dynamic and ever-evolving external environment. This external environment is particularly important for companies 
from the SME sector, as they are usually characterized by limited resources (Aldrich & Auster, 1986; Keh, Nguyen & Ng, 
2007; Simsek & Heavey, 2011; Chen & Liu, 2020) and, consequently, are largely dependent on their external environments 
(Park, 2018). In addition, it is essential in relation to EO, as it is perceived as a highly resource-intensive strategy in the 
literature (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). 

Studies on entrepreneurship have shown that EO can be effective in responding to a crisis (Beliaeva, Shirokova, Wales 
& Gafforova, 2020; Puumalainen et al., 2023). In particular, EO is positively associated with opportunity-seeking (Beliaeva 
et al., 2020) and firm flexibility (Lekmat & Chelliah, 2011) under crisis conditions. Consequently, EO has a positive impact 
on firm survival (Eggers, 2020) and performance in hostile environments (Covin & Slevin, 1989; Soininen, Puumalainen, 
Sjögrén & Syrjä, 2012). Lukito-Budi, Manik, and Indarti (2023) analyzed the strategies that were proposed by Miles and 
Snow (2003) (namely, reactor, prospector, defender, and analyzer) in the context of the last pandemic crisis; they argued 
that the effectiveness of these strategies depends on the level of EO of a company. In their study on small businesses, 
Didonet, Simmons, Díaz‐Villavicencio, and Palmer (2012) argued that companies with high levels of market orientation 
adapt better and are able to respond appropriately to turbulent environments.

In studies that linked market conditions and EO, the four dimensions of the external environment are mentioned (as 
proposed by Dess & Beard, 1984): environmental munificence, dynamism, hostility, and complexity. At the same time, 
researchers have focused on two models that describe the relationship between business environment conditions and EO. 
The first model concerns the impact of market environment conditions on EO (Miller & Friesen, 1982; Covin & Slevin, 
1989; Jalali, 2012; Rosenbusch, Rauch & Bausch, 2013; Dele-Ijagbulu, Moos & Eresia-Eke, 2020; Suder, 2022). The second 
model assumes that environmental conditions play the role of moderator in the relationship between the impact of EO 
and a company’s performance (Becherer & Maurer, 1997; Davis, 2007; Wojcik-Karpacz, Karpacz, Pavlov & Rudawska, 
2018; Yoo & Kim, 2019; Onwe, Ogbo & Ameh, 2020; Kusa, Duda & Suder, 2022). The impact of changes in market 
conditions on the evolution of EO has been rarely discussed. The authors of this paper were able to identify only one study 
(a qualitative analysis by Okreglicka, Lemańska-Majdzik, Pichugina & Artemenko, 2021) that examined how Polish and 
Ukrainian companies modified their EO in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.

On the basis of the above considerations on the application of an EO strategy in relation to market conditions, the 
following hypothesis can be formulated. 

H1: As market conditions change, companies modify their entrepreneurial orientation strategies.

Regardless of the adopted methodology for researching the relationship between EO and market conditions, all of 
the mentioned authors pointed out that the studied relationships should be considered not in the light of EO as a one-
dimensional construct but its individual dimensions that were proposed by Covin and Slevin (1989) (i.e., risk-taking, 
innovativeness, and proactiveness) or those of Lumpkin and Dess (1996), who additionally proposed competitive 
aggressiveness and autonomy. This study focuses on EO as a three-dimensional construct.
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Risk-taking and market conditions

Risk-taking is a dimension of EO that is identified with threats and/or opportunities that are the positive or negative 
consequences of various events accompanied by uncertainty (Islam, Tedford & Haemmerle, 2008). Risk is a  constant 
element of business activities (Casualty Actuarial Society, 2003) and their characteristic features (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). 
Entrepreneurial companies take controlled and calculated risks (Keh, Der Foo & Lim, 2002; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). 
Acceptance and willingness to take risks are also evident traits in SMEs (Kreiser, Anderson, Marino & Kuratko, 2013; 
Schachtebeck, Groenewald & Nieuwenhuizen, 2019); this is due to their limited resources (Blanc-Alquier & Lagasse-
Tignol, 2006). Risk-taking refers to “the extent to which managers are willing to take on large and risky commitments” 
(Miller & Friesen, 1978). Risk-taking enterprises are willing to accept challenges in order to seize innovative opportunities 
and gain competitive advantages (Hock-Doepgen, Clauss, Kraus & Cheng, 2021).

The opinions of researchers vary regarding risk-taking and its impact on a company’s performance in various market 
conditions, and the results of their studies have led to ambiguous conclusions. Specifically, Miles, Arnold, and Thompson 
(1993), Goll and Rasheed (1997), Martins and Rialp (2013) posited that a highly unfavorable environment with high 
dynamics and volatility is not conducive to taking greater risks. These researchers argued that, under such market 
conditions, companies pay more attention to protecting their resources than taking risky actions. Kreiser, Anderson, 
Kuratko, and Marino (2020) believed that this is consistent with the concept of threat rigidity, which states that companies 
will respond to threat situations by taking their focus off of risk-taking. This argument was confirmed by the results of the 
research that was conducted by Suder (2022).

However, Covin, and Slevin (1989), Miller (1983), and Miller and Friesen (1982) held a different opinion on this matter; 
they claimed that the more hostile the environment is, the more companies will be willing to undertake entrepreneurial 
activities (including risk-taking). Lumpkin & Dess (1996) believed that, under such conditions, companies that are risk-
averse will lose market shares and will not be able to maintain strong positions in their industries against their risk-
tolerant competitors. In addition, Kreiser and Davis (2010) emphasized that, under dynamic environments, enterprises 
must make bold and risky strategic decisions in order to cope with constant changes to improve their business results. 
Jalali (2012) and Dele-Ijagbulu, Moos, and Eresia-Eke (2021) presented empirical evidence of the positive impact of 
unfavorable and turbulent environmental conditions on the willingness of enterprises from the SME sector to take risks.

Regarding risk-taking in a  moderately hostile market environment, the research by Zahra and Garvis (2000) 
showed that risk-taking improves the performance of companies. According to the analyses that were conducted by 
Suder (2022), however, the level of risk-taking is lower under such environmental conditions than it is under generous 
conditions. These results confirmed the thesis presented by Kreiser et al. (2020), who argued that a generous business 
environment can spur a company to take risks. Covin and Slevin (1989) presented a different opinion, emphasizing that 
entrepreneurs are not willing to take risks – even under conditions that are exceptionally favorable for their operations 
(good economic situations); they do so because this allows them to leverage proven (less risky) strategies that bring them 
their expected profits. 

The research conducted by Okręglicka et al. (2021) confirmed the ambiguity of reactions in risk-taking modification in 
the event of deteriorating market conditions. With the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic, three of the four surveyed 
Polish companies reduced their risk-taking levels, and one increased theirs. In turn, three of the surveyed Ukrainian 
companies significantly increased their levels of risk-taking, and one did not change. The above considerations lead to the 
formulation of the following hypothesis:

H2: As market conditions change, companies modify their risk-taking strategies.

Innovativeness and market conditions

Innovativeness is defined as the implementation of new creative ideas that facilitate a company’s survival in intensely 
competitive markets (O’Reagan & Ghobadian, 2005), the tendency to experiment, use new technologies and take creative 
actions that result in process improvement (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005), and the tendency to introduce new products and 
services and implement new business models (Bratnicki, 2008). This is perceived as a source of competitive advantage 
(Woodward, 2009; Liao & Rice, 2010). Innovativeness plays a key role in business models, processes, and services (Mahto, 
Belousova & Ahluwalia, 2020). This is why some authors highlight the role of “breakthrough innovativeness,” which they 
define as “an innovativeness that changes performance indicators or consumer expectations by introducing radically new 
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functionalities or technical standards” (Nagy, Schuessler & Dubinsky, 2016). Breakthrough innovativeness is strategically 
critical (Govindarajan & Kopalle, 2006); when mixed with EO, it leads to such innovation (Kraus et al., 2023) that can 
completely transform markets (e.g., Hu & Hughes, 2020). 

As in the case of risk-taking, opinions are also divided regarding the impact that market conditions have on 
innovativeness. However, most authors agree that favorable market conditions encourage innovativeness more effectively 
than unfavorable ones. Specifically, Chesbrough (2020) and Wenzel et al. (2020) pointed out that introducing innovativeness 
during crisis conditions could be difficult due to limited resources. According to Miller and Friesen (1982), companies 
focus more on protecting economic resources than on implementing innovative ideas during a crisis. Zahra (1996) agreed 
with this point, believing that unfavorable environmental conditions tend to make entrepreneurs averse to investing 
funds into developing new technologies. Kreiser and David (2010) were of the same opinion; they confirmed that hostile 
market conditions have a negative impact on innovativeness. This was also confirmed by Khan and Manopichetwattana 
(1989), Wolff and Pett (2006), and Suder (2022), who investigated companies from the small and medium-sized enterprise 
sector. Kreiser, Marino, and Weaver (2002) showed a negative relationship between innovativeness and the hostility of the 
environment, which was consistent with the findings of Zahra and Bogner (2000). They posited that intensively engaging 
limited financial resources in innovative products is a poor strategic choice. Rosenbusch et al. (2013) wrote in a similar 
tone, arguing that operating in a hostile environment requires limiting experimentation and, consequently, innovativeness 
(which is not a desirable strategy under such conditions); in their research, they confirmed that a favorable environment 
positively affects innovativeness. Olaru, Dinu, Keppler, Mocan, and Mateiu (2015) and Kreiser and Davis (2010) confirmed 
that enterprises will be more innovative when favorable market conditions appear. This was also confirmed by the research 
that was conducted by Suder (2022).

Prajogo (2016) argued that companies that operate in dynamic environments are more likely to benefit from new 
product innovations than those that operate in stable environments. Martínez-Romána, Tamayo, and Gamero (2017) 
confirmed that innovativeness plays an increasingly important role in building competitive advantages and helps increase 
the competitiveness of companies, which is especially beneficial during times of crisis. In his research on Iranian companies, 
Jalali (2012) showed that both unfavorable market and dynamic conditions determine a high level of innovativeness. Li and 
Atuahene-Gima (2001) found that turbulence in hostile environments creates new market opportunities and promotes 
innovativeness; however, it also requires a shift from routine to flexibility in embracing innovativeness. This was the case 
with COVID-19, which was a challenge to organizations; however, many of them proved their abilities to innovate during 
the crisis in order to become more resilient in the future (Kusa et al., 2022). According to Heinonen and Strandvik (2021), 
the COVID-19 pandemic prompted even the most efficient organizations to look for new innovativeness (now known 
as “CoviNovations”). For example, seven out of the eight companies that were studied by Okręglicka et al. (2021) did not 
weaken their innovativeness strategies as responses to the COVID-19 pandemic. Based on the above considerations, we 
propose the following hypothesis:

H3: As market conditions change, companies modify their innovativeness strategies.

Proactiveness and market conditions

Proactiveness (another dimension in the adopted conceptualization of EO) is related to recognizing and exploiting 
new opportunities, developing new competencies and capabilities, and keeping vigilant in order to stay ahead of the 
competition and quickly adapt to changing market trends (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005, Bratnicki, 2008; Herlinawati, Ahman 
& Machmud, 2019). Proactiveness includes initiatives that develop the environment for one’s own benefit. It should be 
considered in relation to its opposite (i.e., passivity), which is understood as the indifference to opportunities as well as 
the inability to seek and take advantage of them (Dyduch, 2008).

Researchers are unanimous when it comes to the impact of market conditions on the proactive behaviors of enterprises. 
Venkatraman (1989) and Bivona and Cruz (2021) posited that the proactive behavior of enterprises (i.e., anticipating and 
responding to future needs by searching for new opportunities) is fundamental under unfavorable conditions; therefore, 
companies will strive for such behaviors during a crisis. Wright, Kroll, Pray, and Lado (1995) argued that taking proactive 
decisions and actions allows a company to react quickly to changes in the environment (e.g., changes in demand). Covin 
and Slevin (1989) proposed that a proactive entrepreneurial attitude in a hostile environment can benefit small enterprises. 

The results of the research that was conducted by Kurtulmuş and Warner (2015), Bogatyreva et al. (2017), and Dele-
Ijagbulu et al. (2021) proved that unfavorable market conditions positively affected the levels of the proactiveness of their 
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surveyed enterprises. The views and research findings of the cited authors are consistent with the position of Miller (1983), 
who defined an entrepreneurial firm; he believed that the more unfavorable market conditions tended to be, the more 
proactive entrepreneurs were. 

Miller and Friesen (1982) and Lumpkin and Dess (2001) expressed slightly different opinions on the impact of 
unfavorable conditions on the level of proactiveness. In their opinion, the hostility of the environment increases the 
pressure on companies to protect their resources (e.g., finances), and taking action under such conditions is risky. 
Such theses were confirmed by Jalali (2012), whose research results did not confirm a significant impact of unfavorable 
conditions and a turbulent environment on the level of proactiveness.

According to Wales (2016) and Rosenbusch et al. (2013), a dynamic business environment stimulates activities and 
the proactive behavior of an enterprise. As these authors argued, a dynamic environment creates opportunities in which 
proactive strategies can be applied. The qualitative research of eight companies by Okręglicka et al. (2021) showed that 
the COVID-19 pandemic prompted four of them to strengthen their proactivity strategies (two of them significantly, 
and three – moderately). Three of the studied companies did not change in this respect, and one company reduced its 
proactiveness. The above considerations allow us to formulate the following hypothesis:

H4: As market conditions change, companies modify their proactiveness strategies.

It should be noted that, based on the literature review, it is challenging to clarify the formulated hypotheses in detail 
and determine the direction of changes (growth or decrease) for the levels of the considered strategies that are applied.

Dimensions of EO and performance under different market conditions

The study of EO and its connection to firm performance (PERF) has been extensively addressed in the literature (Wales, 
Kraus, Filser, Stöckmann & Covin, 2021). In their studies, an overwhelming majority of the researchers agreed and 
confirmed that EO is a tool that leads to enhanced business efficiency (Bratnicki, 2011; Covin & Wales, 2012; Kraus et 
al., 2012; Filser, Eggers, Kraus & Málovics, 2014; Al-Ansaari, Bederr & Chen, 2015; Kallmuenzer, Strobl & Peters, 2018; 
Wales et al., 2021; Kusa, Suder & Duda, 2023). Most of this research was conducted under stable market conditions; 
however, some researchers attempted to explore the relationship between EO and firm performance under volatile 
environmental conditions.

Covin and Slevin (1989) were pioneers in this field, who demonstrated that firms that exhibit entrepreneurial attitudes 
achieve better outcomes in hostile environments than firms with low EO levels. These findings were corroborated by the 
research of Mac-Kingsley and Horsfall (2021), who showed that EO enhanced the likelihood of SME survival during the 
COVID-19 pandemic (i.e., under unfavorable market conditions). Meanwhile, Puumalainen et al. (2023) revealed that 
EO during the pandemic was a key factor that led to the high performance of the firms that they studied (utilizing the 
fsQCA method). Furthermore, their research indicated that low EO levels emerged as a significant contributor to low-
performance levels. Conversely, the findings from Li Z., Anaba, Ma, and Li M. (2021) (who conducted their study on 
manufacturing firms in Ghana) suggested that EO positively impacted business growth during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
As noted by Maaodhah, Singh, Al-Juboori, Pitchy, and Ekene (2021), organizations with high levels of EO were better 
positioned to swiftly adapt and influence changes in the turbulent market environment, thereby enhancing their results 
and expanding their developmental opportunities. Similarly, the studies by Pearce II and Robbins (1994) suggested that 
firms that experience downturns due to external causes achieve greater success in their recovery efforts when focusing on 
entrepreneurial actions in response to crises.

However, not all researchers agree that the relationship between EO and firm performance is unequivocal. Lomberg, 
Urbig, Stöckmann, Marino, and Dickson (2017) contended that this relationship is contingent on the adopted research 
context. Similar sentiments were echoed by Rauch et al. (2009), Andersén (2010), and Olowofeso, Ojo, and Ajayi (2021), 
who also indicated that this connection is intricate and sensitive to the various operationalizations of key constructs 
and contexts, thus necessitating caution when generalizing conclusions. As a result, many researchers have focused on 
analyzing the impact of the individual dimensions of EO on performance while also considering market conditions.

Researchers have not fully confirmed the role of risk-taking in firm performance. For instance, Fairoz and Hirobami 
(2016) found a positive relationship between risk-taking and the performances of Japanese SMEs. Similarly, Ahmed and 
Brennan (2019) also observed that firms with high levels of risk-taking exhibit higher efficiency. From the research that 
was conducted by Suder (2023) on one- and two-star hotels in Poland during the pandemic, it can be inferred that 
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a significant and positive correlation between risk-taking and firm performance exists. Naldi, Nordqvist, Sjoberg, and 
Wiklund (2007) concluded that, among the Swedish family firms they studied, risk-taking had negative impacts on their 
overall performances. Similar findings were obtained by Salome et al. (2022) in their study of 385 Nigerian SMEs. 

Regarded by many researchers as a significant factor, innovativeness positively influences a company’s development 
and enhances its outcomes (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Rauch et al., 2009). This strategy affects the development of individual 
companies (Chen, 2017) and their performances (Cakar & Erturk, 2010). This has been corroborated by numerous studies 
that were conducted under stable market conditions (Moreno & Casillas, 2008; Dachs & Peters, 2014; Martínez-Román 
et al., 2017; Farinha, Ferreira & Nunes, 2018; Kusa, Duda & Suder, 2021) as well as during periods of crisis (Al-Ameedee 
& Abd Alzahrh, 2021; Salome et al., 2022; Kusa et al., 2022; Suder, 2023). Research by Pearce II and Michael (2006) 
demonstrated that innovative firms that introduce new products (especially during crises) can achieve significant success. 
However, there are several instances in the literature where it has been shown that innovativeness is not the primary 
determinant of firm performance (Buli, 2017; Akinwande & Akinola, 2021).

According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996), proactiveness is an entrepreneurial trait that pertains to the desire to lead the 
industry, which can consequently ensure high firm performance. This viewpoint has found support in numerous studies 
and works in the context of PR’s influence on firm performance. In a study of Spanish SMEs, for example, Casillas and 
Moreno (2010) found that the proactive enterprises in their examined population exhibited more remarkable growth. 
The positive impact of proactiveness on firm performance was also demonstrated by Gotteland, Shock, and Sarin (2020) 
and Kusa et al. (2021). These studies were conducted under favorable market conditions; however, the affirmative effect of 
PR on firm performance has also been confirmed by scholars who conducted analyses using data from times of adverse 
environmental conditions. For example, Suder (2023) and Salome et al. (2022) demonstrated that proactiveness during 
the pandemic-induced crisis had the most significant positive impact on firm performance among the dimensions of EO.

Despite not finding studies that specifically analyzed the impact of changes in EO and its dimensions on firm 
performance, the authors propose the following hypothesis based on the conducted literature review:

H5: Companies that change their levels of entrepreneurial orientation alongside changing market conditions achieve 
more favorable shifts in their performances.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research concept

Although the analyses focus on quantitative research in this study, the entire process that was related to this research was 
preceded by a number of interviews and conversations with entrepreneurs. From August through November 2020, 28 
semi-structured interviews were conducted with representatives (managers, directors, or owners) from SME companies 
that represented various industries and operated mainly in Małopolska Voivodeship, Poland. Each interview lasted from 
20 to 45 minutes. The purpose of these interviews was to assess the conditions of SME enterprises during the crisis caused 
by the COVID-19 pandemic, to diagnose the difficulties they encountered regarding their business activities, and to 
identify how they dealt with them. At the same time, the entrepreneurs were asked to specify the market conditions as well 
as compare their situations (for example, in their business activities and performances) before and during the pandemic. 
An additional purpose of the interviews was to verify and evaluate the effectiveness of the proprietary questionnaire. 

One of the most important conclusions of the interviews was that two phases should be distinguished during the 2020 
pandemic period in terms of market conditions, and the study questions should refer to three separate periods (one before 
the pandemic and two periods during the pandemic). During the period of March through October 2020, the entrepreneurs 
indicated very high rates of changes. They pointed out that the initial two-month phase of the pandemic was a period of 
highly unfavorable market conditions; this resulted from the lockdowns and significant operational uncertainty. After 
this period, market conditions began to improve; restrictions were slowly lifted, crisis response funds appeared, and 
uncertainty became the new normal. The comments and suggestions of the entrepreneurs who were interviewed in this 
study were largely confirmed in the report that was prepared by the Polish Economic Institute (Dębkowska, Kłosiewicz-
Górecka, Szymańska & Zybertowicz, 2022). The study indicated that the sentiment of the surveyed entrepreneurs changed 
from 52.2 points in April to 100 points at the end of June/beginning of July (where 100 points stand for a neutral level). 
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Sample and data collection

Meetings and interviews with entrepreneurs allowed for the identification of those business activities that were sensitive 
to the analyzed changes in market conditions. Additionally, the local, national, and European market positions were 
considered. Consequently, the printing industry was selected for the quantitative examination.

The choice of the target sample was determined by several factors. First, the Polish printing market was one of Europe’s 
most rapidly developing markets from 2014 through 2018 according to the report prepared by the Polish Brotherhood of 
the Knights of Gutenberg (2018). With revenue of €3.38 billion (data from 2018), the Polish printing industry remained the 
largest in Central and Eastern Europe and ranked seventh among all European Union countries. Furthermore, the Polish 
market was experiencing a technological transformation, following the emergence of 3D technology or innovativeness in 
printing paper technology. An additional context for the research was provided by the fact that Polish printing enterprises 
were at different levels of technological advancement (Polskie Bractwo Kawalerów Gutenberga [The Polish Brotherhood 
of the Knights of Gutenberg], 2018). Second, the printing sector found itself in a difficult situation due to the sudden halt 
of the economy as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. Some supply chains were disrupted or limited, resulting in delayed 
deliveries of paper and foil that were imported mainly from Italy and China (poligrafika.pl, 2020). The ethyl alcohol that 
is typically used in the production of packaging was also scarce, as health services had priority access to it. Due to the 
lockdown, there were no fairs, exhibitions, nor other industry events (which typically require the services of the printing 
industry). As a result, the number of orders decreased (Wydawca, 2020; Cetera, 2021).

As time passed and the pandemic continued, printing companies had the opportunity to adapt to the situation. In 
particular, the demand structure changed, and the companies increased their production of food packaging. Some of 
them started producing face masks. According to research by Cetera (2020), some companies in the industry used this 
form of support when crisis response funds became available, and some were planning to apply for it. A significant change 
in the business conditions for printing companies was the loosening of restrictions that took place in June 2020 (Suder 
et al., 2022). It was then that cultural and sports institutions reopened; these constitute a significant part of the customer 
base for printing companies. 

Based on the interviews with the managers (during the qualitative stage of the study) and an analysis of the state of 
the art, three periods were distinguished for 2020, each characterized by different market conditions. Period I was before 
the COVID-19 pandemic, Period II was the first phase of the pandemic (from March through May 2020), and Period III 
was the second phase of the 2020 pandemic (from June through November of the same year). These periods are presented 
in Figure 1 according to the characteristics important to the printing industry.

Figure 1. Characteristics of studied periods

Since the sentiment index in small enterprises was the lowest during the initial phase of the pandemic (according to 
the report by the Polish Economic Institute – Dębkowska et al., 2022), this research focused on small enterprises from the 
printing industry that operated in Poland. In addition, it was assumed that these companies had operated for a minimum 
of 3 years (i.e., since 2018). According to the Polish National Court Register, there were 602 such companies; this number 
determined the size of the target population for the research. Random sampling with drawing without replacement was used 
in the sampling. The data for the study was collected by a specialized research company that submitted survey questionnaires 
during the months of December 2020 and January 2021. The PAPI or CAPI method was used for data collection.
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As a result, 150 completed questionnaires were obtained. After verification, the data from all of the questionnaires 
was used in further analysis; this translated as a 7% sample error with an assumed 95% confidence level. Table 1 presents 
the structure of the companies that participated in the research, taking the ages of the companies, their numbers of 
employees, and their locations into account.

Table 1. Characteristics of the studied group

No. of employees 10–19 
20–29 
30–39 
40–49 

51%
16%

8%
25%

Company age 3–10 years
11–20 years
20+ years

14%
28.7%
57.3%

Location Rural areas 
Towns* 
Medium-sized cities**
Large cities***

8.7%
16%
42%

33.3%
Note: * up to 50,000 inhabitants; ** from 50,000 to 500,000 inhabitants; *** more than 500,000 inhabitants.

Variables and reliability assessment

After collecting and verifying the survey data, the starting point for the statistical analyses was to build appropriate 
constructs that reflected the values of the variables that were considered (both for EO and the performances of the individual 
enterprises). To build constructs that reflected entrepreneurial behavior in terms of risk-taking (R), innovativeness (IN), 
and proactiveness (PR), the measurement scale from the questionnaire that was proposed by Hughes and Morgan (2007) 
was used, with minor modifications as were proposed by Kusa et al. (2021). The values of the individual EO dimensions 
were defined as the arithmetic means of the set of indexes that were evaluated by the respondents on a five-point scale. 
In order to estimate the firm performance (PERF), five items were used (as were adopted from the works of Hughes & 
Morgan, 2007; Covin and Slevin, 1989; and Kusa et al., 2021). In total, 17 questions were used to build all the constructs 
analyzed in the study (see Appendix 1). The respondents assessed their entrepreneurial attitudes and performances for the 
three selected periods (cf., Figure. 1). 

Table 2 includes the number of indexes from which the individual constructs were created. The reliability measures 
of the scales that were used (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha, and composite reliability (Netemeyer et al., 2003) were also provided. 

Table 2. Characteristics of variables 

Name Abbreviation No. of items
Construct reliability 

Period I Period II Period III
 α CR  α   CR α  CR 

Risk-taking R 4 0.74 0.74 0.81 0.87 0.82 0.88
Innovativeness IN 4 0.81 0.78 0.80 0.87 0.80 0.83
Proactiveness PR 4 0.86 0.81 0.88 0.87 0.85 0.87
Performance PERF 5 0.85 0.89 0.82 0.87 0.85 0.89

Note: α = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = Composite reliability (CR).

For all of the variables in each of the analyzed periods, the values of the reliability indexes were higher than 0.7 and 
lower than 0.9; these results confirmed the correctness of the studied constructs (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011).

Since the study goal was to identify any changes in EO as well as the results, the changes in the values of the constructs 
were analyzed. These changes were defined as the differences in the values of the constructs between consecutive periods. 
Therefore, those companies for which the maximum or minimum values of the variables were reached were removed 
from the study group. This was necessary because, in those cases of extreme values of a construct, only a one-way change 
would be possible due to the limited scope of the scale. Otherwise, they could significantly distort the analysis results. 
Ultimately, 126 cases were accepted for analysis.
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Data–analysis techniques 

Empirical research was carried out in several stages and covered various aspects; therefore, various statistical tools were 
used. All of the analyses were carried out on the changes in the values of the individual constructs between Periods I and 
II as well as between Periods II and III. Depending on the type of analysis, the following statistical software was used: 
Statgraphics 18, IBM SPSS Statistics 28, and cluster selected statistical packages of R (MASS, cluster).

During the first stage, the changes in the values of the indexes between the considered periods and their statistical 
significance were assessed. Due to the characteristics of the data, the non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used 
to test the significance of the changes (whether they were significantly different from 0) (Corder & Foreman, 2014). Such an 
approach made it possible to examine the significance of the changes in the EO strategies and their dimensions, particularly 
to verify the H1–H4 hypotheses. In the conducted tests, the adopted statistical significance threshold was 0.05. 

The next part of the analysis was to graphically present the cumulative distribution of the types of entrepreneurial 
behavior in relation to the individual dimensions of EO and the results. Three types of behavior were considered in 
the studies: decrease, no change, and growth. This part of the research complemented and deepened the previously 
described analyses. 

The key stage of the research was the attempt to classify the enterprises according to the types and values of the 
changes in the scope of their entrepreneurial activities between the considered periods. This part of the empirical research 
was carried out using cluster analysis (Everitt, Landau & Leese, 2001). From a broad range of algorithms that are used 
in this clustering method, the k-means method was selected; however, the selection of the number of necessary clusters 
when using this method was based on the Elbow and Silhouette methods. The grouping was carried out using both types 
of variables: qualitative (type of change – decrease, no change, and growth), and quantitative (size of change). In addition, 
the Kruskal-Wallis Test (Corder & Foreman, 2014) was conducted to verify whether there were significant differences in 
the levels of firm performance for the identified groups. In addition, it was verified which reactions of the firms brought 
significant changes to their performances by using the previously mentioned Wilcoxon singed-rank test. The use of these 
tests in the analysis made it possible to verify the H5 hypothesis.

RESULTS

Analysis of changes in entrepreneurial orientation and its dimensions 

The first stage of the research focused on an analysis of the dynamics of the changes in the EO dimensions and for the 
performances of the individual enterprises. Figure 2 presents time-series charts of the average values for EO, its dimensions 
during the three considered periods, and the given values of the changes. In addition, Table 3 presents the values of the 
mean changes as supplemented by the standard deviation and the results of the significance test of these changes.

Figure 2. Changes in dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and its dimensions during particular periods
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Table 3. Statistics and test results for changes in dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and its dimensions during particular periods

Variable
Period I–Period II Period II–Period III

Average Standard 
deviation p-value Average Standard 

deviation p-value

EO -0.21 0.60 0.001 0.10 0.38 0.027
R -0.46 0.85 0.000 0.06 0.58 0.300
IN -0.12 0.71 0.119 0.09 0.43 0.025
PR -0.04 0.68 0.621 0.15 0.45 0.000

Note: p-values below 0.05 are in bold. 

A preliminary analysis of the dynamics of the average level of entrepreneurial dimensions allowed for the conclusion 
that, at the time when the crisis emerged, all of the average values of the dimensions of EO decreased. Treating EO as one-
dimensional, the average change in the level of this variable was -0.21 between Periods I and II. The largest change in the 
mean was noticeable for the R index – the level of which decreased by nearly 0.5. This decrease was much lower for the 
remaining dimensions (i.e., IN and PR) and did not exceed 0.15. 

An assessment of the significance of the observed changes that was carried out using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test 
led to the following conclusions. In the cases of EO (as unidimensional construct) and R, these changes were statistically 
significant (p-values less than 0.05). This meant that the H1 and H2 hypotheses were confirmed for the changes between 
Periods I and II. However, the changes in the levels of IN and PR were not statistically significant (p-values less than 0.05). 
Therefore, the hypotheses that were related to these dimensions of EO (i.e., H3 and H4) were not confirmed.

An analysis of the changes in the levels of EO and its individual dimensions between Periods II and III (cf., Figure 2, 
Table 2) showed that when the market conditions improved, these indexes increased. In connection with the contemplated 
change in the market conditions, the EO strategies increased by 0.1 (on average) in the group of surveyed companies. Based 
on the conducted test (see Table 2), we considered the increase in the EO level to be statistically significant; consequently, 
this meant that the H1 hypothesis was confirmed. Referring to each dimension of EO separately, it can be seen that the 
greatest average increase (0.15) was obtained for PR. This increase was statistically significant, which supported the H3 
hypothesis. A slightly smaller but significant increase (0.09) was obtained for the IN variable. The risk-taking increase of 
0.06 was not statistically significant. 

Table 4 presents a summary of the results in relation to the verification of the H1-H4 hypotheses for the two considered 
changes in market conditions.

Table 4. Summary of hypothesis analysis and testing results

Hypothesis
Period I–Period II Period II–Period III

Variable Type of change Remark Type of change Remark
H1 EO decreased confirmed increased confirmed
H2 R decreased confirmed increased not confirmed
H3 IN decreased not confirmed increased confirmed
H4 PR decreased not confirmed increased confirmed

The conclusion was that the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic and the subsequent crisis had a negative impact 
on the entrepreneurial behavior of the studied companies. This was highlighted by significant reductions in the levels 
of EO, which mainly concerned one of its dimensions (i.e., risk-taking). The entrepreneurs slightly (but statistically 
significantly) increased their EO levels when restrictions were lifted, and opportunities for government financial support 
emerged. In particular, the innovativeness and proactiveness indexes increased significantly, while the index for risk-
taking did not change dramatically. 

Upon analyzing the EO trends during the observed periods, the crisis prompted a decrease in EO; this was primarily 
driven by a  substantial reduction in risk-taking and slight statistically insignificant declines in proactiveness and 
innovativeness. Following the removal of the restrictions, enterprises conversely experienced significant EO increases, 
which were driven by heightened proactive and innovative behaviors while maintaining unchanged risk-taking levels.

It is important to note that examining the average changes in EO and its dimensions revealed general trends; however, 
individual enterprises may have exhibited diverse behaviors, and the average mean analysis did not provide a complete 
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picture of their reactions to the changing market conditions. Subsequently, the following analysis focused on investigating 
the types of changes in EO and its dimensions within each studied enterprise. Figure 2 illustrates bar charts that display 
cumulative distributions of the entrepreneurs’ behaviors.

Figure 3. Cumulative distribution of changes in behavior in terms of entrepreneurial orientation and its individual dimensions

T﻿he first chart in Figure 3 indicates that COVID-19 restrictions affected 70 of the studied enterprises (56%), reducing 
their willingness to take risks. A quarter of the companies remained unchanged, while 19% (24 enterprises) increased their 
risk-taking. Innovativeness saw a different distribution, with 52 enterprises (41%) decreasing their innovativeness, while 
nearly 37% increased it and 22% remained unchanged. Proactiveness remained unchanged for 39% of the enterprises. 
In terms of EO, around 46% reduced their levels, nearly 37% increased them, and 17% remained unchanged during 
the crisis. Most of the companies reduced their EO – especially risk-taking and innovativeness; proactiveness remained 
unchanged for the majority.

Between Periods II and III, the dominant reaction for all of the EO dimensions was no change, ranging from 38% 
for risk-taking to more than 60% for proactiveness. In the risk-taking, around 33% of the enterprises increased and 29% 
decreased their index. After the COVID-19 restrictions were lifted, 37% increased their innovativeness, while fewer than 
22% decreased it. About 31% increased their proactiveness, while only 9% decreased it. The most common reaction to the 
changes was increased EO levels (found in more than 50% of the enterprises). Every third entrepreneur noted no change, 
while every sixth reported a negative impact. The analysis of the behavioral reactions to the improved market conditions 
revealed varied responses among the surveyed entrepreneurs; this indicated no single type of reaction to such changes.

Analysis of changes in performances of studied enterprises

The analysis of the changes in EO and its individual dimensions showed that the entrepreneurs exhibited various behaviors 
as reactions to the changes in the market conditions. This section analyzes how the changes affected the PERF of the 
studied enterprises. 

Figure 4. Changes in PERF of studied companies over particular period pairings
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Table 5. Statistics and test results for changes in firm performance over particular period pairings

Variable
Period I–Period II Period II–Period III

Average Standard deviation p-value Average Standard 
deviation p-value

PERF -0.30 0.59 0.000 0.14 0.43 0.000

Figure 4 and Table 5 show that the crisis induced a decrease in the value of firm performance by an average of 0.3 units 
of the adopted scale. The average value of the result index increased by 0.14 from Period II to Period III. Both changes were 
found to be statistically significant (see Table 4). Therefore, the average value of the companies’ performances during the 
time of the crisis decreased significantly; when the restrictions were lifted, the surveyed companies recorded significant 
increases in performance as compared to the deep-crisis time (however, these increases did not compensate for the earlier 
decreases). Similarly to EO, the distributions of the types of changes in PERF in the studied companies were determined. 
The analysis results are shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5. Cumulative distribution of changes in performance of enterprises during analyzed period pairings

The most numerous group of the surveyed companies (59 out of 126) experienced declines in performance due to 
the changes in the market conditions between Periods I and II. Approximately 41% of the printing companies showed 
no changes in performance, while only 15 companies reported increases in performance during Period II as compared 
to Period I. Consequently, the overall impact of the COVID-19 pandemic was negative or neutral for most of the 
companies. Although the average performance index increased from Periods II to III, a significant number of surveyed 
enterprises (almost half) reported no changes in their performance levels (cf., Figure 5). About 35% of the companies saw 
improvements in performance, while just over 15% indicated declines in performance.

The analysis of the average value of the change in the performance index sheds light on some general regularities 
related to the studied changes in market conditions. In particular, the significant deterioration of the market conditions 
resulted in a decrease in the value of performance and their improvement – an increase in this index. A thorough analysis 
of the changes in the results demonstrated that there were companies for which their changes in business performance did 
not follow the generally prevailing trends in the market environment.

Results of cluster analysis

Among the studied enterprises, the differences in the directions of the changes in the EO index stimulated attempts 
to classify certain types of reactions (including the three EO dimensions that were considered in this research). An 
identification of those groups with similar types of behaviors was carried out using cluster analysis. The basic assumption 
for this analysis was the lack of correlation between the variables; all of the determined values of Spearman’s rank 
correlation coefficients turned out to be lower than 0.5, which meant that there was no strong collinearity between the 
variables that were selected as the grouping factors. An important element in the selection of variables in cluster analysis 
is the significant differentiation of each of them. In the case of the analyzed variables, the coefficient of variation of each of 
them was greater than 100%, which indicated a high level of differentiation (as is required in cluster analysis). 
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The analysis results for the changes between Periods I and II as well as Periods II and III, are shown in Figures 6 
and 7, respectively. The figures show the number of clusters, including information about the sizes and average values 
of the changes in EO and its individual dimensions. The results of the analysis were supplemented with the changes in 
the performance index for each selected subgroup; this allowed for identifying the types of reactions that led to the most 
favorable changes in the performance index.

Figure 6. Results of cluster analysis for changes between Periods I and II

As shown in Figure 6, the clustering procedure yielded four groups. Those enterprises that belonged to a given group 
were characterized by similar behavioral reactions. The largest group (Cluster 1a) exhibited significant decreases in all of 
the Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) dimensions, thus lowering their EO by 0.87 points on the scale. These enterprises 
(termed “retreaters”) notably reduced their entrepreneurial activities during the crisis.

Another substantial group (Cluster 2a – 27.7% of the study group) displayed a  lack of reactions to the market 
deterioration in terms of EO, thus earning them the label of “passive” or “wait-and-see” entrepreneurs. Cluster 3a, which 
was comprised of 34 enterprises, stood out as proactive innovators, significantly increasing their proactiveness and 
innovativeness while decreasing their risk-taking. The average EO for this group increased by 0.16 due to the crisis. In 
the smallest cluster (4a), these enterprises were identified as risk-taking innovators, showing significant increases in risk-
taking and innovativeness. Notably, no cluster exhibited increases in the average values of all of the EO dimensions during 
the crisis. An analysis of the firm performance changes across the clusters revealed decreases in the average performance 
indexes for all of the subgroups. Cluster 1a experienced the steepest decline, with its performance value dropping by more 
than 0.5. Cluster 3a recorded a significant decrease (by 0.31), while Cluster 2a (where the average EO indexes remained 
unchanged) showed the lowest decrease in performance (-0.1), which was higher (by 0.09) when compared to Cluster 4a. 
The results of the Kruskal-Wallis Test showed that there was a significant difference between the levels of changes in the 
companies’ performances in the designated clusters (p-value = 0.005). Moreover, it can be stated that significant changes 
in the performances of the companies (a significant decrease in this indicator) was confirmed for Clusters 1a (p-value = 
0.000) and 3a (p-value = 0.004) on the basis of the results of the signed-rank test. This means that companies that changed 
their EO (in clusters 1a and 3a) decreased their performance significantly, and companies that did not change their EO did 
not decrease their performance significantly (clusters 2a). Thus, in the context of the changes between Periods I and II, the 
H5 hypothesis was not confirmed. In addition, a significant decrease in performance was observed in two clusters (1a and 
3a) wherein companies decreased their risk-taking, regardless of changes in proactiveness and innovativeness. The results 
also showed that an increase in risk-taking combined with an increase in innovativeness had a better effect (i.e., a smaller 
decrease in performance) than an increase in proactiveness combined with innovativeness.

A similar analysis was carried out for changes between Periods II and III. In this case, three clusters were obtained; 
the characteristics of each are shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Results of cluster analysis for changes between Periods II and III

Almost half of the surveyed enterprises (47.6%) were assigned to one cluster (1b). As observed in Figure 7, these were 
the companies whose levels of all of the EO dimensions did not change as a result of the changes in market conditions. 
The average change in the level of EO and its individual dimensions did not exceed 0.05 (as per module). Cluster 2b, 
which included 39 enterprises, included those that significantly increased their levels of EO when the restrictions were 
lifted. In particular, the total level of EO in Period III increased by 0.47 on average as compared to Period II. The highest 
increase was recorded for PR (by 0.52), and the least – for IN (by 0.44). In the last group of enterprises (which consisted 
of 27 companies), EO decreased by 0.25, with the largest decrease recorded for R (by more than 0.5 points); in the case of 
innovativeness, the decrease was 0.25, and in the case of proactiveness, its average value did not change. 

The changes in PERF in the selected groups of enterprises can be determined based on Figure 7. By far, the best 
improvements in performance between Periods II and III (c.f. Figure 7) were recorded by those companies that increased 
their EO in all dimensions (i.e., those that were defined as early opportunity-pursuers). The average increase in the PERF 
in this group was 0.32. For the enterprises from the other clusters, the average value of firm performance also increased 
(but only slightly), amounting to approximately 0.05 (i.e., slightly higher than 0). The statistical tests that were performed 
revealed two additional findings. First, there were significant differences in the levels of performance changes among the 
companies from the three clusters (p-value = 0.033 in the Kruskal-Wallis test). Second, only the companies from Cluster 
2b recorded a significant increase in performance (p-value = 0.001 in the signed-rank test). An analysis of the changes 
between Periods II and III showed that those enterprises that became more entrepreneurial (increased their levels of all 
of the dimensions of EO) could count on the highest and most significant increases in their PERF levels. Thus, the H5 
hypothesis was confirmed for the changes between Periods II and III.

Although the surveyed enterprises represented a  single industry and belonged to a  single category (small and 
medium-sized enterprises), there were several factors that differentiated them (see Table 1), i.e. age, number of employees, 
and the size of their head office locality. To assess whether the control variables affected the results of the cluster analysis 
for each of the listed characteristics, their distribution in the individual clusters was examined. As it turned out, there were 
no statistically significant differences in the determined distributions. Therefore, the sociodemographic variables did not 
determine their assignments to their respective clusters.

DISCUSSION 

Our findings corresponded to several previous studies that focused on entrepreneurial strategies during a  crisis. The 
results confirmed the impact of the external environment on EO, as was previously reported by Covin and Slevin (1989), 
Rosenbusch et al. (2013), and Dele-Ijagbulu et al. (2020) as well as a few studies that referred to Polish businesses (Wojcik-
Karpacz et al., 2018; Okreglicka et al., 2021; Kusa et al., 2022; Suder, 2022). 
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The research allowed for the verification of the formulated hypotheses and the achievement of the set objectives. 
Specifically, it was demonstrated that the examined companies significantly modified their entrepreneurial orientation as 
a result of the changing market conditions. In the analyses, it was shown that the substantial and unexpected deterioration 
of the market conditions resulted in decreases in the levels of entrepreneurship within the companies in the printing 
industry. However, it should be noted that, regarding the individual dimensions of EO, significant decreases in the average 
levels could only be observed for risk-taking. This confirmed Hypothesis H2 and was consistent with the proposals of 
Miles et al. (1993), Goll and Rasheed (1997), Martins and Rialp (2013), and Kreiser et al. (2020), who believed that hostile 
market conditions do not encourage risk-taking. Conversely, the worsening of the market conditions did not lead to 
significant modifications of the companies’ proactiveness and innovativeness; this signified lacks of confirmations for 
Hypotheses H3 and H4 for the changes from Period I  to Period II. The fact that the surveyed companies maintained 
their proactiveness and innovativeness at pre-crisis levels suggested that these were the strategic dimensions that firms 
considered to be crucial when addressing a crisis. This conclusion aligned with the views of Chesbrough (2020), Wenzel 
et al. (2020), and Bivona and Cruz (2021), who noted the significant roles of these EO dimensions in countering emerging 
adverse market conditions.

The improvement in the market conditions that resulted from easing the pandemic restrictions and the emergence of 
opportunities for government support prompted companies to significantly modify their innovativeness and proactiveness 
strategies while maintaining their unchanged levels of risk-taking. Therefore, the firms began to seek opportunities and 
introduce innovations after a temporary pause due to the improved market conditions. All of this was not necessarily 
indicative of an increased willingness to take risks. These findings suggested that Hypothesis H2 was not confirmed for 
the changes between Periods II and III, while Hypotheses H3 and H4 were supported. While it cannot be claimed that the 
conditions for the firms were favorable during Period III, they did improve significantly as compared to Period II. In this 
context, the obtained results were consistent with the views of Li and Atuahene-Gima (2001), who stated that turbulence 
in hostile environments creates new market opportunities and promotes innovation and proactiveness.

Therefore, our analysis showed the differences among the EO dimensions in terms of their changes during the 
crisis, which confirmed the previous argumentation that EO should be perceived as a multidimensional construct whose 
individual dimensions should be considered separately (e.g., Covin & Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). 

The cluster analysis provided a slightly different perspective on the examined issue, as it considered all of the dimensions 
simultaneously. The observed decrease in the EO level (which reflected the entrepreneurial activities) between Periods 
I and II (the beginning of the crisis) indicated that the companies mainly followed retrenchment strategies (Wenzel et al., 
2020). The results of the cluster analysis (four and three EO profiles could be identified in the respective period pairings) 
confirmed the previous observations that the entrepreneurs reacted differently to the change in the market conditions, 
including both defensive and offensive approaches (Manolova et al., 2020). The findings confirmed the effectiveness of the 
perseverance strategy (Pacheco-de-Almeida, 2010; Stieglitz et al., 2016); in our sample, those entrepreneurs who followed 
perseverance strategies regarding innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking (Cluster 2a: passive entrepreneurs) 
performed the best during the first phase of the crisis. Meanwhile, those entrepreneurs who followed the retrenchment 
strategy during this phase (Cluster 1a: retreaters) performed the worst; however, this is the most common strategy in 
response to the crisis (similar to the previous evidence that was provided by Bruton et al. (2003). This somewhat confirmed 
the suggestion of Wenzel et al. (2020) that this strategy can be the only possible short-term action at the beginning of 
a crisis. Innovativeness-based strategies (Clusters 3a and 4a: proactive innovators and risk-taking innovators, respectively) 
confirmed that these could be more effective than retrenchment strategies. This was in line with the findings of Soininen 
et al. (2012) that innovativeness and proactiveness positively impact small firm performance in the face of a  sudden 
recession; however, this contradicted their observation that risk-taking has a negative effect. 

The results that showed an increase in the level of EO between Periods II and III (the second phase of the crisis) 
suggested that the companies mainly followed innovative strategies (Wenzel et al., 2020) or pivoted (Leatherbee & 
Katila, 2017). The cluster analysis provided additional arguments regarding the discussion of entrepreneurial strategies 
during a crisis. In our sample, those entrepreneurs who increased their activities in terms of all of the EO dimensions 
(Cluster 2b: early opportunity-pursuers) performed the best during this period. This confirmed previous observations 
(e.g., Beliaeva et al., 2020) that an entrepreneurial posture that focuses on opportunities can also be effective during 
a crisis and that innovativeness can help improve performance (e.g., Clauss et al., 2022). The observation regarding the 
early opportunity-pursuers supported the findings of Puumalainen et al. (2023) that EO is positively related to pivoting, 
growth, and subjective performance under crisis conditions. During the second phase of the crisis, those entrepreneurs 
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who behaved in persevering (Cluster 1b: frozen) or retrenching (cluster 3b: decreased) manners in terms of their 
entrepreneurial activities performed worse; this supported the observation from the last crisis that non-entrepreneurial 
firms performed poorly (Puumalainen et al., 2023).

The results of the analysis of the changes in PERF for the individual clusters between Periods I and II proved to 
be interesting. It turned out that the smallest decrease in the PERF values was achieved by those enterprises that did 
not change the values of the individual dimensions of EO but remained at pre-pandemic levels. Those companies that 
exhibited positive changes in their values of the EO dimensions obtained poorer results in terms of changes in PERF. 
It can be concluded that Hypothesis H5 was not confirmed for the changes from Period I  to Period II. Interesingly, 
the smallest decline in performance during the initial phase of the crisis could be observed in passive enterprises, i.e. 
those that did not change their entrepreneurial strategies (did not alter their levels of the individual dimensions of EO); 
this could be associated with the extremely high level of uncertainty regarding market conditions. Consequently, all the 
changes were rather random and chaotic rather than analysis-based and proactive, and their efficiency was low at this 
stage of the crisis. The greatest increases in performance were achieved by those companies that significantly enhanced 
their activities across all of the considered dimensions of EO during the period of easing pandemic restrictions (early 
opportunity-pursuers); these improving market conditions were more suitable for entrepreneurial actions which could 
lead to increased performance.

The increases in performance among those companies that strengthened their entrepreneurial activities during the 
second phase of the crisis confirmed that EO can be effective when responding to a crisis (e.g., Covin & Slevin, 1989; 
Soininen et al., 2012; Beliaeva et al., 2020; Puumalainen et al., 2023). The greatest and statistically significant increase 
in the performances of early opportunity-pursuers supported the observation that EO is positively associated with 
opportunity-seeking under crisis conditions (Beliaeva et al., 2020) – especially since opportunities are rooted in the 
external environment (as posited by Morris (1998)). This fact confirmed the H5 hypothesis for changes in the market 
conditions between Periods II and III.

CONCLUSION

This study aimed to verify how small companies modified their business strategies in response to changes in their external 
environment. The changes were observed during two phases of the crisis caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, with 
a sample representing the printing industry in Poland. As a result, changes in EO and firm performance were identified, 
along with some patterns of entrepreneurial responses to market changes what was also the aim of the study. In particular, 
four types of reactions to the emergence of the crisis as well as three types of reactions to the improvement of the external 
conditions were found. The results showed that companies modified their EO and its dimensions along with the changes in 
the market conditions. As EO expresses a strategic approach to the environment, a modification of EO reflects a strategic 
response to the market’s variability. Additionally, this study aimed to assess the changes in performance resulting in market 
conditions. In this regard, the results showed that changes in firm performance depend on the type of entrepreneurial 
response (exhibited by different configurations of changes in the EO dimensions). Thus, we can conclude that it is worth 
modifying an entrepreneurial strategy in the face of a crisis; changes in firm performance are associated with modifying 
entrepreneurial orientations – particularly changes in the configurations of the EO dimensions (however, even a lack of 
change matters).

Managerial implications 

The findings of this study (specifically, all of the identified types of EO modifications) have meaningful managerial 
implications. They suggest to entrepreneurs how they should adjust their entrepreneurial behaviors depending on changes 
in the external environment in order to mitigate the negative impact of a crisis. Specifically, under high uncertainty caused by 
expected negative market changes, entrepreneurs should avoid sudden and profound modifications in their entrepreneurial 
behaviors, at least during the initial phase of a crisis. In particular, entrepreneurs should refrain from reducing their risk-
taking. Concurently, when market conditions are improving, entrepreneurs should intensify their entrepreneurial activities 
(in terms of risk-taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness). It is worth noting that, in many cases, the identified patterns 
of modifying EO does not lead to increases in performance; their value lies in alleviating decreases in performance (which 
might be a condition for the very survival of a company). The observed relationships among our variables showed that 
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entrepreneurs need to be aware of their entrepreneurial behaviors in the context of market conditions; for example, the shift 
to riskier behaviors can have different consequences depending on the market conditions.

Contribution 

This study contributes to the theory of organizational entrepreneurship and the literature on entrepreneurial orientation. 
In particular, the study’s findings add value to the body of knowledge on the impact of the external environment on 
the EO/performance relationship. Numerous research studies have been focused on this relationship; however, they 
have provided ambiguous explanations. This study deepens our understanding of the impact of a  crisis; specifically, 
modifications of EO along with changes in firm performance can be observed in two phases of a  crisis, which differ 
significantly and have different consequences for both EO and performance. The latter findings also contribute to the 
crisis management literature; in this field, the observed differences between the two stages of a crisis (as well as any related 
responses) can be supportive. The study also contributes to the SME literature, with the observed findings being especially 
relevant to small firms. An additional value (as well as originality) of this study is connected with the methodology that 
was employed; namely, it considered those dynamics where changes in EO and its dimensions were variables that were 
the subject of a quantitative examination. With the last attribute, the study contributes to the research methodology in the 
entrepreneurship and strategic management realm (where such an approach is rare). 

Limitations and future research 

This study has some limitations. First, the sample represents one industry (printing), one type of company in terms of size 
(SMEs), and one market (Poland). The sample characteristics could have affected the results – especially in the context of 
the crisis. For example, small firms could have faced resource constraints that may have limited their strategies for coping 
with the crisis. A similar investigation in companies operating in other industries and markets is investigated in future 
studies; this would augment our understanding of interactions between examined variables in other contexts. Regarding 
age, mature firms are less flexible than new ones when considering new options (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2011); therefore, 
investigating the profiles of the companies that were grouped in our clusters would be valuable in future studies. For 
instance, the characteristics of the ‘early-opportunity pursuers’ that were identified in this study might be relevant when 
advising companies to follow this pattern of entrepreneurial changes during a crisis. Second, the examined modifications 
of an entrepreneurial strategy and changes in performance could be observed during the severe crisis that was caused 
by the pandemic. It is possible that the investigated relationships can be shaped in different ways during a  crisis of 
another nature (e.g., a financial crisis) or during market prosperity. Therefore, conducting similar studies in the context 
of other types of market changes (including positive ones) is recommended. Third, the method of collecting data could be 
a source of bias in the answers that were gathered during our interviews; this was because the data was collected several 
months after the first assessed period, and the respondents described their activities in three different situations during 
one interview. Finally, the methodology of this study does not allow for an assessment of the strength of the examined 
relationships. Thus, future studies are recommended to employ other methodologies (for example, enabling quantitative 
cause-and-effect analyses). Such studies would allow us to deepen our knowledge about entrepreneurial strategy, EO, and 
its dimensions under changing market conditions.

References
Ahmed, F.U., & Brennan, L. (2019). Performance determinants of early internationalizing firms: The role of international entrepreneurial 

orientation. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 17(3), 389–424. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-019-00250-7 
Akinwande, A. & Akinola M, (2021). Entrepreneurial orientation and performance of small and medium scale enterprises (SMEs) in Ikeja, Lagos 

State, Nigeria. Danubius University of Galati, 17(2), 36-51. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-03-2021-0090
Al-Ameedee, I. M. R., & Abd Alzahrh, H. O. (2021). The role of creativity and business performance on crisis management: Evidence from Iraqi 

listed companies. International Journal of Economics and Finance Studies, 13(2), 45-64. https://doi.org/10.34111/ijefs.20212003 
Al-Ansaari, Y., Bederr, H., & Chen, C. (2015). Strategic orientation and business performance: An empirical study in the UAE context. Management 

Decision, 53(10), 2287-2302. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-01-2015-0034 
Aldrich, H., & Auster, E. R. (1986). Even dwarfs started small: Liabilities of age and size and their strategic implications. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 8, 165–198. 
Amankwah-Amoah, J., Khan, Z., & Wood, G. (2021). COVID-19 and business failures: The paradoxes of experience, scale, and scope for theory 

and practice. European Management Journal, 39(2), 179-184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.09.002 
Andersén, J. (2010). A critical examination of the EO‐performance relationship. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 

16(4), 309-328. https://doi.org/10.1108/13552551011054507 



 29 

Entrepreneurial (re)orientation in the face of crisis: Is it worth modifying entrepreneurial strategy?

Andrews, D. F., Gnanadesikan, R., & Warner, J. L. (1971). Transformations of multivariate data. Biometrics, 825-840. https://doi.org/10.2307/2528821 
de Araújo Lima, P. F., Crema, M., & Verbano, C. (2020). Risk management in SMEs: A systematic literature review and future directions. European 

Management Journal, 38(1), 78-94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.06.005 
Becherer, R. C., & Maurer, J. G. (1997). The moderating effect of environmental variables on the entrepreneurial and marketing orientation of 

entrepreneur-led firms. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 22(1), 47-58. https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879702200103 
Beliaeva, T., Shirokova, G., Wales, W., & Gafforova, E. (2020). Benefiting from economic crisis? Strategic orientation effects, trade-offs, and 

configurations with resource availability on SME performance. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 16, 165-194. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-018-0499-2 

Bivona, E., & Cruz, M. (2021). Can business model innovativeness help SMEs in the food and beverage industry to respond to crises? Findings 
from a Swiss brewery during COVID-19. British Food Journal, 123(11), 3638-3660. https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-07-2020-0643 

Blanc Alquier, A. M., & Lagasse Tignol, M. H. (2006). Risk management in small-and medium-sized enterprises. Production Planning & Control, 
17(3), 273-282. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537280500285334 

Bogatyreva, K., Beliaeva, T., Shirokova, G., & Puffer, S. M. (2017). As different as chalk and cheese? The relationship between entrepreneurial 
orientation and SMEs’ growth: Evidence from Russia and Finland. Journal of East-West Business, 23(4), 337-366. https://doi.org/10.1080/10
669868.2017.1345819 

Bouncken, R. B., Kraus, S., & de Lucas Ancillo, A. (2022). Management in times of crises: Reflections on characteristics, avoiding pitfalls, and 
pathways out. Review of Managerial Science, 16(7), 2035-2046. 

Bratnicki M. (2002), Przedsiębiorczość i przedsiębiorcy wspołczesnych organizacji. Katowice: Wydawnictwo Akademii Ekonomicznej w Katowicach. 
Bratnicki, M. (2008). Konfiguracyjne ujęcie przedsiębiorczości organizacyjnej. Ekonomika i Organizacja Przedsiębiorstwa, (6), 17-22. 
Bratnicki, M. (2011). Przedsiębiorczość organizacyjna: orientacja, dynamiczna zdolność i kontekst. In: R. Kurpski (Ed.), Rozwój szkoły zasobowej 

zarządzania strategicznego. Wałbrzych: Wałbrzyska Wyższa Szkoła Zarządzania i Przedsiębiorczości. 
Bruton, G. D., Ahlstrom, D., & Wan, J. C. (2003). Turnaround in East Asian firms: Evidence from ethnic overseas Chinese communities. Strategic 

Management Journal, 24(6), 519-540. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.312 
Buli, B. M. (2017). Entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation and performance of SMEs in the manufacturing industry: Evidence from 

Ethiopian enterprises. Management Research Review, 40(3), 292-309. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-07-2016-0173 
Çakar, N. D., & Ertürk, A. (2010). Comparing innovativeness capability of small and medium‐sized enterprises: Examining the effects 

of organizational culture and empowerment. Journal of Small Business Management, 48(3), 325-359. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
627X.2010.00297.x 

Casillas, J.C. & Moreno, A.M. (2010). The relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and growth: The moderating role of family involvement. 
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 22(3–4), 265–291. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985621003726135

Casualty Actuarial Society (2003). Overview of enterprise risk management. The CAS Enterprise Risk Management Committee: Forum Summer.  
Retrieved from https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=d93ab86fa3d4dd464f3814a5ea8279e1be34f1c1

Cater, J., & Schwab, A. (2008). Turnaround strategies in established small family firms. Family Business Review, 21(1), 31-50. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1741-6248.2007.00113.x 

Cetera, W. (2020). Polish printing – progress, pandemic, prospects, Kielce: MNK. 
Cetera W. (2021). Poligrafia w czasie pandemii. Zarządzanie Mediami, 9(1), 173–189. https://doi.org/10.4467/23540214ZM.21.011.13058 
Chandler, A. D. (1962). Strategy and structure: Chapters in the history of the industrial empire. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Chen, J. (2017). Towards new and multiple perspectives on innovativeness. International Journal of Innovativeness Studies, 1(1), 1-4. https://doi.

org/10.3724/SP.J.1440.101001 
Chen, J., & Liu, L. (2020). Customer participation, and green product innovativeness in SMEs: The mediating role of opportunity recognition and 

exploitation. Journal of Business Research, 119, 151-162. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.05.033 
Chesbrough, H. (2020). To recover faster from COVID-19, open up: Managerial implications from an open innovativeness perspective. Industrial 

Marketing Management, 88, 410-413. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.04.010 
Chung, H. F., Kingshott, R. P., MacDonald, R. V., & Putranta, M. P. (2021). Dynamism and B2B firm performance: The dark and bright contingent 

role of B2B relationships. Journal of Business Research, 129, 250-259. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.047 
Clauss, T., Breier, M., Kraus, S., Durst, S., & Mahto, R. V. (2022). Temporary business model innovativeness–SMEs’ innovativeness response to the 

COVID-19 crisis. R&D Management, 52(2), 294-312. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12498 
Corder, G. W., & Foreman, D. I. (2014). Nonparametric statistics: A step-by-step approach. New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. 
Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1989). Strategic management of small firms in hostile and benign environments. Strategic Management Journal, 10(1), 

75-87. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107 
Covin, J. G., Green, K. M., & Slevin, D. P. (2006). Strategic process effects on the entrepreneurial orientation–sales growth rate relationship. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(1), 57-81. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00110.x
Covin, J. G., & Wales, W. J. (2012). The measurement of entrepreneurial orientation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(4), 677-702. https://

doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00432.x 
Cyfert, S., & Krzakiewicz, K. (2020). Dynamiczne zdolności polskich przedsiębiorstw. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN.
Dachs, B., & Peters, B. (2014). Innovation, employment growth, and foreign ownership of firms: A European perspective. Research Policy, 43(1), 

214-232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.08.001 
Davidsson, P. (2015). Entrepreneurial opportunities and the entrepreneurship nexus: A re-conceptualization. Journal of Business Venturing, 30(5), 

674-695. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2015.01.002 
Davis, J. L. (2007). Firm-level entrepreneurship and performance: An examination and extension of relationships and measurements of the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct. Arlington: The University of Texas.
Dele-Ijagbulu, O., Moos, M., & Eresia-Eke, C. (2020). The relationship between environmental hostility and entrepreneurial orientation of small 

businesses. Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovativeness in Emerging Economies, 6(2), 347-362. https://doi.org/10.1177/23939575209313 
Dele-Ijagbulu, O., Moos, M., & Eresia-Eke, C. E. (2021). Modelling the relationships between the business environment, entrepreneurial orientation 

and employment growth amongst small, medium and micro-enterprises in South Africa. South African Journal of Business Management, 
52(1). https://doi.org/10.4102/sajbm.v52i1.2404

Dess, G. G. & Lumpkin, G. T (2005). Research briefs. Academy of Management Executive, 19(1), 147-156. https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2005.15841975



30 

Marcin Suder

Dess, G. G., & Beard, D. W. (1984). Dimensions of organizational task environments. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52-73. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2393080 

Dębkowska, K., Kłosiewicz-Górecka, U., Szymańska, A., Zybertowicz, K. (2022). Szok pandemiczny, szok wojenny, czyli jak firmy reagują na 
kryzysy. Warszawa: Polski Instytut Ekonomiczny. 

Didonet, S., Simmons, G., Díaz‐Villavicencio, G., & Palmer, M. (2012). The relationship between small business market orientation and 
environmental uncertainty. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 30(7), 757-779. https://doi.org/10.1108/02634501211273841 

Duda, J., & Bernat, T. (Eds.). (2023). Business Impacts of COVID-19: International Business, Crisis Management, and the Global Economy. New 
York: Taylor & Francis. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003368687 

Dyduch, W. (2008). Pomiar przedsiębiorczości organizacyjnej. Prace Naukowe/Akademia Ekonomiczna w Katowicach. 
Eggers, F. (2020). Masters of disasters? Challenges and opportunities for SMEs in times of crisis. Journal of Business Research, 116, 199-208. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.05.025 
Everitt, B. S., Landau, S., Leese, M. (2001). Cluster analysis. London, New York: Oxford University Press. 
Fairoz, F.M., & Hirobumi, T. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation and business performance of small and medium scale enterprises in Japan. Asian 

Journal of Management Science and Education, 5(3), 64–70. 
Farinha, L., Ferreira, J.J.M., & Nunes, S. (2018). Linking innovativeness and entrepreneurship to economic growth. Competitiveness Review: An 

International Business Journal, 28(4), 451–475. https://doi.org/10.1108/CR-07-2016-0045 
Ferraris, A., Mazzoleni, A., Devalle, A., & Couturier, J. (2019). Big data analytics capabilities and knowledge management: Impact on firm 

performance. Management Decision, 57(8), 1923-1936. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2018-0825
Filser, M., Eggers, F., Kraus, S., & Málovics, É. (2014). The effect of financial resource availability on entrepreneurial orientation, customer 

orientation and firm performance in an international context: An empirical analysis from Austria and Hungary. Journal for East European 
Management Studies, 7-30. http://dx.doi.org/10.5771/0949-6181-2014-1-7

Forliano, C., Orlandi, L. B., Zardini, A., & Rossignoli, C. (2023). Technological orientation and organizational resilience to COVID-19: The 
mediating role of strategy’s digital maturity. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.122288 

Goll, I., & Rasheed, A. M. (1997). Rational decision‐making and firm performance: The moderating role of the environment. Strategic Management 
Journal, 18(7), 583-591. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C583::AID-SMJ907%3E3.0.CO;2-Z

Gotteland, D., Shock, J. & Sarin, S. (2020). Strategic orientations, marketing proactivity and firm market performance. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 91, 610-620. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.03.012 

Govindarajan, V., & Kopalle, P. K. (2006). Disruptiveness of innovativeness: Measurement and an assessment of reliability and validity. Strategic 
Management Journal, 27(2), 189-199. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.511

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-152. https://
doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202 

Hakala, H. (2011). Strategic orientations in management literature: Three approaches to understanding the interaction between market, 
technology, entrepreneurial and learning orientations. International Journal of Management Reviews, 13(2), 199-217. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1468-2370.2010.00292.x 

Heinonen, K., & Strandvik, T. (2021). Reframing service innovativeness: COVID-19 as a catalyst for imposed service innovativeness. Journal of 
Service Management, 32(1), 101-112. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-05-2020-0161 

Herbane, B. (2010). Small business research: Time for a  crisis-based view. International Small Business Journal, 28(1), 43-64. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0266242609350804 

Herlinawati, E., Ahman, E., & Machmud, A. (2019). The effect of entrepreneurial orientation on SMEs business performance in Indonesia. Journal 
of Entrepreneurship Education, 22(5), 1-15. 

Hernández-Perlines, F. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation in hotel industry: Multi-group analysis of quality certification. Journal of Business 
Research, 69(10), 4714-4724. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.019 

Hock-Doepgen, M., Clauss, T., Kraus, S., & Cheng, C. F. (2021). Knowledge management capabilities and organizational risk-taking for business 
model innovativeness in SMEs. Journal of Business Research, 130, 683-697. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.12.001 

Hu, Q., & Hughes, M. (2020). Radical innovativeness in family firms: a  systematic analysis and research agenda. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 26(6), 1199-1234. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-11-2019-0658

Hughes, M., & Morgan, R. E. (2007). Deconstructing the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and business performance at the 
embryonic stage of firm growth. Industrial Marketing Management, 36(5), 651-661. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2006.04.003 

Islam, M. A., Tedford, J. D., & Haemmerle, E. (2008). Managing operational risks in small-and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) engaged in 
manufacturing–an integrated approach. International Journal of Technology, Policy and Management, 8(4), 420-441. https://doi.org/10.1504/
IJTPM.2008.020167 

Jalali, S. H. (2012). Environmental determinants, entrepreneurial orientation and export performance: empirical evidence from Iran. Serbian 
Journal of Management, 7(2), 245-255. http://dx.doi.org/10.5937/sjm7-1687 

Jauch, L. R., Osborn, R. N., & Glueck, W. F. (1980). Short term financial success in large business organizations: The environment‐strategy 
connection. Strategic Management Journal, 1(1), 49-63. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250010106

Jedynak, P., & Bąk, S. (2022). Kluczowe czynniki sukcesu w  zarządzaniu przedsiębiorstwami podczas pandemii COVID-19. Studia i  Prace 
Kolegium Zarządzania i Finansów, (184), 65-78. https://doi.org/10.33119/SIP.2022.184.5 

Kallmuenzer, A., Strobl, A., & Peters, M. (2018). Tweaking the entrepreneurial orientation–performance relationship in family firms: The effect 
of control mechanisms and family-related goals. Review of Managerial Science, 12(4), 855–883. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017- 0231-6 

Keh, H. T., Der Foo, M., & Lim, B. C. (2002). Opportunity evaluation under risky conditions: The cognitive processes of entrepreneurs. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 27(2), 125-148. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-8520.00003 

Keh, H. T., Nguyen, T. T. M., & Ng, H. P. (2007). The effects of entrepreneurial orientation and marketing information on the performance of 
SMEs. Journal of Business Venturing, 22(4), 592-611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2006.05.003 

Khan, A. M., & Manopichetwattana, V. (1989). Innovative and noninnovative small firms: Types and characteristics. Management Science, 35(5), 
597-606. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.35.5.597

Klyver, K., & Nielsen, S. L. (2021). Which crisis strategies are (expectedly) effective among SMEs during COVID-19? Journal of Business Venturing 
Insights, 16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi 



 31 

Entrepreneurial (re)orientation in the face of crisis: Is it worth modifying entrepreneurial strategy?

Kozachenko, E., Anand, A., & Shirokova, G. (2021). Strategic responses to crisis: A review and synthesis of promising research directions. Review 
of International Business and Strategy, 32(4), 545-580. https://doi.org/10.1108/RIBS-06-2021-0092 

Kraus, S., Rigtering, J. P. C., Hughes, M., & Hosman, V. (2012). Entrepreneurial orientation and the business performance of SMEs: A quantitative 
study from the Netherlands. Review of Managerial Science, 6, 161–182. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-011-0062-9 

Kraus, S., Moog, P., Schlepphorst, S., & Raich, M. (2013). Crisis and turnaround management in SMEs: A qualitative-empirical investigation of 30 
companies. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Venturing, 5(4), 406-430.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJEV.2013.058169

Kraus, S., Rigtering, J. C., Hughes, M., & Hosman, V. (2012). Entrepreneurial orientation and the business performance of SMEs: A quantitative 
study from the Netherlands. Review of Managerial Science, 6, 161-182. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-011-0062-9 

Kraus, S., Vonmetz, K., Orlandi, L. B., Zardini, A., & Rossignoli, C. (2023). Digital entrepreneurship: The role of entrepreneurial orientation and 
digitalization for disruptive innovativeness. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122638 

Kreiser, P. M., Marino, L. D., & Weaver, K. M. (2002, August). Reassessing the environment-eo link: The impact of environmental hostility 
on the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation. Academy of Management Proceedings, 2002(1), G1-G6. https://doi.org/10.5465/
apbpp.2002.7516619

Kreiser, P. M., Anderson, B. S., Marino, L., & Kuratko, D. F. (2013). Entrepreneurial responses to hostile environments. Academy of Management 
Proceedings, 2013(1), 14506. https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2013.233 

Kreiser, P. M., Anderson, B. S., Kuratko, D. F., & Marino, L. D. (2020). Entrepreneurial orientation and environmental hostility: A threat rigidity 
perspective. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 44(6), 1174-1198. https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719891 

Kreiser, P. M., & Davis, J. (2010). Entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance: The unique impact of innovativeness, proactiveness, and 
risk-taking. Journal of Small Business & Entrepreneurship, 23(1), 39-51. https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2010.10593472 

Krishnan, S. N., Ganesh, L. S., & Rajendran, C. (2022). The Square Inch quilting studio: Survival strategies for a  lifestyle enterprise. The 
International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovativeness, 23(2), 99-110. https://doi.org/10.1177/14657503211044771 

Kuckertz, A., & Brändle, L. (2022). Creative reconstruction: A structured literature review of the early empirical research on the COVID-19 crisis 
and entrepreneurship. Management Review Quarterly, 72(2), 281-307. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-021-00221-0 

Kurtulmuş, B. E., & Warner, B. (2015). Entrepreneurial orientation and perceived financial performance. Does environment always moderate EO 
performance relation. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 207, 739-748. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.10.151 

Kusa, R., & Duda, J. (2017). Koncepcja orientacji przedsiębiorczej w badaniach mikroprzedsiębiorstw. Przedsiębiorczość i Zarządzanie, 18(12), 
389-403. 

Kusa, R., Duda, J., & Suder, M. (2021). Explaining SME performance with fsQCA: The role of entrepreneurial orientation, entrepreneur motivation, 
and opportunity perception. Journal of Innovativeness & Knowledge, 6(4), 234-245. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2021.06.001 

Kusa, R., Duda, J., & Suder, M. (2022). How to sustain company growth in times of crisis: The mitigating role of entrepreneurial management. 
Journal of Business Research, 142, 377-386.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.12.081 

Kusa, R., Suder, M., & Duda, J. (2023). Impact of greening on performance in the hospitality industry: Moderating effect of flexibility and inter-
organizational cooperation. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122423 

Laitinen, E. K. (2000). Long-term success of adaptation strategies: Evidence from Finnish companies. Long Range Planning, 33(6), 805-830. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0024-6301(00)00088-1 

Leatherbee, M., & Katila, R. (2017). Stay the course or pivot? Antecedents of cognitive refinements of business models in young firms (withdrawn). 
Academy of Management Proceedings, 2017(1), 10496. Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510: Academy of Management. https://doi.org/10.5465/
AMBPP.2017.10496 

Lekmat, L., & Chelliah, J. (2011). Surviving the next economic crisis: Corporate entrepreneurship strategies of Thai Automotive SMEs. Journal of 
International Management Studies, 6(3), 18-35. 

Lengnick-Hall, C. A., Beck, T. E., & Lengnick-Hall, M. L. (2011). Developing a capacity for organizational resilience through strategic human 
resource management. Human Resource Management Review, 21(3), 243-255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.07.001 

Li, H., & Atuahene-Gima, K. (2001). Product innovativeness strategy and the performance of new technology ventures in China. Academy of 
Management Journal, 44(6), 1123-1134. https://doi.org/10.2307/3069392 

Li, M., Zhang, Z., Cao, W., Liu, Y., Du, B., Chen, C., & Wang, X. (2021). Identifying novel factors associated with COVID-19 transmission and 
fatality using the machine learning approach. Science of the Total Environment, 764, 142810. https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.10.20127472 

Li, Z., Anaba, O. A., Ma, Z., & Li, M. (2021). Ghanaian SMEs amidst the COVID-19 pandemic: Evaluating the influence of entrepreneurial 
orientation. Sustainability, 13(3), 1131–1158. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13031131 

Liao, T. S., & Rice, J. (2010). Innovativeness investments, market engagement and financial performance: A study among Australian manufacturing 
SMEs. Research Policy, 39(1), 117-125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2009.11.002 

Leiva-Leon, D., Perez-Quiros, G., & Rots, E. (2020). The Global Weakness Index-reading the economy’s vital signs during the COVID-19 crisis. 
ECB Research Bulletin, 72. Retrieved from https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/economic-research/resbull/2020/html/ecb.rb200619~1593190f55.
en.pdf

Lomberg, C., Urbig, D., Stöckmann, C., Marino, L. D., & Dickson, P. H. (2017). Entrepreneurial orientation: The dimensions’ shared effects in 
explaining firm performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 41(6), 973-998. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12237

Lukito-Budi, A. S., Manik, H. F. G. G., & Indarti, N. (2023). Reorienting the organisational strategy of SMEs during the COVID-19 crisis: can 
entrepreneurial orientation help?. Journal of Strategy and Management, 16(1), 28-40. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-07-2021-0156

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (2001). Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation to firm performance: The moderating role of 
environment and industry life cycle. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(5), 429-451. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(00)00048-3

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Management 
Review, 21(1), 135-172. https://doi.org/10.2307/258632 

Maaodhah, A. S., Singh, H., Al-Juboori, Z. M., Pitchy, A. L., & Ekene, I. (2021). The impact of market orientation and entrepreneurial orientation 
on firm performance of wholesale and retailer SMEs in Malaysia. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 
11(6), 729-743. http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v11-i6/10019 

Maas, A., & Ester, P. (2016). Silicon Valley, planet startup: Disruptive innovativeness, passionate entrepreneurship and hightech startups. Amsterdam: 
Amsterdam University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9789048532834

Mac-Kingsley I. & Horsfall H. (2021). Entrepreneurial Responsive Strategies and SMEs Business Survival in COVID 19 Pandemic Era in Rivers 
State. International Journal of Rural and Entrepreneurial Studies. 7(2), 1-15. 



32 

Marcin Suder

Mahto, R. V., Belousova, O., & Ahluwalia, S. (2020). Abundance–A  new window on how disruptive innovativeness occurs. Technological 
Forecasting and Social Change, 155, 119064. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.09.008

Manolova, T. S., Brush, C. G., Edelman, L. F., & Elam, A. (2020). Pivoting to stay the course: How women entrepreneurs take advantage of opportunities 
created by the COVID-19 pandemic. International Small Business Journal, 38(6), 481-491. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242620949136

Martínez-Román, J. A., Tamayo, J. A., & Gamero, J. (2017). Innovativeness and its influence on growth and market extension in construction firms 
in the Andalusian region. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 43, 19-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2016.11.002 

Martins I., Rialp A. (2013). Entrepreneurial orientation, environmental hostility and SME profitability: A contingency approach. Cuadernos de 
Gestión, 13(2), 67–88. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2162483 

Miles, M. P., Arnold, D. R., & Thompson, D. L. (1993). The interrelationship between environmental hostility and entrepreneurial orientation. 
Journal of Applied Business Research, 9(4), 12-23. https://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v9i4.5984 

Miles, R.E., & Snow, C.C. (2003). Organizational Strategy: Structure & Process.  California: Stanford University Press. 
Miller, D., & Friesen, P. H. (1982). Innovativeness in conservative and entrepreneurial firms: Two models of strategic momentum. Strategic 

Management Journal, 3(1), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250030102
Miller, D. (1983). The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms. Management Science, 29(7), 770-791. https://doi.org/10.1287/

mnsc.29.7.770
Miller, D., & Friesen, P. H. (1978). Archetypes of strategy formulation. Management Science, 24(9), 921-933. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.24.9.921
Mintzberg, H. (2012). Zarządzanie. Warsaw, Poland: Wolters Kluwer Polska. 
Moreno, A. M., & Casillas, J. C. (2008). Entrepreneurial orientation and growth of SMEs: A causal model. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 

32(3), 507-528. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00238.x 
Morgan, T., Anokhin, S., Ofstein, L., & Friske, W. (2020). SME response to major exogenous shocks: The bright and dark sides of business model 

pivoting. International Small Business Journal, 38(5), 369-379. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242620936590
Morris, M. H. (1998). Entrepreneurial Intensity: Sustainable advantages for individuals, organizations and societies. Management Journal, 24(13), 

1307–1314. 
Nagy, D., Schuessler, J., & Dubinsky, A. (2016). Defining and identifying disruptive innovativeness. Industrial Marketing Management, 57, 119-

126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.11.017
Naidoo, V. (2010). Firm survival through a crisis: The influence of market orientation, marketing innovativeness and business strategy. Industrial 

Marketing Management, 39(8), 1311-1320. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2010.02.005 
Naldi, L., Nordqvist, M., Sjoberg, K., & Wiklund, J. (2007). Entrepreneurial orientation risk-taking and performance in family firms. Family 

Business Review, 20(1), 33–47. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2007.00082.x 
Netemeyer, R. G., Bearden, W. O., & Sharma, S. (2003). Scaling procedures: Issues and applications. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
Nogalski, B., & Karpacz, J. (2011). Komponenty orientacji przedsiębiorczej–studium przypadku. Współczesne Zarządzanie, 3, 43-51. 
Nogalski, B. & Macinkiewicz H. (2004). Zarządzanie antykryzysowe przedsiębiorstwem. Pokonać kryzys i wygrać. Warsaw, Poland: Difin. 
O’Regan, N., & Ghobadian, A. (2005). Innovativeness in SMEs: The impact of strategic orientation and environmental perceptions. International 

Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 54(2), 81-97. https://doi.org/10.1108/17410400510576595 
Okręglicka, M., Lemańska-Majdzik, A., Pichugina, M., & Artemenko, L. (2021). Entrepreneurial Orientation and Organizational Flexibility of 

Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises in a Pandemic Crisis. Czestochowa: Czestochowa University of Technology. https://doi.org/10.1109/
TEMS-ISIE46312.2019.9074189

Olaru, M., Dinu, V., Keppler, T., Mocan, B., & Mateiu, A. (2015). Study on the open innovativeness practices in Romanian SMEs. Amfiteatru 
Economic, 17, 1129-1141. 

Olowofeso, E., Ojo, O. J., &Ajayi, M. O. (2021). Influence of entrepreneurial orientation on the profitability of real estate firms in South West, 
Nigeria. Journal of Management and Economic Studies, 3(1), 16-27. https://doi.org/10.26677/TR1010.2021.722 

Onwe, C. C., Ogbo, A., & Ameh, A. A. (2020). Entrepreneurial orientation and small firm performance: The moderating role of environmental 
hostility. Entrepreneurial Business & Economics Review, 8(4), 67-84. https://doi.org/10.15678/EBER.2020.080404 

Orlandi, L. B., Zardini, A., & Rossignoli, C. (2020). Organizational technological opportunism and social media: The deployment of social 
media analytics to sense and respond to technological discontinuities. Journal of Business Research, 112, 385-395.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2019.10.070 

Pacheco‐de‐Almeida, G. (2010). Erosion, time compression, and self‐displacement of leaders in hypercompetitive environments. Strategic 
Management Journal, 31(13), 1498-1526. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.896

Park, J. H. (2018). Open innovativeness of small and medium-sized enterprises and innovativeness efficiency. Asian Journal of Technology 
Innovativeness, 26(2), 115-145. https://doi.org/10.1080/19761597.2018.1496796 

Pearce II, J. A., & Robbins, D. K. (1994). Entrepreneurial recovery strategies of small market share manufacturers. Journal of Business Venturing, 
9(2), 91-108. https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(94)90003-5 

Pearce II, J. A., & Michael, S. C. (2006). Strategies to prevent economic recessions from causing business failure. Business Horizons, 49(3), 201-209. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2005.08.008 

Pearce, J.A. & Robinson, R. (2005). Strategic Management: Strategic Formulation and Implementation (3rd ed.). New York, NY:  Richard D. Irwin 
Inc.. 

Poligrafika.pl (2020). Wpływ COVID-19 na europejski przemysł poligraficzny. Retrieved from https://poligrafika.pl/2020/03/19/wplyw-covid-19-
na-europejski-przemysl-poligraficzny/ 

Polskie Bractwo Kawalerów Gutenberga (2018). Rynek poligraficzny i opakowań z nadrukiem w Polsce. Retrieved October 10, 2022, from https://
saltadis.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Rynek-poligraficzny-i-opakowan-z-nadrukiem-w-Polsce-Edycja-2018.pdf

Poole, D. L. (2018). Entrepreneurs, entrepreneurship and SMEs in developing economies: How subverting terminology sustains flawed policy. 
World Development Perspectives, 9, 35-42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wdp.2018.04.003 

Prajogo, D. I. (2016). The strategic fit between innovativeness strategies and business environment in delivering business performance. 
International Journal of Production Economics, 171, 241-249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2015.07.037 

Pusceddu, G., Moi, L., & Cabiddu, F. (2022). The intersection between SMEs’ business strategies and the phases of unexpected events: a systematic 
review of the literature. Sinergie Italian Journal of Management, 40(2), 63-86. https://doi.org/10.7433/s118.2022.04 



 33 

Entrepreneurial (re)orientation in the face of crisis: Is it worth modifying entrepreneurial strategy?

Puumalainen, K., Sjögrén, H., Soininen, J., Syrjä, P., & Kraus, S. (2023). Crisis response strategies and entrepreneurial orientation of SMEs: 
A configurational analysis on performance impacts. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 1-33. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11365-023-00847-4 

Ratten, V. (2023). The Ukraine/Russia conflict: Geopolitical and international business strategies. Thunderbird International Business Review, 
65(2), 265-271. https://doi.org/10.1002/tie.22319

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G. T., & Frese, M. (2009). Entrepreneurial orientation and business performance: An assessment of past research 
and suggestions for the future. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 761-787. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00308.x

Ries, E. (2011). How today’s entrepreneurs use continuous innovativeness to create radically successful businesses. The lean startup. Retrieved 
from https://ohkliberec.cz/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/START-UP.pdf

Ries, E. (2017). The startup way: how modern companies use entrepreneurial management to transform culture and drive long-term growth. London: 
Crown Pub.

Rosenbusch, N., Rauch, A., & Bausch, A. (2013). The mediating role of entrepreneurial orientation in the task environment–performance 
relationship: A meta-analysis. Journal of Management, 39(3), 633-659. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311425612

Salome, O., Ighomereho Sola, T., Afolabi, Solomon, A., Agada & Afolabi A. Ojo (2022). Market and entrepreneurial orientations as predictors 
of small and medium enterprises’ performance in the COVID-19 era. Innovative Marketing, 18(2), 161-173. https://doi.org/10.21511/
im.18(2).2022.14

Schachtebeck, C., Groenewald, D. & Nieuwenhuizen, C. (2019). Intrapreneurial orientation in small and medium-sized enterprises: An exploration 
at the employee level. Acta Commercii, 19(2), 1-13 http://dx.doi.org/10.4102/ac.v19i2.638  

Schreyögg, G., & Sydow, J. (2011). Organizational path dependence: A  process view. Organization Studies, 32(3), 321-335. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0170840610397481

Semerciöz, F., Pehlivan, Ç., Sözüer, A., & Mert, A. (2015). Crisis management practices and strategic responses through customer loyalty and 
price strategy in hard times: Evidence from fine-dining restaurants. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 207, 149-156. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.10.164  

Semrau, T., Ambos, T., & Kraus, S. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation and SME performance across societal cultures: An international study. 
Journal of Business Research, 69(5), 1928-1932. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.082 

Sharma, G. D., Kraus, S., Liguori, E., Bamel, U. K., & Chopra, R. (2022). Entrepreneurial challenges of COVID-19: Re-thinking entrepreneurship 
after the crisis. Journal of Small Business Management, 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/00472778.2022.2089676

Simsek, Z., & Heavey, C. (2011). The mediating role of knowledge‐based capital for corporate entrepreneurship effects on performance: A study of 
small‐to medium‐sized firms. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 5(1), 81-100. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.108 

Singha, S. & Sivarethinamohan, R. (Eds.). (2021). Impact of COVID-19 on Economy, Business, Education and Social Life. Kokrajhar: The Native 
Tribe. 

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217-226. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/259271 

Smith, D. (1990). Beyond contingency planning: Towards a model of crisis management. Industrial Crisis Quarterly, 4(4), 263-275. https://doi.
org/10.1177/108602669000400402

Soininen, J., Puumalainen, K., Sjögrén, H., & Syrjä, P. (2012). The impact of global economic crisis on SMEs: Does entrepreneurial orientation 
matter?. Management Research Review, 35(10), 927-944. https://doi.org/10.1108/01409171211272660 

Sopińska, A. (2007). Planowanie strategiczne w  warunkach niepewności. In R. Krupski (Ed.), Prace Naukowe Wałbrzyskiej Wyższej Szkoły 
Zarządzania i Przedsiębiorczości, Wałbrzych, 85. 

Stabryła A. (2000). Zarządzanie strategiczne w teorii i praktyce firmy. Warszawa-Kraków: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN. 
Stieglitz, N., Knudsen, T., & Becker, M. C. (2016). Adaptation and inertia in dynamic environments. Strategic Management Journal, 37(9), 1854-

1864. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2433 
Suder, M. (2022). Orientacja przedsiębiorcza w  różnych warunkach rynkowych. Przegląd Organizacji, 11, 13-23. https://doi.org/10.33141/

po.2022.11.02 
Suder, M., Kusa, R., Duda, J., & Dunska, M. (2022). How small printing firms alleviate impact of pandemic crisis? Identifying configurations of 

successful strategies with fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis. Entrepreneurial Business and Economics Review, 10(2), 61-80. https://
doi.org/10.15678/EBER.2022.100204 

Suder, M. (2023). Impact of entrepreneurial orientation on performance and moderating role of crisis perception: Multi-method examination. 
Journal of Organizational Change Management, 36(8), 86–116. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-04-2023-0124 

Tan, H. H., & See, H. H. (2004). Strategic reorientation and responses to the Asian financial crisis: The case of the manufacturing industry in 
Singapore. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 21, 189-211. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:APJM.0000024083.66366.b1 

Thorgren, S., & Williams, T. A. (2020). Staying alive during an unfolding crisis: How SMEs ward off impending disaster. Journal of Business 
Venturing Insights, 14, e00187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00187 

Trahms, C. A., Ndofor, H. A., & Sirmon, D. G. (2013). Organizational decline and turnaround: A review and agenda for future research. Journal 
of Management, 39(5), 1277-1307. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312471390 

Venkatraman, N. (1989). Strategic orientation of business enterprises: The construct, dimensionality, and measurement. Management Science, 
35(8), 942-962. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.35.8.942

Wales, W. J. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation: A review and synthesis of promising research directions. International Small Business Journal, 
34(1), 3-15. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242615613840 

Wales, W. J., Covin, J. G., & Monsen, E. (2020). Entrepreneurial orientation: The necessity of a  multilevel conceptualization. Strategic 
Entrepreneurship Journal, 14(4), 639-660. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1344 

Wales, W. J., Kraus, S., Filser, M., Stöckmann, C., & Covin, J. G. (2021). The status quo of research on entrepreneurial orientation: Conversational 
landmarks and theoretical scaffolding. Journal of Business Research, 128, 564-577. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.10.046 

Wenzel, M., Stanske, S., & Lieberman, M. B. (2020). Strategic responses to crisis. Strategic Management Journal, 41(7/18), 3161. https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.3161 

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2005). Entrepreneurial orientation and small business performance: a configurational approach. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 20(1), 71-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.01.001 



34 

Marcin Suder

Williams, T. A., Gruber, D. A., Sutcliffe, K. M., Shepherd, D. A., & Zhao, E. Y. (2017). Organizational response to adversity: Fusing crisis 
management and resilience research streams. Academy of Management Annals, 11(2), 733-769. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0134 

Wolff, J. A., & Pett, T. L. (2006). Small‐firm performance: modeling the role of product and process improvements. Journal of Small Business 
Management, 44(2), 268-284. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2006.00167.x 

Woodward, R. (2009). The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)(1st ed.). London: Taylor & Francis Online https://
doi.org/10.4324/9780203875773

Wójcik-Karpacz, A., Karpacz, J., Pavlov, D., & Rudawska, J. (2018). Entrepreneurial orientation and performance in the context of market 
dynamism: Similarities and differences between Polish and Bulgarian companies. Management Forum, 6(4), 40-47. https://doi.org/10.15611/
mf.2018.4.06 

Wright, P., Kroll, M., Pray, B., & Lado, A. (1995). Strategic orientations, competitive advantage, and business performance. Journal of Business 
Research, 33(2), 143-151. https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(94)00064-L

Wydawca (2020). Polska poligrafia podczas pandemii – wyniki ankiety (Biuletyn „Wydawcy” 19.05.2020). Retrieved December 12, 2020, from 
https://wydawca.com.pl/2020/05/19/polska-poligrafia-podczas-pandemii/

Yoo, J., & Kim, J. (2019). The effects of entrepreneurial orientation and environmental uncertainty on Korean technology firms’ R&D investment. 
Journal of Open Innovativeness: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 5(2), 29. https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc5020029 

Zahra, S. A. (1996). Goverance, ownership, and corporate entrepreneurship: The moderating impact of industry technological opportunities. 
Academy of Management Journal, 39(6), 1713-1735. https://doi.org/10.2307/257076 

Zahra, S. A., & Bogner, W. C. (2000). Technology strategy and software new ventures’ performance: Exploring the moderating effect of the 
competitive environment. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(2), 135-173. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(98)00009- 

Zahra, S. A., & Garvis, D. M. (2000). International corporate entrepreneurship and firm performance: The moderating effect of international 
environmental hostility. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(5-6), 469-492. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(99)00036-1 

Zakrzewska-Bielawska, A. (2012). Strategia nowoczesnego przedsiębiorstwa: zasoby i okazje. Prace Naukowe WWSZiP, (22), 2. 
Zelek, A. (2003). Zarządzanie kryzysem w przedsiębiorstwie. Ekonomika i Organizacja Przedsiębiorstwa, (3), 63-71. 
Zighan, S., Alkalha, Z., Bamford, D., Reid, I., & Al-Zu’bi, Z. B. M. (2021). Servitisation through structural adaptation. Journal of Service Theory 

and Practice, 31(3), 468-490. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSTP-06-2020-0144 
Żak, M., & Garncarz, J. (2020). Economic policy towards the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic in selected European Union countries. 

International Entrepreneurship Review, 6(4), 21-34. https://doi.org/10.15678/IER.2020.0604.02 

Appendix 1. Construct items
Construct Item

Fi
rm

 
Pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 

(P
ER

F)

Relative to our competitors, we achieve better results.
Relative to competing products, our products are more successful in terms of sales.
Relative to competing products, our products are more successful in terms of achieving and establishing market share.
Our sales revenues are higher than those of our direct competitors.
Our profits are higher than those of our direct competitors.

Ri
sk

-t
ak

in
g 

(R
)

We can accept a high level of risk if it offers a chance for above-average profits.
The term ‘risk taker’ is considered a positive attribute for the people in our organization.
Relative to our competitors, we are more courageous in pursuing high-risk opportunities.
We can radically change our previous plans if it could offer a chance for above-average profit.

In
no

va
tiv

en
es

s 
(I

N
)

Our organization seeks out new ways to do things.

We actively introduce improvements and innovations in our organization.

Innovation is the source of our success.

Relative to competing products, our products are more innovative.

Pr
oa

ct
iv

en
es

s 
(P

R)

We analyze our external environment.
We strive to identify future trends.
We initiate actions to which other organizations respond.
We always try to take the initiative in each situation.
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