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ABSTRACT
Objective – The purpose of article is to study the factors that positively influenced the development of enterprises,
named as "success factors", creating model of success factors that affect entrepreneurial process. The article
investigates configuration during the process of company growth.
Methodology/Technique – The theoretical and methodological groundwork of the study is formed of scientific
articles, monographs, regulatory enactments and researches, conference materials, internet resources, expert opinions
published in Latvia and abroad. In the research generally accepted qualitative and quantitative data analysis methods of
the economic science were employed, among them, statistical data processing, data grouping, and inductivedeductive data analysis methods. The scientific study employs surveying, observation study method, as well as
comparative and analytical methods, which are used by the authors to compare and analyse facts and assess solutions to
specific issues.
Findings – As start-ups grow, there are several factors that determine their successful operations. The empirical pre-research
survey conducted by the authors allowed identifying several factors that affect a company’s long term development.
According to analysis, the factors were divided into four groups. The factors determined by the authors of the article are
mutually related and considered as a whole system according to configurational approach.
Novelty – The authors point out that the factors described and grouped in this article will serve as the ground for further
studies, during which the authors will perform factor classification.
Type of Paper: Review
Keywords: SMEs, Success Factors, Development of a Company, Growth, Stakeholders Values, Configuration.
JEL Classification: M10, M19, M20.

1. Introduction
The formation of new companies is considered to be one of the most important sources of new workplaces
creation. In US new companies generate half of all new workplaces in the country (European Commission, 2012).
For instance, US startups account for a half of all new jobs (Reynolds and Curtin, 2011). US companies that
survive on average by the year seven increase the number of employees by 60 %, whereas companies that survive
in Europe increase the number of employees by about 10 %–20 % (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2013). The
foundation of Latvian and EU economy is formed with micro, small, and medium enterprises (SME). They
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account for 98.8 % of all companies (European Commission, 2012). SME face various difficulties in starting
entrepreneurship and managing to keep it alive. The biggest challenge for SMEs is the limited availability of
various resources (financial, human resources, etc.). Furthermore, if compared to the bigger companies, a smaller
number of European SMEs achieve innovations. The situation has been deteriorated by structural hardships, such
as, lack of managerial and technical skills, and at the state level the labor market is still inflexible. These and
other factors adversely affect sustainability of companies. At the same time, there is a range of success factors,
which contribute to the growth of companies and successful entrepreneurship. It is also questioned by the authors
of the paper why many Latvian startups are short-lived? Why there are less success stories in Latvia compared
to other countries - for example Estonia, Scandinavia and United States (in proportion to the size of the
economy or population). Several possible causes are noted: lack of access to finance for start-up business, quality
of education programs, lack of access to infrastructure and other factors. The authors justify this choice with the
fact that the data about companies which manage to successfully develop is available less frequently than data
about “failure factors”, i.e. about companies which have ceased to exist. The determination and analysis of such
success factors
will help the developers and implementers of various state education and lifelong learning programs in their work,
as well as assist startups and existing companies to analyse and pinpoint their strengths.
The same applies to other non-entrepreneurship spheres (such as, non-governmental organisations, etc.),
where timely attention must be paid to promoting development. Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM)
2012/2013 indicates that, while Latvia has achieved a high early stage entrepreneurship rate, there is still potential
for improvement. A gap exists between entrepreneurial intentions and actual participation in entrepreneurial
activity.
2. Organisation development and configurational theory
In addressing this SMEs problematic scientists posit that the strategic ﬁt between strategy and structure
determines business performance. For example, conﬁguration theory's key assumption is that each business
strategy has a unique set of ideal organizational structures, and therefore, a better ﬁt between the two yields higher
performance (Hult et al., 2006). The importance of ﬁt among a ﬁrm's strategic orientation has already been
emphasized (Bhuian et al., 2005; Ruokonen and Saarenketo, 2009) and organizational conﬁgurations are well
suited to explain performance (Harms et al., 2007; Ketchen et al., 1997), beyond parallel or contingency
approaches (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005).
The theoretical framework postulates that strategic fit, match or congruence between a company’s strategy
and environmental or organizational contingencies leads to enhanced business performance (Zajac et al., 2000).
The premise of a conﬁgurational perspective (Wiklund and Shepheard, 2005) is that in organizations certain
strategic, structural, process or environmental factors build clusters in speciﬁc conﬁgurations (Meyer et al., 1993).
Superior company growth is then the result of a consistency among these factors, which forms a competitive
advantage (Miller, 1996). Companies that are able to align speciﬁc factors will outperform others, that are unable
to build such alignments are disadvantaged (Wiklund and Shepheard, 2005). Companies' strategic orientations
are capabilities that are potentially complementary and may collectively lead to competitive advantages (Hult and
Ketchen, 2001). Complementary patterns emerge from unique combinations of capabilities that are hard to imitate
and generate synergies leading to superior ﬁrm growth. Companies that are able to align different strategic
orientations in a superior conﬁguration over their competitors achieve sustainable competitive advantages
enhancing growth-based performance (Hult et al., 2004). Under a conﬁgurational approach, performance is the
result of internal coherence of organizational and strategic factors among themselves and with the speciﬁc context
of the organization (Doty et al., 1993; Meyer et al., 1993; Miller, 1986, 1996). Such approach allows identiﬁcation
of distinct conﬁgurations or archetypes resulting from speciﬁc combinations of multiple dimensions, wherein
strategies are identiﬁed as multidimensional archetypes (Cerrato et al., 2015).
However, strategic fit or configuration model measurement accepted as a challenging task. Even though
strategic orientations have attracted vast research attention over the past decades, the ﬁeld is far from settled
(Deutscher et al., 2016). The strategic fit has been defined as an internal consistency or alignment (Ensign, 2001),
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but has been difficult to conceptualise and measure empirically (Delery and Doty, 1996: p. 808) note that
configurational approach is more complex and consists of researchers who seek to ‘... identify configurations, or
unique patterns of factors, that are posited to be maximally effective’. This category of researchers is also said to
approach their subject from a more theoretical perspective and many of the phenomena they identify may not
necessarily be empirically observable (Doty and Glick, 1994). Organizational conﬁgurations are “any
multidimensional constellation of conceptually distinct characteristics that commonly occur together” (Meyer et
al., 1993: p. 1175). Capabilities, structures and processes need to be managed coherently within organizations, in
order for a conﬁguration to be effective (Hill and Birkinshaw, 2008; Meyer et al., 1993; Miller, 1996). From such
conﬁgurational approach a company’ results depend on both the consistency between structural and strategic
factors and the congruence of those factors with the context (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2003). Hence, in order to
achieve high performance company must be structured following internally consistent conﬁgurations, which at
the same time have to be consistent with the environment (Ketchen et al., 1993; Short et al., 2008)
Scientific research organizational conﬁgurations (Fiss, 2005; Woodside, 2013) or cases as combinations of
attributes (i.e., as different conﬁgurations) allows ‘an assessment how different causes affect relevant outcomes’
(Fiss, 2005), but these approaches are ‘more closely aligned with the theoretical thrust of conﬁgurational theory,
which stresses the existence of effects that are not simply linear, additive, and uniﬁnal’ (Fiss, 2005: p. 1194).
Recent works on configurational approach, by providing a more detailed understanding of how strategic
orientations jointly affect the performance (Deutscher et al., 2016; Garcia-Villaverde et al., 2013) confirm that
configurational models are sophisticated. Contrary to prior research focusing on the isolated effects of EO on
different dimensions of company performance (for comprehensive overviews, see (Rauch and Wiklund, 2009;
Wales et al., 2013), the recent ﬁndings (Deutscher et al., 2016) suggest that companies are able to achieve higher
performance levels if all strategic orientations (EO MO and LO) are strong or company has highest levels of MO.
However, the ‘more is better’ inferences resulting from such approaches may not lend feasible strategy
implications for resource-constrained ﬁrms (Cadogan, 2012). As a conclusion, the authors conclude that modern
configurational models - (entrepreneurial orientation (EO), market orientation (MO), and learning orientation (LO) are hardly usable for SMEs (startups e.g.).
3. Configurational theory for start-ups
Despite these methodological and conceptual challenges, strategic fit has been an important building block in the
development of strategic management theory (Drazin et al., 1985; Venkatraman and Camillus, 1984). As Rich
(Rich, 1992 p. 758) notes, ‘classifying organizations into types presents an alternative to the idea that
organizations are either all alike or are all individually unique’. Conﬁgurational theorists of strategy, therefore,
suggest that it is reasonable to believe that every business can be managed by a limited number of generic
strategies (Miller, 1996). ‘It would be interesting to investigate… why ﬁrms tend to adopt a speciﬁc conﬁguration,
what environmental and industrial conditions push them towards that conﬁguration and how it changes over time
as a result of both changes in the ﬁrm’s resources and competencies and external (environmental and industry)
factors’ (Cerrato et al., 2015). Although originally developed for large organizations, the configuration approach
has been adapted for smaller and entrepreneurial organizations (Covin and Slevin, 1991; Gartner, 1985; Snuif
and Zwart, 1994; Woo et al., 1994). Korunka et al. (Korunka et al., 2003) tries to develop a typology of startup
process configurations. Each startup process can, therefore, be described using a profile of aspects four
configuration areas (personality, personal resources, environment, and organizing activities). As a result of these
discussions, strategic fit (or strategy configuration model) could be associated with startups. Providing
organization development with necessary explanation is necessary for strategic fit measurement.
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4. Growth stages of start-up
Scale up as a development-stage business, specific to high-technology markets, that is looking to grow in terms
of market access, revenues and number of employees, adding value by identifying and realizing win-win
opportunities for collaboration with established companies (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Stages of company growing (Onetti, 2014)

Aligning with his definition of a startup, a scaleup is past the search phase and rather in the execution phase of
the business model. Also, the World Economic Forum assesses the challenges affecting businesses in expansion
and stresses the importance of the scale-up phase after the startup phase. This definition then lends itself to the
startup ecosystem as the foundation. Scaleups exists on top of a solid startup ecosystem. Accelerated Scaleup
Methodologies. Lean startup methodologies help startups search, find, and enable repeatable scalable business
models fast and at an affordable cost – advocating for failing quickly. Lean Startup methodologies are to validate
a business model hypothesis as Accelerated Scaleup methodologies are to identify the right counterparts and
execute growth opportunities—thereby fulfill the ultimate goal of having started up in the first place (Onetti,
2014).
5. Factors that positively influenced the development of companies
The authors believe that during the growth stage of the start-up manager/owner must pay additional attention to
the team (since company structure is becoming more solid, for more information flexibility and controllability
issues from Adizes, 2013). It is proven also by a number of scientific theories. For instance, Sahlman believes
that people are just as important as opportunities and deals (Sahlman and Stevenson, 1992). Timmons in his
model includes three more important cornerstones, which describe the entrepreneurial process – opportunity,
resources and team (Timmons, 1999). However, there are several fundamental important factor groups’
relationships describing a successful entrepreneurial process. Having analysed sources of scientific and business
literature, as well as several studies on the topic of success factors affecting entrepreneurship. All of the above
shows that manager/owner will face the “value allocation challenges”. These situations are regarded to other
stakeholders. Obviously, the complexity of decision-making processes concerning values should be recognized.
Together with company development, the communication process that provides a more advanced mechanism for
exchanging information with stakeholder providing their interaction as decision-makers starting to appear. The
overall result will be the greater input from stakeholders and their support for the decisions that are taken.
Company managers deal with the key issue of identifying the relevant stakeholders, and possibly deﬁning
different engagement strategies for different groups. Gardner (Gardner et al., 1986) proposed a classiﬁcation
based on two levels of interests and two levels of power and suggest different engagement strategies for the
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various groups. This will bring new “stakeholder participation level” where the directly interested groups become
more powerful. Different techniques and tools may be used to engage actors in the process. Selecting the most
effective set of techniques of engagement is crucial to the success of the whole process. Not only may
inappropriate techniques be ineffective but, in some circumstances, they may create unnecessary barriers (Buysse
and Verbeke, 2003). Above mentioned values will affect the success factors for the model of the entrepreneurial
process putting additional accents on its elements (Table 1).
Table 1. Stakeholders values affecting success factors role in entrepreneurial process (Argandona, 2008)
Description
Economic extrinsic (economic) value. Created through collaboration among employees and may be
appropriated by either side, as we explained earlier.
Intangible extrinsic value, which is provided by the company, e.g., recognition, some kinds of training, etc.
This is not part of the economic value created by a company, although it may be a form of participation in
intangible value (e.g., the personal status that comes from working for a highly regarded company).
Psychological intrinsic value, such as satisfaction with the work done. It is not part of the economic rent
creation process and cannot be appropriated by the company or other stakeholders, although they may help to
create or destroy it.
Intrinsic value that takes the form of operational learning (acquisition of knowledge and capabilities). This is
created in the agent, not in the company, but probably with the cooperation of other stakeholders. It is not part of
the economic value created by the company, although it may contribute to the creation of economic value in the
future. It may also be a (partial) substitute for economic value.
Transcendent value which consists of evaluative learning. This is generated in the agent himself as a
consequence of his own decisions. It alters the agent’s ability to assess the consequences of those decisions for
him and for other agents. It is not part of the economic value created by the company; it cannot be appropriated by
the company; and employees create it in themselves, even if they do not seek or expect it.
Value that consists of positive or negative externalities, i.e., a value that is felt by agents other than those
with whom the relationship or transaction is conducted. For example, relations between employees and the
company may result in harm to the environment; or they may generate knowledge that spills over to other
people; or they may motivate others to engage in corrupt acts (bad example), etc.

The authors of the article reached a conclusion that based on values recognised and incorporated by the company
manager will affect success factors role. The authors chose Timmons model as the best system at describing and
depicting the success factors groups influencing the entrepreneurial process and what they entail. But since,
Timmons says: “at the heart of the process (Figure 2) is the opportunity, not all factors are linked to opportunities.
Factor group relationship recognition and evaluation are crucial for success. By the authors’ opinion, an important
characteristic of factor relationship is provided by stakeholder value allocation principles. For the entrepreneur,
at the early stages of development, maximizing economic value for certain stakeholders is obvious. But it does
not guarantee maximum value for each individual stakeholder; it does not even guarantee an efficient and fair
distribution of value.
Opportunity

Resources

Team
Figure 2. Timmons Model of the entrepreneurial process (Vyakarnam and Hartman, 2011)

Therefore it is needed to consider how value is shared, distributed, appropriated or captured for certain company
development stage. For example, resources which are scarce for start-ups is a tool to exploit opportunities, and
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here manager will face manager/owner conflict due to economic value allocation problem. At the other hand, the
entrepreneurial team is a key ingredient for success, providing additional value for them will build the more stable
structure. Good opportunities are that there is as understanding market demand for the product or service because
of its value-added properties and that it will generate money either as a profit or as a means of creating selfsufficiency for not-for-profit organizations. Meanwhile, the team requires determination and persistence,
tolerance of risk, ambiguity and uncertainty, creativity, team focus of control, adaptability, opportunity obsession,
leadership, communication (Vyakarnam and Hartman, 2011).
As a result of the study of scientific, business literature, and information, including studies of leading
economists and specialists, the authors have determined a range of factors that influence the successful
development of companies (Ščeulovs, D., Gaile-Sarkane, E., Rozenbergs, 2014).
6. Success factors of Latvian companies: “Success code” configuration model
To find out the factors that affect the success of a start-up company in business, the authors of the article have
performed an empirical pre-research with the aim of finding out the factors and conditions affecting the creation
of a company, as well as their successful start-up and the transition into the stage of “a new company”.
The pre-research is based on the survey conducted by IDAL “Success code” (LIAA, 2012). The survey dealt
with twelve of the most successful companies in Latvia representing various sectors (creative industry, IT fields,
representatives of the production and other fields), with the owners and/or managers whereof in-depth interviews
was conducted. The surveyed companies have competitive products, which are sought after in Latvian and foreign
markets; stable and growth-oriented financial indices pointing to successful entrepreneurship of the companies.
As a result of the survey, several factors were identified related to the role of generation and development of an
idea, clients and communication with them in business processes, the importance of the company’s founders and
team, etc. To examine data validity, the authors of the article used a data analysis performed with QDA Miner
(Reynolds and Curtin, 2011) statistical analysis software. Out of specific factors specific keywords could be
determined (depending on their weight) in the software during the analysis. According to identified keywords,
factors were found in the whole text corresponding to these keywords.
As a result, the factors grouped by the authors of the article were grouped and hierarchically arranged
depending on their importance. The factor groups are: the idea (factors related to the idea); the team – people
(excluding the manager-founder); the manager-founder; the entrepreneur; clients and the market. The authors
agree to this grouping because in company development it is vitally important to have an idea to begin the
business with and to capture the market; the manager (founder), who is able to excite with the idea as well as to
convince and lead the team. And the team itself, believing in the product and able to sell it on the market. Finally,
a company cannot exist without the clients, their feedback and purchases, but these are external factors and the
authors excluded them from the research. The authors of the article have modelled together success factors
obtained as a result of the study, by modifying Timmons Model (Vyakarnam and Hartman, 2011), dividing them
into four groups – Entrepreneur, Opportunity, Team and Resources (Figure 3). It could be explained with the fact
that all companies, regardless of their considerable achievements on markets, are recently established. During the
startup stage, it is the idea that is the most important, which is then materialized into a product.
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Organizing activities area (LO)
Resource area
manager-founder conflict

Idea (MO)
Opportunity. Environment

Entrepreneur (EO)
skills, competencies
etc.
Personality area

Resources
Team, HR

Figure 3. The authors’ created model based on Timmons Model (Vyakarnam and Hartman, 2011), configurational areas
(Korunka et al., 2003; Woo et al., 1994) and strategy orientations (Deutscher et al., 2016)

Lately, during growth stage, other factor becoming more important. In grouping the factors, the authors of the
article would like to maintain that entrepreneurs’ competencies play significant role (Table 2).
Table 2. Factors that positively influenced the development of companies (Success code” (LIAA, 2012) survey results)
Factor group
Number of factors
Idea, opportunity (clients and the market)
Entrepreneur
Team
Resources

23
40
28
6

The factor group “Opportunities” include factors that are related to the idea, a product, market opportunities, etc.
Furthermore, all companies are SMEs, in which the team and team-related aspects play an important role.
Companies are aware of resource importance and necessity, but due to the fact that they are in the development
stage, precaution is observed when attracting bigger financial resources—companies choose to rely on their own
potential during this development stage. The same applies also to other resources. The article authors point to
that resources and financing sources are necessary, which, as a result of analysis, were not estimated as important.
As a limitation, the authors underline that some factors explain entrepreneur and idea relationship (e.g. engaging
rational and intuitive thinking in the process of creating an idea) so they could be interpreted as a process
characteristics. Therefore, the authors will perform further factor analyses in the upcoming studies to a group and
classify success factors model affecting long-term development of business.
Conclusion
The economy of Latvia, just like other EU countries, is based on SMEs. The number of SMEs increases in Latvia
each year. Moreover, the financial indices of SMEs over the last few years have improved. All of these facts
point to economic recovery after the global crisis. As startups develop, there are several factors that determine
their successful operations. Several scientists and specialists, when performing studies about business success,
point to the importance of the company stakeholders’ role, characteristics, abilities, knowledge, etc., their
mandatory participation in all business processes, in particular during the initial stages. The team also has an
important role and only the founder can form that team. Team members must be creative, flexible, and competent,
because startups have very limited resources, including human resources. The empirical pre-research survey
conducted by the authors allowed identifying several factors affecting a company’s long-term development.
According to an analysis performed by QDA Miner, the factors were divided into four groups. The authors of the
article performed factor grouping based on the Timmons model. The authors point to that the factors described
and grouped in this article will serve as the grounds for further studies, in which the authors are to perform factor
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classification. The named factors are mutually related and must be considered as a whole and not separately (due
to configurational theory perspective). Research results are underlining entrepreneurial element (EO or
Personality area) significance for start-ups success. The thesis set forth by the authors is proven with the study
on the success of Latvian companies, determined by various factors identified by the authors of the article.

References
Adizes, I. (2013). Understanding the corporate life cycle. Retrieved from http://www.adizes.com
Argandona, A. (2008). Integrating Ethics into Action Theory and Organizational Theory. Journal of Business Ethics, 78,
435–446. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9340-x
Bhuian, S. N., Menguc, B. and Bell, S. J. (2005). Just entrepreneurial enough: The moderating effect of emtrepreneurship
on the relationship between market orientation and performance. Journal of Business Research, 58(1), 9–17.
Buysse, K. and Verbeke, A. (2003). Proactive environmental strategies: a stakeholder management perspective. Strategic
Management Journal, 24(5), 453–470. http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.299
Cadogan, J. W. (2012). International marketing, strategic orientations and business success: Reflections on the path ahead.
International Marketing Review, 29(4), 340–348. http://doi.org/10.1108/02651331211242656
Cerrato, D., Crosato, L. and Depperu, D. (2015). Archetypes of SME internationalization: A configurational approach.
International Business Review, 25(1), Advance online publication. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2015.05.010 Covin,
J. G. and Slevin, D. P. (1991). A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behavior. Entrepreneurship Theory
& Practice, 16(3), 7–25. http://doi.org/1042-2587-91-161
Delery, J. E. and Doty, D. H. (1996). Modes of theorizing in strategic human resource management: tests of uiversalistic,
contingency, and configurational performance predictions. Academy of Management, 39(4), 802–835.
http://doi.org/10.2307/256713
Dess, G. G. and Lumpkin, G. T. (2005). The role of entrepreneurial orientation in stimulating effective corporate
entrepreneurship. The Academy of Management Executive, 19(1), 147–156. http://doi.org/10.3928/0148483420110531
Deutscher, F., Zapkau, F. B., Schwens, C., Baum, M. and Kabst, R. (2016). Strategic orientations and performance: A
configurational
perspective.
Journal
of
Business
Research,
69(2),
849–861.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.07.005
Doty, D. H. and Glick, W. H. (1994). Typologies As a Unique Form of Theory Building: Toward Improved Understanding
and Modeling. Academy of Management Review, 19(2), 230–251. http://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1994.9410210748
Doty, D. H., Glick, W. H., Huber, G. P., Doty, D. H. and Huber, G. P. (1993). It, equiﬁnality, and organizational
effectiveness: A test of two conﬁgurational theories. Academy of Management Journal, 36(6), 1196–1250.
Drazin, R., de Ven, A. and Van, H. (1985). Alternative Forms of Fit in Contingency Theory. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 30(4), 514. http://doi.org/10.2307/2392695
Ensign, P. C. (2001). The concept of fit in organizational research. International Journal Organization Theory and Behavior,
4(3-4), 287–306. http://doi.org/10.1081/OTB-100105406
European Commission. (2012). SBA Facts. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/facts-figuresanalysis/performance-review/files/countries-sheets/2012/latvia_lv.pdf
Fiss, P. C. (2005). A Set-Theoretic Approach to Organisational Configurations. Academy of Management Review, 32(4),
1180–1198. Retrieved from http://smalln.spri.ucl.ac.be/WPFull.htm
Garcia-Villaverde, P. M., Ruiz-Ortega, M. J. and Ignacio Canales, J. (2013). Entrepreneurial orientation and the threat of
imitation: The influence of upstream and downstream capabilities. European Management Journal, 31(3), 263–277.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2012.11.006
Gardner, J., Rachlin, R. and Sweeny, A. (1986). Handbook of strategic planning. New York: Wiley.
Gartner, W. B. (1985). A Conceptual Framework for Describing the Phenomenon of New Venture Creation. The Academy
of Management Review, 10(4), 696–706. http://doi.org/10.1177/026327602761899255
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. (2013). Global Report. Retrieved from http://www.gemconsortium.org/docs/3106/gem2013-global-report
Harms, R., Kraus, S. and Reschke, C. (2007). Configurations of new ventures in entrepreneurship research - contributions
and research gaps. Management Research News, 30(9), 661–73.

36
Global J. Bus. Soc. Sci. Review 4 (4) 29 – 38 (2016)

Deniss Sceulovs, Vladimir Shatrevich and Elina Gaile-Sarkane

Hill, S. A. and Birkinshaw, J. (2008). Strategy-organization configurations in corporate venture units: Impact on performance
and survival. Journal of Business Venturing, 23(4), 423–444. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2007.04.001
Hult, G. T., Hurley, R. F. and Knight, G. A. (2004). Inovativeness: Its antecedents and impact on business performance.
Industrial Marketing Management, 33(5), 429–438.
Hult, G. T. M. and Ketchen, D. J. (2001). Does market orientation matter ?: A test of the relationship between positiona ...
Strategic Management Journal, 22(9), 899–906. http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.197
Hult, G. T. M., Ketchen, D. J., Shaojie Cui, A., Prud’homme, A. M., Seggie, S. H., Stanko, M. A., … Cavusgil, S. T. (2006).
An assessment of the use of structural equation modeling in international business research. Research Methodology in
Strategy and Management, 3, 385 – 415.
Ketchen, D. J., Combs, J. G., Russell, C. J., Shook, C., Dean, M. a., Runge, J., … Lamoureux, S. (1997). Organizational
configurations and performance: A meta-analysis. Academy of Management Journal, 40(1), 223–240.
http://doi.org/10.2307/257028
Ketchen, D. J., Thomas, J. B. and Snow, C. C. (1993). Organizational Configurations and Performance - a Comparison of
Theoretical Approaches. Academy of Management Journal, 36(6), 1278–1313. http://doi.org/10.2307/256812
Korunka, C., Frank, H., Lueger, M. and Mugler, J. (2003). The Entrepreneurial Personality in the Context of Resources,
Environment, and the Startup Process— A Configurational Approach. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 23–42.
http://doi.org/10.1111/1540-8520.00030
LIAA. (2012). Success code. Retrieved from http://www.liaa.gov.lv/veiksmes-kods-uznemejustasti-un-atzinas
Meyer, A. D., Tsui, A. S. and Hinings, C. R. (1993). Configurational Approaches To Organizational Analysis. Academy of
Management Journal, 36(6), 1175–1195.
Miller, D. (1986). Configurations of strategy and structure: Towards a synthesis. Strategic Management Journal, 7(3), 233–
249.
Miller, D. (1996). Conﬁgurations revisited. Strategic Management Journal, 17(7), 505–512.
Onetti, A. (2014).
Scaleups. When does a Startup
turn into
a Scaleup.
Retrieved
from
http://startupeuropepartnership.eu/scaleups-when-does-a-startup-turn-into-a-scaleup/
Rauch, A. and Wiklund, J. (2009). Entrepreneurial Orientation and Business Performance : An Assessment of Past Research
and Suggestions for
the Future. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 33(3), 761–788.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312455244
Reynolds, P. D. and Curtin, R. T. (2011). New Business Creation: An International Overview (Vol. 3). New York: Springer.
Retrieved from http://books.google.com/books?id=gE5IekX93eoC&pgis=1
Rich, P. (1992). The Organizational Taxomony - Definition and Design. Academy of Management Review, 17(4), 758–781.
http://doi.org/10.2307/258807
Ruokonen, M. and Saarenketo, S. (2009). The strategic orientations of rapidly internationalizing software companies.
European Business Review, 21(1), 17–41. http://doi.org/10.1108/09555340910925166
Sahlman, W. A. and Stevenson, H. H. (1992). The Entrepreneurial venture : readings. Practice of Management Series., xiv,
430 p.
Short, J. C., Payne, G. T. and Ketchen, D. J. (2008). Research on Organizational Configurations: Past Accomplishments and
Future Challenges. Journal of Management, 34(6), 1053–1079. http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308324324
Snuif, H. R. and Zwart, P. S. (1994). Modelling new venture development as a path of configurations. Annual World
Conference / International Council for Small Business, Vancuver, British Columbia, 263–274.
http://doi.org/0262690934
Ščeulovs, D., Gaile-Sarkane, E., Rozenbergs, J. (2014). Success factors for a company long-term development: Case of
Latvia. Cybernetics and Informatics, Proceedings, 1, 55–61.
Timmons, J. A. (1999). New Venture Creation: Entrepreneurship for the 21st Century. Business, 658 p. Retrieved from
http://www.amazon.com/dp/0071276327
Venkatraman, N. and Camillus, J. C. (1984). Exploring the Concept of Fit in Strategic Management. The Academy of
Management Review, 9(3), 513. http://doi.org/10.2307/258291
Vyakarnam, S. and Hartman, N. (2011). Unlocking the Enterpriser Inside!: A Book of Why, what and How! Singapore:
World Scientific Publishing Co. Pte. Ltd.
Wales, W. J., Gupta, V. K. and Mousa, F.-T. (2013). Empirical research on entrepreneurial orientation: An assessment and
suggestions
for
future
research.
International
Small
Business
Journal,
31(4),
357–383.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611418261

37
Global J. Bus. Soc. Sci. Review 4 (4) 29 – 38 (2016)

Deniss Sceulovs, Vladimir Shatrevich and Elina Gaile-Sarkane

Wiklund, J. and Shepheard, D. (2005). “Entrepreneurial Orientation and Small Business Performance: A Configuration
Approach.” Journal of Business Venturing, 20(1), 71–91.
Wiklund, J. and Shepherd, D. (2003). Knowledge-Based Resources, Entrepreneurial Orientation, and the Performance of
Small
and
Medium-Sized
Businesses.
Strategic
Management
Journal,
24(13),
1307–1314.
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.360
Woo, C. Y., Daellenbach, U. and Nicholls-Nixon, C. (1994). Theory Building in the Presence of “Randomness”: the Case
of Venture Creation and Performance. Journal of Management Studies, 31(4), 507–524. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.14676486.1994.tb00628.x
Woodside, A. G. (2013). Moving beyond multiple regression analysis to algorithms: Calling for adoption of a paradigm shift
from symmetric to asymmetric thinking in data analysis and crafting theory. Journal of Business Research, 66(4),
463–472. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.12.021
Zajac, E. J., Kraatz, M. S. and Bresser, R. K. F. (2000). Modeling the dynamics of strategic fit: a normative approach to
strategic change. Strategic Management Journal, 21(4), 429–453.

38
Global J. Bus. Soc. Sci. Review 4 (4) 29 – 38 (2016)

