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A B S T R A C T

Purpose: Due to a high failure rate of new products, there is an urgent need to probe the drivers of new prod-
uct success, by probing internal and external factors. Thus, our study empirically examines the synergistic
effects of market orientation and entrepreneurial orientation (external focus) on new product success and
investigates the mediating and moderating role of employee job satisfaction and intention to stay (internal
focus) on this relationship.
Design/methodology/approach: Data were generated through questionnaire from a sample of 226 employees
in the competition-and technology-intensive sector. Hierarchical multiple regression was used to test the
study’s hypotheses.
Findings: The results indicate significant and positive synergistic effects of market and entrepreneurial orien-
tation on new product success and also confirm the partial mediation of employee job satisfaction. The inter-
action effects of market (and entrepreneurial) orientation with intention to stay are found to be significant
but negative, revealing that even at a lower level of staying intention, the influence of market (and entrepre-
neurial) orientation on new product success is strong.
Practical implications: The study offers novel insights for policy makers to adopt a market-oriented culture
along with entrepreneurial orientation to enhance the level of employees’ satisfaction, which would enhance
their skills and energies toward the attainment of new product success.
Theoretical contributions: The strategic management literature has analysed the synergistic effects of market
orientation and entrepreneurial orientation on the business performance but only from a managerial per-
spective. However, exploring this relationship from employees’ perspective remains sparse, more particu-
larly when studying the influence of these strategic orientations on new product success.
© 2024 Swansea University. Published by Elsevier España, S.L.U. on behalf of Journal of Innovation & Knowl-
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Introduction

New products are essential for businesses’ financial health and
long-term success yet the ability of an organization to systematically
ideate, design, develop and launch a new product or service is doubt-
ful (Schroeder, 2017). According to Nielsen statistics, more than 80%
of new consumer packaged goods fail every year (Kocina, 2017). A
study by Product Development and Management Association found
that failure rate ranges from 35% for healthcare to 49% for consumer
goods (Castellion, 2012; Castellion & Markham, 2013). While less
than 3% of new consumer packaged goods exceed first year sales of
$50 million, which is considered a benchmark of a highly successful
launch (Gilbert, 2018). Research also shows that new product failure
ranges from 30% to 80% where the six worst product launch failure
include Samsung Galaxy Note 7, Fitbit Charge HR and Surge,
Nike + Fuel Band, Amazon Fire Phone, Hoverboards, and EA’s Battle-
field 1 (Barker, 2022). In addition, the statistics regarding new prod-
uct success rate reveal that 40% of new products fail at the launch;
out of every 7 to 10 new product concepts only one is successful and
only 13% of new product efforts achieve their annual profit objectives
(Cooper, 2017; Cooper et al., 2004). This high failure rate is attributed
to flawed understanding of consumer preferences and market needs
(Johnson & Ambrose, 2009; Drechsler et al., 2013).

Cooper (2019) raised a pertinent question, why are some new
products so successful and why do certain businesses outperform in
product development? Cooper suggested that research into new
product success (NPS) drivers must continue, as the keys to success
remain elusive. Previous literature has acknowledged new product
development (NPD) failure rate (Markovitch et al., 2015) and the dif-
ficulties associated with it (Borgianni et al., 2013), yet the focus on
the factors that inhibit or prevent successful NPD has received
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minimal consideration (Derbyshire & Giovannetti, 2017). A high NPD
failure rate is due to various issues associated with the product devel-
opment process, like firm strategy, culture, resources and commit-
ment (Barczak et al., 2009; Hu et al., 2017). Indeed, NPD is a source of
competitive advantage (Chang & Tayler, 2016), which is considered
essential (Byrne & Shepherd, 2015; Heidenreich & Kraemer, 2016)
but has an element of uncertain outcomes (Nguyen et al., 2017). The
results of meta-analysis conducted by Huang and Tsai (2013) reveal
that NPS in Asian markets accrues to the firms with higher levels of
market orientation, marketing and technological synergies, cross-
functional integration, tech proficiency and top management sup-
port. They pointed out that the literature related to NPD is still grow-
ing and it is important to probe why some new products are more
successful than others in an Asian context?

Understanding the factors that contribute to NPS is a critical man-
agerial concern and one such factor is a firm’s strategic orientation
(Kim et al., 2013; Kirca et al., 2005; Mu & Di Benedetto, 2011; Zhou et
al., 2005). The role of strategic orientation is more promising in allo-
cating the resources for NPD (Lee & Ram, 2018). Literature has dem-
onstrated that adopting a strategic orientation alone is insufficient
for successful NPD outcomes (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kumar et al.,
2011; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). In addition, past studies have
emphasised on a specific strategic orientation and its impact on firm
performance, thereby ignoring its effects on NPD (Deutscher et al.,
2016). More particularly, no study has empirically tested a compre-
hensive model incorporating prominent strategic orientations at an
operative level to analyse their joint effects on NPS. Thus, there is a
dearth of literature to guide researchers regarding the factors that
affect the joint impact of prominent strategic orientations on NPD
performance where two such orientations can be market and
entrepreneurial orientation. In this regard, Meyer (2015) suggested
to probe additional factors that can impact these relationships. There
have been paradoxical findings regarding the joint impact of
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and market orientation (MO) on
business performance. While Boso et al. (2013b) reported positive
joint effects of EO and MO on SMEs from Ghana; Morgan et al. (2015)
and Beliaeva et al. (2018) found negative impact of the simultaneous
pursuit of EO and MO. Therefore, research on the combined effects of
EO and MO suggests that their simultaneous pursuit can be beneficial
(Atuahene-Gima & Ko, 2001; Boso et al., 2013a, 2013b) as well as det-
rimental (Beliaeva et al., 2018; Morgan et al., 2015). Bhattacharya et
al. (2019) posit that a MO firm when tempered with an EO, goes
beyond satisfying expressed needs to more effectively understand
and satisfy customers’ latent needs and is long-term in focus and
more proactive in nature. Overall, a firms’ MO and EO complement
each other where EO is more related to differentiating and exploring
opportunities in terms of markets, customers and products.

The existing views regarding market orientation in NPS literature
reveal contradictory findings namely where market orientation
reduces failure risk, matches with high new product performance
(Atuahene-Gima, 1995; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Slater & Narver,
1994), it also leads to commonality and bland new products. It is
believed that rapid technological advancements and current trends
have constrained innovative thinking and encouraged the develop-
ment of ‘me-too’ products that often suffer from tough competition
due to direct substitution possibilities, resulting in squeezed profit
margins (Frishammar & Horte, 2007). This notion gives valuable
insight that a firm’s successful commercialisation of new product
hinges upon the development of critical yet complementary sets of
strategic orientations, i.e., pair of strategic orientations supporting
each other in exerting their joint impact on NPS (Mu & Di Benedetto,
2011). For example, Benito et al. (2009) suggest that strong relation-
ships and complementarities between entrepreneurship and market
orientation reduce the efforts involved in the joint adoption of both
orientations although these may be implemented separately. Baker
and Sinkula (2009) too stated positive correlation between market
2

and entrepreneurial orientation and concluded that MO and EO com-
plement one another. Furthermore, the evidence for relationship
between orientations is fragmented and there is a need for empirical
studies investigating the interplay and effects of strategic orienta-
tions simultaneously (Hakala, 2011).

Moreover, the literature has paid minimal attention to explain the
role played by employee centric variables in amplifying the success
of new products. Brockman and Morgan (2006) examined the influ-
ence of cohesiveness on knowledge use and organisational learning
within the context of NPD and suggest that employees’ disbelief in
organisation’s capabilities and potential may lead to the failure of
innovative products. In addition, Rodriguez et al. (2008) declared
cooperation as the key to new product success on the basis of their
examination of moderating role of commitment between the market-
ing and R&D relationship at different levels of top management and
recommended that positive organisational climate of trust and effec-
tive communication is insufficient for the success of NPD unless
backed by cooperative and joint activities. Thus, it can be stated that
a strategically oriented approach requires the coordination of organi-
sational members at different levels, thereby making it evident to
facilitate employee job satisfaction (EJS) that fosters the development
of quality products and hence, enhanced performance (Zhou et al.,
2008). To conclude, this study is the first to focus equally on internal
and external factors for predicting new product success where previ-
ous literature has focused only on external factors. Moreover, we
argue that both market focus and entrepreneurial competencies are
required to ensure the successful launch of new products. We further
posit that employees’ satisfaction and their staying intention are
essential for the long-term success of new services.

Based on the perspectives of resource-based advantage theory of
competition (Barney, 1991; Hunt & Morgan, 1995) and job satisfac-
tion theory (Hoy & Miskel, 1996) we have tested the model, which
explains the intervening effects of employee-based variables in relat-
ing strategic orientations with new product success. In this study, we
have extended the literature by analysing the relationship between a
firm’s market and entrepreneurial orientation and its new product
success considering employee satisfaction and their intention to stay
(ITS) as internal variables affecting the impact of the strategic compe-
tencies. In 2021, telecom industry has witnessed an attrition rate of
20.5% among employees in India (Bhorayal, 2022). The study contrib-
utes in the following ways: firstly, our efforts reflect accurate descrip-
tion of strategic phenomena and offer novel insights into how MO
and EO synergise to contribute to new product success. By simulta-
neously considering both orientations, we would also add to the
argument on whether only market orientation is sufficient for NPD
performance (Frishammar, 2005; Frishammar & Horte, 2007). A sec-
ond contribution is that the inclusion of ‘employee satisfaction’ as a
mediator and ‘intention to stay’ as a moderator between the strategic
orientations and new product success relationship would be useful
for the policy makers, as the performance benefits of these strategic
orientations are pivot on satisfied employees who are responsible for
operationalising the organisational goals. Thirdly, given that much of
the work on these orientations has focused on developed economies,
our study defends the notion that lack of strategic orientations
research in emerging economies has restricted the understanding
and implementation of strategic orientations (Mu & Di Benedetto,
2011). Finally, our data were collected from telecommunication
organisations in India, where empirical research on the new product
success has received minimal attention while the sector is known to
be highly dynamic and innovative in this regard.

Theory and hypotheses development

In view of the objectives of the study, a research model has been
tested considering market and entrepreneurial orientations as com-
plementary strategic orientations. The study examines the synergistic
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impact of these orientations on the new product success. As previ-
ously noted, the minimal prior interest on employee related inter-
ventions in the strategic management literature, our model further
develops the effects of ‘employee job satisfaction’ as a mediator and
‘intention to stay’ as a moderator on the relationship between MO
(and EO) and new product success. To formulate a conception of mar-
ket acquaintance linking marketing perspective of the organisations
with the business performance via employees’ perceptions and con-
cerns that can allow the marketers to build emotionally impacting
appeals spawning more business, we have based our research on the
well-established ’resource based advantage’ theory of competition
(Barney, 1991; Hunt & Morgan, 1995). Also known as resource based
view (hereafter RBV), the theory suggests the firms to focus on its
internal resources as the major determinant of competitive success
and sustained competitive advantage. It is propounded on the prem-
ise that competitive advantages for superior performance are depen-
dent upon the availability of valuable, rare, inimitable and non-
substitutable resources. The theory defines the organisational resour-
ces broadly under three headings, namely ‘physical capital resources’
consisting of firm’s plant and equipment, technology and geographic
location; ‘human capital resources’ including the experience, judge-
ment, and intelligence of the individual managers and workers in the
firm; and ‘organisational capital resources’ comprising of firm’s struc-
ture, planning, controlling and coordinating systems, and the infor-
mal relations among groups within the firm and between the firms
(Barney, 1991). These resources form the source of competitive
advantage for the firm based on the assumptions of resource hetero-
geneity (the resources vary across the firms) and resource immobility
(the competing firms are unable to avail the resources from other
firms or the market). However, for a sustained competitive advantage
it is further necessary that the close competitors are unable to acquire
valuable resources and cease all their efforts to duplicate them. Based
on the RBV theory, our study attempts to explain the impact of
employees’ perceptions regarding the organisation and their loyalty
towards it on the success of new products.

Premised on Resource based view, our theoretical model proposes
that strategic-level resources (namely market orientation and
entrepreneurial orientation) combined with operative-level resour-
ces (namely employee job satisfaction and intention to stay) are
essential for the success of new product development. The manage-
ment capability to sense and seize the changes in external market as
well as reconfigure the available resources and the operational capa-
bility to leverage the existing skills, processes, systems, and technol-
ogy, are essentially required for ensuring effective innovation
capability. Hence, both outside-in and inside-out capabilities are
needed to understand the dynamics of the environment and accord-
ingly, to make necessary changes to remain competitive.

Market & entrepreneurial orientations and new product success

Entrepreneurial and market orientation are strategic orientations
that assist firms in developing successful new products and in
remaining competitive in the market place (Morgan et al., 2015).
Market orientation refers to the thought process where the products
and services are fashioned as per the end users’ needs and wants. It is
an amalgam of the strategies capable of identifying and satisfying the
target customers’ expressed and latent needs more effectively than
the competitors. Merging together the conceptualisations of Narver
and Slater (1990) and Kohli, Jaworski, and Kumar (1993) for MO com-
prising of customer, competitor and employee orientations, both cul-
tural and behavioural characteristics are expected to actively
influence the strategic performance of the firms. Such that they
would anticipate and organise for the changes and trends in the mar-
ketplace (Langerak et al., 2004), proactively respond to market intelli-
gence related to target buyers and current competitors (Jaworski &
Kohli, 1993), and endeavour to develop market sensing and
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customer-linking capabilities (Day, 1994; Hult & Ketchen, 2001).
Firms practising MO are believed to excel in their ability to direct suf-
ficient resources to fulfil customers’ needs while creating and pro-
moting new ideas, products, and processes (Langerak et al., 2004;
Slater & Narver, 1998). Being more attuned to effective use of market
information, MO is likely to drive continuous and proactive orienta-
tion toward meeting customer needs, thereby enhancing new prod-
uct success (Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Langerak et al., 2004). In
this regard, Pelham and Wilson (1996) support the notion that high
level of market orientation is one of the few important determinants
of effective product development.

Similarly, the successful commercialisation of a new product
involves risk management and control, thereby calling for the need
to be managed as if it is an entrepreneurial enterprise (Wienclaw,
2015). The ’innovation’ aspect of EO enables the firms to pursue new
market opportunities and facilitates the renewal of existing areas of
operation, making firms strategically oriented (Lumpkin & Dess,
1996). It further emphasises the confiscation of external opportuni-
ties and mobilisation of the resources to attain innovative behaviours
and competitive advantages (Wu et al., 2008). Considering three
component model of innovativeness, risk-taking and pro-activeness
given by Covin and Slevin (1989), EO is identified with creative pro-
cesses and new ideas, temperament to support projects with a calcu-
lated probability of failure and pioneering behaviour undertaken to
face future contingencies to overcome competition. On the contrary,
non-entrepreneurial firms tend to adopt a reactive, risk-averse pos-
ture and merely imitate the competition (Barringer & Bluedorn,
1999). It is, therefore, argued that the firms which aim to contradict
the tyranny of the market and to lead, rather than to be led by cus-
tomers, require to build an EO to ensure a realistic focus on new
product innovations meeting the unarticulated customer needs
(Hamel & Prahalad, 1994; Slater & Narver, 1995; Zahra, 1993). More-
over, by combining the views of Covin and Slevin (1991) and Hitt et
al. (2001), we can state that EO has the ability to convert the detri-
ment of environmental uncertainty into the advantage of renewal
and rejuvenation of the firms, enabling them to diverge from the sta-
tus quo and embrace new ideas.

Literature on new product success alleges that MO alone cannot
lead to the successful development of new products, which demands
for the co-existence of complementary strategic orientations. Zahra
(2008) and Kirca et al. (2005) stated that MO-performance link
requires the support of entrepreneurial behaviours, as it may vary in
strength between manufacturing and service industries or in high-
technology industries, depending upon the national cultures or type
of performance measures used. Even Foxall (1984) suggested that
detailed market intelligence and entrepreneurship insight collec-
tively can act as the major ingredients in product innovation success.
Based on the empirical measurement, where MO is found to be an
adaptive capability enabling firms to react or respond to the market
conditions; EO, in contrast, is seen as an environmental management
capability by which firms embark on proactive and aggressive initia-
tives to alter the competitive landscape to their advantage (Hunt &
Morgan, 1995; Narver & Slater, 1995). Moreover, as MO is criticised
of refraining from the innovativeness, the risk of EO is that new prod-
uct may be technology driven with high risk of market failure
(Olleros, 1986), therefore requiring a self-reinforcing balance
between market and EO to engender effective product innovation
(Hamel & Prahalad, 1994; Slater & Narver, 1995). Hence, it can be
asserted that a firm with an effective alignment of both orientations
shall experience improved position in the innovation competition
owing to greater knowledge of the environmental conditions and
thus, greater overall adaptive and environmental management capa-
bilities in meeting customer needs (Atuahene-Gima & Ko, 2001).

Thus, our study concurs with the former arguments where schol-
ars suggest that the synergy of complementary orientations is poten-
tially more efficient and effective than that of any single orientation



Fig. 1. Theoretical model.
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operating independently in commercialising new products (Mu & Di
Benedetto, 2011), combined with the notion that MO and EO rela-
tionship is a primary factor in an organisation’s performance, sur-
vival, and prosperity (Hamel & Prahalad, 1994; Slater & Narver,
1995). Thoumrungroje and Racele (2013) reported that entrepre-
neurial and market orientation are critical paths for firms to discover
new products that subsequently improve firm performances. Morgan
and Anokhin (2020) revealed that both EO and MO impact NPD per-
formance positively, however their joint impact is negative. Lately,
Amaya and Wu (2019) found that market orientation improves inno-
vation implementation and entrepreneurial orientation affects NPS
through team creativity and innovation execution. Hence, we
hypothesise that (see Fig. 1):

H1a: Market orientation is significantly related to new product
success.

H1b: Entrepreneurial orientation is significantly related to new
product success.

H1c: Market and entrepreneurial orientations are synergistically
related to new product success.
Mediating effects of employee job satisfaction

Employee job satisfaction is an important criterion for ascertain-
ing the success of an organisation, as it defines the positive emotional
state of employees, which motivates them to work towards the
attainment of organisational objectives. Rendering effective and qual-
ity services depends upon the human resource and their job satisfac-
tion experiences (Fitzgerald et al., 1994). In this regard, Hunter and
Tietyen (1997) claim that satisfied employees tend to be more loyal
and productive and further affect the customer satisfaction and
organisational productivity (Potterfield, 1999). However, the concep-
tualisation that happy employees lead to improved firm performance
has been supported with low correlations by prior studies (Iaffaldano
& Muchinsky, 1985). Recently, Kessler et al. (2020) found that the
effects of job satisfaction on firm performance are not immediate;
4

rather it predicts a positive influence on performance over a period
of four years.

Few researchers allege that satisfied employees are more
devoted to their work as well as the business and provide reliable,
responsive, and quality service to customers with total care and
empathy (for e.g., Harter et al. 2002, Schneider et al. 2003, Singh
2000). They exhibit enhanced citizenship behaviour and engender a
sense of involvement with the organisation resulting in greater
employee initiative and innovation even in the absence of direct
rewards (Eisenberger et al., 1990; Shore & Wayne, 1993). Moreover,
Zhou et al. (2008) suggested that MO- performance link is further
strengthened through employee job satisfaction and product qual-
ity. They note that the success of MO relies upon the co-ordination
of organisational members at different levels for which organisa-
tions should facilitate communication and harmony that fosters
employee satisfaction and, in turn, quality products and enhanced
performance. Moreover, research on EO states that firms with satis-
fied and committed employees can more effectively actualise
entrepreneurial orientation into practical action and embody
knowledge into valuable assets to advance new product develop-
ment or marketing activities (Nonaka & Toyama, 2005; Nonaka et
al., 2000). Employees are considered to be integral in the innovation
orientation conceptualisation as they are sufficiently dynamic to
keep up with the changing technologies if backed by organisational
support and pride in its association (Atuahene- Gima & Ko, 2001).
Investment in employees encourages their self-initiative (Hom et
al., 2009) and enables them to intertwine with organisational entre-
preneurship for the development of new innovative products. Sub-
sequently, existing products can be tailored efficiently, and control
processes can be improved to produce new products with fewer
deficiencies (Zhou et al., 2008), leading to improved performance.
Kattenbach and Fietze (2018) examine the effects of EO on job satis-
faction within the framework of job demands-resources model and
find that job resources foster EO, which in turn enhances job satis-
faction while for job demands, EO reduces the impact of health
impairment, thus increases job satisfaction. In a SMEs’ context,
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Soomro and Shah (2019) reveal that EO influences job satisfaction
through organisational commitment.

Hence, we hypothesise that:
H2a: Market orientation and new product success relationship is

mediated by employee job satisfaction.
H2b: Entrepreneurial orientation and new product success rela-

tionship is mediated by employee job satisfaction.
H2c: Market and entrepreneurial orientation and new product

success relationship is mediated by employee job satisfaction.
Moderating effect of intention to stay

Intention to stay explains the bond of an employee’s commitment
toward the employing organisation. Even satisfied employees intend
to leave owing to improved growth opportunities and urge to acquire
varied functional experiences. Organisation’s care and devotion
toward its human capital lead to the emergence of a committed, ded-
icated and talented workforce that has the potential to serve as non-
imitable resource capable of framing and executing an appropriate
positioning strategy (Lado & Wilson, 1994). Factors such as care for
employee wellbeing and satisfaction, fairness of rewards, and invest-
ment in competence development and compensation not only
explain employees’ efforts at strategy execution (Lee & Miller, 1999)
but also boost their attachment and staying intention with the orga-
nisation. Research contributions have designated commitment as
vital competence building resource that engenders collaboration and
harvest effort and initiatives (Barney & Zajac, 1994; Eisenberger et al.,
1990). Organisations that endeavour to form strong emotional bonds
are able to garner motivation, dedication, and innovation (Acemoglu
& Pishke, 1999) among their employees and receive competitive
advantage that rivals are least able to imitate (Lado & Wilson, 1994;
McAllister, 1995). Further, MO literature lacks research on internal
process factors (Gebhardt et al., 2006) related to employee variables
(Kirca et al., 2005), thereby limiting the understanding and imple-
mentation of MO in augmenting the product related indicators of
competitive advantage (Ketchen et al., 2007). Moreover, Kohli and
Jaworski (1990) allege that committed and happy employees have
the potential to contribute to organisational success by adopting a
customer centric approach and behaviour congruent with the firm’s
market orientation. Subsequently, entrepreneurship is also expected
to improve innovation of new products due to employees’ emotional
and value commitment (Kanter, 1984), which shape the firm’s strate-
gic direction (Hart, 1992) and, in turn, is considered essential for
employees’ and organisational growth (Gurbuz & Aykol, 2009).
Finally, Caruana and Calleya (1998) find that employee satisfaction
operates through a contingent variable such as employees’ intention
to stay rather than directly on performance.

The existing literature on new product development posits that
market orientation and entrepreneurial orientation operate through
employee-related variables such as employee job satisfaction and
organisational commitment, for affecting the new product success.
On this line, we postulate that the effects of MO, EO and both orienta-
tions on new product success are contingent on a higher level of
employees’ intention to stay. Thus, employees’ stronger intention to
stay help market-oriented, entrepreneurial-oriented and entrepre-
neurially-market-oriented firms to succeed in the new product
development. Hence, we hypothesise the following:

H3a: Market orientation relationship with new product success is
moderated by intention to stay such that at a higher level of intention
to stay, MO shall strongly promote new product success.

H3b: Entrepreneurial orientation relationship with new product
success is moderated by intention to stay such that at a higher level
of intention to stay, EO shall strongly promote new product success.

H3c: Market and entrepreneurial orientation relationship with
new product success is moderated by intention to stay such that at a
5

higher level of intention to stay, MO and EO shall strongly promote
new product success.

Research methodology

The context

Services marketing literature calls for further research investigat-
ing new product research due to the increasing size of the services
sector contributing 54.4% to the gross domestic product of India (CIA
Report, 2015). One such important service utility in India is the tele-
communication sector, which has grown in recent years to contribute
significantly to the economy. With over half a billion mobile subscrib-
ers, the Indian market is the second largest in the world (COAI Report,
2016) and technology migration is under way accelerating with more
than 40% of mobile connections forecast to be running over mobile
broadband networks by 2020 (GSMA Report, 2015), thereby making
it essential for organisations to upgrade the existing products or
develop new ones for a sustained competitive advantage.

Since 1990, the telecommunications sector in India has experi-
enced phenomenal growth due to the Government of India’s liberal
economic policy. Currently, India is the world’s second-largest tele-
communications market with a subscriber base of 1170.75 million in
January 2023 and has registered strong growth in the last decade. A
report prepared by the GSM Association (Global System for Mobile
Communications) and Boston Consulting Group (BCG) indicates that
India’s mobile economy is expanding rapidly and will have a major
impact on the country’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The National
Digital Communications Policy-2018 was launched to harness the
power of emerging digital technologies, including 5G, AI, IoT, Cloud
and Big Data to enable provision of future ready products and serv-
ices; and to catalyse the fourth industrial revolution (Industry 4.0) by
promoting investments, innovation and IPR.

According to the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India (TRAI),
total number of Internet subscribers increased from 865.90 million at
the end of December 2022 to 881.25 million at the end of March
2023, showing a quarterly growth rate of 1.77%. The number of
broadband Internet subscribers increased by 1.73% from 832.20 mil-
lion at the end of December 2022 to 846.57 million at the end of
March 2023. The number of wireline subscribers increased from
27.45 million at the end of December 2022 to 28.41 million at the
end of March 2023, with a quarterly growth rate of 3.48%. Wireless
service’s monthly Average Revenue per User (ARPU) increased by
0.83%, from INR 141.14 in the quarter ending December 2022 to INR
142.32 in the quarter ending March 2023. In this quarter, the
monthly ARPU for wireless service increased by 11.91% on an annual
basis. On an all-India average, the overall MOU per subscriber per
month increased from 919 in the quarter ending in December 2022
to 946 in the quarter ending in March 2023, registering an increase of
2.97%. The number of telephone subscribers in India increased from
1170.38 million at the end of December 2022 to 1172.34 million at
the end of March 2023, with a growth rate of 0.17% over the previous
quarter.

Survey instrument

Questionnaire method was adopted to collect the data for the
study. The specific measures used were innovativeness, pro-active-
ness and risk-taking for EO; organisation’s customer orientation
(OCO), salespersons’ customer orientation (SCO), competitor orienta-
tion (CPO) and employee orientation (EO) to test for MO; employee
job satisfaction (EJS); intention to stay (ITS); and new product success
(NPS) (Annexure A.1). The questionnaire comprised of four sections
and included 88 items focusing on EO, MO, EJS, ITS and NPS respec-
tively, to be responded on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from
‘1 equals to totally disagree’ to ‘5 equals to totally agree’. Apart from



Table 1
Sample characteristics.

Details Number %age

Total Responses Received 242 /450 53.78
Responses Eliminated 16 6.61%
Usable Responses 226 93.39%
Age of the respondents (in years)
Under 30 yrs
31−35 yrs
36−40 yrs
41−45 yrs
Not disclosed

41
110
48
8
35

18%
45.45%
19.83%
36.36%
14%

Qualification
Graduates
Post Graduates
Professionals
Higher Qualification
Not disclosed

61
122
3
Nil
56

25.21%
50.41%
1%
0%
23.14%

Gender
Women
Men
Not disclosed

33
176
33

13.63%
72.73%
13.63%

Length of Service (Current)
0−2 yrs
2−4 yrs
4−6 yrs
6−8 yrs
8−10 yrs
Not disclosed

105
69
27
6
2
33

43.39%
28.51%
11.16%
2.48%
0.83%
13.63%
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these, 2 marker items were also included to test for common method
variance (CMV).

MO was measured through customer orientation (14 items) and
competitor orientation (11 items) constructs adapted from market
orientation scale (MKTOR) developed by Narver and Slater (1990);
salespersons’ customer orientation (13 items) was extracted from the
SOCO scale developed by Saxe and Weitz (1982); and employee ori-
entation (8 items) items were borrowed from the IMO scale devel-
oped by Lings and Greenley (2005). EO was measured using the scale
developed by Covin and Slevin (1989). The EO construct has 10 items,
three of which were reversed. The scale comprised of items related to
pro-activeness (3 items), risk taking (4 items), and innovativeness (3
items). EJS items were extracted from Riley (2006) and those for ITS
were generated from Bishop et al. (2002), Riley (2006), and Lings and
Greenley (2005). NPS items were identified from Frishammar and
Horte (2007) and Mu and Di Benedetto (2011), Yang et al. (2012).

Sample design and data collection

The present work is an empirical attempt to explicate and under-
stand the strategic behaviour of the organisation toward the overall
success of the new products. The research data were collected from
employees of the private telecom organisations functioning in two
cities of north India. An elicitation survey was conducted before the
main survey to test the feasibility of the survey instrument. Having
administered to city I, 15 questionnaires were distributed to the
employees of five organisations and all filled responses were
received. Careful examination of the responses revealed that the
employees’ perceptions across the organisations were almost similar
regarding the study variables. Based on the market share, the top
four out of five organisations from city I and top six out of eight from
city II were contacted for the final data collection. The survey was
conducted in two parts and almost six months were spent to com-
plete the data collection. It took around two and half months to
obtain the responses from the organisations in city I and about three
months from city II. 50 questionnaires each were distributed on ran-
dom basis to the employees of ten organisations in both the cities.
However, one of the organisations denied to participate in the survey
and thus, out of 450 in all from both the cities, only 242 completely
filled responses were received. Out of these, 226 were found to be
meaningful for further analyses. The target respondents included the
employees, with maximum number of staff in an organisation being
55−70 in city I and 65−80 in city II. The age of respondents ranged
between 25 and 40 years, the number of women employees in the
sample was 33 as against 176 male respondents, the qualification of
the employees was majorly post-graduation and the minimum
length of service with their current employer was found to be eight
months (Table 1).

Analysis and results

Normality and common method variance

Prior to testing the hypothetical model, data were checked for
normalcy and common method variance. Using box plots, eleven out-
liers were detected and deleted during the process reducing the sam-
ple to 179. Subsequently, the values of Skewness (threshold value
between §1) and Kurtosis (threshold value between §3) were
observed to test the normalcy of data (Gao et al., 2008; Hair et al.,
2009). The value for Skewness ranged between -864 and -0.061 and
Kurtosis between -0.269 and 1.860.

Further, the possibility of CMV cannot be ruled out owing to the
sources summarised as having a common rater (e.g., social desirabil-
ity, leniency), item characteristic effects (e.g., item ambiguity), item
context effects (e.g., priming effects, grouping of items) and measure-
ment context effects (e.g., simultaneous measurement of predictor
6

and criterion variables) (Podsakoff et al., 2003). For a more robust
examination of CMV, we examined the possibility of bias affecting
the data using a marker variable with the help of latent common fac-
tor method (Podsakoff et al., 2003). As per the method, a measure-
ment model was formed and all the measured variables were
allowed to load on the substantive constructs and the common latent
factor simultaneously. The variance extracted for the common latent
factor came out to be 9% after the entry of marker variable as against
12.5%, which explains that the marker variable accounts for only 3.5%
of the total variance. Though the variance shared by the marker vari-
able seems to be low, however x2 difference test was conducted to
further confirm the absence of the method bias. The insignificance
(p = .867) of difference of the x2 values of the two models (without
marker x2 = 111.1, df = 39; with marker x2 = 121.1, df = 55) reports
that the marker variable does not lay a significant impact on the
results of the model (Williams et al., 2010). Hence, we consider that
common method bias is not an issue in the study.

Validity and reliability (Confirmatory factor analysis)

Internal consistency of the data collected was analysed from the
Cronbach’s alpha value and according to Malhotra (2002), the value
of 0.50 or above is considered as an acceptable criterion. Item-to-
item correlation was checked to determine that each item predomi-
nantly correlates positively with other items for which the value of
three and above was considered good (Kennedy et al., 2002). As a
result, three indicators from EO, one from MO, while three were
dropped from ITS (for results see Table 2).

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to test the psy-
chometric properties of the study variables. The fit of the measure-
ment model was evaluated through CFA by specifying the study
constructs together in a single measurement model. Each measured
variable (entrepreneurial orientation, market orientation, employee
job satisfaction, intention to stay and new product success) was spec-
ified as one-dimensional, with appropriate items loading only onto
its respective variable. The number of indicators retained in the pro-
cess on the premise of factor loadings (b ≥ 0.5) was six for entrepre-
neurial orientation (two each for pro-activeness, risk taking and



Ta
bl
e
2

D
es
cr
ip
ti
ve

st
at
is
ti
cs
:c

ro
nb

ac
h
al
ph

a,
A
V
E,

CR
,M

ea
n,

SD
an

d
co

rr
el
at
io
ns

.

a
A
V
E

M
ea

n
S.
D
.

G
en

de
r

Q
u
al

D
es
ig

TL
O
S

IN
N

R
T

P
R
O

O
CO

SC
O

CP
O

EM
O

EJ
S

IT
S

N
P
S

G
en

de
r

1.
07

8
.2
69

—
Q
U
A
L

2.
78

1
.4
51

-0
.1
20

−
D
ES

IG
2.
47

4
1.
29

9
0.
00

5
0.
04

1
−

TL
O
S

2.
88

4
.8
60

-0
.0
33

-0
.0
78

.4
25

**
−

EO IN
N

RT PR
O

.6
16

.4
07

.4
86

.5
89

.5
35

.5
00

.5
12

.5
96

3.
90

2
3.
79

5
3.
94

6

.6
25

.5
96

.6
85

0.
02

9
-0
.0
22

-0
.1
29

-0
.0
65

-0
.0
82

-0
.0
22

.0
70

-0
.0
12

.0
58

.0
80

.2
30

**
.1
54

*

(0
.6
59

)
.2
18

**
.2
41

**

(0
.6
68

)
.3
70

**
(0
.6
95

)

M
O

O
CO

SC
O

CP
O

EM
O

.9
14

.8
26

.7
36

.7
85

.7
28

.5
22

.5
08

.5
30

.5
02

.5
52

3.
93

6
3.
80

9
3.
93

9
3.
99

3

.5
65

.6
47

.5
52

.5
61

-0
.0
71

-0
.1
07

-0
.1
82

*
-0
.1
64

*

-0
.0
26

-0
.0
04

.0
72

-0
.0
75

.0
03

.0
55

.0
10

.0
16

.2
13

**
.2
25

**
.1
71

*
.1
93

**

.4
16

**
.2
49

**
.3
92

**
.3
54

**

.4
17

**
.2
87

**
.2
10

**
.1
53

*

.3
89

**
.2
48

**
.4
68

**
.3
25

**

(0
.6
77

)
.5
36

**
.5
28

**
.4
38

**

(0
.6
52

)
.4
31

**
.3
90

**

(0
.6
39

)
.5
42

**
(0
.6
65

)

EJ
S

.8
75

.5
16

3.
80

4
.5
59

-0
.0
47

-0
.0
91

.1
41

.2
71

**
.3
56

**
.2
68

**
.4
14

**
.5
53

**
.4
42

**
.4
55

**
.5
50

**
(0
.6
42

)
IT
S

.6
35

.5
22

3.
69

7
.6
59

-0
.1
98

**
-0
.0
56

.1
97

**
.2
51

**
.2
37

**
.1
35

.2
15

**
.2
53

**
.2
83

**
.2
72

**
.3
34

**
.6
07

**
(0
.6
63

)
N
PS

.8
23

.5
11

3.
81

6
.6
41

-0
.1
03

-0
.1
15

.1
57

*
.3
06

**
.4
10

**
.1
38

.3
36

**
.4
90

**
.3
40

**
.4
47

**
.5
40

**
.6
82

**
.6
05

**
(0
.6
31

)

N
ot
e:

*
Co

rr
el
at
io
n
is
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

at
th
e
0.
05

le
ve

l(
2-
ta
ile

d)
.

**
Co

rr
el
at
io
n
is
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

at
th
e
0.
01

le
ve

l(
2-
ta
ile

d)
.

Co
m
po

si
te

Re
lia

bi
lit
y
is
in

th
e
pa

re
nt
he

se
s.

G.K. Sahi, R. Mahajan and P. Jones Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 9 (2024) 100467

7

innovativeness); nineteen for market orientation (five each for organ-
isation’s customer orientation, competitor orientation, salespersons’
customer orientation and four for employee orientation); twelve for
employee job satisfaction, and four each for intention to stay and
new product success. The observed statistics of the measurement
model were found to be significant (x2/df = 1.005, p <. 05) and other
fit indices (RMR= 0.04, RMSEA= 0.06, NFI= 0.863, TLI= 0.998, CFI=
0.996, IFI= 0.998) were almost within the recommended range sug-
gested in the literature (Kline, 2005). Thus, we concluded that the
study’s measurement model provides a good fit to the data.

Convergent validity was assessed with the help of composite reli-
ability (CR) and average variance explained (AVE). Construct with a
composite reliability of at least 0.50 is considered to be convergently
valid (Chau, 1997; Hau et al., 2004). Furthermore, AVE above 0.50 is
considered significant to indicate higher level of convergence. All the
key constructs satisfy the threshold namely entrepreneurial orienta-
tion, market orientation, employee job satisfaction, intention to stay
and new product success (Table 2).

Discriminant validity was assessed by applying x2 difference test,
which demonstrates that the hypothesised unconstrained model was
superior to the constrained model. For most of the possible pairs of
study’s constructs, x2 values were significant at 0.05 level (Dx2

>3.84,Ddf=1), thereby exhibiting that each latent construct is distinct
from other latent constructs (Hair et al., 2009). In addition, AVE was
compared with the squared correlation and for almost all the varia-
bles, AVE is found to be greater, further confirming the discrimination
between the principal variables (Table 3).

Control variables
We have controlled for six variables while testing the hypotheses

of mediation and moderation namely age, gender, qualification, des-
ignation, length of service in the current organisation and total length
of service. Among these variables, age and length of service in the
current organisation have been found to be significant throughout.

Hypothesis testing

We conducted hierarchical regression analysis (HLM) to test the
hypotheses. Throughout the analyses, we controlled for the employ-
ees’ age, gender, qualification, designation and total length of service.
The results indicate the significant individual (MO: b = 0.558; EO: b =
0.354) and synergistic effect of market and entrepreneurial orienta-
tion on the new product success (MO*EO: b = 0.503), leading to the
acceptance of H1a through H1c. Thus, confirming that both the stra-
tegic orientations share a complementary relationship in promoting
new products. For H2, we examined the conditions proposed by
Baron and Kenny (1986) necessary for the mediation confirming full
mediation of employee job satisfaction in case of entrepreneurial ori-
entation and new product success relationship (b = 0.095, p = .134),
but partial mediation in case of market orientation and new product
success relationship (b = 0.262, p = .000) and market cum entrepre-
neurial orientation and new product success relationship (b = 0.197,
p = .005), providing acceptance of H2a through H2c (Table 4). The
findings claim that employee job satisfaction plays significant inter-
vening role in explaining the impact of MO and EO on the new prod-
uct success. Finally, to analyse H3, once again HLM was run
separately for market orientation, entrepreneurial orientation and
market cum entrepreneurial orientation. Though the interactions
between intention to stay and market orientation, entrepreneurial
orientation and market cum entrepreneurial orientation have been
found to be significant, however the results reveal that at a higher
level of intention to stay, neither market and entrepreneurial nor
market cum entrepreneurial orientation shall contribute positively
toward the new product success (MO*ITS: b = -0.142, p = .008;
EO*ITS: b = -0.142, p = .014; {MO*EO}*ITS: b = -0.168, p = .002). This
refutes our H3a through H3c, alleging that employees’ intention to



Table 3
Discriminant validity.

INN RT PRO OCO SCO CPO EMO EJS ITS NPS

INN (0.500)
RT .047 (0.512)
PRO .058 .137 (0.596)
OCO .173 .174 .151 (0.508)
SCO .062 .082 .061 .287 (0.530)
CPO .154 .044 .219 .279 .186 (0.502)
EMO .125 .023 .106 .191 .152 .294 (0.552)
EJS .127 .072 .171 .306 .195 .207 .303 (0.516)
ITS .056 .018 .046 .064 .080 .074 .112 .368 (0.522)
NPS .168 .019 .113 .240 .116 .199 .292 .465 .366 (0.511)

Note: The table shows the squared correlation values compared with AVE (i.e., average variance explained).
values in the parentheses on the diagonal.
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stay does not play a significant role in enhancing the impact of MO
(and EO) on the NPS (Table 5; Fig. 2). Thus, our findings corroborate
the results reported by Morgan and Anokhin (2020) wherein they
found that firms operating in hi-tech industry, turbulent environ-
ment or those focusing on services can benefit from a joint imple-
mentation of EO and MO. However, our results have only confirmed
the significant role played by employee satisfaction in affecting NPS
while refuting the contingent effect of employees’ intention to stay in
predicting the success of new products. Hence, we find partial sup-
port from the studies on NPD that have reported significant role of a
firm’s human resources in predicting new product success (Evan-
schitzky et al., 2012; Henard & McFadyen, 2012).

Discussion and conclusion

Today’s marketplace is characterised by growing uncertainty,
technological turbulence and rapidly changing consumer preferences
(Alqahtani & Uslay, 2017), which have rendered traditional market-
ing strategies ineffective (Whalen et al., 2016). As a result, unswerv-
ing commercialisation of the successful new products is central for
firms’ survival in increasingly competitive markets as NPS is associ-
ated with growth in market share, greater learning from customers,
improved performance and profitability in new markets (Chandy &
Tellis, 2000; Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 2007). NPS significantly influen-
ces sales and profits where new products account for about 50% of
sales and 40% of profits (Chang, 2015; Cooper, 2000).

The first set of hypotheses postulates that market orientation,
entrepreneurial orientation and both strategic orientations are posi-
tively and significantly related to new product success. In line with
the previous findings, our results also provide support to the direct
impact of market orientation (H1a: Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Lan-
gerak et al., 2004; Morgan & Anokhin, 2020; Pelham & Wilson 1996;
Slater & Narver, 1998), entrepreneurial orientation (H1b: Hitt et al.,
2001; Lumpkin & Dess 1996; Morgan & Anokhin, 2020; Wu et al.,
2008), and both orientations on new product success (H1c: Atua-
hene-Gima & Ko, 2001; Foxall, 1984; Hamel & Prahalad, 1994; Mor-
gan & Anokhin, 2020; Morgan et al., 2015; Mu & Di Benedetto, 2011;
Thoumrungroje & Racele 2013).

The second set of hypotheses posits that the effects of market ori-
entation, entrepreneurial orientation and both strategic orientations
on new product success are better explained through employee job
satisfaction. In this regard, our findings corroborate with earlier stud-
ies that have reported the intervening role of job satisfaction
between market orientation (H2a: Zhou et al., 2008), entrepreneurial
orientation and new product success (H2b: Kattenbach & Fietze,
2018; Nonaka & Toyama 2005; Nonaka et al., 2000; Soomro & Shah,
2019).

Final set of hypotheses propose that the impact of market orienta-
tion, entrepreneurial orientation and both strategic orientation
together on new product success is stronger at a higher level of
8

employees’ intention to stay and weaker at a lower level of it. How-
ever, in this respect, our findings are contrary to H3. That is, the
results reveal that even at lower level of intention to stay, the influ-
ence of market orientation, entrepreneurial orientation and their
synergistic effects on new product success are found to be stronger.
However, Kanter (1984) found that the impact of both strategic ori-
entations on new product success is contingent on employee reten-
tion, which is contradictory to our results pertaining to H3. This may
be quite likely owing to the career-oriented approach of the young
and dynamic employees. In the most rapidly growing technology sec-
tor of telecommunications, weaker intentions to stay may not neces-
sarily explain the unfavourable working conditions or dissatisfaction
of the workforce but can also be due to pursuit of career growth. The
zeal to grow and achieve the desired designation in the career path
demands employees to become highly competent and hence, the
leaving employees are replaced by equally competent and hardwork-
ing personnel, thereby enabling firms to override the ill effects of
consistent switching. Further, consistent switching sometimes leads
to the appointment of versatile and highly adaptive employees who
are quite passionate, goal oriented and opportunist, permitting the
firm to meet the deadlines and attain the performance targets.

Recent literature on innovation to predict success of new products
has focused on the relevance of generation of new ideas and transfor-
mation of such ideas into effective innovations (Amaya et al., 2018;
Chung & Choi, 2016). However, escalating research and development
(R&D) costs, rapid and radical technological developments, short
product life cycles, intense competition, and soaring new product
failure rates make NPS highly unpredictable and difficult (Rindfleisch
& Moorman, 2001; Song et al., 1998). Owing to such turbulent and
hostile environments making NPS more uncertain, a stream of litera-
ture explores its determinants (Droge et al., 2008). Researchers claim
that identifying and developing a new product has always been an
experimental process while essential to the long-term success of
businesses in view of the fact that today’s cutting-edge technology
frequently becomes tomorrow’s distant memory (Stankovic & Djukic,
2004). Hence, proliferation of products in the market continues to
stay ahead of its competition and be on the leading edge of its field,
particularly in the growth industry where high technology products,
change, innovation, and new product development have become a
way of life (Wienclaw, 2015). Bhattacharya et al. (2019) argued that
while MO indicates a market-based outlook to new product introduc-
tions, EO culture is about proactively pursuing new opportunities of
growth. Since MO provides a market-based alignment to EO, they
complement each other.

Consequently, it becomes imperative for the firms to depend upon
strategic competence to develop high performing products (Frisham-
mar & Horte, 2007). Thus, aggressive proactive strategies and astute-
ness are often recommended (Day, 1994; Li & Calantone, 1998;
Moorman, 1995) and proposed to lead directly to NPS through mar-
ket intelligence and innovativeness. In this regard, Droge et al. (2008)



Table 4
Mediation analysis (Hypothesis 1 and 2).

Mediator EJS IV=MO IV=EO IV=MO*EO

Variables NPS NPS EJS NPS NPS EJS NPS NPS EJS NPS RESULT

CV
Gender
Qual
Desig
TLoS

-0.077(0.163)

-0.058(0.297)

.020(0.742)

.117(0.061)

-0.023(0.709)

-0.107(0.081)

.097(0.148)

.116(0.097)

.050(0.389)

-0.077(0.183)

.100(0.117)

.062(0.350)

-0.048(0.377)

-0.068(0.207)

.047(0.429)

.085(0.169)

-0.085(0.217)

-0.086(0.211)

.065(0.388)

.191(0.014)

-0.017(0.801)

-0.049(0.464)

.066(0.359)

.132(0.078)

-0.074(0.178)

-0.056(0.311)

.024(0.695)

.110(0.083)

-0.036(0.552)

-0.091(0.136)

.067(0.313)

.149(0.030)

.031(0.596)

-0.059(0.316)

.064(0.320)

.106(0.110)

-0.052(0.336)

-0.062(0.252)

.036(0.545)

.097(0.111)

IV −- .540(0.000) .628(0.000) .227(0.002) .326(0.000) .446(0.000) .051(0.420) .536(0.000) .598(0.000) .242(0.001) H1: Accepted
Mediator
EJS

.639(0.000) — — .499(0.000) — — .616(0.000) — .492(0.000) H2: Partially
Accepted

R2 .489 .377 .437 .517 .213 .267 .491 .382 .415 .524
Adjusted R2 .474 .359 .421 .501 .191 .246 .473 .364 .398 .507
F Change 33.117 20.962 26.851 30.741 9.384 12.625 27.651 21.406 24.534 31.531

Note: CV- Control Variable, IV- Independent Variable, Qual- Qualification, Desig- Designation, TLOS- Total Length of Service.
MO- Market orientation, EO- Entrepreneurial Orientation, EJS- Employee Job Satisfaction, ITS- Intention to Stay, NPS- New Product Success.

Table 5
Moderation analysis (Hypothesis 3).

DV=NPS (H3) Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Control Variables
GENDER
QUAL
DESIG
TLOS

-0.009(0.878)

-0.102(0.090)

.078(0.236)

.116(0.089)

.048(0.377)

-0.074(0.162)

.019(0.744)

.080(0.185)

.048(0.369)

-0.081(0.123)

.012(0.839)

.093(0.121)

Control Variables
GENDER
QUALI
DESIG
TLOS

-0.086(0.204)

-0.085(0.210)

.058(0.430)

.195(0.011)

.009(0.876)

-0.057(0.327)

-0.007(0.907)

.125(0.054)

-0.002(0.997)

-0.057(0.315)

-0.011(0.856)

.137(0.035)

Control Variables
GENDER
QUAL
DESIG
TLOS

-0.040(0.526)

-0.086(0.170)

.076(0.263)

.133(0.062)

.030(0.592)

-0.061(0.267)

.014(0.820)

.090(0.147)

.025(0.647)

-0.067(0.215)

.007(0.901)

.103(0.093)

Independent
Variable
MO

.568(0.000) .421(0.000) .413(0.000) Independent Variables
EO

.357(0.000) .245(0.000) .254(0.000) Independent Variables
MO*EO

.509(0.000) .364(0.000) .377(0.000)

Moderator
ITS

— .411(0.000) .389(0.000) Moderator
ITS

— .506(0.000) .488(0.000) Moderator
ITS

— .442(0.000) .413(0.000)

Interaction Effects
MO*ITS

— — .122(0.022) Interaction Effect
EO*ITS

— — .123(0.032) Interaction Effect
(MO*EO)*ITS

— — .146(0.007)

R2 .405 .535 .549 R2 .235 .450 .465 R2 .350 .504 .525
Adjusted R2 .388 .519 .531 Adjusted R2 .213 .431 .443 Adjusted R2 .331 .487 .505
F-Change 23.535 32.991 29.756 F-Change 10.640 23.491 21.236 F-Change 18.635 29.146 26.968

Note: Qual- Qualification, Desig- Designation, TLOS- Total Length of Service, MO- Market orientation, EO- Entrepreneurial Orientation, EJS- Employee Job Satisfaction, ITS- Intention to Stay, NPS- New Product Success.
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Fig. 2. Theoretical model with path estimates.
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claim that innovativeness and market intelligence are expected to
constitute boundary-spanning activities (which sense, respond to, or
alter the market), the specific given levels of which will lead to new
product success in responsive environments. Market and entrepre-
neurial orientation are considered to be two separate but comple-
mentary strategic orientations or competencies that can coexist
(Miles & Arnold, 1991). These are described in the literature as the
subset of competencies that create complex, tacit and intangible skills
allowing a firm to generate new ideas for the creation of new prod-
ucts, and the processes and respond to for changing circumstances
(Teece & Pisano, 1994). Furthermore, the research involving cross-
level models linking macro level cultures and practices to micro-level
employee attitudes and then to macro-level firm performance
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Pearce, 2003) demand the focus on
employee aspects as important intervening factors and indicator of
strength between MO (or EO) competencies and the new product
success.

Theoretical and managerial implications

Theoretical implications

Our study contributes to the existing literature on new product
development by empirically establishing a positive and direct link
between MO and employee satisfaction. Though the theorists have
been constantly investigating the linkages between the strategic ori-
entations and business performance via employee-related aspects,
there remain a significant gap between strategic orientations (market
and entrepreneurial orientation) and job satisfaction. It supports the
notion that the success of market orientation requires internal focus
on the workforce, substantiating that MO is an amalgam of both the
10
external (customer and competitor orientation) as well as internal
(employee orientation) forces. The study further contributes to the
innovation management literature by confirming the positive com-
bined impact of complementary strategic orientations on the success
of new products and services. It has developed and tested the media-
tion and moderation of employee satisfaction and intention to stay
and the findings have confirmed the relevance of employees’ job sat-
isfaction in the new product success literature explaining that
employee satisfaction is a necessary requisite. However, intention to
stay does not play a positive role in enhancing the impact of MO and
EO on the new product success, thereby raising doubts regarding the
importance of intention to stay in the implementation and effective-
ness of strategic orientations to promote NPS (Rodriguez et al., 2008).
The significance of the synergistic relationship between MO and EO
challenges the notion in the literature that declares market orienta-
tion as an independent factor impacting the new product success,
thereby supporting the importance of complementary strategic ori-
entations.

Managerial implications

The findings suggest that management interested in enhancing
new product success should practice complimentary set of strategic
orientations. In this regard, top management is required to enhance
freedom and discretion over work design, encourage external orien-
tation, trust and openness and also develop reward systems for the
top performers so as to promote entrepreneurship among the
employees. Autonomy in the selection of product’s promotion strate-
gies and experimentation of new ideas must be continuously sup-
ported. Consistent efforts should be made by the management to
encourage the staff for procuring and generating adequate market
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information to promote the cross-functional co-ordination against
the competition. Good performers should be rewarded along with
their teams and accomplishments should be escalated across the
functions in order to encourage innovativeness, risk-taking and pro-
activeness. As the success of the strategic orientations is found to be
intertwined with the personal satisfaction of the employees, we rec-
ommend the policymakers to revise the firm’s remuneration policies
from time-to-time and should keep them transparent to minimise
the chances of discontentment.

Further, it is challenging for telecom companies to implement
strategic orientations for bringing new product success and to retain
the workforce. Based on this, we suggest the service organisations to
practice succession planning so as to enable the employees to plan
their carriers accordingly and stay attached with the organisation.
Team activities should be promoted in order to uplift the weak per-
formers for the comprehensive participation of almost all the
employees and overall success of the strategies. Furthermore, service
industries work culture in India is highly tensed. For stress relaxation,
the working hours should be strictly followed, inspirational and spiri-
tual sessions should be conducted, along with the training sessions to
keep them relieved of work stress and feelings of failure. Holidays for
the employees should also be planned so as to retain them for a lon-
ger period of time. This will keep the employees satisfied, who will
promote supportive climate where co-workers can assist one another
to facilitate each other’s performance. Furthermore, these employees
will be more motivated and committed towards implementing stra-
tegic initiatives of their firm.
Limitations and directions for future research

The study findings are a bit contradictory as employee satisfaction
has confirmed to be an important factor in the success of new prod-
ucts, however their intentions to stay reveal negative interactions
with strategic orientations. This requires further probing of more fac-
tors responsible for moderating the relationship between MO (and
EO) and new product success. Moreover, the sample belongs to the
telecommunication industry only thereby limiting the applicability of
the findings to only the sectors with similar settings. The number of
female respondents in the sample is also found to be very small,
which puts constraint to generalise our findings. Hence, the model
should be replicated in other sectors for an overall acceptance of the
findings to enhance the generalisability of the results. Also, our study
is bounded in space and time and we have investigated telecommu-
nication organisations in only two circles of the country. The reliance
on the results obtained from the data generated from only two circles
may not be reasonable and hence, the future studies should attempt
to conduct extensive research in the area.

The adoption of survey method for data collection restricts our
study in establishing the causality among the relationships in the
model. Hence, researchers are encouraged to conduct longitudinal
study to confirm cause and effect relationship among the study var-
iables. Finally, the data on the dependent variable (i.e., NPS) are per-
ceptual, thereby making the results highly subjective. We
recommend the future researchers to further extend the study
model in other contexts and include new variables responsible for
the contribution of strategic orientations in the new product perfor-
mance. In addition, other orientations such as technology orienta-
tion and learning orientation should be included in the model, as
there may be more than two orientations that can potentially
impact new product success. Secondary data can also be used to
reconfirm the findings for the dependent variable in order to have
more relevant insights.
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Annexure A.1: survey items
Measure
 Item Description
A.
 EO- Entrepreneurial Orientation

A.1
 INN- Innovativeness

INN1
 When it comes to problem solving, creative new solutions are valued

over the solutions of conventional wisdom.

INN2
 Our organisation is usually first-to-market with new product and

services.

INN3
 Top managers in our company encourage the development of innova-

tive marketing strategies knowing well that some will fail.

A.2
 RT- Risk-taking

RT1
 Orderly and risk-reducing management processes are valued more

than leadership initiatives for a change. (R)

RT2
 Top management in our organisation prefers to "play it safe". (R)

RT3
 Top managers like to implement plans only if they are certain that

they will work. (R)

RT4
 When confronted with decision making situations involving uncer-

tainty, my firm typically adopts a cautious "wait-and-see" posture in
order to minimize the probability of making costly decisions.
A.3
 PRO- Proactiveness

PRO1
 It is firmly believed that a change in the market will bring a positive

opportunity for us.

PRO2
 Members of our company tend to talk more about opportunities than

problems.

PRO3
 In dealing with competition, my firm typically initiates action which

the competition then responds to.

B.
 MO- Market Orientation

B.1
 OCO- Organisational Customer Orientation

OCO1
 Our organisation strives to develop customer commitment.

OCO2
 Creating customer value is considered a top priority to increase sales.

OCO3
 Customer needs are well studied and understood before product

designing.

OCO4
 The development of our products is based on the definition of the cus-

tomers’wants

OCO5
 Meeting customer satisfaction is a major objective.

OCO6
 Our organisation takes necessary steps to provide service after the

sale.

OCO7
 Customer satisfaction is measured before deciding future courses of

action.

OCO8
 Necessary training is provided to the salesperson’s to cater to custom-

ers’ needs and interests.

OCO9
 Top managers from every function communicate with current and

prospective customers.

OCO10
 Customers are supplied with complete information so they can get the

best from our products.

OCO11
 Distributors are supplied with relevant information about our market-

ing strategy.

OCO12
 Various actions are taken to convince the distributors of the advan-

tages of working with us.

OCO13
 Our pricing policy is decided mostly by the value placed by the end

user on our products.

OCO14
 We periodically revise our products to ensure they match what our

final users want.

B.2
 SCO- Salesperson’s Customer Orientation

SCO1
 Salespersons understand that they can achieve their goals by satisfy-

ing customers.

SCO2
 They are expected to.... try to encourage customers to discuss their

needs with them.

SCO3
 ..... spend more time trying to persuade a customer to buy than trying

to discover his needs.

SCO4
 ..... offer the product that is best suited to the customer’s problem.

SCO5
 ..... answer a customer’s questions about products as correctly as they

can.

SCO6
 .... disagree with a customer sometimes in order to help him make a

better decision rather than please him with fake words.

SCO7
 .... pretend to agree with customers to please them.

SCO8
 ..... try to find out what kind of product would be most helpful to a

customer

SCO9
 ..... try to sell as much as they can rather than to satisfy a customer.

SCO10
 ..... try to give customers an accurate expectation of what the product

will do for them.

SCO11
 ..... imply to a customer that something is beyond their control when it

is not.

SCO12
 ..... try to influence a customer by information rather than by pressure.
(continued)
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Measure
 Item Description
SCO13
 If they are not sure a product is right for a customer, they will still
apply pressure to induce him to buy.
B.3
 CPO- Competitor Orientation

CPO1
 Salespeople share information within business concerning competi-

tors’ strategies.

CPO2
 Salespeople also enquire about the loyal and high revenue giving cus-

tomers of the competitors.

CPO3
 All means are used to trap the loyal customers of the competitors.

CPO4
 Customers and customer groups where we have, or can develop, a

competitive advantage is targeted.

CPO5
 The top management team regularly discusses with the salespeople

about competitors’ strengths and strategies.

CPO6
 Competitive actions those threaten us are not responded.

CPO7
 Information about potential competitor activities is systematically col-

lected and analyzed.

CPO8
 Managers in this firm regularly share information about current and

future competitors within the organisation.

CPO9
 It takes us very little time to decide how to respond to changes in our

competitors’ prices.

CPO10
 The firm feels satisfied with the degree to which it has been able to

develop the marketing plan.

CPO11
 We take an active part in actions aimed at showing the general public

the social usefulness of our sector.

B.4
 EMO- Employee Orientation

EMO1
 Our organisation. . . Encourage high quality of internal communica-

tion promoting new ideas/ processes.

EMO2
 Encourage creativity and innovation to be part of the professional skill

set of employees within this firm.

EMO3
 Encourage employees to have a high level of competence in develop-

ing and implementing new ideas.

EMO4
 Encourage people throughout the firm to work together to implement

new processes.

EMO5
 Encourage employees to take responsibility for new ways of doing

things in their work.

EMO6
 Encourage them to challenge the status quo and come up with new

ideas and ways of doing things.

EMO7
 Employees who have developed new and useful ideas are well known

by all.

EMO8
 Lots of internal market research is done in this organisation.

C.
 EJS- Employee Job Satisfaction

EJS1
 The financial reward system (pay/fringe benefits) is motivating and

satisfactory.

EJS2
 Seniors make it sure that all employees’ concerns are heard before

decision-making.

EJS3
 The organisation provides enough job security to the performing

employees.

EJS4
 Workload is evenly distributed and shared among all levels of

employees.

EJS5
 Job responsibilities are fairly assigned.

EJS6
 The performance measurement and promotion/advancement system

encourage employees to work hard.

EJS7
 At workplace employees get help and assistance from peers to man-

age with difficulties.

EJS7
 They take light exercise about 2 days per week for 20 min to keep fit.

EJS8
 Relations among the co-workers are not very congenial and healthy.

EJS9
 The competence of supervisors and the way they treat the subordi-

nates is admirable.

EJS10
 Employees don’t have the freedom to appeal and challenge the job

decisions.

EJS11
 Their job is challenging and gives a chance to learn new things and

upgrade know-how.

EJS12
 Autonomy and freedom are exercised by them in taking decisions to

perform their job.

EJS13
 A lot of job enrichment is done continuously to enhance versatility.

EJS14
 Seniors offer adequate justification for the decisions made and their

implications are also discussed.

EJS15
 Employees feel like a part of a social group and the worthiness of their

good work is extended to their family too.

EJS16
 The organisation does not provide the opportunity to use more of

their skills and abilities.

EJS17
 They feel that their job as a whole is satisfactory and induces confi-

dence and positive attitude.

EJS18
 They feel that the area I live in is quite safe for their family.

D.
 ITS- Intentions to Stay

ITS1
 Employees do not think about quitting.
(continued)
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Measure
 Item Description
ITS2
 It is likely that they will look for a new job next year.

ITS3
 Thoughts about quitting their job cross their mind.

ITS4
 If I quit, I would get a job with another company.

ITS5
 Staff here generally stays with the organisation for a long time.

ITS6
 Most employees have been working here for three years or more.

ITS7
 The staff turnover in our organisation is not very high.

E.
 NPS- New Product Success

NPS1.
 The innovations we introduced enabled us to enjoy a superior market

position for a reasonable period.

NPS 2.
 The new changes we introduced have been appreciated by our clients/

customers giving us a distinct advantage for some time now.

NPS 3.
 Our competitors could not easily match the advantages of the new

products or services that we introduced.

NPS 4.
 The new products or services we introduced were a stepping stone for

further development innovation.

NPS 5.
 The new service improved the loyalty of company’s existing

customers.

NPS 6.
 The new service had a positive impact on the company’s perceived

image.

NPS 7.
 The new service enhanced the profitability of other products.

NPS 8.
 The new service attracted significant number of new customers to the

company.
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