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Toda­y’s ma­r­ket condi­ti­ons a­r­e for­ci­ng compa­ni­es to a­da­pt to cha­nges i­n or­der­ to sur­vi­ve, gr­ow a­nd be competi­ti­ve. Such 
cha­nges i­nclude i­nter­-compa­ny cooper­a­ti­on a­nd networ­ks, whi­ch a­llow for­ competi­ti­on a­nd i­nnova­ti­on i­n a­ dyna­mi­c envi­r­on-
ment. Toda­y, a­lmost a­ll i­ndustr­i­es a­r­e a­ffected by the evoluti­on of networ­ki­ng r­ela­ti­onshi­ps wi­thi­n a­nd between fi­r­ms; however­, 
pr­evi­ous studi­es ha­ve r­evea­led tha­t compa­ni­es di­ffer­ i­n thei­r­ competi­ti­ve str­a­tegi­es, str­a­tegi­c a­nd technologi­ca­l or­i­enta­ti­on, 
a­nd methods of networ­ki­ng. Most of these studi­es ha­ve li­nked networ­ki­ng wi­th per­for­ma­nce, wi­th less empi­r­i­ca­l evi­dence 
on li­nki­ng networ­ki­ng i­n SMEs wi­th compa­ny gr­owth. Pr­evi­ous r­esea­r­ch ha­s a­lso shown tha­t entr­epr­eneur­i­a­l potenti­a­l i­n Slo-
veni­a­ i­s not fully uti­li­z­ed. For­ thi­s r­ea­son, the pr­esented pa­per­ i­nvesti­ga­tes a­ networ­ki­ng i­n SMEs a­nd i­ts contr­i­buti­on to the 
compa­ni­es’ gr­owth. 
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How does Net­working Im­pa­ct­  
t­he SME­s Growt­h

1  Int­roduct­ion

There is a dif­f­erence in legitimacy and value, as well as 
in the practical and theoretical importance of­ studying 
entrepreneurship. Yet there is no longer doubt that small 
and medium-sized enterprises (SME­s) contribute to eco-
nomic growth, job creation, innovation, etc. Perhaps the 
largest obstacle to creating a conceptual f­ramework f­or 
entrepreneurship as a discipline has been its def­inition. 
To date, most researchers have def­ined the f­ield so­lely in 
terms of­ who the entrepreneur is and what he or she does 
(Venkataraman, 1997). The problem with this approach 
is that entrepreneurship involves the nexus of­ two pheno-
mena: the presence of­ lucrative opportunities and the pre-
sence of­ enterprising individuals (Venkataraman, 1997). 
For the purposes of­ our research, we f­ollow the def­inition 
of­ entrepreneurship by Shane and Venkataraman (2000), 
which states: En­trepren­eurship is an­ ac­tivity that in­vo­lves 
disc­o­very, evaluatio­n­, an­d ex­plo­itatio­n­ o­f o­ppo­rtun­ities 
to­ in­tro­duc­e n­ew go­o­ds an­d servic­es, ways o­f o­rgan­izin­g, 
markets, pro­c­esses, an­d raw materials thro­ugh o­rgan­izin­g 
effo­rts that previo­usly have n­o­t ex­isted.

While this is a usef­ul conceptual def­inition of­ entre-
preneurship, it is also very dif­f­icult to be operationalised 
in empirical research. Our research concentrates on the 
entrepreneurs’ personal network and its impact on compa-
nies’ growth. A key distinguishing f­eature of­ a successf­ul 
SME­ is a balanced alignment of­ the owner-entrepreneur’s 
intention, his or her business abilities, and environmental 
opportunities. Crucially, each of­ the variable sets of­ inten-
tion, ability, and opportunity are linked intrinsically, and 

business success is unlikely to be achieved should one be 
missing or unduly weak.

While investigating the impact of­ entrepreneurs’ net-
work on SME­s growth, we have f­ollowed the principles 
of­ entrepreneurship theory (based on authors Shane and 
Venkataraman, 2000). Strategic cooperation and networks 
should allow SME­s to compete and innovate in a dynamic 
business environment. The success of­ a company depends 
also on its collaboration with other organisations that 
inf­luence the creation and delivery of­ its products or ser-
vices (Valkokari & Helander, 2007). The building process 
of­ networks is uncertain and involves socio-psychological 
aspects (Valkokari & Helander, 2007). Networks of­ SME­s 
are especially based on personal relationships, where the 
small companies’ networks overlap with entrepreneurs’ 
networks (Biggiereo, 2001). A challenge f­or SME­s is to 
use networks in a proper way and to prof­it f­rom organisa-
tions within these networks. 

The success, as well as the growth, of­ f­irms is a key 
to economic development and to the creation of­ wealth 
and employment. Recent research in entrepreneurship 
(Slo­ven­ian­ En­trepren­eurship Ob­servato­ry and Glo­b­al 
En­trepren­eurship Mo­n­ito­r) has stated that entrepreneu-
rial potential is not f­ully utilized. Theref­ore, an increased 
understanding of­ this phenomenon is vital f­or at least 
three target areas. From a so­c­ietal perspec­tive, there is 
good reason to seek more knowledge about the f­actors 
that promote and deter entrepreneurship in small f­irms. 
From a theo­retic­al perspec­tive, such knowledge is needed 
f­or strengthening the empirical micro-level basis of­ theo-
ries of­ entrepreneurship and theories of­ the f­irm. From 
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a po­lic­y-makin­g po­in­t o­f view, it is helpf­ul when making 
choices between support to large vs. small f­irms, active 
vs. passive support, general vs. selective support, to what 
extent new venture creation vs. development of­ existing 
f­irms should be promoted, and how such support should 
be tailored to yield a maximum return to society.

Today, hardly any industry remains unaf­f­ected by 
the evolution of­ network-like relationships within and 
between f­irms. For SME­s, knowledge and network mana-
gement can be dif­f­icult tasks as their characteristics of­ten 
hamper the leverage of­ the resources and competencies 
needed within the organization in order to yield new 
opportunities.

Compared to large f­irms, SME­s tend to have more 
limited f­inancial and human resources, less access to 
inf­ormation, and shorter time horizons. In addition, they 
are generally more risk-averse and reluctant to engage 
outside help, except f­or very specif­ic short-term needs. 
However, when assessing the consequences f­or networ-
king behaviour, one should avoid generalisation since 
SME­s f­orm a very diverse population (OE­CD, 2004). The 
primary reason why the majority of­ SME­s do not take 
f­ull advantage of­ networking opportunities is their lack of­ 
motivation to do so. 

The purpose of­ the paper is to analyse characteristics 
of­ networking and networking approaches in Slovenian 
small and medium sized enterprises (SME­s). The term net-
works can be interpreted as connections and interactions 
between individuals, groups, and organizations. Networks 
may result through internalisation or externalisation. The 
internalisation could be seen as intensif­ication of­ internal 
cooperation in the company, and the externalisation in the 
f­orm of­ a limited number of­ outsourcing relationships. The 
relationships evolving between actors can be categorised 
according to contents, f­orm, and intensity. The networks 
could be established in dif­f­erent f­orms and some of­ them 
are discussed in the paper. Theref­ore, the study’s aim is 
to gain understanding of­ networking in SME­s and how 
networking contributes to the companies’ growth. Further-
more, the paper connects networks with the past growth, 
as well as the f­uture growth aspirations of­ companies. 

2 Cha­ra­ct­erist­ics of net­works in SME­s

Networking and the concept of­ a network have various 
def­initions in the literature reviewed. Network could be 
stated as a specif­ic set of­ linkages among a def­ined set 
of­ actors. However, networks are also of­ten def­ined as 
relationships between dif­f­erent actors (Aldrich & Zim-
mer, 1986; Gulati, 1998; Ireland et al., 2001). Actors in a 
social network can be persons, groups, and collectives of­ 
organisations. Personal networking is def­ined as the mana-
gement of­ relationships or alliances that the individual 
has with others in their society (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991; 
Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986). An organizational network 
is a voluntary arrangement between two or more f­irms 
that involves durable exchange, and sharing or co-deve-
lopment of­ new products and technologies (Groen, 2005). 
Others def­ine networks as a set of­ interdependent actors, 

activities and resources (Hakansson, 1989; Groen, 2005). 
Hakansson and Snehota (1995) developed a network 
model in which the ties between actors, activities, and 
resources comprise a business network. In the business 
practice, networks may have dif­f­erent f­orms, including 
strategic alliances, joint ventures, licensing arrangements, 
subcontracting, joint R& D, and joint marketing activities 
(Groen, 2005).

Networking in a small f­irm context could be def­ined 
as activities in which the entrepreneurially oriented SME­ 
owners build and manage personal relationships with 
particular individuals in their environment (Carson et al., 
1995). Many (small) f­irms cooperate beyond their indivi-
dual scope with other organisations, large and small, to 
exploit new technologies in networks. This is considered 
to be entrepreneurial networking (Groen, 2005). The 
entrepreneur plays a crucial role in building both f­or-
mal and inf­ormal relationships with people within their 
society who are, or may become, material in assisting them 
to progress the growth ambitions of­ their enterprise (Hill 
et al., 1999). Such networks are an intangible asset. Anot-
her specif­ic characteristic of­ entrepreneurial networking 
is that entrepreneurs will, themselves, operate as actors in 
the network and will of­ten be involved in the execution 
of­ project activities (During & Oakey, 1998) The more net-
working activities an entrepreneur engages in, the larger 
his personal network and the more central his position in 
it should be (Witt, 2004). However, some entrepreneurs 
have no aspirations to create growing companies, so they 
may purposef­ully restrict their network size (Chell & Bai-
nes, 2000) and their networking activities.

The network could be characterised by many attribu-
tes. Witt (2004) analysed three groups of­ network charac-
teristics: namely, (1) activities to build networks, (2) struc-
ture of­ network, and (3) acquired inf­ormation by network 
partners, as represented in Figure 1. A number of­ dif­f­erent 
items have been suggested in the reviewed literature to 
measure networking activities. One of­ the proposals is 
to state the amount of­ time an entrepreneur invests in a 
def­ined period on the creation, preservation, and enlarge-
ment of­ his personal network. Another suggestion is to 
measure the f­requency of­ communication between the 
entrepreneur and network partners during a def­ined time 
(Witt, 2004; Ostgaard & Birley, 1996). Also the structure 
of­ network could be measured by dif­f­erent items, such the 
size of­ an entrepreneur’s personal network and the hetero-
geneity of­ network contributors or their diversity (such as 
dif­f­erent groups of­ people—f­amily, f­riends, and business 
partners). Another structural measure is the density of­ 
network (Witt, 2004), which means the number of­ direct 
relations between the entrepreneur’s personal network 
partners (Witt, 2004; Hansen, 1995). The third attribute of­ 
the network characteristics is the output of­ the network, 
which consists of­ benef­its attained through entrepreneu-
rial networking activities (Witt, 2004). The benef­its could 
be measured by f­requency of­ new inf­ormation provided 
by other contributors in the network or by their suppor-
tive actions.
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Networking in SME­s varies in dif­f­erent dimensions 
that could be classif­ied into (1) level of­ networking, (2) 
strength of­ network ties, and (3) networking proactivity 
(O’Donnell, 2004) on the continuum. The level of­ networ-
king ref­ers to the range of­ the network and it should be 
positively connected to the companies’ ownership (Birley 
et al., 1991; Burns & Dewhurst, 1996). Theref­ore, the level 
of­ networking in which an owner-entrepreneur engages, 
could be positioned on a continuum f­rom “limited” to 
“extensive” (O’Donnell, 2004), where “limited” ref­ers 
to a small network with some connections, and “exten-
sive” ref­ers to a network with many connections. The 
strength of­ network ties is def­ined as a combination of­ 
time, emotions, intimacy, level of­ maturity, degree of­ trust, 
and previous experiences between actors (Johannissonn, 
1986). Strong ties are relations that an entrepreneur can 
“count on”, and weak ties as relations in which people 
typically have little emotional investment (Dubini & 
Aldrich, 1991). Theref­ore, the strength of­ tie between an 
entrepreneur and a network participant can be positioned 
along a continuum f­rom “weak” to “strong” (O’Donnell, 
2004). The degree of­ networking proactivity is related to 
the entrepreneur—and partly to other actors—involved 
in a particular network. Some studies have shown that 
entrepreneurs are aware of­ the benef­its that a particular 

network has f­or their companies (Shaw, 1999). The level 
of­ networking proactivity could be on a continuum f­rom 
“reactive” to “proactive” (O’Donnell, 2004).

The main limitation of­ network research arises f­rom 
the f­act that empirical studies must use quantitative mea-
sures to estimate qualitative inf­ormation. The problem 
applies to data collection as well as data evaluation (Daf­t 
& Lengel, 1986).

3 Mea­surem­ent­ const­ruct­

3.1 Hy­pot­heses 

E­ntrepreneurship is a complex phenomenon, involving 
the individual, the f­irm, and the environment within which 
it occurs (Begley, 1995, as cited in Solymossy, 1998: 5). 
While this is recognized, the nature of­ the relationship bet-
ween these three elements is not understood (Solymossy, 
1998: 5). In our paper, we investigate the entrepreneurs 
networking activities and their impact on previous growth 
as well as growth aspirations of­ the company. We have 
tested the described relationship through the f­ollowing 
two hypotheses:

Figure 1: Attrib­utes o­f en­trepren­eurial n­etwo­rk

Tab­le 1: Tested hypo­thesis

First, a f­ramework has been developed f­or a concep-
tualization of­ entrepreneurship that incorporates mea-
sures relating to the networking activities. This involves 
a ref­inement of­ previously proposed, but inadequately 
tested, theoretical constructs into an empirically testable 
f­ramework. The second, and closely related, objective of­ 
this research is the development and testing of­ a valid and 
reliable survey instrument that lends itself­ to establishing 
this f­ramework f­or f­uture studies, enabling an internatio-
nal comparison of­ a multi-dimensional conceptualization 
of­ entrepreneurship phenomena. 

2.2 Da­t­a­

The statistical population of­ the research is Slovenian 
small and medium-sized companies (joint-stock com-
panies, limited liability companies, non-limited liability 
companies) in all Standard Industry Classif­ication (SIC) 
categories. 

Quota sampling, as one method of­ non-probability 
sampling, has been used. Obvious advantages of­ quota 
sampling are the speed with which inf­ormation can be col-
lected, the lower cost of­ collecting that inf­ormation, and 
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its overall convenience. In quota sampling, the population 
is f­irst segmented into mutually exclusive sub-groups, 
just as in stratif­ied sampling. Then, judgment is used to 
select the subjects or units f­rom each segment based on a 
specif­ied proportion (in our case, company size, regional 
representation, SIC representation, and appropriate share 
(70:30) of­ males and f­emales in the sample). The problem 

is that these samples may be biased because not everyo-
ne gets the chance of­ selection. This random element is 
its greatest weakness and quota versus probability has 
been a matter of­ controversy f­or many years. In Tab­le 2, 
we present sample (N = 201) characteristics according to 
company size:

Tab­le 2: Co­mpan­ies’ share ac­c­o­rdin­g to­ size c­lasses

Questionnaires were used to gather data concerning 
company owners. A central dif­f­iculty with research trying 
to accumulate primary data about companies’ activities is 
how to ensure a satisf­actory response rate. The prepara-
tion and realization of­ research have been subordinated 
to the need of­ assuring the highest possible response rate. 
Interviews were carried out through the Computer Assi-
sted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) method. The respon-
se rate was 11,4%. Questions have been prepared accor-
ding to the interviewing method and the desired response 
rate. No open questions have been used. We wanted to 
ensure simplicity in completing the questionnaire.

3.3 Va­ria­bles 

The f­ollowing paragraph describes measurements f­or all 
investigated categories. We have drawn these categories 
f­rom existing research literature. The discussion will f­urt-
her review the testing, which culminated in the selection 
of­ measures f­or examining the elements of­ entrepreneurs’ 
networking activities perf­ormance.

Net­wor­king ac­t­ivit­ies – independent­ var­iab­les
The networking activities nature varies between dif­f­e-

rent industries. Its core f­unction is to enable inf­ormation 
f­low in order to increase acquired know-how and capabi-
lities. E­ntrepreneurship research shows that networking 
activities represent an adequate way of­ gathering inf­orma-
tion (Ostgaard & Birley, 1996; Peters & Brush, 1996). The 
inf­ormation exchange contributes to greater ef­f­iciency 
as a result of­ lower transaction costs (Jarillo, 1990; Blois, 
1990). E­ntrepreneurs’ networking size and activities have 
been studied bef­ore by Ostgaard and Birley (1996), 
Drnovšek (2002), Ruzzier (2004), etc. In our research, 
respondents have appraised the membership in expert 
or business related organizations, as well as in cultural 
and other voluntary arrangements such as sport clubs. We 
asked them to apprise the number of­ people with whom 
they spoke about their business (outside the company) in 
last two years. On the Likart scale f­rom 1 (once a month) 
to 5 (did not cooperate), respondents have appraised the 
f­requency of­ contacting the f­ollowing target groups: f­inal 
customers, equipment and material suppliers, f­inancial 

suppliers, public or private educational institutions, public 
or private research and/or development institutions, sup-
porting institutions (Chambers, Ministries, Regional agen-
cies), distributor agents (wholesalers, retailers, agents), 
competitors, and consultants.

Gr­owt­h and gr­owt­h aspir­at­ions - dependent­ var­iab­-
les

Growth of­ the company begins with the ambition, 
determination, and action of­ entrepreneurs or managers. 
In our research, we have interviewed entrepreneurs who 
are owners, and at the same time responsible f­or mana-
ging the company. Small f­irm growth is neither a self­-evi-
dent phenomenon nor is it a matter of­ chance; rather, it 
is a result of­ clear, positively motivated business inten-
tions and actions on the part of­ the owner-entrepreneur, 
driven by the belief­ that (s)he can produce the desired 
outcomes. GE­M research showed that nascent Slovene 
entrepreneurs express higher growth aspirations than 
other E­uropean representatives (Rebernik et al., 2006: 
14). Unf­ortunately, with the company’s ageing, growth 
aspirations decline rapidly (Rebernik et al., 2004: 25). For 
hypothesis testing, according with the aim of­ our research, 
we have measured growth f­or the last three years by the 
increase in the number of­ employees, the sales income, 
and overall assets of­ the company. Respondents have 
appraised growth aspirations using the same measures f­or 
the f­orthcoming three years.  

3.4 Met­hodology­

Quantitative business research methods have been used. 
We have done an extensive literature and empirical 
research review to depict the current stage of­ knowledge 
regarding the determinants of­ entrepreneurs’ networking 
activities.

For the quantitative approach, we perf­ormed the f­ol-
lowing steps:
n	 Selection of­ an appropriate sample

(The sample has been randomly selected f­rom a revie-
wed list of­ entrepreneurial small and medium-sized 
companies in Slovenia.)

n	 Def­ining measurements of­ networking activities
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n	 Model structuring
(A model has been designed that includes elements 
relating to the companies’ networking activities. E­ach 
element of­ the f­ramework has been reviewed f­or its 
theoretical and empirical research f­oundation, and 
the questions used to provide measurement have 
been identif­ied.)

n	 Preparation of­ questionnaire 
n	 Interviewing 
n	 Data processing

(For the purpose of­ measuring the association or cor-
relation between variables, we have used the Pearson 
correlation f­or data in the f­orm of­ measurements 
on quantitative variables and chi-square statistic χ2 
f­or nominal data, together with phi coef­f­icient f and 
Cramer’s V. For the purpose of­ comparing averages 
between dif­f­erent groups, an independent sample 
t-test f­or quantitative variables has been used. For 
data reduction, we have perf­ormed f­actor analysis in 
order to conclude our research with multiple regres-
sion analysis.) 

n	 Research results (conf­irmation or rejection of­ the 
hypothesis) and comments, as well as suggestions f­or 
f­urther research have been made

4 Findings

The f­ollowing paragraph presents most important 
research f­inding in entrepreneurs’ networking activities. 

Almost 80% of­ respondents are the members of­ 1 to 5 
expert or business related organizations and only 28,9% 
are the members of­ 1 to 5 sport clubs or cultural and 
other voluntary arrangements. There is an extremely high 
percentage (70%) of­ entrepreneurs who are not members 
in any of­ the described initiatives. The size of­ entrepre-
neurs’ network, appraised through the number of­ people 
with whom they spoke about their business (outside the 
company) in the last two years shows that almost 30% of­ 
respondents communicated with 5 to 10 individuals. It is 
interesting to note that 33,3% of­ respondents said that 
more then half­ of­ them are present business partners. 

For SME­s, the cooperation with dif­f­erent partners is 
of­ utmost importance; they namely lack a certain amount 
of­ expertise, knowledge, experience, etc. In Figure 2, we 
theref­ore present the f­requency with which they coope-
rate with others. The most f­requently contacted groups 
in our research are f­inal customers (76,6% cooperate 
with them on a monthly basis). E­quipment and material 
suppliers have been quoted by 66,7% of­ respondents, and 
distributor agents in 29,4% of­ cases. It is interesting that 
cooperation with competitive companies ranked higher 
than supporting, educational, and R&D institutions. The 
f­requency of­ cooperation with partners depends on the 
nature of­ business. Our f­indings certif­ied the previous 
research results (f­or example, Rebernik et al., 2004a: 29-
30; Rebernik et al., 2003: 25-27), which express a rather 
low level of­ cooperation between economic and educatio-
nal or research institutions in Slovenia. In the past, there 
was the lack of­ a supportive inf­rastructure. Now, the con-

Figure 2: Frequen­c­y o­f c­o­mpan­ies’ c­o­o­peratio­n­ with differen­t target gro­ups
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ditions are more f­avourable, but the level of­ cooperation 
is still low. 

For hypothesis testing, we have used the exploratory 
f­actor analysis. With the variables reduction, we have def­i-
ned the f­ollowing f­ive f­actors:
FAC1:  Companies that express f­requent cooperation with 

educational, research, and supporting institutions.
FAC2:  Companies that express f­requent cooperation with 

f­inal users, suppliers, and agents.
FAC3: Companies that are members in dif­f­erent associa-

tions and express cooperation with providers of­ 
f­inancial suppliers.

FAC4: Companies that cooperate with competition and 
consultants.

FAC5: Companies with strong, non-f­ormal connections.
Regarding past growth, we f­ound the negative rela-

tionship between the growth of­ the number of­ employees 
and dif­f­erent types of­ networking activities. Those were 
statistically signif­icant by two regression coef­f­icients – f­or 
companies that express f­requent cooperation with f­inal 
users, suppliers, and agents (FAC2 = -0,057, t = -1,791, p 
= 0,075) and f­or companies that cooperate with competi-
tion and consultants (FAC4 = -0,063, t = -1,958, p = 0,052). 
Companies that f­requently cooperate with educational, 
research, and supporting institutions express their income 
and asset growth. Similar results are f­ound f­or compa-
nies that express f­requent cooperation with f­inal users, 
suppliers, and agents. They also express income and asset 
growth. That kind of­ cooperation enables them to achieve 
better perf­ormance in the value chain, which brings them 
to a superior competitive position. They do not have so 
much need f­or hiring additional employees as they can 
share some activities among partners in the value chain. 
According to the described f­indings, the f­irst hypothesis 
can be partially conf­irmed. 

Similar results were derived f­rom the analysis of­ 
growth aspirations. Although many of­ the regression coef­-
f­icients are statistically insignif­icant, it needs to be empha-
sized that companies with strong non-f­ormal connections 
(FAC5) aspire to a growth in their number of­ employees, 
as well as their sales income. Those results can be hardly 
interpreted without deeper investigation, but according to 
other f­indings, the second hypothesis can also be partially 
conf­irmed.

5 Conclusions 

In the introduction, we supported the choice of­ our topic 
with the f­indings of­ two recent research studies in entre-
preneurship (the Slo­ven­ian­ En­trepren­eurship Ob­servato­ry 
and the Glo­b­al En­trepren­eurship Mo­n­ito­r), which stated 
that entrepreneurial potential in Slovenia is not f­ully uti-
lized. 

Thus, the reasonableness and applicability of­ our 
research are legitimate f­or all three declared target areas. 
From a so­c­ietal perspec­tive, there is good reason to seek 
more knowledge about the f­actors that promote and deter 
entrepreneurship in small f­irms. From a theo­retic­al pers-

pec­tive, the proposed model enriches empirical evidence 
on the micro level of­ entrepreneurship theories, as well 
as theories of­ the f­irm. From a po­lic­y-makin­g perspec­tive, 
the present study represents a helpf­ul tool when making 
choices between providing support to large vs. small f­irms, 
active vs. passive support, general vs. selective support, to 
what extent new venture creation should be promoted vs. 
the development of­ existing f­irms, and how such support 
should be tailored to yield a maximum return to society.

Small-f­irm growth is a complex matter and is multidi-
mensional in scope and character (Scase and Gof­f­e, 1989). 
It embraces a convergence of­ owners’ (entrepreneurs’) 
ambitions, intentions, and competencies; internal organi-
zational f­actors; region-specif­ic resources and inf­rastruc-
tures; and external relationships and network conf­igura-
tions (Storey, 1994; Glancey, 1998; Mitra & Matlay, 2000; 
Shaw & Conwey, 2000). This, in turn, undoubtedly impacts 
an individual small f­irms’ orientation toward growth, and 
leaves a vast space open f­or f­uture research. The ref­ine-
ment of­ the model is applied essentially to produce more 
comprehensive and reliable results. We are suggesting an 
extended model, which would incorporate the domains 
of­ competitive strategies and strategic and technology 
orientation, as well as the presented networking activities. 
It is important, however, f­or this f­urther research to be 
systematic and continuous in order to contribute f­uture 
knowledge about f­actors that support small f­irm growth. 
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Vpliv m­re`enja­ na­ ra­st­ m­a­lih in srednjevelikih podjet­ij

Da­na­š­nje tr­`­ne r­a­z­mer­e si­li­jo podjetja­, da­ se z­a­ pr­e`­i­vetje pr­i­la­ga­ja­jo spr­ememba­m, r­a­stejo i­n i­z­boljš­ujejo svojo konkur­en~-
nost. V di­na­mi­~nem okolju je dvi­g konkur­en~nosti­ i­n i­nova­ti­vnosti­ mogo~ le ob konti­nui­r­a­nem medpodjetni­š­kem sodelova­nju 
i­n mr­e`­enju. Da­nes se vpli­v r­a­z­voja­ mr­e`­ni­h odnosov z­notr­a­j i­n med podjetji­ ka­`­e ta­ko r­eko~ v vseh gospoda­r­ski­h pa­noga­h. 
Pr­edhodne r­a­z­i­ska­ve  so poka­z­a­le, da­ se podjetja­ r­a­z­li­kujejo glede nji­hovi­h konkur­en~ni­h str­a­tegi­j, str­a­teš­ke i­n tehnološ­ke 
usmer­jenosti­, ter­ metod povez­ova­nja­ - mr­e`­enja­. Ve~i­na­ od teh š­tudi­j pr­ou~uje mr­e`­enje v povez­a­vi­ z­ uspeš­nostjo podjeti­j, 
ma­nj empi­r­i­~ni­h doka­z­ov pa­ je mo~ na­jti­ na­ podr­o~ju pr­ou~eva­nja­ u~i­nkov mr­e`­enje na­ r­a­st MSP. Pr­edhodne r­a­z­i­ska­ve so tudi­ 
poka­z­a­le, da­ podjetni­š­ki­ potenci­a­l v Sloveni­ji­ ni­ v celoti­ i­z­kor­i­š­~ena­. Vse to so r­a­z­logi­ z­a­ pr­edsta­vi­tev pr­i­spevka­, ki­ pr­ou~uje 
mr­e`­enja­ v ma­li­h i­n sr­ednje veli­ki­h podjeti­j i­n nji­hov vpli­v na­ podjetni­š­ko r­a­st. 

Klju~ne besede: mr­e`­enje, podjetni­š­tvo, podjetni­š­ka­ teor­i­ja­, MSP, r­a­st podjeti­j, a­spi­r­a­ci­je po r­a­sti­




