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Introduction
Globalization of higher education and, 
consequently, of business education, is 
becoming one of the major challenges for 
the future development of the academic 
environment, as it accelerates the international 
dimension of higher education, which is very 
important to improve the quality of education, 
research and other higher education services 
(Jibeen & Khan, 2015). The paper`s research 
is limited to business education, whereby the 
term Business School is used for all high-
level educational institutions that offer study 
from fi elds related to Business, Commerce 
e.g. Economics, Finance, Management (as 
defi ned in the Oxford Dictionary). Therefore, 
terminological limitations should also be noted. 
When the position of the Business School as an 
institution of the public higher education system 
is emphasised, the term University Business 
School is used. The term “public” in this context 
means that business school is a public higher 
education institution that is predominantly 
funded by public (budgetary) sources of 
fi nancing and represents public responsibility 
and public good.

The importance of the internationalization 
was also discussed in-depth by Altbach and 
Teichler (2001), claiming that internationalization 
is inevitable, because it is a part of the 
global economy, infl uencing the worldwide 
labour market for highly skilled personnel. 
The global economy, and, consequently, 
internationalization, is also linked to the 
development of Information-Communication 
Technologies, representing a powerful tool for 
diffusing knowledge and information (Larsen 
& Lancrin, 2016). However, globalization and 

internationalization are denoted via several 
common global trends and phenomena identifi ed 
by Altbach (2015), such as massifi cation, 
the impact of the new information and 
communications technologies, accountability 
regimes, mobility of students and staff, and 
global research networks. Also Bradford et 
al. (2017) discussed internationalization, 
identifying the main determinants for 
a successful internationalization, which were 
divided between external (environmental) 
and internal pressures (e.g. alignment of the 
internationalization process with the institution’s 
general strategic plan). Both processes, 
globalization and internationalization, are 
changing the European higher education 
environment (van Vught, 2004), urging schools 
to fi nd strategies to respond proper to it – in 
terms of education and research, as well as 
other education services, such as collaboration 
with companies.

Business Schools, as an important part of the 
higher education environment, are additionally 
facing increased competition (Saginova & 
Belyansky, 2008; Thomas & Cornuel, 2012), 
because of the fast-growing number of private 
Business Schools. Other elements infl uencing 
increased competition are: Accreditations, 
as an institutional pressure and exogenous 
dynamic provider for change (Cooper, 2014), 
and inevitable international rankings (Altbach, 
2006; Wedlin, 2011). These rankings revealed 
that Business Schools are facing several 
defi ciencies, especially in connection with 
the (ir)relevance of their research (Starkey et 
al., 2004; Wilson & Thomas, 2012), a lack of 
practice in the business fi elds (Starkey et al., 
2004), and concerns about the sustainability 
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of their current business model (Wedlin, 2011). 
However, these have a great impact on the 
graduates (Murcia et al., 2016), without relevant 
competences to allow them to function properly 
in a business world.

Thus, Business Schools are facing 
challenges of developing appropriate 
strategies to cope with all of the requirements 
of the changing global education market 
context, ensuring an appropriate position 
in a competitive environment and creating 
a relevant framework for future development of 
their educational and research processes, as 
well as other services. Business Schools have 
to create value for companies with knowledge 
transfer from academia to industry, and build 
strategic partnerships with businesses from 
their environment (Paton et al., 2014; Amara 
et al., 2016). Also, Hawawini (2005) argues an 
added value of Business Schools in terms of 
satisfying more complex demands from both 
students and their employers. Similarly, David 
et al. (2011), Lorange (2005) and Muff (2012) 
are outlining the utmost importance of Business 
Schools fi nding a way to satisfy stakeholders’ 
expectations. José Chiappetta Jabbour (2010) 
is focusing on the environmental and social 
responsibility, arguing the importance of 
applying environmental management to reduce 
the impacts on the Business Schools.

Developing an appropriate strategy for 
meeting the needs of the global market is 
especially challenging for University Business 
Schools in transition countries. Thus, this paper 
is focusing on the University Business Schools 
in the former socialist countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe (CEE), where higher education 
transformation has been embedded in a ‘all-
embracing political, economic and social 
transformation’ (Dobbins & Kwiek, 2017; Dinu, 
2016; Pescu & Stefan, 2016).

These countries are still confronted with 
incomplete transition processes in society, 
especially at the levels of privatization of 
businesses (Estrin et al., 2009). Countries 
are further dealing with changes in economic 
ideology (Dakowska & Harmsen, 2015) and 
the changing needs of a transition economy 
(Saginova & Belyansky, 2008). The transition 
process affected University Business 
Schools in CEE, since they have a legacy in 
a historically restricted autonomy, regulations 
and administrative procedures that are limiting 
their strategic choices (Bleiklie & Michelsen, 

2013; Wilson & Thomas, 2012). According 
to Hendel and Lewis (2005), accountability 
and governance are also major problems in 
most transition countries. Accountability refers 
to ‘‘a focus on the conditions that must exist 
within any educational system in order for that 
system to be accountable for the achievement 
of its goals’’ (Barbee & Bouck, 1974, p. 14). 
Similar issues were identifi ed by Jurse (2011), 
arguing that Business Schools in transition 
countries struggle with the rigidities of their 
management and leadership concepts and 
exaggerated embeddedness in their past 
academic and institutional administrative 
heritage, which represent a historical barrier for 
a faster adaptation to existing social changes. 
Furthermore, Business Schools in transition 
countries are dealing with unstable sources 
of fi nancing (Hendel & Lewis, 2005; Ministr & 
Pitner, 2015; Rachwał et al., 2016).

In order to align and increase the 
responsiveness of University Business 
Schools in transition countries better with the 
new globalised business environment, it is 
important to evaluate their traditional business 
models and strategic adaptation practices 
(Verner, 2011). Market orientation is seen as 
a strategic response of University Business 
Schools to the globalization challenges and 
actual market needs. Akonkwa (2013) defi ned 
market orientation as a culture and set of 
activities directed towards the customers` 
needs, and as the analysis and understanding 
of the competition and the relevant infl uences 
from a broader macro-environment. Narver, 
Slater and Tietje (1998) also argued that 
market orientation emphasises the importance 
of committing all members of an organisation to 
create added value to their products or services 
continuously. Another important aspect of 
market orientation is also gathering information 
about the competition, which is important in 
order to maintain the competitive advantage 
in an increasingly competitive environment 
(Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 2010).

However, in various studies, the market 
orientation of Business Schools is addressed 
only fragmentally, e.g. Mitra (2009) is 
discussing the transformation of the university 
from government funding to a market-
orientation, which is affecting the social 
structure of knowledge distribution. Akonkwa 
(2013) connects the market orientation concept 
with stakeholder orientation, which is more 
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relevant and inclusive as a strategic orientation 
for the higher education setting. Gill and 
Lashine (2003) have identifi ed some skills` sets 
required under a global market environment 
that identify the need to have market oriented 
focus in the business education system, etc. 
Furthermore, when analysing the Business 
Schools in transition countries, studies are 
focused mainly on a particular problem and/
or as a case study for the chosen transition 
country e.g. institutional changes due to the 
transition process infl uencing higher education 
in transition countries (Andrei et al., 2010; 
Dobbins & Kwiek, 2017), reforming the higher 
education system in the context of the Bologna 
process in Russia (Fardeeva & Kuzmenko, 
2017), quality assurance of higher education 
in transition countries (Hendel & Lewis, 
2005), changes of education governance and 
organisational structures in Hungary (Kováts 
et al., 2017), structural changes in the Polish 
higher education system (Kwiek, 2014), a case 
from the Czech Republic about academic-
industrial cooperation in ICT (Ministr & Pitner, 
2015) etc.

In order to overcome the fragmentation 
of market orientation strategies of University 
Business Schools in transition countries, the goal 
of this paper was to develop a comprehensive 
theoretical framework for market orientation 
of University Business Schools in transition 
countries as a development opportunity for 
business education, responding to the changing 
global education environment. The proposed 
framework has been validated on 35 University 
Business Schools in Central and Eastern 
European transition countries. It emphasises 
the market orientation of these schools in a more 
holistic way, since the framework outlines the 
complexity of their adaptation, considering the 
linkages and dependencies of all the crucial 
global external in internal environment trends 
and aspects.

The rest of the article is organised as 
follows. First, the introductory part of the 
research includes a variety of theoretical 
perspectives about the business education 
market, its trends and infl uences on University 
Business Schools in transition countries. Next, 
on the basis of Jabareen’s (2009) methodology, 
the theoretical framework was developed and 
described of a market oriented business model 
in this schools. The paper is concluded with 
a discussion and further research opportunities.

1. Methods Used for Development of 
the Theoretical Framework

The aforementioned authors, e.g. Akonkwa 
(2013), Andrei et al. (2010), Gill and Lashine 
(2003) and Mitra (2009) addressed the research 
of market orientation strategies of Business 
Schools in transition countries fragmentary.

The conceptual framework analysis 
discussed by Jabareen (2009) was applied in 
order to conduct a comprehensive theoretical 
framework as a development opportunity 
for University Business Schools in transition 
countries, responding to the changing global 
education environment in a more market 
oriented way.

Jabareen (2009) defi ned a conceptual 
framework as a network of interlinked concepts 
that together provide a comprehensive 
understanding of a phenomenon or phenomena. 
Conceptual frameworks are products of 
qualitative analysis processes of theorization, 
whereby a conceptual framework provides 
an interpretative approach to social reality. 
This method is suitable for a multidisciplinary 
environment (social, cultural, political, and 
environmental phenomenon, etc.) and use 
of a variety of types of multidisciplinary 
literature, such as books, articles, newspapers, 
essays and practices. With an interpretative 
approach, collection, comparison and analysis 
of different types of data, this method provides 
an opportunity to develop the comprehensive 
theoretical (conceptual) model (framework) for 
understanding the complexity of the adaptation 
of University Business Schools, considering 
linkages and dependencies of all the crucial 
global external in internal environment trends 
and aspects (Jabareen, 2009).

Jabareen (2009) proposed eight stages 
of this methodology, as shown in Fig. 1: 
(1) Mapping the selected data sources, (2) 
Extensive reading and categorising of the 
selected data, (3) Identifying and naming 
concepts, (4) Deconstructing and categorising 
the concepts, (5) Integrating concepts, (6) 
Synthesis, resynthesis, and making it all make 
sense, (7) Validating the conceptual framework 
and (8) Rethinking the conceptual framework. 
Instead of concepts, that are defi ned as an idea 
or a basic principle, this paper explores the 
factors, which are, according to its defi nition 
(several things that cause or affect), more 
suitable for conducting and explaining the 
theoretical framework.
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The research of the market orientation of 
Business Schools was based on the fi rst three 
stages of Jabareen’s methodology. Mapping of 
data sources was carried out, with an extensive 
and comprehensive review of the available 
literature (such as Altbach, 2006; David et 
al., 2011; Dinu, 2016; Gill & Lashine, 2003; 
Iñiguez de Onzoño & Carmona, 2007). Then, 
identifi cation of crucial factors was carried out in 
the external environment of Business Schools 
that have a signifi cant impact on the business 
education market and, simultaneously, refl ect 
the need for ever greater market orientation of 
Business Schools. These factors highlighted the 
importance of globalization, internationalization, 
privatization, changes of the sources of higher 
education funding, and social responsibility. 
The main purpose was to overview the global 
business education environment in order to 
categorise the selected data. This part of the 
analysis was concluded with the identifi cation of 
the factors from the global business education 
environment impacting University Business 
Schools in transition countries (as discussed 
by Andrei et al., 2010; Dakowska & Harmsen, 

2015; Dinu, 2016; Dobbins & Kwiek, 2017; 
Estrin et al., 2009; Fardeeva & Kuzmenko, 
2017; Hendel & Lewis, 2005; Saginova & 
Belyansky, 2008).

The stage of deconstructing and categorising 
of crucial factors revealed some contextual 
constraints (market, economic, institutional, 
social, etc.) that should be considered in the 
market orientation transformation process 
of University Business Schools in transition 
countries and, at the same time, in developing 
the conceptualization of a comprehensive 
theoretical framework for their appropriate 
developmental adaptation.

According to fi fth stage in Jabareen’s (2009) 
methodology, the factors were integrated and 
grouped that have a crucial impact on more 
market oriented alignment of the University 
Business Schools’ model in transition countries. 
Based on this, 4 key factors were identifi ed that 
demonstrate the central leverage of the dynamic 
strategic market adaptation of the University 
Business Schools in transition countries` 
framework to conditions of an increasingly 
competitive global business education market: 

Fig. 1: The procedure of conceptual framework analysis

Source: Jabareen (2009)
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(1) Global business education market, (2) 
Academic-institutional aspects, (3) Social 
responsibility and (4) Competitive pressures.

With synthesis of these factors, a theoretical 
framework was designed of market orientation 
as a development opportunity for University 
Business Schools in transition countries. The 
theoretical framework is presented in Fig. 2 
and represents a comprehensible conceptual 
framework of key relevant factors and their 
interconnections which best describe the 
research aspect. For the validation purpose, 
the theoretical framework was validated among 
representatives of selected University Business 
Schools from CEE transition countries and 
rethought in the conclusion of this paper.

2. Theoretical Framework of a Market 
Oriented Business Model in 
University Business Schools in 
Transition Countries

The need for a reinforced market orientation 
of University Business Schools in transition 
countries is growing. This process should 
be placed in the context of their overall 
(institutional) business model, and integrated 
into their holistic concepts of management, 
considering both the academic-institutional and 
socially responsible dimensions, as shown in 
the theoretical framework of this paper.

The theoretical framework for a market 
oriented business model for University Business 
Schools in transition countries illustrates the 
complexity of adaption of these schools within 
the market orientation aspect. This article 
analyses 4 key factors that were identifi ed 
in the fi fth stage of the methodology, which 
demonstrate the central leverage of a dynamic 
strategic market adaptation framework of 
this schools to conditions of an increasingly 
competitive global business education market.

2.1 Global Business Education Market
In the global business education market, 
University Business Schools in transition 
countries are facing a new development 
challenge, i.e., how to transform into modern 
academic market oriented Business Schools in 
conditions where these countries are becoming 
increasingly exposed to international market 
forces. From a global business education 
market perspective, important indicators are 
identifi ed which the management of this schools 

have to take into consideration:
a) Globalization,
b) internationalization,
c) massifi cation,
d) rise of ICT,
e) economic and political restraints in transition 

economies,
f) open market economy, 
g) increased competition.

Especially, indicators e) – g), that are 
a refl ection of their past transition environment, 
are forcing them to become more market 
oriented in order to compete and position 
themselves in the global education market. On 
the other hand, these indicators also constrain 
them in processes of their development. 
Namely, these countries are facing additional 
uncertainties that are emerging in the process 
of transformation from industrial into post-
industrial societies (Andrei et al., 2010), 
signifi cant reforms in almost all sectors, 
massive organisational restructuring, and 
increased competition (Saginova & Belyansky, 
2008). The development of the open market 
economy, forces companies and other market 
actors into a necessary internationalization 
of operation and, thereby, creates a stronger 
demand for better international market 
visibility and positioning. At the same time, the 
economic and political transition that refl ects in 
the changes of the ownership structure of the 
economy and the accelerated privatization, 
also in the fi eld of Tertiary Education, increased 
the market competition (Estrin et al., 2009). 
All these indicators have to be reconsidered, 
monitored and explicitly integrated into the 
process of managing those schools, and in 
structuring the business model with emphasis 
on a more market oriented aspect.

2.2 Competitive Pressures
The global education environment, along with 
economic and political reforms in transition 
countries, set new conditions for University 
Business Schools in these countries, and also 
strengthened the competitive pressures. The 
main indicators of competitive pressure, that 
have the biggest infl uence on those schools, 
are:
a) Changing needs of a transition economy: 

The movement from industrial to post-
industrial organisations and workforce 
demands changes in management practice 
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(Szamosi et al., 2008), which also means 
that University Business Schools have to 
be fl exible enough to provide high quality 
services to meet the changing needs 
of a transition economy (Saginova & 
Belyansky, 2008).

b) Privatization: Altbach et al. (2009) exposed 
the dramatic increase of the establishment 
of new providers of higher education i.e. 
rapid global development of private higher 
education institutions, and also to the 
privatization of public universities, leading 
to the subsequent aggravated competitive 
position of Business Schools and the need 
for market orientation of Business Schools.

c) Meeting market needs: The new market 
conditions and the privatization process 
enabled the entry of new companies, 
increased the movement of commodities, 
workforce and competition between 
companies, and exposed the questions 
regarding the provision of quality services 
and products for the society (Jurse, 
2011). Privatization and the growth of 
new enterprises opened new employment 
opportunities which, consequently, 
increased the need for an appropriately 
educated workforce, especially in the fi elds 
of new technologies, management and 
other business studies, with the emphasis 
on up-to-date and practical knowledge 
and professionally competent individuals 
(Hashim et al., 2011; Szamosi et al., 2008).

d) Pressures of international evaluation: The 
business education market is additionally 
increasingly exposed to the pressures of 
international evaluation scales for Business 
Schools and Study Programmes, or to the 
ranking of Business Schools that dictates 
new guidelines in order to ensure competition 
between the providers of business education 
in the national, regional and global higher 
education landscape. The public, universities 
and government bodies fi nd these scales 
very “popular”. Government bodies can 
regard the results of these scales as one of 
the criteria for allocation of fi nancial sources 
to higher education institutions (Altbach et 
al., 2009; Vidaver-Cohen, 2007).

e) Restricted public funding: As the share of 
government funding for higher education has 
declined, Business Schools have become 
increasingly dependent on fundraising and 
donations (Cummings, 2011). Within the 

framework of the increased pressure on 
public funds, it also became necessary for 
University Business Schools in transition 
countries to generate additional sources of 
income from other resources (Estermann 
et al., 2013), which proves the need for 
greater market orientation of their business 
model. This is also evident from the fact 
that these schools are affected under the 
pressure of increases in standardization 
and institutional isomorphism, as, along with 
the market of selection and competition, 
they refl ect the need for these schools to 
develop a distinctive competence that 
differentiates them from their competitors 
(Almog-Bareket, 2012).

f) Meeting society needs: Further on, the 
new competitive environment for University 
Business Schools in transition countries 
exposed the questions that indicate new 
opportunities and their responsibilities 
which are connected with the sustainable 
development of the society. It also raised 
numerous questions regarding the social 
responsibility of individuals, certain 
institutions and the entire society, because 
they are becoming more and more important 
factors of competitiveness and comparison 
of companies or economies as a whole with 
developed market economies in the global 
market environment.

2.3 Social Responsibility
The market orientation of University Business 
Schools in transition countries has to be 
reasonably harmonised with the traditional 
academic values and processes, and balanced 
with the global responsibility that puts social 
responsibility, sustainable development, and 
care for others and nature fi rst. This paper 
outlines those indicators that are crucial for 
in their process of becoming more market 
oriented:
a) Social relevance of Business Schools: 

Numerous other authors e.g. Hendel and 
Lewis (2005), Ivory et al. (2008), Santiago 
et al. (2008), point out the importance of 
the social relevance of Business Schools, 
the need for their greater credibility and 
responsible harmonisation of academic 
processes with the central challenges of the 
modern society.

b) Social responsibility: In order to adapt to 
the new conditions, Business Schools 
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should be more responsive to the market 
and, simultaneously, socially responsible. 
Welikala (2011) explains social responsibility 
as the activity to equip members of 
society with the necessary competencies, 
knowledge, understanding, and new skills, 
so that they can negotiate the changing 
nature of work, the labour force, information 
technologies and cultural identities of people 
constantly.

c) Cooperation with the key stakeholders: 
Business Schools must have the ability 
to establish relationships with key 
stakeholders in the social environment in 
the form of mutual cooperation and explicit 
commitment, to assure their contribution to 
the improvement of the social well-being.

d) Delivery of educational services to satisfy 
a variety of stakeholders: Hashim et al. 
(2011) exposed the need to be not only 
responsive to customer groups, but also 
to provide rigorous, thorough, and relevant 
educational programmes to serve the 
long-term interests of students and the 
institution itself. All of this requires changes 
of the management, a positive attitude of 
the Management Board towards changes, 
and a more active market approach to 
the changes in the environment (Szamosi 
et al., 2008). Saginova and Belyansky 
(2008) are proposing a strategic marketing 
approach to implement the necessary 
transformations and delivery of educational 
services to satisfy a variety of stakeholders 
of a university, and facilitate positive 
developments in society.

Those indicators are especially important, 
since inappropriate care for the environment 
can impact negatively on the image of the 
institution and develop a negative attitude 
of some of the key stakeholders, which can, 
consequently, also effect the negative operating 
results of institutions.

2.4 Academic-Institutional Aspect
In the global education market, the situation 
of University Business Schools in transition 
countries is largely defi ned, and its powers 
are limited and infl uenced by the national and 
institutional regulations (e.g. legislation, higher 
education fi nancing model). From the academic-
institutional aspect, the following indicators have 
the largest impact on those schools:

a) Administrative heritage: All organisations in 
a transition economy, including University 
Business Schools, are entwined with the 
administrative heritage of the processes, 
norms and values associated with the 
socialist planned economy (Dixon & Day, 
2007).

b) Autonomy in management of Business 
Schools in transition countries depends 
to a large extent on the degree of the 
institutionally assigned (by government 
authorities and legislation, university 
regulation) range of decision-making and 
operation competencies.

c) Complex framework of the management: Due 
to the complex framework of the management 
of academic and institutional operation and 
the infl uence of the administrative heritage, 
University Business Schools are usually 
more rigid in their operation and response 
to external challenges and pressures, which 
is why they are not suffi ciently capable 
of adapting fl exibly to the changes in the 
external environment in comparison with 
the independent private Business Schools 
(Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1998; Durand & 
Dameron, 2011).

d) Explicit institutionalised aspects of infl uence 
on the operation of higher education 
institutions are realised mostly through 
the mechanisms and policies regarding 
the scope and criteria for fi nancing the 
development of their activities from public 
(budgetary) sources, and through other 
formal mechanisms and legislation (usually, 
excessively rigid), respectively.

e) Accreditation and ranking pressures: 
The popularity of accreditation creates 
an institutional environment that exerts 
pressure on all academic institutions to 
adopt and preserve the practice of obtaining 
Accreditation Certifi cates (Almog-Bareket, 
2012). Similarly, with global rankings, 
whereby universities that are showing 
outstanding performance in the global 
rankings gain high international visibility, 
interest from desirable prospective students 
and Faculties, and raise additional fi nance 
sources (Hazelkorn & Gibson, 2016).

f) Criticism of Business Schools: From the 
academic-instructional aspect and also the 
social environment perspective, there is 
also a lot of criticism of Business Schools 
that refers to the irrelevance of research 
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fi ndings and their application in economic 
practice, questionable structure, and 
relevance of Study Programmes, excessive 
treatment of students as customers (clients 
buying educational services), placement of 
Business Schools on international grading 
scales, and excessive spending of funds 
for promotion, inappropriate professional 
competencies of graduates, etc. (Altbach et 
al., 2009; Bennis Warren & O’Toole, 2005; 
Pfeffer & Fong, 2002).

As a response to the criticism constraints 
on the creation of a more proactive institutional 
market orientation, the institutional academic 
perspective of a university school raises the 
question of how to place the implementation 
of a market orientation into the operating 
context of the traditional University Business 
School, whereby an important fact is also 
social responsibility and the ethical conduct of 
managers in the business world. This has made 
Business Schools increasingly exposed to the 
explicit criticism by various parts of the public 
regarding the relevance of the knowledge that 
schools offer to the business world and their 
graduates in the process of education and 
development of appropriate professional skills 
and competencies, adequate awareness of 
social responsibility, and ethical conduct as the 
key leverage for their successful performance 
in the role of promising managers and business 
professionals in the business world.

Tab. 1 shows key factors and their 
indicators for a market oriented development 
of a business model of University Business 
Schools in transition countries.

Tab. 1 offers a comprehensive review of 
University Business Schools’ environments 
from transition countries. It outlines the 
importance of reconsideration of all identifi ed 
factors, along with all proposed indicators 
for proper alignment of those schools in their 
process of becoming more market oriented. 
Only in this way can a Business School adjust 
comprehensively enough to become more 
market oriented and able to compete more 
successfully with other Business Schools from 
developed countries on the global education 
market. All of these indicators create a holistic 
set of key factors that are constituting the 
theoretical framework of the market oriented 
business model in University Business Schools 
in transition countries, which is shown in Fig. 2.

3. Results of Theoretical Framework 
Validation

Following the seventh stage of Jabareen 
(2009) methodology, the proposed theoretical 
framework has to be validated. Thus, a survey 
among University Business Schools was 
carried out from selected CEE transition 
countries (Slovenia, Croatia, Hungary, the 
Czech Republic, Poland and Lithuania). 
The questionnaire was addressed to the 
Management Boards (Dean, Vice-Dean, 

Key factors Indicators

Global education 
market

Globalization, internationalization, massifi cation, rise of ICT, economic 
and political constraints in transition economies, open market economy 
and increased competition.

Competitive pressures Pressures of international evaluation, privatization, changing needs 
of a transition economy, restricted public funding, meeting society 
and market needs.

Social responsibility Social relevance of Business Schools, social responsibility, cooperation 
with the key stakeholders, delivery of educational services to satisfy 
a variety of stakeholders.

Academic-institutional 
aspects

Administrative heritage, autonomy, complex framework of the 
management, explicit institutionalised aspects, accreditation and ranking 
pressures, criticism of Business Schools.

Source: own

Tab. 1: Synthesis factors for market oriented development of a business model 
of University Business Schools in transition countries
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Manager) of 60 selected schools, whereby 
35 respondents from different University 
Business Schools completed the survey (7 from 
Slovenia, 8 from Croatia, 6 from Hungary, 
3 from the Czech Republic, 6 from Poland and 
5 from Lithuania).

The questionnaire was based on a fi ve-point 
Likert-type scale (Likert, 1967) ranging from 
5 (clearly true) to 1 (clearly not true) used for 
variables (V1-V17, V32-V36), while for variables 
V18-V31 the following Likert-type scale was 
used from 5 (very important challenge) to 1 
(unimportant challenge). For the purpose of 
the seventh and eighth steps of the conceptual 
framework analysis, the arithmetic mean was 
used, as the most important and most frequently 
calculated mean value (Bastič, 2006). As 
a measure of the representability of the arithmetic 
mean, Standard Deviation was calculated, 
whereby the smaller the Standard Deviation (in 
comparison with the arithmetic mean) is, the 
smaller are the differences between the actual 
values of the variable and its arithmetic mean, 
and vice versa (Bastič, 2006). To test reliability, 
the questionnaire’s Cronbach’s a magnitude 

was set at 0.912, which is considered to be high 
(Ferligoj et al., 1995).

The aim of the survey was to determine 
to what extent schools implement market 
orientation principles regarding the global 
education market, competitive pressure, 
social responsibility and academic-institutional 
aspects in their business model in order to 
validate and rethink the proposed theoretical 
framework.

The fi rst part of the questions (V1-V4) were 
related to the academic-institutional aspect 
of their business, the second part (V5-V22) 
to competitive pressures that infl uence their 
business operations and actions, the third part 
(V23-V31) to global education market infl uences, 
and the last part (V32-V36) to social responsibility 
issues. Additionally, the respondents were asked 
about the implementation of social responsibility, 
source of their fi nancial incomes and structure of 
their funding.

Tab. 2 presents the results of descriptive 
statistics, with the arithmetical means and 
Standard Deviations for each of the variable 
(for all 35 respondents).

Fig. 2: Theoretical framework of market oriented business model in University 
Business Schools in transition countries

Source: own
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No Variable Mean SD

V1 The functioning of our institution is still infl uenced by prior institutional models 
and patterns and is thus diffi cult to change. 4.06 1.24

V2
Our institution is too involved in the local over-regulated institutional 
framework and, in terms of competitiveness, in a closed academic 
environment.

4.14 0.85

V3 Legal restrictions impede our independent efforts to strengthen international 
competitiveness. 3.20 1.21

V4 In decision-making, our business school is completely autonomous. 2.43 1.15

V5 Responsiveness (in research and education) regarding the development 
needs of the society is a key element in the success of our institution. 2.41 0.98

V6 The aim of our institution is to obtain at least 50% of school budged from 
private sources (sponsorships, donations, fees, marketing activities). 2.33 1.38

V7
We regularly analyse the competitive advantages of our major competitors 
and the reasons why students from competing schools chose against 
studying at our institution.

3.37 1.09

V8
At our institution, we do our best to co-operate as much as possible 
with companies (the economy) and relevant institutions, i.e. users of our 
knowledge and employers of our graduates.

4.17 0.89

V9 We regularly try to identify the most important opportunities and challenges in 
the environment that could affect our business operations. 3.86 0.91

V10
It is vital to actively strengthen the position of our institution on the business 
education market (counselling, education, research), in order to seek 
additional sources of fi nancing.

4.03 0.86

V11

In order to increase the relevance of new knowledge and facilitate the 
positioning of our institution on the market of business education, research 
priorities are adapted to the needs of key stakeholders (the economy, 
government institutions, etc.). 

3.60 0.95

V12
In developing the content of study programmes and curricula the needs and 
suggestions of our key stakeholders (business representatives, government 
institutions, etc.) are taken into account.

3.69 0.96

V13

For the purpose of enhancing the international visibility of our institution, 
the key strategic objective over the next 3-5 years is to be featured in major 
international rankings of top quality business schools or to raise our current 
position in them.

3.51 1.2

V14 At our institution, we facilitate interdisciplinary of research. 3.83 0.82
V15 At our institution, we encourage students to participate in research activities. 4.09 0.89

V16 At our institution, the internationalization of study programmes and the 
curriculum (content of study programmes) are one of the main priorities. 4.34 0.80

V17 The process of managing our business school is constantly adapted to the 
changes in the wider (even international) environment. 3.34 0.97

V18 National competitiveness in the fi eld of education 4.06 1.24
V19 International competitiveness of business education 3.91 1.15
V20 The objective to rank at international business schools rankings 3.80 1.08

V21 The main considerations in curriculum development are the professional 
competencies, which meet the needs of students and employers. 4.29 0.93

Tab. 2: Descriptive statistics, with the arithmetical mean and standard deviations 
for variables V1-V36 (Part 1)
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Based on the results in Tab. 2, with respect 
to the academic-institutional aspect, it can be 
observed that the highest mean value was 4.14 
in V2 (Our institution is too involved in the local 
over-regulated institutional framework and, in 
terms of competitiveness, in a closed academic 
environment). Also V1 (The functioning of our 
institution is still infl uenced by prior institutional 
models and patterns and is thus diffi cult 
to change) with the mean value 4.06, and 
variables V3 (Legal restrictions impede our 
independent efforts to strengthen international 
competitiveness), and V4 (In decision-making, 
our business school is completely autonomous) 
with lower mean values, indicate that these 
schools are faced with rigid institutional, 
administrative and academic regulations, as 
well as by an increasingly institutionalised and 
autonomous university administration.

With respect to the competitive pressures 
aspect, from Tab. 2 it is possible to detect the 
presence of extensive competitive pressures, 
since all respondents evaluated variables 
V18-V22, that indicate this as an important 

challenge for their institutions. Mean values 
of variables V8-V16 were between 3.51 and 
4.34 – showing that all respondents listed these 
competitive pressures’ indicators as a true fact for 
their institutions. With the exception of variable 
V7 (We analyse the competitive advantages 
of our major competitors and the reasons why 
students from competing schools chose against 
studying at our institution regularly) and V17 
(The process of managing our business school 
is constantly adapted to the changes in the 
wider (even international) environment), where 
mean values indicate their indifferent attitude 
toward this practice experience. Another 
exception, were variables V5 (Responsiveness 
(in research and education) regarding the 
development needs of society is a key element 
in the success of our institution) with mean 
value 2.41, and variable V6 (The aim of our 
institution is to obtain at least 50% of school 
budget from private sources (sponsorships, 
donations, fees, marketing activities) with the 
lowest mean value 2.33. According to fi nancial 
sources, respondents were asked to specify 

No Variable Mean SD
V22 Excellence in research and education 4.43 0.88
V23 Internationalisation of study programmes 4.37 0.88
V24 Internationalisation of academic activities 4.26 0.85
V25 Use of new technology and high-quality IT 4.14 0.85
V26 International cooperation in the fi eld of education and research 4.43 0.95
V27 International academic staff mobility 4.29 0.83
V28 International student mobility 4.38 0.78

V29 Programmes (lifelong learning, programmes in foreign languages, managerial 
education) are adapted to specifi c target groups (regular, irregular students) 3.91 1.04

V30 Marketing activities for attracting new students 4.35 0.85
V31 Clear international visibility in the fi eld of business education. 4.14 0.69
V32 Our management policy is oriented towards socially responsible practices. 3.83 0.79

V33 Social responsibility is a key factor in building a competitive advantage and in 
Developing our identity for the purposes of marketing. 3.57 0.92

V34 Our students show great interest in the contents of socially responsible 
behaviour. 3.51 0.92

V35 Our school allows students to gain skills and experience to make an informed 
Contribution to the development of sustainable and responsible society. 3.97 0.82

V36 Objectives and principles of managing our institutions are explicitly specifi ed 
in our strategic plan. 3.97 0.92

Source: own

Tab. 2: Descriptive statistics, with the arithmetical mean and standard deviations 
for variables V1-V36 (Part 2)
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the structure of their funding. Results show that 
the main part of funding still represents public 
funding with 59.31%. Tuition fees present then 
9.43%, revenues from research 4%, revenues 
from consultations 0.74% and 1.94% other 
fi nancial sources.

Variables (V23-V31) related to the global 
education market aspect indicate positive 
attitudes towards global education market 
challenges, since all respondents rated this 
variable on average as an important challenge. 
The highest mean value was 4.43 in variable 
V26 (International cooperation in the fi eld of 
education and research).

Regarding social responsibility aspect, the 
mean value of variables V32-V36 was between 
3.51 and 3.97. This indicates that all business 
schools evaluate these experiences as true fact 
for their institutions. According to the additional 
question, where they had to specify, which 
aspects of social responsibility their institutions 
carry out, the results are in Tab. 3. Most of 
the schools (71%) do carry out ethical work 
practices and 60% of all schools do provide 
equal career and development opportunities 
for their employees. Only 20% of them are 
engaging sponsorships/funding activities.

4. Discussion
Structuring the theoretical framework for the 
development of a business model for the 
assurance of greater market orientation of 
University Business Schools in transition 
countries is a complex process, which depends 
on many factors that hinder or promote this 
process. The process of a structured adaptation 
depends largely on the level of autonomy 
of those schools in decision-making and 
operation within the university’s academic 
and management system, and the ability 
of overcoming the rigidities arising from the 
administrative heritage, which especially evident 

in a variety of traditional patterns of operation 
and adaptation within the rigidly regulated 
institutional national higher education system in 
individual countries. It also depends on a local 
country’s governmental regulating system, its 
infl uence on the operation of higher education 
institutions, the extent and criteria for fi nancing 
the development of their activities from public 
resources (budget), and the accepted regulative 
frameworks (legislation), which is often a result 
of forced political adjustment in the presence 
of the interests and infl uences of various social 
actors, especially in view of the regulative power 
of the governing political elites.

Activities Share of schools in %
Continuous contribution to the development of local environment 50%

Employee wellbeing (safety, social standards, measuring employee 
satisfaction) 45%

Active efforts for environmental protection and resource effi ciency 42%

Providing equal career and development opportunities 60%

Ethical work practices 71%

Sponsorships/funding 20%

Respect for fundamental human rights 58%

An honest and fair relationship with key stakeholders (consumers-students, 
employees and other key stakeholders) 30%

Facilitating volunteer work amongst employees and students 35%

Source: own

Tab. 3: Implementation of activities related to social responsibility
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The results in the validation stage indicate 
that selected University Business Schools 
from transition countries are faced with rigid 
institutional, administrative and academic 
regulations, as well as by an increasingly 
institutionalised and autonomous university 
administration, which is a clear obstacle in their 
process of becoming more market oriented. 
Additionally, they are not making enough effort 
to obtain other fi nancing sources, since the 
variable V6 indicates that these schools have 
made no attempt to obtain extra budget from 
private sources (sponsorships, donations, 
fees, marketing activities) and since it can be 
observed that the main part of funding are 
public sources. Finding additional fi nancial 
sources is a crucial aspect for appropriate 
market orientation, so, for those schools, it is 
essential to obtain additional sources from the 
market, as already noted by numerous authors; 
e.g. Kaplan (2018) and Pucciarelli and Kaplan 
(2016) who are outlining the importance of 
searching for new fi nancial resources in the 
marketplace (designing fundraising activities, 
executive education activities etc.) This would 
enable them to achieve a more visible position 
for their business school in an increasingly 
competitive global business education market 
as a result of their continuous effort to strengthen 
the business school`s competitiveness.

Regarding the global business education 
market, survey respondents rated its indicators 
(e.g. internationalization activities, use of ICT, 
international cooperation, global visibility) as 
an important challenge for their schools. These 
outcomes are in line with previous studies (e.g. 
Altbach et al., 2009; Altbach, 2015; Jibeen & 
Khan, 2015; Lorange, 2005) that emphasise 
the importance of global trends in the higher 
education marketplace and need for proper 
adjustment of business schools’ institutions 
to these trends; particularly those ones in 
transition countries (as noticed by Jurse, 
2011; Kraft & Vodopoviec, 2003; Saginova & 
Belyansky, 2008).

Despite the fact that these schools are 
becoming more and more exposed to the global 
business education market and its challenges 
that force them into more market orientated 
business, on average none of these activities 
were rated as very important challenges. 
Similar were rated competitive pressure 
challenges, since they show up awareness 
for national and international competitiveness, 

international business schools rankings’ 
importance, meeting the needs of students 
and employers, and displaying excellence in 
research and education. But still, on average, 
none of these challenges were rated as very 
important challenges for their institution. For 
improving their competitive responsiveness 
regarding the development needs of society 
(which was, on average, rated as not a true 
fact for their institution), and regarding the 
other external challenges, they have to 
create a better market-oriented alignment to 
a dynamically changing business education 
market, as already discussed by Hawawini 
(2005), Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka (2010), 
Mitra (2009), Tran et al. (2015).

Along with a higher degree of responsiveness 
in their market-oriented attitudes towards their 
customers (students, business fi rms and other 
employees), these schools are also expected 
to be more engaged and socially responsible 
in their interaction with other stakeholders in 
a broader society. Regarding this issue, results 
demonstrate the implementation of several 
activities related to social responsibility, but 
there is still a lot of room for improvement that 
would enable them to create a distinctive clear 
and consistent visibility along key stakeholders 
and competitive market position. According to 
Brik et al. (2011) Corporate Social Responsibility 
activities infl uence the effectiveness of market 
orientation, since they focus primarily on an 
organisation’s ability and willingness to serve 
its stakeholders.

The results of the study show a holistic 
nature and the complexity of the structure and 
processes of the market oriented business 
model of University Business Schools in 
transition countries that, from the perspective 
of infl uences, as well as fi nal results, has to 
take into account the interrelation and (co)
dependence of the factors identifi ed and 
evaluated in this study. It is certainly becoming 
obvious that, for these schools that create the 
value of their services for the stakeholders 
in a congested business education market 
context, the increasing market proactivity is 
becoming an increasingly important lever for 
the improvement of their effectiveness and 
performance, and particularly, for developing 
and defending their desired positions in the 
in a dynamically changing competitive global 
market for business education services. 
As stated by Webster et al. (2005), the 
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market oriented organization recognises the 
importance of harmonization of the activity of 
all departments, functions and individuals in 
a certain organisation in order to be able to 
satisfy its customers in the market by providing 
them with better value of the offered products or 
services. Market oriented organisation collects 
data regularly about its customers, competition 
and the market where it operates in order to 
be able to plan and provide better value to its 
customers and to maintain the competitive 
advantage in an increasingly competitive 
environment (Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 
2010). Market orientation also requires strategic 
response by University Business Schools to the 
actual market needs, and a focused attention to 
the orientation towards wider social community 
needs. This also includes the reconsideration of 
the appropriate ways for the assurance of better 
responsiveness to customer needs (Akonkwa, 
2013), improve the quality of management, 
and the needs for greater global sensitivity 
towards the external context – all with the 
objective to realise customer needs early 
and to respond promptly with the appropriate 
offer of services (knowledge, information, 
professional competencies, consultation, etc.), 
as well as products that are that are deemed 
important for a successful operation in an 
increasingly competitive business education 
market (Bradshaw, 2011; Stankevičienė & 
Vaiciukevičiūtė, 2016).

The results have shown that, in order to 
become more market oriented, University 
Business Schools from transition countries 
have to take into account numerous levers 
from the wider global environment, which are 
consistent with those revealed in the previous 
studies e.g. Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka 
(2010); Marsikova and Urbánek (2015); Mitra 
(2009); Tran et al. (2015); Webster et al. 
(2005). This also includes the accompanying 
factors of the transition process, that, according 
to numerous authors (e.g. Berryman, 2000; 
Estrin et al., 2009; Próchniak; 2011; Saginova 
& Belyansky, 2008), refl ect in the economy 
privatization processes, greater degree of 
openness of the local markets to international 
competitors, and the strengthened integration 
of local business operators in the international 
economy, as well as in an increasingly visible 
institutional measures and practices aimed at 
the reduction of public sources of fi nancing for 
higher education or changes in the national 

budgetary fi nancing structures, etc. Contrary to 
the fi ndings from previous fragmentary studies, 
a key contribution of this paper lies, fi rst, in the 
theoretically founded and empirically verifi ed 
recognition of a necessity for a requisitely 
holistic approach in the critical reconsideration 
of the traditional business model of University 
Business Schools in transition countries, 
and, second, in proposing a holistic strategic 
framework of the University Business School 
adaptation practices for their better alignment 
to new realities in society, and particularly in the 
business education market. Third, an integrated 
theoretical framework of market oriented 
business model in University Business Schools 
in transition countries is presented in which key 
contextual factors are considered as a complex 
set of factors that should be considered in 
the process of comprehensive and dynamic 
adaptation of schools to changing realities in 
external environment of business education.

Unlike previous research, this theoretical 
framework emphasises the need for 
a much deeper understanding of the 
complex interdependencies of the academic 
management concepts with market orientation 
as a philosophy of business operations of their 
schools that also relies on relevant socially 
responsible modes of operating in their 
external environment. These dimensions form 
in their fundamental intertwining a theoretical 
framework (a socially responsive academic-
market business model) for a more holistic 
approach towards developing strategies for 
a greater consistent and comprehensive 
response of the University Business Schools 
in transition countries to the challenges of 
their external environment. This also means 
developing appropriate schools’ strategies 
for improving their desired market positioning 
and capability for meeting the expectations of 
various social stakeholders and the challenges 
of other players on the market and in a wider 
academic community successfully in the context 
of growing complexities, and the dynamic 
development of the global business education 
market, as has already been discussed by 
Akonkwa (2013), David et al. (2011), Lorange 
(2005), Muff (2012) and others. However, it 
is primarily the task of the management of 
each individual university business school to 
formulate the most appropriate operational 
framework for incorporating market orientation 
into a business model of the school in such 
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a way that it will not pose a threat to its existing 
business model, but rather an important lever 
to strengthen the school’s competitiveness in 
the business education market. Thus, business 
school managers and deans must be able to 
extend the logics of a traditional academic model 
of a University Business School in a creative 
way into an effective academic-market business 
model, and place it comprehensively enough in 
the framework of socially responsible behaviour 
as a way of carrying out its academic, market 
and other activities in the environment.

Conclusions
University Business Schools in transition 
countries are faced with a number of radical 
challenges, among which the most relevant 
are the globalization of the market and 
competition, the development of a market 
economy and privatization of businesses and 
other key institutions in those societies, the 
restrictive funding of higher education from 
public sources (national budgets), increased 
institutional and competitive pressures on 
higher education, and, last but not least, the 
process of accelerated globalization of the 
market for business education services. Due to 
the increased volatility of the external context, 
the basic strategic and operative frameworks 
of their business models are changing. An 
increasingly competitive business education 
market forces University Business Schools from 
transition countries to show a higher degree 
of responsiveness in their market oriented 
attitudes towards their customers (students, 
business fi rms and other employees), and more 
engaged and socially responsible behaviour 
in their interaction with other stakeholders in 
a broader society.

The paper developed and validated 
a theoretical framework for the long-term 
success of University Business Schools in 
transition countries by the transformation of 

their traditional business models, which takes 
into consideration the principles of market 
orientation as a development opportunity for 
creating the sustainable competitive position 
of University Business Schools in the global 
business education market. As it is shown in 
theoretical framework, and with the aspect of 
the complex (co)dependence on numerous 
other factors, inevitably, in the future, they will 
be forced to become more market oriented, 
which is an important academic and business 
dimension of their strategic development 
transformation.

Thus, the results of the paper bring added 
value to the scientifi c community in this fi eld, 
because it clearly overcomes the previous 
fragmentary studies of this research fi eld and 
proposes a requisitely holistic approach in 
the critical reconsideration of the traditional 
business model of University Business Schools 
in transition countries.

The validation process of the framework 
indicated the utmost importance of the 
selected key factors (global education market, 
competitive pressure, academic-institutional 
aspect, social responsibilities) and their 
indicators. The overall results demonstrate 
the need for a greater market orientation of 
University Business Schools in transition 
countries, synthesised in a theoretical 
framework. The proposed theoretical framework 
is dynamic, and represents a multidisciplinary 
phenomenon, which could be revised in 
future research. At this stage of rethinking 
the conceptual framework, the theoretical 
perspective could be enlarged by weighting 
of the key factors of the proposed framework. 
This method could provide a comprehensive 
framework to the Management Boards of those 
schools in transition countries for organising 
and analysing decisions regarding their future 
development in the global business education 
market.
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Abstract

MARKET ORIENTATION OF BUSINESS SCHOOLS: A DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE BUSINESS MODEL OF UNIVERSITY BUSINESS 
SCHOOLS IN TRANSITION COUNTRIES
Maja Rosi, David Tuček, Vojko Potočan, Milan Jurše

The adoption of market orientation practices at the Higher Education Institutions is a rising trend, 
since the challenges of changing the global higher education environment raise a growing issue 
for meeting the needs of the global market. Developing an appropriate strategy to cope with all of 
the requirements of the global education market changes and competitive pressures is especially 
challenging for University Business Schools in transition countries. The paper is based upon an 
identifi cation of a variety of theoretical perspectives about the global education market, its trends 
and infl uences on those schools in the aspects of market orientation. Conceptual framework 
analysis was used to characterise the market orientation of Business Schools as an opportunity for 
the strategic business model of University Business Schools in transition countries. Key factors and 
indicators for understanding their environment were identifi ed, structured and categorised within 
a theoretical framework. These factors refl ect the evolving context of reformation of the existing 
business model of University Business Schools in transition countries in a comprehensive way, 
since the framework outlines the complexity of their adaptation, considering the linkages and 
dependencies of all the crucial global external in internal environment trends and aspects. The 
authors suggest that, in order to align their business model more adequately to the global market 
needs and develop a sustainable competitive position, University Business Schools from transition 
countries have to follow the market orientation principles, taking into account also the limitations 
and challenges from a wider social and institutional environment.

Key Words: Business education, education quality, market orientation and development, 
Business Schools, transition countries.
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