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Abstract

Purpose: The purpose of the paper is to investigate the impact of the key competitive forces which are 
the intensity of rivalry, bargaining power of suppliers, bargaining power of buyers, Government regulations, 
and Technology forces on the differentiation strategy in the Egyptian national universities considering the 
mediation effect of market orientation.

Design/ Methodology/ Approach: This paper used a quantitative research design. The census method 
was adopted. A self-administered questionnaire was developed to collect data from all academics and 
administrators who hold leadership positions at the four main Egyptian national universities namely: Elgalala, 
International King Salman, Elmansora, Elgededa and Elaalameen , Egededa. Data was analyzed through 
SPSS-Statistics software 23.0 versions and Amos Application-25.

Findings: The findings of this research indicated that the direct impact of the intensity of rivalry, the 
bargaining power of suppliers and the technology force on the differentiation strategy have been proved 
while it was not confirmed for the bargaining power of buyers and the government regulations indicating the 
importance of the mediating variable which is market orientation in enhancing this relationship. 

Originality/ Value:  This study is the first to look at the relationship between the key competitive forces 
and the differentiation strategy whether directly or indirectly by mediating market orientation in the higher 
education industry in both Egypt and the Arab region.

Keywords: Competitive Forces, Intensity of Rivalry, Bargaining Power of Suppliers, Bargaining Power 
of Buyers, Government Regulatory, Technology Force, Market Orientation, Egyptian National Universities. 

Paper Type:    Research paper

 Introduction
Undoubtedly, the Egyptian higher education sector is currently facing severe pressures in light of the rapid 

trend towards internationalization of higher education institutions which has promoted these institutions to 
rapidly change the traditional patterns of management that have prevailed for a long time to become more 
compatible with the market mechanisms, therefore, more effective in maximizing the ability of these institutions 
to enhance their competitive advantages.

In this line, Porter’s five forces model which was introduced (1979) is still one of the most applied 
strategic frameworks in business areas as it helps organizations particularly those operating in volatile 
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environments to gain a deep understanding of their industry’s structure and its competitive driving forces 
(Porter,1979; Porter, 1980; 1985; Porter, 1991; Porter, 2008; Karagiannopoulos et al., 2005, Omsa et al., 2017). 
However, during the last two decades, some scholars have advocated that Porter’s original model appears 
to be incomplete in dealing with the most complex organizations as in the case of higher education institu-
tions because it neither describes the key driving forces of this industry nor visualizes the dramatic shifts in 
its governing mechanisms thus, it requires some adaptations to become more useful to analyze this highly 
dynamic industry and develop its key competitive strategies (Karagiannopoulos et al., 2005, Michael, 2005, 
Naidoo, 2005; Wong, 2005; Levy, 2006).

In response to such great controversy, a wide range of contributions have been introduced and en-
abled those interested whether scholars and practitioners to reidentify a set of influential factors that drive 
the competitive positioning of higher education institutions. The recommended factors include three key 
components of Porter’s original model namely: the intensity of competition among the key competitors 
(institutions that vie for the same value-creating opportunities), the relationships with students (customers) 
and relationships with suppliers (lecturers). In addition, (Michael, 2005 & Porter, 2008) suggest government 
regulations as a key complementary force upon which the governing policies and strategies will be built. 
Also, technological developments have become an influential factor in positioning institutions competing in 
this field, so those two weighty forces: government regulations and technology force cannot be dismissed.
(Mintzberg & Rose, 2003; Michael, 2004, 2005; Naidoo, 2005; Wong, 2005; Levy, 2006; Porter, 2008: 
Naidoo, 2008; Dorri et al., 2012; Mathooko & Ogutu, 2015).

Based on a deep analysis of these recommended five competitive forces and considering their inter-
active nature, Egyptian HEIs could easily reconceptualize their activities as commercial transactions, the 
lecturer as the commodity producer and the student as the consumer. Moreover, Muniapan, 2008) argues 
that to become highly competitive these institutions must be rationally market-oriented. The underlying ra-
tionale for a more marketized system is that more competition leads to more efficiency, higher quality, more 
innovation and more differentiation (Dill, 2003; Jongbloed, 2003; Naidoo, 2005, 2008; De Boer et al., 2009; 
Kim, 2012).

This study seeks to present and test a conceptual model that analyzes the relationships between the 
key competitive forces that currently shape the higher education industry and the differentiation strategy 
considering the mediation effect of market orientation. The study is built on the theories of competitiveness 
introduced by (Porter, 1979, 1980) and the marketing theory presented by (Levitt, 1960; Jogaratnam, 2017). 
In addition, it tries to respond to the dramatic shifts in the higher education setting which promote the ongo-
ing claims to reconceptualize these institutions operating in this field as entrepreneurial businesses in terms 
of marketization, competitiveness and profitability (Pringle & Huisman, 2011; Dorri et al., 2012; Anand, 
2012; Mathooko & Ogutu, 2015).

Furthermore, the study is in line with the Egyptian’s government growing orientation towards 
establishing and promoting national universities which are a strong competitor to private universities and 
thus escalate the intensity of competition in this industry. Therefore, the study attempts to bridge the gap 
by identifying the key competitive forces of the higher education industry in general and of the national 
universities in particular and also it sheds light on how could these forces drive the competing institutions 
towards adopting the differentiation strategy.

The research is structured as follows; the theoretical review will be presented. Next, the statement 
problem and research objectives will be formulated. Then, theoretical research hypotheses will be stated, 
and the research methodology and statistical analyses will be presented. Conclusions, limitations and 
orientations for future research are presented in the final section.
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Theoretical Framework and Previous Studies
In this section, we will review in detail the relevant literature related to the independent, mediating, 

and dependent research variables.

The Key Competitive Forces of the Higher Education Industry
In understanding the industry’s structure and sustaining an effective strategic positioning organization 

could apply Porter’s five forces model which was introduced (in 1979) since it is still one of the most common 
strategic paradigms used today for this purpose (Porter, 1989; 1991; 2008; Karagiannopoulos et al., 2005). 
(Porter, 1985) believes that the success of any organization’s competitive strategy depends mainly on how it 
has positioned itself within its environment, especially on its ability to influence the competitive forces in its 
favor or defend itself against these forces.

According to Porter’s model, the potential for a firm to be competitive and profitable is a function of the 
interaction between the five distinct forces driving competition, which are: rivalry among the existing play-
ers, bargaining power of buyers, bargaining power of suppliers, threat of substitutes and entry of compet-
itors. Additional complementary factors including government regulations and technology developments 
must be considered in positioning HEIs because they currently are key drivers of competition in this industry, 
therefore Porter’s five forces require adaptations to be more useful in the construction of competitive strat-
egies for educational organizations (Michael, 2005). Based on a deep and comprehensive analysis of these 
key five competitive forces an organization becomes more able to develop its generic competitive strategies 
and that is through the rational reconfiguration of its value-chain activities. The key competitive forces also 
offer valuable details on how companies could mitigate the risk of the new entrants as well as how to cope 
with the substitute products (Porter, 1991; Karagiannopoulos et al., 2005).

In this line (Mcelwee & Pennington, 1993) confirm that Educational strategists must pay significant 
attention to two of Porter’s Five forces which are the entry of competitors and the bargaining power of buyers 
in light of the rise in the internationalization of the educational institutions and the expansion in the virtual 
universities so more option choices will be available to students today. However, Porter’s five forces model 
can help HEIs redefine the parameters within which new rules, participants and markets continue to emerge.

Market Orientation
Theoretically, the market orientation concept has been built on the marketing theory 

(Levitt, 1960 & Jogaratnam, 2017) which entails that the services and goods provided by an organization 
must satisfy the requirements and needs of customers through the successful creation of superior value 
(Slater & Narver, 1998; Vieira, 2010; Fang et al., 2014; Yoganathan et al., 2015). The core of a market-oriented 
approach is that an organization’s culture, beliefs and shared values should reflect the strong linkages be-
tween the customer and provider Thus, the firm will be more able to immediately respond to the rapid 
changes in the market (Blankson & Cheng, 2005; Ho et al., 2010). There have been two main perspectives 
that deeply approached the concept of MO, the first is the behavioral perspective which was introduced by 
(Kohli & Jaworski, 1990), it entails three behavioral elements that consistently work together in forming the 
basis for market-orientated organization, the first is market intelligence which is driven by the capability of a 
firm to gather, identify and evaluate customer preferences/needs and the second is an intelligence dissem-
ination that involves the extent of market information distribution inside organizations weather formally 
or informally and the final is the level of responsiveness that tackle the ability of the firm to respond to the 
generated and disseminated information. The second popular concept that is commonly applied in this area 
is a cultural perspective which was advocated by (Narver & Slater, 1990). According to this perspective, 
three main cultural elements sound as drivers of market orientation namely, customer orientation, com-
petitor orientation and inter-functional. customer orientation identifies the ability of a firm to gain a deep 
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understanding of target buyers, while competitor orientation refers to the extent to which a firm possesses 
deep awareness of competitors’ weaknesses, strengths, long-term capabilities and strategies, and the final 
element is the inter-functional component that implies a firms’ capabilities of integrating its resources to 
create superior value for the target customers. By utilizing these three main elements a firm will be more 
knowledgeable of customers’ current and potential needs; competitors’ current and potential strategies and 
more capable of promoting information sharing among employees when external market changes occur 
(Demirbag et al., 2006; Vieira, 2010; Eggers et al., 2013; Shehu & Mahmood, 2014; Hussein et al., 2016; 
Buli, 2017).

Differentiation Strategy:
Differentiation strategy is one of Porter’s generic competitive strategies that aims at establishing a 

profitable and sustainable competitive position against the forces that regulate industry competition. There 
are at least two different types of differentiation strategies: those based on product innovation and those 
based on intensive marketing and image management (Porter, 1980; Miller et al., 1996). According to both 
approaches Customer loyalty and inimitable uniqueness will enable an organization to create a sustain-
able competitive advantage and strong identity in a specific market and that will be driven by providing 
differentiating products in terms of quality, innovation, responsive customer service, perceived prestige 
and the delivery system. (Porter, 1980, 1985; Mainardes & Ferreira, 2011; Kaplan & Pucciarelli., 2016; 
Alzoubi & Emeagwali., 2016). (Adidam et al., 2012) argues that to successfully adopt this strategy the firm 
should be equipped with strong research and development capabilities, professional marketing campaigns, 
high-quality relationships with distribution channels and continuous improvement and innovation.

In the higher education context, three attributes: namely: time, convenience and application 
are considered the influential drivers of competition and differentiation and all of them are highly 
related to the mode of course delivery. In addition, market orientation, innovation and corporate social 
responsibility are powerful recipes for improving the institution’s reputation thus its competitive position 
(Martinez & Wolverton, 2009; Anand, 2012; Dahan & Şenol, 2012).

Research Problem
In Egypt, the new national universities are currently operating under various pressures and facing 

multiple challenges that raised concerns about the future of this sector and the key competitive forces that 
drive its industry. In addition, this sector is witnessing dramatic changes in the concepts and approaches 
that govern its dynamism for example an expansion of market orientation and the growing trend toward 
internationalization, therefore Egyptian national universities have to rethink all the industry aspects and also 
have to redefine their strategic priorities seeking to sustain their competitive position in the Egyptian market.

This study will focus on analyzing and identifying the key competitive forces of the Egyptian national 
universities and track their impact on the differentiation strategy directly or indirectly by mediating the 
market orientation.

Research Objectives
This research aims to address the following objectives:

1- To Identify the impact of the key competitive forces namely: intensity of rivalry, bargaining power 
of suppliers, bargaining power of buyers, Government regulations and Technology force on 
differentiation strategy in Egyptian national universities.

2- To identify the mediating effect of market orientation on the relationship between the key competitive 
forces and differentiation strategy in Egyptian national universities.
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Research Hypotheses
Intensity of Rivalry and Sifferentiation Strategy

Intensity of rivalry is the central force of the competitive environment in the higher education industry 
as it is highly related to the object of the competition particularly students and teaching staff (faculty). 
However, it is influenced by two main factors which are: the profile of existing institutions and the industry 
context (Porter, 2008; Martinez & Wolverton, 2009a). In the last decade, global nature has significantly 
controlled the profile of existing players in this industry in terms of the mobility of staff and students, the 
increase in international cross-border investment, and the expansion in distance learning which in turn 
causes a significant increase in higher education institutions. Such intensifying competition has pressured 
the key players to take more competitive actions seeking to strongly position and differentiate themselves 
(Collis, 1999b; Martinez & Wolverton, 2009; Koç & Yılmaz, 2010; Anand, 2012; Khan, 2015; Özkan, 2015; 
Aydin & Bayir, 2016; Gök & Gümüş, 2016). On the other hand, the educational industry has been sub-
ject to dramatic shifts in the environmental context within which it operates and competes. According to 
(Hill & Jone, 2012), the intensity of rivalry among higher education institutions is largely a function of four 
fundamental factors, which are industry competitive structure, demand conditions, cost conditions, and 
the height of exit barriers in the industry. The higher education industry has a clear fragmented structure 
as it consists of a large number of small or medium-sized firms none of which is in a position to determine 
industry price. A fragmented industry structure represents a threat rather than an opportunity. Moreover, 
the high exit barriers restrict the freedom of these universities to exit the market with any change in circum-
stances and also the high fixed costs of this industry trigger the need to grow volume by providing incen-
tives to cut prices and/or increase promotional spending in trying to drive up demand to cover fixed cost.

In dealing with such a volatile environment most universities have to adapt their traditional models 
which are highly driven by teaching and research to take more value creator roles by offering different 
specializations and unique packages of services that are unavailable at competitor institutions (Çiftçi, 2015). 
In addition, the threat of new entrants in the higher education industry that could be attributed to the 
relatively loose governmental regulations escalated the intensity of competition, as a sequence raised the 
potential of differentiation in terms of the programs provided, the technology adopted and the packages 
of services (porter, 2008; De Boer et al., 2009; Pringle & Huisman, 2011; Anand, 2012). So, the following 
hypothesis can be formulated:

H.1. It is expected that the intensity of rivalry will have a positive effect on the differentiation 
strategy in Egyptian national universities.

Bargaining Power of Suppliers and Differentiation Strategy
According to the Porter model suppliers are defined as those organizations or individuals that provide 

materials, information and knowledge to allow an organization to produce its goods and/or services 
(Porter, 1985; King, 2008; Martinez & Wolverton, 2009a). In the higher education industry labor should 
be viewed as a supplier whose power depends on his skills in the form of lecturers, researchers and 
administrators (Pringle & Huisman, 2011; Wolff et al., 2014).

Despite the importance of academics in this industry high schools and private foundations could also 
be seen as the main suppliers who provide the key inputs required to facilitate the university’s main op-
erations (Martinez & Wolverton, 2009; Huang, 2012; Mathooko & Ogutu 2015). However, Baumol and 
Saini (2014) indicate that the higher education industry can be assessed as a highly labor-intensive sec-
tor, so labor is the most influential factor. In this context bargaining power of suppliers refers to their abil-
ity to raise prices or reduce the quality of inputs” (Porter, 1980; Nderitu, 2016). The power wielded by 
teaching staff depends basically on multiple factors, for instance, the power of the unions or associations 
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to which they belong, the disciplines in which they specialize and their competencies and profiles, in ad-
dition to the reputation of the university they work for (Martinez & Wolverton, 2009 a,b). In general, the 
bargaining power of suppliers in the higher education industry is high given the increasing number of lim-
ited trained faculty members, the remarkable shortage of highly skilled academic staff and the low cost of 
switching works. However, a lot of studies concluded the critical role of faculty members in sustaining the 
university’s competitive advantages and this is through their ability to provide valuable products in the dif-
ferent related areas such as research and development, community contributions and marketing, especially 
with the absence of alternatives that provide the same features. (Mintzberg & Rose, 2003; Yamamoto 2006; 
Duczmal, 2006; Hacıfazlıoğlu & Özdemir, 2010; Anand, 2012; Çokgezen, 2014), so we can formulate the 
following hypothesis.

H.2. It is expected that the bargaining power of suppliers will have a positive effect on the dif-
ferentiation strategy in Egyptian national universities.

Bargaining Power of Buyers and Differentiation Strategy
In HEIs, the buyers are the students who want to have some special knowledge in their respective 

areas. Moreover, the student’s parents are an important category of customers since they have a 
significant influence on their children’s decisions about their career paths, therefore, universities must 
also consider parents’ expectations regarding the quality of the products and services provided by 
them. (Kim, 2002; Huang, 2012, Omsa, 2017). As long as the purpose of higher education is to prepare 
students for the future, employers also should be recognized as the final consumers of the “products” 
(the students) Michael et al. (1997). In general, the more options the buyer has to choose from, the more 
power the buyer has especially with the presence of substitutes which erode the monopoly that traditional 
universities have long enjoyed (Collis, 1999a; Pringle and Huisman, 2011). According to (Porter, 2008), 
powerful customers can gain more value by demanding better quality or service. In addition, in an 
industry where options are plentiful, the unique services could mitigate the bargaining power of students 
(Martinez & Wolverton, 2009a). Hua (2011) refers to brand identity as a key driver of competition through 
which higher educational institutions could maximize the potential of the differentiation strategy. Indeed, 
academic reputation, physical aspects, personalizing customers’ experience, institutional advertisements 
and brand image sound as common criteria of differentiation from the buyer’s point of view. Thus, we can 
develop the following hypothesis:

H.3. It is expected that the bargaining power of buyers will have a positive effect on the differ-
entiation strategy in Egyptian national universities.

Government Regulations and Differentiation Strategy
According to (Porter, 2008), government regulations affect significantly any given industry and that 

was also confirmed by (Collis, 1999; Martinez & Wolverton, 2009a) who emphasized the importance of 
government regulations which have an equivalent importance to Porter’s five original forces therefore, PFCF 
framework should be modified to include an extent of complements and on the top government regulations 
(Porter, 2008; Martinez & Wolverton, 2009a). Recently it is clear that Egyptian higher education institutions 
are operating under flexible and promoting governmental regulations which led to a significant increase in 
the number of the key players, consequently sparked the tune of competition among them. In addition, the 
growing tendency towards the commercialization of educational services which coincided with significant 
changes in the funding policies of these institutions has ignited the competition in this sector and extended 
the scale of asymmetry of their accreditation system (OECD, 2009; Anand, 2012).

In response to such complexity restricted measures have been established by those involved 
parties aiming to regulate and control the operational activities of the competing institutions in terms 
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of the admission requirements and the performance indicators that will be guided. According to these 
measures higher education institutions have to maintain compatibility with the quality standards in all 
the related areas such as education, student services, scientific research, and strategic planning. these 
measures are regularly subject to continuous review to be more compatible with international standards. 
(Widuri & Suranto, 2019). In brief, government regulations act as a catalyst that promotes these universities 
to implement the differentiation strategy (Anand, 2012; Nderitu, 2016).

Drawing on the previous discussion, we will state the following hypothesis:
H.4. It is expected that government regulations will have a positive effect on the differentiation 
strategy in Egyptian national universities.

Technology Force and Differentiation Strategy
Despite that, technology has not been incorporated in the Porter generic typology, it promises to be a 

prime driver of proceeding and dominating in the higher education arena. Advanced educational applica-
tions in particular, internet services and distance learning options have a wide range of potential whether 
in terms of facilitating access to educational services or stimulating virtual interaction with faculty without 
the need for the physical proximity of the students (Collis, 1999b). Moreover, higher education institutions 
could capitalize on educational technology to enhance the quality of the academic curriculum, promote the 
branding and protect the intellectual properties of the incumbent members, therefore it is a major determi-
nant of differentiation (King, 2008; Pringle & Huisman, 2011; Kumar, 2011). According to (Hua, 2011) three 
key elements of differentiation have been identified in the higher education industry namely: branding and 
image, location and facilities, and online mode of delivery, as noted all of them revolve around technology.

Drawing on the above discussion, we can formulate the following hypothesis:
H.5. It is expected that the technology force will have a positive effect on the differentiation 
strategy in Egyptian national universities.

Mediating Effect of Market Orientation
Under the pressures of the intensity of rivalry and given the high bargaining power of suppliers 

and buyers higher education institutions today have to turn quickly to a market orientation perspective, 
particularly with the apparent absence of restricted barriers to entry. it seems to be that the concentration of 
the competing institutions could only derive from their superiority in providing unique services or products 
that can satisfy the requirements and needs of customers (Levitt, 1960; Jogaratnam, 2017). A market-oriented 
approach is essentially built on enhancing the customer–provider linkage which must be strongly rooted 
in an organization’s culture, beliefs and shared values, Thus MO enables higher education institutions to 
perceive early the unanticipated forces and respond immediately to changes, so they become more able to 
create superior value for customers (students).(Blankson & Cheng, 2005; Ho et al., 2010).

In addition, considering the profound impact of education technology and placing it as one of the 
most critical forces of competition and given the government regulations that prioritize quality standards 
and continuous improvement MO must be culturally embedded in the higher education environment to 
successfully embrace the necessary behaviors of maintaining superior performance. (Narver & Slater,1990; 
Kumar et al., 2011; Boso et al., 2013; Fang et al., 2014; Hilman & Kaliappen, 2011; Gruber & Hofer, 2015; 
Yoganathan et al., 2015; 2016; Buli, 2017).

On the other hand, according to (Narver & Slater,1990) and (Hunt & Lambe, 2000) MO is 
recommended as complementary to the marketing concept because it maintains the balance between 
competitor orientation and customer orientation and also could provide relevant information regarding the 
value creation process. However, Customer orientation and competitor orientation are highly interrelated 
and integral elements through them an organization becomes more able to coordinate its resources and 
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capabilities for innovation and differentiation. (Cano et al., 2004; Zhuo et al., 2005; Gainer & Padanyi, 2005; 
Kara et al., 2005; Hult et al., 2005; Lewrick, 2009; Ali et al., 2019). In a nutshell, MO could be easily captured 
as a fundamental requirement to successfully pursue the differentiation strategy.

So, we can develop the following hypothesis:
H.6. It is expected that market orientation mediates the relationship between the key compet-
itive forces and the differentiation strategy in Egyptian national universities.

Research Methodology:
Research Design

This study is identified as descriptive as it describes the characteristics of certain phenomena and 
establishes a correlation between the variables studied. A quantitative approach has been adopted wherein 
the administrative questionnaire was used to collect data. The census method was applied to collect Data 
from the relevant respondents.

The Research Population and Sample
The research sought to propose a comprehensive framework to investigate the relationship between 

the competitive forces of the higher education industry and the differentiation strategy. In addition, it tests 
the mediating effect of market orientation in sustaining this relationship. A relevant literature review has 
been utilized to build this framework and test the relations between the research variables. The research 
setting represented in the Egyptian national universities is in line with the expansion of this model of uni-
versities in Egypt which caused major change in the industry structure and its competitive forces. The target 
universities and the distribution of respondents are shown in table (1). Considering the small study popula-
tion and the fact that the respondents are members of the university’s top management team, the study was 
conducted in the form of a census.

Research Variables and Measures
The study model identified five independent variables that comprise the key competitive forces of the 

higher education industry, namely the intensity of rivalry, the bargaining power of suppliers, the bargaining 
power of buyers, the government regulations and the technology force. all these forces are conceptualized 
and measured depending on the relevant literature review (Porter, 1980; Porter, 2008; Martinez & Wolver-
ton, 2009a, Koç & Yılmaz, 2010; Hua, 2011; Anand, 2012; Erdem, 2015; Gök & Gümüş, 2016; Özkan, 2015, 
Yükseköğretimin et al., 2017; Widuri et al., 2019). The mediating variable (market orientation ) has been 
identified and measured utilizing the relevant literature of (Levitt, 1960; Narver & Slater,1990; Blankson & 
Cheng, 2005; Ho et al., 2010; Li et al., 2010; Kumar et al., 2011; Boso et al., 2013; Fang et al., 2014; Yoga-
nathan et al., 2015; Buli, 2017), while the literature review of (Porter, 1980, 1985; Martinez & Wolverton, 
2009; Martinez & Wolverton, 2009; Anand, 2012; Dahan & Şenol, 2012;; Alzoubi,.& Emeagwali, 2016 ) was 
guided in measuring the dependent variable (differentiation strategy). Thus, we can propose the following 
model (figure 1) which illustrates the key variables of the study and its relationships.

Data Collection
A structured questionnaire was developed to col-

lect the relevant data required to test the conceptual 
model. The respondents to whom the questionnaire was 
administered comprised all the academic and adminis-
trative managers in decision-making positions including 
the vice president for academic affairs, vice president 
for international relations president for research and 

Table (1) the Respondents of the Egyptian 
National Universities

University Academic Administrative
International king salman 24 15

Elaalameen -Egededa 30 22
Elgalala 19 18

Elmansora –Elgededa 45 33
Total 118 88

Source: higher education ministry, 2022.
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development, dean and dean deputy, academic programs heads and all the managers of administrative 
departments including student affairs, procurement, human resource management, public relation, 
finance-information technology-graduate and employment-training). The choice of these respondents was 
driven by their involvement in all the key university activities both academic and administrate and hence, 
they have the relevant information and experience that are highly related to the research essence and more 
likely will be a reliable source of required data ، so we guarantee getting complete and accurate data regarding 
a phenomenon of interest” (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). The complete census method was used. About 
(250) members were relevant to participate in our research. A total of (250) questionnaires were distributed 
(150) to academicians and (100) to administrators. About (215) questionnaires were retrieved, of which (9) 
were invalid therefore, (206) answered questionnaires were valid for analysis (118), academicians and (88) 
administrators, the response rate was (82%) percent as shown in Table (1). 
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Source : The researcher
Figure (1) Study Model and Variable Relations

The study population is characterized by homogeneity in terms of the age of the university and the 
university status. Answers were organized according to 5-point Likert scales ranging from 1 = strongly 
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree (for the variables studied. Data was 
collected between (April & May 2022). Measures of research variables are shown in Table (2) according to 
the questionnaire.

Table (2) Measures of Research Variables

Research variables Intensity
of rivalry

Bargaining 
power of 
suppliers

Bargaining 
power of 

buyers

Government 
regulations

Technology 
force

Market 
orientation

Differentiation 
strategy

Measures of variables in the questionnaire 1-4 5-8 9-12 13-15 16-18 19-23 24-27

Source : The researcher

Data Analysis Techniques

Data was analyzed through SPSS-Statistics software 23.0 versions and Amos Application-25 by using 
the following techniques: 

- Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kurtosis to conduct the descriptive statistics of sample data.
- Cronbach Alpha for testing internal consistency reliability of the measurement scales.
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- Factor Analysis for testing the construct validity of used measurement scales
- Variance inflation factor (VIF) to measures how much the variance (the square of the estimate’s 

standard deviation) of an estimated regression coefficient is increased because of collinearity.
- Path analysis technique to test the relationships among the variables studied..

Results
Descriptive Analysis

Statistical analysis has been 
conducted about the key scales of the 
study which are the intensity of rivalry, 
bargaining power of suppliers, bargaining 
power of buyers, government regulations, 
technology force, market orientation and 
the differentiation strategy. Table (3) 
highlights the results of mean value, stan-
dard deviation, skewness and kurtosis.

As shown in Table (3) the means 
for all the variables are greater than (3) 
which indicates that there is a high level 
of agreement among the respondents re-
garding the study variables. The arithmetic mean for these variables ranges between (3.49-3.10). Also, the 
values of, skewness and kurtosis are considered in the acceptable range For the skewness index, an accept-
able value range is between(-3 and +3) (Chou et al., 1995), whereas for the kurtosis index, the values less 
than (10) are considered in acceptable range (Kline, 2005). Thus, the variables studied reasonably meet the 
criteria of the univariate normality and the optimality to use path analysis technique has been confirmed.

Reliability and Validity Analysis:
Internal consistency reliability was measured by using the most widely used reliability method Cronbach’s 

α. The acceptable Cronbach’s alpha reliability is (0.7) Gregory (2004). The reliability of the scales ranged from 
0.893 to .755 (see Table 4) providing support for the reliability of all constructs used in the research.

The validity has been tested by using both content validity and construct validity. Content validity is con-
ducted depending on a panel of judges and experts in the strategic management area to check the questionnaire 
items, their comments and recommendations have been considered. Then to assess the psychometric proper-
ties of the scales and test the discriminant validity of the measures Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was con-
ducted by following the procedures outlined by Byrne (2001), the first step consisted of testing for the factorial 
validity of the theoretical constructs. Two items were removed from the scales measuring market orientation 
construct and one item was removed from 
the scales measuring differentiation strategy 
because their loading factors were less than 
(0.5) after CFA’s first run. The next step was 
to assess convergent validity by checking the 
factor loadings of each item and the values 
of average variance extracted (AVE> 0.5). The 
factor loadings of the measurement items are 
significant and substantial, i.e. p > 0.5 (Hair et 
al., 2006), as well as composite reliabilities of 
each of the constructs and average variance 

Table (3) Descriptive Statistics

N

M
inim

um

M
axim

um

M
ean

Std. 
Deviation

Skew
ness

Kurtosis

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

Std. Error

Statistic

Std. Error

Rivalry 206 2.00 5.00 3.1857 .50345 .683 .169 2.247 .337
Suppliers 206 2.00 5.00 3.2039 .48420 .626 .169 2.470 .337

Buyers 206 2.00 5.00 3.1019 .55758 .599 .169 1.628 .337
Government 206 1.00 5.00 3.1602 .75705 .433 .169 .465 .337
Technology 206 2.00 5.00 3.2755 .59900 .139 .169 .193 .337

marketization 206 1.50 5.00 3.4223 .55987 .498 .169 .895 .337
differentiation 206 2.25 5.00 3.492 .55974 .361 .169 -.109 .337
Valid N (listwise) 206

Source : the researcher ( SPSS output)

Table (4) Reliability and Validity Test 

Variables

Intensity of 
rivalry

Bargaining 
pow

er of 
suppliers

Bargaining 
pow

er of 
buyers

Governm
ent 

regulations

technology

M
arket 

orientation

Differentia-
tion strategy

No of Items 4 4 4 3 3 5 4
Cronbach’alpha 0.821 0.837 0.893 0.845 0.821 .0801 .755

KMO 0.788 0.802 0.855 0.817 0.762 0.730 0.735
Test Significant- 

Bartlett 000 000 000 000 000 000 000

AVE 0.52 0.54 0.66 0.62 0.55 0.63 0.68
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extracted (see Table 4) Thus, the convergent validity of the latent con-
structs was confirmed.

Model fit indices
Test statistics indicate that the measurement model represents 

a good fit to the data where the value of the CMIN test is (202.125), 
DF=99 P= (0.0,), CMIN / df (2.04). The fit indices were all in accept-
able ranges with CFI=0.977, GFI, 0.937, TLI, 0.952 and RAMES equal to =.023. Models with cut-off values 
above 0.90 for CFI, and below 0.08 for RMSEA are considered to have a good fit between the hypothesized 
model and the observed data (see table 5) (Hu and Bentler, 1999). The statistics of the variance inflation 
factor(VIF) which provides a measure of the degree of collinearity shows essentially no collinearity between 
independent variables as all the values are than less 5 ,1.169 for the intensity of rivalry, 1.403 for bargaining 
power of suppliers, 1.522 for bargaining power of buyers, 1.967 for government regulations, 1,677 for tech-
nology force and 2.235 for market orientation. (Hair et al, 2006). Previous results allow us at considering 
the acceptability of the research model.

Hypotheses Testing
Figure (2) presents the model that was tested through the path 

analysis technique, path coefficients and their significance, R2 for 
each dependent construct are also presented in this figure. Table 
(6) reveals the regression weights for all the variables considered 
in the research model. The concluded results indicated that the 
intensity of rivalry and the bargaining power of suppliers have a 
positive significant impact on the differentiation strategy with a 
P-value < 0.001. Also, the direct effect of the technology force on the 
differentiation strategy has been confirmed with a 0.004 P-value, 
while the direct effect of the bargaining power of buyers and gov-
ernment regulations on the differentiation strategy has been re-
jected. Regarding the mediation effect of market orientation, the 
statistics results revealed that the intensity of rivalry, the bargaining power of buyers and the government 
regulations were found to have a positive influence on market orientation with a p-value < 0.001. In addi-
tion, the relationship between market orientation and differentiation strategy has been proved at P-value < 
0.001 so, market orientation seems to be a relevant mediator regarding these relationships while the effect 
of the bargaining power of suppliers and the technology force on market orientation is believed to be in-
valid which advocated the direct relationships between the two variables and the differentiation strategy.

 
  

Source : The researcher ( Amos output)
Figure (2) :The Tested Model

Table (5) Goodness of Fit Results
CMNINDfCMIN /  DfP
202.125992.04000
CFIGFITLIRMSEA

.977.937.952.023

Source : The researcher ( Amos output)

Table (6) Regression Weights: 
(Group Number 1 - Default Model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P
mar <--- riv 2.854 .671 4.256 ***
mar <--- sup -2.105 .672 -3.129 .252
mar <--- buy .040 .131 .305 ***
mar <--- gover .750 .244 3.068 .002
mar <--- tec -.686 .244 -2.814 .655
diff <--- mar .092 .025 3.741 ***
diff <--- riv .380 .247 3.540  ***
diff <--- sup .188 .243 3.773  ***
diff <--- buy -.053 .046 -1.143 .253
diff <--- gover -.123 .088 -1.396 .163
diff <--- tec .085 .088 2.967 .004

*** P-value  < 0.001
Source: The researcher (Amos output)
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Conclusions and Discussion
First, considering the direct impact of the key competitive forces on the differentiation strategy, the findings 

of the study confirmed that with the intensity of competition, competing universities have to work hard to dif-
ferentiate themselves by offering products that are more distinguished from competitors and also valued higher 
from customers, this result supports the ideas of (Anand, 2012; Khan, 2015; Aydin, and Bayir, 2016). Also, the 
finding is congruent with previous studies which have found that the bargaining power of suppliers exerts an 
important impact on the differentiation strategy ((Wolff et al., 2014; Çokgezen, 2014; Mathooko & Ogutu, 2015). 
This result suggests that highly qualified academics are one of the most influential factors through which higher 
education institutions could increase the quality of their outputs especially if they possess special qualifications 
and enjoy a highly reliable profile, thus universities could capitalize on them to ensure their excellence in differ-
ent areas such as research and development, community contribution and marketing.

In addition, the results show that technology force is relevant to directly influence the differentiation 
strategy and this is consistent with many previous studies (King, 2008; Pringle and Huisman, 2011; Hua, 2011). 
However, today’s students are more technology-conscious, they regard teaching technology as a more con-
venient source of learning as it enhances the quality of learning, provides different learning styles and adds a 
sense of enjoyment to the learning experience. The direct impact of both the bargaining power of buyers and 
government regulations on the differentiation strategy has been rejected according to the statistics results 
confirming the importance of the mediating variable (market orientation) in enhancing these relationships.

Second, Considering the mediation effect of market orientation the results revealed that, it is evident 
that market orientation is a powerful factor in promoting the higher education institution’s tendency to em-
brace the differentiation strategy which with advocated by (Hult et al. 2005; Lewrick, 2009; Ali et al.,  2019). 
In addition, the mediating effect of market orientation in sustaining the relationship between the key com-
petitive forces and the differentiation strategy has been partially confirmed where the findings showed that 
the intensity of rivalry, the bargaining power of buyers and the governmental regulations are relevant to 
promote the MO in the higher education institutions. This result was supported by (Gruber & Hofer, 2015; 
Yoganathan et al., 2015; 2016; Buli, 2017). In light of the intensity of rivalry, the increased bargaining power 
of buyers and the escalating pressures related to government regulations market orientation tends to be im-
perative for survival and continuity. By leveraging on the market orientation higher education institutions 
become more able to identify customers’ preferences as well as competitor’s strengths and weaknesses 
and both must be recognized as a basic prerequisite for the successful implementation of the differentia-
tion strategy. The results also indicated that the mediation effect of market orientation in the relationships 
between both the bargaining power of suppliers and the technology force and the differentiation strategy 
has been rejected which is congruent with the previous result which confirmed the direct impact of the two 
independent variables on the differentiation strategy.

According to the results presented above, we can present the final model in (Figure 3)
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Intensity of 
rivalry 

Power of 
supplier 

• Power of 
buyer 

• Governmental  
forces 

Technology 
force 

• Market orientation 
Differentiation    

strategy 

Source : The researcher
Figure (3): The Final Tested Model
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Limitations and Directions for Future Studies:
This study is viewed as an extension of previous studies in the strategic management arena especially, 

in competitive analysis and industry structure streams. It is the first study that looks into the relationship 
between the key competitive forces and the differentiation strategy by mediating the market orientation in 
the higher education industry whether in Egypt or the Arab region. It seeks to understand how Porter’s five 
forces model along with other recommended influencing factors drive the national universities ‘s choice 
to adopt the differentiation strategy so It tries to provide valuable insights about the applicability of Por-
ter’s five forces model in non-profit organizations, in particular, higher education institutions. in addition, it 
keeps pace with the governmental remarkable trend towards expansion of national universities.

Socially, the findings of the study contribute significantly to supporting the ultimate sustainable de-
velopment goal as it provides a comprehensive paradigm through which higher education institutions be-
come more able to deal with competitive pressures by capitalizing on the differentiation strategy and thus 
boosting the quality of their outputs in particular graduates who represent the core of the human capital 
that could boost the state ability to attaining the sustainable development goal .

like most studies our study has inevitable limitations as it examines only the four modern national 
universities in Egypt therefore, it is not reasonable to generalize the results to the other higher educational 
institutions existing in different sectors such as governmental and private. Further analysis should extend 
to different higher educational sectors to investigate the key competitive forces that drive its competitive 
positioning in the industry. Second, other mediating factors that are highly weighted in regulating the re-
lationship between the competitive forces of the higher educational industry and its competitive position, 
such as strategic identity, culture and organization capabilities should be emphasized in future studies.
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Appendix A.
Instrument for Competitive Forces, Market Orientation and Differentiation Strategy 

in the Egyptian National Universities
Section 1: Academic Position

- Vice president - Dean - Deputy - Department head

Section 2 : Administrative Positions:
- Human resources manager
- Public relation manager

- Finance manager
- Quality assurance manager

- Procurement
- Student’s affairs

Section 3: Questionnaire
With regard to the competitive forces of higher education industry, please indicate how much you 

agree or disagree For each of the statements below, by selecting the appropriate answer. The item scales are 
five-point Likert type scales with1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.

54321Items
Intensity of Rivalry  

1-The university is threatened with intensified competition which negatively affects severely on its profitability.
2-The university is challenged with high exit barriers.
3-The university is confronting different substitutes that are more appealing to student needs.
4-The university can easily drive up demand to cover fixed costs.

Bargaining Power of Suppliers
5-The teaching staff could easily affect the university’s profit by raising their salaries or insisting on more favorable terms.
6- The teaching staff of the university affects significantly its competitive position by offering high-quality and 
more differentiated services. 
7-The teaching staff could drive the decision of the choice of university.
8- The university is struggling to recruit highly skilled teaching staff with highly recognizable profiles.

Bargaining Power of Buyers
 9-The customers of the university (students) enjoy high power as they have different offerings and can make 
more informed choices.
10-The parents of students are more powerful since they have an important influence on their children’s decisions.
11- The students can easily shift to different providers with low switching costs.
12- The employers of the graduates have more influence and are highly considered in the university decisions.

Government Regulations
13-The governmental regulations represent one of the most important forces that affect the university’s competitive position.
14-The university could easily meet the quality standards imposed by the concerned governmental authority.
 15-The university could easily comply with the government requirements and   Restrictions. (performance indi-
cators-admission standard).

Technology Force
16-The university could successfully adapt to the rapid changes in education technology.
17-The university is heavily investing in the use of advanced technologies for teaching or research.
18- Technology implications allow the university to enhance its competitive advantages.

Market Orientation 
19-The university can easily share customer-oriented information throughout the organization.
20-The university has a deep understanding of the weaknesses, strengths, long-term capabilities and strategies 
of current and potential competitors.
 21-The university’s culture, and beliefs are focused on enhancing linkages with customers  
 22-The university has a sufficient understanding of target buyers to continuously create superior value for them.
 23-The university can integrate its resources to create superior value for target customers.

      Differentiation Strategy 
24- The university offers a wide range of differentiated programs than its competitors. 
25-The university offers a wider range of differentiated supplementary services than its competitors such as 
sports centers, modern internet services as well a state-of-the-art library. 
26-The university is very interested in building an Attractive brand image.
27-The university is engaged in different social initiates as a significant component of its strategic vision 



Arab Journal of Administration, Vol. 44, No. 1, February 2024

315

References
- Adidam, P. T., Banerjee, M. & Shukla, P. (2012). Competitive Intelligence and Firm’s   Performance in 

Emerging Markets: An exploratory Study in India. Journal of Business and    Industrial Marketing, 
27 (3), 242-254.

- Ali G. A., Hilman, H. & Gorondutse, A. H. (2020). Effect Of Entrepreneurial Orientation, Market 
Orientation And Total Quality Management On Performance Evidence From Saudi SMEs, 
Benchmarking: An International Journal, Vol. 27, No. 4.

- Alzoubi, A. M. & Emeagwali, O. L. (2016). Do Generic Strategies Impact Performance in Higher 
Educational Institutions?   A SEM-Based Investigation, Business and Economic Horizons, Vol. 12, 
No. 2, pp. 42-52.

- Amira, M. (2017). Higher Education and Development In Egypt, The African Symposium (TAS) 
Journal, Vol. 16, No. 1, ISSN: 2326-8077.

- Anand, K. A. (2012). Business of Higher Education: A Business Model for A Higher Education Institution.  
International   Journal of Business and Management Tomorrow,  Vol. 2, Issue (2), 1-7.

- Aydin, O. & Bayir, F. (2016). The Impact of Different Demographic Variables on Determinants of University 
Choice Decision: A Study On Business Administration Students of The Foundation Universities In Istan-
bul Educational Sciences:  Theory and Practice Journal, Vol. 16, Issue (4), 1147-1169.

- Banker, R. D., Mashruwala, R. & Tripathy, A. (2014). Does A Differentiation Strategy Lead to More 
Sustainable Financial Performance Than a Cost Leadership Strategy? Management Decision 
Journal, Vol. 52 (5), 82-896.

- Baum, J. R., Edwin, A., Locke, E. A. & Ken, S. G. (2001). A Multidimensional Model of Venture   
Growth, Academic Management Journal. 44 (2), 292-303

- Blankson, C. & Cheng, J. (2005). Have Small Businesses Adopted the Market Orientation Concept? 
The Case of Small   Businesses in Michigan”, Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 
Vol. 20, No. 6, pp. 317-33.

- Boso, N., Story, V. M. & Cadogan, J. W. (2013). Entrepreneurial Orientation, Market Orientation, 
Network Ties, and Performance: Study of Entrepreneurial Firms in A Developing Economy”, 
Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 28, No. 6.

- Brown, J. & Oplatka, I. (2010).The Globalization and Marketization of Higher Education: 
Some Insights from The Stand Point of Institutional Theory. at: https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/303372984

- Buckner, E. (2013). Access to Higher Education in Egypt:  Examining Trends by University Sector,     
See:, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259726276

- Buli, B. M. (2017). Entrepreneurial Orientation, Market orientation and Performance of SMEs in the 
Manufacturing Industry: Evidence from Ethiopian Enterprises”, Management Research Review, 
Vol. 40, No. 3, pp. 292-309.

- Byrne, B. M. (2001), “Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS, EQS and LISREL: Comparative 
approaches to testing for the factorial validity of a measuring instrument”, International Journal 
of Testing, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 55-86.

- Cano C. R., Carrillat, F. & Jaramillo, F. (2004). A Meta-analysis of the Relationship between Market 
Orientation and Business Performance: Evidence from Five Continents,” International Journal of 
Research in Marketing, 21, 179-100.

- Chadwick, C. (2017). “Towards A More Comprehensive Model of Firms` Human Capital Rents”. 
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 42 (3), pp. 499-519.

- Chou, H.Y., Huang, C. Y., Wang, C. H., Chiang, H. C. & Lo, C. F. (1995) Pathogenicity of a Baculovirus Infec-
tion Causing white Spot Syndrome in Cultured Penaeid Shrimp in Taiwan. Dis Aquat Org, 23, 165-173.



A Proposed Model  for the Relationship between the Key Competitive Forces and the Differentiation Strategy ...

316

- Collis, D. (1999a). When Industries Change: Scenarios for Higher Education, Available at: www.        
educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ffp9903s.pdf (accessed 15 August 2013).

- Collis, D. J. (1999b). When Industries Change: Scenarios for Higher Education”, In: Collis, D. J. (Ed.), 
In Exploring the Future of Higher Education: Forum for the Future of Higher Education, 
New York, NY, pp. 47-70, available at: www.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ffp9903.pdf

- Dahan, G. S. & Senol, I. (2012). Corporate Social Responsibility in Higher Education Institutions: Istanbul    
Bilgi   University Case. American International Journal of Contemporary Research, 2 (3), 95-103.

- De Boer, H., Enders, J. & Jongbloed, B. (2009). Market Governance in Higher Education: The 
European Higher Education Area: Perspectives on a Moving Target. pp. 61-78.

- Demirbag, M., Lenny Koh, S. C., Tatoglu, E. & Zaim, S. (2006). TQM and Market Orientation’s Impact 
on SMEs’ Performance”, Industrial Management and Data Systems, Vol. 106, No. 8, pp. 1206-1228

- Dill, D. (2003). Allowing the Market to Rule: The Case of The United States. Higher Education 
Quarterly, 57 (2), 136- 157.

- Dorri, M., Yarmohammadian, M. H. & Nadi, M. A. (2012). A Review on Value Chain in Higher 
Education”. Elsevier Procedia, Social and Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 46, pp. 3842-3846.

- Duczmal, W. (2006). The Rise of Private Higher Education in Poland: Policies, Markets and Strategies. 
Enschede, The Netherlands: Center of Higher Education Policy Studies  (CHEPS). 90, pp. 365-2417-2

- Eggers, F., Kraus, S., Hughes, M., Laraway, S. & Snycerski, S. (2013), Implications   of Customer   and 
Entrepreneurial Orientations for SME Growth”, Management Decision, Vol. 51, No. 3, pp. 524-546

- Erdem, A. R. (2015). Yükseköğretimi ve Universiteyi Farklılaştıran Kritik Oğe: Akademik Strateji. In: Aypay 
A. (Ed.) Türkiye’de Yükseköğretim: Alanı, Kapsamı ve Politikaları. (pp. 243-261). Ankara, Pegem;

- Fang, S. R., Chang, E., Ou, C. C.  & Chou, C. H. (2014), “Internal Market Orientation, Market Capabilities 
and Learning Orientation”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol.  48, No.  1/2, pp. 170-192.

- Gainer, B. & Padanyi, P. (2005). The Relationship between Market-oriented Activities and Marekt 
Oriented Culture: Implications for the Development of Market Orientation in Non-profit Service 
Organizations,” Journal of Business Research, 58, pp. 854-862.

- Gruber-Muecke, T. & Hofer, K. M. (2015). Market Orientation, Entrepreneurial Orientation and   
Performance in Emerging Markets”, International Journal of Emerging Markets, Vol. 10, No. 3, 
pp. 560-571.

- Gupta, T. (2018). The Marketization of Higher Education, International Journal of Recent 
Research Aspects,   ISSN:    2349-7688, Vol. 5, Issue 3, Sept 2018, pp. 1-8.

- Gök, E. & Gümüş, S. (2015). Akademik bir Alan Olarak Yükseköğretim Yönetimi. In: Aypay Ahmet 
(Ed.), Türkiye’de Yükseköğretim: Alanı, Kapsamı ve Politikaları. pp. 3-27 Ankara: Pegem.

- Hacıfazlıoğlu, Ö. & Özdemir, N. (2010).  Undergraduate’s   Expectations of Foundation Universities:  
Recommendations for University Administrators. Education and Science, 35 (155), pp. 118-131.

- Hair, J. F., Anderson, R., Tatham, R. L. & Black, W. C. (2006). Multivariate Data Analysis. Upper 
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

- Hill, C. W. L. & Jones, G. R. (2012). Theory of Strategic Management, South-Western, Mason.
- Hilman, H. & Kaliappen, N. (2014a). “Strategic Role of Customer Orientation in Differentiation 

Strategy and Organizational Performance Nexus: A Partial Least Square (PLS) Approach”, Research 
Journal of Applied Sciences, Engineering and Technology, Vol. 7 No. 19, pp. 4150-4156.

- Ho, S. H., Wu, J. J. & Chen, Y. (2010). Influence of Corporate Governance and Market Orientation   
on New Product Preannouncement: Evidence from Taiwan”, Asia Pacific Management Review, 
Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 1-14.

- Hua, L. T. (2011). Sustainable Competitive Advantage for Market Leadership Amongst the Private 
Higher Education Institutes in Malaysia. Journal of Global Management, 2 (1), 216-226.



Arab Journal of Administration, Vol. 44, No. 1, February 2024

317

- Huang, H. I. (2012). An Empirical Analysis of the Strategic Management of Competitive Advantage:    
A Case Study of Higher Technical and Vocational Education in Taiwan. Doctoral dissertation, 
Victoria University.

- Hult, G. T. Ketchen, D. J. & Slater, S. F. (2005). Market Orientation and Performance: An Integration 
of Disparate Approaches, Strategic Management Journal, 26, pp. 1173-1181.

- Hunt, S. & Lambe, J. (2000). Marketing’s Contribution to Business Strategy: Market Orientation, 
Relationship Marketing and Resource-Advantage Theory,” International Journal of Management 
Reviews, 2, 1, pp. 17-4.

- Hussein, A. T. T., Singh, S. K., Farouk, S. & Sohal, A. S. (2016). Knowledge Sharing Enablers, Processes 
and Firm Innovation Capability”, Journal of Workplace Learning, Vol. 28, No. 8, pp. 484-495.

- Jogaratnam, G. (2017). The Effect of Market Orientation, Entrepreneurial Orientation and Human    
Capital on Positional Advantage: Evidence from The Restaurant Industry”, International Journal 
of Hospitality Management, Vol. 60, pp. 104-113.

- Jongbloed, B. (2003). Marketization in Higher Education, Clark’s Triangle and the Essential 
Ingredients of Markets. Higher Education Quarterly, 57 (2), pp. 110-135.

- Kaplan, A. &  Pucciarelli, F. (2016). Competition and Strategy in Higher Education: Managing     
Complexity and Uncertainty, Business Horizons. Vol. 59, 311-320.

- Kara, A., Spillan, J. E. & Oscar W. D. (2005), “The Effect of a Market Orientation on Business 
Performance: A study of Small-sized Service Retailers Using MARKOR Scale,” Journal of Small 
Business Management, Vol. 43, 2, pp. 105-18.

- Karagiannopoulos, G. D., Georgopoulos, N. & Nikolopoulos, K. (2005). Fathomring Porter Give 
Forces Model in the  Internet Era, Info Journal, Vol. 7, No. 6, Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

- Khan,S. A. (2015). A Conceptual Frame Work for Intensity of Rivalry, International Journal of   
Business and Management Review. Vol. 3, No. 8, pp. 74-81.

- Kim, D. (2002). What Do High School Students and Their Parents Expect from Higher Education? 
A Case Study of South Korea. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management. Vol. 24(2), 
pp. 183-196.

- Kim, S.(2012). The Global Competition in Higher Education, https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/333647331.

- King, M. A. (2008). A Strategic Assessment of the Higher Education Industry: Applying the Porter’s Five 
Forces for Industry Analysis. In: Southeastern Decision Sciences Institute Annual Conference, 
Pamplin College of Business, Virginia Polytechnic and State University.

- King A. M. (2010). A Strategic Assessment of the Higher Education Industry: Applying  the  Por-
ter’s  Five Forces For Industry Analysis”, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254351314.

- Kohli, A. K. & Jaworski, B. J. (1990). Market Orientation: The Construct, Research Propositions, and 
Managerial Implications”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54, No. 2, pp. 1-18.

- Koç, M. & Yılmaz, E. (2010). Webometric ve Arwu Tarafından Yapılan Universite 
Sıralamalarındaki Performansın Artırılmasına Yönelik Akademisyen Görüşleri. SDÜ 
Uluslararası Teknolojik Bilimler Dergisi, 2 (3), 17-30.

- Kumar, V.; Jones, E., Venkatesan, R. & Leone, R. P. (2011). Is Market Orientation a Source of 
Sustainable Competitive Advantage or Simply the Cost of Competing?”, Journal of Marketing, 
Vol. 75, No. 1, pp. 16-30.

- Kumar V. (2011). Technology Enabled Open Education for Innovative Universities. Paper 
Presented at the International Higher Education Congress: New Trends and Issues, Istanbul, 
Turkey. Retrieved   from http://www.uyk2011.org/kitap/pages/ uyk2011_s_269_272.pdf



A Proposed Model  for the Relationship between the Key Competitive Forces and the Differentiation Strategy ...

318

- Lee, J. & Tai, S. (2008) Critical Factors Affecting Customer Satisfaction and Higher Education in 
Kazakhstan, International Journal of Management in Education, Vol. 2, No. 1, pp.46-59.

- Levine, N. & Ross, J. W. (2003). From the Vendor’s Perspective: Exploring the Value Proposition 
in Information Technology Outsourcing. Management Information System Quarterly, 27 (3), 
331-364.

- Levitt, Theodore. (1960). Marketing Myopia, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 38, 4, pp. 5-45.
- Levy, D. (2006). The Unanticipated Explosion: Private Higher Education’s Global Surge’, 

Comparative Education Review, Vol. 50, No. 2, pp. 217-240.
- Lewrick, M. (2009). Introduction of an Evaluation Tool to Predict the Probability of Success of 

Companies: The Innovativeness, Capabilities and Potential Model (ICP), Journal of Technology 
Management & Innovation, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 33-47.

- Li, J., Tsui, A. & Weldon, E. (Eds). (2000). Management and Organizations in the Chinese Context, 
Macmillan, New York, NY.

- Li, Y., Wei, Z. & Liu, Y. (2010). Strategic Orientations, Knowledge Acquisition, and Firm Performance: 
The Perspective of the Vendor in Cross-border Outsourcing”, Journal of Management Studies, 
Vol. 47, No. 8, pp. 1457-1482.

- Mainardes, E. & Ferreira,J. M. (2011). Creating a Competitive Advantage in Higher Education 
Institutions: Proposal  and Test Of a Conceptual Model, Management in Education, Vol. 5, 
Nos. 2/3.

- Martinez, M. & Wolverton, M. (2009). Enriching Planning Through Industry Analysis. Planning for    
Higher Education, Vol. 8 (1), pp. 23-30.

- Mathooko, F. M. (2013). Response Strategies Adopted by Public universities In Kenya to 
Environmental and   Managerial Challenges”, Unpublished MBA Research Project Report, 
University of Nairobi, Nairobi City.

- Mathooko, F. M. & Ogutu, M. (2015). Porter’s Five Competitive Forces Framework and Other 
Factors That Influence the Choice of Response Strategies Adopted by Public Universities in Kenya. 
International Journal of   Educational   Management, 29 (3), 334-354.

- Mcelwee, G. & Pennington, G. (1993). Dimensions of Quality: Implications for Higher Education 
Institutions, The International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 7, No. 4, pp.17-21.

- Michael, S. O. (1997). American Higher Education System: Consumerism Versus Professionalism, 
The International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 11, No. 3, pp.117-130.

- Michael, S. O. (2004). In Search of Universal Principles of Higher Education Management and 
Applicability Moldavian Higher Education System, The International Journal of Educational 
Management, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp.118-137.

- Michael, S. O. (2005). The Cost of Excellence: The Financial Implications of Institutional Rankings, 
The International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 19, No. 5, pp.365-382.

- Miller, D. & Chen, M. J. (1996). The Simplicity of Competitive Repertories: An Empirical Analysis’, 
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 17, pp.419-439.

- Miller, K. D. (2002). Competitive Strategies of Religious Organizations’, Strategic Management 
Journal, Vol. 23, No. 5, pp. 435-456.

- Mintzberg, H. & Rose, J. (2003). Strategic Management Upside Down: Tracking Strategies at Mc-
Gill University From 1829 to 1980, Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 20, No. 4, 
pp.27-290.

- Mohamed, A. (2017). Higher Education and Development in Egypt, The African Symposium 
(TAS) Journal, Vol. 16, No. 1, MBA Research Project Report, University of Nairobi, Nairobi City



Arab Journal of Administration, Vol. 44, No. 1, February 2024

319

- Mollel, E. R., Mulongo, L. S. & Maket, L. (2015). Workforce Diversity Management and Global 
Organizational Growth in the 21th Century”. Journal of Scientific Research and Studies, Vol. 2 
(7), pp. 164-175.

- Mundy, K., Green, A., Lingard B. & Verger A. (2016). The Handbook of Global Education Policy, 
Springer Educational Governance Research, Vol. 3, pp. 23-62.

- Muniapan, B. (2008). Perspectives and Reflections on Management Education in Malaysia, 
International Journal of Management in Education, Vol. 2, No. 1, pp.77-87.

- Naidoo, R. (2005). Universities in the Marketplace: The Distortion of Teaching and Research. In:    
Barnett R.  (Ed.), Reshaping the University. pp. 27-36. Maidenhead, U. K., Open University Press/
McGraw-Hill.

- Naidoo, R. (2008). Building or Eroding Intellectual Capital? Student Consumerism as a Cultural 
Force in the Context of Knowledge Economy. In Cultural Perspectives on Higher Education. pp. 
43-55, Netherlands: Springer.

- Narver, J. C. & Slater, S. F. (1990). The Effect of a Market Orientation on Business Profitability, 
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54, No. 3, pp. 20-34.

- Nderitu, J. (2016). Strategies for Sustainable Competitive Advantage in Christian Universities in 
Nairobi, Kenya-Awareness Gap: A Case of Pan Africa Christian University, International Journal 
Of innovative research & development, Vol. 5, No. 4.

- OECD (2009). OECD Reviews of Regional Innovation. Piedmont, Italy, OECD Publications.
- Onwuegbuzie, A. J. & Collins, K. M. (2007). A Typology of Mixed Methods Sampling Designs in 

Social Science Research. The Qualitative Report, Vol. 12, No. 2, 281-316. Retrieved from https://
nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol12/iss2/9

- Osama, S., Abdullah, H. & Jamali, H. (2017).  Five Competitive Forces Model and the Implementation 
of Porter’s Generic Strategies to Gain Firm Performances, Science Journal of Business and 
Managemen, Vol. 5, No.1, pp. 9-16.

- Ozkan, M. (2015). Üniversite Sıralama Sistemleri. In Aypay A. (Ed.), Türkiye’de Yükseköğretim: 
Alanı, Kapsamı ve   Politikaları. pp. 341-369. Ankara: Pegem.

- Pareira, O., Amaral, M., Khamsi, G. & Thompson, C. (2019). Researching the Global Education 
Industry. Commodification, The Market and Business Involvement, Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave 
Macmillan.

- Porter, M. E. (1979). How Competitive Forces Shape Strategy, Harvard Business Review, 
November - December, pp.137-145.

- Porter, M. E. (1980). Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries and 
Competitors, Free Press, New York.

- Porter, M. E. (1985), Competitive Advantage: Creating and Sustaining Superior Performance. 
The Free Press, New  York, NY.

- Porter, M. E. (1985). Competitive Advantage: Creating and Sustaining Competitive 
Performance, The Free Press, New York.

- Porter, M. E. (1991). Towards A Dynamic Theory of Strategy’, Strategic Management Journal, 
Vol. 12,  Special   Edition, Winter, pp.95-117.

- Porter, M. E. (2008). The Five Competitive Forces That Shape Strategy. Harvard Business Review, 
Vol. 86, No. 1, pp.  79-93.

- Pringle, J. & Huisman, J. (2011). Understanding Universities in Ontario, Canada: An Industry 
Analysis Using Porter’s   Five Forces Framework. Canadian Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 41, 
No. 3, 36-58.



A Proposed Model  for the Relationship between the Key Competitive Forces and the Differentiation Strategy ...

320

- Schofield, C., Cotton, D., Gresty, K., Kneale, P. & Winter, J. (2013). Higher Education Provision in a 
crowded  Marketplace. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, Vol. 35, No. 2, 193-205.

- Sezgin, A. & Binatlı, A. O. (2011). Determinants of University Choice in Turkey. Paper Presented 
at the International Higher Education Congress: New Trends and Issues, Istanbul. Retrieved 
from http://www.uyk2011.org/kitap/pages/ uyk2011_s_1651_1657.pdf.

- Shehu, A. M. & Mahmood, R. (2014). The Relationship between Market Orientation and business 
Performance of Nigerian SMEs: The Role of Organizational Culture, International Journal of 
Business and Social Science, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 159-168.

- Slater, S. F. & Narver, J. C. (1998). Customer-led and Market-oriented: Let’s Not Confuse the Two, 
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 19, No. 10, pp. 1001-1006.

- Slater, S. & Narver, C. (1994). Marketing Orientation, Customer Value and Superior Performance, 
Business Horizons, 37, 22-28.

- Song, M. & Calantone, R. (2002). Competitive Forces and Strategic Choice Decisions: An 
Experimental Investigation in the United States and Japan, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 3, 
No. 23. 969-978. http://papers.ssrn.com.

- Stage, F. & Hossler, D. (1989). Differences in Family Influences on College Attendance Plans for 
Male and Female Ninth Graders. Research in Higher Education, Vol. 30, No. 3, pp. 301-315.

- Stromquist, N. P. (2007). Internationalization as A response to Globalization: Radical Shifts in 
University Environments, Higher Education, Springer Science & Business Media., Vol. 53, No. 1, 
pp. 81-105. Uality, Economics & Sociology, Vol. 5, No. 2, pp. 23-34.

- Verbetskaia, Erasmus. (2019). Government Regulation of the Market for Higher Educa-
tion: A University  of Rotterdam, Rotterdam, Netherlands, Журнал Новой экономической 
ассоциации, No. 1 (45),

- Vieira, V. A. (2010). Antecedents and Consequences of Market Orientation: A Brazilian 
meta-analysis    and an International Mega-analysis, BAR-Brazilian Administration Review, 
Vol. 7, No. 1, pp. 40-58.

- Widuri, R. & Suranto, J. (2019).  Differentiation Strategy and Market Competitions Determinants 
of Earnings Management: Conference in Tourism, Economics and Accounting, Management and 
Social Science, Doi, 10.2991.

- Wolff, E. N., Baumol, W. J. & Saini, A. N. (2014). A Comparative Analysis of Education Costs and 
Outcomes: The United States vs. Other OECD Countries. Economics of Education Review,  Vol. 39, 
121.

- Wong, E. O. W. (2005). Operationalization of Strategic Change in Continuing Education, 
The International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 19, No. 5, pp.383-395.

- Yamamoto, G. T. (2006). University Evaluation-Selection: A Turkish Case. International Journal of 
Educational Management, Vol. 20, No. 7, 559-569.

- Yoganathan, D., Jebarajakirthy, C. & Thaichon, P. (2015). The Influence of Relationship Marketing 
Orientation on   Brand Equity in Banks”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 26, pp. 14-22

- Zhuo, Z., Yim, C. & K. Tse (2005). The Effects of Strategic Orientations on Technology and Market 
Based Breakthrough Innovations, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 69, 42-60.

- Çiftçi, M. (2015). Girişimci Universite Ve Uçüncü Kuşak Universiteler. Dumlupınar Üniversitesi 
Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, Yükseköğretim Dergisi, Vol. 27, No. 27.

- Çokgezen, M. (2014). Determinants of University Choice: A Study    on    Economics    Departments 
in Turkey. Yükseköğretim Dergisi, Vol. 4, No. 1, 23-31.


