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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to assess the validity and utility of two theoretical approaches to
understanding the relationship between strategic orientations, innovation and firm performance and to
examine the role of innovation in the relationship while avoiding circular arguments. The universalistic
approach suggests that strategic orientations have independent and parallel effects on firms’ performance, and
that innovation does not influence this relationship. The holistic approach proposes that strategic orientations
in a complementary and interrelated view have both direct and indirect effects on firms’ performance through
innovation.
Design/methodology/approach – A meta-analytic path analysis applying two-stage structural equation
modeling (TSSEM) was conducted on data from 132 primary studies and 33,063 observations.
Findings – The holistic approach was demonstrated to be superior due to its more explanatory power in
linking more complex relationships through simultaneous direct and indirect effects and its capacity for
including the interrelatedness and complementarity of strategic orientations. It was found that innovation has
a full mediating role in the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and firm performance, and a
partial mediating role in the relationship between market orientation (MO) and learning orientation (LO) and
firm performance.
Research limitations/implications – The study used observed variables instead of latent variables for
meta-analytic path analysis, which may reduce some sources of endogeneity. However, causal inference is not
possible due to the nature of meta-analysis. The scope of the final sample was limited by some studies not
reporting the estimates of correlations between constructs.
Practical implications –Managers can improve an organization’s chances of success in the marketplace by
adopting a holistic view of strategic orientations focusing on customer satisfaction, learning from the external
environment and pursuing new market opportunities. Furthermore, an organization can gain a competitive
advantage through innovation by creating products and services that are different from what is currently
available in the market. To be successful, an organization must not only create innovative products and
services but also market them effectively to consumers.
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Originality/value –This study is the first to meta-analytically assess the explanatory value of two theorized
models linking strategic orientations, innovation and firm performance. It also clarifies the role of innovation in
the relationship between strategic orientations and firm performance.
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Introduction
Strategic orientation is a key concept in the resource-based theory (RBT) of the firm, which
asserts that it is a combination of intangible market-based resources and capabilities
embedded in an organizational culture (Hult and Ketchen, 2001; Kozlenkova et al., 2014, p. 10;
Lonial and Carter, 2015). It reflects “the strategic directions implemented by a firm to create
the proper behaviors for the continuous superior performance of the business” (Gatignon and
Xuereb, 1997, p. 78) and “the means by which firms choose to attempt to create a sustainable
presence in the markets in which they compete” (Gnizy et al., 2014, p. 478).

Among various types of strategic orientations, three have received considerable attention
from researchers and practitioners in marketing, management and entrepreneurship: market
orientation (MO), entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and learning orientation (LO) (Deshpand�e
et al., 2012, p. 629; Hakala, 2011, p. 199; Schweiger et al., 2019). MO entails a culture and
behaviors in which customers, competitors and markets are the center of a firm’s activity
(Deshpande and Webster, 1989, p. 3; Gnizy et al., 2014, p. 480); EO involves the propensity to
pursue new market opportunities (Covin and Slevin, 1991, p. 8; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996,
p. 143); and LO is about organizational values driving explorative learning processes and the
inclination to create and use knowledge (Alerasoul et al., 2022a, b; Baker et al., 2022; Sinkula
et al., 1997, p. 309).

By definition, strategic orientations are linked to firm performance as its antecedents and
important drivers (Hult et al., 2004). It has been established that strategic orientations have a
strong relationship, both conceptually and empirically, with firm performance (Hult et al.,
2004; Schweiger et al., 2019). Most of the studies on strategic orientation focused on the
individual direct effects, combinations of two orientations only or the complementarity of the
orientations on firm performance (Pett et al., 2019; Deutscher et al., 2016), findingMO, EO and
LO to positively influence performance separately.

Alternatively, several studies captured the strategic orientation and firm performance
relationship through mediating mechanisms (Hakala, 2011). The influence of strategic
orientations on firm performance may have been underestimated, as the effects could be
indirect. Several studies have addressed this issue. For example, Al Mamun et al. (2022),
Arunachalam et al. (2018), Baker and Sinkula (2009), Bamfo and Kraa (2019), Han et al. (1998),
Langerak (2003), Leal-Rodr�ıguez andAlbort-Morant (2016), Matear et al. (2002), Ram�ırez-Solis
et al. (2022), Tran et al. (2018), Zhou et al. (2009), among others, all explored the relationship
between strategic orientation and firms’ performance using mediating constructs, such as
innovation.

The role of innovation as a linking factor between strategic orientations and firm
performance is well known due to the first-mover advantage (Arunachalam et al., 2018;
Poudel et al., 2012). Research shows that innovation is a critical factor for firm value, market
and financial position as well as long-term viability and competitive advantage (Baker and
Sinkula, 2005; Geroski, 1995; Rubera and Kirca, 2012).

Additionally, it has been argued that the combination of different orientations can bemore
efficient and effective in creating sustainable competitive advantages than that of any single
orientation operating independently (Grinstein, 2008; Hakala, 2011; Montiel-Campos, 2018;
Mu and Di Benedetto, 2011; Ho et al., 2015). The interrelatedness of orientations has been
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explored and a theoretical foundation for complementarity between orientations has been
provided (Schweiger et al., 2019).

Since innovation is both a process and an outcome, the former clearly precedes the latter
and should be separated to avoid circular arguments. In general, primary studies connect
innovation as a process with firms’ performance and bypass innovation outcomes altogether
(Crossan andApaydin, 2010). Most of the studies treated innovation as an outcome, but not as
a mediator to performance (e.g. Grinstein, 2008; Kraft and Bausch, 2016). In this sense,
researchers have focused on comparing the relative effects of market-based resources on
radical or incremental innovation performance or new product success, rather than on firms’
performance (Kozlenkova et al., 2014, p. 10).

Scholars studying entrepreneurship, marketing and management claim that there is a
need formore quantitative research to integrate the current state of knowledge. This involves
identifying and assessing different theoretical approaches linking strategic orientations and
firm performance (Hakala, 2011). Little attention in meta-analytic or systematic review
studies has been paid to the role of innovation as a mediating mechanism.

To fill this gap, a meta-analytic path analysis framework is proposed to quantitatively
synthesize the literature. Two theoretical approaches can be identified: universalistic approach
versus holistic approach. The universalistic approach suggests that strategic orientations have
independent and parallel effects on firms’ performance. Each strategic orientation contributes
separately to firm performance without interacting with other orientations or mediating
mechanisms, such as innovation.According to this view, strategic orientations are additive rather
than synergistic. The holistic approach proposes that strategic orientations, in a complementary
and interrelated view, have both direct and indirect effects on firms’ performance through
innovation. According to this view, strategic orientations are multiplicative rather than additive.
Themain difference between these two approaches lies in how they treat innovation as a linking
factor between strategic orientations and firm performance.

This research aims to assess the usefulness and validity of two theoretical approaches,
determining which one is more effective in explaining the relationship between strategic
orientations and firms’ performance as well as the role that innovation plays in this
relationship. The following questions will be addressed: Which theoretical model from the
literature on the relationship between strategic orientations and firm performance is most
supported by meta-analytical data? Does innovation mediate the relationship between
strategic orientations and firms’ performance, either partially, fully or not at all?

Meta-analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM) approach has been used to
evaluate associations among a group of variables based on the theoretical models and
empirical findings (Bergh et al., 2016; Cheung, 2015a, b; Jak, 2015; Landis, 2013). This
approach offers the ability to data integrate and analyzewithin a single frameworkwhile also
testing the explanatory value of a theorized model in comparison to other models as well as
examining the links between antecedents and outcomes (Bergh et al., 2016; Grewal et al.,
2018). The two-stage structural equation modeling (TSSEM) approach, proposed by Cheung
and Chan (2005) offers several advantages, such as the use of full sample size, handling of
missing data and testing of hypotheses about the relationships between observed variables.
The TSSEM approach is thus considered suitable for responding to research questions.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this paper is the first tometa-analytically assess the
explanatory value of two theorized models and to investigate the role of innovation in the
relationship between strategic orientations and firms’ performance. Thus, it makes a valuable
contribution to the existing literature by providing ameta-analytic path analysis to assess the
validity and utility of two theoretical approaches to understanding the relationship between
strategic orientations and firm performance and to examine the role of innovation in the
relationship while avoiding circular arguments. The research design and methodology also
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addresses the causal inference challenges in observational result, as suggested by Aguinis
et al. (2017) and Anderson et al. (2022).

The results of this analysis could be used to inform the development of future research and
the formulation of effective strategies for organizations to improve their performance.
Furthermore, the results of this study provide a more nuanced understanding of the
relationships between strategic orientations, innovation and firms’ performance.

Theory and hypotheses development
Universalistic approach: direct effects of strategic orientations on firm performance
The literature of the resource-based theory (RBT) of the firm suggests that strategic
orientations are important organizational resources that contribute to a sustainable
competitive advantage and superior firm performance. Strategic orientations are market-
based resources or capabilities that are essential for marketing activities such as building
relationships and developing new products (Kozlenkova et al., 2014, p. 10). They are
intangible resources that cover an enhanced set of skills that are deeply ingrained into the
everyday routines of an organization (Zhou et al., 2005).

Strategic orientations have the potential to enable firms to create and sustain competitive
advantages, leading to superior firm performance. The competitive advantages are developed
through the firm’s utilization of its resources and capabilities in a manner that increases its
performance in comparison to its competitors (Barney, 1991). Strategic orientations have a
direct impact on firm’s performance by shaping the way a firm thinks about, plans for and
executes its strategies. Each orientation provides a different perspective and approach to
strategy development and implementation, which can lead to different levels of success.

The assumption that a relationship exists between strategic resources and performance
implies that a competitive advantage may be present. As Crook et al. (2008) have pointed out,
measuring competitive advantages can be challenging. Consequently, many researchers
have endeavored to empirically link strategic resources and performance as a means of
quantifying and assessing competitive advantages.

Methodologically, strategic orientation is a higher order construct in nature,
multidimensional and indicative of a culturally determined focus, specified by the
adjective used (Cadogan, 2012; Ozkaya et al., 2015a).

Market orientation and firm performance
MO is the extent to which a firm puts the customer at the center of its business (Gatignon et al.,
2016; Gnizy et al., 2014). MO entails a culture and behaviors that prioritize the customer as the
central focus of the organization. This customer-centric approach is what sets market-oriented
firms apart from their competitors, ultimately leading to a greater success (Ellis, 2006). Market-
oriented firms achieve superior performance by orienting themselves toward the needs of their
customers, either by providing a customer-oriented focus or by shaping their organizational
culture to prioritize the development of superior customer value (Liao et al., 2011).

Most of the empirical research andmeta-analytic studies has consistently demonstrated the
strong association betweenmarket orientation and performance, indicating its universal nature
(e.g. Chang et al., 2014; Doyle and Armenakyan, 2014; Ellis, 2006; Kirca et al., 2005; Liao et al.,
2011; Rodr�ıguez-Cano et al., 2004; Shoham et al., 2005; Verhoef et al., 2011). The evidence
indicates that the positive effect ofMOonperformance is no longer indoubt (Grinstein, 2008), as
the main effect of MO on firm performance is positive across the research field (Rokkan, 2022).
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Entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance
EO captures the focus of a firm on pursuing new opportunities (Covin and Slevin, 1991;
Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, p. 136). It is widely accepted that firms with an entrepreneurial
orientation usually perform better than conservatively oriented firms (Anderson et al., 2022;
Rauch et al., 2009; Rosenbusch et al., 2013). Entrepreneurial-oriented firms are more successful
in the long run, because they are better able to adapt to changing market conditions.
Entrepreneurship changes an organization’s relationshipwith its environment by creating new
products andmarkets. This is likely since firmswith amore EO tend to bemore innovative and
are more likely to take risks, which can lead to increased profitability and market share.

EO was largely confirmed to have a positive relationship with firm performance in
empirical and meta-analytical studies (e.g. Anderson et al., 2022; Covin and Wales, 2019;
Rauch et al., 2009; Wang, 2008; Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005; Zahra and Covin, 1995).

Learning orientation and firm performance
LO is the set of organizational key values that influence the propensity of the firm to learn
(Calantone et al., 2002; Sinkula et al., 1997). Learning-oriented firms achieve superior
performance by better tailoring their operational capabilities with the demands of the external
environment beyond only a market focus. They are able to foresee environmental and market
changes and make adjustments, which implies systematically challenging the fundamental
operating philosophies, mental models and theories in use throughout a generative learning
mindset (Baker and Sinkula, 1999a, p. 412; Calantone et al., 2002; Gnizy et al., 2014). It also has
the ability to rapidly assimilate and apply new knowledge, which is essential for firms seeking
to stay ahead of the competition. Learning-oriented firms are also highly adaptive, quickly
adjusting their strategies and operations in response to changes in the environment. They can
build on their past experiences to create a foundation for future success.

Empirical findings support that LO has a significant positive impact on performance (e.g.
Baker et al., 2022; Baker and Sinkula, 1999a, b; Calantone et al., 2002; Farrell et al., 2008; Liu
et al., 2002; Slater and Narver, 1995; Wang, 2008).

MARKET
ORIENTATION

ENTREPRENEURAL 
ORIENTATION

LEARNING 
ORIENTATION

FIRM PERFORMANCE

Source(s): Author’s own creation

Figure 1.
Universalistic

approach model: direct
effects of strategic

orientations on overall
firm performance
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Previous relationshipsbetween strategic orientations and firmperformance have allowed the
labeling of the universalistic approach, which implies independent and parallel direct effects of
strategic orientations on firms’ performance. This approach assumes that strategic orientations
are “best practices prescription” valid for every firm in a given situation (Deshpand�e et al., 2012,
p. 630). This theoretical approach is depicted as a model (see Figure 1).

Strategic orientations are important resources that can lead to sustainable competitive
advantages and superior performance if they are effectively exploited. Understanding the
relationship between strategic orientations and firm performance can help firms to develop
effective strategies and create an environment that enables them to achieve superior
performance.

Holistic approach: simultaneous direct and indirect effects of joint interrelated
strategic orientations on firm performance through innovation as a mediator
While the RBT view has been useful in explaining how firms create and capture value
through their resources and capabilities, it may not fully account for the complex path
sequence involved in achieving superior and sustainable firm performance. To address this
limitation, the first-mover advantage (FMA) perspective has been proposed as a
complementary theoretical framework (Finney et al., 2008) that sheds light on how
strategic orientations translate into innovation, particularly product and service innovations
that enable firms to achieve and maintain superior performance. The FMA perspective
emphasizes the importance of being the first to introduce innovative products or services to
themarket, which can create a significant advantage over competitors and result in long-term
profitability. By combining the RBT and FMAperspectives, firms can better understand how
their strategic orientations can be leveraged to create and capture value through innovation,
leading to sustained competitive advantage and superior firm performance (Arunachalam
et al., 2018; Lonial and Carter, 2015; Poudel et al., 2012).

Following Arunachalam et al. (2018), there are two ways in which first-movers can gain a
competitive advantage: by generating abnormal positive profits due to monopoly rents and
by defining consumer attitudes and expectations. They do this by introducing new products
or services earlier than competitors, which allows them to enjoy higher pricing power until
competitors enter the market. First-movers also have the advantage of shaping customer
expectations since they can introduce innovations earlier than competitors. This gives them a
head start in consolidating or gaining a longer-term edge over late mover rivals. The
mediated impact of innovation will be positive as long as (a) value is created and (b) the firm
captures most of the created value.

Innovation linking strategic orientations and firm performance
Innovation is a crucial component of creating new value that is then leveraged for economic
and social gain from a managerial perspective. It involves the creation or adoption of a
novelty that can renew and expand products, services and markets, develop new production
methods or establish new management systems (Crossan and Apaydin, 2010, p. 1155). As
such, innovation is essential to a firm’s value, market and financial position (Rubera and
Kirca, 2012) as well as its long-term viability and competitive advantage (Baker and Sinkula,
2005; Geroski, 1995). It is often said that the impact of strategic orientations on firms’
performance may be indirect, with innovation mediating the relationship. Innovation plays a
key role in explaining the causal chain-of-effects that underlies the relationship between
strategic orientations and firms’ performance, although it is not the only factor involved (e.g.
Arunachalam et al., 2018; Baker and Sinkula, 2009; Leal-Rodr�ıguez and Albort-Morant, 2016).
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Study
Strategic
orientation

Innovation
construct Performance Findings

Agarwal et al.
(2003)

MO Innovation Objective
performance;
judgmental
performance

Innovation partially mediates the
relationship between market
orientation and judgmental
performance. MO is insignificantly
related to objective performance in
the presence of innovation. MO is
positively and significantly related
to judgmental performance in the
presence of innovation, which is
also positively and significantly
related to judgmental performance

Alarc�on del Amo
et al. (2014)

MO, EO,
LO

Innovation
success

Business
performance

Innovation success fully mediates
the relationship between EO and
business performance. MO is
positively and significantly related
to business performance

Alegre and
Chiva (2013)

EO INNOVATION
PERFORMANCE

Firm
performance

Innovation performance fully
mediates the relationship between
EO and business performance

Baker and
Sinkula (2009)

MO, EO Innovation
success

Profitability Innovation success fully mediates
the relationship between EO and
profitability. MO is positively and
significantly related to
profitability

Baker and
Sinkula (1999)
a,b

MO, LO Product
innovation

Organizational
performance

Product innovation fully mediates
the relationship between MO and
organizational performance and
partially mediates the relationship
between LO and organizational
performance

Chang et al.
(2014)

MO Radical
innovation;
incremental
innovation

Firm
performance

Radical and incremental
innovation partially mediate the
relationship between MO and firm
performance

Han et al. (1998) MO Organizational
innovation

Organizational
performance

Organizational innovation fully
mediates the relationship between
MO and organizational
performance

Jim�enez-Jimenez
et al. (2008)

MO Innovation Firm
performance

Organizational innovation fully
mediates the relationship between
MO and firm performance

Kocak et al.
(2017)

MO, EO Radical
innovation

Firm
performance

Radical innovation partially
mediates the relationship between
proactive MO and firm
performance; radical innovation
mediates the relationship between
EO and firm performance

Lages et al.
(2009)

LO Product
innovation

Economic
performance

Product innovation fully mediates
the relationship between PMO and
firm performance

(continued )

Table 1.
Summary of findings

of primary studies
relating to the

mediating role of
innovation between

strategic orientations
and performance

Orientations,
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Study
Strategic
orientation

Innovation
construct Performance Findings

Langerak et al.
(2007)

MO New product
performance

Organizational
performance

New product performance fully
mediates the relationship between
MO and organizational
performance

Leal-Rodr�ıguez
and Albort-
Morant, 2016

MO Innovation
outcomes

Business
performance

Innovation outcomes fully mediate
the relationship between MO and
business performance

Ledwith and
O’Dwyer (2009)

MO New product
performance

Organizational
performance

New product performance fully
mediates the relationship between
MO and organizational
performance

Mart�ınez Serna
et al., 2016

LO Innovation Firm
performance

Innovation fully mediates the
relationship between LO and firm
performance

Matear et al.
(2002)

MO Innovation Firm
performance

Organizational innovation
partially mediates the relationship
between MO and organizational
performance

Mavondo et al.
(2005)

MO, LO Innovation Organizational
performance

Innovation mediates the
relationship between market
orientation and a) marketing
effectiveness and b) operating
efficiency. For financial
performance there is not a
significant direct effect from
innovation. MO fully mediate the
relationship between LO and
Innovation

Maydeu-
Olivares and
Lado (2003)

MO Innovation
degree;
innovation
performance

Economic
performance

Innovation degree and innovation
performance each taken
separately fully mediate the
relationship between MO and
economic performance

Medina and
Ruf�ın (2009)

MO Innovation Firm
performance

Innovation does not mediate (null
mediation) the relationship
between MO and firm
performance. MO has no effect on
innovation

Noble et al. (2002) MO Innovativeness ROS; ROA Innovativeness weakly and
negatively mediate the
relationship between private label
brand and ROS

Nguyen et al.
(2016)

MO, LO Brand innovation Market
performance

Brand innovation fully mediates
the relationship between LO and
market performance; brand
innovation fully mediates the
relationship between MO and
market performance

Nybakk (2012) LO Firm
innovativeness

Financial
performance

Firm innovativeness fully
mediates the relationship between
LO and financial performance

Table 1. (continued )
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Study
Strategic
orientation

Innovation
construct Performance Findings

O’Cass and
Weerawardena
(2009)

EO Innovation
intensity

Firm
performance

Innovation intensity partially
mediates the relationship between
International EO and firm
performance

Olavarrieta and
Friedmann
(2008)

MO Organizational
innovativeness

New product
performance;
firm
performance

Organizational innovativeness
partially mediates the relationship
between MO and a) new product
performance and b) firm
performance

Ozkaya et al.
(2015a)

MO Market-based
innovations

Firm
performance

Market-based innovations
partially mediates the relationship
between customer knowledge
competence and firm performance;
Market-based innovations fully
mediates the relationship between
competitor knowledge competence
and firm performance. Customer
and competitor orientations have
direct effects on customer and
competitor knowledge
competences, therefore, both
customer and competitor
orientations enhanced market-
based innovations indirectly, but
only competitor orientation
affected market-based innovations
directly

Prifti and
Alimehmeti
(2017)

MO Innovation Firm
performance

Innovation partially mediates the
relationship between MO and firm
performance. MO is developed as a
chain of effects from intelligence
generation to intelligence
dissemination and to
responsiveness

Reid and Brady
(2012)

MO NPD program
success

Firm
performance

NPD program success fully
mediates the relationship between
MO and firm performance. The
indirect influence of MO is weak
but significant

Sandvik and
Sandvik (2003)

MO Product
innovativeness

Business
performance

Product innovativeness fully
mediates the relationship between
MO and business performance.
Relating to product
innovativeness, only use of new-to-
the-market products has a positive
effect on business performance

Tajeddini (2011) MO, LO NSD performance Business
performance

NSD performance partially
mediates the relationship between
MO and LO with business
performance

(continued ) Table 1.
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The role of innovation as a mediator in the relationship between strategic orientations and
firms’ performance has been widely studied in the literature. MO has been frequently linked
to innovation as a mediator (Gupta et al., 2017), while EO has been linked to performance
through innovation (Wales et al., 2013); however, most of the research have been conducted
using performance as a direct outcome variable, which is the accepted convention
(Arunachalam et al., 2018). LO has also been found to have a mediating effect on
performance through innovation, although the literature is inconsistent about the type of
mediation, in term of whether innovation plays a partial or full mediation role (e.g. Baker and
Sinkula, 1999b; Nybakk, 2012) (See Table 1).

Innovation and firm performance
According to Crossan and Apaydin (2010), innovation is considered the most crucial factor
that determines firm performance as it enables firms to gain competitive advantages and
extract profits in a temporary quasi-monopoly position, resulting in “above-the-normal” rents
(Rubera and Kirca, 2012). Meta-analytic studies have consistently shown a positive
correlation between innovation and firm performance (e.g. Abdullah saeed and Aimin, 2015;
Bowen et al., 2010; Calantone et al., 2010; Chang et al., 2014; Damanpour, 1991; Evanschitzky
et al., 2012; de Jong et al., 2003; Kock, 2007; Montoya-Weiss and Calantone, 1994; Rubera and
Kirca, 2012; Sattler, 2011; Szymanski et al., 2007; Vincent et al., 2005).

Study
Strategic
orientation

Innovation
construct Performance Findings

Thoumrungroje
and Racela
(2013)

MO, EO Product
innovation

New product
performance;
business
performance

Product innovation partially
mediates the relationship between
the interaction effect of customer
orientation and EO and a) new
product performance and b)
business performance. Product
innovation fully mediates the
relationship between EO and a)
new product performance and b)
business performance

V�azquez et al.
(2001)

MO Innovation rate;
new product
innovativeness

Company
performance

Innovation rate fully mediates the
relationship between MO and
company performance. New
product innovativeness partially
mediates the relationship between
MO and company performance

Zehir and
Wujiabudula
(2016)

LO Product
innovation

Firm
performance

Product innovation partially
mediates the relationship between
LO and firm performance

Zhou et al. (2005) MO, EO Breakthrough
innovation

Product
performance;
firm
performance

Breakthrough innovation fully
mediates the relationship of MO
and EO with a) product
performance and b) firm
performance

Source(s): Authors’ own creationTable 1.
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MO and innovation
Baker and Sinkula (2009) found that “market-oriented firms are more likely to be first to
market with new generations of products and services, and they are more likely to engage in
brand and line extensions to new target markets.” (p. 449). This can lead to a competitive
advantage, particularly for early adopters in the industry who can benefit from increased
sales and profits resulting from innovation (Kumar et al., 2011).

However, the link betweenMO and innovation might be ambiguous. As Chang et al. (2014,
p. 237) suggested, MO hinders the firms’ ability to develop radical innovation by causing
firms to prioritize the needs of their current customers instead of pursuing new opportunities
for innovation, which is known as “the tyranny of the served market.”On the other hand, MO
seeks to understand and satisfy customers’ latent needs, not just their expressed needs (Kohli
and Jaworski, 1990; Slater and Narver, 1995). Therefore, MO can provide firms with
opportunities to detect problems that customers are not typically able to articulate but that
could be addressed by radical innovation. Nevertheless, MO might not be sufficient to
identify latent customer needs that are necessary to develop radical innovations (Kraft and
Bausch, 2016; Zhou et al., 2005). Nonetheless, MO can still facilitate incremental innovation.

EO and innovation
According to Crossan and Apaydin (2010, p. 1177) entrepreneurship and innovation are
closely intertwined, as both involve identifying and capitalizing on opportunities and
introducing new ideas to the market. EO and innovation can be connected because EO often
leads to the creation of new businesses, the introduction of new products, or the expansion
into new markets, which can increase a firm’s competitive advantage through innovative
offerings (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Zhou et al., 2005). Wernerfelt (1984) supports this idea,
stating that the more innovative products a firm introduces, the greater its competitive
advantage will be. Arunachalam et al. (2018) suggest that EO provides the impetus and
direction for entrepreneurial activities, while innovation provides the tangible value that
allows a firm to generate profit from its customers. They draw on evidence from Baker and
Sinkula (2009), who argued that “a strong EO leads to the pursuit of new opportunity, which
can lead to profitability, but only if it is realized through innovation success.” (p. 750).

LO and innovation
LO is closely related to innovation and is thought to be as an important antecedent (e.g.
Calantone et al., 2002; Nybakk, 2012). LO defines the innovation process itself by scanning the
external environment for new technological paradigms, in terms of “think outside the box”
(Baker and Sinkula, 1999a; Keskin, 2006). Learning-oriented firms are more likely to leverage
technology effectively and seize opportunities, resulting in the development of breakthrough
products, services and technologies as well as the exploration of new markets (Calantone
et al., 2002; Farrell, 2000; Slater and Narver, 1995). This means that they must continually
generate new insights and knowledge in order to stay ahead of the competition.

Interrelatedness and complementarity
Strategic orientations can exist and support each other at the same time in one organization
(Leenders et al., 2016). Given that strategic orientations are correlated, but distinct constructs
(Baker and Sinkula, 2009), the association between them and performance might be stronger
when they are considered collectively rather than in isolation (e.g. Cambra-Fierro et al., 2012;
Garcia and Calantone, 2002; _Ipek et al., 2023; Mu and Di Benedetto, 2011). According to
Schweiger et al. (2019), MO, EO and LO are highly interrelated and naturally interconnected
when a firm is focused on creating value for customers through innovation and
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experimentation, and improving its processes and systems. This idea is consistent with the
logic of inherent property. Organizations combining several orientations perform better than
those focusing on a single orientation (Hakala, 2011; Ho et al., 2015).

The three orientations to strategy are not mutually exclusive, and no single orientation is
guaranteed to lead to superior performance. When the orientations are considered together,
they are more likely to lead to better results. This is because the orientations are correlated
but distinct constructs (Baker and Sinkula, 2009). The association between them and
performance might be stronger when they are considered collectively rather than in isolation
(Gnizy et al., 2014).

When different strategic orientations are operating together, it can create a synergy that
can help improve innovation and firm performance. However, if the different orientations
overlap too much, it can dissipate each other out (Baker and Sinkula, 2009). The empirical
research demonstrates that the synergistic effects of MO (e.g. Baker and Sinkula, 1999b), EO
(e.g.Hong et al., 2013; Li et al., 2008) and LO (e.g. Baker and Sinkula, 1999a) on innovation and
firms’ performance are consistent.

According to the previous arguments, the effects of EO,MOandLOon firms’performance are
as follows:EOaffects performance through innovation andMO,MOaffects performance through
the achievement of customer satisfaction and LO affects performance through the fitting of
operational capabilities with external environment demands through generative learning.

However, in relation to the direct effect of EO on firms’ performance, the link is only
indirect since most empirical research found a direct effect of EO on performance only when
EO is studied separately, but not in the presence of innovation and MO (Baker and Sinkula,
2009). It is well established in the literature that the strategic activities implied by an EO, such
as developing new products, have firms’ performance consequences (Rauch et al., 2009).

Therefore, it is reasonable to establish that the effect of EO on firm performance is fully
mediated by innovation, from a first-mover rationale and as stipulated in the holistic
approach. Innovation captures the interplay effects of strategic orientations from the FMA
rationale, although strategic orientations still impact directly on firms’ performance
simultaneously. Here, innovation plays a partial mediating role due to the simultaneous

MARKET
ORIENTATION

ENTREPRENEURAL 
ORIENTATION

LEARNING 
ORIENTATION

INNOVATION FIRM PERFORMANCE

Source(s): Author’s own creation

Figure 2.
Holistic approach
model: joint direct and
indirect effects of
strategic orientations
on innovation and on
firm performance
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direct effects fromMO and LO on firm performance and indirect effects trough innovation for
EO on firms’ performance.

These relationships between strategic orientations and firms’ performance have allowed
the labeling of the holistic approach, which assumes that innovation, as a source of
competitive advantage and better explain how a firm’s strategic orientations lead to superior
firm performance.

The holistic approach proposed here considers the simultaneous direct and indirect effects
of joint interrelated strategic orientations on firm performance through innovation as a
mediator. This approach allows for a better understanding of the complex path sequence
through which a firm creates and captures value. It also allows for a better understanding of
the effect of FMA on firm performance. Ultimately, this approach provides a comprehensive
view of how innovative strategies are translated into superior and sustainable firm
performance. This approach is depicted as a model (see Figure 2).

These arguments allow to formulate the following research hypothesis:

H1. The holistic approach to the relationship between strategic orientations, innovation
and firms’ performance is more effective than the universalistic approach in
explaining how strategic orientations influence firms’ performance.

Method
MASEM, a technique that combines meta-analysis (MA) and structural equation modeling
(SEM), is used to investigate the associations among a group of variables suggested by a
theoretical model on accumulated empirical findings (Bergh et al., 2016; Cheung, 2015a, b;
Jak, 2015; Landis, 2013). MASEM enables researchers to assess the explanatory value of a
hypothesized model in comparison to one or more competing models, a task that cannot be
accomplished throughMA alone (Bergh et al., 2016; Tarka, 2018). This approach can reveal
the superiority of one particular process or mechanism model over others (Grewal
et al., 2018).

Path analysis, as a potent analytical tool, permits the evaluation of hypotheses concerning
relationships among observed variables. It proves especially valuable for investigating the
underlying mechanisms and processes that link antecedents and outcomes (Boyd et al., 2012;
Cheung, 2019). The analysis of mediation is critical for advancing the strategic management
theory and practice (Aguinis et al., 2017).

This study employs a meta-analytic path analysis approach to quantitatively synthesize
the aggregated literature. It adopts a correlation-based TSSEM approach as introduced by
Cheung and Chan (2005). This method surpasses traditional univariate approaches in several
ways: (a) it utilizes the overall sample size, rather than the arithmetic or harmonic mean,
across all studies; (b) it appropriately addresses missing data and (c) it integrates both MA
and SEM techniques into a unified framework (Hong et al., 2017).

Within this dichotomy of competing approaches, namely universalistic and holistic, one of
the two can be considered superior to the other and should be retained for further research.
The superior approach must fit adequately the cumulated empirical research data and delve
into the “true” role of innovation as a mediator in the strategic orientations and firm
performance relationship.

Meta-analytic path analyses were conducted using R package meta-SEM (Cheung, 2015a,
b). This followed Bergh et al.’s (2016) and Grewal et al.’s (2018) steps and recommendations.

Identification of eligible studies and inclusion criteria
The identification of eligible studies and the establishment of inclusion criteria began by
constructing a sampling frame composed of empirical, non-theoretical firm-level studies
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available in marketing, entrepreneurial and management journals spanning the period from
1990 to 2018. Several meta-analyses related to the concept of strategic orientation had already
been published in this period. As an illustrative example, Schweiger et al. (2019) conducted a
well-recognized MA that closely aligns with this research, utilized data up to 2016. This
confirms the relevance and maturity of the literature corpus base up to that point.

Primary studies were sourced through a search across three major bibliometric
databases: Web of Science, Scopus and Google Scholar. In addition, various search engines
such as ResearchGate, Academia.edu and Mendeley were utilized. Supplementary to these
sources, electronic abstracting services including ABI Inform, Business Premier and
JSTOR were incorporated. The selection of these databases is grounded in their wide
recognition within the realms of entrepreneurship and management, contributing to the
credibility and reliability of the literature selection process, as noted by Harzing and
Alakangas (2016).

The initial search process commencedwith the utilization of keywords such as “market*
orientation,” “entrepreneur* orientation,” “learn* orientation,” “innovation*” and
“performance.” The choice of keywords was deliberate and grounded in the core
constructs of strategic orientation and its associations with innovation and firms’
performance. These keywords have been consistently used and recognized in the literature
as fundamental to the investigation of strategic orientation and its impact on
organizational outcomes. Each term aligns with the research’s theoretical underpinnings
and objectives, ensuring a focused and conceptually coherent body of literature.
A preliminary search using Google Scholar’s academic search engine yielded
approximately 1,115 results (see Figure 3).

The exclusion criteria of primary studies were applied to meta-analyses and empirical
research studies solely examining direct effects from strategic orientation to performance
while omitting innovation as a mediator. Similarly, studies linking innovation as a capability

Records identified through 
database search 

(n = 822)

Records screened after 
debugging process

(n = 482)

Studies included in meta-
analysis
(n = 132)

Records excluded (n = 315):

- bypass innovation process and outcomes (n = 63)
- no innovation variable incorporated (n = 79)
- theoretical, not empirical articles, or reviews (n = 45)
- meta-analysis (n = 18)
- thesis, working papers (n = 42)
- no written in English (n = 68)

Studies excluded (n = 350):

- lack of observed correlation matrices (n = 271)
- no proposed syntax: [[(MO or EO or LO) and (innovation)] or 
(firm performance)]  (n = 79)

Records included (n = 25):

- reference lists of screened records (n = 25)

Post-hoc exclusion criteria

Source(s): Author’s own creation, Adapted from Moher et al. (2015)

Figure 3.
PRISMA flow diagram
describing the
procedures of report
selection for inclusion
in the meta-analysis
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Construct Definition and operationalization Coding scheme

Market orientation The culture that effectively and efficiently creates value
for customers (Narver and Slater, 1990) and the set of
activities, processes and behaviors derived from the
implementation of the marketing concept (Kohli and
Jaworski, 1990). MO is operationalized on Kohli and
Jaworski’s (1990) ‘MARKOR’, and Narver and Slater’s
(1990) “MKTOR” scales, exemplifying both conceptual
and empirical distinctiveness (Slater and Narver, 1995;
Hult et al., 2005) but closely related (Gonzalez-Benito and
Gonzalez-Benito, 2005). Several derivations of the
original scales were included

• MKTOR (Narver and Slater, 1990)
• MARKOR (Kohli et al., 1993)
• MORTN (Deshpand�e and Farley’s, 1998)
• Proactive MO (Narver et al., 2004;

Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005)
• Internal MO (Gounaris, 2006; Sanchez-

Hernandez andMiranda, 2011; Fang et al.,
2014)

• Market orientation (Matsuno et al., 2002)

Entrepreneurial
orientation

The specifically entrepreneurial aspects of firms’
strategies to enact their organizational purpose, sustain
its vision and create competitive advantage involving
the intentions, actions, processes, practices and decision-
making activities that lead to new entry (Rauch et al.,
2009; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Hakala, 2011; Covin and
Slevin, 1989; Hult et al., 2004; Wiklund, 1999; Wiklund
and Shepherd, 2005). EO is operationalized on Lumpkin
and Dess’ (1996) five components scale and more
domain-focused, that is, it specifies where to look for and
Miller’s (1983) and Covin and Slevin’s (1989) three
components scale and more phenomenon-focused, that
is, it specifies what EO looks like (Covin and Wales,
2012, p. 5)

• Entrepreneurial posture (Covin and
Slevin, 1989)

• Entrepreneurial proclivity (Matsuno et al.,
2002)

• Entrepreneurship (Naman and Slevin,
1993)

• Entrepreneurship orientation (Hong et al.,
2013)

• Corporate entrepreneurship ( Zahra and
Covin, 1995; Chen et al., 2014 )

• Entrepreneurial orientation (Lumpkin
and Dess, 1996; Nasution and Mavondo,
2008; Alegre and Chiva, 2013)

Learning
orientation

The key values that influence the propensity of the firm
to learn by generating, processing and using market
information and new knowledge in order to gain
competitive advantage (Sinkula et al., 1997; Calantone
et al., 2002). LO is operationalized on Sinkula’s et al. (1997)
andCalantone et al.’s. (2002) scales and amoremanagerial
view of learning organization (Bell et al., 2002, p. 77)1

• Learning orientation ( Sinkula et al., 1997;
Baker and Sinkula, 1999a; Calantone et al.,
2002; Liu et al., 2002; Atuahene-Gima et al.,
2005 )

• Organizational learning orientation
(Nguyen et al., 2016; Paladino, 2007; Mu
and Di Benedetto, 2011)

Innovation2 Innovation (as an outcome) refers to the consequences of
innovation activities or the outputs of innovation
process including the aspect of exploitation, answering
questions about ‘‘what” or ‘‘what kind” of innovation
(Crossan and Apauyin, 2010). Innovation outcomes
represent the (1) revenue generation potential of firm’s
innovativeness because they refer to actual new
products that are available in the marketplace (Rubera
and Kirca, 2012) and (2) the degree of success or
fulfillment attained by firms in achieving goals related
to new products or services (e.g.Henard and Szymanski,
2001; Montoya-Weiss and Calantone, 1994; Baker and
Sinkula, 2009; Gatignon and Xuereb, 1997; Im and
Workman, 2004). Innovation as an outcome includes
dimensions such as: reference which is related to the
newness of innovation – new to the firm, to the market it
serves or to the industry –; the magnitude of innovation
whether it is radical or incremental; form of innovation
whether it is a product, service, process, or business
model innovation; and type of innovation including
administrative and technical (Crossan and Apaydin,
2010). Number, rate and speed of innovations are also
considered as innovation outcomes because both
represent the quantity and cycle time of innovations
(Damanpour et al., 2009)

• Breakthrough innovation (Atuahene-
Gima, 2005; Chandy and Tellis, 1998)

• Organizational innovation ( Hurley and
Hult, 1998; Mavondo et al., 2005; Song and
Xie, 2000; Zahra, 1996 )

• Innovation rate ( V�azquez et al., 2001 )
• New product novelty ( Im and Workman,

2004 )
• New To The World Products (Lukas and

Ferrell, 2000)
• Number of New Services (Mu and Di

Benedetto, 2011; Storey and Hughes,
2013)

• Radical innovation (Avlonitis, 2001;
Cheng and Krumwiede, 2012)

• Tech-based innovation ( Zhou et al., 2005 )
• Innovation Success (Baker and Sinkula

(1999a, 2009; Akman and Yilmaz, 2008)
• Innovation Performance (Pelham and

Wilson, 1996; Wang and Ahmed, 2004;
Zhou et al., 2008; Bharadwaj and Menon,
2000)

• New product performance ( Atuahene-
Gima and Ko, 2001 )

• New product program performance (
Narver and Slater, 1990; Griffin and Page,
1993; Calantone et al., 2003 )

• Product effectiveness ( Alegre and Chiva,
2013 )

(continued )
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or process with firm performance while disregarding innovation outcomes were omitted.
A total of 840 identified studies met the initial search criteria. Subsequently, a fundamental
post hoc exclusion criterionwas employed, pertaining to the reporting of observed correlation
coefficient matrices in the primary studies. Several studies were excluded due to either the
absence of reported correlation matrices or the provision of only partial correlation matrices,
an issue previously highlighted by Boyd et al. (2012) and Shook et al. (2004). Online Appendix
presents the outcomes of the inclusion process.

Coding process
A coding formwas developed including basic information from primary studies such as title,
authors, year, journal, operationalization of the variables and samples used in each study.
The coding process was developed by a single author, which guaranteed the same search
terms and inclusion criteria, following Landis’ (2013) and Sheng et al.’s (2016) suggestions.
The selection criteriamentioned abovewere implemented to accomplish appropriateness and
relevance to this research. Table 2 summarizes the definitions, operationalization and coding
scheme of variables used in the MA.

The final dataset consisted of 135 independent samples from 132 selected primary studies
with 289 unique effect sizes, meticulously chosen to directly alignwith the research objectives
surrounding strategic orientations, innovation and firm performance. This extensive dataset
is sourced from a wide range of academic journals and scholarly references in the fields of
marketing, entrepreneurship and management. This diversity enriches the research by
incorporating a multitude of perspectives and contextual insights, effectively mitigating the

Construct Definition and operationalization Coding scheme

Firm Performance Firm performance refers to “the economic outcomes
resulting from the interplay among an organization’s
attributes, actions and environment” (Combs et al., 2005,
p. 262) capturing the underlying manifestations of how
well a firm is effectively satisfying its stated goals
(Bergh et al., 2016; Combs et al., 2005). At a broad-level,
firm performance can be differentiated as operational
performance and organizational performance. The latter
relates to the firm as a whole, whereas the former is
associated with specific functional areas within the firm
– i.e. product-market performance – (Venkatraman and
Ramanujam, 1986; Combs et al., 2005; Katsikeas et al.,
2016)

• Profitability (Alegre and Chiva, 2013;
Baker and Sinkula, 2009)

• Financial performance Chen et al., (2012),
Cheng and Huizingh (2014), Cheng and
Krumwiede (2012)

• Firm performance (Ozkaya et al., 2015b;
Paladino, 2008; Zhou et al., 2005)

• Market effectiveness
• Economic performance (Lages et al., 2009)
• Organizational performance (Baker and

Sinkula, 1999a; Langerak et al., 2007)
• Business performance (Leal-Rodr�ıguez

and Albort-Morant, 2016; Alarc�on del
Amo et al., 2014)

• Sales growth (Sandvik and Sandvik,
2003)

Note(s): 1 Although commonly research on organizational learning has conceptualized LO in a process-view – knowledge

acquisition, information distribution and information interpretation and organizational memory – (Slater and Narver, 1995; Zhou

et al., 2005), LO is not operationalized as a process in this dissertation, but as a firm propensity to learn
2 Some cautions about this construct must be advised. Given that innovation is both a process and an outcome, the former clearly

precedes the latter and should be separated to avoid circular arguments (Crossan and Apaydin, 2010). In one hand, both

innovativeness and innovation are two closely related but different concepts (Woodside, 2005; Menguc, 2006). More specifically,

firm innovativeness is understood as the cultural organization’s inclination to engage in innovative behavior and captures the firm-

level orientation toward innovation (Hurley and Hult, 1998; Hult and Ketchen, 2001; Calantone et al., 2002; Rubera and Kirca, 2012).

It is important to note that innovativeness to some degree is similar to entrepreneurial orientation but it does not require new

market entry and it does not reflect an innovation output (Hult et al., 2004; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Liao et al., 2011). Innovation

outcomes are also different from innovation capacity (e.g. Hurley and Hult, 1998; Prajogo and Ahmed, 2006) or innovation

capability (e.g. Akman and Yilmaz, 2008). Ultimately, innovation is an ex post facto construct that reflect firm’s innovation

capacity/capability

Source(s): Authors’ own creationTable 2.
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risk of publication bias, as emphasized by Rothstein et al. (2006). Notably, the final dataset
boasts a substantial sample size, comprising 33,063 observations, which enhances the
statistical power for meaningful analysis and strengthens result reliability (see Online
Appendix).

Meta-analytic and structural equation modeling fitting procedure for path
analysis
The path analysis in this research employed a fitting procedure combining MA and SEM,
specifically utilizing a correlation-based random-effects model within the TSSEM
framework, as proposed by Cheung and Chan (2005).

In the first stage (Stage 1), a random-effects model was employed to perform a traditional
bivariate MA of correlation matrices. This stage aimed to consolidate and analyze the
correlation data from the primary studies.

The second stage (Stage 2) involved the fitting of structural equation models to the pooled
correlation matrix. This step aimed to assess whether the theoretical models were consistent
with the meta-analytic data or not.

To evaluate the fit of the models, widely accepted fit indices were employed. These fit
indices followed established criteria to determine the adequacy of a model’s fit.

By analyzing the direct and indirect effects of strategic orientations on firms’ performance, it
became feasible to ascertain themediating role of innovation. The significance of thesemediating

MO EO LO INNO PERF

r MO 1
CI95
k
N
I2

r EO 0.44 1
CI95 0.37: 0.52
k 30
N 9,541
I2 0.90
r LO 0.52 0.44 1
CI95 0.44: 0.61 0.36: 0.53
k 21 11
N 6,346 4,189
I2 0.89 0.80
R INNO 0.36 0.42 0.42 1
CI95 0.32: 0.39 0.38: 0.48 0.36: 0.48
k 99 53 35
N 25,390 14,181 10,025
I2 0.86 0.89 0.85
r PERF 0.33 0.34 0.37 0.38 1
CI95 0.28: 0.38 0.27: 0.40 0.30: 0.44 0.32: 0.44
k 38 18 17 38
N 10,081 4,507 4,712 9,805
I2 0.83 0.78 0.82 0.88

Source(s): Authors’ own creation derived from meta-SEM Rpackage outputs, TSSEM Stage 1 output. MO5
Market orientation; EO5 Entrepreneurial orientation; LO5 Learning orientation; INNO5 Innovation – as an
outcome; PERF: Firm performance. r5Observed correlations; k: Number of studies; N: Sample size; CI95: 95%
confidence interval. All correlations are significant (p < 0.01)
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Summary of TSSEM
Stage 2 results on the
analyzed models with
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effects was tested to determine whether they were null, full or partial. In cases where the direct
effects were found to lack statistical significance, the relationships were classified as fully
mediated. Conversely, when the direct effectswere statistically significant, the relationshipswere
considered at least partially mediated, following the approach outlined by Jak (2015).

Results
TSSEMStage 1 outcomes: pooled correlation matrix of meta-analytic bivariate correlations
Table 3 summarizes the traditional meta-analytic bivariate correlation matrix encompassing
the three strategic orientations (MO, EO and LO), innovation and performance. The table
includes estimates of average correlation coefficients or effect sizes, 95% confidence
intervals, the number of studies and sample sizes derived from TSSEM Stage 1.

The findings reveal statistically significant associations between the three strategic
orientations (MO, EO and LO), innovation and firm performance.

The assessment of the homogeneity of the correlation matrix yielded a Q statistic of
Q(279) 5 2154.08, with p < 0.01, indicating the rejection of the null hypothesis regarding the
homogeneity of correlation matrices. This suggests substantial between-study variation in
correlations. The I2 statistic, ranging from 0.81 to 0.92, further underscores this variability,
supporting the appropriateness of employing a random-effects approach over a fixed-
effects one.

TSSEM Stage 2 outcomes: path analysis
To provide a more comprehensive understanding of the relationships beyond bivariate
correlations, the results obtained from fitting the analyzed models, using the TSSEM Stage 2
are presented in Table 4. This table summarizes the overall model fit indices, coefficient
estimations for structural paths and their corresponding 95% confidence intervals.

The universalistic approach assumed that the relationship between strategic orientations
and firm performance is not mediated by innovation. This implies independent and parallel
direct effects of strategic orientations on firm performance (see Figure 1).

The findings reveal a direct and positive impact of each of the three independent strategic
orientations on firm performance. These direct effects are statistically significant and

MO

EO

LO

PERF

χ2
(3, 33063) = 365.81*** CFI: 0.4868 RMSEA: 0.0605 SRMR: 0.3307

0.33
(0.28: 0.38)

0.34
(0.27: 0.40)

0.37
(0.29: 0.44)

Source(s): Author’s own creation

Figure 4.
Universalistic

approach path model
with standardized

parameter estimates
(path coefficients) and

95% confidence
intervals
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collectively explain 34%of the variance in firmperformance.However, the assessedmodel does
not align well with the data, as indicated by the standard model fitness criteria (see Table 4).

The results of the χ2 test demonstrate that the fittedmodel, i.e. the universalistic approach,
inadequately explains the data (χ2 5 365.81, d.f.5 3, p < 0.001). The goodness-of-fit indices,
including a CFI of 0.4868, an RMSEA of 0.0605 and an SRMR of 0.3307, suggest that the
model does not adequately capture the complexity of the data. This suggests that the direct
effects of the three orientations on performancemay not be as robust as initially assumed and
there might be unaccounted factors influencing firm performance. Figure 4 illustrates the
path diagram.

In contrast, the holistic approach posited that the relationship betweenMO and LO aswell
as firm performance, is partially mediated by innovation and the link between EO and firm
performance is fully mediated by innovation. Additionally, this approach proposed joint and
complementary direct effects of strategic orientations on innovation, with innovation playing
a significant role as a partial mediator in the relationship (see Figure 5). The study estimated
direct effects of strategic orientations on firm performance and examined the mediating role
of innovation by considering both direct and indirect effects.

The results indicate statistically significant direct effects from MO and LO to firm
performance as well as from EO to innovation. However, the effect of EO on firms’
performance is fully mediated by innovation, signifying that the impact of MO and LO on
firm performance is partially mediated by innovation. Moreover, the indirect effects from
each orientation to firms’ performance are statistically significant. Figure 5 illustrates the
path diagram.

The TSSEM Stage 2 analysis results demonstrate a strong fit between the fitted model
(holistic approach) and the data, as evidenced by a χ2 value of 4.89 (d.f.5 3, p<0.001), a CFI of
0.9977, an RMSEA of 0.0109 and an SRMR of 0.0235. These findings indicate that the
proposed model is highly compatible with the data, affirming the consistency of the
relationships among the variables as previously proposed.

The holistic approach exhibits a superior fit to the data compared to the universalistic
approach. Furthermore, the study reveals a significant positive relationship between
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strategic orientations (MO and LO) and firm performance, with the strongest association
observed between learning orientation and firm performance (β5 0.37). Additionally, there is
a significant positive relationship between strategic orientations and innovation, with the
strongest association found between entrepreneurial orientation and innovation (β 5 0.28).
The results also demonstrate significant positive covariances among the strategic
orientations, indicating that these orientations are not mutually exclusive.

Furthermore, the analysis uncovers significant indirect effects from the strategic
orientations to firm performance, with the most pronounced indirect effect being between
entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance (β 5 0.07). The findings also confirm a
significant positive relationship between innovation and firm performance (β 5 0.25).

Overall, the conventional goodness-of-fit criteria suggest that the holistic approach is the
superior theoretical framework among those assessed. Thus, H1 is supported.

Robustness checks
To further examine the robustness of the results, a test was conducted using only half of the
total number of studies (66) randomly selected. The model for the robustness test was the
same as the one used in the holistic approach assessment (see Online Appendix). The
outcomes of the robustness test closely mirrored the results obtained from the assessment of
the holistic approach. Although someminor variations were observed in the path coefficients
and likelihood-based intervals, the overall conclusions remained consistent. These results
provide further confirmation of the robustness of the model specification.

Discussion and conclusion
The purpose of this study was to compare the universalistic approach and the holistic
approach in their ability to explain the complex relationships between strategic
orientations, innovation and firm performance. The findings of the study suggest that
the holistic approach is superior to the universalistic approach in its ability to link more
complex relationships, including the interrelatedness and complementarity of strategic
orientations.

The results of the study indicate that strategic orientations have both direct and indirect
effects on firm performance through innovation. Specifically, innovation has a full mediating
role in the relationship between EO and firm performance and a partial mediating role in the
relationship between MO and LO and firm performance. This highlights the importance of
innovation in creating and capturing value for a firm.

On the other hand, the universalistic approach was found to be inferior to the holistic
approach in explaining the relationships between strategic orientations and firm
performance. The universalistic approach suggests that strategic orientations have
independent and parallel effects on firm performance and that innovation does not
influence this relationship. This finding is significant, as it shows that the universalistic
approach is not sufficient to explain complex relationships.

Overall, the study contributes to the understanding of the relationships between strategic
orientations, innovation and firm performance. The findings suggest that the holistic
approach is more effective in explaining these relationships, as it accounts for the
interrelatedness and complementarity of strategic orientations and the mediating role of
innovation. These insights can inform strategic decision-making in organizations and
provide guidance for future research in this area.
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Theoretical implications
This paper makes a significant contribution to the literature by introducing a holistic
approach to understanding the relationship between strategic orientations, innovation and
firm performance. This approach considers the simultaneous direct and indirect effects of
joint interrelated strategic orientations on firm performance through innovation as a
mediator. The study found that the holistic approach is superior due to its power for linking
more complex relationships.

The findings also provide evidence that innovation plays a partial mediating role in the
relationship between MO and LO and firm performance and a full mediating role in the
relationship between EO and firm performance. This paper contributes to the literature by
introducing a more comprehensive theory modeling and testing approach to understanding
the relationship between strategic orientations, innovation and firm performance.

The results demonstrated that the universalistic approach, widely implemented in a large
body of literature, is not adequate for theory modeling and testing purposes to examine the
strategic orientations and firm performance relationship. Such relationship specified in this
extremely parsimonious approach reached the worst goodness of fit indices.

Linkingmarket orientation, entrepreneurial orientation and learning orientation with firm
performance is consistent with the RBT of the firm, which suggests that the internal
resources and capabilities of a firm can contribute to its competitive advantage and
ultimately, its performance (Barney, 1991). However, there are some reasons why the
relationship between strategic orientation and firm performance may not always include
innovation. As noted by some scholars, the relationship may be spurious, as there may be
other factors that influence both innovation and firm performance (Anderson, 2022;
Gonz�alez-Benito et al., 2015; Zaefarian et al., 2017). For instance, a firm that has a strong
marketing or operations function may also have a higher likelihood of being successful in
innovation. Additionally, the relationship between innovation and firm performance may
depend on other external factors, such as external pressures concerning environmental and
social issues (Alerasoul et al., 2022a, b). Therefore, while strategic orientations like market,
entrepreneurial and learning orientations are important for firms to achieve a competitive
advantage, the impact of innovation on firm performance may be influenced by a range of
internal and external factors beyond just strategic orientation.

Other reason is that innovation is a process that can take time to yield results, and it may
be difficult to accurately assess a firm’s level of innovation and its impact on performance.
Furthermore, firmsmay pursue different strategies with respect to innovation and there is no
guarantee that a firm’s innovation efforts will result in improved performance. Finally, it is
possible for a firm to perform well despite having a low level of innovation, and it is also
possible for a firm to perform poorly despite having a high level of innovation.

Nevertheless, within the universalistic approach, the effect of strategic orientation on firm
performance can only be considered as potential. Ketchen et al. (2007) stated that “strategic
resources only have potential value, and that realizing this potential requires alignment with
other important organizational elements” (p. 962). This potential nature of the effect of
strategic orientation on firm performance is also discussed by Doyle and Armenakyan (2014,
p. 196) and Hult et al. (2005, p. 1174) in the sense that it is not expected that the culture of an
organization shapes performance directly, since “customers do not purchase a firm’s goods
and services simply because the firm has a particular type of culture.” Zhou et al. (2005, p. 55)
remarked this argument as well, affirming that strategic orientation as culture-level values
and norms do not automatically lead to superior performance.

Conceiving strategic orientations as best practices prescriptions, raised in terms of
extreme parsimony in theorymodeling, can be detrimental andmay need to be abandoned for
the advancement of knowledge in the field. To disclose this main idea, Atuahene-Gima (2005,
p. 79) and Mu et al. (2017, p. 3) among others, pointed out the idea of orientation being
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universally beneficial is overly simplistic. In this line, Hakala (2011, p. 207) considers that
“universal ’truths’ are valuable, but incapable of explaining the whole range of situations.”

Introducing innovation as a mediator in the relationship between strategic orientations
and firm performance as in the holistic approach is reasonable. By acknowledging that
innovation is a key driver of firm performance, and that strategic orientations can influence
innovation, this approach allows for a more comprehensive understanding of how these
variables are interrelated. As Rubera and Kirca (2012, p. 135) note, “in the end, it is a specific
product or service introduction that generates revenues and not the firm’s general
commitment to innovation.” In this sense, innovation acts as a mediator that capitalizes on a
positional advantage based on innovative offerings or superior services, which in turn, allows
firms to enjoy superior performance (Hult and Ketchen, 2001).

This approach provides a more nuanced understanding of the intricate relationship
between these variables. It highlights the significance of not only having a strong strategic
orientation but also utilizing innovation as ameans to capitalize on positional advantages and
achieve superior performance.

The results are consistent with the notion thatMOand LO are important factors in driving
superior performance, both directly and indirectly through innovation. The findings also
suggest that innovation serves as a partial mediator between the relationship of MO and LO
with firm performance, highlighting the critical role of innovation in this relationship.
Moreover, the study found that innovation plays a full mediating role in the relationship
between EO and firm performance, highlighting the importance of EO in promoting
innovation and its subsequent impact on firm performance.

In the context of MO, a firm’s focus on understanding and meeting the needs of its
customers can enable it to develop superior customer knowledge and create value for
customers, which can result in improved firm performance (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993;
Rokkan, 2022). Similarly, in the context of LO, a firm’s focus on continuous learning and
knowledge acquisition can enable it to develop valuable and unique resources that contribute
to its competitive advantage and improved performance (Baker et al., 2022; Sinkula
et al., 1997).

The significant positive relationship between strategic orientations and innovation is also
consistent with the RBT and the FMA frameworks. In these frameworks, the innovation is
recognized as a valuable resource capable of enhancing a firm’s competitive advantage and
overall performance, as highlighted by Arunachalam et al., (2018). The finding of the
strongest relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and innovation is consistent with
prior research, which has suggested that firms that are entrepreneurial in nature tend to be
more innovative (Covin and Slevin, 1991; Covin and Wales, 2019).

Furthermore, the significant positive covariances observed among the strategic
orientations imply that these orientations are not mutually exclusive. This suggests that
firms have the capacity to pursuemultiple strategic orientations concurrently in their pursuit
of superior performance. This finding is consistent with previous research that has suggested
that a combination of strategic orientations may enable firms to achieve a FMA, which can
lead to sustained competitive advantage and improved performance in an entire innovation
pathway, as suggested by Arunachalam et al. (2018).

Overall, while MO and LOmay help conceive superior products, processes and ideas, it is
likely that EO provides the stimulus for driving such activities, as noted by Hult et al. (2004).
Therefore, their impact on firm performance is more operative through successful
introduction of products and services into markets simultaneously with the effect of
achieving customer satisfaction and in-depth generative learning from external environment.
In this sense, it is feasible that innovations addressing the needs of new and emerging
markets and the development of new products and services could fully capture the effect of
EO on firm performance. FMA rationale is more notorious in this chain-of-effects.
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The findings of this paper have also important implications for theoretical debates. It
provides evidence for the holistic approach to understanding the relationship between
strategic orientations, innovation and firm performance. This approach is more
comprehensive than the universalistic approach and allows firms to gain a better
understanding of how their strategies and resources can be used to create and capture value.

Managerial implications
The results of this study have significant implications for firms in terms of understanding
how strategic orientations and innovation interact to create superior performance. The study
shows that combining different strategic orientations and leveraging innovation is critical for
gaining a competitive advantage, creating value for customers and improving performance.
Therefore, managers must understand the benefits of each orientation and how they can be
synergized within the organization (Gnizy et al., 2014, p. 496). Additionally, managers should
be able to create a strong impetus for each orientation in order to produce high-performing
innovations (Gatignon et al., 2016).

It is crucial for managers to actively prioritize and focus on certain areas to enhance their
firm’s competitive advantage. Specifically, managers should place emphasis on aspects such
as improving customer satisfaction, continuously learning from the external environment
and actively seeking out and pursuing new market opportunities. By doing so, firms can
better align their strategic orientation with the resources they possess (as per the RBV) and
the attractiveness of the markets they operate in (as per FMA), thereby increasing their
chances of success and superior performance. It is important to note that this process should
not be left to chance and proactive management is necessary for sustained competitive
advantage.

For example, by focusing on customer satisfaction, a manager can ensure that the
organization ismeeting the needs of its customers and that its products and services are of the
highest quality. Furthermore, by learning from the external environment, amanager can gain
insights into the latest industry trends and technologies, which can help the organization to
stay ahead of the competition. Finally, by pursuing newmarket opportunities, a manager can
help the organization expand its reach into new markets and grow its business.

This can be accomplished by identifying new market segments that are attractive to the
organization, developing products and services that meet the needs of these new market
segments and deploying an effectivemarketing strategy to reach these consumers. In order to
identify new market opportunities, a manager must first understand the external
environment and the trends that are shaping it. By staying ahead of the competition, an
organization can gain a competitive advantage and improve its chances of success in the
marketplace.

Limitations and future research directions
Meta-analytic path analysis is considered a powerful and in-depth basis for quantitative
synthesis of research findings (Bergh et al., 2016). However, certain aspects of the results
presented in this research should be interpreted with caution. For example, the reported
results do not provide direct and unequivocal evidence regarding causality because no
primary research studies were set in experimental designs. The term “effect” is used only as a
matter of convenience (Aguinis et al., 2017). The nature of the meta-analytic path analysis
does not allow for strict inference of causal relationships. The analysis only provides high-
level assessment for the theory testing and for retaining a structure that empirically fits the
cumulated data well.
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It is necessary to acknowledge the possible threat of endogeneity on the reported results.
However, as this study conducted a meta-analytic path analysis on observed variables, not
latent, the sources and threat of endogeneity is significantly lower (Cheung, 2015a, b). Also,
dependent effect sizes problemwas treated by selecting one ofmultiple effect sizes based on a
priori decision rule related to the theoretical background, as suggested by Hunter and
Schmidt (2004).

It is important to note that several studies were excluded from the analysis because they
did not report the estimates of the correlations between the constructs being analyzed.
Additionally, several primary studies connected innovation as a capability with firm
performance but did not consider innovation outcomes. For these reasons, the scope of the
final sample was reduced, which in turn, resulted in fewer enriched findings.

The study did not include in-depth examinations of the constructs involved in the primary
studies. Thiswas due to the “apples and oranges” problem, which is inherent inmeta-analysis
(Card, 2012). However, because the analyses were based on the higher-level concept of
strategic orientation, it was considered appropriate to average aggregate diverse levels of
analysis. This improved the generalizability of the conclusions.

Future meta-analytic path analysis research efforts may include the implementation of a
priori contextual moderators, such as firm size and industry type, by assuming a contingency
approach. Random-effects subgroup analysis may be used to handle heterogeneity among
primary studies in order to improve understanding of strategic orientations.

References

Abdullah saeed, A.A. and Aimin, W. (2015), “Market orientation impact on radical and incremental
marketing innovation: a study of Saudi Arabia hospital marketing efforts”, International
journal of management science and business administration, Vol. 1 No. 6, pp. 101-117, doi: 10.
18775/ijied.1849-7551-7020.2015.11.2002.

Agarwal, S., Erramilli, M.K. and Dev, C.S. (2003), “Market orientation and performance in service
firms: role of innovation”, Journal of Services Marketing, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 68-82, doi: 10.1108/
08876040310461282.

Aguinis, H., Edwards, J.R. and Bradley, K.J. (2017), “Improving our understanding of moderation and
mediation in strategic management research”, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 20 No. 4,
pp. 665-685, doi: 10.1177/1094428115627498.

Akman, G. and Yilmaz, C. (2008), “Innovative capability, innovation strategy and market orientation:
an empirical analysis in Turkish software industry”, International Journal of Innovation
Management, Vol. 12 No. 01, pp. 69-111, doi: 10.1142/S1363919608001923.

Al Mamun, A., Hayat, N., Fazal, S.A., Salameh, A.A., Zainol, N.R. and Makhbul, Z.K.M. (2022),
“The mediating effect of innovation in between strategic orientation and enterprise
performance: evidence from Malaysian manufacturing small-to-medium-sized enterprises”,
Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 13, p. 887895, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.887895.

Alarc�on del Amo, M.del C., G�omez, J.E., Llonch, J. and Rialp, J. (2014), “Strategic orientation and new
venture performance in the hospitality industry”, International Journal of Business
Environment, Vol. 6 No. 3, p. 266, doi: 10.1504/IJBE.2014.063771.

Alegre, J. and Chiva, R. (2013), “Linking entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance: the role of
organizational learning capability and innovation performance”, Journal of Small Business
Management, Vol. 51 No. 4, pp. 491-507, doi: 10.1111/jsbm.12005.

Alerasoul, S.A., Afeltra, G., Bouncken, R.B. and Hakala, H. (2022a), “The synergistic impact of market
and technology orientations on sustainable innovation performance: evidence from
manufacturing firms”, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research,
Vol. 28 No. 6, pp. 1556-1580, doi: 10.1108/IJEBR-10-2021-0799.

Orientations,
innovation and

firm
performance

https://doi.org/10.18775/ijied.1849-7551-7020.2015.11.2002
https://doi.org/10.18775/ijied.1849-7551-7020.2015.11.2002
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040310461282
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040310461282
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115627498
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919608001923
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.887895
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBE.2014.063771
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12005
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-10-2021-0799


Alerasoul, S.A., Afeltra, G., Hakala, H., Minelli, E. and Strozzi, F. (2022b), “Organisational learning,
learning organisation, and learning orientation: an integrative review and framework”, Human
Resource Management Review, Vol. 32 No. 3, 100854, doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100854.

Anderson, B.S. (2022), “Endogeneity in strategic entrepreneurship research”, in Research Handbook on
Strategic Entrepreneurship, Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 233-263, doi: 10.4337/
9781789904444.00015.

Anderson, B.S., Schueler, J., Baum, M., Wales, W.J. and Gupta, V.K. (2022), “The chicken or the egg?
Causal inference in entrepreneurial orientation–performance research”, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, Vol. 46 No. 6, pp. 1569-1596, doi: 10.1177/1042258720976368.

Arunachalam, S., Ramaswami, S.N., Herrmann, P. and Walker, D. (2018), “Innovation pathway to
profitability: the role of entrepreneurial orientation and marketing capabilities”, Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 46 No. 4, pp. 744-766, doi: 10.1007/s11747-017-0574-1.

Atuahene-Gima, K. (2005), “Resolving the capability—rigidity paradox in new product innovation”,
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 69 No. 4, pp. 61-83, doi: 10.1509/jmkg.2005.69.4.61.

Atuahene-Gima, K. and Ko, A. (2001), “An empirical investigation of the effect of market orientation
and entrepreneurship orientation alignment on product innovation”, Organization Science,
Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 54-74, doi: 10.1287/orsc.12.1.54.10121.

Atuahene-Gima, K., Slater, S.F. and Olson, E.M. (2005), “The contingent value of responsive and
proactive market orientations for new product program performance”, Journal of Product
Innovation Management, Vol. 22 No. 6, pp. 464-482, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2005.00144.x.

Avlonitis, G., Papastathopoulou, P.G. and Gounaris, S.P. (2001), “An empirically-based typology of
product innovativeness for new financial services: success and failure scenarios”, Journal of
Product Innovation Management, Vol. 18 No. 5, pp. 324-342, doi: 10.1016/S0737-6782(01)
00102-3.

Baker, W.E. and Sinkula, J.M. (1999a), “Learning orientation, market orientation, and innovation:
integrating and extending models of organizational performance”, Journal of Marketing
Management, Vol. 4, pp. 295-308, doi: 10.1023/A:1009830402395.

Baker, W.E. and Sinkula, J.M. (1999b), “The synergistic effect of market orientation and learning
orientation on organizational performance”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 411-427, doi: 10.1177/0092070399274002.

Baker, W.E. and Sinkula, J.M. (2005), “Market orientation and the new product paradox”, Journal of
Product Innovation Management, Vol. 22 No. 6, pp. 483-502, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2005.00145.x.

Baker, W.E. and Sinkula, J.M. (2009), “The complementary effects of market orientation and
entrepreneurial orientation on profitability in small businesses”, Journal of Small Business
Management, Vol. 47 No. 4, pp. 443-464, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-627X.2009.00278.x.

Baker, W.E., Mukherjee, D. and Gattermann Perin, M. (2022), “Learning orientation and competitive
advantage: a critical synthesis and future directions”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 144,
pp. 863-873, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.02.003.

Bamfo, B.A. and Kraa, J.J. (2019), “Market orientation and performance of small and medium
enterprises in Ghana: the mediating role of innovation”, Cogent Business and Management,
Vol. 6, pp. 1-16, doi: 10.1080/23311975.2019.1605703.

Barney, J. (1991), “Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage”, Journal of Management,
Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 99-120, doi: 10.1177/014920639101700108.

Bell, S.J., Whitwell, G.J. and Lukas, B.A. (2002), “Schools of thought in organizational learning”, Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 70-86, doi: 10.1177/03079459994335.

Bergh, D.D., Aguinis, H., Heavey, C., Ketchen, D.J., Boyd, B.K., Su, P., Lau, C.L.L. and Joo, H. (2016), “Using
meta-analytic structural equation modeling to advance strategic management research: guidelines
and an empirical illustration via the strategic leadership-performance relationship”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 37 No. 3, pp. 477-497, doi: 10.1002/smj.2338.

IJEBR

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100854
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789904444.00015
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789904444.00015
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258720976368
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0574-1
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.2005.69.4.61
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.1.54.10121
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2005.00144.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0737-6782(01)00102-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0737-6782(01)00102-3
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009830402395
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070399274002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2005.00145.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2009.00278.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2019.1605703
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1177/03079459994335
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2338


Bharadwaj, S. and Menon, A. (2000), “Making innovation happen in organizations: individual
creativity mechanisms, organizational creativity mechanisms or both?”, Journal of Product
Innovation Management, Vol. 17 No. 6, pp. 424-434, doi: 10.1111/1540-5885.1760424.

Bowen, F.E., Rostami, M. and Steel, P. (2010), “Timing is everything: a meta-analysis of the
relationships between organizational performance and innovation”, Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 63 No. 11, pp. 1179-1185, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.10.014.

Boyd, B.K., Haynes, K.T., Hitt, M.A., Bergh, D.D. and Ketchen, D.J. (2012), “Contingency hypotheses in
strategic management research: use, disuse, or misuse?”, Journal of Management, Vol. 38 No. 1,
pp. 278-313, doi: 10.1177/0149206311418662.

Cadogan, J.W. (2012), “International marketing, strategic orientations and business success”,
International Marketing Review, Vol. 29 No. 4, pp. 340-348, doi: 10.1108/02651331211242656.

Calantone, R.J., Cavusgil, S.T. and Zhao, Y. (2002), “Learning orientation, firm innovation capability,
and firm performance”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 515-524, doi: 10.
1016/S0019-8501(01)00203-6.

Calantone, R., Garcia, R. and Dr€ooge, C. (2003), “The effects of environmental turbulence on new
product development strategy planning”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 20
No. 2, pp. 90-103, doi: 10.1111/1540-5885.2002003.

Calantone, R.J., Harmancioglu, N. and Droge, C. (2010), “Inconclusive innovation “returns”: a meta-
analysis of research on innovation in new product development”, Journal of Product Innovation
Management, Vol. 27 No. 7, pp. 1065-1081, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00771.x.

Cambra-Fierro, J.J., Hart, S., Polo-Redondo, Y. and Fuster-Mur, A. (2012), “Market and learning
orientation in times of turbulence: relevance questioned? An analysis using a multi-case study”,
Quality and Quantity, Vol. 46 No. 3, pp. 855-871, doi: 10.1007/s11135-011-9429-x.

Card, N.A. (2012), Applied Meta-Analysis for Social Science, Australian & New Zealand Journal of
Statistics, Guilford Publications, New York, NY.

Chandy, R.K. and Tellis, G.J. (1998), “Organizing for radical product innovation: the overlooked role of
willingness to cannibalize”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 35 No. 4, p. 474, doi: 10.2307/3152166.

Chang, W., Franke, G.R., Butler, T.D., Musgrove, C.F. and Ellinger, A.E. (2014), “Differential mediating
effects of radical and incremental innovation on market orientation-performance relationship:
a meta-analysis”, Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 235-250, doi: 10.
2753/MTP1069-6679220301.

Chen, Y.C., Li, P.C. and Evans, K.R. (2012), “Effects of interaction and entrepreneurial orientation on
organizational performance: insights into market driven and market driving”, Industrial
Marketing Management, Vol. 41 No. 6, pp. 1019-1034, doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.01.017.

Chen, Y., Tang, G., Jin, J., Xie, Q. and Li, J. (2014), “CEOs’ transformational leadership and product
innovation performance: the roles of corporate entrepreneurship and technology orientation”,
Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 31 No. S1, pp. 2-17, doi: 10.1111/jpim.12188.

Cheng, C.C.J. and Huizingh, E.K.R.E. (2014), “When is open innovation beneficial? The role of strategic
orientation”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 1235-1253, doi: 10.
1111/jpim.12148.

Cheng, C.C. and Krumwiede, D. (2012), “The role of service innovation in the market orientation – new
service performance linkage”, Technovation, Vol. 32 Nos 7-8, pp. 487-497, doi: 10.1016/j.
technovation.2012.03.006.

Cheung, M. W.-L. (2015a), Meta-Analysis: A Structural Equation Modeling Approach, John Wiley &
Sons, Chichester, doi: 10.1002/9781118957813.

Cheung, M. W.-L. (2015b), “metaSEM: an R package for meta-analysis using structural equation
modeling”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 5, pp. 1-7, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01521.

Cheung, M.W.-L. (2019), “Some reflections on combining meta-analysis and structural equation
modeling”, Research Synthesis Methods, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 15-22, doi: 10.1002/jrsm.1321.

Orientations,
innovation and

firm
performance

https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5885.1760424
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.10.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311418662
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651331211242656
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00203-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00203-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5885.2002003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00771.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9429-x
https://doi.org/10.2307/3152166
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679220301
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679220301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.01.017
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12188
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12148
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12148
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118957813
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01521
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1321


Cheung, M.W.-L. and Chan, W. (2005), “Meta-analytic structural equation modeling: a two-stage
approach”, Psychological Methods, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 40-64, doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.10.1.40, supp
(Supplemental).

Combs, J.G., Crook, T.R. and Shook, C.L. (2005), “The dimensionality of organizational performance
and its implications for strategic management research”, Research Methodology in Strategy and
Management, Vol. 2, pp. 259-286, doi: 10.1016/S1479-8387(05)02011-4.

Covin, J.G. and Slevin, D.P. (1989), “Strategic management of small firms in hostile and benign
environments”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 75-87, doi: 10.1002/smj.4250100107.

Covin, J.G. and Slevin, D.P. (1991), “A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behavior”,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 7-26, doi: 10.1177/104225879101600102.

Covin, J.G. and Wales, W.J. (2012), “The measurement of entrepreneurial orientation”,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 36 No. 4, pp. 677-702, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.
2010.00432.x.

Covin, J.G. and Wales, W.J. (2019), “Crafting high-impact entrepreneurial orientation research: some
suggested guidelines”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 3-18, doi: 10.
1177/1042258718773181.

Crook, T.R., Ketchen, D.J., Combs, J.G. and Todd, S.Y. (2008), “Strategic resources and performance:
a meta-analysis”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 29 No. 11, pp. 1141-1154, doi: 10.1002/
smj.703.

Crossan, M.M. and Apaydin, M. (2010), “A multi-dimensional framework of organizational innovation:
a systematic review of the literature”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 47 No. 6,
pp. 1154-1191, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00880.x.

Damanpour, F. (1991), “Organizational innovation: a meta-analysis of effects of determinats and
moderators”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 555-590, doi: 10.2307/256406.

Damanpour, F., Walker, R.M. and Avellaneda, C.N. (2009), “Combinative effects of innovation types
and organizational Performance: a longitudinal study of service organizations”, Journal of
Management Studies, Vol. 46 No. 4, pp. 650-675, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00814.x.

de Jong, J., Kemp, J., Folkeringa, M. and Wubben (2003), “Innovation and firm performance, no
H200207, scales research reports”, EIM Business and Policy Research, available at: https://
EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:eim:papers:h200207

Deshpand�e, R. and Farley, J.U. (1998), “Measuring market orientation: generalization and synthesis”,
Journal of market-focused management, Vol. 2 No. 3, pp. 213-232, doi: 10.1023/A:1009719615327.

Deshpande, R. and Webster, F.E. (1989), “Organizational culture and marketing: defining the research
agenda”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 53 No. 1, pp. 3-15, doi: 10.2307/1251521.

Deshpand�e, R., Grinstein, A. and Ofek, E. (2012), “Strategic orientations in a competitive context:
the role of strategic orientation differentiation”, Marketing Letters, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 629-643,
doi: 10.1007/s11002-012-9167-4.

Deutscher, F., Zapkau, F.B., Schwens, C., Baum, M. and Kabst, R. (2016), “Strategic orientations and
performance: a configurational perspective”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 69 No. 2,
pp. 849-861, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.07.005.

Doyle, J.D. and Armenakyan, A. (2014), “Value-creating mechanisms within the market orientation–
performance relationship: a meta-analysis”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol. 22 No. 3,
pp. 193-205, doi: 10.1080/0965254X.2013.876073.

Ellis, P.D. (2006), “Market orientation and performance: a meta-analysis and cross-national
comparisons”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 43 No. 5, pp. 1089-1107, doi: 10.1111/j.
1467-6486.2006.00630.x.

Evanschitzky, H., Eisend, M., Calantone, R.J. and Jiang, Y. (2012), “Success factors of product
innovation: an updated meta-analysis”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 29
No. S1, pp. 21-37, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00964.x.

IJEBR

https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.10.1.40
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1479-8387(05)02011-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879101600102
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00432.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00432.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718773181
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718773181
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.703
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.703
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00880.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/256406
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00814.x
https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:eim:papers:h200207
https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:eim:papers:h200207
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009719615327
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251521
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-012-9167-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2013.876073
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00630.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00630.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00964.x


Fang, S.-R., Chang, E., Ou, C.-C. and Chou, C.-H. (2014), “Internal market orientation, market
capabilities and learning orientation”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 48 Nos 1/2,
pp. 170-192, doi: 10.1108/EJM-06-2010-0353.

Farrell, M.A. (2000), “Developing a market-oriented learning organisation”, Australian Journal of
Management, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 201-222, doi: 10.1177/031289620002500205.

Farrell, M.A., Oczkowski, E. and Kharabsheh, R. (2008), “Market orientation, learning orientation and
organisational performance in international joint ventures”, Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing
and Logistics, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 289-308, doi: 10.1108/13555850810890066.

Finney, R.Z., Lueg, J.E. and Campbell, N.D. (2008), “Market pioneers, late movers, and the resource-
based view (RBV): a conceptual model”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 61 No. 9, pp. 925-932,
doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.09.023.

Garcia, R. and Calantone, R. (2002), “A critical look at technological innovation typology and
innovativeness terminology: a literature review”, Journal of Product Innovation Management,
Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 110-132, doi: 10.1016/S0737-6782(01)00132-1.

Gatignon, H. and Xuereb, J.-M. (1997), “Strategic orientation of the firm and new product
performance”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 77-90, 14p. 2 Diagrams,
doi: 10.2307/3152066.

Gatignon, H., Gotteland, D. and Haon, C. (2016), “Strategic and market orientations”, in Making Innovation
Last, Palgrave Macmillan UK, London, Vol. 1, pp. 97-152, doi: 10.1007/978-1-137-56098-8_4.

Geroski, P.A. (1995), “Innovation and competitive advantage”, OECD Economics Department Working
Papers, Vol. 60, doi: 10.1787/344434438114.

Gnizy, I., Baker, W. and Grinstein, A. (2014), “Proactive learning culture: a dynamic capability and key
success factor for SMEs entering foreign markets”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 31
No. 5, pp. 477-505, doi: 10.1108/IMR-10-2013-0246.

Gonz�alez-Benito, �O. and Gonz�alez-Benito, J. (2005), “Cultural vs operational market orientation and
objective vs subjective performance: perspective of production and operations”, Industrial
Marketing Management, Vol. 34 No. 8, pp. 797-829, doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.01.002.

Gonz�alez-Benito, �O., Mu~noz-Gallego, P.A. and Garc�ıa-Zamora, E. (2015), “Entrepreneurship and
market orientation as determinants of innovation: the role of business size”, International
Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 19 No. 04, 1550035, doi: 10.1142/S1363919615500358.

Gounaris, S.P. (2006), “Internal-market orientation and its measurement”, Journal of Business Research,
Vol. 59 No. 4, pp. 432-448, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2005.10.003.

Grewal, D., Puccinelli, N. and Monroe, K.B. (2018), “Meta-analysis: integrating accumulated
knowledge”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 9-30, doi: 10.
1007/s11747-017-0570-5.

Griffin, A. and Page, A.L. (1993), “An interim report on measuring product development success and
failure”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 291-308, doi: 10.1111/
1540-5885.1040291.

Grinstein, A. (2008), “The relationships between market orientation and alternative strategic
orientations: a meta-analysis”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 42 Nos 1/2, pp. 115-134,
doi: 10.1108/03090560810840934.

Gupta, V.K., Atav, G. and Dutta, D.K. (2017), “Market orientation research: a qualitative synthesis and
future research agenda”, Review of Managerial Science, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 649-670, doi: 10.1007/
s11846-017-0262-z.

Hakala, H. (2011), “Strategic orientations in management literature: three approaches to
understanding the interaction between market, technology, entrepreneurial and learning
orientations”, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 199-217, doi: 10.
1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00292.x.

Han, J.K., Kim, N. and Srivastava, R.K. (1998), “Market orientation and organizational performance: is
innovation a missing link?”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 62 No. 4, pp. 30-45, doi: 10.2307/1252285.

Orientations,
innovation and

firm
performance

https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-06-2010-0353
https://doi.org/10.1177/031289620002500205
https://doi.org/10.1108/13555850810890066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0737-6782(01)00132-1
https://doi.org/10.2307/3152066
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-56098-8_4
https://doi.org/10.1787/344434438114
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-10-2013-0246
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919615500358
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2005.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0570-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0570-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5885.1040291
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5885.1040291
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810840934
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017-0262-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017-0262-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00292.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00292.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1252285


Harzing, A.W. and Alakangas, S. (2016), “Google scholar, Scopus and the Web of science:
a longitudinal and cross-disciplinary comparison”, Scientometrics, Vol. 106 No. 2, pp. 787-804,
doi: 10.1007/s11192-015-1798-9.

Henard, D.H. and Szymanski, D.M. (2001), “Why some new products are more successful than others”,
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 38 No. 3, pp. 362-375, doi: 10.1509/jmkr.38.3.362.18861.

Hong, J., Song, T.H. and Yoo, S. (2013), “Paths to success: how do market orientation and
entrepreneurship orientation produce new product success”, Journal of Product Innovation
Management, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 44-55, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00985.x.

Ho, J., Plewa, C. and Lu, V.N. (2015), “Examining strategic orientation complementarity using multiple
regression analysis and fuzzy set QCA”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 69 No. 6, pp. 2199-
2205, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.030.

Hong, R.Y., Riskind, J.H., Cheung, M.W.L., Calvete, E., Gonz�alez-D�ıez, Z., Atalay, A.A., Curzik, D., Jokic-
Begic, N., del Palacio-Gonzalez, A., Mihi�c, L., Samac, N., Sica, C., Sugiura, Y., Khatri, S. and
Kleiman, E.M. (2017), “The Looming Maladaptive Style Questionnaire: measurement invariance
and relations to anxiety and depression across 10 countries”, Journal of Anxiety Disorders,
Vol. 49, pp. 1-11, doi: 10.1016/j.janxdis.2017.03.004.

Hult, G.T.M. and Ketchen, D.J. (2001), “Does market orientation matter?: a test of the relationship
between positional advantage and performance”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 22 No. 9,
pp. 899-906, doi: 10.1002/smj.197.

Hult, G.T.M., Hurley, R.F. and Knight, G.A. (2004), “Innovativeness: its antecedents and impact on
business performance”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 33 No. 5, pp. 429-438, doi: 10.
1016/j.indmarman.2003.08.015.

Hult, G.T.M., Ketchen, D.J. and Slater, S.F. (2005), “Market orientation and performance: an integration
of disparate approaches”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 26 No. 12, pp. 1173-1181, doi: 10.
1002/smj.494.

Hunter, J. and Schmidt, F. (2004), Methods of Meta-Analysis, SAGE Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA,
p. 2455, doi: 10.4135/9781412985031.

Hurley, R.F. and Hult, G.T.M. (1998), “Innovation, market orientation, and organizational learning: an
integration and empirical examination”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 62 No. 3, p. 42, doi: 10.2307/
1251742.

Im, S. and Workman, J.P. (2004), “Market orientation, creativity, and new product performance in
high-technology firms”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 68 No. 2, pp. 114-132, doi: 10.1509/jmkg.68.2.
114.27788.

_Ipek, _I., Bıçakcıo�glu-Peynirci, N. and Hizarcı, A.K. (2023), “A meta-analytic synthesis of how market and
entrepreneurial orientation contribute to export performance: do home country institutions matter?”,
Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 108, pp. 1-22, doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.11.001.

Jak, S. (2015), Meta-Analytic Structural Equation Modelling, SpringerBriefs in Research Synthesis and
Meta-Analysis, Springer International Publishing, Cham, doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-27174-3.

Jaworski, B.J. and Kohli, A.K. (1993), “Market orientation: antecedents and consequences”, Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 57 No. 3, pp. 53-70, doi: 10.2307/1251854.

Jim�enez-Jimenez, D., Sanz Valle, R. and Hernandez-Espallardo, M. (2008), “Fostering innovation”,
European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 11 No. 3, pp. 389-412, doi: 10.1108/
14601060810889026.

Katsikeas, C.S., Morgan, N.A., Leonidou, L.C. and Hult, G.T.M. (2016), “Assessing performance
outcomes in marketing”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 80 No. 2, pp. 1-20, doi: 10.1509/jm.
15.0287.

Keskin, H. (2006), “Market orientation, learning orientation, and innovation capabilities in SMEs”,
European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 9 No. 4, pp. 396-417, doi: 10.1108/
14601060610707849.

IJEBR

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1798-9
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.38.3.362.18861
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00985.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2017.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.197
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.494
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.494
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412985031
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251742
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251742
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.2.114.27788
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.2.114.27788
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-27174-3
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251854
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810889026
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810889026
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0287
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0287
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060610707849
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060610707849


Ketchen, D.J., Hult, G.T.M. and Slater, S.F. (2007), “Toward greater understanding of market
orientation and the resource-based view”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 28 No. 9,
pp. 961-964, doi: 10.1002/smj.620.

Kirca, A.H., Jayachandran, S. and Bearden, W.O. (2005), “Market orientation: a meta-analytic review
and assessment of its antecedents and impact on performance”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 69
No. 2, pp. 24-41, doi: 10.1509/jmkg.69.2.24.60761.

Kocak, A., Carsrud, A. and Oflazoglu, S. (2017), “Market, entrepreneurial, and technology orientations:
impact on innovation and firm performance”, Management Decision, Vol. 55 No. 2, pp. 248-270,
doi: 10.1108/MD-04-2015-0146.

Kock, A. (2007), “Innovativeness and Innovation Success - A Meta-Analysis, Publications of
Darmstadt Technical University, Institute for Business Studies (BWL), Darmstadt Technical
University, Department of Business Administration, Economics and Law, Institute for Business
Studies (BWL)”, available at: https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:dar:wpaper:63287

Kohli, A.K. and Jaworski, B.J. (1990), “Market orientation: the construct, research propositions, and
managerial implications”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54 No. 2, pp. 1-18, doi: 10.2307/1251866.

Kohli, A.K., Jaworski, B.J. and Kumar, A. (1993), “Markor: a measure of market orientation”, Journal of
Marketing Research, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 467-477, doi: 10.1177/002224379303000406.

Kozlenkova, I.V., Samaha, S.A. and Palmatier, R.W. (2014), “Resource-based theory in marketing”,
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 42, pp. 1-21, doi: 10.1007/s11747-013-
0336-7.

Kraft, P.S. and Bausch, A. (2016), “How do transformational leaders promote exploratory and
exploitative innovation? Examining the black box through MASEM”, Journal of Product
Innovation Management, Vol. 33 No. 6, pp. 687-707, doi: 10.1111/jpim.12335.

Kumar, V., Jones, E., Venkatesan, R. and 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, doi: 10.1509/jmkg.75.1.16.

Lages, L.F., Silva, G. and Styles, C. (2009), “Relationship capabilities, quality, and innovation as
determinants of export performance”, Journal of International Marketing, Vol. 17 No. 4,
pp. 47-70, doi: 10.1509/jimk.17.4.47.

Landis, R.S. (2013), “Successfully combining meta-analysis and structural equation modeling:
recommendations and strategies”, Journal of Business and Psychology, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 251-261,
doi: 10.1007/s10869-013-9285-x.

Langerak, F. (2003), “The effect of market orientation on positional advantage and organizational
performance”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 93-115, doi: 10.1080/
0965254032000102957.

Langerak, F., Hultink, E.J. and Robben, H. (2007), “The mediating role of new product development in
the link between market orientation and organizational performance”, Journal of Strategic
Marketing, Vol. 15 No. 4, pp. 281-305, doi: 10.1080/09652540701525948.

Leal-Rodr�ıguez, A.L. and Albort-Morant, G. (2016), “Linking market orientation, innovation and
performance: an empirical study on small industrial enterprises in Spain”, Journal of Small
Business Strategy, Vol. 26, pp. 1689-1699, doi: 10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004.

Ledwith, A. and O’Dwyer, M. (2009), “Market orientation, NPD performance, and organizational
performance in small firms”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 26 No. 6,
pp. 652-661, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00690.x.

Leenders, M.A.A.M., Farrell, M.A. and van der Wurff, R. (2016), “Market or society? Dual orientations
and the impact on innovativeness in media organizations”, Journal of Strategic Marketing,
Vol. 4488 Nos 5-6, pp. 1-15, doi: 10.1080/0965254X.2016.1149209.

Li, Y., Zhao, Y., Tan, J. and Liu, Y. (2008), “Moderating effects of entrepreneurial orientation on market
orientation-performance linkage: evidence from Chinese small firms”, Journal of Small Business
Management, Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 113-133, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-627X.2007.00235.x.

Orientations,
innovation and

firm
performance

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.620
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.69.2.24.60761
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-04-2015-0146
https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:eim:papers:h200207
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251866
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224379303000406
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-013-0336-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-013-0336-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12335
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.75.1.16
https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.17.4.47
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9285-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254032000102957
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254032000102957
https://doi.org/10.1080/09652540701525948
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00690.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2016.1149209
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2007.00235.x


Liao, S.H., Chang, W.J., Wu, C.C. and Katrichis, J.M. (2011), “A survey of market orientation research
(1995-2008)”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 40 No. 2, pp. 301-310, doi: 10.1016/j.
indmarman.2010.09.003.

Liu, S.S., Luo, X. and Shi, Y.Z. (2002), “Integrating customer orientation, corporate entrepreneurship,
and learning orientation in organizations-in-transition: an empirical study”, International
Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 19 No. 4, pp. 367-382, doi: 10.1016/S0167-8116(02)00098-8.

Lonial, S.C. and Carter, R.E. (2015), “The impact of organizational orientations on medium and small
firm performance: a resource-based perspective”, Journal of Small Business Management,
Vol. 53 No. 1, pp. 94-113, doi: 10.1111/jsbm.12054.

Lukas, B.A. and Ferrell, O.C. (2000), “The effect of market orientation on product innovation”,
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 239-247, doi: 10.1177/
0092070300282005.

Lumpkin, G.T. and Dess, G.G. (1996), “Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking
it to performance”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 135-172, doi: 10.2307/
258632.

Mart�ınez Serna, M.del C., Vega Mart�ınez, J.E. and Vega Mart�ınez, J. (2016), “The impact of learning
orientation on innovation and performance in SME’S in M�exico”, International Review of
Management and Business Research, Vol. 5, pp. 48-65.

Matear, S., Osborne, P., Garrett, T. and Gray, B.J. (2002), “How does market orientation contribute to
service firm performance?: an examination of alternative mechanisms”, European Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 36 Nos 9/10, pp. 1058-1075, doi: 10.1108/03090560210437334.

Matsuno, K., Mentzer, J.T. and €Ozsomer, A. (2002), “The effects of entrepreneurial proclivity and
market orientation on business performance”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 66 No. 3, pp. 18-32,
doi: 10.1509/jmkg.66.3.18.18507.

Mavondo, F.T., Chimhanzi, J. and Stewart, J. (2005), “Learning orientation and market orientation:
relationship with innovation, human resource practices and performance”, European Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 39 Nos 11/12, pp. 1235-1263, doi: 10.1108/03090560510623244.

Maydeu-Olivares, A. and Lado, N. (2003), “Market orientation and business economic performance:
a mediated model”, International Journal of Service Industry Management, Vol. 14 No. 3,
pp. 284-309, doi: 10.1108/09564230310478837.

Medina, C. and Ruf�ın, R. (2009), “The mediating effect of innovation in the relationship between
retailers’ strategic orientations and performance”, International Journal of Retail and
Distribution Management, Vol. 37 No. 7, pp. 629-655, doi: 10.1108/09590550910964639.

Menguc, B. (2006), “Creating a firm-level dynamic capability through capitalizing on market
orientation and innovativeness”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 34, pp. 63-
73, doi: 10.1177/0092070305281090.

Miller, D. (1983), “The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms”, Management science,
Vol. 29 No. 7, pp. 770-791, doi: 10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770.

Montiel-Campos, H. (2018), “Entrepreneurial orientation and market orientation: systematic literature
review and future research”, Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 20
No. 2, pp. 292-322, doi: 10.1108/JRME-09-2017-0040.

Montoya-Weiss, M. and Calantone, R.J. (1994), “Determinants of new product performance: a review
and meta-analysis”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 11 No. 5, pp. 397-417,
doi: 10.1016/0737-6782(94)90029-9.

Mu, J. and Di Benedetto, C.A. (2011), “Strategic orientations and new product commercialization:
mediator, moderator, and interplay”, R D Manag, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 337-359, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
9310.2011.00650.x.

Mu, J., Thomas, E., Peng, G. and Di Benedetto, A. (2017), “Strategic orientation and new product
development performance: the role of networking capability and networking ability”, Industrial
Marketing Management, Vol. 64, pp. 187-201, doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.09.007.

IJEBR

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2010.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2010.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8116(02)00098-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12054
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070300282005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070300282005
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560210437334
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.66.3.18.18507
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560510623244
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564230310478837
https://doi.org/10.1108/09590550910964639
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070305281090
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770
https://doi.org/10.1108/JRME-09-2017-0040
https://doi.org/10.1016/0737-6782(94)90029-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2011.00650.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2011.00650.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.09.007


Naman, J.L. and Slevin, D.P. (1993), “Entrepreneurship and the concept of fit: a model and empirical
tests”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 137-153, doi: 10.1002/smj.4250140205.

Narver, J.C., Slater, S.F. and MacLachlan, D.L. (2004), “Responsive and proactive market orientation
and new-product success”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 21 No. 5,
pp. 334-347, doi: 10.1111/j.0737-6782.2004.00086.x.

Narver, J.C. and Slater, S.F. (1990), “The effect of a market orientation on business profitability”,
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54 No. 4, pp. 20-35, doi: 10.2307/1251757.

Nasution, H.N. and Mavondo, F.T. (2008), “Organisational capabilities: antecedents and implications
for customer value”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 42 Nos 3/4, pp. 477-501, doi: 10.1108/
03090560810853020.

Nguyen, B., Yu, X., Melewar, T.C. and Gupta, S. (2016), “Critical brand innovation factors (CBIF):
understanding innovation and market performance in the Chinese high-tech service industry”,
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 69 No. 7, pp. 2471-2479, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.02.016.

Noble, C.H., Sinha, R.K. and Kumar, A. (2002), “Market orientation and alternative strategic
orientations: a longitudinal assessment of performance implications”, Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 66 No. 4, pp. 25-39, doi: 10.1509/jmkg.66.4.25.18513.

Nybakk, E. (2012), “Learning orientation, innovativeness and financial performance in traditional
manufacturing firms: a higher-order structural equation model”, International Journal of
Innovation Management, Vol. 16 No. 05, pp. 1-28, doi: 10.1142/S1363919612003873.

O’Cass, A. and Weerawardena, J. (2009), “Examining the role of international entrepreneurship,
innovation and international market performance in SME internationalisation”, European
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 43 Nos 11/12, pp. 1325-1348, doi: 10.1108/03090560910989911.

Olavarrieta, S. and Friedmann, R. (2008), “Market orientation, knowledge-related resources and firm
performance”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 61 No. 6, pp. 623-630, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.
2007.06.037.

Ozkaya, H.E., Droge, C., Hult, G.T.M., Calantone, R. and Ozkaya, E. (2015a), “Market orientation,
knowledge competence, and innovation”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 32
No. 3, pp. 309-318, doi: 10.1016/j.ijresmar.2014.10.004.

Ozkaya, H.E., Hult, G.T.M., Calantone, R. and Droge, C. (2015b), “Antecedents and consequences of
marketing and innovation competence: does orientation matter?”, in Ideas in Marketing: Finding
the New and Polishing the Old, Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp. 447-456, doi: 10.
1007/978-3-319-10951-0_167.

Paladino, A. (2007), “Investigating the drivers of innovation and new product success: a comparison of
strategic orientations”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 24 No. 6, pp. 534-553,
doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2007.00270.x.

Paladino, A. (2008), “Analyzing the effects of market and resource orientations on innovative
outcomes in times of turbulence”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 25 No. 6,
pp. 577-592, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2008.00323.x.

Pelham, A.M. and Wilson, D.T. (1996), “A longitudinal study of the impact of market structure, firm
structure, strategy, and market orientation culture on dimensions of small-firm performance”,
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 27-43, doi: 10.1007/BF02893935.

Pett, T.L., Francis, J. and Wolff, J.A. (2019), “The interplay of strategic orientations and their influence
on SME performance”, Journal of Small Business Strategy, Vol. 29, pp. 46-59.

Poudel, K.P., Carter, R. and Lonial, S. (2012), “The process aspect of entrepreneurial orientation-
performance relationship: uncovering the mediating roles of technological capabilities,
innovation, and firm growth”, Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, Vol. 32, pp. 1-15.

Prajogo, D.I. and Ahmed, P.K. (2006), “Relationships between innovation stimulus, innovation
capacity, and innovation performance”, R&D Management, Vol. 36, pp. 499-515, doi: 10.1111/j.
1467-9310.2006.00450.x.

Orientations,
innovation and

firm
performance

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250140205
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0737-6782.2004.00086.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251757
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810853020
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810853020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.66.4.25.18513
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919612003873
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560910989911
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.06.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.06.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2014.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-10951-0_167
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-10951-0_167
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2007.00270.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2008.00323.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02893935
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2006.00450.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2006.00450.x


Prifti, R. and Alimehmeti, G. (2017), “Market orientation, innovation, and firm performance—an
analysis of Albanian firms”, Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 6 No. 1, p. 8,
doi: 10.1186/s13731-017-0069-9.

Ram�ırez-Solis, E.R., Llonch-Andreu, J. and Malpica-Romero, A.D. (2022), “Relational capital and
strategic orientations as antecedents of innovation: evidence from Mexican SMEs”, Journal of
Innovation and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 11 No. 1, 42, doi: 10.1186/s13731-022-00235-2.

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G.T. and Frese, M. (2009), “Entrepreneurial orientation and business
performance: an assessment of past research and suggestions for the future”, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 761-787, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00308.x.

Reid, M. and Brady, E. (2012), “Improving firm performance through NPD: the role of market
orientation, NPD orientation and the NPD process”, Australasian Marketing Journal, Vol. 20
No. 4, pp. 235-241, doi: 10.1016/j.ausmj.2012.05.011.

Rodr�ıguez-Cano, C., Carrillat, F.A. and 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, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 179-200, doi: 10.1016/j.ijresmar.
2003.07.001.

Rokkan, A.I. (2022), “Market orientation (once again): challenges and a suggested solution”, AMS
Review, Vol. 13, pp. 71-91, doi: 10.1007/s13162-022-00235-1.

Rosenbusch, N., Rauch, A. and Bausch, A. (2013), “The mediating role of entrepreneurial orientation in
the task environment-performance relationship: a meta-analysis”, Journal of Management,
Vol. 39 No. 3, pp. 633-659, doi: 10.1177/0149206311425612.

Rothstein, H.R., Sutton, A.J. and Borenstein, M. (2006), “Publication bias in meta-analysis: prevention,
assessment and adjustments, publication bias in meta-analysis: prevention, assessment and
adjustments”, Wiley, pp. 1-7. doi: 10.1002/0470870168.ch1.

Rubera, G. and Kirca, A.H. (2012), “Firm innovativeness and its performance outcomes: a meta-
analytic review and theoretical integration”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 76 No. 3, pp. 130-147,
doi: 10.1509/jm.10.0494.

Sanchez-Hernandez, M.I. and Miranda, F.J. (2011), “Linking internal market orientation and new
service performance”, European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 207-226,
doi: 10.1108/14601061111124894.

Sandvik, I.L. and Sandvik, K. (2003), “The impact of market orientation on product innovativeness
and business performance”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 20 No. 4,
pp. 355-376, doi: 10.1016/j.ijresmar.2003.02.002.

Sattler, M. (2011), Excellence in Innovation Management, Excellence in Innovation Management:
A Meta-Analytic Review on the Predictors of Innovation Performance, Gabler, Wiesbaden,
doi: 10.1007/978-3-8349-6158-7.

Schweiger, S.A., Stettler, T.R., Baldauf, A. and Zamudio, C. (2019), “The complementarity of strategic
orientations: a meta-analytic synthesis and theory extension”, Strategic Management Journal,
Vol. 40 No. 11, pp. 1-30, doi: 10.1002/smj.3042.

Sheng, Z., Kong, W., Cortina, J.M. and Hou, S. (2016), “Analyzing matrices of meta-analytic
correlations: current practices and recommendations”, Research Synthesis Methods, Vol. 7 No. 2,
pp. 187-208, doi: 10.1002/jrsm.1206.

Shoham, A., Rose, G.M. and Kropp, F. (2005), “Market orientation and performance: a meta-analysis”,
Marketing Intelligence and Planning, Vol. 23 No. 5, pp. 435-454, doi: 10.1108/02634500510612627.

Shook, C.L., Ketchen, D.J., Hult, G.T.M. and Kacmar, K.M. (2004), “An assessment of the use of
structural equation modeling in strategic management research”, Strategic Management
Journal, Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 397-404, doi: 10.1002/smj.385.

Sinkula, J.M., Baker, W.E. and Noordewier, T. (1997), “A framework for market-based organizational
learning: linking values, knowledge, and behavior”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 305-318, doi: 10.1177/0092070397254003.

IJEBR

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-017-0069-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-022-00235-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00308.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2012.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2003.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2003.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13162-022-00235-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311425612
https://doi.org/10.1002/0470870168.ch1
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0494
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601061111124894
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2003.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-8349-6158-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3042
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1206
https://doi.org/10.1108/02634500510612627
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.385
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070397254003


Slater, S.F. and Narver, J.C. (1995), “Market orientation and the learning organization”, Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 59 No. 3, pp. 63-74, doi: 10.2307/1252120.

Song, M. and Xie, J. (2000), “Does innovativeness between and moderate product the relationship
integration performance?”, Journal of International Marketing, Vol. 8 No. 4, pp. 61-89, doi: 10.
1509/jimk.8.4.61.19796.

Storey, C. and Hughes, M. (2013), “The relative impact of culture, strategic orientation and capability
on new service development performance”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 47 Nos 5/6,
pp. 833-856, doi: 10.1108/03090561311306903.

Szymanski, D.M., Kroff, M.W. and Troy, L.C. (2007), “Innovativeness and new product success:
insights from the cumulative evidence”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 35
No. 1, pp. 35-52, doi: 10.1007/s11747-006-0014-0.

Tajeddini, K. (2011), “Customer orientation, learning orientation, and new service development: an
empirical investigation of the Swiss hotel industry”, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Research, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 437-468, doi: 10.1177/1096348010380599.

Tarka, P. (2018), “An overview of structural equation modeling: its beginnings, historical
development, usefulness and controversies in the social sciences”, Quality and Quantity,
Vol. 52 No. 1, pp. 313-354, doi: 10.1007/s11135-017-0469-8.

Thoumrungroje, A. and Racela, O. (2013), “The contingent role of customer orientation and
entrepreneurial orientation on product innovation and performance”, Journal of Strategic
Marketing, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 140-159, doi: 10.1080/0965254X.2012.742129.

Tran, K.T., Nguyen, P.V. and Nguyen, L.M. (2018), “The role of financial slack, employee creative self-
efficacy and learning orientation in innovation and organizational performance”,
Administrative Sciences, Vol. 8 No. 4, p. 82, doi: 10.3390/admsci8040082.

V�azquez, R., Santos-Vijand�e, M.L. and �Alvarez, L.I. (2001), “Market orientation, innovation and
competitive strategies in industrial firms”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol. 9 No. 1,
pp. 69-90, doi: 10.1080/09652540010011493.

Venkatraman, N. and Ramanujam, V. (1986), “Measurement of business performance in strategy
research: a comparison of approaches”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 11 No. 4,
pp. 801-814, doi: 10.5465/AMR.1986.4283976.

Verhoef, P., Leeflang, P.S., Reiner, J., Natter, M., Baker, W., Grinstein, A., Gustafsson, A., Morrison, P.
and Saunders, J. (2011), “A cross-national investigation into the marketing department’s
influence within the firm: toward initial empirical generalizations”, Journal of International
Marketing, Vol. 19 No. 3, pp. 59-86, doi: 10.1509/jimk.19.3.59.

Vincent, L.H., Bharadwaj, S. and Challagalla, G.N. (2005), “Antecedents, consequences, and the
mediating role of organizational innovation: empirical generalizations”, Research Collection Lee
Kong Chian School Of Business, available at: http://ink.library.smu.edu.sg/lkcsb_research/2905

Wales, W.J., Gupta, V.K. and Mousa, F.-T. (2013), “Empirical research on entrepreneurial orientation:
an assessment and suggestions for future research”, International Small Business Journal,
Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 357-383, doi: 10.1177/0266242611418261.

Wang, C.L. (2008), “Entrepreneurial orientation, learning orientation, and firm performance”, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, Vol. 32 No. 4, pp. 635-657, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00246.x.

Wang, C.L. and Ahmed, P.K. (2004), “The development and validation of the organisational
innovativeness construct using confirmatory factor analysis”, European Journal of Innovation
Management, Vol. 7 No. 4, pp. 303-313, doi: 10.1108/14601060410565056.

Wernerfelt, B. (1984), “A resource-based view of the firm”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 5 No. 2,
pp. 171-180, doi: 10.1002/smj.4250050207.

Wiklund, J. (1999), “The sustainability of the entrepreneurial orientation—performance relationship”,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 37-48, doi: 10.1177/
104225879902400103.

Orientations,
innovation and

firm
performance

https://doi.org/10.2307/1252120
https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.8.4.61.19796
https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.8.4.61.19796
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090561311306903
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-006-0014-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348010380599
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0469-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2012.742129
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci8040082
https://doi.org/10.1080/09652540010011493
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1986.4283976
https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.19.3.59
http://ink.library.smu.edu.sg/lkcsb_research/2905
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611418261
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00246.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250050207
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879902400103
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879902400103


Wiklund, J. and Shepherd, D. (2005), “Entrepreneurial orientation and small business performance:
a configurational approach”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 71-91, doi: 10.
1016/j.jbusvent.2004.01.001.

Woodside, A.G (2005), “Firm orientations, innovativeness, and business performance: advancing a
system dynamics view following a comment on Hult, Hurley, and Knight’s 2004 study”,
Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 34, pp. 275-279, doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2004.10.001.

Zaefarian, G., Kadile, V., Henneberg, S.C. and Leischnig, A. (2017), “Endogeneity bias in marketing
research: problem, causes and remedies”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 65, pp. 39-46,
doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.05.006.

Zahra, S.A. (1996), “Governance, ownership, and corporate entrepreneurship: the moderating impact
of industry technological opportunities”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 39 No. 6, pp.
1713-1735, doi: 10.5465/257076.

Zahra, S.A. and Covin, J.G. (1995), “Contextual influences on the corporate entrepreneurship-
performance relationship: a longitudinal analysis”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 10 No. 1,
pp. 43-58, doi: 10.1016/0883-9026(94)00004-E.

Zehir, C. and Wujiabudula, A. (2016), “The effects of organizational learning on firn performance
through product innovation”, Journal of Global Strategic Management, Vol. 1 No. 10, p. 79,
doi: 10.20460/JGSM.20161022388.

Zhou, K.Z., Li, J.J., Zhou, N. and Su, C. (2008), “Market orientation, job satisfaction, product quality,
and firm performance: evidence from China”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 29 No. 9,
pp. 985-1000, doi: 10.1002/smj.700.

Zhou, K.Z., Yim, C.K.(B.) and Tse, D.K. (2005), “The effects of strategic orientations on technology- and
market-based breakthrough innovations”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 69 No. 2, pp. 42-60, doi: 10.
1509/jmkg.69.2.42.60756.

Zhou, K.Z., Brown, J.R. and Dev, C.S. (2009), “Market orientation, competitive advantage, and
performance: a demand-based perspective”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 62 No. 11,
pp. 1063-1070, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.10.001.

Further reading

Moher, D., Shamseer, L., Clarke, M., Ghersi, D., Liberati, A., Petticrew, M., Shekelle, P., Stewart, L.A.
(2015), Preferred reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-
P) 2015 statement, Systematic Reviews, Vol. 4 No. 1. doi: 10.1186/2046-4053-4-1.

Online Appendix
The supplementary material for this article can be found online.

Corresponding author
Juan David Reyes-G�omez can be contacted at: juandreyes@unicolmayor.edu.co

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

IJEBR

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2004.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.05.006
https://doi.org/10.5465/257076
https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(94)00004-E
https://doi.org/10.20460/JGSM.20161022388
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.700
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.69.2.42.60756
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.69.2.42.60756
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1
mailto:juandreyes@unicolmayor.edu.co

	The relationship between strategic orientations and firm performance and the role of innovation: a meta-analytic assessment ...
	Introduction
	Theory and hypotheses development
	Universalistic approach: direct effects of strategic orientations on firm performance
	Market orientation and firm performance
	Entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance
	Learning orientation and firm performance

	Holistic approach: simultaneous direct and indirect effects of joint interrelated strategic orientations on firm performanc ...
	Innovation linking strategic orientations and firm performance
	Innovation and firm performance
	MO and innovation
	EO and innovation
	LO and innovation
	Interrelatedness and complementarity

	Method
	Identification of eligible studies and inclusion criteria
	Coding process
	Meta-analytic and structural equation modeling fitting procedure for path analysis
	Results
	TSSEM Stage 1 outcomes: pooled correlation matrix of meta-analytic bivariate correlations

	TSSEM Stage 2 outcomes: path analysis
	Robustness checks
	Discussion and conclusion
	Theoretical implications
	Managerial implications
	Limitations and future research directions
	References
	Further reading
	Online AppendixThe supplementary material for this article can be found online.


