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Abstract 
Entrepreneurial orientation is considered to have a positive impact on firm performance. 
However, this direct relationship does not seem to be empirically conclusive. In our 
research we consider innovation performance as an intermediate variable, and explain that 
the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and innovation performance is not 
unconditional, but subject to organizational learning capability. Structural equation 
modeling has been used to test our research hypotheses on a data set from the Italian and 
Spanish ceramic tile industry. Results suggest that (1) innovation performance acts as a 
mediating variable between entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance; (2) 
entrepreneurial orientation can be considered as an antecedent of organizational learning 
capability; and (3) organizational learning capability plays a significant role in determining 
the effects of entrepreneurial orientation on innovation performance. Finally, we highlight 
our study’s limitations and we posit avenues for future research. 
 
Keywords: Entrepreneurial orientation, organizational learning capability, performance. 
JEL Classification: L26, L61. 
 

Resumen 
La orientación emprendedora es susceptible de tener un impacto positivo sobre el 
desempeño de la empresa. Sin embargo, empíricamente esta relación directa no es 
completamente consistente. Proponemos el desempeño innovador como una variable 
intermedia y, además, argumentamos que la relación entre orientación emprendedora y 
desempeño innovador no es incondicional, sino dependiente de la capacidad de 
aprendizaje organizativo. Utilizamos modelos de ecuaciones estructurales para contrastar 
nuestras hipótesis sobre la industria cerámica italiana y española. Los resultados sugieren 
que (1) el desempeño innovador actúa como una variable mediadora entre la orientación 
emprendedora y el desempeño de la empresa; (2) la orientación emprendedora puede ser 
considerada como un antecedente de la capacidad de aprendizaje organizativo; y (3) la 
capacidad de aprendizaje organizativo juega un papel importante en la determinación de 
los efectos de la orientación emprendedora sobre el desempeño. Finalmente, señalamos las 
limitaciones del estudio y proponemos futuras líneas de investigación. 

 
Palabras clave: Orientación emprendedora, capacidad de aprendizaje organizativo, 
desempeño. 
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1. Introduction 

Encouraging entrepreneurship is an effective means of creating jobs, increasing 
productivity and alleviating poverty (OECD, 2005). Entrepreneurship is an attitude 
toward management that seeks to accentuate innovation, flexibility, and responsiveness 
driven by the perception of opportunity, while providing more sophisticated and 
efficient management (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Naman and Slevin, 1993; Jogaratnam 
et al. 1999). However, research has mainly focused on the entrepreneurial process or 
orientation that explains how entrepreneurship is undertaken. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) 
defined entrepreneurial orientation (EO) as the processes, practices, and decision 
making activities that lead to entrepreneurship. This concept, similar to Covin and 
Slevin’s (1989) entrepreneurial strategic posture, is characterized by frequent and 
extensive innovation, aggressive competitive orientation, and a strong risk taking 
propensity by top management.  

Although most research considers that entrepreneurial orientation has a positive 
impact on firm performance (Zahra and Covin, 1995; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; 
Wiklund, 1999), this direct relationship does not seem to be empirically conclusive 
(Slater and Narver, 2000). One of the reasons might be that firm performance depends 
directly on many variables both internal and external to the organization 
(Thoumrungroje and Tansuhaj, 2005) or that the benefits of EO often take many years 
to come to fruition (Zahra and Covin, 1995; Madsen, 2007). Consequently, other 
dependent variables more sensitive to EO should be suggested and some contingent 
variables should be considered in order to understand the relationship EO-firm 
performance.  

Schuler (1986) maintains that what distinguishes entrepreneurial from non 
entrepreneurial firms is the rate of innovation, understanding that entrepreneurship is the 
practice of innovating. Based on the importance of innovation for entrepreneurship, in 
this paper we will consider innovation performance as the dependent variable and 
therefore analyze the relationship between EO and innovation performance.  

On the other hand, and based on Lumpkin and Dess (1996), any relationship 
between EO and performance seems to be context specific, i.e. internal or external 
factors influence how an EO will be configured to achieve high performance. However 
and spite the prior research on these factors, they still encourage research efforts at 
understanding the role of contingency approaches in explaining the relationship between 
EO and performance. Research should focus on identifying the underlying processes 
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that determine the contribution of EO to performance (Zahra et al., 1999). In this 
research, we aim to analyze the role of organizational learning capability in explaining 
the relationship between EO and innovation performance. 

Organizational learning is since some time ago one of the most claimed concepts 
by academic and business worlds (Easterby-Smith, Crossan and Nicolini, 2000; Bapuji 
and Crossan, 2004; Bueno, Ordóñez de Pablos and Salmador-Sánchez, 2004). This is 
mainly due to the increasingly dynamic economic environment, the importance of 
innovation, and the progressively more essential role of human resources. In spite of its 
complexity, reflected in the numerous perspectives proposed, organizational learning 
might be defined as the process through which organizations change or modify their 
mental models, rules, processes or knowledge, keeping or improving their performance. 
Therefore, organizational learning capability (OLC) has been considered a key index of 
an organization’s effectiveness and potential to innovate and grow (Jerez-Gómez et al., 
2005) 

OLC might be defined as the organizational and managerial characteristics or 
factors that facilitate the organizational learning process or allow an organization to 
learn (Goh and Richards, 1997; Chiva et al. 2007). This capability has been positively 
related to variables like job satisfaction (Chiva and Alegre, 2009), or innovation 
performance (Alegre and Chiva, 2008). However, and spite the importance of EO, no 
research has considered relating OLC, EO, innovation and firm performance.  

In sum, the aim of this paper is to analyze the relationships between EO, OLC, 
innovation and firm performance. Hypotheses will be tested in the Italian and Spanish 
ceramic industry, which are the first and second world exporters, respectively. Results 
are obtained from the questionnaire responses of 182 Italian and Spanish ceramic tile 
company managers.  

The introduction is followed by a brief review of EO, OLC and innovation 
performance. In the second section the relationships between these concepts are argued 
and the hypotheses posed. The third section describes the methodology used for 
contrasting these hypotheses, the structural equation modeling technique, using data 
from the Italian and Spanish ceramic tile industry. The results are commented in the 
fifth section. Finally, a discussion of the results and their implications and further 
research lines are also posed. 
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2. Conceptual background 

In this epigraph, a brief review of EO, OLC and innovation performance is 
presented. 

2.1.  Entrepreneurial orientation 

EO can be considered as the processes, practices, philosophy, and decision 
making activities that leads organizations to entrepreneuship (Lumpkin and Dess, 
1996). Covin and Slevin (1989) considered EO or strategic posture as embodying 
frequent and radical innovation, aggressive competitive orientation or proactiveness, 
and a strong risk taking.  

Innovativeness means an organization’s tendency to engage in and support new 
ideas, novelty, experimentation, and creative processes that may result in new products, 
services or technological processes, as well as the seeking of creative, unusual, or new 
solutions to problems and needs (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; 
Morris and Jones, 1999). Lumpkin and Dess (1996) consider that although innovations 
can vary in their degree of radicalness, innovativeness represents a basic willingness to 
depart from existing technologies or practices and venture beyond the current state of 
the art. Therefore, radical innovations are very much related to entrepreneurship.  

Proactiveness is considered (Miller and Friesen, 1978; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) 
as anticipating and acting on future needs by searching new opportunities, which might 
imply new developments of products, markets etc. Proactiveness refers to how a firm 
relates to market opportunities by seizing initiative and acting opportunistically to 
influence trends and, perhaps, even create demand (Jogaratnam et al., 1999). 
Consequently, it implies acting as a leader, not a follower. Covin and Slevin (1989) 
consider that proactiveness is very similar to an aggressive competitive orientation, 
which implies challenge intensely competitors in an effort to outperform them.  

Risk taking is defined as a willingness to commit significant resources to 
opportunities that have reasonable chance of failure (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin 
and Dess, 1996; Morris and Jones, 1999). Lumpkin and Dess (1996) consider that firms 
with an EO are often typified by risk taking behavior, such as incurring heavy debt or 
making large resource commitments, in the interest of obtaining high returns by seizing 
opportunities in the marketplace.   
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2.2.  Organizational learning capability  

OLC is defined as the organizational and managerial characteristics or factors 
that facilitate the organizational learning process or allow an organization to learn 
(Dibella et al., 1996; Goh and Richards, 1997; Hult and Ferrell, 1997; Yeung et al., 
1999). Following a comprehensive literature review, Chiva, Alegre and Lapiedra (2007) 
identified five essential facilitating factors of organizational learning: experimentation, 
risk taking, interaction with the external environment, dialogue and participative 
decision making. 

Experimentation can be defined as the degree to which new ideas and 
suggestions are attended to and dealt with sympathetically. Experimentation is the most 
heavily supported dimension in the OL literature (Hedberg, 1981; Nevis et al., 1995; 
Tannembaum, 1997). Nevis et al. (1995) consider that experimentation involves trying 
out new ideas, being curious about how things work, or carrying out changes in work 
processes.  

Risk taking can be understood as the tolerance of ambiguity, uncertainty, and 
errors. Sitkin (1996, p. 541) goes as far as to state that failure is an essential requirement 
for effective organizational learning, and to this end, examines the advantages and 
disadvantages of success and errors.  

Interaction with the external environment is defined as the scope of relationships 
with the external environment. The external environment of an organization is defined 
as factors that are beyond the organization’s direct control of influence. Environmental 
characteristics play an important role in learning, and their influence on organizational 
learning has been studied by a number of researchers (Bapuji and Crossan, 2004, p. 
407).  

Dialogue is defined as a sustained collective inquiry into the processes, 
assumptions, and certainties that make up everyday experience (Isaacs, 1993, p. 25). 
Some authors (Isaacs, 1993; Schein, 1993; Dixon, 1997) understand dialogue to be 
vitally important to organizational learning. Although dialogue is often seen as the 
process by which individual and organizational learning are linked, Oswick et al. (2000) 
show that dialogue is what generates both individual and organizational learning, thus 
creating meaning and comprehension.  

Participative decision making refers to the level of influence employees have in 
the decision-making process (Cotton et al., 1988). Organizations implement 
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participative decision making to benefit from the motivational effects of increased 
employee involvement, job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Daniels and 
Bailey, 1999; Scott-Ladd and Chan, 2004). 

2.3.  Innovation performance 

Innovation consists of successful exploitation of new ideas (Myers and Marquis, 
1969).  It therefore requires that two conditions be met: novelty and use. In general, the 
requisite of novelty is verified since the innovation process puts into practice an 
invention, a scientific discovery or a new production or management technique. The 
requisite of utility is borne out through its use or commercial success.    

Innovation results include product and process innovations; two kinds of 
innovation outcomes that are very closely linked (Utterback and Abernathy, 1975) and 
constitute a highly complex process which generally involves all company functions. A 
‘product’ is a good or service offered to the customer, and a ‘process’ is the way the 
good or service is produced and delivered (Barras, 1986). Thus, product innovation is 
defined as the product or service introduced to meet the needs of the market or of an 
external user, and process innovation is understood as a new element introduced into 
production operations or functions (Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan, 2001). Product 
innovations focus on the market and are aimed at the customer, while process 
innovations focus on the internal workings of the company and aspire to increasing 
efficiency (Utterback and Abernathy, 1975). 

According to Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan (2001), the difference between 
product and process innovation is important because their implementation requires 
different organizational skills: product innovation requires the company to take on 
board the importance of customers’ needs, design and production, whereas process 
innovation calls for the application of technology in order to improve the efficiency of 
the development and commercialization of the product. Product innovations tend to be 
adopted at a greater rate than process innovations, as the former are more easily 
observed and advantageous. Furthermore, they maintain that product innovations are 
carried out more quickly than process innovations, as they are more autonomous and do 
not usually give rise to so much resistance on introduction. 

In this research, we conceive innovation performance as a construct with three 
different dimensions: product innovation efficacy, process innovation efficacy and 
innovation projects efficiency. Product and process innovation efficacy reflect the 
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degree of success of an innovation. On the other hand, innovation projects efficiency 
reflects the effort carried out to achieve that degree of success.  

3. Hypotheses 

Based on the above discussion on EO, OLC and innovation performance, the 
conceptual model shown in Figure 1 is proposed. The contention of our model is that 
the effect of EO on innovation performance is mediated by OLC. Furthermore, 
innovation performance has a positive effect on firm performance. Accordingly, we 
develop and simultaneously test hypotheses representing (1) the relationship between 
EO and performance; (2) the relationship between EO and OLC; and (3) the relationship 
between OLC and innovation performance. 

3.1  Entrepreneurial orientation and performance 

EO has been traditionally linked to firm performance (Zahra and Covin, 1995; 
Wiklund, 1999; Jogaratnam et al., 1999; Madsen, 2007). However, this relationship may 
not be immediately apparent (Dess et al., 1999) as empirical research suggests that the 
benefits of EO often take many years to emerge (Zahra and Covin, 1995; Madsen, 
2007) and that firm performance depends directly on different internal and external 
organizational contingencies and variables (Thoumrungroje and Tansuhaj, 2005). 
Consequently, in order to model the EO-firm performance relationship, other dependent 
variables more sensitive to EO should be suggested and some contingent variables 
should be considered in order to explain this relationship. 

As EO improves firm performance by increasing firm’s proactiveness and 
willingness to take risks and by innovating (Zahra et al., 1999), which is considered 
sometimes (Schuler, 1986) what distinguishes entrepreneurial from non entrepreneurial 
firms, we may suggest EO and innovation performance should be linked. Innovation is a 
crucial factor in firm performance as a result of the evolution of the competitive 
environment (Wheelwright and Clark, 1992; Bueno and Ordoñez, 2004) that depends on 
several organizational and managerial variables. EO may be considered one of the 
antecedents of innovation. The importance of innovation for good long-term company 
results is now widely recognized and has been extensively reported in the literature 
(Capon et al., 1992; Lemon and Sahota, 2004; Montalvo, 2006). Consequently, 
innovation performance is considered to have a direct effect on firm performance 
(Wheelwright and Clark, 1992; West and Iansiti, 2003; Brockman and Morgan, 2003)  
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FIGURE 1: Conceptual model. 
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and can be considered as a more precise dependent variable of EO than firm 
performance.  

Therefore the following hypotheses are put forward:  

Hypothesis 1: EO is positively related to innovation performance.  

Hypothesis 2: Innovation performance is positively related to firm performance.  

Hypothesis 3: Innovation performance acts as a mediating variable between EO 
and firm performance.  

3.2.  Entrepreneurial orientation and organizational learning capability 

The relationship between EO and innovation performance is suggested to be 
conditional or dependent on environmental and organizational factors (Lumpkin and 
Dess, 1996; Zahra et al., 1999; Liu et al., 2002). Zahra et al. (1999) suggested that 
research should focus on identifying the underlying processes that determine the 
contributions of EO to a company’s performance. They also put forward that one of the 
most profound contributions of EO may lie in its links with organizational learning that 
increase the company’s competencies in assessing its markets or creating and 
commercializing new knowledge intensive products. Entrepreneurship, which is a 
management attitude, may hardly have a direct effect on innovation performance when 
organizational and human resources are not ready to follow this approach. OLC or the 
factors that facilitate the process of learning within organizations (experimentation, 
dialogue, etc) may partially mediate the relationship between EO and innovation 
performance, by extending this view to the rest of the organization. Firms with a strong 
EO will aggressively enter new-product markets and incur greater risks, which will 
require coping with more complex and changing environments and will call for 
learning. 

EO might provide the management support for organizational learning process 
and capability. According to Slater and Narver (1995), market and EO provide the 
foundation for organizational learning. Similarly, Zahra et al. (1999) and Liu et al. 
(2002) consider that EO promote organizational learning and learning values like 
teamwork, openness, etc.  

OLC might require a certain strategic posture that facilitates this organizational 
approach. Entrepreneurial strategic posture or the EO might be considered as the basic 
managerial approach to support learning within organizations.  
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Given the potential impact that EO has on OLC, the following hypothesis is 
proposed: 

Hypothesis 4: Entrepreneurial orientation is positively related to organizational 
learning capability.  

3.3.  Organizational learning capability and innovation performance 

Organizational learning can be easily linked to innovation outcomes. Zaltman, 
Duncan and Holbek (1973) point out that a critical part of the first stage of the 
innovation process is openness to the innovation; that is, whether the members of an 
organization are willing to learn and change or are resistant to innovation. In fact, 
organizational learning and innovation overlap in the definition of innovation as 
successful implementation of creative ideas within an organization (Amabile et al., 
1996).  

Previous research suggests that organizational learning affects innovation 
performance. McKee (1992) understands product innovation as an organizational 
learning process and claims that directing the organization towards learning fosters 
innovation effectiveness and efficiency. Wheelwright and Clark (1992) suggest that 
learning plays a determinant role in new product development projects because it allows 
new products to be adapted to changing environmental factors, such as customer 
demand uncertainty, technological developments or competitive turbulence. Recently, 
Hult et al. (2004) point out that if a firm is to be innovative, management must devise 
organizational features that embody a clear learning orientation.  

Implementing an innovation strategy to achieve specific objectives requires 
undertaking a knowledge gap analysis by comparing what a firm knows with what a 
firm must know (Zack, 1999). In this vein, one step further was recently taken by Bueno 
and colleagues (2004) by suggesting a competence gap analysis identifying the type of 
knowledge that is required and the type learning process that is to be executed (Bueno et 
al., 2004). 

All in all, innovation implies the generation and implementation of new ideas, 
processes or products. The organizational learning process consists of acquisition, 
dissemination and use of knowledge, and is thereby closely related to innovation 
performance (Argote et al., 2003; Lemon and Sahota, 2004).  

These lines of argument allow us to propose the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between organizational learning 
capability and innovation performance.  

4. Research methodology 

4.1  Sample andd data collection procedure 

We test our hypotheses by focusing on a single industry: Italian and Spanish 
ceramic tile producers. Knowledge manifests itself in various ways in different 
industries. Thus, the analysis of a single industry may be advantageous to assess OLC 
and innovation performance, as knowledge and learning involved in innovation 
processes will be likely to be more homogeneous (Santarelli and Piergiovanni, 1996).  

Italian and Spanish ceramic tile production in 2004 represented 77% (Ascer, 
2006) of EU production. The world’s biggest ceramic tile producer is China, followed 
by Spain, Italy, Brazil and Turkey. The ceramic tile industry is largely globalized. 
However, Italian and Spanish firms lead world ceramic tile exports thanks to superior 
technology and design. These firms have substantial common traits. Most of them are 
considered to be SMEs, as they do not generally exceed an average of 250 workers and 
they tend to be geographically concentrated in industrial districts: Sassuolo in Northern 
Italy and Castellón in Eastern Spain (Chamber of Commerce of Valencia, 2004). 
Features of the ceramic tile industry suggest it belongs to the scale-intensive and the 
science-based trajectories of Pavitt’s taxonomy (Pavitt, 1984; Patel and Pavitt, 1995). In 
the production of ceramic tiles, technological accumulation is mainly generated by (1) 
the design, building and operation of complex production systems (scale-intensive 
trajectory), and (2) knowledge, skills and techniques emerging from academic chemistry 
research (science-based trajectory). Previous studies provide compelling evidence of the 
significant innovating behavior of Italian and Spanish ceramic tile producers (Enright 
and Tenti, 1990; Alegre et al., 2004). 

Finally, by focusing our data collection on the ceramic tile industry, we reduce 
the range of extraneous variations that might influence the constructs of interest.  We 
recognize the shortcoming of such sampling, but we believe that the advantages of this 
approach outweighed the disadvantages of limited generalizability. 

Field work was undertaken from June to November 2004. A pre-test was carried 
out on four technicians from ALICER, the Spanish Centre for Innovation and 
Technology in Ceramic Industrial Design, to assure that the questionnaire items were 
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fully understandable in the context of the ceramic tile industry. The questionnaire was 
applied using a 7-point Likert scale. 

A key informant technique consistent with previous studies was used to obtain 
data (Kumar et al., 1993). The questionnaire was addressed to various company 
directors. The General Manager answered the firm performance items, the Product 
Development Manager responded to the innovation performance questions, while the 
Human Resource Manager answered items dealing with OLC. An appointment was 
established with the respondents so that the questionnaire could be answered in a 
personal interview. Following Malhotra (1993), we offered a feedback report on the 
survey results to the participating firms in order to encourage firms to answer. 

Our study received a total of 182 completed questionnaires, 82 from Italian firms 
and 100 from Spanish firms. The sample obtained represents around 50% of the 
population under study (Chamber of Commerce of Valencia, 2004). Both the number of 
responses and the response rate can be considered satisfactory (Spector, 1992; Williams 
et al., 2004). Nonresponse bias was assessed through a comparison of sample statistics 
to known values of the population such as annual sales volume, number of employees. 
The websites of the Italian (Assopiastrelle, 2006) and the Spanish (Ascer, 2006) 
associations of ceramic tiles producers offer this information for most of the industry 
companies. 

4.2.  Measurements 

4.2.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation 

EO was measured using the widely used nine-item, 7-point scale proposed by 
Covin and Slevin (1989). This measurement scale has been used satisfactorily by a 
number of empirical papers (Covin, Green & Slevin, 2006; Green, Covin & Slevin, 
2008; Escribá-Esteve, Sánchez-Peinado & Sánchez-Peinado, 2008). These items were 
addressed to the General Manager of the company. 

4.2.2. Organizational Learning Capability 

From the OLC concept adopted in our theoretical review, we select the 
measurement instrument developed by Chiva and colleagues (2007). The instrument 
comprises a set of scales that represent theoretical dimensions or latent variables 
through their items. Following this instrument, we conceive OLC as a construct with 
five different dimensions consistent with the previous literature: experimentation, risk 
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taking, interaction with the external environment, dialogue and participative decision 
making. Chiva and colleagues (2007) validated this measurement scale through an 
employee-based survey in the ceramic tiles industry. In this research we aim to 
implement again the same measurement scale in the same industry at the firm level by 
asking a key respondent: the Human Resource Manager.  

4.2.3. Innovation performance 

We conceive product innovation performance as a construct with three different 
dimensions consistent with the previous literature: product and process innovation 
effectiveness and innovation efficiency. These dimensions have been widely discussed 
in innovation research (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1995; OECD-EUROSTAT, 1997). The 
OECD Oslo Manual provides a detailed measurement scale to assess the economic 
objectives of product and process innovation, the scale that we propose to measure 
product and process innovation effectiveness. This scale was put forward by the OECD 
to provide some coherent drivers for innovation studies, thereby achieving a greater 
homogeneity and comparability among innovation studies. Nowadays, many innovation 
surveys use this widely validated scale.   

Innovation efficiency is the third dimension taken into account to measure 
innovation performance. It is widely accepted that innovation efficiency is determined 
by the cost and the time involved in the innovation project (Wheelwright and Clark, 
1992; Brown and Eisenhardt, 1995; Chiesa et al., 1996). Both cost and development 
time have been measured objectively (Griffin, 1993) and subjectively (Valle and Avella, 
2003). Objective measurement usually refers to a specific innovation project that has 
been analyzed in detail, while subjective measurement has generally been implemented 
in innovation surveys. 

Besides the relevance of cost and time to determine innovation process 
efficiency, several studies have also included a subjective assessment on overall 
innovation project efficiency. Ancona and Caldwell (1992) used subjective assessment 
items on overall innovation performance in their research into external communications 
of product development teams. Barczak (1995), in her empirical study in the 
telecommunications industry, also uses an overall satisfaction item with the firms’ new 
product development efforts to measure performance. Chiesa et al. (1996) also 
introduced perceptive assessments in their innovation efficiency audit toolbox. The 
four-item scale we propose to measure innovation efficiency is consistent with this 
issue.  
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Innovation performance was therefore measured using a 7-point scale addressed 
to Product Development Managers. 

4.2.4. Firm performance 

To measure firm performance, we asked general managers to rate their firm’s 
performance over the last three years against competing firms. We used Venkatraman’s 
(1989) business performance scale. Specifically, general managers were asked to score 
their firm’s growth and profitability on a scale from 1 to 7, with 1 indicating that the 
firm belonged to the lowest-scoring of competing firms and 7, to the highest scoring of 
competing firms. All measurement scales are shown in the Appendix. 

4.3.  Control variables 

Firm size was included as control variables in the overall model since they it 
explain the variation in organizational performance. Firm size affects the endowment of 
significant inputs for the business process such as money, people and facilities, and has 
been shown to influence organizational performance (Tippins and Sohi, 2003). 
Respondents were asked to classify their company into one of the six categories 
according to the number of employees and turnover, devised ad hoc on the advice of the 
four ALICER technicians who participated in the study, and by bearing in mind that the 
ceramic tile industry predominantly consists of SMEs.  

4.4.  Analyses 

The primary analyses of the data set are based on structural equations modeling. 
Structural equations models have been developed in a number of academic disciplines 
to substantiate theory. This approach involves developing measurement models to 
define latent variables and then establishing relationships or structural equations among 
the latent variables. EQS 6.1 software was used to estimate the models for our research 
hypotheses.  

One common rule-of-thumb on the minimum threshold for SEM use is that of 
100 subjects (Williams et al., 2004); our sample meets this threshold.  
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5. Results 

Table 1 exhibits the descriptive statistics of the sample. Figure 1 show the results 
of the structural equations analysis.  The chi-square statistic for the model is significant, 
but other relevant fit indices suggest a good overall fit (Seibert et al., 2001; Tippins and 
Sohi, 2003).   

Hypotheses 1 and 2 are confirmed. On the one hand, EO has a significant and 
positive impact on innovation performance; on the other hand, there is a positive, strong 
and significant impact of innovation performance over firm performance.  

The mediating effect of innovation performance on the relationship between EO 
practice and firm performance is established because of the following conditions 
(Tippins and Sohi, 2003). First, there is a positive relationship between EO and 
innovation performance.  Second, there is a positive relationship between innovation 
performance and firm performance.  And third, the direct effect of EO over firm 
performance is low and nonsignificant.  These conditions provide compelling evidence 
that there exists a full mediating effect of innovation performance on the relationship 
between EO and firm performance and provide substantial support for Hypothesis 3.  
Thus, this mediation relationship represents a significant contribution in the 
understanding of the positive influence –supported both by theory and some previous 
empirical research– between EO and performance.  

Results provide support for Hypothesis 4 and 5. The structural equations model 
shows a moderate effect of EO on OLC and an important impact of OLC over 
innovation performance. These relationships are positive and significant. 

Taken together, hypotheses 1, 4 and 5 evidence a partial mediating effect of 
OLC on the relationship between EO and innovation performance. One part of the effect 
of EO on innovation performance is direct and the other part is indirect through OLC.  

On the other hand, EO might be regarded as an antecedent of OLC and 
innovation performance of the firm. There is a positive and statistically significant 
impact of EO over both constructs. Both impacts are moderate; this indicates that OLC 
and innovation performance might have other antecedents, such as human resource 
management practices, in the case of OLC, or technological investment, in the case of 
innovation performance. 

Another significant effect shown in the model is the one of the control variable, 
size, over the dependent variable of the model, firm performance. This is consistent with 
previous results in the literature. 



 
 
 
 

TABLE 1: Factor correlations, means, standard deviations, and alpha reliabilities 
 
 
 

 Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. EXP 5.22 1.13 (0  .74)           

2. RISK 4.56 1.38 0.53** (0.70)          

3. ENV 4.77 1.33 0.59** 0.60** (0.82)         

4. DIALOG 5.44 1.08 0.60** 0.38** 0.52** (0.83)        

5. PARTICIP 4.58 1.41 0.45** 0.56** 0.62** 0.48** (0.88)       

6. PRODUCT 
EFFECTIV. 5.07 1.11 0.48* 0.38** 0.46** 0.55** 0.33** (0.91)      

7. PROCESS 
EFFECTIV. 4.90 1.12 0.44** 0.41** 0.48** 0.54** 0.42** 0.84** (0.94)     

8. INNOVATION 
EFFICIENCY 4.69 1.22 0.49** 0.48** 0.52** 0.48** 0.45** 0.80** 0.78** (0.92)    

9. GROWTH 4.87 1.27 0.43** 0.36** 0.56** 0.50** 0.48** 0.62** 0.65** 0.55** (0.93)   

10. PROFIT 4.71 1.19 0.44** 0.44** 0.52** 0.40** 0.44** 0.63** 0.66** 0.63** 0.76** (0.92)  

11. 
ENTREPRENEURIAL 
ORIENTATION 

4.11 1.12 0.28** 0.14 0.23** 0.31** 0.09 0.53** 0.39** 0.48** 0.37** 0.42** 
(0.87) 

N = 182; alpha reliabilities are shown in brackets on the diagonal. 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. 
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OLC, IP, and FP are second-order factors. EO and Size are first-order factors. For the sake of brevity, only the loads on the hypotheses paths are shown. The 

not-shown parameters are all standardized, significant at p < 0.001, and above 0.4. 

EO FP

SIZE

0.37**

0.18**

OLC

0.34** 0.55**

IP
0.74**

0.06 n.s.

χ2 =2594.28 p=0.000; d.f.=1362; 
NFI=0.90; NNFI=0.95; CFI=0.95; RMSEA=0.07

.

.

 
FIGURE 2: Structural Equations Model. 
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** significant at p < 0.001. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6. Discussion 

Entrepreneurship and EO have received a great deal of research attention in 
recent years. Although EO is usually considered to have a positive impact on firm 
performance, this relationship requires a wider analysis of the intermediate steps 
between EO and firm performance. In our research, we have found OLC and innovation 
performance playing a mediating role in the EO-firm performance relationship. Results 
suggest that EO enhances innovation performance, which in turn enhances firm 
performance. Innovation performance acts as a mediating variable between EO and firm 
performance. Our findings are an important contribution to the recent extension of the 
EO-performance research stream focusing on the intermediate links between EO and 
firm performance (Rauch et al., 2009) 

In this paper, we also suggest that the relationship between EO and innovation 
performance can not simply be considered as a direct relationship, but it is also 
conditional or dependent on OLC, the organizational factors that facilitate the 
organizational learning process. EO is a managerial attitude that must be supported by 
certain organizational conditions that facilitate learning and have positive implications 
for performance. Furthermore, EO represents the managerial foundation for 
organizational learning, as it provides learning values, like teamwork, dialogue or 
experimentation. Organizational learning is a basic element of innovation, as the 
development of new ideas or concepts are considered to be essential to develop new 
products or processes. Our study contributes to the literature on entrepreneurship by 
evidencing the importance of OLC for EO to be fruitful. This managerial attitude 
requires certain organizational practices that catalyze its effects on organizations, 
specifically on innovation performance. EO may have little direct effect on innovation 
performance if organizational and human resources are not willing to follow this 
approach. OLC, the factors that facilitate the organizational learning process, may 
partially mediate the relationship between EO and innovation performance, by 
extending this attitude to the rest of the organization. Firms with a strong EO will enter 
new-product markets aggressively and incur greater risks, which will require them to 
cope with more complex and changing environments and will call for learning (Bueno 
et al., 2004). Organizational learning has been pointed at as novel area of research in 
entrepreneurship (Blackburn and Kovalainen, 2009); we claim that much of its 
relevance for entrepreneurship resides in its effects on innovation performance. 

EO might be considered as an important determinant of firm performance. 
However, Rauch and colleagues (2009) highlighted that there is a considerable amount 
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of variation in results on the EO-performance relationship. We suggest that this 
important variation might be due to not taking into account intermediate links such as 
organizational learning and innovation issues. Our findings could explain why some 
firms might manifest a low performance while their managers show a clear EO attitude: 
the organizational learning and innovation links would be missing. 

This research has provided a finer-grained examination of the effects of EO on 
firm performance and offers an explanation to intraindustry differences in firm 
performance (Zott, 2003). Given that firm performance may vary among ceramic tile 
producers, we attempted to understand this asymmetry within the context of managerial 
attitudes (EO), organizational characteristics facilitating organizational learning (OLC), 
and the performance of innovation processes. Results suggest that competitive 
advantage in the ceramic tiles industry requires firm strategies focusing on EO, OLC 
and innovation. This finding represents a contribution to the strategic management 
stream that seeks to explain differences in firm performance within a particular industry. 

Furthermore, this research also contributes to the organizational learning 
literature by suggesting the importance of managers and their attitudes and posture in 
order to effectively implement the factors or conditions to learn within organizations. 
Further research should analyze other potential antecedents of OL like organizational 
culture or human resource management practices.  

This article has implications for practitioners. Even though managers recognize 
the importance of entrepreneurship and EO, its implications and requirements in the rest 
of the organization is often an ignored process for its success. In this paper, we suggest 
to implement and organizational learning approach when an EO has been selected by 
managers. Furthermore, we underline the importance of measuring its effects on 
organizations by analyzing their innovation performance. Innovation is a key concept 
for organizations nowadays, which represents their essence of competitive advantage.  

Our results must be viewed in the light of the study’s limitations. As with all 
cross-sectional research, the relationship tested in this study represents a snapshot in 
time. While it is likely that the conditions under which the data were collected will 
remain essentially the same, there are no guarantees that this will be the case. 
Furthermore, EO may have further implications on innovation performance in the long 
term, but as we are not carrying out a longitudinal study we cannot evaluate its effects. 
Future longitudinal studies might assess EO outcomes in the long term in both OLC and 
innovation performance. 
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The use of self-reported firm performance may be regarded as a further 
measurement limitation (Venkatraman, 1989). This choice was due to the difficulties of 
obtaining objective performance data, which in turn might also be manipulated by 
accounting methods (Dechow et al., 1995). Nevertheless, future and complementary 
research could improve these deficiencies by using objective firm performance data. 

The analysis of measurement scales constitutes an accepted research method that 
is particularly useful to test theoretical relationships between concepts such as EO, OLC 
and innovation performance (Covin et al., 2006; Green et al., 2008; Escribá-Esteve et 
al., 2008). However, further qualitative research could be useful to provide a more in-
depth picture of these relationships.  

Because this research carries out a single industry analysis, it has benefited from 
dealing with firms that are likely to be economically and technologically homogeneous. 
However, it must be stressed that single industry conclusions should be considered with 
caution. Further research in other industries is needed to empirically assess the effect of 
EO on OLC and innovation performance.  

22



REFERENCES 

Alegre, J. and Chiva, R. 2008. Assessing the impact of organizational learning 
capability on product innovation performance: An empirical test, Technovation, 28(6): 
315-326. 

Alegre, J., Lapiedra, R. and Chiva, R. 2004. Linking operations strategy and 
product innovation: An empirical study of Spanish ceramic tile producers. Research 
Policy, 33(5): 829-839. 

Alegre, J., Lapiedra, R. and Chiva, R., 2006. A measurement scale for product 
innovation performance. European Journal of Innovation Management, 9(4): 333-346. 

Amabile, T., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J. and Herron, M., 1996. Assessing 
the work environment for creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 39(5): 1154-
1184. 

Ancona, D.G. and Caldwell, D.F. 1992. Demography and design: predictors of 
new product team performance. Organization Science, 3 (3): 321-341. 

Argote, L., McEvily, B. and Reagans, R., 2003. Managing knowledge in 
organizations: An integrative framework and review of emerging themes. Management 
Science, 49(4): 571-582.  

Ascer.  2006. Informe de los sectores Español y Mundial en 2005. Ascer. 

Assopiastrelle. 2006. Consumo mondiale 2005. Assopiastrelle. 

Bapuji, H., and Crossan, M., 2004. From raising questions to providing answers: 
Reviewing organizational learning research. Management Learning, 35(4): 397-417. 

Barras, R. 1986. Towards a theory of innovation in services. Research Policy, 
15: 161-73. 

Barczak, G., 1995. New product strategy, structure, process, and performance in 
the telecommunications industry. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 12: 224-
234. 

Blackburn, R. & Kovalainen, A. (2009). Researching small firms and 
entrepreneurship: Past, present and future. International Journal of Management 
Reviews, 11(2), 127-148. 

Brockman, B. K., and Morgan, R.M. 2003. The role of existing knowledge in 
new product innovativeness and performance. Decision Sciences, 34: 385-420. 

Brown, S.L. and Eisenhardt, K.M., 1995. Product development: past research, 
present findings, and future directions. Academy of Management Review, 20: 343-378. 

23



Bueno, E. and Ordoñez de Pablos, P., 2004. Innovation and learning in the 
knowledge-based economy: challenges for the firm. International Journal of 
Technology Management, 27(6/7): 531-533. 

Bueno, E., Ordoñez de Pablos, P. and Salmador-Sánchez, M.P., 2004. Towards 
an integrative model of business, knowledge and organizational learning processes. 
International Journal of Technology Management, 27(6/7): 562-574. 

Calantone, R.J., Cavusgil, T. and Zhao, Y., 2002. Learning orientation, firm 
innovation capability, and firm performance. Industrial Marketing Management, 31: 
515-524. 

Capon, N., Farley, J.U., Lehman, D.R., Hulbert, J.M., 1992. Profiles of product 
innovators among large U.S. manufacturers. Management Science, 38(2): 157-169. 

Chamber of Commerce of Valencia. 2004. Informe de la nueva economía global 
y su incidencia en los sectores tradicionales de la Comunidad Valenciana. Valencia: 
Chamber of Commerce of Valencia. 

Chiesa, V. Coughlan, P. and Voss, C.A 1996. Development of a technological 
innovation audit, R&D Management, 13: 105-136, 

Chiva, R. and Alegre, J. (2009). Organizational learning capability and job 
satisfaction: An empirical assessment in the ceramic tile industry. British Journal of 
Management, forthcoming. Published Online: Jul 8 2008 2:57PM. DOI: 
10.1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00586.x 

Chiva, R., Alegre, J., and Lapiedra, R. 2007. Measuring organizational learning 
capability among the workforce. International Journal of Manpower, 28(3): 224-242. 

Cotton, J.L., Vollrath, D.A., Foggat K.L., Lengnick-Hall, M.L. and Jennings, 
K.R., 1988. Employee participation: diverse forms and different outcomes. Academy of 
Management Review, 13(1): 8-22. 

Covin J. G., Green K. M., Slevin  D. P. 2006. Strategic Process Effects on the 
Entrepreneurial Orientation–Sales Growth Rate Relationship. Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice. 30 (1), 57 – 81. 

Covin, J. G., and Slevin, D. P. 1989. Strategic management of small firms in 
hostile and benign environments. Strategic Management Journal, 10, 75–87.  

Damanpour, F. and Gopalakrishan, S. 2001. The dynamics of the adoption of 
product and process innovations in organizations. Journal of Management Studies, 38 
(1), 45-65. 

Daniels, K. and Bailey, A., 1999 Strategy development processes and 
participation in decision-making: predictors of role stressors and job satisfaction. 
Journal of Applied Management Studies, 81: 7-42. 

24



Dechow, P. M., Sloan, R. G. and Sweeney, A.P. 1995. Detecting earnings 
management. The Accounting Review, 70(2): 193-225. 

Dibella, A.J., Nevis, E.C. and Gould, J.M. 1996. Understanding organizational 
learning capability. Journal of Management Studies, 33 (3), 361-379. 

Dixon, N., 1997. The hallways of learning. Organizational Dynamics, 254, 23-
34. 

Easterby-Smith, M., Crossan, M. and Nicolini, D. 2000. Organizational learning: 
Debates past, present and future. Journal of Management Studies, 37: 783-796. 

Escribá-Esteve, A., Sánchez-Peinado, E. and Sánchez-Peinado, M.L. 2008. 
Moderating influences of the firm’s strategic orientation-performance relationship. 
International Small Business Journal, 26(4): 463-489. 

Enright, M.J. and Tenti, P. 1990. How the diamond works: The Italian ceramic 
tile industry. Harvard Business Review, March-April: 90-91. 

Goh, S. and Richards, G. 1997. Benchmarking the learning capability of 
organisations, European Management Journal. 15(5): 575-83. 

Green K. M., Covin J. G. and Slevin  D. P. 2008. Exploring the relationship 
between strategic reactiveness and entrepreneurial orientation: The role of structure–
style fit, Journal of Business Venturing, 23 (3), 356-38. 

Griffin, A. 1993. Metrics for measuring product development cycle time. 
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 10, 112-125. 

Guth, W. D. and Ginsberg, A. 1990 Guest editor's introduction: Corporate 
entrepreneurship. Strategic Management Journal, 11, 5-15. 

Hedberg, B., 1981. How organizations learn and unlearn. In Nystrom, P.C. and 
Starbuck, W.H. Eds. Handbook of Organizational Design. Oxford University Press, 
New York. 

Hult, G.T.M. and Ferrell, O.C. 1997. Global Organizational Learning capability 
in purchasing: construct and measurement. Journal of Business Research. 40, 97-111. 

Hult, G.T.M., Hurley, R.F. and Knight, G.A. 2004. Innovativeness: Its 
antecedents and impact on business performance. Industrial Marketing Management, 
33, 429-438. 

Isaacs, W., 1993. Dialogue, collective thinking, and organizational learning. 
Organizational Dynamics, 22(2): 24-39. 

Jerez-Gómez, P., Céspedes-Lorente, J. and Valle-Cabrera, R. 2005. 
Organizational Learning and compensation strategies: evidence from the spanish 
chemical industry, Human Resource Management, 44(3): 279-299.  

25



Jogaratnam, G., Tse, E.C., Olsen, M.D. 1999. An empirical analysis of 
entrepreneurship and performance in the restaurant industry. Journal of Hospitality and 
Tourism Research, 23, 339-353. 

Kumar, N., Stern, L.W. and Anderson, J.C. 1993. Conducting 
interorganizational research using key informants, Academy of Management Journal, 36 
(6), 1633-1652. 

Lemon, M. and Sahota, P.S., 2004. Organizational culture as a knowledge 
repository for increased innovative capacity. Technovation, 24(6): 483-499. 

Liu, S., Xueming, L. and Yi-Zheng, S. 2002 Integrating customer orientation, 
corporate entrepreneurship and learning orientation in organizations-in-transition: an 
empirical study. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 19: 367-382. 

Lumpkin, G.T., and Dess, G.G. 1996. Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation 
construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review 12(1):135-
172. 

Madsen, E. L. 2007. The significance of sustained entrepreneurial orientation on 
performance of firms - A longitudinal analysis. Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development, 19(1), 185-204. 

Malhotra, N.K. 1993. Marketing Research: An Applyied Orientation. Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 

McKee, D. 1992. An organizational learning approach to product innovation, 
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 9(3): 232-245. 

Miller, D. and Friesen, P.H. 1978. Archetypes of Strategy Formulation, 
Management Science,  24(9), 921-933. 

Montalvo, C., 2006. What triggers change and innovation. Technovation, 26(3): 
312-323. 

Morris, M. and F. Jones 1999. Entrepreneurship in established organizations:  
the case of the public sector, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 24(1), 71-90. 

Myers, S. and Marquis, D.G., 1969. Successful Industrial Innovations. National 
Science Foundation, Washington. 

Naman, J.L., and Slevin, D.P. 1993. Entrepreneurship and the concept of fit: A 
model and empirical tests. Strategic Management Journal 14(2): 137-153. 

Nevis, E., DiBella, A.J. and Gould, J.M., 1995. Understanding organization 
learning systems. Sloan Management Review, 36(2): 73-85. 

OECD 2005 SME and Entrepreneurship Outlook. OECD ed. 

26



OECD-EUROSTAT, 1997. The measurement of scientific and technological 
activities. Proposed guidelines for collecting and interpreting technological data. Oslo 
Manual, OECD, Paris. 

Oswick, C., Anthony, P., Keenoy, T., and Mangham, I.L., 2000. A dialogic 
analysis of organizational learning. Journal of Management Studies, 37(6): 887-901. 

Patel, P. and Pavitt, K. (1995) Patterns of technological activity: their 
measurement and interpretation. In Handbook of the economics of technological 
change, P. Stoneman (ed.), 14-51. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Pavitt, K. 1984 Sectoral patterns of technical change: towards a taxonomy and a 
theory. Research Policy, 13, 343-373. 

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J, Lumpkin, G.T., & Frese, M. (2009). Entrepreneurial 
Orientation and Business Performance: An Assessment of Past Research and 
Suggestions for the Future. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, forthcoming. 
Published Online: Apr 8 2009 8:55PM. DOI: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00308.x 

Santarelli, E. and Piergiovanni, R. 1996 Analysing literature-based output 
indicators: the Italian experience. Research Policy, 25: 689-711. 

Schein, E.H., 1993. On dialogue, culture, and organizational learning. 
Organizational Dynamics, 22(2): 40-51. 

Schuler, R.S. 1986. Fostering and facilitating entrepreneurship in organizations: 
Implications for organization structure and human resource management practices. 
Human Resource Management, 25, 607-629.  

Scott-Ladd, B. and Chan, C.C.A. 2004. Emotional Intelligence and participation 
in decision-making: strategies for promoting organizational learning and change. 
Strategic Change, 13 (2), 95-105. 

Seibert, S.E., Kraimer, M.L. and Liden, R.C. (2001). ‚A social capital theory of 
career success’. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 219-237. 

Sitkin, S.B., 1996. Learning through failure. In Cohen, M. and Sproull, L. Eds. 
Organizational Learning. Sage Publications, California 

Slater, S.F. and Narver J.C. 1995. Market Oritentation and the Learning 
Organization. Journal of Marketing, 59, 53-74 

Slater, S.F. and Narver, J.C. 2000. The positive effect of a market orientation on 
business profitability: a balanced replication. Journal of Business Research, 48 (1), 12-
32. 

Spector, P.E. 1992. Summated rating scale construction: an introduction. Sage 
university. California. 

27



Tannenbaum, S.I. 1997. Enhancing continuous learning: diagnostic findings 
from multiple companies. Human Resource Management, 36, 437-52. 

Thoumrungroje, A. and Tansuhaj, P. 2005 Entrepreneurial strategic postur, 
international diversification and firm performance. The Multinational Business Review, 
13(1), 55-73. 

Tippins, M.J. and Sohi, R.S. 2003. IT competency and firm performance: is 
organizational learning a missing link?. Strategic Management Journal, 24, 745-761. 

Utterback, J. and Abernathy, W. 1975. A dynamic model of product and process 
innovation. Omega, 3(3), 639-656. 

Valle, S. and Avella, L. 2003. Cross-functionality and leadership of the new 
product development teams. European Journal of Innovation Management, 6 (1), 32-
47. 

Venkatraman, N. 1989. The concept of fit in strategy research: Toward verbal 
and statistical correspondence. Academy of Management Review 14(3):423-444. 

West, J. and Iansiti, M., 2003. Experience, experimentation, and the 
accumulation of knowledge: The evolution of R&D in the semiconductor industry. 
Research Policy, 32, 809-826. 

Wheelwright, S.C. and Clark, K.B., 1992. Revolutionizing product development 
– quantum leaps in speed, efficiency, and quality. The Free Press, New York. 

Wiklund, J. 1999 The sustainability of the entrepreneurial  orientation – 
performance relationship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 24: 37-48. 

Williams, L.J., Gavin, M.B. and Hartman, N.S. 2004. Structural equation 
modeling methods in strategy research: Applications and issues. In Ketchen, D.J. Jr and 
Bergh; D.D. (Eds.) Research Methodology in Strategy and Management (vol. 1): 303-
346. Oxford: Elsevier. 

Yeung, A. K., Ulrich, D.O., Nason, S.W. and Von Glinow M. 1999. 
Organizational Learning Capability. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Zahra, S. A. and Covin, J. G. 1995 Contextual influences on the corporate 
entrepreneurship-performance relationship: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 10, 43-58. 

Zahra, S. A., Nielsen, A. P. and Bogner, W. C. 1999 Corporate entrepreneurship, 
knowledge, and competence development. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 23, 
169-189. 

Zott, C. (2003). Dynamic capabilities and the emergence of intraindustry 
differential firm performance: insights from a simulation study. Strategic Management 
Journal, 24, 97-125. 

28



 29

                                                

 

 

PUBLISHED ISSUES*

 
 
 
WP-EC 2009-01 “The effects of immigration on the productive structure of Spanish 

regions” 
 J. Martín, G. Serrano, F. Requena. February 2009. 
 
WP-EC 2009-02 “Corporate governance and impression management in annual press 

releases” 
 B. García, E. Guillamón-Saorín. March 2009. 
 
WP-EC 2009-03 “Factores determinantes de la salida a Bolsa en España” 
  J.E. Farinós, V. Sanchis. April 2009. 
 
WP-EC 2009-04 “New challenges in competitiveness: knowledge development and 

coopetition” 
 C. Camisón-Zornoza, M. Boronat-Navarro, A. Villar-López. April 

2009. 
 
WP-EC 2009-05 “The determinants of net interest income in the Mexican banking 

system: an integrated model” 
 J. Maudos, L. Solís. April 2009. 
 
WP-EC 2009-06 “Explaining protectionism support: the role of economic factors” 
 N. Melgar, J. Milgram-Baleix, M. Rossi. April  2009. 
 
WP-EC 2009-07 “Determinants of interest rate exposure of Spanish banking industry” 
 L. Ballester, R. Ferrer, C. González, G.M. Soto. May 2009. 
 
WP-EC 2009-08 “Entrepreneurial orientation, organizational learning capability and 

performance in the ceramic tiles industry” 
 J. Alegre, R. Chiva. June 2009. 

 

     * Please contact Ivie's Publications Department to obtain a list of publications previous to 
2009. 



ec
serie

Ivie
Guardia Civil, 22 - Esc. 2, 1º

46020 Valencia - Spain
Phone: +34 963 190 050
Fax: +34 963 190 055

Website: http://www.ivie.es
E-mail: publicaciones@ivie.es


	4.1  Sample andd data collection procedure
	4.2.  Measurements
	4.2.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation
	4.2.2. Organizational Learning Capability
	4.2.3. Innovation performance
	4.2.4. Firm performance
	4.3.  Control variables
	4.4.  Analyses



