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Introduction
The changing and turbulent post-pandemic scenario compels small- and medium-sized 
enterprises (SMEs) to be more innovative in running their businesses to remain competi-
tive. In addition, the increasing uncertainty promotes SMEs to increase their relationship 
with stakeholders, such as customers, partners, suppliers, business associations, and gov-
ernment, to collect relevant information and strengthen the linkages with their networks. 
Although several studies analyzed the effects of innovation on organizational performance 
(Hult et al., 2004; Rhee et al., 2010) and the relationship between relational capital and per-
formance (Catanzaro et al., 2019; De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006), few studies linking innova-
tion to relational capital are available (Onofrei et al., 2020). Furthermore, research analyzing 
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Questions "Where does innovation initiate in a company?" and "How can a small and 
medium‑sized enterprise (SME) leverage its different resources to enhance its innova‑
tion capabilities to outperform its competitors?" remain unanswered to date. Accord‑
ingly, this study examined the relationship between the firm’s relational capital and 
fundamental strategic orientations that a firm can adopt and how these different orien‑
tations affect innovation and organizational performance. The target sample included 
360 Mexican SMEs who completed a pen‑and‑pencil questionnaire conducted at the 
four main cities of this country. Structural equation modeling was performed, and 
results revealed a strong positive effect of relational capital over all four strategic orien‑
tations considered in this study. However, mixed findings of strategic orientations and 
innovation were obtained. Although market and entrepreneurial orientation positively 
influenced innovation, a negative relationship was found between learning orientation 
and innovation and a nonsignificant relationship between technology orientation and 
innovation. As expected, innovation positively influenced the performance of SMEs. 
This study offers essential academic contributions and interesting managerial insights 
to improve performance using relational capital through innovation and strategic ori‑
entations. Therefore, we propose relational capital as an underexploited resource and a 
source of innovation for SMEs.
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the time innovation, relational capital, and strategic orientation of the firm and its organiza-
tional performance simultaneously is lacking. Aside from the importance of innovation and 
relational capital on a firm’s performance, the strategic orientation of a business has been 
demonstrated. It is also a key antecedent of organizational performance.

This study is aligned with the resource-based view (RBV) theory, which considers firms 
to possess a heterogeneous, firm-specific bundle of resources that are not perfectly mobile, 
valuable, rare, inimitable, and nonsubstitutable (Barney, 1991). Recently, most studies have 
focused on understanding the empirical implications of dynamic capabilities as a new 
approach of RBV theory (Hernández-Linares et al., 2021), particularly on how a company’s 
resources and capabilities can affect its innovation and performance (Moscare-Balanquit, 
2021).

Previous research on SMEs based on RBV revealed that strategic orientations play a cru-
cial role improving the performance of SMEs (Ali et al., 2021; Alnawas & Abu Farha, 2020; 
Martin & Javalgi, 2016). Marketing capabilities are an essential implementation mechanism 
for translating strategic orientations into good performance (Kirca et al., 2005; O’Cass & 
Heirati, 2015). However, even though this line of research is essential to advance in under-
standing the relationship between strategic orientations and performance, scholars have 
focused on strategic orientations, such as entrepreneurial (Martin & Javalgi, 2016), market 
(Merrilees et al., 2011), and learning orientations (Sanzo et al., 2012). Previous authors have 
paid little attention to the role of other orientations, such as market or technology orienta-
tion (TO).

Innovation exerts a positive influence on different business factors, such as productivity 
(Ramstad, 2009), processes (Carmeli et al., 2010), organizational learning (Purcarea et al., 
2013), and financial performance (Bowen et al., 2010; Evangelista & Vezzani, 2010). How-
ever, empirical research focusing on SMEs is limited (Maldonado et al., 2020; Rosli & Sidek, 
2013).

Some studies focused on relational capital within a company and its impact on perfor-
mance. The relational capital impacts business-related practices and has become a critical 
mechanism to sustain a competitive advantage (Yu & Huo, 2019; Zhao et al., 2019). How-
ever, despite the relevance of strategic orientations and relational capital, little research has 
focused on the relationship of these factors with innovation.

To fill the mentioned gap in the literature, our primary purpose is to establish the rela-
tionship between the firm’s relational capital and the four strategic orientations—namely, 
market, learning, entrepreneurial, and technology—and how these orientations affect inno-
vation and organizational performance.

In the first part of our work, we present each variable’s theoretical approaches to support 
the proposed hypothesis. Then, we offer the research methodology we applied and show 
the results, followed by the correspondent analysis and discussion. Finally, we conclude 
with academic and managerial implications, limitations, and future research directions.

Theoretical background and hypothesis development
Relational capital and market orientation

Relational capital is the set of all relationships, power relationships, and coopera-
tion established between firms, institutions, and people stemming from a strong sense 
of belonging and a highly developed cooperation capacity (Capello & Faggian, 2005). 
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According to Yayla et al. (2018), relational capital is a market-specific resource related to 
external relationships with channel partners and customers. According to Capello and 
Faggian (2005), we can link relational capital to the fundamentals of marketing in the 
relationship of value interchange for the market.

Empirical evidence shows that relational capital is a fundamental asset for any firm, 
particularly SMEs (Corvino et  al., 2019; Welbourne & Pardo-del-Val, 2009). From an 
economic point of view, a network of sound relationships enables the participants to 
work with low transaction costs. Moreover, small companies can become much more 
efficient than large competitors. Previous research highlighted the relevance of inter-
firm relationships and networks for survival and success (Day, 2000); therefore, relation-
ships are valuable firm resources.

Firms design boundaries to protect internal capabilities and resources from an unin-
tended spillover (Estrada et al., 2016); therefore, firms establish interpersonal ties (Mur-
ray et  al., 2021). Social connections across network boundaries lower the hierarchical 
barrier, thus improving the dissemination and use of knowledge (Anand et  al., 2021) 
and enabling the effective implementation of market orientation (MO). For example, 
research among telecommunication technology providers in Indonesia reveals that net-
working capability positively affects MO (Kurniawan et  al., 2020). Another empirical 
study in Iran showed a significant positive correlation between MO and relational capa-
bilities (Shafei & Zohdi, 2014).

Firms need to translate the MO activities into relationship management activities 
(Helfert et al., 2002). For example, Febrian et al. (2020) found that relational capital sig-
nificantly affects the networking and marketing performance of SMEs. Organizations 
that value existing relational capital have achieved success in the markets; therefore, the 
following hypothesis is developed:
H1: Relational capital is positively related to MO.

Relational capital and entrepreneurial orientation

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO), according to Covin and Slevin (1988), is the firms’ 
processes, structures, and behaviors characterized by innovation, proactiveness, and 
risk-taking. The proponents of EO suggest that this orientation can adjust their opera-
tion in dynamic environments (Covin & Slevin, 1989), resulting in positive effects on 
firm performance (e.g., Hult et al., 2004; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). In addition, the 
interplay between EO and other strategic orientations may lead organizations to sus-
tained competitive advantages (Hult et al., 2004).

A study conducted on a sample of firms in the Spanish agri-food industry revealed 
that relational capital develops a high EO (Rodrigo-Alarcón et al., 2018). They reported 
that relational capital improves the firm’s EO by promoting practices focused on experi-
mentation and creativity, the tendency to be ahead of competitors in introducing novel 
ideas or products, and positioning that maximizes the likelihood of exploiting potential 
opportunities.

Several authors have also highlighted the role of networks in influencing entrepreneur-
ial processes and firm outcomes (Butler et al., 2003; Hoang & Antoncic, 2003). Scholars 
stated that the fundamental of entrepreneurship is the ability to detect and exploit the 
opportunity in the market (e.g., Shane & Venkataraman, 2000).
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Entrepreneurship is essentially a networking activity, and relationships are valuable 
assets because they provide access to knowledge, power, information, technologies, and 
capital (Elfring & Hulsink, 2003; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005). A study conducted on a sample 
of firms in the Spanish agri-food industry revealed that relational capital develops a high 
EO (Rodrigo-Alarcón et al., 2018). They found that relational capital improves the firm’s 
EO by promoting practices focused on experimentation and creativity, the tendency to 
be ahead of competitors in introducing novel ideas or products, and positioning that 
maximizes the likelihood of exploiting potential opportunities. Then, the following 
hypothesis is formed:
H2: Relational capital is positively related to entrepreneurial orientation.

Relational capital and learning orientation

LO is the organization’s propensity to create and use knowledge to obtain a competitive 
advantage (Calantone et al., 2002; Chiou & Chen, 2012; Wang, 2008). Baker and Sinkula 
(1999b) mentioned that LO is a mechanism that affects the firm’s ability to defy previ-
ous assumptions about the market and how a firm should be organized to deal with it. 
Hult et al. (2004) argued that LO occurs primarily at the cultural level of the firm. LO 
could improve the firm’s innovation capability, and innovation is nurtured from inside 
and outside the company (Chiou & Chen, 2012).

Learning is the fundamental mechanism to create new knowledge and is often a pur-
pose of collaborative relationships (Mohr & Sengupta, 2002). In that sense, relational 
capital encompasses relationships built on a history of trust and respect. Therefore, 
such aspects possibly facilitate tacit knowledge sharing, thereby assisting in a significant 
range of future opportunity exploitation among companies (Schenkel & Garrison, 2009).

Not all entrepreneurs have the capabilities or sufficient resources to exploit external 
opportunities; they seek collaboration with the main economic actors to carry out activi-
ties to access resources and markets. Therefore, they need to develop business networks 
to exploit new opportunities, obtain new learnings, and benefit from the synergistic 
effect of pooled resources.

From the perspective of RBV, relational capital is an integral component of social capi-
tal that develops as a result of the complexity of business actions, which are connected 
through information flows (that is, knowledge integration through learning) between 
alliance relationships. Therefore, strategic alliances can play a crucial role in mediating 
access to valued resources, allowing knowledge integration, and improving SME perfor-
mance (Schoenherr et al., 2015).

In the network environment, the LO of firms reflects either exploration in seek-
ing effectiveness through new business development or exploitation in their current 
business. Recent research suggests that through external collaboration, environmen-
tal learning integration is a crucial mediating mechanism for the relationship between 
relational capital and SMEs’ environmental performance (Zahoor & Gerged, 2021). Liu 
et  al. (2010) researched electronics and IT firms in Taiwan and found that trust posi-
tively affects knowledge acquisition as a critical component of relationship management. 
These results confirm the relational view that firms should establish an ongoing relation-
ship that can foster learning to create value. Thus, the following hypothesis is developed:
H3: Relational capital is positively related to a learning orientation.
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Learning orientation and innovation

A company with developed strategic orientations, such as MO, still requires a LO 
mechanism to create an environment where mutually beneficial relationships between 
employees and their organizations facilitate learning and innovation. Therefore, LO can 
make an organization innovate effectively (Huang & Wang, 2011).

Learning in SMEs is context-sensitive and firm-specific, producing operational effi-
ciency in the short term (Badger et al., 2001; Keskin, 2006), indicating "reaction" more 
than innovation. According to Keskin (2006), the organizational cultures that question 
values with open-mindedness, commitment, and knowledge sharing facilitate firms to 
try out new ideas, develop new products/services, and be creative in their operation 
methods. Calantone et  al. (2002) also maintained that an organization committed to 
learning could enhance its innovation; as a result, LO creates a capability to innovate. 
Atitumpong and Badir (2018) stated that learning member exchange and employee LO 
positively relate to the innovative work behavior of employees (Wahyono & Hutahayan, 
2021). Therefore, the following hypothesis is developed:
H4: Learning orientation is positively related to innovation.

Relational capital and technology orientation

Gatignon and Xuereb (1997) explicitly presented the concept of a technology-oriented 
firm. TO refers to a business’s inclination to introduce or use new technologies, prod-
ucts, or innovations. A TO improves business or recent product performance, but 
studies have not consistently identified positive effects (Hakala, 2011). Creativity and 
invention are the main assets that guide a TO firm’s activities and strategies (Zhou et al., 
2005).

SMEs cooperate beyond their scope with other organizations to exploit new technolo-
gies in networks (Širec & Bradač, 2009). Some studies have examined how collabora-
tive networks foster research and technology development (e.g., Protogerou et al., 2013). 
Moreover, managerial networking has evolved to understand how top management is 
linked with stakeholders and how the relational capital contributes to their businesses in 
different aspects (Panda, 2014). Thus, the following hypothesis is created:
H5: Relational capital is positively related to technology orientation.
A TO firm always persists in using technology as the backbone, and creativity is the 

organizational norm that guides the strategies and product development activities (Ali 
et al., 2021). TO firms heavily invest in research and development and usually accept the 
"state of the art" of technology, encouraging employees to propose radical ideas creating 
a "breakthrough innovation" culture. TO is considered central for bringing innovative, 
better-designed products into the market (Zhang et al., 2018). Rapid technology change 
and increased technical complexity make innovation an initial for SMEs. Empirical evi-
dence suggests that TO positively correlates with innovation (Hult et al., 2004; Poudel 
et  al., 2019; Voss & Voss, 2000). Thus, given the increasing acceptance of the impor-
tance of technological strategies, technology is a decisive factor in creating new business 
opportunities and securing a competitive advantage. Furthermore, technological capac-
ity is a company’s ability to design and develop new processes and products, improve 
knowledge and human capital skills, and transform learning into inputs (products and 
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services) of high added value to increase organizational performance (Wang 2008; Ulas, 
2019).

Some studies have explained a strong relationship between technological capacity and 
innovation activities in SMEs; therefore, it is considered a capability that helps competi-
tiveness (Hassan et al., 2018). Then, the following hypothesis is developed:
H6: Technology orientation is positively related to innovation.

Market orientation and innovation

MO is a set of behaviors and activities related to the generation, diffusion, and respon-
siveness to the market (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993). According to Narver and Slater (1990), 
MO is a culture that prioritizes the creation of value for the buyer. Thus, MO is an aspect 
of organizational culture and is a latent construction whose indicators are values and 
beliefs that demonstrate a concern for markets (Hult et al., 2004).

Innovation is often used to measure the degree of "newness" (Calantone & Garcia, 
2002), with most research taking a company’s perspective toward market-related nov-
elty. Innovation capacity relates to a company’s ability to engage in innovation, which 
means introducing new ideas, processes, or products (Hult et al., 2004) to be launched 
with a specific target market in mind.

MO has been criticized in the context of technology start-ups, which typically focus 
on innovation because customers in this industry manifest their needs without paying 
attention to long-term thinking (Renko et al., 2009). However, some studies show that 
this is not always true (Narver et al., 2004).

Several authors has established a positive relationship between MO and innovation 
(Grinstein, 2008b; Renko et al., 2009; Beck et al., 2011). For example, Beck et al. (2011) 
found that the positive relationship between MO and innovation is maintained in a sam-
ple of family businesses over several generations. The generation in control influences 
innovation through its influence on MO.

Im and Workman (2004) found that MO is the driving force of new product success. 
They recommend further studies to examine innovation and its performance implica-
tions. The following hypothesis is developed:
H7: MO is positively related to innovation.

Entrepreneurial orientation and innovation

Miller (1983) described EO as an emphasis on aggressive innovation, risky projects, and 
a predisposition to trailblazing innovations. EO has long been associated with a proac-
tive competitive stance, management’s propensity to perform complicated tasks, and a 
strong need to take innovative steps to achieve goals (Covin & Slevin, 1989). EO could 
also lead to the creation of new venture products, the nurturing of new businesses, or 
the revival of dormant companies.

Avlonitis and Salavou (2007) indicated that those entrepreneurs adopting an orienta-
tion characterized by risk-taking and a proactive competitive attitude tend to introduce 
new products.

Matsuno et  al. (2002) found that EO positively affects firm performance combined 
with MO. However, a recent meta-analysis (Lopes et al., 2021) has shown that very few 
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studies from 1990 to 2018 link entrepreneurship and RBV similar to what our research 
suggests.

Zhou et  al. (2005) concluded that EO positively affects breakthrough innovations; 
in the same line, Zaidi and Zaidi (2021) found that EO significantly affects innovation 
intensity. However, the literature on OE has not differentiated between "new to the 
company" and "new to the world" innovations. Pérez-Luño et al. (2011) stated that the 
innovation dimension of EO has remained under conceptualized and concluded that 
EO is related to "new to the world" rather than "new to the company" innovations. In 
other words, only "new to the world" product launches appear to be a result of their EO. 
Therefore, the following hypothesis is created:
H8: Entrepreneurial orientation is positively related to innovation.

Innovation and firm performance.

Schumpeter’s profit extraction theory supports the traditional explanation of the posi-
tive relationship between innovation and business performance, which holds that 
innovative firms obtain a temporary quasi-monopoly that allows them to extract rents 
(Rubera & Kirca, 2012).

In addition, highly innovative companies can develop creative solutions that under-
mine their competitors (Hughes & Morgan, 2007). Companies want to maintain their 
market power through continuous innovations, trying to maintain superior performance 
with the introduction of multiple products. Innovation contributes positively by attenu-
ating the natural forces of competition or changing consumption patterns that dissipate 
superior returns over time (Sharma & Lacey, 2004).

Previous research examined the relationship between innovation and business per-
formance (e.g., Hult et al., 2004; Olavarrieta & Friedmann, 2008; Rhee et al., 2010; Tra-
chuk & Linder, 2022) or as a mediating variable (Tjahjadi et al., 2022). In a meta-analysis, 
Bowen et al. (2010) found that the temporal sequencing of research designs is flawed in 
previous empirical studies of the causal directions of organizational performance and 
the innovation relationship. When they corrected the studies for the real-time sequence 
used, they found a positive relationship between innovation and future performance. 
However, past performance and innovation are less clear. The following hypothesis is 
then formed:
H9: Innovation is positively related to firm performance.
Figure 1 shows the model proposed with all the hypotheses:

Methodology
We used a random sample of SMEs in Mexico. We interviewed 360 companies from the 
service, industry, and commerce sectors with a pen-and-pencil survey in four principal 
cities: Mexico, Guadalajara, Monterrey, and Puebla. In addition, professional pollsters of 
a renowned Mexican-polling firm applied one-by-one questionnaires to firm directors, 
business owners, and businesses responsible during February 2019.

A questionnaire was designed using adapted scales for each of the constructs pro-
posed in the study. Then, a group of experienced academics at Tecnologico de Mon-
terrey reviewed the questionnaire and provided feedback. In the first part of the study, 
pretests were conducted with two SMEs to verify the comprehensibility of the survey 
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questions. The polling firm tested the questionnaire before it was applied. One of the 
benefits of using surveys in business research is that they allow researchers to gather a 
large quantity of data quickly and cheaply. Compared with qualitative techniques, sur-
veys do not require participants to spend time at the organization, and the responses can 
be tabulated within a short timeframe (Choy, 2014). Moreover, numerical data obtained 
through this approach facilitate comparisons between organizations or groups and allow 
determination of the extent of agreement or disagreement between respondents (Yauch 
& Steudel, 2003: 473).

Furthermore, face-to-face surveys capture more attributes and are rated higher by 
respondents than online surveys (Hogan et al., 2016). While online surveys can access 
larger and geographically distributed populations and achieve quicker returns than face-
to-face surveys, they may no longer be as universally appealing as previously believed 
(Lefever et al., 2007). One potential disadvantage with surveys is the nonresponse bias, 
but our survey was collected in person. Thus, we did not report the response rate; all the 
surveys were completed.

All constructs were measured using Likert-type scales with a 5-point response format 
anchored by "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree" unless otherwise noted. Independent 
variables were discussed first, followed by the description of the dependent variables and 
the control. All α values showed acceptable values with α > 0.769.

Relational capital was measured using a 6-item scale based on Delgado-Verde et  al. 
(2011). The scale represents the ability to measure the relationships between clients and 
suppliers.

The MO was measured using MKTOR (Narver & Slater, 1990). In addition, extensive 
research has been conducted regarding MO, emphasizing this orientation’s focus on 
customers (Deshpandé et al., 2013).

For the rest of strategic orientations, an adapted scale based on Baker and Sinkula 
(1999b) was used to measure EO. In the present study, the LO was measured using an 
adapted scale based on Sinkula et al. (1997), and the TO was measured using an adapted 
5-item scale based on Gatignon and Xuereb (1997). The scale represents the ability and 
willingness of an organization to develop new technologies and the usage of sophisti-
cated technologies (Gao et al., 2007). Innovation was measured using an adapted 3-item 
scale based on Baker and Sinkula (1999a). The scale considers three essential items: new 
products launching, degree of differentiation of innovations, and degree of success of 

Fig. 1 Model proposed. Source: Self‑elaborated
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new products. Finally, a scale based on diverse authors was used to measure perfor-
mance (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990). It includes financial perfor-
mance, customer satisfaction, employee satisfaction, and operational aspects. Subjective 
performance measures are reliable and valid when objective data are unavailable, such as 
in SME cases (Dess & Robinson, 1984).

The first step was an exploratory factor analysis using IBM SPSS Statistics 21 to vali-
date each proposed construct. After the exploratory analyses, we used structural equa-
tion modeling. Marketing researchers widely used this technique (Uribe et al., 2013) and 
combined the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and multiple regressions. In addition, 
it allows researchers to analyze relationships between observed and unobserved vari-
ables (constructs) (Schreiber et al., 2006).

Results
The structural model shows the relationship of different latent variables (constructs). The 
measurement model shows the relationship between latent variables and the observed 
variables used to measure latent variables. Figure  2 shows the CFA for the proposed 
model. Again, AMOS 21 was used to conduct CFA.

Table 1 shows the results for the reliability and validity of the model (convergent and 
discriminant validity).

Table  2 shows the relationship between variables in the proposed model. The table 
shows the following results: (i) relational capital exerts a direct and positive effect on 
MO, supporting H1; (ii) relational capital exerts a direct and positive effect on EO, sup-
porting H2; (iii) relational capital exerts a direct and positive effect on LO, supporting 
H3; (iv) relational capital exerts a direct and positive effect on TO, supporting H5; (v) 
MO exerts a direct and positive effect on innovation, supporting H7; (vi) EO exerts a 
direct and positive effect on innovation, supporting H8; (vii) LO exerts a direct and 
positive effect on innovation, not supporting H4; (viii) no significant relationship exists 
between TO and innovation, not supporting H6; and (ix) innovation exerts a direct and 
positive effect on performance, supporting H9.

Figure 3 shows the SEM analysis result.

Discussion
As we have seen from the previous results, the proposed hypothesized model was widely 
supported, suggesting that theories typically applied to developed economies can be 
used to emerging economies and SMEs. Despite the different models proposed, a posi-
tive relationship was confirmed between innovation and firm performance in SMEs. 
Woodside (2005) mentioned that analyses should advance from the one-directional 
structural equation modeling of innovation and business performance to a system’s 
dynamic modeling that includes real feedback looped models.

A significant finding of this investigation is the direct and positive relationship 
between relational capital and a firm’s strategic orientations. As was stated before, little 
research has focused on this type of relationship. However, Teece (2007) mentioned that 
strategic orientations are dynamic capabilities for the organization, and diverse anteced-
ents can be found. Therefore, all of the hypotheses (H1–H4) were remarkably supported 
with p < 0.01.
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MO is a highly studied strategic orientation in the marketing literature (Kirca et al., 
2005). However, few empirical studies have researched its relationship with relational 
capital. Our research contributes to the literature suggesting that relational capital 
is closely linked to MO, and relational capital is an essential antecedent for being 

Fig. 2 Confirmatory factor analysis for the proposed model.  Source: Self‑elaborated

Table 1 Reliability, convergent, and discriminant validity (CR > 0.7, AVE > 0.5; CR > AVE, MSV < AVE)

*Values below recommended criteria

Source: Self‑elaborated

CR AVE MSV LO PERF INN TO EO MO RC

LO 0.576* 0.405* 0.814* 0.636*
PERF 0.816 0.527 0.518 0.375 0.726
INN 0.744 0.592 0.518 0.297 0.720 0.770
TO 0.712 0.553 0.601* 0.704 0.382 0.364 0.744*
EO 0.629* 0.365* 0.601* 0.751 0.662 0.535 0.775 0.604*
MO 0.682* 0.419* 0.814* 0.902 0.361 0.427 0.435 0.513 0.647*
RC 0.760 0.515 0.596* 0.772 0.414 0.422 0.638 0.590 0.744 0.717*
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market oriented. Thus, building relational capital is another way to enhance MO and 
other precursors identified in previous studies, such as those related to the behav-
ior of the top management team or employee incentives, among others (Jaworski & 
Kholi, 1993).

Butler et  al. (2003) reported that entrepreneurial processes are collaborative. The 
empirical results obtained from this study confirm this assertion. It also follows what 
was stated as supporting this hypothesis: entrepreneurs need collaboration with dif-
ferent business actors to gain access to resources and markets. A significant relational 
capital should enhance proactiveness (a component of EO) because social capital can be 
mobilized to ensure the success of an organization and promote entrepreneurship (Hay-
ton, 2005; Liu et al., 2016). Considering risk-taking (another component of EO), social 
capital alters the risk tolerance of socially connected individuals because it offers a way 

Table 2 Relationship between variables in the proposed model

N = 360, *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; ns: nonsignificant

Source: Self‑elaborated

Relationships Estimate Std. estimate SE P Hypothesis

MO  < – RC .908 .816 .102 *** H1is supported

EO  < – RC .771 .726 .107 *** H2 is supported

LO  < – RC 1.057 .884 .115 *** H3 is supported

TO  < – RC 1.089 .713 .130 *** H4 is supported

INN  < – MO .508 .398 .195 ** H5 is supported

INN  < – EO .894 .668 .198 *** H6 is supported

INN  < – LO − .528 − .445 .216 * H7 is not supported

INN  < – TO .064 .068 .092 ns H8 is not supported

PERF  < – INN .816 .780 .079 *** H9 is supported

Fig. 3 The proposed model to SEM.  Source: Self‑elaborated
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to pool individual risks and reinforces an individual’s sense of power, leading to riskier 
preferences (Ferris et al., 2017).

Regarding innovativeness (the third component of EO), Santos-Rodrigues et al. (2011) 
used survey data from 135 firms of Spain and North Portugal and concluded that rela-
tional capital positively and directly influences the product–process innovativeness. 
Collaboration networks and clients are directly related to the innovative capacity (San-
tos-Rodrigues et al., 2011). These results highlight the importance and influence of intel-
lectual capital on innovativeness. Thus, in summary, relational capital has a close link 
with EO because it positively influences all components of this strategic orientation: 
risk-taking, proactiveness, and innovativeness.

LO and relational capital have been explored in specific contexts. For example, Liu 
et  al. (2010) found a positive relationship between these two constructs in an alliance 
scenario. Our results show that this finding can be extended into the SMEs context. 
Numerous studies have acknowledged the critical role of networks in emerging markets 
(Dimitratos et al., 2012; Morais & Ferreira, 2020). Strong network relationships may sup-
ply SMEs with rare sources of unique inputs, which enhance the capabilities of these 
firms (Falahat et al., 2021). Thus, network relationships, as a way to build relational capi-
tal, may help SMEs increase their organizational learning.

A strong positive relationship was found between TO and relational capital. This result 
suggests that interactions with different business actors could foster technology in SMEs. 
In addition, networking among industry, universities, and public research institutes is 
necessary to utilize all technological capabilities for industrial development (Kondo, 
2005). According to Rothaermel and Hess (2007), by focusing on the importance of the 
internal asset base of the firm, researchers often neglect those network relationships that 
may allow firms to create unique technology resource combinations. Thus, our results 
confirm that relational capital positively affects the degree of TO. SMEs may enhance 
their TO by building up solid and long-term relationships with customers, suppliers, 
universities, and public research institutes, among others (Rothaermel & Hess, 2007).

Regarding the relationships between the different strategic orientations and innova-
tions, we supported two of our four hypotheses, namely, the direct and positive effect of 
MO on innovation and the direct and positive effect between EO and innovation.

Much discussion can be found in MO literature regarding the contribution of this ori-
entation to innovation. Although most research on this field has demonstrated a closed 
link between MO and innovation (Anand et al., 2021; Lado & Maydeu‐Olivares, 2001), 
many studies revealed a nonsignificant contribution or even a negative relationship 
because of the nature of MO (i.e., Keskin, 2006). However, Keskin (2006) did not con-
sider "innovation" as a dependent variable and classified "innovativeness" as a different 
concept.

A positive relationship was also found between EO and innovation. This result is con-
sistent with other studies that obtained similar results (Tajeddini, 2010). EO has also 
been usually related to innovation in previous studies (Seo, 2019; Zhai et al., 2018).

Organizational learning allows the development, acquisition, transformation, and 
exploitation of new knowledge that enhances corporate innovation (Jiménez-Jiménez & 
Sanz-Valle, 2011). Several studies found a positive relationship between LO and innova-
tion (Calantone et al., 2002). However, the direct but negative relationship between LO 
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and innovation in our research is surprising. In addition, learning in SMEs is firm spe-
cific and work based, producing operational efficiency in the short term (Badger et al., 
2001; Keskin, 2006), indicating a "reaction" more than an innovation. This idea could be 
one of the potential explanations for this finding. Another possible explanation is that 
other factors should be considered to understand the negative relationship in the SME 
context. Additional research on this relationship must be conducted to clarify the real 
effects of LO on innovation in SMEs and the potential moderating effects.

Most previous studies among SMEs suggest that a positive orientation of firms toward 
technology exerts a significant effect on their innovation (Al-Ansari et al., 2013; Hum-
phreys et al., 2005). However, in our research, the relationship between TO and inno-
vation is not significant. Zhou and Wu (2009) commented that mixed results could be 
found in this relationship because of the assumed linear relationship between techno-
logical capability (or TO) and explorative innovation. They found that although tech-
nological capability fosters innovation exploitation at an accelerating rate, it has an 
inverted U-shaped relationship with innovative exploration. A high level of TO impedes 
explorative innovation. Another potential explanation for these unexpected results is 
that many different scales assess innovation. Some try to measure innovativeness, others 
pure innovation, and others innovation success. Our research used a scale from Baker 
and Sinkula (2009) that measures innovation success. TO does not guarantee innovation 
success, possibly because being technology oriented may improve innovation or innova-
tiveness. Nevertheless, to be successful with innovation, companies need to be market 
oriented, apart from technology (Van Riel et al., 2004). Additional research is warranted 
to understand this finding better.

Conclusion
This study investigated the relationship of relational capital with strategic orientations 
and how these factors affect innovation and performance. Our results support the pro-
posed model.

A direct and positive relationship was found between relational capital and critical 
strategic orientations: market, entrepreneurial, learning, and technology. Meanwhile, an 
indirect relationship was found between relational capital and innovation through MO 
and EO. Hence, relational capital is crucial for improving strategic orientations, innova-
tion, and business performance.

One crucial theoretical implication from our research is that relational capital is 
a key capability for SMEs. The minimal research devoted to studying the potential 
capabilities of relational capital to enhance competitive advantage is surprising. This 
lack of research applies not only to SMEs but also to big companies. However, rela-
tional capital could be even more critical in the case of SMEs because this type of 
firm has few resources to compete with prominent companies. Thus, relational capital 
is an available capability that may become an important tool to compete. Another 
theoretical implication of the study is that learning orientation, which usually exerts 
a positive or a nonsignificant effect on innovation, may also negatively influence. This 
finding indicates that, at least in the case of Mexican SMEs, LO sometimes nega-
tively contributes to being innovative. The reasons for this phenomenon are unclear 
because we did not find similar results in previous studies. Pending questions include 
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the following: Is there something special among Mexican SMEs that can explain this 
unexpected result? Is this because those SMEs in their learning process ignore or dis-
regard all issues related to innovation? Do they prefer to buy innovation instead of 
learning how to develop it? Further research is warranted to clarify this relationship.

Another crucial theoretical implication is the lack of a relationship between TO and 
innovation. The explanation for the previous negative relationship between LO and 
innovation is more straightforward than this. This lack of a significant relationship 
is because we assess innovation with an "innovation success" scale. It means that TO 
is insufficient to succeed with the innovation activity of SMEs. TO possibly improves 
innovation in general but not necessarily innovation success. For successful innova-
tion, apart from a TO, MO is also necessary. When technology and marketing are bal-
anced, chances that innovations can be successful are high.

Regarding managerial implications, SME managers should pay attention to their 
relational capital and the broader concept named intellectual capital. Building rela-
tional capital not only needs the involvement of the top management of SMEs. Similar 
to being market oriented, having a solid relational capital is a matter of all employees. 
Thus, top managers should promote a culture among firms that fosters an attitude 
of employees to establish close relationships with all key company stakeholders. Our 
empirical results indicate that other managerial implications for SMEs confirm inno-
vation as a determinant of business performance. Consequently, managers are advised 
to improve innovation in their businesses with the correct investments and efforts to 
achieve superior business performance.

Some limitations can be identified, as well as future lines of research. One of them 
is related to the cross-sectional nature of the study. In addition, strategic directions 
are not static but evolving, which may not reflect the dynamics of change and its 
potentially lagging influence on performance (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). However, 
a reason can be argued against this limitation. Some longitudinal studies suggest that 
the effect of strategic orientations on performance shows somewhat similar results 
(Dawes, 2000). However, a longitudinal research design certainly provides insightful 
results on the effects of changing strategic orientations and their influence on SME 
performance over time. Therefore, longitudinal studies that can capture the changing 
nature of strategic orientations and their effect on company performance should be 
conducted in the future.

Another significant limitation is that the study findings are based on data from a 
single country. Although Mexico shares many characteristics with other emerging 
economies, the results cannot be generalized. Therefore, we suggest designing new 
research in other emerging economies to contrast the findings of this study.

The sample used for the study includes companies from the commerce, industry, 
and services sectors. The methodology used for the survey addresses them in a gen-
eral sense, avoiding the conclusion of a specific sector. Alternative analysis tech-
niques, such as multiple cluster analysis, may be suggested for future studies.

Another limitation of the study is the effect of single respondent bias. Different 
points of view can be found in the literature about it. Snow and Hrebiniak (1980) 
claimed that top managers have the best idea in the entire organization, whereas 
Hambrick (1981) strongly recommended asking only the CEO for answers. Bowman 
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and Ambrosini (1997) found that data collected by a single respondent may be unre-
liable. Thus, future research could use more than one respondent to contrast the 
results.

Additional investigations can be designed to extend the proposed model to include 
other essential company resources and capabilities, such as physical assets. Environmen-
tal factors or physical location may also be considered.

Strategic directions per se do not automatically lead to superior performance. Conse-
quently, further research must identify the underlying action components to understand 
how strategic directions work.

TO and innovation can sometimes be considered closely related terms (Grinstein, 
2008a). However, even though statistical evidence shows that both constructs are well 
identified, these two phenomena are difficult to distinguish in practice. One result of 
this research is that TO does not have a significant relationship with innovation. In the 
future, researchers should design differentiated measures for OT and innovation.

Another line of future research can be derived from the negative relationship between 
learning orientation and innovation. Additional studies are warranted to contrast this 
result.

Abbreviations
CFA  Confirmatory factor analysis
EO  Entrepreneurial orientation
LO  Learning orientation
MO  Market orientation
RBV  Resource‑based vision
SEM  Structural equation modeling
SMEs  Small and medium enterprises
TO  Technology orientation

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author contributions
The authors contributed equally to the design and implementation of the research, the analysis of the results, and the 
manuscript’s writing. All the authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
The authors did not receive any funding for this research.

Availability of data and materials
The data supporting this study’s findings are available from the corresponding author, Edgar Ramírez‑Solís, upon reason‑
able request.

Declarations

Competing interests
The authors certify that they have NO affiliations with or involvement in any organization or entity with any financial 
interest (such as honoraria; educational grants; participation in bureaus; membership, employment, consultancies, stock 
ownership, or other equity interest; and expert testimony or patent‑licensing arrangements) or nonfinancial interest 
(such as personal or professional relationships, affiliations, knowledge, or beliefs) in the subject matter or materials 
discussed in this manuscript. Therefore, the authors have no conflicts of interest to disclose.

Received: 15 November 2021   Accepted: 8 March 2022

References
Al‑Ansari, Y., Altalib, M., & Sardoh, M. (2013). Technology orientation, innovation and business performance: A study of 

Dubai SMEs. The International Technology Management Review, 3(1), 1–11.



Page 16 of 19Ramírez‑Solis et al. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship           (2022) 11:42 

Ali, T., Mad Lazim, H., & Iteng, R. (2021). The effect of product innovation and technology orientation on the firm perfor‑
mance: Evidence from the manufacturing small and medium enterprises of Pakistan. South Asian Journal of Social 
Sciences and Humanities, 2(2), 156–171.

Alnawas, I., & Abu Farha, A. (2020). Strategic orientations and capabilities’ effect on SMEs’ performance. Marketing Intel-
ligence & Planning, 38(7), 829–845.

Anand, J., McDermott, G., Mudambi, R., & Narula, R. (2021). Innovation in and from emerging economies: New insights 
and lessons for international business research. Journal of International Business Studies, 52(4), 545–559.

Atitumpong, A., & Badir, Y. F. (2018). Leader‑member exchange, learning orientation, and innovative work behavior. 
Journal of Workplace Learning, 30(1), 32–47.

Avlonitis, G. J., & Salavou, H. E. (2007). Entrepreneurial orientation of SMEs, product innovativeness, and performance. 
Journal of Business Research, 60(5), 566–575.

Badger, I. C., Mangles, T., & Sadler‑Smith, E. (2001). Organizational learning styles, competencies and learning systems in 
small, UK manufacturing firms. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 21(11), 1417–1432.

Baker, W. E., & Sinkula, J. M. (1999a). Learning orientation, market orientation, and innovation: Integrating and extending 
models of organizational performance. Journal of Market-Focused Management, 4(4), 295–308.

Baker, W. E., & Sinkula, J. M. (1999b). The synergistic effect of market orientation and learning orientation on organiza‑
tional performance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(4), 411–427.

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 17, 99–120.
Beck, L., Janssens, W., Debruyne, M., & Lommelen, T. (2011). A study of the relationships between generation, market 

orientation, and innovation in family firms. Family Business Review, 24(3), 252–272.
Bowen, F. E., Rostami, M., & Steel, P. (2010). Timing is everything: A meta‑analysis of the relationships between organiza‑

tional performance and innovation. Journal of Business Research, 63(11), 1179–1185.
Bowman, C., & Ambrosini, V. (1997). Using single respondents in strategy research. British Journal of Management, 8(2), 

119–131.
Butler, J. E., Brown, B., & Chamornmarn, W. (2003). Informational networks, entrepreneurial action and performance. Asia 

Pacific Journal of Management, 20(2), 151–174.
Calantone, R., & Garcia, R. (2002). A critical look at technological innovation typology and innovativeness terminology: A 

literature review. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 19(2), 110–132.
Calantone, R. J., Cavusgil, S. T., & Zhao, Y. (2002). Learning orientation, firm innovation capability, and firm performance. 

Industrial Marketing Management, 31(6), 515–524.
Capello, R., & Faggian, A. (2005). Collective learning and relational capital in local innovation processes. Regional Studies, 

39(1), 75–87.
Carmeli, A., Gelbard, R., & Gefen, D. (2010). The importance of innovation leadership in cultivating strategic fit and 

enhancing firm performance. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(3), 339–349.
Catanzaro, A., Messeghem, K., & Sammut, S. (2019). Effectiveness of export support programs: Impact on the relational 

capital and international performance of early internationalizing small businesses. Journal of Small Business Man-
agement, 57, 436–461.

Chiou, C. C., & Chen, Y. C. (2012). Relations among learning orientation, innovation capital and firm performance: An 
empirical study in Taiwan’s IT/electronic industry. International Journal of Management, 29(3), 321–331.

Choy, L. T. (2014). The strengths and weaknesses of research methodology: Comparison and complimentary between 
qualitative and quantitative approaches. IOSR Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 19(4), 99–104.

Corvino, A., Caputo, F., Pironti, M., Doni, F., & Martini, S. B. (2019). The moderating effect of firm size on relational capital 
and firm performance: Evidence from Europe. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 20(4), 510–532.

Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1988). The influence of organization structure on the utility of an entrepreneurial top manage‑
ment style. Journal of Management Studies, 25(3), 217–234.

Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1989). Strategic management of small firms in hostile and benign environments. Strategic 
Management Journal, 10(1), 75–87.

Dawes, J. (2000). Market orientation and company profitability: further evidence incorporating longitudinal data. Austral-
ian Journal of Management, 25(2), 173–199.

Day, G. S. (2000). Managing marketing relationships. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(1), 24–30.
De Clercq, D., & Sapienza, H. J. (2006). Effects of relational capital and commitment on venture capitalists’ perception of 

portfolio company performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 21(3), 326–347.
Delgado‑Verde, M., Martín‑de‑Castro, G., Navas‑López, J. E., & Cruz‑González, J. (2011). Capital social, capital relacional e 

innovación tecnológica. Una aplicación al sector manufacturero español de alta y media‑alta tecnología. Cuader-
nos De Economía y Dirección De La Empresa, 14(4), 207–221.

Deshpandé, R., Grinstein, A., Kim, S., & Ofek, E. (2013). Achievement motivation, strategic orientations and business per‑
formance in entrepreneurial firms: How different are Japanese and American Founders? International Marketing 
Review, 30(3), 231–252.

Dess, G. G., & Robinson, R. (1984). Measuring organizational performance in the absence of objective measures: The case 
of the privately‑held firm and conglomerate business unit. Strategic Management Journal, 5(3), 265–273.

Dimitratos, P., Voudouris, I., Plakoyiannaki, E., & Nakos, G. (2012). International entrepreneurial culture—Toward a com‑
prehensive opportunity‑based operationalization of international entrepreneurship. International Business Review, 
21(4), 708–721.

Elfring, T., & Hulsink, W. (2003). Networks in entrepreneurship: The case of high technology firms. Small Business Econom-
ics, 21(4), 409–422.

Estrada, I., Faems, D., & de Faria, P. (2016). Coopetition and product innovation performance: The role of internal knowl‑
edge sharing mechanisms and formal knowledge protection mechanisms. Industrial Marketing Management, 53, 
56–65.

Evangelista, R., & Vezzani, A. (2010). The economic impact of technological and organizational innovations: A firm‑level 
analysis. Research Policy, 39(10), 1253–1263.



Page 17 of 19Ramírez‑Solis et al. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship           (2022) 11:42  

Falahat, M., Lee, Y. Y., Soto‑Acosta, P., & Ramayah, T. (2021). Entrepreneurial, market, learning and networking orientations 
as determinants of business capability and international performance: The contingent role of government sup‑
port. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 17(4), 1759–1780.

Febrian, A. C., Made Sukresna, I., & Ghozali, I. (2020). Relational capital and marketing performance: The mediating role of 
SMEs networking in Indonesia. Management Science Letters. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5267/j. msl. 2020.5. 038

Ferris, S. P., Javakhadze, D., & Rajkovic, T. (2017). CEO social capital, risk‑taking and corporate policies. Journal of Corporate 
Finance, 47, 46–71.

Gao, G., Zhou, K., & Yim, C. (2007). On what should firms focus in transitional economies? A study of the contingent value 
of strategic orientations in China. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 24(1), 3–15.

Gatignon, H., & Xuereb, J. (1997). Strategic orientation of the firm and new product performance. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 34(1), 77–90.

Grinstein, A. (2008a). The relationships between market orientation and alternative strategic orientations: A meta‑analysis. 
European Journal of Marketing, 42(1–2), 115–134.

Grinstein, A. (2008b). The effect of market orientation and its components on innovation consequences: A meta‑analysis. 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(2), 166–173.

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, 13(2), 199–217.

Hambrick, D. C. (1981). Environment, strategy, and power within top management teams. Administrative science quarterly, 
26, 253–275.

Hassan, M. U., Iqbal, Z., Malik, M., & Ahmad, M. I. (2018). Exploring the role of technological developments and open 
innovation in the survival of SMEs: An empirical study of Pakistan. International Journal of Business Forecasting and 
Marketing Intelligence, 4, 64–85.

Hayton, C. (2005). Competing in the new economy: The effect of intellectual capital on corporate entrepreneurship in 
high‑technology new ventures. R&D Management, 35(2), 137–155.

Helfert, G., Ritter, T., & Walter, A. (2002). Redefining market orientation from a relationship perspective: Theoretical consid‑
erations and empirical results. European Journal of Marketing, 36(9–10), 1119–1139.

Hernández‑Linares, R., Kellermanns, F. W., & López‑Fernández, M. C. (2021). Dynamic capabilities and SME performance: 
The moderating effect of market orientation. Journal of Small Business Management, 59(1), 162–195.

Hoang, H., & Antoncic, B. (2003). Network‑based research in entrepreneurship: A critical review. Journal of Business Ventur-
ing, 18(2), 165–187.

Hogan, S., Romaniuk, J., & Faulkner, M. (2016). Comparing approaches to elicit brand attributes both face‑to‑face and 
online. International Journal of Market Research, 58(1), 57–78.

Huang, S. K., & Wang, Y.‑L. (2011). Entrepreneurial orientation, learning orientation, and innovation in small and medium 
enterprises. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 24, 563–570.

Hughes, M., & Morgan, R. E. (2007). Deconstructing the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and business 
performance at the embryonic stage of firm growth.  Industrial Marketing Management, 36(5), 651–661.

Hult, G. T., Hurley, R. F., & Knight, G. A. (2004). Innovativeness: Its antecedents and impact on business performance. Indus-
trial Marketing Management, 33(5), 429–438.

Humphreys, P., McAdam, R., & Leckey, J. (2005). Longitudinal evaluation of innovation implementation in SMEs. European 
Journal of Innovation Management, 8(3), 283–304.

Im, S., & Workman, J. P. (2004). Market orientation, creativity, and new product performance in high‑technology firms. 
Journal of Marketing, 68(2), 114–132.

Inkpen, A., & Tsang, E. W. K. (2005). Social capital, networks, and knowledge transfer. Academy of Management Review, 
30(1), 146–165.

Jaworski, B., & Kohli, A. (1993). Market orientation: Antecedents and consequences. Journal of Marketing, 57(3), 53–70.
Jiménez‑Jiménez, D., & Sanz‑Valle, R. (2011). Innovation, organizational learning, and performance. Journal of Business 

Research, 64(4), 408–417.
Keskin, H. (2006). Market orientation, learning orientation, and innovation capabilities in SMEs: An extended model. 

European Journal of Innovation Management, 9(4), 396–417.
Kirca, A. H., Jayachandran, S., & Bearden, W. O. (2005). Market orientation: A meta‑analytic review and assessment of its 

antecedents and impact on performance. Journal of Marketing, 69(2), 24–41.
Kondo, M. (2005). Networking for technology Acquisition and transfer. International Journal of Technology Management, 

32(1–2), 154–175.
Kurniawan, R., Budiastuti, D., Hamsal, M., & Kosasih, W. (2020). Networking capability and firm performance: The mediating 

role of market orientation and business process agility. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing., 36(9), 1646–1664.
Lado, N., & Maydeu‑Olivares, A. (2001). Exploring the link between market orientation and innovation in the European 

and US insurance markets. International Marketing Review, 18(2), 130–145.
Lefever, S., Dal, M., & Matthíasdóttir, Á. (2007). Online data collection in academic research: Advantages and limitations. 

British Journal of Educational Technology, 38(4), 574–582.
Liu, C., Ghauri, P. N., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2010). Understanding the impact of relational capital and organizational learning on 

alliance outcomes. Journal of World Business, 45(3), 237–249.
Liu, H., Ke, W., Wei, K. K., & Lu, Y. (2016). The effects of social capital on firm substantive and symbolic performance: In the 

context of E‑Business. Journal of Global Information Management, 24(1), 61–85.
Lopes, J., Ferreira, J., & Farinha, L. (2021). Entrepreneurship and the resource‑based view: What is the linkage? A bibliomet‑

ric approach. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Venturing, 13(2), 137–164.
Maldonado‑Guzmán, G., Garza‑Reyes, J. A., Pinzón‑Castro, S. Y., & Kumar, V. (2020). Innovation capabilities and perfor‑

mance: Are they truly linked in SMEs? International Journal of Innovation Science, 11(1), 48–62.
Martin, L., & Javalgi, G. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation, marketing capabilities and performance: The moderating 

role of competitive intensity on Latin American international new ventures. Journal of Business Research, 69(6), 
2040–2051.

https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.5.038


Page 18 of 19Ramírez‑Solis et al. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship           (2022) 11:42 

Matsuno, K., Mentzer, J. T., & Özsomer, A. (2002). The effects of entrepreneurial proclivity and market orientation on busi‑
ness performance. Journal of Marketing, 66(3), 18–32.

Merrilees, B., Rundle‑Thiele, S., & Lye, A. (2011). Marketing capabilities: Antecedents and implications for B2B SME perfor‑
mance. Industrial Marketing Management, 40, 368–375.

Miller, D. (1983). The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms. Management Science, 29(7), 770–791. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1287/ mnsc. 29.7. 770

Mohr, J. J., & Sengupta, S. (2002). Managing the paradox of inter‑firm learning: The role of governance mechanisms. 
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 17(4), 282–310.

Morais, F., & Ferreira, J. J. (2020). SME internationalisation process: Key issues and contributions, existing gaps and the 
future research agenda. European Management Journal, 38(1), 62–77.

Moscare‑Balanquit, D. L. (2021). Examining the contribution of valuable and rare resources and capabilities to perfor‑
mance of micro‑enterprises. International Review of Management and Marketing, 11(3), 22.

Murray, G. F., Lewis, V. A., & D’Aunno, T. (2021). Interpersonal relationships, dynamic reinforcement, and alliance perfor‑
mance. In Academy of Management Proceedings Academy of Management. 1, 16084.

Narver, J., & Slater, S. (1990). The effect of a market orientation on business profitability. Journal of Marketing., 54(4), 20–35.
Narver, J. C., Slater, S. F., & MacLachlan, D. L. (2004). Responsive and proactive market orientation and new‑product suc‑

cess. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 21(5), 334–347.
O’Cass, A., & Heirati, N. (2015). Mastering the complementarity between marketing mix and customer‑focused capabili‑

ties to enhance new product performance. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 30(1), 60–71.
Olavarrieta, S., & Friedmann, R. (2008). Market orientation, knowledge‑related resources and firm performance. Journal of 

Business Research, 61(6), 623–630.
Onofrei, G., Nguyen, H. M., Zhang, M., & Fynes, B. (2020). Building supply chain relational capital: The impact of supplier 

and customer leveraging on innovation performance. Business Strategy and the Environment, 29(8), 3422–3434.
Panda, D. K. (2014). Managerial networks and strategic orientation in SMEs: Experience from a transition economy. Jour-

nal of Strategy and Management, 7(4), 376–397.
Pérez‑Luño, A., Wiklund, J., & Cabrera, R. V. (2011). The dual nature of innovative activity: How entrepreneurial orientation 

influences innovation generation and adoption. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(5), 555–571.
Poudel, K. P., Carter, R., & Lonial, S. (2019). The impact of entrepreneurial orientation, technological capability, and con‑

sumer attitude on firm performance: A multi‑theory perspective. Journal of Small Business Management, 57(sup2), 
268–295.

Protogerou, A., Caloghirou, Y., & Siokas, E. (2013). Twenty‑five years of science‑industry collaboration: The emergence and 
evolution of policy‑driven research networks across Europe. Journal of Technology Transfer, 38(6), 873–895.

Purcarea, I., Benavides Espinosa, M. M., & Apetrei, A. (2013). Innovation and knowledge creation: Perspectives on the SMEs 
sector. Management Decision, 51(5), 1096–1107.

Ramstad, E. (2009). Expanding innovation system and policy: An organizational perspective. Policy Studies, 30(5), 533–553.
Renko, M., Carsrud, A., & Brännback, M. (2009). The effect of market orientation, entrepreneurial orientation, and tech‑

nological capability on innovativeness: A study of young biotechnology ventures in The United States and in 
Scandinavia. Journal of Small Business Management, 47(3), 331–369.

Rhee, J., Park, T., & Lee, D. H. (2010). Drivers of innovativeness and performance for innovative SMEs in South Korea: 
Mediation of learning orientation. Technovation, 30(1), 65–75.

Rodrigo‑Alarcón, J., García‑Villaverde, P. M., Ruiz‑Ortega, M. J., & Parra‑Requena, G. (2018). From social capital to entrepre‑
neurial orientation: The mediating role of dynamic capabilities. European Management Journal, 36(2), 195–209.

Rosli, M. M., & Sidek, S. (2013). The impact of innovation on the small and medium enterprises: Evidence from Malaysia. 
Journal of Innovation Management in Small & Medium Enterprise, 1(1), 1–16.

Rothaermel, F. T., & Hess, A. M. (2007). Building dynamic capabilities: Innovation driven by individual‑, firm‑ and network‑
level effects. Organization Science, 18(6), 892–921.

Rubera, G., & Kirca, A. (2012). Firm innovativeness and its performance outcomes: A meta‑analytic review and theoretical 
integration. Journal of Marketing, 76(3), 130–147.

Santos‑Rodrigues, H., Dorrego, P. F., & Fernandez‑Jardon, C. M. (2011). The main intellectual capital components that are 
relevant to the product, process and management firm innovativeness. International Journal of Transitions and 
Innovation Systems, 1(3), 271–301.

Sanzo, M. J., Santos, M. L., García, N., & Trespalacios, J. A. (2012). Trust as a moderator of the relationship between organiza‑
tional learning and marketing capabilities: Evidence from Spanish SMEs. International Small Business Journal, 30(6), 
700–726.

Schenkel, M. T., & Garrison, G. (2009). Exploring the roles of social capital and team‑efficacy in virtual entrepreneurial team 
performance. Management Research News, 32(6), 525–538.

Schoenherr, T., Narasimhan, R., & Bandyopadhyay, P. (2015). The assurance of food safety in supply chains via relational 
networking: A social network perspective. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 35(12), 
1662–1687.

Schreiber, J., Nora, A., Stage, F., Barlow, E., & King, J. (2006). Reporting structural equation modeling and confirmatory fac‑
tor analysis results. Journal of Educational Research, 99(6), 323–338.

Seo, R. (2019). Entrepreneurial orientation and innovation performance: Insights from Korean ventures. European Journal 
of Innovation Management, 4, 675–695.

Shafei, R., & Zohdi, M. (2014). Relational capabilities in market orientation to improvement of performance outcomes in 
SMEs. International Journal of Business Performance Management, 15(4), 295–315.

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. Academy of Management 
Review, 25(1), 217–226. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5465/ amr. 2000. 27916 11

Sharma, A., & Lacey, N. (2004). Linking product development outcomes to market valuation of the firm: The case of the 
US pharmaceutical industry. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 21(5), 297–308.

Sinkula, J. M., Baker, W. E., & Noordewier, T. (1997). A framework for market‑based organizational learning: Linking values, 
knowledge, and behavior. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 25(4), 305–318.

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791611


Page 19 of 19Ramírez‑Solis et al. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship           (2022) 11:42  

Širec, K., & Bradač, B. (2009). How does networking impact the SMEs growth. Organizacija, 42(2), 59–66.
Snow, C. C., & Hrebiniak, L. G. (1980). Strategy, distinctive competence, and organizational performance. Administrative 

science quarterly, 25, 317–336.
Tajeddini, K. (2010). Effect of customer orientation and entrepreneurial orientation on innovativeness: Evidence from the 

hotel industry in Switzerland. Tourism Management, 31(2), 221–231.
Teece, D. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise perfor‑

mance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319–1350.
Tjahjadi, B., Soewarno, N., Jermias, J., Hariyati, H., Fairuzi, A., & Anwar, D. N. (2022). Does engaging in global market orienta‑

tion strategy affect HEIs’ performance? The mediating roles of intellectual capital readiness and open innovation. 
Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 8(1), 29.

Trachuk, A., & Linder, N. (2022). Innovation and performance: an empirical study of Russian industrial companies Innova-
tion and Technology Management (pp. 101–124).

Ulas, D. (2019). Digital transformation process and SMEs. Proceedings of the Procedia Computer Science, 158, 662–671.
Uribe, F., Rialp, J., & Llonch, J. (2013). El uso de las redes sociales digitales como herramienta de marketing en el desem‑

peño empresarial. Cuadernos De Administración, 26(47), 205–231.
Van Riel, A. C., Lemmink, J., & Ouwersloot, H. (2004). High‑technology service innovation success: A decision‑making 

perspective. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 21(5), 348–359.
Voss, G. B., & Voss, Z. G. (2000). Strategic orientation and firm performance in an artistic environment. Journal of Marketing, 

64(1), 67–83.
Wahyono, D., & Hutahayan, B. (2021). The relationships between market orientation, learning orientation, financial 

literacy, on the knowledge competence, innovation, and performance of small and medium textile industries in 
Java and Bali. Asia Pacific Management Review, 26(1), 39–46.

Wang, C. C. (2008). Entrepreneurial orientation, learning orientation, and firm performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 32(4), 635–657.

Welbourne, T. M., & Pardo‑del‑Val, M. (2009). Relational capital: Strategic advantage for Small and medium‑sized enter‑
prises (SMEs) through negotiation and collaboration. Group Decision and Negotiation, 18(5), 483–497.

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2005). Entrepreneurial orientation and small business performance: A configurational 
approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 20(1), 71–91.

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, 34(3), 275–279.

Yauch, C. A., & Steudel, H. J. (2003). Complementary use of qualitative and quantitative cultural assessment methods. 
Organizational Research Methods, 6(4), 465–481.

Yayla, S., Yeniyurt, S., Uslay, C., & Cavusgil, E. (2018). The role of market orientation, relational capital, and internationaliza‑
tion speed in foreign market exit and re‑entry decisions under turbulent conditions. International Business Review, 
27(6), 1105–1115.

Yu, Y., & Huo, B. (2019). The impact of relational capital on supplier quality integration and operational performance. Total 
Quality Management & Business Excellence, 30(11–12), 1282–1301.

Zahoor, N., & Gerged, A. M. (2021). Relational capital, environmental knowledge integration, and environmental per‑
formance of small and medium enterprises in emerging markets. Business Strategy and the Environment, 30(8), 
3789–3803.

Zaidi, S. S. A., & Zaidi, S. S. Z. (2021). Linking entrepreneurial orientation and innovation intensity: Moderating role of 
environmental turbulence. Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management, and Innovation, 3(2), 202–236.

Zhai, Y. M., Sun, W. Q., Tsai, S. B., Wang, Z., Zhao, Y., & Chen, Q. (2018). An empirical study on entrepreneurial orientation, 
absorptive capacity, and SMEs’ innovation performance: A sustainable perspective. Sustainability, 10(2), 314.

Zhang, S., Yang, D., Qiu, S., Bao, X., & Li, J. (2018). Open innovation and firm performance: Evidence from the Chinese 
mechanical manufacturing industry. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 48, 76–86.

Zhao, R., Mashruwala, R., Pandit, S., & Balakrishnan, J. (2019). Supply chain relational capital and the bullwhip effect. Inter-
national Journal of Operations & Production Management, 39(5), 658–689.

Zhou, K. Z., & Wu, F. (2009). Technological capability, strategic flexibility, and product innovation. Strategic Management 
Journal, 31(5), 547–561.

Zhou, K. Z., Yim, C. K., & Tse, D. K. (2005). The effects of strategic orientations on technology‑ and market‑based break‑
through innovations. Journal of Marketing, 69(2), 42–60.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


	Relational capital and strategic orientations as antecedents of innovation: evidence from Mexican SMEs
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Theoretical background and hypothesis development
	Relational capital and market orientation
	Relational capital and entrepreneurial orientation
	Relational capital and learning orientation
	Learning orientation and innovation
	Relational capital and technology orientation
	Market orientation and innovation
	Entrepreneurial orientation and innovation
	Innovation and firm performance.

	Methodology
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


