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Abstract The present conceptual paper depicts Internal Market Orientation (IMO) theory
development conceptualization with a contemplation of new conditions, realities and
technologies available to modern businesses in service industries. Based on the results of
a conceptual study, this study proposes a novel IMO framework which reflects the noted 
global changes that affects family businesses. 
The denoted model introduces novelty variables including Information Communication 
Technologies (ICTs) and Outsourced Personnel structural constructs. They avail to
measure the effect of IMO implementation on job satisfaction and employee commitment
that, in their turn, exhibit a positive impact on business performance in service
industries.
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Revisión de la orientación del mercado interno en empresas familiares

Resumen El presente estudio conceptual presenta el desarrollo de la teoría de la 
orientación del mercado interno (OMI) mediante la discusión de las nuevas condiciones,
realidades y tecnologías disponibles para negocios modernos en empresas de servicio.
Basado en los resultados de un estudio conceptual, esta investigación propone un nuevo 
marco OMI que refleje los cambios globales que afectan a las empresas familiares.
El modelo indicado introduce variables novedosas tales Tecnologías de la Información y
Comunicación (TIC) y las subcontrataciones de personal. Se valora la medición del efecto
de la implementación de la OMI en la satisfacción laboral y el compromiso de los
empleados que, a su vez, muestran un impacto positivo en el desempeño del negocio en
empresas de servicio.
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Abstract Firms develop and use multiple strategic orientations. However, few studies have 
considered more than one strategic orientation, and such studies have paid limited attention 
to the singular context of family firms, despite the growing evidence of these firms’ special 
strategic behavior. To address these research gaps, we analyze the combined effects of three 
strategic orientations (entrepreneurial orientation, learning orientation, and market orienta-
tion) on family firms’ performance by comparing family firms and non-family firms from Spain 
and Portugal. Our results show differences in the strategic behavior of family firms, but we do 
not find differences in performance, corroborating the idea of strategic equifinality.

Orientación emprendedora, orientación al aprendizaje, orientación al mercado y 
performance: empresas familiares versus empresas no familiares

Resumen Las empresas desarrollan y utilizan múltiples orientaciones estratégicas. Sin em-
bargo, pocos estudios han considerado más de una orientación estratégica y los existentes 
han prestado escasas atención las empresas familiares, a pesar de la creciente evidencia del 
comportamiento estratégico diferencial de estas empresas. Para cubrir este gap en la inves-
tigación, analizamos los efectos combinados de tres orientaciones estratégicas (orientación 
emprendedora, orientación al aprendizaje y orientación al mercado) en la performace de las 
empresas familiares comparando empresas familiares y no familiares de España y Portugal. 
Nuestros resultados muestran diferencias en el comportamiento estratégico de las empresas 
familiares, pero no encontramos diferencias en el desempeño, lo que corrobora la idea de la 
equifinalidad estratégica.
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Introduction

The relationship between different strategic ori-
entations and performance has been a subject of 
strong research interest. Most studies have inves-
tigated the direct linkage between firm perfor-
mance and a specific strategic orientation, mainly 
market orientation (MO) (e.g., Kohli, Jaworski, & 
Kumar, 1993; Morgan, Vorhies, & Mason, 2009), 
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) (e.g., Keh, Nguy-
en, & Ng, 2007; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003), and 
learning orientation (LO) (e.g., Calantone, Cavus-
gil, & Zhao, 2002; Lam, Lee, Ooi, & Lim, 2011). 
This perspective remains incomplete and problem-
atic as organizations may employ multiple strate-
gic orientations (Cadogan, 2012; Lonial & Carter, 
2015; Wang, 2008). Consequently the potential of 
each orientation should not be viewed in isolation 
(e.g., Lonial & Carter, 2015). However the joint 
potential of different orientations has received 
only fragmented attention from scholars, rep-
resenting a research gap that should be covered 
in the literature (Deutscher, Zapkau, Schwens, 
Baum, & Kabst, 2016; Hakala, 2011). In addition, 
this scant research has largely ignored the singular 
context of family firms, despite its worldwide pre-
dominance (Sharma, Chrisman, & Gersick, 2012) 
and its uniqueness in terms of strategic behavior 
(Carney, van Essen, Gedajlovic, & Heugens, 2015). 
Therefore, an important gap remains in our un-
derstanding of how family control affects strategic 
behavior and how the strategic behavior affects 
performance (Carney et al., 2015). The study of 
strategic orientations in the family firm literature 
is limited to an emerging body of literature focus-
ing on EO (Hernández-Linares & López-Fernández, 
2018), a handful of papers studying MO (e.g., 
Newman, Prajogo, & Atherton, 2016; Tokarc-
zyk, Hansen, Green, & Down, 2007; Zachary, 
McKenny, Short, & Payne, 2011), and only one 
work researching LO (Hernández-Linares, Kel-
lermanns, & López-Fernández, 2018a). Howev-
er, none of the extant works have researched 
the combined influence of these three orienta-
tions on family firm performance.
To contribute to filling these research gaps, this 
study pursues a twofold objective: First, to ana-
lyze the combined effects of three strategic ori-
entations (EO, LO, and MO) on family firm perfor-
mance. Second, to compare the combined effects 
of these three orientations on the organizational 
performance of both family and non-family firms 
to determine whether the idea of strategic equi-
finality — proposed by Carney et al. (2015) and 
defined by them as the achievement of similar 
performance outcomes by following significantly 
different strategies — may be also applied when 
these three strategic orientations (EO, LO, and 
MO) are considered. To perform the empirical 

work, we use a unique database consisting of 
responses from top executives from a sample of 
1,066 small- and medium-enterprises (SMEs) from 
Portugal and Spain.
We contribute to both the strategy and family 
business literature in at least three ways. First, 
this is the first work that comprehensively stud-
ies the relationships between these three strate-
gic orientations and organizational performance 
by comparing family and non-family firms. This 
broadens our limited knowledge about the rela-
tionships between different strategic orientations 
(Deutscher et al., 2016; Hakala, 2011) by cor-
roborating the influence of the family firm status 
that had been reported by Hernández-Linares et 
al. (2018a). Second, our results confirm both the 
different strategic behavior of family firms and 
the lack of consequences on performance out-
comes, adding empirical evidence to the strate-
gic equifinality idea (Carney et al., 2015). Third, 
we contribute to the scant literature on LO and 
MO in family firms by, for the first time, employ-
ing performance as the dependent variable in 
empirical research carried out with private firms. 
These results will allow family firms to focus 
their efforts on those strategic orientations that 
contribute more to their organizational success. 
In the sections that follow, we first present the 
theoretical framework and the research hypoth-
eses. Then, we describe the methodology. Finally, 
we discuss the results, we discuss the results and 
implications, and we propose future research lines.

Theoretical Framework

As a way to operationalize the strategy of the 
firm, the concept of strategic orientation has 
been identified as a key term within management 
literature and has attracted widespread atten-
tion from management, marketing, and entrepre-
neurship scholars (Hakala, 2011). Despite there 
being no definitive view of the conceptualization 
and nature of strategic orientations, EO, LO, and 
MO are the more consolidated constructs in the 
literature (Deutscher et al., 2016; Hakala, 2011). 
Hakala (2011) explored the different approaches 
followed by management literature to study the 
interactions between different strategic orien-
tations, and he identified three approaches: se-
quential and alternative approaches, which only 
consider a strategic orientation at a time and a 
complementary approach, which considers that 
organizations may have several orientations si-
multaneously and views orientations as flexible 
constructs that are combined into universally 
beneficial or contingency-related patterns. In this 
paper, we follow this third approach by analyzing 
the parallel direct effects of these three strate-
gic orientations on family firm performance.
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The promise of the EO concept lies in its abil-
ity to further our understanding of the entre-
preneurial activities pursued by organizations 
(Covin & Wales, 2012). The literature reflects a 
significant interest in examining how EO affects 
organizational performance (Rauch, Wiklund, 
Lumpkin, & Frese, 2009). Although some stud-
ies have found this impact to be negative (e.g., 
Matsuno, Mentzer, & Özsomer, 2002; Slevin & 
Covin, 1990), the larger body of evidence argues 
that firms adopting a more entrepreneurial stra-
tegic orientation have the ability to pursue new 
market opportunities to respond to the changing 
environment, to gain greater competitive advan-
tage ahead of other competitors, and hence, to 
achieve superior performance, with EO being a 
key ingredient for the organizational success 
(e.g., Wiklund, 1999; Zahra & Covin, 1995). 
However, the presence of the family as the domi-
nant coalition of the firm is expected to affect 
goal-setting in family firms (Chrisman et al., 
2012; Kotlar & De Massis, 2013) with family-ori-
ented goals (both economic and non-economic) 
playing a relevant role. Despite the limited lit-
erature related to EO, family firm performance 
and family oriented goals (Hernández-Linares & 
López-Fernández, 2018), there is some evidence 
to suggest that EO is conducive to both economic 
and non-economic goals (Irava & Moores, 2010; 
Revilla, Pérez-Luño, & Nieto, 2015). Similarly, 
the long-term orientation of family firms is at the 
root of their ability to succeed and survive de-
spite their lower level of EO (Lumpkin, Brigham, 
& Moss, 2010; Miller, Steier, & Le Breton-Miller, 
2016).
The scant empirical investigations focusing on the 
EO-performance within family firms present con-
tradictory findings. Some scholars find either that 
EO has no significant effect on family firm per-
formance (Madison, Runyan, & Swinney, 2014), 
or that risk-taking (Naldi, Nordqvist, Sjöberg, & 
Wiklund, 2007) and innovativeness (Hernández-
Linares, Kellermanns, López-Fernández, & Sarkar, 
2019), two dimensions of EO, are negatively re-
lated to performance. However, other scholars 
find a positive impact of EO on family firm perfor-
mance (Chien, 2014; Lee & Chu, 2017; Schepers, 
Voordeckers, Steijvers, & Laveren, 2014). In line 
with this last group of researchers, and following 
the theoretical arguments that point toward a 
positive effect of EO in family firm performance, 
we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1. Entrepreneurial orientation is pos-
itively associated with family performance.

Research on LO is extensive and seems to confirm 
that firms that learn from their successes and 
mistakes through experience tend to be more 

successful (Hult, Nichols, Giunipero, & Hurley, 
2000; Kropp, Lindsay, & Shoham, 2006; Zahra, 
Ireland, & Hitt, 2000). Thus, though some stud-
ies do not find a significant relationship between 
LO and market performance (Lam et al., 2011) 
and others reveal that LO has no direct effect 
on firm performance (Lin, Peng, & Kao, 2008), 
the research generally reports that LO facilitates 
the generation of resources and skills essential 
for enhancing business performance through its 
influence on competitive advantage (e.g., Baker 
& Sinkula, 1999; Calantone et al., 2002; Far-
rell, Ockowski, & Kharabsheh, 2008; Kropp et 
al., 2006; Mavondo, Chimhanzi, & Stewart, 2005; 
Real, Roldán, & Leal, 2014).
 “The only thing that gives an organisation a com-
petitive edge - the only thing that is sustainable - 
is what it knows, how it uses what it knows, and 
how fast it can know something new” (Prusak, 
1996, p. 6). Despite this, and despite the impor-
tance of knowledge as a source of competitive 
advantage in family business (Cabrera-Suárez, De 
Saá-Pérez, & García-Almeida, 2001), the relation-
ship between LO and family firm performance re-
mains as a research gap. However, the literature 
informs us that learning allows organizations to 
generate new knowledge for building new skills 
and capabilities that could lead to competitive 
advantage (Chirico, 2008; Zahra, 2012; Zahra, 
Neubaum, & Larrañeta, 2007), and “allows tasks 
to be performed more effectively” (Teece, 2014, 
p. 333). Taking these arguments into considera-
tion, and also considering that family firms com-
municate and exchange information more ef-
ficiently that do their non-family counterparts 
(Habbershon & Williams, 1999) and that the fam-
ily business status impacts the translation of LO 
in EO (Hernández-Linares et al., 2018a), which 
has been mostly linked to performance (Rauch et 
al., 2009), we formally hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2. Learning orientation is positively 
associated with family firm performance.

Bearing in mind that the MO requires the commit-
ment of resources, this orientation is useful only 
if the benefits it affords exceed the cost of those 
resources (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). For this rea-
son, the relationship between MO and business 
performance constitutes a critical question for 
the literature. Some researchers have reported 
either non-significant or negative effects for this 
association (e.g., Bhuian, 1997; Greenley, 1995; 
Grewal & Tansuhaj, 2001). However, in general, 
there is strong support for the existence of a 
positive relationship between these two variables 
(e.g., Baker & Sinkula, 2009; Desphandé, Farley, 
& Webster, 1993; Farrell et al., 2008; Jaworski & 
Kohli, 1993; Kumar, Jones, Venkatesan, & Leone, 
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2011; Narver & Slater, 1990), as was confirmed 
by the meta-analysis performed by Kirca and col-
leagues (2005). These studies seem to corrobo-
rate that MO is vital to an organization in that it 
helps to assess the constraints and opportunities 
created by the environment (Kumar et al., 2011) 
and support the widely held marketing notion 
that the attainment of business goals is achieved 
by satisfying the needs of customers more ef-
ficiently and effectively than can competitors 
(Rodríguez, Carrillat, & Jaramillo, 2004).
MO is influenced by an organization’s characteris-
tics (Kirca, Jayachandran, & Bearden, 2005; Mat-
suno et al., 2002). However, and despite strate-
gic singularities of family businesses (Carney et 
al., 2015), the literature on MO and family firms 
is extremely limited. Among these scarce stud-
ies, and as a result of their case study with eight 
family firms, Tokarczyk and colleagues (2007) in-
form that familiness “by virtue of multiple inher-
ent distinct qualities and resources is positively 
associated with creation of an environment that 
promotes a market-oriented culture” (p. 30) and 
that this culture does play a positive and signifi-
cant role in the overall long-term financial suc-
cess of businesses. In similar fashion, in the only 
quantitative study linking family firms’ perfor-
mance to MO, Zachary et al. (2011) point that 
there is a positive relationship between MO and 
family firm performance. Based on the above ar-
guments, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. Market orientation is positively as-
sociated with family firm performance.

As a second step in our paper, we compare the 
combined effects of EO, LO, and MO on the or-
ganizational performance of family and non-fam-
ily firms to try to shed light on the influence of 
the family control on the strategic behavior and 
on how the strategic behavior of family firms af-
fects their performance.
Research is consistent in showing that the strength 
of the relationships between strategic orienta-
tions and firm performance depends on various 
contingencies, such as the characteristics of or-
ganizations (e.g., Kirca et al., 2005; Matsuno et 
al., 2002). Family businesses are unique regard-
ing their organizational characteristics, because 
they are governed by a particular set of norms, 
cultures, and processes not present in non-family 
enterprises that reflect how they manage and de-
ploy their resources (Eddleston, Kellermanns, & 
Sarathy, 2008; Kellermanns, Eddleston, Sarathy, 
& Murphy, 2012).
Much of the research assessing the effect of the 
family character of firms on their performance 
relies on the premise that family firms differ 
from other types of firms and that these differ-

ences matter for their performance (Gedajlovic, 
Carney, Chrisman, & Kellermanns, 2012). In the 
case of EO, evidence consistently suggests a 
lower level of EO among family firms (Hernán-
dez-Linares & López-Fernández, 2018). MO has 
also been found to be lower among family firms 
(Zachary et al., 2011), whereas the level of LO 
among family firms remains as a research gap. 
These results point toward a different configura-
tion of strategic orientations among family firms. 
This situation is similar to either the lower level 
of R&D investment or the lower international 
diversification (Carney et al., 2015) found previ-
ously.
However, these differences do not necessarily 
mean that family businesses have worse results. 
In the case of EO, the only strategic orientation 
with adequate literature, the lower level of EO in 
family firms does not impede their success (Miller 
et al., 2016), and there is no consistent evidence 
of worse results among family firms (Hernández-
Linares & López Fernández, 2018). Besides, two 
recent meta-analyses inform us that there is not 
empirical evidence of a significant effect of fam-
ily control on firm performance for family firms 
(Carney et al., 2015; O’Boyle, Pollack, & Ruther-
ford, 2012). Specifically, Carney and colleagues 
(2015) confirm that, despite the differences in 
the strategic behavior of private family firms, 
they did not find significant differences in the 
performance of family and non-family firms. The 
overall lack of significant differences in the per-
formance of family and non-family firms points 
toward the existence of compensatory agency 
benefits or competitive advantages in family 
firms that allow them to overcome their perfor-
mance deficiencies (Carney et al., 2015; Geda-
jlovic & Carney, 2010). This seems to mean that 
strategic equifinality is also a reality among fami-
ly firms and there is no “one best way” of making 
decisions: equifinality being defined as the state 
of achieving a particular outcome through vari-
ous paths or configurations (Carney et al., 2015; 
Gresov & Drazin, 1997; Payne, 2006). In line with 
these meta-analyses, we think that the associa-
tions between the three strategic orientations 
outlined above (EO, LO, and MO) and firm perfor-
mance will lead to similar performance of both 
types of companies. This suggests the following 
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. The combined effect of EO, LO, 
and MO on firm performance will be similar for 
family firms and for non-family firms.

method
Research design and data collection
The data for this study, which is part of a wider 
research project (e.g., Hernández-Linares et al., 
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Table 1. Characteristics of the sample: family firms versus non-family firms
Family Firms Non-family Firms

Percentage of firms by country Spain 58.3% 41.7%
Portugal 56% 44%

Sector distribution Primary sector 2.6% 2.2%

Manufacturing sector 28.9% 25.8%
Construction sector 9.7% 7.7%
Service sector 58.8% 64.3%

Mean (standard deviation) firm size (employees) 33.94 (35.07) 37.74 (38.39)
Mean (standard deviation) firm age 24.70 (14.38) 20.829 (14.03)

Mean (standard deviation) strategic planning 0.62 (0.49) 0.72 (0.45)
Mean environmental dynamism 3.6267 (0.91) 3.6878 (0.90)

2018a, 2019; Stanley et al., 2019), were col-
lected using a survey instrument, which is con-
sistent with previous studies (e.g., Barros, Her-
nangómez, & Martín-Cruz, 2017). We employed 
cross-sectional designs, which are common in this 
field (e.g., Casillas, Moreno, & Barbero, 2011) 
and we conducted the study during the first half 
of 2015, when the Iberian Peninsula was experi-
encing an important economic crisis.
Similar to prior research, we define SMEs as non-
listed private companies with 10–249 employees 
(e.g., Naldi et al., 2007). Our target firms came 
from the SABI database (Sistema de Análisis de 
Balances Ibéricos-System of Iberian Balance 
Sheets), which includes information on 1,366,768 
Spanish and 536,014 Portuguese societies (March, 
2015) and has been used earlier in family firm 
investigations (e.g., Galego, Mira, & Vidigal da 
Silva, 2018). Overall, the population of this study 
consisted of 127,174 SMEs across all sectors.
Our questionnaire was first developed in English, 
then translated into Spanish and Portuguese, 
and then translated back into English to check 
for consistency. Both versions were pre-tested 
in the respective countries. Given that we fo-
cus on strategic issues, we relied on the CEOs 
or top managers as key informants, as they re-
ceive information from a wide range of depart-
ments and, therefore, are a very valuable source 
for evaluating the different variables of the com-
pany. Personalized invitations to complete an 
online, telephone, and paper survey were sent, 
including an offer to share summary reports as 
an incentive. In total, of the 27,176 companies 
randomly selected from the database, 1,484 
surveys were completed, yielding an initial re-
sponse rate of 5.46%. After excluding those sur-
veys that were not completed by either the CEO 
or some top manager, 1,066 surveys were usable 
(509 from Spanish firms and 557 from Portuguese 
firms), resulting in a final response rate of 3.92%, 
which is comparable to similar studies involving 
top management teams in Europe (e.g., Mazzola, 

Sciascia, & Kellermanns, 2013). The sampling er-
ror was 2.99% using 95% confidence limits (z = 
1.96; p = q = 0.5). 
Among the large number of criteria for delimitat-
ing the family business concept that the litera-
ture offers (Hernández-Linares, Sarkar, & Cobo, 
2018b; Hernández-Linares, Sarkar, & López-
Fernández, 2017), we used an objective crite-
rion (ownership) and another subjective criterion 
(self-definition), similar to Casillas, Moreno, and 
Barbero (2010). Thus, we classified as family busi-
nesses all those where the family had, at least, 
50% of the ownership and that were perceived as 
family firms by their top managers. According to 
these criteria, we considered 609 SMEs (57.13%) 
to be family businesses, and 457 (42.87%) to be 
non-family businesses. The main characteristics 
of the sample are presented in Table 1.

Measures
All constructs were measured using Likert-type 
scales with a five-point response format, rang-
ing from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree,” 
unless otherwise noted. The internal consistency 
was estimated using Cronbach’s alpha. In our 
study, Cronbach’s alpha values for all measures 
were well above 0.80, surpassing the threshold 
point of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978).
Dependent variable. We used perceptual per-
formance judgments to assess family business 
performance because subjective measures of 
performance yield more holistic evaluations and 
capture more than does a single performance el-
ement (Rodríguez et al., 2004); and a strong cor-
relation exists between objective and subjective 
performance measures (Dess & Robinson, 1984). 
Considering performance to be an inherently 
multidimensional construct (Cameron, 1978), we 
employed the five-item scale from Hernández-
Linares et al. (2019). Five-point responses ranged 
from “much worse” to “much better,” and the 
Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was 0.834.
Independent variables. EO (Cronbach’s alpha = 
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0.876) was considered as a linear sum of dimen-
sions, akin to Miller (1983) and Covin and Slevin 
(1989), but including both their three original 
dimensions (risk-taking, innovativeness, and pro-
activeness) and competitive aggressiveness and 
autonomy (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). For this oper-
ationalization, EO was measured using the eight-
een-item scale of Hughes and Morgan (2007), re-
cently applied in the family business field (e.g., 
Stanley et al., 2019).
LO (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.866) was measured 
by adapting the accepted eleven-item scale of 
Sinkula, Baker, and Noordewier (1997), which has 
been retested and validated by various scholars 
(e.g., Real et al., 2014). 
MO (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.839) was assessed by 
using the MORTN scale of Desphandé and Farley 
(1998), which includes ten items originally devel-
oped by three separate scales (Desphandé, Far-
ley, & Webster, 1993; Kohli et al., 1993; Narver 
& Slater, 1990). Desphandé and Farley (1998) re-
tested these three scales and synthesized them 
into a new and more parsimonious scale.
Control variables. We first controlled for the 
influence of national context on the strategic 
behavior of firms because, although a certain 
degree of homogeneity exists within the Iberian 
Peninsula, we cannot discount for either some 
cultural specificities or unobserved heterogeneity 
among countries that may influence the develop-
ment of firms’ strategic orientations (Hofstede, 
2001). Spain was coded as 0 and Portugal as 1. 
As larger firms might have more slack resources 
and easier access to external resources (Zahra, 
Hayton, & Salvato, 2004), we then controlled for 
firm size by using number of employees, whose 
log (ln) was taken to minimize kurtosis (Kraiczy, 
Hack, & Kellermanns, 2014). We also controlled 
for industry type because businesses in different 
industries may exhibit different organizational 
and environmental characteristics, which, in 
turn, might influence their performance (Wiklund 
& Sepherd, 2005). Following NACE coding (sta-
tistical classification of economic activities in 
the European Community), we introduced three 
dummy variables (manufacturing, construc-
tion, and services), with the primary sector em-
ployed as the default. Sixth, we controlled for 
firm age by calculating the number of years that 
the firm had been operating (2015 - constitu-
tion year of business), similar to previous studies 
(e.g., Zahra, 2012). Seventh, we controlled for 
the existence of strategic planning (Eddleston et 
al., 2008) by asking if the firm had a strategic 
plan that included both business goals and the 
resources and capabilities required to achieve 
them, with a dichotomous response format. Fi-
nally, we controlled for environmental dynamism 
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.808), which refers to the 

frequency of changes, the difference involved in 
each change, and the irregularity in the overall 
pattern of change characterizing organizational 
environment (Child, 1972), using a three-item in-
dex taken from Jansen, Van den Bosch, and Vol-
berda (2005).

Statistical analysis
The analysis of data retrieved through surveys 
has been performed in two steps. First, we per-
formed a multiple regression analysis by distin-
guishing family and non-family firms. Second, we 
applied the Chow test, which aims to test the 
equality of sets of coefficients in two regressions 
(Chow, 1960; Toyoda, 1974) and has been used 
previously in the family business area (e.g., Zah-
ra et al., 2004). 

Results and Discussion

The means, standard deviations, and zero-order 
correlations are shown in Table 2. All correlation 
coefficients are smaller than 0.62 and, hence, 
smaller than the recommended threshold of 0.65 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012), except for the cor-
relation between EO and LO; their variance infla-
tion factors were 2.315 and 2.043, respectively, 
and, thus, under the suggested threshold (Hair, 
Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). Therefore, 
multicollinearity does not appear to be a serious 
concern. 
Hypotheses 1 to 3 were tested using multiple re-
gression analysis. Results appear in Table 3, where 
Models A1 and A2 refer to the group of family 
firms. When performance was regressed on the 
control variables (Model A1), the results were sig-
nificant, the model explained 8.5 percent of the 
variance (p < 0.001), and five of the eight con-
trol variables were significantly related to organi-
zational performance. These were country (b = - 
0.121, p < 0.05), size (b = 0.092, p < 0.05), firm 
age (b = - 0.006, p < 0.01), strategic planning (b = 
0.253, p < 0.001), and environmental dynamism (b 
= 0.085, p < 0.01). 
With regards to the impact of strategic orienta-
tions on organizational performance (Hypotheses 
1 through 3), we entered the EO, LO, and MO con-
structs in Model A2. A significant change in R2 was 
observed in Model A2 (∆R2 = 0.151, p < 0.001). 
Hypothesis 1 proposed that higher EO would pro-
mote higher organizational performance for family 
firms. According to Model A2, EO showed a signifi-
cant positive effect on family firm performance (b 
= 0.449, p < 0.001), supporting Hypothesis 1 and 
confirming the findings of previous studies (e.g., 
Chien, 2014; Schepers et al., 2014). 
With respect to the influence of LO on organiza-
tional performance, Hypothesis 2 proposed that 
this influence would be positive for family firms. 
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This hypothesis was not supported (b = - 0.041, 
n.s.). The fact that the association between LO 
and (family and non-family) firm performance 
was not statistically significant is in line with pri-
or research on service organizations (Lam et al., 
2011) and stresses the need to analyze the rela-
tionships among strategic orientations (Deutscher 
et al., 2016), given the empirical evidences that 
LO may boost (for instance) EO (Hernández-Lin-
ares et al., 2018a) 
Hypothesis 3, which proposed a positive di-
rect association between MO and performance 
for family firms, was supported (b = 0.163, p < 
0.01). MO contributes to family business perfor-
mance, which seems to indicate that family firms 
are capable of transforming their MO into per-
formance. This may be explained because family 
firms are good both at having strong relationships 
with their clients and establishing long-term re-
lationships with their stakeholders (Arregle, Hitt, 
Sirmon, & Very, 2007; Cabrera-Suárez, Déniz-Dé-
niz, & Martín-Santana, 2011). This allows them 
to identify and satisfy the market demands with 
less effort and more success than can their non-
family counterparts. 
Hypothesis 4 was tested using the Chow test 
(Chow, 1960) to determine the significance of 
the differences across the two subgroups (family 
and non-family firms) in the effect of the three 
independent variables on organizational perfor-
mance. Before calculating the Chow test, we 
included Models B1 and B2 that performed the 
same regression analysis using the non-family 

firms’ subsample. The model B1 was significant 
and explained 11.2 percent of the variance (p 
< 0.001), and two of the eight control variables 
were significantly related to organizational per-
formance. These were strategic planning (b = 
0.326, p < 0.001) and environmental dynamism 
(b = 0.138, p < 0.01). Regarding the effect of 
the strategic orientations on the non-family 
firms’ performance, Model B2 was significant (∆R2 
= 0.141, p < 0.001), but only EO contributed to 
non-family firms performance (b = 0.478, p < 
0.001), whereas both LO (p = 0.022, n.s.) and MO 
(p = 0.085, n.s.) did not contribute to non-family 
firms’ performance. These results points toward 
a different strategic behavior of family and non-
family firms because only EO is significant for the 
performance for non-family firms, whereas MO is 
also relevant for family firms, despite EO being 
the more significant strategic orientation.
Despite the strategic differences identified, the 
results of the Chow test show that there are no 
significant statistical differences between fam-
ily and non-family firms in the positive effect of 
strategic orientations on firm performance (F= 
0.6625; p > 0.05), thereby supporting Hypoth-
esis 4. These findings are in line with the idea 
of strategic equifinality (Carney et al., 2015); 
that is, our findings imply that, even if family 
and non-family firms employ different combina-
tions of EO, LO, and MO, these combinations do 
not have different impacts on the organizational 
performance of both subgroups of the population 
(family and non-family firms).

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

1 Performance 3.486 0.673

2 Entrepreneurial 
orientation 3.822 0.539 0.442***

3 Learning 
orientation 3.967 0.555 0.322*** 0.675***

4 Market orientation 3.999 0.609 0.328*** 0.519*** 0.619***

5 Country 0.522 0.500 -0.032*** 0.090** 0.030 -0.042

6 Firm size¥ 3.217 0.783 0.088** 0.005 -0.056* 0.079** 0.004

7 Manufacturing 
sector 0.276 0.447 -0.017* -0.048 -0.058* -0.051* 0.111*** 0.130***

8 Construction 
sector 0.088 0.284 -0.071* -0.050 -0.036 -0.022 -0.021 -0.029 -0.192***

9 Services sector 0.612 0.488 0.060* 0.082** 0.082** 0.093** -0.087** -0.098** -0.774*** -0.390***

10 Firm age 23.060 14.402 -0.086** -0.058* -0.064* -0.024 0.071* 0.233*** 0.160*** -0.020 -0.111***

11 Strategic 
planning 0.66 0.473 0.220*** 0.222*** 0.152*** 0.176*** 0.213*** 0.163*** 0.020 -0.078** 0.028 -0.022

12 Environmental 
dynamism 3.653 0.909 0.169*** 0.394*** 0.358*** 0.273*** 0.041 0.007 -0.077** -0.039 0.118*** -0.013 0.084**

n= 1066: ¥ logarithm of the number of employees * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations
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Conclusions, Practical Implications, Limita-
tions, and Future Research Lines

Based on a sample of 1,066 Portuguese and Span-
ish SMEs, this work analyzes the impact of EO, 
LO, and MO on the organizational performance of 
family firms. We assumed that a firm may follow 
different types of strategic orientations simulta-
neously and that each orientation should not be 
viewed in isolation (e.g., Lonial & Carter, 2015). 
Thus, our work provides empirical evidence that 
EO is the strategic orientation with higher posi-
tive influence on the organizational performance 
of family firms (also for non-family firms), fol-
lowed by MO (which does not contribute to non-
family firms’ performance), whereas LO does not 
impact on their performance.
This article confirms the need to differentiate 
between family firms and non-family firms when 
strategic orientations are analyzed and makes 
three contributions to the literature. First, our 
work joins the small group of investigations that 
apply the alternative approach (Hakala, 2011) 
and to the studies analyzing the parallel direct 
effect of strategic orientations on performance 
(Deutscher et al., 2016) and also highlights the 
importance of strategic orientations for value 
creation in enterprise organizations. 

Moreover, to date, the literature on the inter-
play of EO, LO, and MO has been amiss in re-
lation to the influence of family status on firm 
performance. Therefore, the second contribution 
of this study lies in providing empirical evidence 
that the family character of the firm determines 
the relationship between strategic orientations 
(mainly, EO, LO, and MO) and business perfor-
mance. Specifically, we have found that even 
if MO is only significant for the performance of 
family firms, overall this situation does not lead 
to a different performance between family and 
non-family firms. This result confirms that the 
different strategic behaviors of family and non-
family firms may have a similar effect on perfor-
mance, which is the rationale under the strategic 
equifinality idea (Carney et al., 2015; Gresov & 
Drazin, 1997; Payne, 2006). These results add 
empirical evidence to the emerging chorus of 
scholars demanding a more fine grained analy-
sis of the differences between family and non-
family firms (Carney et al., 2015; O’Boyle et al., 
2012) and may be explained, in line with Car-
ney et al. (2015), by the greater variability that 
family firms exhibit with respect to their strate-
gic preferences versus those of non-family firms 
(Chrisman & Patel, 2012; Gedajlovic, Lubatkin, 
& Schulze, 2004), which will require additional 

Table 3. Results of linear regression analysis: four models*

Variables
Models

Model A (FBs) Model B (NFBs)
A1 A2 B1 B2

Controls:
Country - 0.121* - 0.90† - 0.90 - 0.145*
Size1 0.092* 0.074* 0.039 0.050

Manufacturing sector - 0.162 - 0.110 0.300 0.114
Construction sector - 0.287 - 0.221 0.198 0.004
Services sector - 0.167 - 0.133 0.319 0.108
Age - 0.006** - 0.004** - 0.002 - 0.003
Strategic planning 0.253*** 0.111* 0.326*** 0.249***
Environmental dynamism 0.085** - 0.033 0.138*** 0.014

Independent variables:
EO 0.449*** 0.478***
LO - 0.041 0.022
MO 0.163** 0.085

D R2 0.085*** 0.151*** 0.112*** 0.141***

R2 0.085 0.236 0.120 0.254
Adjusted R2 0.073 0.222 0.096 0.235

F 6.952*** 16.756*** 7.075*** 13.749***

Chow test F = 0.662535
* logarithm of the number of employees; † p < 0.05-, p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
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research in the future. Despite the popularity of 
discussions of singularities of family firms with 
respect to the sharing and transfer of knowledge 
(Chirico, 2008; Zahra et al., 2007), no prior stud-
ies have examined the relationship between LO 
and family firm performance. This study offers an 
initial effort in this regard and, when considered 
together with the recent works that have found 
a boosting role of LO on EO within family firms 
(Hernández-Linares et al, 2018a), suggests that 
the effect of LO on performance is not direct but 
may be mediated by EO. That lays a foundation 
for a more thorough examination of this complex 
issue in future studies. Third, the study offers 
some preliminary results on the effect of MO on 
firm performance in family firms versus non-fam-
ily firms in the SME context, thus filling a gap in 
the literature. We consider that family businesses 
are better at promoting a stronger MO and taking 
advantage of it in terms of organizational perfor-
mance because the “good name of the company” 
is often linked to the “good name of the family.” 
Reputation constitutes a key organizational asset 
(Fombrun, 1996), especially in the case of family 
firms as they tend to establish long-term relation-
ships with their stakeholders (Arregle et al., 2007; 
Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2011). The image is often 
linked to corporate strategy (Dyer & Whetten, 
2006) and MO is probably the strategic orientation 
more related to the good image between the cli-
ents. Our findings confirm Zachary and colleagues’ 
(2011) suggestion that MO is a potentially useful 
concept to better understand the impact of fami-
ly-based idiosyncrasies on business strategies and 
organizational outcomes, thereby highlighting the 
need for further examination of the influence of 
family business nature on MO. 
In addition, our findings have important practi-
cal implications for organizations, especially for 
family firms. First, they shed light on where best 
to focus the business efforts to improve perfor-
mance considering the organizational context. 
One of the study’s key findings is that strategic 
orientations have a strong and significant impact 
on family firms’ performance, this being the first 
study that empirically confirms that family firms 
also may employ multiple strategic orientations 
for improved organizational performance. Conse-
quently, family firms’ managers should identify, 
understand, and use strategic orientations that 
improve the organizational performance. Second, 
this is also the first study that empirically con-
firms that there is a best strategic orientation 
(EO) for family firms’ performance. Therefore, 
both family and non-family firms’ managers need 
to establish systems and structures that give em-
ployees the opportunity to contribute to entre-
preneurship (Zahra et al., 2004), for example, by 
promoting an entrepreneurial culture based on 

fomenting curiosity and fostering and scanning 
the external environments to anticipate changes 
in marketplace trends, taking risks and showing 
initiative, or establishing organizational struc-
tures with decision systems that give more free-
dom and responsibility to members of the com-
pany. Third, this is one of the first studies empiri-
cally analyzing LO in the family business context. 
The fact that the influence of LO on family firms’ 
performance has not been found significant may 
justify the need for deep analysis of this relation-
ship. Such as by considering that LO is a mul-
tidimensional construct and that different LO’s 
dimensions could have different impacts on firm 
performance, the negative effects of one may, in 
this way, be neutralized by the positive effects of 
others. And also by exploring the possibility that 
EO mediates the LO-performance link. Fourth, 
once the EO is developed in the organization, 
family firms’ managers need to promote a mar-
ket-oriented culture, as they have been found to 
be better than are their non-family counterparts 
at gaining advantage from MO. Finally, our find-
ings seem to corroborate the idea of strategic 
equifinality (Carney et al., 2015; Gresov & Dra-
zin, 1997; Payne, 2006) and that managers should 
adapt their strategic behavior depending on the 
type of firm that they manage.
Although this study provides valuable contribu-
tions to the literature in this field, it is not exempt 
from limitations. However, some of these limita-
tions suggest promising avenues for future inves-
tigations. First, though cross-sectional designs are 
common in family business literature (e.g., Casil-
las et al., 2010; Stanley et al., 2019), the fact 
that the data for this investigation were gathered 
at one point in time does not allow us to infer 
causality from our findings; a limitation that could 
be overcome with longitudinal studies. Second, as 
this study used a single-informant approach, future 
research could use either archival data or other 
sources of information to examine the influence 
of these three strategic orientations on perfor-
mance more accurately. Third, because our data 
consisted of Spanish and Portuguese SMEs, gener-
alizing our findings should be done with some cau-
tion, because national culture and traditions may 
influence the strategic behaviors or orientations of 
SMEs (Kreiser, Marino, Kuratko, & Weaver, 2013). 
For instance, some national cultures encourage 
risk-taking, whereas others reduce managers’ will-
ingness to pursue entrepreneurial activities (Zahra 
et al., 2004). Moreover one should note that the 
data were collected in 2015, a year in which both 
Spain and Portugal were still deeply immersed in 
an economic crisis. Therefore, we suggest strong-
ly that our model be applied in other countries 
and/or cultures. Fourth, we used self-assessment 
and perceived measures for the three strategic 
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orientations and for organizational performance. 
Consequently, our data could be biased and re-
flect hopeful thinking rather than a factual state. 
Fifth, we employed self-perception as a family 
firm and the percentage of family ownership to 
distinguish between family and non-family firms; 
however, considering the diversity of family firm 
definitions (e.g., Hernández-Linares et al., 2017, 
2018b), others definitional criteria could be 
used. In a similar sense, considering that family 
firms are heterogeneous (Chua, Chrisman, Steier, 
& Rau, 2012) and that there is a growing body 
of evidence that different types of family firms 
vary with respect to their strategic choices and 
relative performance (Miller, Le Breton-Miller, & 
Lester, 2011; Schulze, Lubatkin, & Dino, 2003; 
Stanley et al., 2019), our analysis could be re-
fined by including different types of family firms. 
Moreover, we used organizational performance as 
a dependent variable; however, other endogenous 
variables, such as innovation, customer satisfac-
tion, or firm internationalization, could also be 
explored. At present, a considerable gap remains 
in our understating of how either firm genera-
tion or generational involvement either mediates 
or moderates the relationship between strategic 
orientations and performance outcomes. Family 
firms evolve across generations, and their risk-
taking preferences also evolve (Autio & Mustakal-
lio, 2003). Therefore, a promising sixth research 
line lies in exploring both the role these gener-
ational differences play in influencing strategic 
orientations of family firms and their impact on 
organizational performance. Finally, considering 
the three approaches to the study of strategic 
orientations from Hakala (2011), the sequential 
and complementary approaches should also be 
explored. 
Family business literature has grown rapidly in 
the last few decades, but the developing litera-
ture has many research gaps (Benavides-Velasco, 
Quintana-García, & Guzmán-Parra, 2013; Carney 
et al., 2015). One of these gaps is the simultane-
ous development of different strategic orienta-
tions. The broad picture of the strategic orienta-
tions in family firms that emerge from this study 
makes important contributions to the literature 
and has important practical implications; how-
ever, our overall aim is to create a starting point 
that promotes further investigation.
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