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Abstract. There is evidence that indicate a positive relationship of learning orientation (LO) with 
organizational performance in SMEs of emerging economies. However, there are only few stud-
ies that investigate how each one of the dimensions of learning orientation (LO) contributes to 
variables of results such as competitiveness and organizational performance. The purpose of this 
study is to analyze the direct effects of each dimension of the construct (LO) with organizational 
performance and competitiveness, from a quantitative cross-sectional study implemented in 400 
SMEs of Aguascalientes city, Mexico using SEM technique. The findings reveal that there is a direct 
and significant relationship between commitment to learning and shared vision with competitive-
ness; open-mindedness turned out to have a non-significant positive relationship with competitive-
ness. While the relationship of open-mindedness and commitment to learning have a positive and 
significant influence on organizational performance, not so shared vision that has a negative and 
significant influence on organizational performance. The originality of this paper, is that there is 
limited contributions of the relationship of LO with each dimension of competitiveness, and per-
formance in SMEs worldwide. Among the implications found it is that the existing evidence may 
result different in other economies and large businesses.

Keywords: learning orientation, competitiveness, organizational performance, SMEs, commit-
ment to learning, open-mindedness, shared-vision.
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Introduction

The current practices of successful companies are to increase competence and knowledge 
skills among their members. These skills were used as a tool to promote the correct devel-
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opment of internal processes and permit to adapt to the most suitable market conditions 
(Ratnawati et al., 2018). Companies are characterized by being able to articulate their strat-
egy and their employees’ needs, as well as what they need to share and learn to execute the 
strategy, allowing them to maximize knowledge through the deployment of organizational 
and technological resources that will add value (Del Río & Santisteban, 2011). The strategic 
orientation indicates the principles that lead the actions of the firm and create the behaviors 
to make sure a good performance (Hakala, 2011). When an organization prepares to com-
pete globally, it requires skills that strengthen intelligence to develop a market, in addition to 
deploying best organizational learning practices (Chabowski & Mena, 2017).

Small and medium-sized companies are permanently exposed to more competitive com-
mercial conditions, the global economy has created situations that represent more challenges 
in which innovation and technological changes and know-how are integral elements of de-
velopment within organizations. Nowadays, the behavior of companies is based on knowl-
edge that must be understood by the members of the organization as an intellectual capital 
that needs to be adopted to solve problems of limited resources and match the needs of the 
market (Bature et al., 2018).

Previous researches in the field explain that it is necessary to deepen how companies 
should manage strategic orientations. In recent years, there has been interest in the relation-
ship of LO with different results variables, and several studies show that there is a positive 
relationship (Akhtar et al., 2011). On the one hand, LO is composed of several dimensions 
and there are few studies that analyze the impact of each of the LO dimensions with results 
variables in different contexts; for example, in the study by Akhtar et al. (2011), only two 
dimensions have positive impact with performance. For this reason, several authors invite to 
develop studies to analyze how each of the dimensions of learning orientation can influence 
variables of results, since they apparently do not have a synergistic effect (Abbade, 2012; 
Gálvez et al., 2013).

Although there is plenty of  literature reviewing the subject, the discussion of an ideal 
or optimal business performance measurement, is still inconclusive (Gupta & Wales, 2017; 
Bature et al., 2018). This study analyzes two variables that measure the organizational results: 
competitiveness and organizational performance; both integrate the review from two per-
spectives, one associated with competition and the other based on objectives defined by the 
firm. Hence, the aim of this study is to present evidence of the relationship of LO dimensions 
(commitment to learning, shared vision and open mindedness) with the two results variables 
mentioned. The document is divided into four parts: the first, the review of the literature in 
terms of learning orientation, organizational performance, competitiveness, the relationship 
of learning orientation to organizational performance in SMEs and the relationship of learn-
ing orientation with the competitiveness of SMEs; the second part consists of methodological 
aspects; The third part is the results of the study based on the application of the correspond-
ing statistical techniques and finally the discussion and conclusions.
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1. Literature review

1.1. Learning orientation

The present investigation adopts the resource-based theory and capabilities (Wernerfelt, 
1984) since it has a primordial role in the development of company competitiveness. This 
approach visualizes companies as a system of structures that generate profitability (Barney 
et al., 2001), not because of their strategic investments, but rather to base their performance 
on resources and internal capabilities that strengthen the firm competitive advantages (Yaz-
fanfar, 2013). LO is a construct that acknowledges the attitude of managers to consider learn-
ing as a key resource for the organization, also understands the need to unlearn obsolete 
knowledge, to eliminate old mental models, and welcome new learning (Bontis et al., 2002). 
“Learning is a crucial process in achieving an adequate crisis response, a proper return to 
normality” (Broekema et al., 2019, p. 200). The LO is considered as a resource and organiza-
tional capability that supports companies to develop their competitiveness and organizational 
performance.

According to Argyris (1976), learning is one of the most important resources to de-
velop the ability to make decisions that correspond to the effectiveness of the company.  
Not consolidating learning means that errors are not detected or corrected, which cause an 
organization to be inefficient due to the lack of information shared or developed by the same 
members of the firm; therefore, the problems increase due to the ambiguity that persists due 
to the sub structured sequence of learning practices.

Sinkula et al. (1997), defined the LO as the set of organizational values that proactively 
influence the knowledge generation, in order to interpret, evaluate, accept or reject the in-
formation received by the company. It causes a predisposition of individuals to have routines 
related to learning commitment, open-mindedness and shared vision. 

On the one hand, Baker and Sinkula (1999) related the scope of the LO as a capacity 
that improves the company’s offer, since it maximizes the correct interpretation of the links 
that conform the value chain (customers, distribution channels, competitors, etc.) to provide 
solutions according to the orientation of the current market (Ellinger et al., 2015; Iyer et al., 
2019). For Baba (2015), LO is a collective capacity derived from the cognitive and experi-
ential process and involves the acquisition, exchange and use of knowledge. In the same 
way, Liao et al. (2017) defined the LO as an organizational process to improve individual 
knowledge by transforming it into part of the knowledge system of the organization, in an 
organized and understandable way as well as the commitment to learning, open-mindedness 
and shared vision (Lita & Faisal, 2018).

Different theoretical models have been proposed for the study of learning, their contri-
bution to organizations has been done through a process designed for the development of 
internal knowledge, for which it has been recognized as a strategic orientation within the 
firm (Dutta et al., 2016). Generative or double-loop learning according to Argyris and Schön 
(1978) is identified in the literature, in which the mental models and the theories in use are 
questioned. Doing so, produces radical or incremental changes presented at different levels: 
individual, group and organizational level (Baker & Sinkula, 1999; Crossan et al., 1999); and 
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associated four processes such as the acquisition, distribution, interpretation and memory of 
information (Huber, 1991; Crossan et al., 1999). 

Regarding the LO structure, Sinkula et al. (1997) point out three dimensions: commit-
ment to learning, open mindedness and shared vision. Others measure LO with four dimen-
sions: commitment to learning, open-mindedness, shared vision and knowledge exchange 
(Hurley & Hult, 1998); and Cardona and Calderón (2006) consider the LO formed with the 
dimensions of commitment to learning, ability to unlearn what has been learned, openness 
and experimentation.

In the context of this study, three organizational values that predispose the organization 
to learn are considered: commitment to learning, an open-mindedness and a shared vision. 
Commitment to learning is the degree to which an organization values and promotes learn-
ing, it plays a key role in promoting the culture of sharing knowledge within the organization 
(Sinkula et  al., 1997), considering this as a long-term investment that it becomes a sur-
vival factor (Calantone et al., 2002). A shared vision welcomes the individual efforts towards 
the same direction in order to share information that could influence in a positive way the 
knowledge base of a firm, a company must continuously renew operational systems routines, 
and capabilities according to the dynamics market’s needs (García et al., 2011; Bature et al., 
2018). Open-mindedness details the policies of the company, the basis or normativity that 
have to do with the openness to new ideas and/or initiatives that collaborators promote 
(Bature et al., 2018).

1.2. Organizational performance

Organizational performance is considered as a product of the interactions from different 
parts or units within an organization. Stankard (2002) refers to the general well-being of the 
company expressed in terms of results from the efforts to achieve employee’s expectations 
in regards to the objectives (Agwu, 2018). Organizational performance is measured through 
financial, operational and personnel indicators with challenging objectives but reasonable 
(Dávila & Elvira, 2010); it also relate it to elements that have to do with the company survival: 
mission, vision and objectives (Gálvez & García, 2011).

In the literature, there is a perspective that states that organizational performance is a 
multidimensional concept; one of its purposes is to measure the organization, that is, if they 
were able to meet the objectives proposed by investors (Richard et al., 2009). It is also a way 
to attract new investors (Shad et al., 2019). For Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1986), con-
sists of three “spheres” that complement each other. The first is the dimension of the effective-
ness of the organization, related to social and economic objective. The second corresponds 
to the operational dimension, besides of financial indicators, considers aspects of marketing, 
new products, market share, and productivity. The third sphere is the financial dimension 
that is the dominant model of strategic empirical research, this dimension considers ROI, 
increase in sales, profitability, among others.

In a broader context, different methods and tools have been designed to measure perfor-
mance in companies in subjective and objective criteria (Gálvez & García, 2011), objective 
such as the balanced scorecard, that is within the context of measuring businesses perfor-
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mance that integrate indicators, and financial, non-financial (Rehman et al., 2019) and op-
erational perspectives (Parra, 2006). According to Dragnić (2014), when objective indicators 
are taken into account, the credibility of research results increases, subjective tools can be 
related to perceptions or points of view (Parra, 2006), effectiveness and efficiency indicators 
(compliance of expectations, plans) and also subjectively when compared with the competi-
tors (Dragnić, 2014).

In accordance with Chenhall and Langfield-Smith (2007) and their observations, organi-
zational performance measures five areas: strategy, operations management, human resourc-
es, marketing and finance (cited by Kerfai & Ghadhab, 2016). In view of different perspectives 
and different ways of measuring it, the study on the subject recognizes the significance of 
relating performance measures from a theoretical perspective and admit a construct that 
includes strategic advantage (Richard et al., 2009; de Brito & de Oliveira, 2016). Previous 
studies recognize the existence of different approaches and metrics, most of the authors refer 
to the importance of linking performance measures with a theoretical approach and even 
with a greater construct (Combs et al., 2005; Richard et al., 2009).

1.3. Competitiveness

Competitiveness, at the international level, has been applied as reference to compare and 
evaluate the economic and financial performance of countries (World Economic Forum, 
2018). Furthermore, the analysis of business competitiveness has been evaluated in the field 
of resources and capabilities that create unique combinations with impact on organizational 
efficiency (Ratnawati et al., 2018). Camisón and Puig (2014) argued that, in this organiza-
tional approach, dynamic capabilities are a strategic value that adapts to new competitive 
advantages, therefore, it is necessary to acquire resources, integrate them and recombine 
them to develop strategies that create value for the firm (Anning-Dorson, 2016). 

The competitiveness concept from a business approach is built on elements that are linked 
to the activities of the company such as decision-making innovation, management and hu-
man resources. The indicators that measure competitiveness are related to profitability, mar-
ket share, technological innovation, costs, quality, to name a few (Arévalo & Sosa, 2017). In 
addition, business competitiveness (Rubio, 2004, p. 15) is defined as “the ability to compete 
with other companies, achieve a favorable competitive position, which allows to obtaining 
a performance superior to that of the competitors”. For Rubio and Aragón (2006), the key 
to competitiveness in SMEs are the resources identified as critical: technological resources, 
innovation, commercial resources, quality, human resources, managerial skills and culture.

Saavedra et al. (2013) refer to competitiveness according to Lall et al. (2005), who point 
out that companies are competing to enter new markets, expand their market share. Com-
petitiveness or profitability is measured by the level of participation in the market, to create 
a competitive strategy and achieve a better performance (Aragón & Sánchez, 2003). “Obtain-
ing a competitive advantage depends on the ability to capture rents in a sustained manner” 
(Giménez et al., 2019, p. 3).  

According to Camisón (1997), competitive success is proved by the capacity of a company 
through an efficient management of the development of strategies. A combination of internal 
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and external resources available in the organization, allow it to compete in market. It is neces-
sary to have adequate financial management, plan carefully short-term actions, implement a 
cost control system, establish annual budgets and seek its own sources of financing (Rubio 
& Aragón, 2006).    

Additionally, Buckley, Pass and Prescott (1988) argued that the lower are the costs gener-
ated by the company, more competitive this will be. In addition, an organization can reduce 
its costs efficiently, but at the same time, it may not generate sufficient benefits to be con-
sidered competitive. Technology is also another indicator of competitiveness, Buckley et al. 
(1988) noted that organizations that invest heavily in research and technology are more likely 
to be competitive. However, it is necessary to pay attention to the fact that this technology 
will aim to satisfy customer needs.

In the same way, Pérez, Gutiérrez and Agudo (2019) found in their study that the affective 
Commitment has a positive and significant influence. In this research, the competitiveness 
construct is based on the scale of Maldonado (2008), an adjustment with criteria indicated 
by Buckley et al. (1988) which considers three factors: financial results, costs reduction and 
technology; the dimensions were evaluated by comparing the organizational results with the 
competitors.

1.4. The relationship of learning orientation with organizational  
performance in SMEs

According to Cardona and Calderón (2006), contrasting results have been found in the study 
of the relation of learning orientation with organizational performance, in other words, there 
are authors who link LO with positive results in organizations and performance improvement 
(Slater & Narver, 1995; Sawaean & Ali, 2020). On the other hand, there are those who say 
that learning does not necessarily improve performance or there is no positive relationship 
between them (Crossan et al., 1999; Jerez, 2001).

In an empirical study, applied to Spanish companies with the highest turnover in the 
following sectors: agro-fishing, industry, construction and services; it was demonstrated 
that adaptive learning and generative learning result in improvements in innovation and in 
organizational performance, with generative learning being the most influential that leads 
to the creation of more competitive strategies (García et al., 2011). Similarly, Araiza et al. 
(2014) found that learning is related to perceived operational performance in companies, as 
well as the three components of organizational learning: learning orientation, shared knowl-
edge, knowledge and retention recovery, influence on organizations performance (Cardona 
& Calderón, 2006).

Another evidence is the study conducted in 123 SMEs of Rio Grande do Sul by Abbade 
(2012), to prove the influence of LO with performance.  It was found that only the dimension 
of open-mindedness has a positive and significant impact, the other two dimensions, learning 
commitment and shared vision, presented positive influence but not significant. These results 
contradict some theoretical cases, challenging the systemic thinking of Senge (1990), and the 
position of Sinkula et al. (1997) since the commitment to learning and shared vision does not 
influence significantly with organizational performance. The authors invite to develop future 
studies analyzing how each of the dimensions of LO can influence performance. 
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On the other hand, Perin et al. (2016) suggest developing an open-mindedness position in 
Brazilian companies in the industrial sector, due to its positive indirect effect on the perfor-
mance of the company. The results of this study help to understand the nature and function 
of the open mindedness in the implementation of internal and external social networks and 
how they could be used to improve financial performance. In a study conducted in Taiwan, 
Yang and Huang (2018) conclude that companies in the supply chain could reinforce the 
effect on the performance of the company through a shared vision.

On the contrary, Gálvez et al. (2013), found a significant positive relationship in an em-
pirical research on the relationship of LO with organizational performance in 403 Colombian 
SMEs. The practices applied by the organization in the case of commitment to the learning, 
unlearning, openness and experimentation, contribute in a very important way. Hence, the 
organization obtains improvements in the quality of its products, coordination of internal 
processes, customer satisfaction, the ability to adapt to changing market, brand image of 
the company and its products. On the other hand, Hooi and Ngui (2014) and Potnuru et al. 
(2019) found that the learning capacity of small and medium enterprises mediates the effect 
of human resource practices on the performance. Other authors point out that “the orga-
nizational learning constitutes a cumulative set of knowledge over time, however, in small 
enterprises with up to 49 employees, there might not have structured processes of organi-
zational learning, and therefore they propose that the organizational learning will have a 
negative and significant relationship with the organizational performance, they confirm the 
hypothesis (Vasconcelos et al., 2016).  

LO has been considered as a variable that supports or moderates the relationship between 
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and market orientation (MO) with performance, that is, 
as part of a combination with diverse strategic orientations to achieve a better performance 
(Dutta et al., 2016). The adoption of LO can lead to performance as team members can learn 
about the organizational environment, being the main determinant in the performance of 
the business (Real et al., 2014; Lita & Faisal, 2018), since they accept the criticisms and sug-
gestions of the customers (Mahmoud et al., 2016).

The empirical review of the relationship of LO and organizational performance, have sup-
ported this positive influence (Lita & Faisal, 2018; Hussein et al., 2014; Mahmoud & Yusif, 
2012). Bature et al. (2018) notes that commitment to learning, shared vision and open-mind-
edness, clearly show how small and medium enterprises can create and use skills, knowledge 
and technically they know how to extend strong capabilities that result in superior perfor-
mance. Likewise, Garrido and Camarero (2010), found that LO has a significant influence on 
performance, specifically it was found that it has improved financial and social performance 
in a study applied to 386 museums in Spain, France and England.

For the previously mentioned, the following hypotheses are proposed:
 – H1. Commitment to learning has a direct and positive influence on SMEs organiza-
tional performance

 – H2. Open-mindedness has a direct and positive influence on SMEs organizational 
performance 

 – H3. Shared vision has a direct and positive influence on SMEs organizational per-
formance
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1.5. The relationship of learning orientation with SMEs’ competitiveness  

The key to achieve competitive advantages, is the ability to learn (Sinkula et al., 1997), the 
LO involves individuals throughout the organization to create and use knowledge to achieve 
a competitive advantage (Calantone et al., 2002). Salunke et al. (2019) demonstrates the im-
portance of strategic knowledge learning to have the competitive advantage; a high LO can 
provide competitive advantages for the survival and growth of the organization. According 
to several authors, competitiveness is subject to opportunities exploited in the market, team 
members must be motivated to learn, develop and share their skills, as well as their learning 
habits with others (Von Krogh et al., 2012).

Learning orientation has been considered in different studies as a variable that indirectly 
affects the competitiveness of companies, since it is represented as a factor that has effects on 
variables such as innovation, market orientation and intellectual capital, that directly have an 
impact on competitiveness (Ahmedova, 2015; Allameh & Khalilakbar, 2018). 

LO also uses organizational knowledge to promote competitiveness, as it guides the ideals 
of organizational culture to enable companies to the beliefs, practices, principles and tradi-
tions on how the organization should operate based on the understanding of business com-
petences in response to changes in the markets (Bature et al., 2018). The results by Iyer et al. 
(2019), indicate the importance of a learning culture to exploit resources to build capacities 
that respond to the market and provide them with a competitive advantage. 

With a learning orientation, managers play a fundamental role in building the right 
environment. The commitment to learning must be seen, both by managers and employ-
ees, as a value that generates competitive advantages in the organization, a shared vision 
explains us that managers are responsible for the LO in their organization. Finally, it is 
important to highlight that in an open-mindedness culture, employees see themselves 
as partners, they communicate freely and managers know how to interpret it (Lita & 
Faisal, 2018). LO creates conditions of improving organizational competitiveness, due to 
it increased the adaptability of the company, allowing the individuals to take advantage 
of the opportunities detected with cognitive mechanisms based on learning (An et al., 
2017; Mahmoud et al., 2016; Wolff et al., 2015).

Hussein et al. (2014) suggest that the LO helps to improve the competitive advantage 
and change the capacity of response of the organization, which later attract interest in 
developing organizations that promote and encourage learning; it is associated with the 
prompt delivery of the product, cost improvement, quality and confidence in the per-
formance (Tajeddini, 2016). 

In the case of SMEs, Ratnawati et al. (2018) has mentioned they resort to LO strategies 
to empower their employees through the formation of new capacities, processes and use of 
information to have more success in the daily activities and have direct influence on the 
competitiveness of the firm. The implementation of best practices in SMEs is in particular a 
process of creating, acquiring, and retaining, sharing and applying knowledge to reduce costs, 
resources or inputs in order to achieve better competitiveness. Although due to the size of 
the same they resort regularly to conventional training and training strategies without having 
more than a limited projection of their spectrum (Ahmedova, 2015).
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Therefore, the following hypotheses are developed to examine a relationship between LO 
dimensions and competitiveness:

 – H4. Commitment to learning has a direct and positive influence on SMEs competi-
tiveness 

 – H5. Open-mindedness has a direct and positive influence on SMEs competitiveness
 – H6. Shared vision has a direct and positive influence on SMEs competitiveness

2. Methodology

2.1. Research design

The database for this quantitative research was collected through an interview survey in-
strument in Aguascalientes, Mexico. It is a designed transversal study, sampling is non-
probabilistic casual, and the key respondent was the owner managers and/or high-level ex-
ecutives of the SMEs who are regarded as the main source of information because they are 
directly responsible for planning and management of the firm. Aguascalientes city recorded 
8.1% economic growth over the previous year in the third quarter of 2016 (Secretaría 
de Economía, 2016) higher than the national growth, according to the Mexican Institute 
for Competitiveness (IMCO, 2016), Aguascalientes is the second most competitive city of 
Mexico, for this reason, it was selected to carry out this study. The list of companies was 
obtained from the database of the National Statistics Board of Economic Units (DENUE) 
(INEGI, 2016a) and according to this information; the size population is 5,658 companies. 
The stratification of the companies according to the number of employees (INEGI, 2016b), 
micro enterprises (1 to 10 employees), small enterprises (11 to 50 employees), medium-
sized enterprises (51 to 250 employees). After the listing, the sample size was calculated 
resulting in 360 companies with a confidence percentage of 95% and an error of 5%. A 
total of 650 SMEs (a range from 5 to 250 employees), were randomly selected from the 
DENUE (INEGI, 2016a) directory. 

The key respondents were contacted by telephone to invite them to participate in the 
study. After that, with the SME owners who agreed to participate in the study, an approach 
was made to collect the information from the questionnaire personally, the acceptance rate 
was 67%, that is, 400 companies accessed to answer the instrument of data collection. 

Companies contacted are from the following sectors: 32% in the commerce and services 
sector (commerce 16.8%, services 15.2%); 68% developed activities of the industrial (sector 
textile 8.8%, furniture 8.5%, agribusiness 20.2%, metalworking 12.5%, construction 9% and 
other industries 9%).

To sum up the important data collected from the key respondents indicate that 84.3% 
of SMEs management is led by men, 74.3% of managers are aged 30 to 44 years and 17.8% 
among 18 to 29 years-olds; regarding the level of education, 55.3% have undergraduate or 
engineering studies, 3.6% have a master or PhD. The 34.7% of the companies contacted are 
microenterprises, 52.5% small enterprises and 12.80% medium-sized enterprises, the major-
ity control is in charge of a family member in 67% of the cases as well as 88.88% the manage-
rial positions are formed by a family member. Finally, 63.75% of the companies are from one 
to fifteen years in business, 30.5% from 16 to 35 and 5.75% from 36 and up.
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The questionnaire that was used for the collection of information was composed of three 
sections, the first one contained the data of the key respondents, the second the data of the 
companies that agreed to participate and the third the items of the scales for the measure-
ment of the main constructs; The competitiveness scale was composed of three factors with 
a total of 12 items, the organizational learning scale with three factors with a total of 15 
items and the organizational performance scale with 6 items giving a total of 33 items for 
the three constructs.

2.2. Measurement of variables 

For the measurements of the constructs, theory and previous studies were reviewed to select 
the scales that were used to measure LO, competitiveness and organizational performance, 
the key constructs are latent, all constructs are measured with items on a five-point Likert 
scale rating from 1 to 5. Later, data are submitted to a confirmatory factorial analysis to verify 
the validity of the constructs, in which 6 variables were eliminated leaving 27 variables that 
were finally used to carry out the study.

The scale of Sinkula et  al. (1997) was adapted to measure LO, which considers three 
factors: The first factor commitment to learning, it was measured the degree to which an 
organization values and promotes learning, and the degree to which the organization pro-
motes the culture of sharing knowledge which was integrated by three ítems.  The second 
dimension shared vision, it was measured the degree to which the organization promotes 
all the individual efforts toward the same direction in order to share information that could 
impact on a positive way the knowledge base of a firm which was integrated by four ítems. 
The third dimension of open-mindedness, it was measured the degree to which the com-
pany details the policies of the company, the basis or normativity that have to do with the 
openness to new ideas and / or initiatives that collaborators promote which was integrated 
by three ítems. The original scale has been adapted and translated into Spanish in several 
studies with good validity and reliability (Martínez, 2004). A total of 10 items constituted 
the scale of learning orientation.

In the case of measuring the competitiveness construct, the absence of objective mea-
sures, subjective measurements were used and constructed from indicators with the percep-
tion of the manager or owner. This is commonly used in research when data is not accessible; 
this is because there is resistance on the part of companies in giving “hard” performance 
data of their companies (Llonch et al., 2007). These scales request to indicate the perception 
on the part of the owner or high executive regarding the results of his company. Before the 
debate of the pertinence of the use of these scales, investigations have been made in the that 
verify the difference between the measurement of results with subjective and objective scales, 
there being evidence that the results are highly correlated (Dess & Robinson, 1984; Pearce 
et al., 1987; Slater & Narver, 1994; Llonch et al., 2007). Due to this consistency of previous 
studies, these scales have been widely accepted in the academic community so its use in 
measurements of scientific works is considered pertinent (Geringer & Herbert, 1991 cited 
by Hooi & Ngui, 2014). 

The competitiveness scale was formed by three factors, each of them is estimated by a se-
ries of indicators or items. The first factor is that of financial performance that was measured 
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with three items in which the key respondents was asked to indicate the results compared to 
the average of his competition in three different items which were sales, return on investment 
and profits. The second factor of purchasing costs was measured with five items in which 
the key respondents were asked about their results compared to the competition in the last 
three years in five items: coordination costs with suppliers, costs of orders with suppliers, 
transport costs with suppliers, delivery costs of products with suppliers, production costs. 
The third Technology factor was measured with four items in which the key respondent was 
asked about its situation in relation to the competition in the last three years in four aspects: 
Development of technology, development of products or services, development of processes 
and / or services and development of information technology. In total, the competitiveness 
scale was made up of 12 items.  The scale was an adaptation of Maldonado (2008) y Maldo-
nado et al., (2012) with criteria indicated by indicated by Buckley et al. (1988).  Regarding 
the dimensions of Technology and reduction of costs in purchases and some items of profit-
ability, in this scale the owner was asked about their perception in the results in the company 
in relation to the competition in the past three years. They were directed to indicate their 
response on a scale of –1 – much lower to –5 – much higher, this scale is conserved with the 
same number of items given its good measures of Reliability and validity in previous studies.

In order to measure organizational performance, it was used some of the criteria imple-
mented in the work of Llonch et al. (2007). This first order construct consisted in five items 
in which owners or managers were asked to indicate on a scale of – 1 – very low to –5 – very 
high. What had been the evolution of the following aspects in the last two years in relation to 
the objectives of the company: level of return on investment (ROI), level of benefits, increase 
in sales and overall results. In addition to the criteria of Llonch et al. (2007) customer satis-
faction was considered as additional items as well as employee satisfaction and the organiza-
tional results of the last two periods of the firm.  In total there were 3 constructs composed 
of 7 factors and 27 variables that made up the same study that can be seen in Table 1.

2.3. Data analysis

A SEM approach (Structural Equation Modeling) has been selected to carry out to analyze 
all the variables of the model simultaneously (Fornell, 1985). According to Medrano and 
Muñoz-Navarro (2017) structural equation models or Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 
“are considered among the most powerful tools for the study of causal relationships in non-
experimental data. They are a combination of factor analysis and multiple regression and are 
composed of two components: the measurement model and the structural model” (p. 220). 
For Byrne (2006) is a statistical methodology that uses structural theory in a given phenom-
enon. Data has been applied to SPSS, statistical software for processing questionnaires and 
AMOS version 23 (Analysis of moment structures, Arbuckle, 2003) which permit us to use 
a graphical interface to specify the hypothesis between the variables in question.

The six stages that the theory marks to carry out the SEM were followed: 1) Specification 
of the model: the theory was revised and the relations of the proposed model was established. 
2) Identification of the model: The number of degrees of freedom was verified, being the gl 
greater than zero, so the model was over identified. 3) Estimation of the model. 4) Evaluation 
of the model: the values of the parameters that maximize the equality between the covari-
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ances of the proposed model and those analyzed with the sample were obtained. 5) Evalua-
tion of the model: the adjustment of the model was assessed through absolute goodness-of-fit 
statistics, relative adjustment statistics and the average square root of the approximation 
error. 6) Re-specification of the model: Adjustment indexes were verified and the residuals 
analyzed and it was respecified to improve the total fit of the model.

2.4. Measurement of the model

Following the same approach of different authors, SEM analysis was carried out, taking into 
consideration the recommendation of Anderson and Gerbing (1988) of two steps: first the 
CFA analysis and later, SEM analysis to verify the model’s fit and the validation of the hypoth-
eses respectively. As it is developed in practice, the reliability of the constructs that structure 
the LO study, competitiveness and organizational performance were also verified, in order to 
subsequently obtained the validity (content, convergent and discriminant) of the constructs.

The validity of the measurements was verified through Cronbach’s Alpha, which assumes 
that the factors measure the same construct and are strongly correlated with each other. Ac-
cording to Peterson (1994), the recommended level must be higher than 0.7, the three scales 
reach the level indicated since it ranged from 0.796 to 0.921, and the results from the com-
posite reliability index (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) ranged from 0.814 to 0.827, which corroborates 
the reliability of the measurement scales.

As a next step, the group of variables was subjected to a confirmatory factorial analysis 
(CFA). The standardized factor loads and the adjustment indices are presented in Table 1. 
The adjustment indices used were the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Incremental Fit Index 
(IFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA) (Byrne, 1989; Bentler, 1990). According to the theory, values close to one indicate 
a good fit (Byrne, 1998), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) index was 
also verified, which should be between the values of 0.05 and 0.08 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986; 
Hair et al., 1995). The results of the confirmatory factor analysis indicated a good fit (SB / 
df = 1.824, IFI = 0.963, CFI = 0.963, NFI = 0.922, RMSEA = 0.045). All items of the factors 
were significant and the loads of the standardized factors exceed 0.7 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), 
the index of variance extracted must be greater than 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), in this 
case the values range from 0.532 to 0.726.

Table 1. Reliability and convergent validity of the measurement scale (source: Authors (2018))

Factor Item Factor 
loading

Loading  
average

Cronbach  
α CRI AVE VIF

Commitment 
to learning 

COA2 0.710   0.820 0.888 0.860 0.676 1.872
COA3 0.955 ***   3.247
COA4 0.782 ***   2.303

Shared vision

VIC1 0.760   0.740 0.850 0.827 0.545 3.072
VIC2 0.720 ***   3.353
VIC3 0.760 ***   2.028
VIC5 0.710 ***         1.515
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Factor Item Factor 
loading

Loading  
average

Cronbach  
α CRI AVE VIF

Open-
mindedness

MEA1 0.920  0.770 0.824 0.814 0.598 2.055
MEA2 0.720 ***   2.050
MEA3 0.650 ***   1.671

Finance 
performance

FP1 0.890  0.850 0.884 0.888 0.726 2.940
FP2 0.880 ***   2.988
FP3 0.780 ***         2.118

Costs 

PC1 0.980  0.790 0.796 0.898 0.642 5.038
PC2 0.850 ***   4.782
PC3 0.710 ***   3.667
PC4 0.700 ***   3.080
PC6 0.730 ***         2.149

Technology

TE1 0.900  0.820 0.921 0.889 0.669 2.955
TE2 0.840 ***   3.308
TE3 0.790 ***   2.731
TE6 0.740 ***   1.944

Organi-
zational 
perfor mance

PE1 0.580  0.710 0.867 0.844 0.532 1.532
PE3 0.530 ***   2.011
PE4 0.620 ***   3.189
PE5 0.880 ***   4.931
PE6 0.940 ***         3.759

Notes: Model fit measures for the general model: Chi2/df = 1.824 (p = 0.000); RMSEA = 0.045; IFI = 
0.963; CFI = 0.963; NFI = 0.922; Significance values: * = p < 0.05; **= p < 0.01; ***= p < 0.001.

The discriminant validity of the measurement scales is confirmed through the Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE), in Table 2 the diagonal formed by the AVE of each construct is 
observed, the results that are below the diagonal are the correlation to the square of each pair 
of constructs. The value of the square of the correlations must be less than its AVE (Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981). This demonstrates that the measurement scales used in this research have 
discriminant validity (see Table 2).

Table 2. Discriminant validity of the measurement scale (source: Authors (2018))

Commit-
ment to 
learning

Shared 
vision

Open-
minded-

ness

Finance 
perfor-
mance

Costs 
reduction

Techno-
logy

Organi-
zational 
perfor-
mance

Commit-
ment to 
learning

0.676  

End of Table 1
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Commit-
ment to 
learning

Shared 
vision

Open-
minded-

ness

Finance 
perfor-
mance

Costs 
reduction

Techno-
logy

Organi-
zational 
perfor-
mance

Shared 
vision 0.268 0.545  

Open-
minded-
ness

0.112 0.404 0.598  

Finance 
perfor-
mance

0.110 0.043 0.076 0.726  

Costs 
reduc tion 0.008 0.042 0.010 0.040 0.642  

Techno-
logy 0.031 0.051 0.041 0.008 0.071 0.669  

Organi-
zational 
perfor-
mance

0.090 0.043 0.128 0.035 0.009 0.080 0.463

After all analysis and checking the adjustment indices, it is confirmed that the measure-
ment model presents an acceptable adjustment. Therefore, it was proceed to develop the 
structural model using the confirmatory modeling method through AMOS (version 23.0).

3. Results

The descriptive results of the analyzed variables are presented (see Table 3). It was observed 
that the variable with the highest score was Commitment to learning, which obtained 3.62 
points Likert (Important). In the case of the lowest variable was Technology, having an aver-
age of 2.45 Likert points (low), in addition to being the variable with the greatest variability, 
which indicates that the analyzed companies have different technological conditions, prob-
ably due to the size and business sectors of these. In the same way, on the one hand, the 
correlations between the LO dimensions and the Competitiveness dimensions are observed, 
positive correlations were statistically significant at 1% in a range of r = 0.15 (Open minded-
ness and Technology) r = 0.34 (Shared vision and Finance performance). On the other hand, 
the correlations of LO with Organizational performance are also shown, in which there are 
also significant positive correlations at 1% that have a range of r = 0.19 (Shared vision and 
Organizational Performance) r = 0.34 (Open mindedness and Organizational Performance). 
Previous studies have obtained similar results in the effect of LO on competitiveness (Hayati & 
Rukhviyanti, 2016; Ratnawati et al., 2018; Vargas, 2015). Especially in the performance of tech-
nology (Allameh & Khalilakbar, 2018; Anning-Dorson, 2016) and organizational performance 
(Beneke et al., 2016; Hayati & Rukhviyanti, 2016; Homaid et al., 2018; Kasim et al., 2018). So, 
the consistency of results, throw important findings on the Open mindedness dimension. 

End of Table 2
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Table 3. Descriptive analysis and bivariate correlations (source: Authors (2018))

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Commit ment to 
learning 3.62 1.12 1

2 Shared vision 3.44 1.03 0.46*** 1
3 Open min ded ness 3.32 1.07 0.31*** 0.50*** 1
4 Finance perfor mance 3.51 0.97 0.33*** 0.34*** 0.26*** 1
5 Cost reduction 2.94 1.06 0.13*** 0.16*** 0.11** 0.20*** 1
6 Techno logy 2.45 1.23 0.19*** 0.18*** 0.15*** 0.07 0.23*** 1

7 Organi zational 
perfor mance 3.10 0.94 0.32*** 0.19*** 0.34*** 0.18*** 0.13** 0.29*** 1

Note: 400 cases; p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.

To verify the multicollinearity between the variables, another guideline is to analyze 
the bivariate correlation, where values higher than r = 0.85 can indicate potential problems 
(Kline, 2005). In this case, there were no problems of multicollinearity. From the multivari-
ate point of view, the AMOS software allows the detection of outliers using the Mahalanobis 
distance, which is a statistical measure of multidimensional distance of an individual with 
respect to the centroid or average of observations, which were eliminated (González et al., 
2006). The VIF of the dimensions of the independent variable are shown (see Table 1) in 
order to demonstrate that there were no collinearity problems, due to values were less than 
10 (Hair et al., 1995).

In order to test the hypotheses proposed in the theoretical model, the methodology of 
structural equations was followed, the corresponding SEM analyzes were carried out, which 
will evaluate the causal relationships that are presented in the model between the dimen-
sions of LO and organizational performance and competitiveness. The model was specified 
achieving the over-specification of the model, after which the model was estimated using 
the maximum likelihood method, prior to this the normality of the data was verified. The 
statistics used in SEM assume that the multivariate distribution is normal. It proceeded to 
analyze the normal distribution of each observed variable to determine if there is univariate 
normality, it was examined the asymmetry and kurtosis of each observed variable, where 
values between +1 and –1 will be considered excellent, while values lower than 1.60 adequate 
(George & Mallery, 2001). The data fulfilled the univariate normality found in the first cri-
terion indicated, however the multivariate normality was not fulfilled which is a condition 
for the use of SEM. Although the ML method is robust to slight deviations to normality, it 
was followed the recommendation of Medrano and Muñoz Navarro (2017), regarding the 
fact that in case of not having the normality assumptions or working with ordinal data it is 
necessary to transform the data so the bootstrapping method (Flora & Curran, 2004 cited 
by Muñoz-Navarro, 2017). 

The goodness indexes of adjustment of the proposed structural model were verified, ob-
taining good indices. According to the theory, the model has an adequate adjustment if NFI, 
IFI and CFI are above 0.9 and RMSEA must be below 0.05. The indices of this study: chi 
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square and degrees of freedom: Chi2 / df = 1.827, NFI = 0.923, IFI = 0.964, CFI = 0.963, 
RMSEA = 0.046. Hence, it is considered that the model has a good fit. Subsequently, the 
path coefficients were examined in order to accept or reject the hypotheses. Table 4 shows 
the accepted hypotheses, previously mentioned.

Table 4. SEM results for hypothesis testing

  Hypothesis Structural relation
Standardized 
factor loading 

(t)
P Result

H1 Commitment to learning → Organizational 
performance 0.220(3.617) *** Accepted

H2 Open-mindedness → Organizational 
performance 0.490(5.136) *** Accepted

H3 Shared vision → Organizational 
performance –0.217(2.234) * Rejected

H4 Commitment to learning → Competitiveness 0.302(3.306) *** Accepted
H5 Open-mindedness → Competitiveness 0.170(1.327) Rejected
H6 Shared vision → Competitiveness 0.429(3.012) ** Accepted

Notes: Model fit measures for the general model: Chi2/df = 1.827 (p = 0.000); RMSEA = 0.046; NFI = 
0.923; IFI = 0.964; TLI 0.958; CFI = 0.963; Significance values:* = p < 0.05; **= p < 0.01; ***= p < 0.001.

The hypothesis test has been executed through SEM with AMOS; therefore, four of the six 
hypotheses has been supported. Table 4 shows the results of the proposed hypotheses for the 
study. Hypothesis H1: commitment to learning has a direct and positive influence on SMEs 
organizational performance, is accepted with a level of significance of 0.001 (*** = p < 0.001) 
with a standard coefficient of 0.220 and a t value of 3.617. Hypothesis H2: open-mindedness 
has a direct and positive influence on SMEs organizational performance, is accepted with a 
significance value greater than 0.001 (*** = p < 0.001) has a standard coefficient of 0.490 and 
a t value of 5.136. Hypothesis H3: shared vision has a direct and positive influence on SMEs 
organizational performance, is rejected as the analysis shows a direct negative and significant 
impact. The Hypothesis H4: commitment to learning has a direct and positive influence on 
SMEs competitiveness, was accepted with a significance value of 0.001 (*** = p < 0.001) has 
a standard coefficient of 0.302 and a t value of 3.306. Hypothesis H5: open-mindedness has 
a direct and positive influence on SMEs competitiveness is rejected because, although it has 
a positive relationship, it does not become significant. Finally, Hypothesis H6: shared vision 
has a direct and positive influence on SMEs competitiveness was accepted with a significance 
value of 0.01 (** = p < 0.01) with a standard coefficient of 0.429 and a value of t of 3.012.

4. Discussion

The results of the LO dimensions with competitiveness that have a positive impact are consis-
tent with the studies of Ahmedova (2015); Allameh and Khalilakbar (2018); Ratnawati et al. 
(2018). The results are not consistent with previous studies such as that of Abbade (2012), in 
which he found a positive and significant evidence of open-mindedness, but with organiza-
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tional performance and positive evidence but not significant, between organizational com-
mitment and shared vision with organizational performance. The results are not consistent 
with those of Llonch et al. (2007) they point out that LO does not have significant influence 
with results in relation to the objectives of the organization and in terms of its competence, 
considering that this implies the three dimensions of LO.

Regarding the results of LO dimensions with organizational performance, the findings 
are similar to the studies of Pérez et al. (2005); Cardona and Calderon (2006); Araiza et al. 
(2014); Gálvez et al. (2013); Calantone et al. (2002); Lita and Faisal (2018); Hussein et al. 
(2014); Mahmoud and Yusif (2012). Bature et al. (2018), who point out a positive influence 
between LO and performance without making a distinction in the impact on the different 
dimensions as was the case in this study. On the other hand, regarding similar studies that 
analyze each of dimensions, the results of this study are consistent with the findings of Perin 
et al. (2016), since they found a positive and significant relation between open mindedness 
and organizational performance. However, the findings of the dimension of the non-signif-
icant impact of shared vision are consistent with those of Llonch et al. (2007) they found a 
no significant but not negative influence. 

An explanation of the result of the negative influence of shared vision with organizational 
performance can be according to the literature because although collaborators are motivated 
to learn, it is difficult to know what needs to be learned, an extensive problem in organiza-
tions is that because of the absence of a common direction many good ideas never be learned 
and implemented (Chen et al., 2017), since they are never brought into actions because no 
attention is paid  to strategies for sharing vision (Moreno, 2009). In the literature on the 
subjet it is noted that when there is no clear direction towards organizational objectives, or 
there are different priorities among the members the results are not adequate (García et al., 
2007). So, one of the explanations of the results found, may be that there is no coordina-
tion of the company’s approach due to the lack of communication of the actions within the 
organization (Chi-hsiang, 2015).

The human factor is one of the most important elements of organizations, it is necessary 
for companies to establish clear guidelines to achieve integration between working groups 
so they can interact to achieve organizational aims. (Real et al., 2006) and The vision must 
be promoted to be fulfilled (Moreno, 2009). The study is similar to that of Chrisman et al. 
(2008) since in their study the three dimensions of LO are examined in relation to business 
results. They found no evidence that LO significantly impacts on performance.

Conclusions

This research was focused the role of the dimensions of learning orientation on organiza-
tional performance and competitiveness, the subject become an issue of academic relevance 
that can be influenced by diverse factors, such as, an emerging country with a SMEs culture. 
The results of the study proved four out of six hypotheses proposed in the model tested in a 
group of SMEs firms in Aguascalientes City, Mexico.

The findings on the relations of LO dimensions with competitiveness show that commit-
ment to learning and shared vision are elements that positively and significantly influence 
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the levels of competitiveness of SMEs, in other words, a LO committed firm, promote to 
challenge established routines and be open to new ideas that positively influences financial 
performance, reduce costs and possess better technology than competitors. Nevertheless, 
according to the results, open-mindedness is a dimension does not have the same relevance 
because although it has a positive influence on the levels of competitiveness of the company, 
it does not have a significant influence. 

Regarding the results of LO dimensions with organizational performance, it was found 
that commitment to learning and open-mindedness do have a positive and significant influ-
ence but is not the case of shared vision, which has a negative and significant influence, it 
was tested with linear regression, transformed into averages, divides the file into high and 
low quartiles of shared vision. It was calculated and there were no changes, the effect of 
shared vision remains as not positive. According with the literature it may be that each area 
within the organization or each company, perceives to achieve organizational performance 
in a very different way. 

A common direction among the team members is not possible if the objectives are un-
known to them or there is discrepancy between the functional areas; it is necessary to trans-
mit an institutional vision, to communicate it and share it as well as the objectives and 
strategies. Developing a strategic learning orientation implies that, the management of the 
company is committed to open up to new ideas and unlearn the established routines. 

The findings in this study have important implications in the SMEs, because, although 
the LO improves performance, it is important to improve strategies in terms of developing 
a shared vision. It is essential to deepen in the present line of investigation, especially in ex-
amining if the results vary in different cultures and contexts, find out if LO dimensions have 
the same impact on performance, its impacts are differentiated or even inhibit organizational 
performance or competitiveness. For SMEs, the results are relevant because the same level 
of LO can generate higher or lower levels of organizational performance or competitiveness, 
depending on the contribution made by each of the dimensions of LO. The findings allow 
SMEs to identify for their context that it is necessary to generate actions to promote the open-
mindedness (as a variable of greater influence) and to commit to learning (variable in the sec-
ond level of influence) in the firm if it wants to have an impact on organizational performance. 

In accordance with the objectives set by the firm since it is the dimensions that influence 
in a more direct and significant way. On the other hand, if its objective is to influence the 
competition, it must focus on committing itself to learning (as a variable that has greater 
significant influence) and to sharing the vision (as a variable in Second place of influence). 
The results are relevant for the SMEs because although it is known that LO has a positive 
influence on business outcome variables, the impact is especially different in the form and 
objective of the business results that are intended, in addition to the resource constraints of 
different nature of the SMEs this information is necessary to focus their strategies as to which 
practices will give more results in what is sought. However, it is important to know if, with 
the increase of these elements, the levels are further improved, which would be convenient 
to analyze as a future line of research.

As possible future lines of research, it could be analyze the significant differences between 
family and non-family businesses, as well as examine whether possible significant differences 
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exist with different backgrounds of company managers. That could represent significant find-
ings regarding the influence of learning dimensions on performance variables.
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