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Abstract

This research aims to examine the relationships among entrepreneurial orientation, organizational learning capability, firm innovation,
and firm performance. To achieve a data collection, a mail survey procedure via questionnaire was implemented by using executives or
managers of gems & jewelry industries, textile and clothing industries, leather and accessories, fashion apparel industries in Thailand as the
key informants. Of the surveys completed and returned, 388 were usable. Hence, a model with a structural equation was used to evaluate the
data survey of 388 respondents. The results reveal that, in terms of the mediating effect, organizational learning capacity and firm innovation
can complement each other in order to improve entrepreneurial orientation. Findings show that entrepreneurial orientation improves firm
innovation, which in turn improves firm efficiency. Firm innovation acts as a variable mediating between enterprise orientation and firm
performance. Our findings contribute to the current emergence of organizational learning capacity that mediated the relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance. Entrepreneurial orientation is normally a firm performance that enterprises develop which
can have use the information available and make an impact. It can be considered through the mediation of organizational learning capability,

and firm innovation variable and as stated in previous literature, it can influence firm performance.
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1. Introduction

Innovation in the productions and operations of enterprises
has become a significant factor for organizational success
despite the increased challenges of fierce competition,
economic globalization and technological advancement (Lin
et al., 2016; Obeidat et al., 2017). To keep up with the highly
changing environment, organizations need to adapt the
entrepreneurial orientation behaviors such as innovativeness,
proactiveness, and risk taking (Kraus, 2013). In the 1970s
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the concept of entrepreneurial orientation evolved (Edmond
& Wiklund, 2010) and before then, a lot many revisions have
been evoked (Wales, 2016). Entrepreneurial orientation is
found to represent closely the actual actions of a business
firm (Stambaugh et al., 2017) and is usually establish to be
certainly linked to firm performance (Wang, 2008).

As Wang (2008), has piercing out, a significant dispatch
from the conclusions in the prose on the affiliation between
entrepreneurial orientation and performance is that merely
examining the through impact of entrepreneurial orientation
on firm performance does not offer an ample portrait. Many
various mediating and moderating variables have been
studied to disentangle the appliance by which entrepreneurial
orientation movement’s firm performance (Rauch et al.,
2009).

Whereas most work reflects that entrepreneurial
orientation has a constructive impact on firm performance
(Zahra & Covin, 1995; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund,
1999) this through affiliation does not appear to be
empirically definitive (Slater & Narver, 2000). One of
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the aims for this may be that secure success is directly
dependent on several variables both internal and external
to the company (Thoumrungroje & Tansuhaj, 2005) before
that the advantages of entrepreneurial orientation frequently
revenue several years to be realized (Zahra & Covin, 1995;
Madsen, 2007). Subsequently, some dependent variables
that are more responsive to entrepreneurial orientation
should be suggested and certain dependent variable should
be considered in command to appreciate the connection
between entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance.

On the further influence, and based on Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) some relationship between entrepreneurial orientation
and performance tends to remain context-specific, i.e. inside or
outside impacts effect how high-performance entrepreneurial
orientation is configured. They silent support investigation
exertions to understand the role of contingency methods
in explanation the relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation and firm performance, given prior research on these
factors. Studies will concentrate on defining the fundamental
mechanisms that assess the influence of enterprise-led
performance orientation (Zahra et al., 1999). In particular,
entrepreneurial operations could be sustained by improving
processes of organizational learning and knowledge formation,
leading to continuous and constructive enterprise participation
and maintainable development (Floyd & Wooldridge 1999).

In adding, organizational learning capability canister
be characterized as an organization’s capability to develop,
transference and incorporate information and change its actions
in order to enhance its performance (Jerez-Gomez, Cespedes-
Lorente, & Valle-Cabrera, 2005). Organizational learning
capability may remain characterized as the organizational then
managerial characteristics or factors that encourage or enable
an organization to learn (Goh & Richards, 1997; Chiva et al.,
2007). This skill has remained linked completely to variables
such as job satisfaction (Chiva & Alegre, 2009) before
performance in innovation (Alegre & Chiva, 2008).

The limited amount of inside organizational studies that
further explain the relationship between entreprencurial
orientation and firm performance have become a methodical
gap in this line of research (Gimenez & Ventura, 2005; Wales
et al.,2013). For managers, determining the degree with which
their business is entrepreneurial is highly important and
recognizing how this is connected to internal business structures,
as the organizational learning capacity of these features helps
managers to kind their company more commercial.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation and Firm
Innovation

Anderson and Eshima (2013) claimed that entrepreneurial
orientation refers to entrepreneurs’ behavioral tendencies, the

management strategies they have embraced, and their strategic
decision-making in the business environment. Entrepreneurial
orientation has been established and stressed as imperative
for businesses to grow and succeed in the competitive and
rapidly evolving market setting, regardless of size (Covin, &
Slevin, 1989). Entrepreneurial orientation was recognized as
the primary determinant for the performance, productivity and
sustainable growth of the firm.

Additionally, innovativeness means the partiality of
an organization to involve and stimulate new concepts,
innovation, creativity, and innovative processes which may
main to new products, services, or technological procedures,
as well as the need for innovative, unique, or new solutions
to problems and needs (Covin & Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin
& Dess, 1996; Morris & Jones, 1999). Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) reflect that while innovation may differ in its degree
of radically, innovation reflects a fundamental willingness to
move away since prevailing knowledges or observes and to
venture beyond the current state of the art. New innovations
also have a great deal to do with entrepreneurship. Risk-taking
is described as a readiness to devote substantial resource to
opportunities with fair risk of disaster (Covin & Slevin, 1989;
Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Morris & Jones, 1999). Lumpkin and
Dess (1996) find that companies through an entrepreneurial
outlook are frequently characterized by excessive risk-taking,
such as experiencing weighty liability or making significant
resource investments, in the hope of making great revenues by
exploiting business opportunities. Proactiveness refers to how
a firm relates to market opportunities by seizing initiative and
substitute opportunistically to influence trends and, maybe,
even create demand (Jogaratnam et al., 1999).

Innovations are implemented as a solution to deviations
in inside and outside situations, or as a proactive measure to
affect environmental conditions. Innovation is the creation
and application of acquaintance in organisations, including
knowledge sharing, as well as evidence among workers
(Jiménez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle, 2011). The value in product
and firm innovation has been significant in recent years. An
invention is characterized as an idea or concept perceived
as novel through a person before an activity (Rogers, 1995).
The perceived novelty of the idea decides his or her reaction
to it from the point of view of the individual. When the
individual’s concept is unique it is an invention (Robertson
& Yu, 2001). An invention is made up of some technological
insight of how things can be done better than the existing
state of the art (Tyler, 2001).

In fact, for many reasons the firm’s invention of a new
product capability is significant, Innovation technologies
give businesses incentives for growth and expansion into
newer markets, as well as enabling firms to gain competitive
advantage. Innovation is characterized by itself as the making,
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adoption and implementation of novel concepts, methods,
products or services. The process of creativity involves the
creation, dissemination and application of new information
(Calantone et al., 2002) and the effective implementation
of innovative concepts within an organization (Amabile et
al., 1996). Here appears to be broad agreement that learning
environment, entrepreneurship and firm innovation are
closely linked and several researchers have conducted work
to determine how they are linked (Hurley & Hult, 1998; Liu
et al, 2002). Entrepreneurial nature focuses on innovation,
including innovativeness, risk-taking and proactivity (Baker
& Sinkula, 1999), and can create competitive advantage in
dynamic and volatile markets for a company.

2.2. Organizational Learning Capability

Organizational learning capacity container be
characterized as an organization’s ability to function, i.e. the
capability to develop, obtain, transmission and implement
knowledge, and similarly the capacity to adjust conduct to
reproduce the new cognitive condition in order to enhance
organizational performance (Jerez-Gomez, Cespedes-
Lorente, & Valle-Cabrera, 2005). Organizational learning
ability serves as a initiator of the organizational learning
procedure (Goh & Richards, 1997) understood as tangible
and intangible tools of the organization, as abilities that
serve as a means of enhancing reasonable advantage and
facilitating the organizational learning procedure (Alegre
& Chiva, 2008). For Hsu and Fang (2009), organizational
learning capacity is understood as the ability of the company
to acquire and transform new information and relate it toward
the creation of new products through competitive advantage
and great speed of output.

Additionally, Chiva et al. (2007) claim that organizational
learning capacity is both an organizational function and an
administrative function that occurs in the learning procedure
in calculation to promoting the learning procedure within
organizations. Camps, Alegre, and Torres (2011) consider
this as the nonappearance of constraints or limitations to
the cycle of organizational learning. In this context, the
organizational learning capability serves as an expediter of
organizational learning. Organizations should establish tasks
and procedures that encourage or facilitate organizational
knowledge-building. Such processes contain socialization,
internalization and outsourcing, as well as all activities of
management that build an environment favorable to learning
(Mbengue & Sané, 2013). The effect of organizational
capability and organizational learning on the financial
performance (Hindasah & Nuryakin, 2020). Such observes
are the core of organizational learning capacity, which can
be defined as the collection of management practices that
promote the learning process, or as a set of apparatuses that
enhance the capability of the organization to sustain and

increase its performance (Alegre & Chiva, 2008; Mbengue
& Sané 2013). Furthermore, capability for organizational
learning is generally related to firm innovation (Dodgson,
1993). The process by which firms produce a new product is
not coincidental, firm innovation researchers put significant
emphasis on the organizational learning capability processes.
Therefore, any technical innovation needs the capacity
to learn organizationally (Antonello & Godoy, 2011).
Innovation entails individuals to gain established expertise
and share it within the organization, For Hsu & Fang (2009),
also suggested that the capacity for organizational learning
has a positive influence on firm innovation.

2.3. Entrepreneurial Orientation and Firm
Performance Mediated by Organizational
Learning Capability

Firm performance is a multidimensional concept.
According to Rivai and Basri (2004), business performance
is something that is produced by a company within a certain
period with a certain standard. Firm performance is an
assessment of the indicators owned. According to Prakosa
(2005) (1) Total Sales, (2) Number of New Products,
(3) Amount of Profit. Performance (business performance) is
at the performance level.

The main role of organizational learning capability
is in helping the organization to adapt to changes in its
environment by developing and creating new performs and
abilities that respond to individuals changes (Berghman
et al., 2013). Organizational learning is an active process
that allows organizations to adapt rapidly to changes, leading
to new behaviors and skills. It is considered the primary
method of managing knowledge and enhancing the firm
performance (Zhang et al., 2011; Alsabbagh & Alkhalil,
2016). Rendering to Haase et al. (2015) organizational
learning allows organizations to improve and change their
behaviors, to adjust their morals in line with revolution and
to make decisions about various problems. This group of
activities and behaviors comprises of knowledge acquisition
and distribution of information that potentially improves
the culture of the organization (Salarian et al., 2015).
Organizational learning has four dimensions: organizational
culture, organizational structure, knowledge sharing and
leadership (Haase et al., 2015).

The term competence discusses to funds and abilities.
According to Alikhani et al. (2013) organizational learning
capability raises to an established of skills and concrete and
intangible resources that help the organization to increase
a reasonable advantage. Organizational learning capability
has similarly remained considered as an organization’s
ability to acquire knowledge from its external and internal
environments, to understand, construe and assimilate new
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knowledge and to store it in a way that makes it available to
employees. In addition, this capability is seen to direct firms
toward innovation and firm performance (Wang et al., 2015).

2.4. Entrepreneurial Orientation and Firm
Performance Mediated by Firm Innovation

Entrepreneurial Orientation has usually been related to
firm performance (Zahra & Covin, 1995; Wiklund, 1999;
Jogaratnametal., 1999; Madsen, 2007). Experiential research
suggests that the benefits of entrepreneurial orientation
frequently income several years to arise (Zahra & Covin,
1995; Madsen, 2007), and that firm performance be subject
to straight on diverse inside and outside organizational
contingencies and variables (Thoumrungroje & Tansuhaj,
2005). In order to model the entrepreneurial orientation-firm
performance relationship, other dependent variables that
are more directly delicate to entrepreneurial orientation are
suggested.

Some authors (e.g., Ireland & Webb, 2007; Covin & Miles,
1999; Schumpeter, 1934) debate that entreprencurial actions
have special properties on product, process and managerial
innovations. The prose has conventionally considered
innovation as an indicator of entrepreneurship (Ireland et
al., 2005; Drucker, 1998; Schumpeter, 1934) though no
research has empirically analyzed this relationship. As
entrepreneurial orientation increases a firm’s proactiveness
and willingness to take risks and innovate (Zahra et al.,
1999) entrepreneurial orientation and firm innovation may
be linked. Entrepreneurial orientation may be measured one
of the antecedents of innovation.

Firm innovation is a decisive influence in firm
performance as an effect of the development of the
competitive environment (Cook, 1992; Bueno & Ordoiiez,
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2004). The significance of innovation for good long-term
business results is now usually acknowledged and has been
extensively reported in the literature (Capon et al., 1992;
Lemon & Sahota, 2004; Montalvo, 2006). Consequently,
firm performance is considered to have a direct effect on
firm innovation (Wheelwright & Clark, 1992; West & Iansiti,
2003; Brockman & Morgan, 2003), and canister be reflected
as a more exact dependent variable of entrepreneurial
orientation.

3. Research Framework and Hypothesis
Development

Based on the literature review, the framework of the
study is illustrated in Figure 1. The hypothesis is that, the
mediating roles of organizational learning capability and
firm innovation in the relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation and firm performance.

4. Data Methods

4.1. Sample and Data

The empirical investigation of this study was
accomplished on a population of gems & jewelry industries,
textile and clothing industries, leather and accessories,
fashion apparel industries in Thailand. Here, all 673 gems
& jewelry industries, textile and clothing industries, leather
and accessories, fashion apparel industries in Thailand
from https:// www.thaitextile.org/databaseTh/home/ (2020),
Thailand were selected as the samples. To achieve a data
collection, a mail survey procedure via questionnaire was
implemented by using executives or managers of gems &
jewelry industries, textile and clothing industries, leather

Firm
Performance

H3

Figure 1: Framework of the Study
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and accessories, fashion apparel industries in Thailand as the
key informants. A mail survey procedure via questionnaire
was used for data collection. Of the surveys completed and
returned, only 388 were usable. The effective response rate
was approximately 57.65 %. According to Aaker, Kumar,
and Day (2001) the response rate for a mail survey, without
an appropriate follow-up procedure, and greater than 20%,
is considered acceptable. Besides, by using a sample of
companies located in a relatively similar geographical,
financial, political, socio-cultural, technical and legal
space, the impact of variables that cannot be controlled in
empirical research is minimized (Adler, 2015). Building on
information about the key aspects of this investigation, such
as past interactions with interested CEOs scholars and new
interviews with CEOs and academicians interested in the
subject. Additionally, a non-response bias test was performed
by comparing early and late responses. Characteristics of the
firms comprise industry types, amount of capital funding,
time in business, number of employees, and key informants
who self-reported all constructs (Armstrong & Overton,
1977). As for non-response bias, t-test statistical tests
were performed and; the results exhibited no significant
differences. Therefore, a non-response bias is of no concern
in this data.

4.2. Methods

This study surveys a quantitative methodological approach
to test the proposed model by using a questionnaire to collect
data. The survey instrument is a multi-item measures. All the
variables were measured using five-point Likert scales. The
key informants were asked for the levels of agreement with
statements of items ranging froml (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). There were two parts to the data analysis: 1)
Analysis of factor loadings and the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for multiple item scales (Table 1). Table 1 shows
all the variables that have factor loading scores as between
0.917 - 0.955. Also, Cronbach’s alpha for all variables are
shown between 0.942 - 0.956. The internal consistency is
represented through Cronbach’s alpha. However, Cronbach’s
alpha tends to underestimate the internal consistency because
of its sensitivity to the number of items in the scale and the
sample size (Ringle et al., 2005). As suggested in the literature,

Table 1: Results of Measure Validation

values less than 0.95 and greater than 0.7 are desirable (Hair
et al., 2013; Ringle et al., 2005). Therefore, all constructs of
the validity and reliability of measurement can be applied
for further analysis, and 2) Analysis of the three variables of
entrepreneurial orientation, the three variables of organizational
learning capability, the three variables of firm innovation, and
three variables of firm performance. Hypothesis testing was
carried out using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to measure
the validity of the model fit to the empirical data. Testing of the
hypotheses was conducted through structural equation model
after computing latent variables to become observed variable
(Micheels & Gow, 2012).

5. The Measurement Model

5.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation

Entrepreneurial orientation was measured using the
commonly used nine-item, 7-point scale formulated by
Covin and Slevin (1989). A number of analytical papers have
used this measurement scale competently (Covin, Green, &
Slevin, 2006; Black, Covin, & Slevin, 2009; Escriba-Esteve,
Sanchez-Peinado, & Sanchez-Peinado, 2008).

5.2. Organizational Learning Capability

In the light of the organizational learning skill theory
assumed in our theoretical work, we selected the measuring
instrument created by Chiva and Alegre (2009). The
instrument contains a series of scales describing, through
their products, the theoretical dimensions or latent variables.
Using this tool, we conceive with organizational learning
capacity as a five-dimensional framework constant with
the previous literature: creativity, risk-taking, external
environment engagement, dialogue and participatory
decision-making. Chivaetal. (2007) concluded an employee-
based survey in the ceramic tile industry, validated this
measurement scale.

5.3. Firm Innovation

Firm innovation is the propensity of any enterprise
to encourage creativity, venture into new products and

Items Factor Loadings Cronbach’s Alpha
Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) 0.931-0.955 0.956
Organizational Learning Capability (OL) 0.918-0.931 0.943
Firm Innovation (FI) 0.931-0.955 0.956
Firm Performance (FP) 0.917-0.931 0.942
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services, invention and development resulting in advanced
technological processes, and creative products and
services. It is an important means to explore opportunities
and is therefore recognized as an important component of
entrepreneurship (Covin & Slevin, 2006). The results of firm
innovation comprise product and process innovations; these
two types of innovation results are very thoroughly linked
(Utterback & Abernathy, 1975), and constitute a highly
complex process that generally involves all functions of the
company. A ‘product’ is a good or service delivered to the
consumer, and the way the good or service is created and
distributed is a ‘process’ (Barras, 1986). Product innovation
is thus distinct as the product or service introduced to meet
consumer or external user needs, and process innovation is
understood as a new resource inserted into the production
operations or functions (Damanpour & Gopalakrishnan,
2001). Product innovations are market-oriented and
customer-oriented, while process innovations focus on the
firm’s inside workings and aspire to increase efficiency
(Utterback & Abernathy, 1975).

5.4. Firm Performance

In order to assess company success, we inquired
general managers to rate the performance of their
business over the last three years in relation to competing
companies. We used the scale of market success
(Venkatraman, 1989).

5.5. Control Variable

Firm age and firm size were the control variables.
According to Sorensen and Stuart (2000), firm age was
used as a control variable. In the overall model, firm
size was included as a control variable, as it explains
variance in organizational efficiency. Firm size affects the
endowment of significant business process inputs such
as capital, people and facilities and has been shown to
influence the performance of the organization (Tippins &
Sohi, 2003).

6. Data Analysis

There were two parts to the data analysis: 1) Analysis
of factor loadings and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for
multiple item scales Table 1. Table 1 shows all the variables
that have factor loading scores as between 0.917 - 0.955.
Also, Cronbach’s alpha for all variables are shown between
0.942-0.956. The internal consistency is represented through
Cronbach’s alpha. However, Cronbach’s alpha tends to

underestimate the internal consistency because of its
sensitivity to the number of items in the scale and the sample
size (Ringle et al., 2005). As suggested in the literature,
values less than 0.95 and greater than 0.7 are desirable (Hair
et al., 2013; Ringle et al., 2005). Therefore, all constructs
of the validity and reliability of measurement can be
applied for further analysis, and 2) Analysis of the three
variables of entrepreneurial orientation, the three variables
of organizational learning capability, the three variables of
firm innovation, and three variables of firm performance.
Hypothesis testing was carried out using confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) to measure the validity of the model fit to
the empirical data. Testing of the hypotheses was conducted
through structural equation model after computing latent
variables to become observed variable (Micheels & Gow,
2012).

7. Empirical Results

7.1. Results of Structural Equation Model

The items were developed from existing scales of
each variable for this study specifically. The complete
measurement model is sketched in Figure 2. IBM-SPSS
AMOS program v21 was used to conduct confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). According to Harrington (2008),
assessing the measurement model validity occurs when the
theoretical measurement model is compared with the reality
model to see how well the data fits. The model fit in this
study suggests that the dataset fits well with the theoretical
factors (see Table 2).

The overall direct and indirect effects related to the
entrepreneurial orientation of organizational learning
capability, firm innovation, and firm performance are
expressed in Table 3. As revealed in Figure 2 and Table
3, entrepreneurial orientation has a positive effect on
organizational learning capability (B= 0.462, p < 0.001).
Hence, hypothesis 1 is supported. Similarly, entrepreneurial
orientation has a positive effect on firm innovation
(B=0.302, p<0.001). Thus, hypothesis 2 is supported. This
result demonstrates that entrepreneurial orientation has a
positive indirect effect on firm performance through the
mediation of organizational learning capability (p= 0.168,
p < 0.001). Hence, hypothesis 3 is supported. The results
indicate entrepreneurial orientation has a positive indirect
effect on firm performance through the mediation of firm
innovation (= 0.237, p < 0.001) is established because of
the following conditions (Tippins & Sohi, 2003). Thus,
hypothesis 4 is supported.
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Figure 2: The Structural Equation Model

Table 2: Statistics from Fitting Evaluation

Goodness-of-Fit Measure Recommended Value Structural Model (result)
CMIN/DF 2.0 - 5.0 (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000) 2.367

GFlI =0.900 (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000) 0.933

AGFI 20.900 (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000) 0.909

CFl 20.900 (Kelloway, 2015) 0.979

NFI 20.900 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010) 0.964

RMSEA <0.080 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010) 0.059

TLI >0.900 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010) 0.975

RMR < 0.050 (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000) 0.053

Table 3: Direct and Indirect Effects of Variables

Hypothesis Relationship Std Beta Std Error t-value Conclusion
H1 EO —» OL 0.462 0.048 9.635*** Supported
H2 EO — FI 0.302 0.051 5.958*** Supported
H3 EO —&» OL—» FP 0.168 0.047 3.545%** Supported
H4 EO — FI—»FP 0.237 0.047 5.061*** Supported

***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01

8. Conclusions

Findings show that entrepreneurial orientation improves
firm innovation, which in turn improves firm efficiency. Firm
innovation acts as a variable mediating between enterprise
orientation and firm performance. Our findings significantly
contribute to the current emergence of organizational learning
capacity that mediated the relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation and firm performance (Rauch et al., 2009).
Entrepreneurial orientation is normally a firm performance
that enterprises develop which can have use the information

available and make an impact. It can be considered through
the mediation of organizational learning capability, and firm
innovation variable and as stated in previous literature, it can
influence firm performance. These effects are supported by
the results. Specifically, a positive relationship between firm
innovation and firm performance was found (Wiklund &
Shepherd, 2003), their results showed significant relation.

In Thailand, particularly among gems & jewelry
industries, textile and clothing industries, leather and
accessories  industries, fashion apparel industries.
By presenting a model demonstrating the impact of
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entrepreneurial orientation has a positive effect on the
potential for organizational learning and firm innovation. The
findings indicate that, through mediation of organizational
learning capacity, entrepreneurial orientation has a positive
indirect impact on firm performance. These results revealed
that entrepreneurial orientation has a positive indirect
impact on firm performance through the mediation of firm
innovation. This study’s empirical results support the four
hypotheses suggested in this research through the mediation
analysis, this study also confirms the mediator function
of organizational learning ability with firm creativity.
Additionally, the findings show that entrepreneurial
orientation involved creativity, proactivity, risk taking which
can impact firm innovation, and organizational learning
capability. This provides for the acquisition, development and
use of new knowledge sharing in increasing organizational
innovation on toward performance (Muafi, 2020). Firstly,
entrepreneurial orientation subsidizes as hegemony to firm
performance, with firm creativity mediating the relation
between entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance.
Second, the findings show that entrepreneurial orientation
contributes to firm performance, with organizational learning
ability mediating the relationship between organizational
orientation and firm performance.

Organizational learning is a fundamental aspect of
firm creativity, because the development of new ideas or
principles is deemed necessary for the creation of new goods
before procedures. Our study contributes to the literature
on entrepreneurship by demonstrating the importance
of entrepreneurial orientation for the beneficence of
organizational learning. This administrative attitude requires
certain organizational practices which facilitate their effects
on organizations, precisely on performance in innovation.
Entrepreneurial orientation with strong firm innovation will
intensely move in new product markets and acquire higher
risks, requiring them to cope with more complex and changing
environments and calling for learning (Bueno et al., 2004).
Organizational learning capacity has been noted as a new
area of entreprencurial research (Blackburn & Kovalainen,
2009), we argue that considerable of its importance to
entrepreneurship lies in its effect on innovation performance.

Significantly, the outcomes from this study affirm the
contribution of entrepreneurship to firm innovation as a
focal point (Bhatt, 2001). Similarly, Chen and Huang (2009),
Shujahat et al. (2017) support the role of corporate innovation
mediating the relation between entrepreneurial orientation
and firm results. Similarly, the results in this study agree
with the findings of Lai et al. (2014) which create that the
capacity to learn organizationally affects firm performance.

Similarly, the discoveries also sustenance the previous
studies suggesting that organizational capabilities focus
on product innovation capability, and process innovation
capability (Minh Vu, 2020). Their research has shown that

sharing knowledge is more appropriate to firm performance
innovation when mediated by firm performance (Wang &
Wang, 2012).
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