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Abstract. For contemporary firms, strategic orientations are indispensable resources of successful internationalisation, perceived as a high potential performance ensuring strategy. The foremost strategic choices studied within the resource-based perspective are the entrepreneurial, market and learning orientations. Therefore, the study aims to assess performance allegations of the above strategic orientation trinity integrated within the international business framework. Potential individual and multiple effects included in the universal configuration research model were explored on a survey based quantitative data collected from a sample of Romanian SMEs. Investigation findings revealed the positive individual influence of foreign market and international learning orientations. Further results highlighted a greater positive explanatory power of the synergistic strategic orientation triad on the international success.
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1. Introduction

The phenomenon of firms’ strategic orientations fascinated academics from several literature streams, including management, entrepreneurship, marketing and international business due to their potential positive influences on firm performance, competitive viability and sustainability.
Recent theoretical and empirical studies (Kropp et al., 2006; Grinstein, 2008; Hakala, 2011; Laukkanen et al., 2013) argue that firms must develop processes, strategies, activities and behaviours based on multiple strategic orientations. Arguments are based on comparatively poorer performance obtained by firms focusing exclusively on a single orientation (Kropp et al., 2006) and the differentiation needed by the multifaceted deeply interrelated contemorary national markets (Laukkanen et al., 2013). As noted by Cadogan (2012), extant research on strategic choices as orientations is mainly domestically focused, highlighting the urgent need for empirical studies in the international business setting. Furthermore, in the European context, a significant number of SMEs compete on foreign markets too, internationalisation being an essential and indispensable strategy to gain or maintain competitiveness. 
Considering the above raison d'être, the undertaken study propose to identify the most suitable distinctive unique or combination of strategic orientations contributing mostly to international competitive advantage creation, whereas being necessary in the conception and development of SME international expansion. 

Kropp et al. (2006) suggest as the most important, while Hakala (2011) as the mostly researched, triad of strategic orientation choices the market, entrepreneurial and learning orientations. Consequently, the study proposes to clarify the individual and synergistic role of foreign market orientation, international entrepreneurial orientation and international learning orientation on the foreign performance, in the case of Romanian SMEs.
The majority of current studies consider the effects of a single or at most two strategic orientations on different performance measures, proving inconclusive results. The first category incorporates a large number of studies focusing on market orientation (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990; Deshpandé et al., 1993) and export market orientation (Cadogan et al., 2002, 2003, 2009; Murray et al., 2007), entrepreneurial orientation (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) and international entrepreneurial orientation (Covin and Miller, 2014; Feder, 2015), while to a lesser extent on learning orientation (Sinkula et al., 1997; Calantone et al., 2002; Frank et al., 2012). In the second cluster of studies, falls a narrower scope of studies, as combinations between market and entrepreneurial orientations (Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009; Boso et al., 2012, 2013; Foltean and Feder, 2014), market and learning orientations (Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Souchon, et al., 2012), respectively entrepreneurial and learning orientations (Wang, 2008). Empirical research uniting more strategic orientations appears more as exceptions (Kropp et al., 2006; Nasution et al., 2011).
The present study contributes to the literature by creating a more comprehensive view and empirically examines the role of the primary triad of strategic orientations on a multidimensional measure of international performance in the niche of internationalised SMEs within the framework of a transition country. Its originality lay in the placement of strategic orientations in the international framework, the context of SMEs and the analysis of strategic choices in a different, less studied national setting, while its value consist in the combination of alternative and complementary approach, by highlight the individual and joint effects of strategic orientations on firm financial and marketing performance specific to the international process. The major relevance of the research consists in the idea that managers and entrepreneurs can enhance international SME performance by developing a proper combination of different orientations.

The research paper is organised in the following logic: (i) first section presents an introduction in the theme and objectives of the research; (ii) next, the theoretical background of the main strategic orientations and their implications are included, creating the path to explain the proposed research model and hypotheses; (iii) the methodological section comprise construct measurement options, data collection and analysis regarded issues; (iv) the forth section includes data analysis and discussion; (v) while the last part of the paper identifies conclusions, managerial and policy implications, limitations and further research opportunities.
2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Strategic Orientations and the Internationalisation Process of Firms

The main assumption of the resource-based view (RBV) of the firms is that organisations consist of a bundle of heterogeneous resources, capabilities and competences (Barney, 1991), as fundamental attributes and elements consisting of owned, acquirable, attainable, internally developed and/or controllable tangible and intangible resources. Any process, activity, behaviour or strategy implementation requires the allocation of an amount and a diversity of resources.  

Strategic literature in management, marketing and international business recognises the unusual importance and astonishing significance of strategic orientations, as intangible resources, for business decisions and performance. Strategic orientations are directing principles of firm activities and behaviours (Hakala, 2011), mainly regarding resource allocation and coordination (Cadogan, 2012). In other words orientations are inclination, direction of thought, mechanism or culture seeking proper creation, attraction, embedment, combination and enactment of diversified tangible and other intangible resources.

Table 1. Strategic orientations in the international literature

	Study         /         Strategic orientation
	MO 
	EO 
	LO 
	TO 
	SO
	BO 

	Grinstein, 2008; Baker and Sinkula, 2009; Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009; Boso et al., 2012, 2013; Foltean and Feder, 2014
	X 
	X 
	
	
	
	

	Baker, and Sinkula, 1999; Grinstein, 2008; Souchon, et al., 2012
	X 
	
	X 
	
	
	

	Wang, 2008; Grinstein, 2008 
	
	X 
	X 
	
	
	

	Grinstein, 2008 
	X 
	
	
	X
	
	

	Calantone et al., 2002 
	
	
	X
	X
	
	

	Kropp et al., 2006; Nasution et al., 2011 
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Hakala, 2011 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	
	

	Hagen et al., 2012
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Laukkanen et al., 2013 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	
	X 


Based on the priority of strategic orientations in the research field, Kropp et al. (2006) and Hakala (2011) consider market (MO), entrepreneurial (EO) and learning orientations (LO) the most popular choices, besides production, technological or innovation orientation (PO/TO/IO), brand orientation (BO), sales orientation (SO), relationship orientation (RO), stakeholder orientation (StO) (Cadogan, 2012).

Internationalisation is a dynamic complex process of firm presence expansion on foreign markets via activities transcending national boundaries based on identified opportunities. Even though early definitions of the internationalisation term focused on commitment of different type of resources, like tacit and explicit knowledge and experience (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977, 2006), recent re-conceptualisations perceive as “the discovery, enactment, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities – across international borders – to create future goods and services” (Oviatt and McDougall, 2005: 540). Overall, firms comprehend internationalisation in order “to create value by the combination of a unique set of resources in order to explore and (a.a.) exploit an opportunity” (Jones and Coviello, 2005: 287).

The RBV conditions the initiation and progress of the internationalisation process by the availability of strategic resources (Barney, 1991). The international behaviour, manifested in foreign entry method, external target markets, pace and rhythm selection, will occur in order to mobilise, accumulate, develop, use and transfer resources between firms and countries (Peng, 2001). The specific difference of SME internationalisation consists exactly in the limited quantity and diversity of available resources and capabilities (Foltean and Feder, 2009).
Etemad (2004) considers that any model representing the internationalisation of SMEs must represent a market, firm (internal) or entrepreneurial perspective. Hence, from the firm internationalisation point of view, the triad of main strategic orientations must be adapted to the underpinning process, creating the foreign market orientation, international entrepreneurial and learning orientation.
Market orientation is conceived as the marketing concept implementation and operationalisation in the firm specific processes, actions, behaviours (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990), respectively culture (Narver and Slater, 1990). The last approach focuses on profitable serving of customers in the limits set by competitors, while the first approach of the orientation emphasizes market information processes about customers and competitors. 

Cadogan et al. (2001) created the export market orientation concept, after the amalgamation of the above two perspectives, placed in the context of export transactions. More generalised for any type of international operation, foreign market orientation can be conceived as generating, acquiring, disseminating information and knowledge about the trends of external markets, foreign clients and competitors, necessary for firm response and adaptation to the markets’ conditions. Seen on a continuum, firms might act passively without considering the evolvements of the external business environment, in a responsive (market-driven) manner by adapting and adjusting in time to the requirements of clients and competitive actions of players from foreign markets, respectively proactively gathering and disseminating information to create opportunities, products for future desires of clients, meanwhile increasing profitability chances (Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009).

Entrepreneurial orientation captures the strategic approach of entrepreneurship, manifested through entrepreneurial activities and behaviours as “decisions, processes and practices that lead to a new entry” (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996: 136). 
International entrepreneurial orientation appeared as a result of concept travelling of the original strategic orientation (George and Marino, 2011), perceived as “(exporters) capability to differentiate from the rest of competitors by calculated risk-taking, proactivity, aggressive competitiveness, innovation and the introduction of new products and technologies” (Boso et al., 2012: 668). As global orientation, it may manifests (Covin and Miller, 2014) by seeking proactively the discovery and exploitation of foreign opportunities before competitors in the anticipation of clients needs, by adopt innovative behaviours in terms of ideas, products, processes, technology, business model and by calculated risk-taking associated to new geographic market entry as allocation of resources to uncertain outcome projects. Entrepreneurially oriented firms adjust their strategies, operations and behaviours more easily to the dynamism of hostile environments (Covin and Slevin, 1989), shape their industry by exploring tentative new and uncertain global markets in the hope of higher returns. 

Learning orientation regards firm’s inclination toward learning commitment, shared vision and open-mindedness (Sinkula et al., 1997) in order to create and use all kind of knowledge necessary to predict and respond to changes in the internal and external environment (Calantone et al., 2002), respectively to perform the necessary adjustments. Sinkula et al. (1997: 314) considers that firms learn “actively or passively, by own volition or through force, as a luxury or by necessity, through systematic analysis or by trial and error, and through long-term versus short-term feedback from a dynamic or stable environment”. Therefore, in the approach of learning orientation regards to both adaptive (single-loop) learning to correct incrementally firm behaviours and reactions to changes in the business environment from the domestic and foreign marketplaces, and also generative (double-loop) learning necessary to paradigm shifts regarding the internal and external business environment by continuously questioning and enhancing routines and processes.
In the context of internationalised SMEs, learning orientation is considered as attitude towards achieving knowledge and wisdom, resulting in the organisational learning process (Baker and Sinkula, 1999) from the national and foreign economies, especially when earlier behaviours do not deliver expected outcomes on the domestic market. Regarding the dimensions of the learning orientation (Sinkula et al., 1997) learning commitment is necessary to promote the learning culture of the firm, open-mindedness is indispensable for unlearning assumptions, beliefs, routines and processes, while shared vision is necessary for universal distribution of information, common understanding and proper response creation. 

2.2. Strategic Orientations and Firm Performance
Strategic orientations generate those behaviours indispensable to create viable and performing organisations. Strategic orientations, as valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable resources are potential sources of competitive advantage only if the combination and implementation strategy of these resources is different from that of competitors (Barney, 1991), otherwise their added value erode easily in time.

The majority of research confirms a certain level of beneficial value for firm performance in the national context. The value of strategic orientations cannot be questioned in the international context. In this sense, Cadogan (2012) considers that strategic orientations have the same importance, value and significance in the more complex environments of internationalized firms. Due to the fact that strategic orientations influences firm success, in the context of foreign markets, the international strategic orientations influences the total and international performance of firms. Certain performance metrics are considered to be more or less affected by strategic orientations.
In the case of market orientation the question of universally positive impact is opened. Although it is widely accepted that market orientation related activities and behaviors yield performance (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990; Langerak, 2003), some negative impact (Diamantopoulos and Hart, 1993) and insignificant influences were identified too (Murray et al., 2007). Laukkanen et al. (2013) proved positive relationship with market performance, nevertheless positive relationships regarded in particular perceived financial performance measures: sales (Deshpandè et al., 1993; Kirca et al., 2005), profitability (Narver and Slater, 1990; Deshpandè et al., 1993), return on invested capital (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993), return on assets (Narver and Slater, 1990), international sales (Murray et al., 2007, Cadogan et al., 2009). In the case of export market orientation, the existence of positive linear (Kropp et al., 2006; Boso et al., 2012) and non-linear U-shaped (Cadogan et al., 2009) relationships were proved too along with environmental moderation.

Similar to the market orientation, empirical studies established heterogeneous results regarding the impact of entrepreneurial orientation on firm performance: positive (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009; Laukannen et al., 2013), insignificant (Andersen, 2010) and negative links (Wales et al., 2013) under certain circumstances at dimensional level. In the export and international context, entrepreneurial orientation influences positively, in linear (Kropp et al, 2006) and 
U-form (Feder, 2015) the financial performance, respectively linearly the market performance (Laukkanen et al., 2013). Rauch et al. (2009) confirmed a stronger influence of entrepreneurial orientation on financial performance than on marketing performance.

Learning orientation is considered to improve firm success positively (Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Souchon et al., 2012), as short term performance (Frank et al., 2012) for both financial (Calantone et al., 2002) and marketing (Laukkanen et al., 2013) performance. In the international venture setting, learning orientation affects foreign financial performance (Kropp et al., 2006).

The results regarding the explanatory power of the studied relationships are somehow inconclusive regarding their sign and magnitude, sustaining mutually direct, mediated and moderated; linear and non-linear; positive, insignificant and even negative impact of different combinations. But in a generalising manner, international market, entrepreneurial and learning orientation relates to financial and marketing performance too.

Although market, entrepreneurial and learning orientations represent different business philosophies, which can exist independently, they can correlate being manifesting in co-habitation or synergistic interplay. Adopting a single strategic orientation is considered inadequate (Baker and Sinkula, 1999), while excluding others is a less efficient option (Barrett, Weinstein, 1998), due to their interactions and synergistic effects.

Studies regarding multiple strategic orientations may approach them in a sequential, alternative or complementary manner. Based on Hakala’s (2011) framework, within the sequential approach there is a constant struggle to develop a single universally beneficial strategic orientation (e.g. Kropp et al., 2006; Hagen et al., 2012; Laukkanen et al., 2013), within the alternative approach a superlative strategic orientation fitted to the environmental factors is selected and implemented from the list of extant orientations at the disposal of managers or entrepreneurs (e.g. Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009; Boso et al., 2012, 2013; Foltean and Feder, 2014), while within the complementary approach simultaneous strategic orientations are combined in a synergistic pattern (e.g. Nasution et al., 2011).

Firms might embrace and develop unique (Hagen et al., 2012) or multiple strategic orientations depending on their resource endowment and acceptable sacrifices. Balancing and creating resource trade-offs between several strategic orientations determines firms to find the proper combination that best works for its’ internal and external environment, thus creating competitive advantage (Hult et al., 2004) and providing firm performance, generally (Grinstein, 2008) and during the internationalisation process (Kropp et al., 2006; Cadogan, 2012) too. 
3. Research Framework and Hypotheses

The proposed universal configuration research model subscribes to the resource–performance logic of the internationalisation process (Peng, 2001; Kropp et al., 2006). In this sense, the model follows complementary approach of strategic orientations (Hakala, 2011), by permitting the consideration of both individual and combinatory effects of three different strategic orientation in the international business context. 
[image: image1.png]Foreign market
orientation

International
entrepreneurial
orientation

International
performance

International
learning
orientation





Fig. 1. Research model for performance effects of different strategic orientations within international business framework
Initial studies in the strategic orientation literature considered individual effects on strategic orientations on firm performance. Even though some exception exists, the majority of studies found positive direct relations between a given strategic orientation and firm performance (Kropp et al., 2006; Cadogan et al., 2009; Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009; Souchon et al., 2012; Hagen et al., 2012; Laukkanen et al., 2013). Therefore, the first three hypotheses regard:
H1a: Foreign market orientation positively, directly and significantly influences firm international performance.

H1b: International entrepreneurial orientation positively, directly and significantly influences international firm performance.

H1c: International learning orientation positively, directly and significantly influences international firm performance.

Between different strategic orientation correlation and interactions may exists. These relationships between strategic orientations can be perceived in multiple ways, also under the form of bipolar (2-way) relations, as combinations between market and entrepreneurial orientations (Keh et al., 2007; Gonzalez-Benito et al., 2009; Baker & Sinkula, 2009; Boso et al., 2012, 2013; Foltean & Feder, 2014), market and learning orientations (Baker & Sinkula, 1999; Souchon, et al., 2012), respectively entrepreneurial and learning orientations (Wang, 2008), grounding hypotheses for relationships with firm performance:
H2a: International market and entrepreneurial orientations positively, directly and significantly influences international firm performance.

H2b: International market and learning orientations positively, directly and significantly influences international firm performance.

H2c: International entrepreneurial and learning orientations positively, directly and significantly influences international firm performance.

Research papers (Kropp et al., 2006; Nasution et al., 2011; Laukkanen, 2013) studying simultaneously 3-way interactions and higher-order synergistic combinations of strategic orientations are rare (Hakala, 2011). Without considering any type of causality, in the following hypothesis the focus is on determining multiplication effects on performance:

H3: International market, entrepreneurial and learning orientations positively, directly and significantly influences international firm performance.

4. Research Methodology

The empirical exploratory research employed a theory based econometric model (Hair et al., 2010), structured via mathematical assertions encompassing in a sequential manner the direct and joint effect interactions of control (size and international experience) and causal variables (strategic orientations of FMO, IEO, ILO) on the same output variable (international performance).
4.1. Measurement Scales

Primary data collection was necessary from SME managers or entrepreneurs for the assessment of strategic orientations and international behaviour performance. The applied quantitative research method for the current study is grounded in a questionnaire based sample survey.

Analogous to the research of Boso et al. (2012), the measurement model was operationalised via acknowledged constructs in the international literature, included in a logical order in the research tool. All constructs included in the research model were placed in the international verbiage and the international business framework. For independent and dependent variables latent composite higher-order constructs were formed by aggregating the average value of multiple items measured on 5 point Likert scales as ordinal data.
As independent variables, foreign market orientation (FMO) was based on Cadogan et al. (2001), international entrepreneurial orientation (IEO) was founded based on Covin & Slevin (1989) as re-evaluated by Covin & Miller (2014), while the international learning orientation (ILO) was constructed as proposed by Frank et al. (2012) developed especially for the SME context.

No agreement exists on the best way to assess international performance (Sousa, 2004). In order to match the independent variables to proper ordinal outcome, an averaged 4-item aggregate measure of perceived international subjective performance (INTL_PERF) was created. The composite INTL_PERF measured the respondents agreement regarding the satisfaction about international sales, profit, foreign market share and firm image achievements compared to initial strategic objectives on the most important foreign market.

The control variables built-in in the research for all the models regarded firm size (SIZE) and international experience (EXP) (Foltean & Feder, 2014) as categorical variables, transformed afterwards. Firm size is a largely debated topic in SME definition literature (Majocchi et al., 2005), depending on national placement specific legislation, influencing available resources and strategies. Considering the number of full time employees, as main determinant of firm size, in combination with turnover or balance sheet (OJ L124/20.05.2003), in conformity with the E.C. recommendation, micro (0-9 employees), small (10-49 employees) and medium (50-249 employees) category firms were differentiated. 
4.2. Data Collection and Sample Profile
In order to obtain pertinent responses for the survey based quantitative study, data has been collected from Romanian SMEs involved in foreign commercial transactions, as research units from the investigated national population. 

Primary data has been gathered through on-line self-administrated questionnaires sent out to firms included the sample frame consisting of 6792 records from the Romanian Centre for Trade and Investment, Kompass and Amadeus business directories. The sampling procedure is based on a two wave multi-stage systematic random sampling method, including in each selection iteration the 5th (1358) and 18th (302) SME record. From the 1660 on-line questionnaires, 122 were returned with useful responses and full completion (50 in the first and 72 in the second wave), determining an effective response rate of 7.34%, considered adequate in a national business context lacking research sustaining and comparable to similar studies (Cadogan et al., 2009; Boso et al., 2013; Laukkanen et al., 2013).

Purposeful and biased sampling was eliminated via random sampling method and heterogeneity of the activity domain and size of the respondent firms. The transversal sample includes firms from a great variety of sectors included in a decreasing manner: vehicles, machinery and electronics (26%); wood and paper (17%); textiles, apparel and footwear (15%); chemicals and plastics (12%); mineral, metal, stoneware and glass (8%); agriculture (7%); optical instruments, professional services, information technology and telecommunications services (5% each). Regarding firm size, 23 firms from the sample represents micro-enterprises (19%), 46 small businesses (38%) and 53 medium sized ones (43%). 

4.3. Data Analysis Procedure

Similar to the study of Baker & Sinkula (2009), the research is based on four competing additive models, but with different components, in order to test the proposed hypotheses.
Model 1 (control model) includes exclusively the control variables (firm size and international experience) and their influence on firm international performance. 
INTL_PERF = β0 + (β1*SIZE + β2*EXP) + ξ1



           (1)

In Model 2 (main-effects model) the direct influence of independent variables (EMO, IEO, ILO) were added comparative to model 1. 
INTL_PERF = βʹ0 + (βʹ1*SIZE + βʹ2*EXP) + (βʹ3*FMO + βʹ4*IEO + βʹ5*ILO) + ξ2      (2)

Furthermore, Model 3 (contingency model) incorporates all the lower order (two-way) interaction terms between independent variables besides the explanatory variables included in Model 1 and 2. 

INTL_PERF = βʹʹ0 + (βʹʹ1*SIZE + βʹʹ2*EXP) + (βʹʹ3*FMO + βʹʹ4*IEO + βʹʹ5*ILO) + (βʹʹ6*FMO*IEO + βʹʹ7*FMO*ILO + βʹʹ8*IEO*ILO) + ξ3 


           (3)
Finally Model 4 (full configuration model) comprise the higher-order three-way interaction term between the studied strategic orientations along with the components of Model 1, 2 and 3.
INTL_PERF = βʹʹʹ0 + (βʹʹʹ1*SIZE + βʹʹʹ2*EXP) + (βʹʹʹ3*FMO + βʹʹʹ4*IEO + βʹʹʹ5*ILO) + (βʹʹʹ6*FMO*IEO + βʹʹʹ7*FMO*ILO + βʹʹʹ8*IEO*ILO) + (βʹʹʹ9*FMO*IEO*ILO) + ξ4          (4)

The first two models consider the relations between independent variables and firm performance valid under all circumstances with no possible interaction and correlation effects, while the last two models seek to identify synergic interrelations between the combinations of strategic orientations, as extent and significance. 

Data processing and analysis, regarding the measurement and structural model evaluation was conducted in SPSS 21, involving the following steps: 
(i) descriptive statistics, in the form of median, quartiles and interquartile range, as methodologically prescribed for ordinal variables, completed with mean, standard deviation and range, as generally reported in quantitative studies; (ii) scale reliability tested through α Cronbach, composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE); (iii) factor analysis via loadings with Kaiser criteria, principal component analysis and oblimin rotation; (iv) convergent and discriminant validity analysis through factorial loadings and Pearson correlations; (v) multicollinearity testing via variance inflation factor (VIF) and mean-centering of dependent and independent variables because of interrelations and joint effect computation; (vi) hypotheses testing performed via universal configuration analysis based on hierarchical regressions to determine regression coefficient (β), significance level (p), level and change in coefficient of determination (R2, ΔR2), respectively the significance of this change (sig. F ΔR2).

5. Empirical Results 
The statistical analysis of the collected data follows the stepwise investigation posited in the six-stage analysis algorithm, completed with non-response-bias analysis. Using a single informant as source of self-reported data, the non-response bias was assessed, as a comparison on early (75%) and late (25%) respondents (Armstrong & Overton, 1977), with no evidence of significant differences regarding the activity domain, establishment year and firm size.

5.1. Measurement Model Confirmation 
The constructs of international strategic orientations and performance incorporated in the measurement model are of formative nature. In order to study psychometric properties and to create the super-ordinate composite constructs, reliability assessment, factor analysis and scale validity are indispensable stages.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix
	
	FMO
	IEO
	ILO
	INTL_PERF
	SIZE
	EXP

	Min
	  1.27
	  1.44
	  1.62
	1.00
	   1
	   1

	Quartile: Q1 (25)
	2.800
	2.667
	3.307
	  3.000
	   2
	   6

	               Median (50)
	3.067
	3.056
	3.769
	  3.750
	   2
	 10

	               Q3 (75)
	3.550
	  3.444
	4.000
	  4.250
	   3
	 15.25

	Interquartile range (IQR)
	0.75
	0.777
	 0.693
	  1.25
	   1
	9.25

	Max
	  4.93
	  4.67
	  4.54
	5.00
	   3
	 53

	Mean
	3.173
	3.067
	3.644
	  3.572
	2.250
	10.430

	S.D.
	0.599
	0.649
	0.592
	  0.954
	0.753
	5.761

	FMO
	  1
	 Correlation matrix 

	IEO
	0.167
	 1
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ILO
	0.305**
	0.252**
	 1
	 
	 
	 

	INTL_PERF
	0.098*
	 0.043
	0.449**
	    1
	 
	 

	SIZE
	0.009
	-0.079
	0.338**
	0.378**
	 1
	 

	EXP
	0.125
	 0.027
	0.314**
	0.251**
	0.316**
	   1


  Note: ** sig. at 0.01 level, * sig. at 0.05 level.

In Table 2, the median as central value dividing in half the data vector is 3.067 for FMO, 3.056 for IEO, 3.769 for ILO, 3.75 for INTL_PERF, category 2 (small) for firm size, respectively 10 years for international experience. IQR is the highest for EXP (9.25 years), INTL_PERF (4 points on Likert scale) and size, differentiating mostly the upper (Q3) and lower (Q1) quartile. IQR is the lowest (<1) for the international strategic orientations (IEO, FMO, ILO), quartiles being the most appropriate. 

All the independent (FMO, IEO and ILO) and dependent (INTL_PERF) variables are slightly above the average value (3), IEO having the lowest value (3.067) showing that Romanian SMEs from the sample register a smaller inclination toward innovation and proactiveness. The average size of sampled SMEs is above small firms, while regarding their international experience, SMEs have a background of 10 years of knowledge and familiarity in the domain. The EXP and INTL_PERF have larger S.D. and range (max-min), meaning that the sample group is heterogeneous in respect to firm’s longevity and success on foreign markets. 
The correlation matrix between main constructs highlight a statistically significant positive correlation between the strategic orientation, explicitly in the case of FMO and ILO (PC=0.305, p=0.01), respectively the IEO and ILO (PC=0.252, p=0.01), permitting the creation of interaction terms between different strategic orientations. Regarding the correlations between strategic orientations and international outcomes, significant positive correlations were established between FMO and INTL_PERF (PC=0.098, p=0.05), ILO and INTL_PERF (PC=0.449, p=0.01).

Table 3. Scale reliability statistics

	
	FMO
	IEO
	ILO
	INTL_PERF
	SIZE
	EXP

	α-Cronbach
	0.813 
	0.728 
	0.834
	0.902
	-
	-

	CR
	0.964
	0.948
	0.962
	0.962
	-
	-

	AVE
	0.712
	0.735
	0.728
	0.879
	-
	-


The value of α Cronbach, as pointer of traditional scale reliability, indicates the purity level of the measurement scale. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) recommend 0.6 as sufficient values, therefore all scales can be considered of high reliability (>0.7) representing good internal consistency measures. CR and AVE as modern reliability indicators (Hair et al., 2010), are jointly assured over the cutting value of 0.5, being for all the measurement scales (Table 3) included in the measurement model above 0.7 in the case of AVE and over 0.9 for CR.

Table 4. Scale factor and validity analysis

	
	Factor analysis
	Item-construct Pearson correlations

	
	FMO
	IEO
	ILO
	INTL_PERF
	FMO
	IEO
	ILO
	INTL_PERF

	Item 1
	0.712 
	0.606 
	0.701 
	0.901 
	0.666**
	0.588**
	0.568**
	0.898**

	Item 2
	0.769 
	0.847 
	0.753 
	0.864 
	0.533**
	0.736**
	0.651**
	0.859**

	Item 3
	0.507 
	0.762 
	0.695 
	0.877 
	0.331**
	0.680**
	0.622**
	0.882**

	Item 4
	0.706 
	0.779 
	0.691 
	0.875 
	0.697**
	0.447**
	0.615**
	0.877**

	Item 5
	0.953 
	0.651 
	0.848 
	- 
	0.673**
	0.640**
	0.389**
	- 

	Item 6
	0.789 
	0.750 
	0.589 
	- 
	0.249**
	0.442**
	0.261**
	- 

	Item 7
	0.578 
	0.713 
	0.724 
	- 
	0.409**
	0.389**
	0.664**
	- 

	Item 8
	0.566 
	0.728 
	0.519 
	- 
	0.722**
	0.628**
	0.539**
	- 

	Item 9
	0.708 
	0.776 
	x 
	- 
	0.457**
	0.533**
	x
	- 

	Item 10
	0.708 
	- 
	x 
	- 
	0.695**
	- 
	x
	- 

	Item 11
	0.948 
	- 
	0.793 
	- 
	0.689**
	- 
	0.644**
	- 

	Item 12
	0.701 
	- 
	0.821 
	- 
	0.579**
	- 
	0.597**
	- 

	Item 13
	0.741 
	- 
	0.762 
	- 
	 0.163*
	- 
	0.726**
	- 

	Item 14
	0.686 
	- 
	0.832 
	- 
	0.432**
	- 
	0.682**
	- 

	Item 15
	0.710 
	- 
	0.733 
	- 
	0.462**
	- 
	0.530**
	- 


Note: ** sig. at 0.01 level, * sig. at 0.05 level.

The extent to which items and constructs are the most substantially and significantly correlated or distinguished, has been assessed and tested as both convergent and discriminate validity of the constructs. The first is assured through the positive significant factor loadings, the latter is guaranteed by significant Pearson correlation coefficients. In Table 4 factor analysis provides information about the size of factor loadings and the number of factors extracted for each construct, indicating that all the constructs have factor loadings over 0.5, except for the eliminated item 9 and 10 from ILO. Pearson correlations emphasize positive (> 0.2) and significant (two-tailed at 0.01 and 0.05 level) correlations between the items and the constructs they determine and compose. 
5.2. Hypotheses and Research Model Validation
In order to test hypotheses, hierarchical linear regressions were employed aiming to evaluate significant coefficients, the level and increase of (R2) in four models. 

In order to eradicate and avoid potential multicollinearity problems from the two models including 2- and 3-way interaction effects, all the variables were mean-centred (Hair et al., 2010). Supplementary, multicollinearity was tested through variance inflation factor (VIF) for the explanatory variables. The VIF values (Table 5) are slightly over 1.1 in the case of control variables, around 1.4 in the case of individual variables and under 1.87 for interactions, in all the cases well below the critical value of 10, showing no multicollinearity problems in Model 3 and 4.
Table 5. Hierarchical regression analysis of hypotheses 
in configuration models
	Variables
	Control model
	Main effects model
	Contingency model (2-way interactions)
	Configuration model (3-way interactions)

	
	β
	p
	β
	p
	β
	p
	VIF
	β
	p
	VIF

	Size
	.332
	.000***
	.209
	.016**
	.193
	.025**
	1.258
	.193
	.025**
	1.258

	Exp
	.146
	.100*
	.081
	.333
	.089
	.283
	1.183
	.088
	.290
	1.184

	FMO
	
	
	.238
	.004**
	.174
	.044**
	1.277
	.152
	.013**
	1.489

	IEO
	
	
	.010
	.899
	.009
	.911
	1.155
	.013
	.885
	1.370

	ILO
	
	
	.428
	.000***
	.355
	.000***
	1.571
	.351
	.000***
	1.580

	FMO*IEO
	
	
	
	
	.148
	.155
	1.663
	.151
	.147
	1.869

	IEO*ILO
	
	
	
	
	.083
	.373
	1.503
	.095
	.319
	1.568

	FMO*ILO
	
	
	
	
	.222
	.015**
	1.390
	.227
	.103
	1.406

	FMO*IEO*ILO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.674
	.048**
	1.848

	R2
	.162
	
	.314
	
	.352
	
	
	.454
	
	

	ΔR2 (sig. F)
	.162
	(.000)
	.152
	(.000)
	.038
	(.093)
	
	.102
	(.033)
	

	all VIF ≤
	1.111
	1.406
	1.663
	1.869


Note: significance levels of *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

The control Model 1 explain 16.2% of the variation in international performance, firm size (β=0.332, p=0.00) and international experience (β=0.146, p=0.100) being significant positive predictors in this step of the analysis.

The main effects model includes the additional influence of FMO, IEO and ILO on external performance, accounting for the explanation of 31.4% of performance variation, an additional 15.2% of the variation in performance with adequate statistical significance (F=0.000). In the considered sample, just two strategic orientation has a universal positive and significant influence on international performance, FMO (β=0.238, p=0.004) and ILO (β=0.428, p=0.000), supporting both H1a and H1c. However, within Model 2, IEO and international experience (control variable) prove to be insignificant performance predictors, rejecting H1b.

Model 3 explained a statistically significant international performance variance of 35.2%, but the explained variance gained (ΔR2) of 3.8% is on the limit of the required statistical significance (sig. F ΔR2=0.093). From the three 2-way interactions added, only the combination of FMO and ILO is significant with positive effect. Consequently, hypothesis H2b is valid, while H2a and H2c are rejected.

Finally, the configuration model 4, by including the 3-way interaction term significantly increased the explained variance to 10.2% (R2=45.4% ΔR2=10.2%, sig. F ΔR2=0.033). Compared to the previous Model 3, the configuration consisting of the synergistic foreign market, international entrepreneurial and learning orientations exhibits greater explanatory power, due to the positive and significant  interaction term (EMO*IEO*ILO) (β=0.674, p=0.48), supporting thus H3. 

Table 6. Firm age based differentiation of research results 
for configuration model
	
	Young SMEs
	Mature SMEs
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	β
	p
	β
	p
	

	Size
	.081
	.562
	.261
	 .024**
	

	Exp
	.056
	.660
	.076
	 .433
	

	FMO
	.053
	.376
	.220
	 .051**
	

	IEO
	.249
	.054*
	.170
	 .246
	

	ILO
	.301
	 .015**
	.327
	 .003***
	

	FMO*IEO
	.172
	 .370
	.208
	 .109
	

	IEO*ILO
	.347
	.036**
	.156
	 .142
	

	FMO*ILO
	.010
	 .262
	.257
	 .025**
	

	FMO*IEO*ILO
	.198
	 .165
	.236
	 .049**
	

	R2
	.303
	      .502
	

	all VIF ≤
	2.570
	    1.946
	


Note: significance levels of *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

Different strategic orientations might be suitable for certain stages of SME development. Furthermore, due to the fact that IEO was not universally significant, firm age was considered for delimiting the 25 young (≤8 years) and 97 mature (≥9 years) firms from the sample (McDougall & Oviatt, 1996). One-way ANOVA proved statistical differences between the 2 clusters (F=9.299, sig=0.003), sustained also by significant Welch and Brown-Forsythe (F=8.484, sig=0.006) robustness tests. As Table 6 show, on one hand, for young SMEs IEO (β=0.249, p=0.054), ILO (β=0.301, p=0.015) and their joint effects (β=0.347, p=0.036) influence international performance. Therefore, hypotheses H1b, H1c and H2c were supported in the case of young SMEs. On the other hand, for mature SMEs size (β=0.261, p=0.024), FMO (β=0.220, p=0.051), ILO (β=0.327, p=0.003), joint effect of FMO*ILO (β=0.257, p=0.025), triple synergistic effect (β=0.236, p=0.049) affects positively the international success. Thus, hypotheses H1a, H1c, H2b and H3 were valid in the case of mature SMEs.
6. Conclusions, Implications, Limitations and Future Research Directions
6.1. Result Discussions
The undertaken research results suggest differential linear relationships between strategic orientations and international SME performance at construct level. The empirical results prove the crucial desirability of SMEs to develop multiple strategic orientations and not to rely on a single one when the aim of the firm is international performance increase. Consequently, within the optimal combinations of global strategic orientations some individual and joint ones can be considered depending on the age and available resource base of the firm.
For the whole sample and mature SMEs, FMO and ILO are significant individual explanatory factors of INTL_PERF, when no interaction is possible. The study emphasized also a significant conditional role of FMO and ILO on the international performance of firms in the 2-way interaction model, the combination positively enhancing each other’s positive effect on firm success. These two strategic orientations are closely connected, enhancing firms in their information processing activities, first just about the clients and competitors, later about the whole internal and external business environment from the foreign target economies. Consequently, intangible resources, knowledge, experience and intelligence, are clearly sources of competitive advantage (Ireland et al., 2009) in the international context. The study proved for mature firms that aligning market, entrepreneurial and learning orientations is a scarce, valuable and difficult to imitate resource (ΔR2=10.2% for the whole sample) within the international business framework.

For young SMEs, IEO and ILO are significant explanatory factors of INTL_PERF, also as individual and 2-way interaction influence, the combination positively enhancing each other’s positive effect on young internationalised firm accomplishments. These two strategic orientations are closely connected especially in born-global firms, enhancing rapid internationalisation for opportunity exploitation and exploration on foreign markets. Regarding the young cluster, must be mentioned that 25 SMEs is a small subgroup for generalisation purposes. 

In the sequential approach proposed by Hakala (2011), in time, firms develop market orientation, followed by entrepreneurial orientation and finally learning orientation. Results of the study evidence a differential approach in the case of the sampled internationalised Romanian SMEs. In the case of young international firms, the explanatory power of IEO and ILO are more significant, while in the case of mature firms FMO and ILO influence mostly the international performance.


The study highlights that IEO is not universally significant, at least not in all kind of environments. Most often, a significant number of opportunities particularly occur in dynamic, changing, hostile and complex environments (Covin & Slevin, 1989). Differences in the explanatory power of IEO can be attributed to context specificity or relationship complexity (Feder, 2015). This is due to fact that information regarding processing the foreign markets happens generally in a reactive manner, in order to respond to solicitation of clients or behavioural adaptations due to moves of competitors. On the other hand, the IEO shed light on foreign opportunities, proactively leading the market with proactive information gathering regarding new needs of foreign clients, innovative products and competitive strategies, respectively implementing them by acting differently on better paying risk-taking projects. All of these can happen within organisations with disposition to continuously challenge and improve its information handling routines, different internal and external spinning processes.

Finally, the research conclude that firm size is a significant influencing factor and an element of differentiation for all the 4 models, while the firm’s international experience is significant in the case when no other intangible resource is included. This may occur because during information processing activities of FMO or ILO, firms increase implicitly their experience and knowledge base. 
Although findings are consistent with recent research results of Kropp et al. (2006), Grinstein (2008), Laukkanen et al. (2013), the present study complementary extends previous findings by: (i) evaluating adapted measurement scales for three strategic orientations applied in the international verbiage, international business and SME framework; (ii) assessing empirically the presence of linearity in the strategic orientation–firm performance relationship within the international business framework; (iii) applying the complementary approach of strategic orientations (Hakala, 2011) for the three primarily researched strategic orientations in the international literature; (iv) empirically testing individual and synergistic joint effects in the context of young and mature SMEs within a transition CEE economy.

6.2. Research Implications

For SME entrepreneurs and managers, the empirical findings highlight some noteworthy implications. In the first hand, the decision makers within firms should identify the gap between available and required strategic orientations, as intangible resources, of successful internationalisation. Managers should select for their firms the most suitable combinations of strategic orientations supporting their vision and aims, respectively contributing to their aspirations, inclusively at performance level. Therefore, when decision makers do not consider the environmental characteristics, the study suggests a general positive individual influence of FMO and ILO on international performance, respectively the 2-way combination between them. Finally to assure proper performance to stimulate further the international process development and firm growth, managers need to consider implementing a functional combination between FMO, IEO and ILO. 

For policy developers, even if opportunity and information facilitations and support for international operations via FMO and ILO are important public functions and responsibilities, the IEO makes the difference at performance level when considering 3-way interactions, therefore the entrepreneurial spirit development should be a continuous priority and domain of support. Moreover, there is an urgent need for more transparent and publicly available SME level statistics on international business for researchers in order to facilitate possible generalisation at population level.
6.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

The restricted nature of the internationalised SME sample (n=122) creates the main limitation of the current research. For this reason, further studies should increase the investigated population at national or even at international level in comparative studies. 

The undertaken research considered the three primarily studied representatives of firm orientations, FMO, ILO and IEO. Future studies should take in consideration interactions between a higher number of strategic orientations, like potential interplays with other strategic orientations (innovation, technological, brand, cost or relational orientations) to discover optimal strategic orientation configurations, to study sequential development of the strategic orientations and even to test mediating relationships between different strategic orientations.
Each international strategic orientation was considered as a formative umbrella concept for their multiple subdivisions of dimensions. Multiple strategic orientations may include overlapping dimensions (Hakala, 2011), imposing an alternative reflective approach with decomposed models (George & Marino, 2011) at dimensional level and analysing their differential influence (sign and magnitude) on international firm performance. Additionally, a longitudinal research design might be considered for gaining further insights on strategic orientations role in the international development of SMEs.
The dependent variable was measured as subjective international performance. In this case, future studies should consider the consequences of antecedents separately on international financial, operational and marketing outcomes.
The strategic orientation–performance relationship may not be universally advantageous; some strategic orientations are most or less beneficial under different environmental conditions. Therefore, future studies need to create contingency–dependent configuration models to identify key situational variables to analyse hypotheses robustness in the case of potential moderators, like environmental dynamism, hostility and complexity, as individual factors or in their multiple combinations.
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