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Purpose: Based on the Dynamic Capabilities View (DCV) and Knowledge-based View
(KBV), this study investigates the relationships between intellectual capital (IC) resources
and dynamic innovation capabilities in the context of new ventures.
Design/methodology/approach: Data for the study is collected from 311 start-up firms in
Turkey and is analysed via Structural Equation Modelling.

Findings: The results indicate that the effects of human capital and social capital on dynamic
innovation capability are fully mediated by innovation orientation (I0). Besides, dynamic
innovation capability is found to be strongly associated with innovation performance.
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Practical implications: In the study, IO is suggested as a useful mechanism for encouraging
the deployment of an innovation focus in all functions of a firm for attaining long-term sustained
competitiveness. Thereby, the findings are expected to present important implications for start-
up founders and policy-makers, by highlighting the importance of knowledge management and
investing in human and social capital resources for generating the capability to innovate.

Originality/value: The most significant contribution of the study is the development of a
model suggesting IO as a mediating variable between the IC resources and dynamic
innovation capability relationship in the context of start-up firms. Furthermore, the findings
indicate a positive and significant association between the dynamic innovation capability
and innovation performance in these economic units.

Keywords: Dynamic innovation capability; intellectual capital; innovation orientation;
start-ups.

Introduction

Due to the driving role of innovation as the main source of sustainable competitive
advantage and improved company performance (Damanpour et al., 2018; Jimé-
nez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle, 2011), the development of innovation capability is
considered to have strategic importance both for established and young companies
(Ilmudeen, 2022; Iranmanesh et al., 2021). Knowledge-based resources are closely
linked with innovation capability, as they allow an organisation to adapt and
respond to changes in the environment (Abbas er al., 2020; Igbal et al., 2018;
Hadjimanolis, 2000).

The innovation capability of a firm is largely influenced by the quality of the
intellectual capital (IC) and the capability to utilise knowledge resources (Sub-
ramaniam and Youndt, 2005) as knowledge assets and IC are proposed as the main
sources of a firm’s innovations (Oliveira et al., 2020; Cabrilo and Dahms, 2018;
Jordao et al., 2017; Martin-de Castro et al., 2013). Despite that, there is still
limited understanding of the extent to which the human and social capital elements
of IC are linked with innovation capability (Zhou er al., 2021; Arvanitis and
Stucki, 2012; Bettiol ef al., 2016). Thus, this study builds upon the theoretical
works of Knowledge-based View (KBV) and dynamic capabilities (DCs) frame-
works, which both have advanced the understanding of innovation by focusing on
the reconfiguration of existing resources and creation of new resources parallel to
the changes in the environment, while highlighting the importance of knowledge
creation on innovation (Devece et al., 2021; Asija and Ringov, 2021; Zieba et al.,
2017; Bowman and Ambrosini, 2003; Lawson and Samson, 2001). Dynamic ca-
pabilities view (DCV) and Resource-Based View (RBV) have both highlighted the
integral role of knowledge-based intangible resources and organisational capa-
bilities in establishing sustainable competitive advantage through innovation
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(Serrano-Bedia et al., 2018), particularly in the context of start-up firms (Guck-
enbiehl et al., 2021; Innocenti and Zampi, 2019) and SMEs (Fabrizio et al., 2022).
While this is the case, so far there has been comparably less focus on how new
ventures and SMEs convert their knowledge-based resources into capabilities
(Dejardin et al., 2022; Abbas et al., 2020; Hermans and Kauranen, 2005). Simi-
larly, extant research has mainly explored the link between IC resources and
innovation in large and existing companies (Buenechea-Elberdin er al., 2018;
Paradkar et al., 2015; Davidsson and Honig, 2003), which has been associated
with the newness of the discussion on RBV concerning innovation management in
the small company and start-up contexts (Oliveira ef al., 2020; Hadjimanolis,
2000). Scholars have frequently mentioned that small businesses, compared to
their larger-sized rivals have important challenges due to the scarcity of strategic
resources, which in turn negatively impact their competitiveness (Barney and
Hansen, 1994; Porter, 1980). Interestingly, while the development of DCs in new
firms has captured some level of interest from scholars (McKelvie and Davidsson,
2009), further investigations are needed to understand the role of knowledge assets
in the development of dynamic innovation capability in small and medium-sized
firms, and particularly start-up firms (Fabrizio et al., 2022; Tidd and Bessant,
2018; Rashidirad and Salimian, 2020). Furthermore, the importance of an inno-
vation orientation (IO) and an innovative culture that leads to the production of
innovative products and services has recently been discussed particularly for small
businesses and start-up firms, since the empirical research on the IO of new
companies and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) remain to be insuffi-
cient (Collins and Reutzel, 2017; Pierre and Fernandez, 2018; Rosenbusch et al.,
2011).

The present study aims to address these important gaps in the innovation
management literature by seeking answers to the main research questions of “How
does dynamic innovation capability affect the innovation performance in nascent
organisations?” and “What is the role of IO in the relationship between IC
resources and dynamic innovation capability?”. Developing an innovation culture
that supports creativity, new idea generation, and execution (Gatignon and Xuereb,
1997; Zhou et al., 2005) through new knowledge creation and converting this
unique feature into a capability lie at the core of 10. Innovation-oriented com-
panies aim to enhance their competitiveness and increase the efficiency in the
utilisation of their resources by adopting a more strategic methodology which
mainly involves being more sensitive to the needs of the customers. The evolution
of RBV and DCYV streams facilitated the grounding of the 10 concept by linking
the resources and capabilities of the organisation to the development of innovation
capabilities (Hadjimanolis, 2000). In this regard, the impact of IO on the devel-
opment and continuation of dynamic innovation capabilities by the provision of a
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knowledge framework for improved process development became a topic of
discussion (Siguaw et al., 2006). Companies with a high level of 10 tend to invest
more heavily in the search for resources and capabilities, both tangible and in-
tangible, for developing their innovation capabilities and through that, achieve a
vital competitive edge (Mohedano-Suanes er al., 2021).

The research study is conducted on start-ups operating in Turkey for two main
reasons. First and foremost, scholars have commented that the extant studies
investigating IC resources and innovation capability relationship have largely
focused on large and established companies (McKelvie and Davidsson, 2009;
Hermans and Kauranen, 2005) operating in developed economies (Buenechea-
Elberdin et al., 2018). In addition, Turkey has a dynamic and prospective start-up
ecosystem, currently holding 3rd place in the Middle-east and North Africa region,
behind Israel and the United Arab Emirates (The State of Turkish Start-up Eco-
system, 2020). The total capital invested in Turkish start-ups was announced as
$103M in 2019 with a 61% increase from 2018 (Startup Watch, 2020). Thus, the
results of this analysis are expected to provide important insights into the inno-
vation capability generation in the new ventures of emerging and developing
economies. In the study, data was collected from 315 start-up firms operating
in Turkey, and a novel mediation model was tested via Structural Equation
Modelling.

The paper is organised as follows. After the introductory section, the conceptual
framework, research model, and proposed hypotheses are presented. Section 3
reports the research methodology and the empirical findings of the model. The
theoretical, practical, and policy implications are discussed along with the findings
in the final section of the paper.

Theory and Hypotheses
IC, 10, and dynamic innovation capabilities

The DCV, which evolved from the RBV highlights the inimitability and scarcity
nature and strategic importance of intangible assets, including collective knowl-
edge and capabilities that are regarded as the most valuable assets a company can
have (Teece, 2016). Resources and knowledge are crucial for DCs as they stim-
ulate the development of DCs (Bitencourt et al., 2020). In the context of new
ventures, the endowment of resources and the development of DCs are suggested
to have a positive impact on firm performance (McKelvie and Davidsson, 2009)
where the survival rates are significantly low (Geroski, 1995).

The integral role of knowledge in the formation of competitive advantage has
long been accepted by leading business scholars (Drucker, 1993; Toffler, 1990).
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In this discussion, the former is generally accepted to provide a focus on the RBV
for intangible resources and capabilities, in particular the creation, accumulation,
and distribution of knowledge in organisations (Martin-de Castro et al., 2013). In
that respect, the firms that have developed a core innovation capability (Saunila,
2020; Birchall and Tovstiga, 2005) integrate their key capabilities and resources to
stimulate innovation (Rajapathirana and Hui, 2018; Lawson and Samson, 2001).
The innovativeness of an organisation is closely associated with having related
competencies and capabilities (Paradkar er al., 2015). While the outcomes of
innovative activity might be unclear, organisations can develop significant expertise
and insight regarding the innovation process (Nelson and Winter, 1982) and develop a
capability to innovate, which is the competence of a firm to obtain and exploit new
knowledge through the creation of new products and services, thereby creating an
advantage for the company and its stakeholders by delivering superior customer
value (Weber and Heidenreich, 2018). For competing in turbulent markets, compa-
nies devise and implement several strategies (Teece, 2016; Lawson and Samson,
2001), and the development of innovation capability is considered an effective
strategy for achieving competitiveness (Saunila and Ukko, 2012). The capability to
innovate is in general considered a DC, as innovation capability is not a routine but a
higher-order capability, that integrates and configures the other integral organisational
resources and capabilities required for achieving innovation (El Hanchi and Kerzazi,
2020; Michailova and Zhan, 2015; Lawson and Samson, 2001). The development of
dynamic innovation capability is particularly crucial for new ventures (Innocenti and
Zampi, 2019). Recent research has indicated that start-up firms can attain sustainable
knowledge acquisition and DC development through time (Bettiol et al., 2016),
suggesting the influence of knowledge through experience. This finding is relevant to
the notion that the creation of new knowledge is closely linked with innovation
(Zieba et al., 2017; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). While traditional firms regard
innovation as the allocation of limited resources for achieving uncertain results which
is a task mainly given to research and development departments, successful innovator
start-ups see innovation as collective new knowledge creation and learning mecha-
nism for achieving long-term competitive advantage (Igbal e al., 2018; Hsu and
Wang, 2012; Lawson and Samson, 2001). However, the development of dynamic
innovation capability in new firms is not easy due to the requirement of building
managerial systems that would exceed operating routines and repeatable processes
and lead to the stimulation of major innovations (O’Connor, 2008).

According to the DCV, the development of internal and external competencies
and effective utilisation of resources is required for achieving sustained compet-
itive advantage in fast-changing and highly competitive business environments
(Teece and Pisano, 1994). IC resources are major influencers in the development
of DCs (Singh and Rao, 2016; Hsu and Wang, 2012; McKelvie and Davidsson,
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2009). Subramaniam and Youndt (2005) referred to the concept of IC as the
combination of all the knowledge a company utilises to achieve competitiveness,
while similarly, Stewart (1994) defined IC as the sum of knowledge and capa-
bilities within a company which is the source of competitive advantage. Mainly
due to the broad coverage of the concept, several categorisations of IC components
have been introduced to the literature, including human, structural, and relational
capital including customer capital (Bontis, 1998) and organisational and social
capital (Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005). Human capital, the most important
component of IC resources (Kianto ef al., 2017) is an essential factor for the
innovativeness of a firm, as the knowledge, skills, experience, and training of
managers and employees are utilised for the development of new products, ser-
vices, and processes are integral for achieving sustainable competitive advantage
in rapidly changing business environments (Nguyen et al., 2022; Zhou et al.,
2021; Hsu and Wang, 2012). In the start-up context, human capital is considered
one of the most important intangible resources to survive the dreaded “valley of
death,” especially during the early stages. While this is the case, most research
conducted on the impact of human capital targeted mostly SMEs, rather than
innovative start-ups (Guckenbiehl et al., 2021; De Winne and Sels, 2010). The
second major constituent of IC, social capital refers to the combination of rela-
tionships and associations of the employees both within the organisation and with
external groups (Ul Zia et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2019). The building blocks of social
capital can be created by the employees working in the same organisation as they
develop and share mutual behaviours, values, trust, understanding, and inter-
connected human networks (Cohen and Prusak, 2002). In general, scholars have
prescribed a positive association between social capital and innovation as social
capital would enable the combination of internal and external knowledge resources
as well as inter-industry knowledge transfer, which is integral for the development
of new products and services (Kianto et al., 2017). Besides, experimentations with
unique ideas and formulation of alternative solutions to complex problems can be
fostered with the increased cooperation of outside stakeholders and through that,
facilitate internal innovation processes (Pérez-Lufio ef al., 2011). Social capital is
also proposed as a major source of strategic resources required for achieving
innovativeness (Luk ef al., 2008). In the review by Amar and Juneja (2008),
innovation is found to be the result of the intended and joint efforts of the whole
organisation through the integration of accumulated knowledge, a culture that
supports learning and knowledge, and finally garnered social capital, which al-
together fosters creativity. Despite these positive prescriptions, empirical studies
conducted so far investigating the direct association between human and social
capital factors on innovativeness produced mixed results. For instance, the find-
ings of empirical studies conducted by Mazzucchelli et al. (2019) and Li et
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al. (2019) implied a positive relationship between human capital-related factors and
innovation capability, whereas contrarily, findings reported by Subramaniam and
Youndt (2005) and Dess and Shaw (2001) suggested a negative relationship between
human capital and radical innovation. Similarly, previous studies indicated both
positive and negative results regarding the impact of social capital on innovation both
in the established company (Briones-Pefalver ef al., 2021; Cuevas-Rodriguez et al.,
2014; Edelman et al., 2014) and small business contexts (Konsti-Laakso ef al., 2012).

The interrelationships between human and social capital and their role in in-
novativeness were also studied in several empirical studies. Among these, Dost et
al. (2016) found that social capital enhanced the impact of human capital on inno-
vation generation, whereas findings of the empirical study by Wu et al. (2008)
indicated that the positive influence of IC on innovation increased when firms pos-
sessed higher levels of social capital. In light of the previous research studies based
on KBV and DCV, this model proposes IO as the missing link between the utilisation
of human and social capital resources and the dynamic innovation capability in new
ventures. 10 refers to “A multidimensional knowledge structure composed of a
learning philosophy, strategic direction, and transfunctional beliefs that, in turn, guide
and direct all organisational strategies and actions, including those embedded in the
formal and informal systems, behaviours, competencies, and processes of the firm to
promote innovative thinking and facilitate successful development, evolution, and
execution of innovations.” (Siguaw ef al., 2006). A firm with an orientation towards
innovation would outcompete its rivals by formulating relevant strategies for de-
veloping and introducing innovative new products or services before their compe-
tition (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2011). Companies employ IO for establishing a value
system that normatively and materially supports innovation (Stock and Zacharias,
2011), as well as to achieve sustainable competitive advantage by serving as the
collective direction and guidance for a company (Talke ez al., 2011). The potential of
new products and technologies in creating new markets and customers through the
timely determination of the needs and behaviours of consumers is well-established in
the existing literature (Berthon er al., 1999; Narver et al., 2004). Companies with
high levels of IO focus on creativity developing new ideas and the cultivation of
long-term customer satisfaction to achieve a successful market performance, which is
supported by the findings of empirical studies (Farooq et al., 2021; Lii and Kuo,
2016).

According to Amabile and Conti (1997, p. 116) the motivation to innovate,
resources existing in the task domain, and the skills in innovation management are
the three constructs of organisational innovation, which are combined to create a
climate of IO in an organisation. Knowledge creation is a vital aspect of 10, as the
new knowledge directs the strategic positioning of the organisation and the co-
herency of functional activities for achieving competitive advantage in the market
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(Siguaw et al., 2006). The IO of a firm also is closely linked with the management
of resources and capabilities (Zhou et al., 2005; Talke et al., 2011), where IC
resources play a major role in nurturing a culture of innovation for creating
innovative products and services (Berthon et al., 1999; Hurley and Hult, 1998),
thus utilise the firms’ intangible resources towards this direction (Autry and Griffis,
2008). The management of IC resources towards the development of innovation
capability has crucial importance for start-up firms and small businesses compared
to large and existing organisations, which are confined to limited resources and
have to compete in turbulent environments. IO is integral to SMEs as the strategic
prioritisation of innovation would lead to the deployment of resources dedicated to
research and development projects and the task of innovation which in turn would
foster the creation of innovative products and services (Rosenbusch er al., 2011).
An innovation-oriented firm would be more likely to deploy relevant tangible and
intangible resources including financial and human capital, for encouraging the
generation and implementation of innovation, and for becoming more competitive
through the creation of new products, services, or processes. Thus, it can be argued
that an orientation to innovate would be required to mediate the relationship
between IC resources and dynamic innovation capability in start-up firms, as these
companies should possess a focus on innovation to survive in highly challenging
business environments with their limited resources. Supporting this prescription,
Martin-de Castro et al. (2013) found that innovation culture has a moderating
impact on the relationship between human capital and product innovation. Hence,
the following hypothesis is proposed for testing the mediating effect of 10 on the
relationships between HC, and SC on the development of dynamic innovation
capability in new ventures:

H1. IO mediates the effects of human capital (H1a) and social capital (H1b) on
dynamic innovation capability.

Dynamic innovation capability and 10

While the conceptual studies focusing on the associations between intellectual
resources and IO are growing within the innovation management literature, em-
pirical studies investigating these associations as well as the influence of IO on the
development of innovation capability remain underexplored (Siguaw et al., 2006;
Winland and Shepherd, 2003), particularly in the context of small firms and new
ventures. As an exception in a recent empirical study on Korean SMEs, Rhee and
Stevens (2020) found that an innovation-orientation strategy fostered the devel-
opment of innovation capability which in turn contributed significantly to the
attainment of competitive advantages, leading to increased market share and sales
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growth. Similarly, the results of the empirical study on 210 Spanish SMEs indi-
cated that IO mediated the positive association between customer orientation,
customer knowledge management practices, and the development of innovation
capability (Fidel er al., 2018). As scholars have been calling for fresh empirical
evidence to test the relationship between the direct association between the stra-
tegic orientation to innovate and the development of dynamic innovation capa-
bility in start-up firms (El Hanchi and Kerzazi, 2020), the following hypothesis is
developed to be empirically tested:

H2. IO predicts dynamic innovation capability in new ventures.

Dynamic innovation capability and innovation performance

While a positive association between the generation of dynamic innovation ca-
pability and innovation performance is implied in prior conceptual studies, the
empirical studies that have explored the nature of this relationship so far yielded
mixed results (Hurtado-Palomino ef al., 2022; Jeng and Pak, 2021; Ferreira et al.,
2018; Stock and Zacharias, 2011; Yesil et al., 2013; Ngo and O’Cass, 2012). The
need for fresh empirical findings to these conceptual associations is particularly
evident in the context of start-up firms, as the relationship between dynamic
innovation capability and innovation performance is integral for these ventures’
survival. Start-up firms, similar to SMEs, are regarded to have an insufficiency of
resources and a higher need for effective management, referred to as the “liability
of smallness” by scholars (Freeman and Engel, 2007), which can hinder the de-
velopment of innovation capabilities (Hanchi and Kazizi, 2020). Despite that,
some empirical studies indicated a negative relationship between firm size and
innovativeness, due to the efficiency of smaller firms concerning innovation de-
velopment (Becheikh et al., 2006). The resource constraints are also valid for
developing dynamic innovation capabilities of new ventures, particularly in the
early stages. The literature implies that when start-ups are young, developing a DC
to innovate is closely associated with leveraging the founder team’s resources and
personal capabilities in unique ways for the identification opportunities present in
the environment, as well as collaborating with external stakeholders for comple-
mentary resources (Autio et al., 2011; Berends et al., 2014; Evers et al., 2012;
McKelvie and Davidsson, 2009; Zahra et al., 2006). Start-up firms can utilise their
enhanced resources, new structures, and formal planning and decision-making
routines to develop new capabilities as they grow and mature (Berends er al.,
2014; Evers et al., 2012). However, scholars have discussed that at this stage the
rigidity and formalisation can create potential barriers to the creation of a dynamic
innovation capability, particularly when the strategic orientation to innovate is
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lacking and the innovation culture is not deeply rooted in the organisational culture
(Freeman and Engel, 2007; Christensen and Overdorf, 2000). Thus, the following
hypotheses are proposed to provide fresh empirical evidence for the rather
underexplored relationship between dynamic innovation capability and innovation
performance in the context of new ventures:

H3. Dynamic innovation capability predicts innovation performance in new
ventures.

Methodology
Sample and survey

The data used in the study were collected from May 2020 to July 2020 from the
start-up firms in Turkey, which are members of Start-ups Watch, a start-up eco-
system intelligence platform based in Turkiye. Besides being one of the leading
local start-up organisations with over 11.000 new ventures, the organisation also
collects, analyses, and reports the most recent data from its members, which is
cross-checked with the data from the Chamber of Commerce for accuracy. This
study, which investigates the relationships between IC resources, dynamic inno-
vation capabilities, and innovation performance, was conducted on start-ups for
two reasons. First, scholars have noted that existing studies investigating the re-
lationship between IC resources and innovation capability have largely focused on
large firms operating in developed economies (McKelvie and Davidsson, 2009;
Hermans and Kauranen, 2005) (Buenechea-Elberdin et al., 2018). However, by
definition, start-ups are new innovation-oriented entrepreneurial ventures that are
established by individuals as independent firms and have been operating for less
than 10 years (Spender et al., 2017). Our research on such a sample will provide
valuable insight into the relationships between proposed study variables. Second,
the start-ups involved in our research are based in Turkiye. As a developing
country, Turkiye has a dynamic start-up ecosystem, ranking third in the MENA
region after Israel and the UAE (Turkey Startup Ecosystem Status, 2020).
Therefore, this study is expected to provide important information regarding in-
novation capability and performance in new ventures of emerging and developing
economies. For these reasons, we believe that it is appropriate to include start-ups
operating in a developing country in our sample to achieve the study aims.

Our research is cross-sectional in nature. The utilisation of cross-sectional data
in DCs research contributes to the literature as it may allow the investigation of the
connections between factors that influence DCs (Eriksson, 2013). For data
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collection, a total of 1.500 potential respondents were randomly selected from the
list of members on the website of the organisation (Startup Watch, 2020).

Because the items were originally in English, we performed two-way transla-
tions. The translations were carried out by bilinguals who were proficient in both
Turkish and English to guarantee cross-cultural equivalency between the two
languages (Brislin, 1980). Question items taken from the literature were first
translated from English to Turkish by one person and then translated from Turkish
to English by a second person. Thus, it was checked that the meanings of the
question items were correctly translated from English to Turkish. Next, the two
translators worked together to resolve any disagreements. Before distributing the
survey questionnaire to potential respondents, a pilot questionnaire was collected
by e-mail from the founders/managers of 45 start-ups to verify the reliability of the
measures and scales utilised in the study. In total, 457 completed questionnaires
were returned by the founders/managers of potential respondents. Out of these
incomplete surveys were taken out, resulting in a final sample of 311 ques-
tionnaires, with a 20,7% response rate. The final sample was 86% male and 14%
female, with an average founder-manager age of 34 years. 78.1% of the respon-
dents reported themselves as “founders” and 12.5% as “top-level managers”. In
the sample, 46% of the respondents had a university degree whereas 42% had a
graduate school degree.

Table 1 shows start-up demographic characteristics. The average start-up age of
the total sample was 1.5 years with 63% start-ups under 3 years of age, 24%
between 4 years and 7 years of age, and 13% more than 8 years ago. The start-up

Table 1. Participant start-up demographics.

Variable N % of sample
Firm age 0-3 years 196 63.0
> 4 years 115 37.0
Sector (Top 10)  Information Technologies 51 16.4
Software 43 13.8
Financial Technologies 16 5.1
Mobile Game 12 39
Energy 11 35
Educational Technologies 10 32
Digital Media 10 32
Digital Marketing 8 2.6
E-Commerce 8 2.6
Consultancy 7 2.3
Others 135 43.4
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industry sectors that participated in our research are quite diverse. Considering the
top five sectors, 16.4% of start-ups are in information technologies, 13.8% are in
software, 5.1% are in financial technology, 3.9% are in mobile games and 3.5% are
in energy. Other start-up industry sectors include educational technologies, digital
media, digital marketing, e-commerce, consultancy (innovation and investment),
and so on.

Measures

This study used items to operationalise the constructs that were derived from the
literature. All constructs were measured using multiple items that are considered to
indicate good psychometric properties in prior studies. The scales we used in our
study have previously been adapted and validated in many different contexts,
including Turkiye. All items related to the study constructs were measured on a
seven-point Likert-type scale. Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and internal
consistency data are presented in Table 2.

IC. This study adopts two dimensions of IC including human and social capital.
Human capital was assessed through a five-item scale, based on the work of
Subramaniam and Youndt (2005). The items assessed the general skill, expertise,
and knowledge levels of employees in the firm. A sample item includes “Our
employees are highly skilled”. Items were rated on a scale that ranged from 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”) and then averaged (o = 0.87).
Similarly, based on the work of Subramaniam and Youndt (2005), social capital
was assessed using a five-item scale. These items reflect the general ability to share
and leverage knowledge among stakeholders. Items were rated on a seven-point
scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 7 = “strongly agree”), and then averaged (o = 0.88).

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all variables.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(1) Human capital 0.87

(2) Social capital 0.66%* 0.88

(3) Innovation orientation 0.55%%* 0.54%%* 0.85

(4) Dyn. inn. capability 0.52%*  ().44%* 0.60%* 0.73

(5) Innovation performance 0.39%* 0.37%* 0.54%*%  (.53** 0.87

(6) Firm age —0.13*  —0.19%* —0.21** —0.09 —0.18%%* —

(7) Industry 0.07 0.05 0.11%* 0.12% 0.05 —-0.06 —
Mean 5.57 5.61 6.05 5.04 5.34 1.50 0.58
Standard deviation 0.95 1.08 1.00 0.82 1.06 0.71 049

Notes: Sample size = 311. Alphas are on the diagonal.
“p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.
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10. The extent of a firm’s IO was assessed using a three-item scale from the work
of Zhou et al. (2005). The respondents were asked to rate the extent to which their
firms focus on the openness to innovations in general and in administrative areas
on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly
agree”. The Cronbach’s alpha (0.85) indicated good reliability of this scale.

Dynamic Innovation Capability. The use of subjective measures is a common
practice in empirical DC studies (Eriksson, 2013). In this study, the dynamic
innovation capability of a firm was measured using six items derived from
Calantone ef al. (2002). These items focus on the firm rate of innovation adoption.
Items were rated on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 =
“strongly agree”. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the innovative capability is 0.73.

Innovation Performance. Firm innovation performance was assessed through a
five-item scale, based on the work of Kianto er al. (2017). The respondents were
asked to indicate, compared to their competitors, how successfully has their
company managed to create innovations/new operating methods in the following
areas (1) products and services for customers, (2) production methods and pro-
cesses, (3) management practices, (4) marketing practices, and (5) business
models, over the past year. Items were rated on a seven-point scale, ranging from
1 = “not successful at all” to 7 = “very successful”. The Cronbach’s alpha (0.87)
indicated good reliability of this scale.

Control variables. Because firm age and type may influence innovation perfor-
mance these variables were included as control variables to measure their potential
effects. Firm age was measured as the number of years since the firm was
established until the year of this study. For firm type, we included a dummy

Human
capital ~._Hla
. : H2 H3
“al Innovation Dynamic Innovation
- " orientation innovation performance
Social " Hlb v capability 4
capital e T

Control variables:
Firm age
Industry

Solid line: Hypothesised effects
Dashed line: Controlled effects

Fig. 1. The conceptual model.
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variable that indicates whether the respondent firm belongs to a high-tech industry
(1 =yes, e.g., computer and electronic equipment) or otherwise (0 = no, e.g.,
apparel, furniture).

Results

As seen in Fig. 1, our research model is a complex model that includes direct and
indirect relationships between variables. Structural equation modelling (SEM)
allows the development of complex path models with direct and indirect effects
and more accurately analysing causal mechanisms in such models. As in our study,
SEM is preferred by the researcher because it estimates multiple and interrelated
dependencies in a single analysis (McQuitty, 2004).

Construct validity

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run to assess the construct validity of
the measurement model by assessing its convergent and discriminant validity.
LISREL version 8.54 software (Joreskog and Sorbom, 2003) was used to conduct
CFA to assess the goodness-of-fit (GFI) of the measurement model to the data. The
measurement model provides a satisfactory fit for the data (y 2(242) = 729.87,
GFI = 0.90, (Bentler’s) comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.97, incremental fit index
(IFT) = 097, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.081).
Moreover, all factor loadings were highly significant (p < 0.01), the composite
reliabilities (CR) of all constructs were above 0.70, and all values of average
variances extracted (AVE) were greater than 0.50. Thus, these results were suf-
ficient for demonstrating convergent validity and reliability (Fornell and Larcker,
1981).

To assess the discriminant validity, the square root of each construct’s AVE
was further compared with the correlations with other latent constructs, to deter-
mine whether they are higher than the correlations with other latent constructs. The
results indicate that for each construct, the AVE was higher than the correlations
with other latent constructs, suggesting that discriminant validity is established
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981). On the whole, these results show that the measures in
the present study possess satisfactory reliability and validity.

Evaluation of structural model

The proposed model in Fig. 1 was formulated as a structural equation model and
specified and estimated with maximum likelihood estimation as implemented in
LISREL version 8.54 software (Joreskog and Sérbom, 2003). All analyses were
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based on the covariance matrix. Two control variables in the proposed model were
included and linked directly to IO, capability, and performance.

As shown in Fig. 1, it is hypothesised that the effects of human capital and
social capital on dynamic innovation capability are fully mediated by 10O. Several
alternative models were also tested. First, a partially mediated model (suggesting
that human capital and social capital have direct effects on dynamic innovation
capability in addition to the paths shown in Fig. 1) was examined. Finally, a non-
mediated model suggesting that human capital and social capital have direct effects
on IO and dynamic innovation capability, but IO does not affect dynamic inno-
vation capability was examined. The fit indexes for all tested models as well as the
chi-square difference tests between the alternative model and the fully mediated
model are presented in Table 3. The results indicated the best fit for the fully
mediated model compared to the other alternate nested models. To examine the
relative fit of fully mediated, this model was compared with alternate nested
models. There was a significant difference between the fully and non-mediated
models (Ax2(67) = 2535.27, p < 0.001), as well as between the fully and par-
tially mediated models (Ax2(4) = 390.78, p < 0.001). The addition of the paths
from human capital and social capital to dynamic innovation capability in the
partially mediated model resulted in non-significant parameter estimates. Ac-
cordingly, nested model comparisons demonstrated that the fully mediated model
showed a better fit than alternate models which supports further analysis. Stan-
dardised parameter estimates for the model are presented in Fig. 2. Innovation
performance was predicted by dynamic innovation capability (3 = 0.68,
p < 0.001), and dynamic innovation capability was predicted by 10 (5 = 0.88,
p < 0.001), therefore H2 is supported. IO was predicted by human capital
(B =0.43, p < 0.001) and social capital (G = 0.30, p < 0.01).

The results show that neither human capital nor social capital has a direct effect
on dynamic innovation capability. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), these
results indicate that IO fully mediates human capital and social capital — dynamic

Table 3. Fit indices for the three models.

Model comparison test

Model x?2 df RMSEA GFI CFI IFI Comparison Ayx? Adf

(A) Fully mediated 835.08 290 0.078 (0.072-0.084) 0.83 0.97 0.97 — —
(B) Non-mediated 3370.35 223 0.10 (0.10-0.11) 0.82 0.94 0.94 B versus A 253527 *** 67
(C) Partially mediated 1225.86 286 0.085 (0.081-0.090) 0.83 0.96 0.96 C versus A 390,78 *** 4

Note: RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation with 90% confidence interval, GFI =
goodness of fit index; CFI = (Bentler’s) comparative fit index; IFI = incremental fit index.
*p < 0.01; #**¥p < 0.001. n = 311.
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Human
capital ~
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Innovation Dynamic Innovation
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Note: **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; indicators for latent variables are not shown for diagrammatic simplicity.

Fig. 2. Results of LISREL eight tests linking intellectual capital and innovation performance.

innovation capability relationships. Therefore, H1 is fully supported. Because
dynamic innovation capability has a positive effect on innovation performance
(B =0.68, p < 0.001), H3 is supported.

About the effects of control variables, the results indicate that firm age negatively
affects 10 (8 = —0.29, p < 0.05), suggesting that newly established firms are more
likely to be innovation-oriented. Unexpectedly, firm type (high-tech or other) has no
relationship with IO, dynamic innovation capability, and performance.

Discussion

Start-up firms have significant challenges concerning obtaining and utilising
strategic resources, as well as problems in building structured management sys-
tems (Freeman and Engel, 2007). Prior studies have shown that these negativities
might significantly limit the development of innovation capabilities in small
businesses, and in particular new firms (Hanchi and Kazizi, 2020). This is im-
portant as the development of dynamic innovation capability and understanding its
role in innovation performance are critical for the success and survival of new
ventures. More recently, the creation of 10 by the effective utilisation of IC
resources is being discussed as a major source of innovation and as such com-
petitive advantage. Previously, several factors were identified as the influencers of
innovation capability development and higher innovation performance in SMEs.
However, while 10 was conceptually offered as a major mechanism for developing
the capability to innovate, empirical evidence was required to provide evidence for
this prescribed relationship. In this regard, the main aim of this research study was
to provide new insights into the existing research about the factors that affect the
innovation capability development in new ventures by developing a new model
that tests the mediating role of 1O in the associations between human capital, social
capital and DIC. Results of the data analyses confirm that the relationship between
human capital social capital and dynamic innovation capability is fully mediated
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by IO in the context of new firms. In the fast-growing IC literature, empirical
studies conducted so far implied both positive (Mazzucchelli er al., 2019; Li et al.,
2019) and negative (Subramaniam and Youndt, 2005; Dess and Shaw, 2001)
associations between human capital-related factors and innovation capability.
Thus, introducing IO as the missing link between IC resources and the capability
to innovate might provide a possible explanation for the contradictory findings of
prior research studies.

Also, providing new evidence to the conceptual positive link between the
existence of a dynamic innovation capability and innovation performance is an-
other important contribution of the study to innovation management literature,
where the empirical findings are limited (Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Paradkar
et al., 2015; Buenechea-Elberdin et al., 2018).

Furthermore, the results present a negative association between firm age and
IO, indicating that newly established firms are more likely to be innovation-
oriented. Another important but surprising result of the study is the finding that
firm type (high-tech or other) has no significant association with 10, dynamic
innovation capability, and performance. This finding is in contrast with the find-
ings of Buenechea-Elberdin et al. (2018) and might be argued to stem from the
important role of an innovation focus for start-up firms, regardless of their high or
low-tech foundation. The results of the study also support the notion that a holistic
and strategic focus on innovation would enhance the deployment of human and
social capital resources, which are vital for the development of dynamic innova-
tion capability.

Implications for Theory

The main contribution of this research is proposing the construct of 10 (IO) as the
mediating variable between the IC resources and dynamic innovation capability
relationship in the context of start-up firms. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first model in the literature investigating the relationship between human and social
capital, dynamic innovation capability, and innovation performance, taking IO as the
mediating variable. In this novel model, the IO perspective is proposed as a useful
mechanism for encouraging the deployment of an innovation focus in all functions
of a firm for attaining long-term sustained competitiveness (Siguaw et al., 2006).
While the IO concept gained popularity, particularly within the last decade, studies
investigating the role of IO in the development of DCs are still lacking in the
literature. The findings of this study indicate that the orientation to innovate fully
mediates the IC-dynamic innovation capability relationship. In addition, the findings
provide empirical support for the prescribed association between dynamic
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innovation capability and innovation performance. So far, empirical studies ana-
lysing this association have been scarce. Thus, this study is also important for the
operationalisation of dynamic innovation capability, which is a developing research
area.

The findings of the study also provide new evidence to the conceptual base of
the DCs, proposing that intangible capital is a major resource for the development
of dynamic innovation capability and innovation performance. Besides providing
new empirical evidence to the RBV and DC research, the study also has important
theoretical contributions to innovation management literature. The studies con-
ducted so far have offered only a partial understanding of the complex phenom-
enon of innovation and scholars have called for an integration of various
dimensions to get a more complete understanding (Crossan and Apaydin, 2010).
Here 10 perspective was suggested as a useful mechanism for encouraging the
deployment of an innovation focus in all functions of a firm for attaining long-term
sustained competitiveness. The findings of the study confirm the underlying
mechanisms that link IC resources and the strategic innovation capability devel-
opment of a firm for improved innovation performance.

Another important theoretical contribution of the study stems from its context.
So far, the majority of studies on innovation capability and performance have
focused on large companies in advanced economies, which has been frequently
criticised by researchers. With its data collected from Turkish start-up firms,
the results of this study are expected to provide important insights related to
the development of dynamic innovation capability for start-ups in emerging and
developing economy contexts.

The final theoretical contribution of the research study is providing new
evidence on the controversial relationships between firm age, size, and innovation.

Practical and Policy Implications

The results present important implications for start-up founders, managers, aca-
demics, and regulators as policy-makers. The results of the study confirm that
firms that choose to invest heavily in developing their strategic orientation to
innovate and devote their human and social capital investments to reaching that
objective would more likely develop a stronger dynamic innovation capability and
through that, enhanced innovation performance. Therefore, the entrepreneurs or
managers of new ventures can utilise these findings to improve the quality of the
IC resources of their companies and to create a culture of innovation that does not
see innovation as a separate task that has to be executed by one specific team (e.g.,
research or product development department) but rather as a holistic perspective
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that has to be embedded inside the DNA of the organisation, for creating the
dynamic innovation capability of the firm and thereby gain long-term competitive
advantage (Iranmanesh et al., 2021). Thus, the study confirms the proposition by
McKelvie and Davidsson (2009) that the founders and top managers in new
ventures should make careful decisions when making resource investments as the
prioritisations in these choices and the effectiveness in their deployment would
significantly impact how these resources can be transformed into dynamic inno-
vation capability and through that, improved innovation performance. The
framework of 10 would facilitate the search and exploitation of organisational
competencies required to reach innovation goals through launching creative pro-
ducts, services, and processes, which is comparably more important in the context
of start-up firms. Hence, the combined knowledge from the motivated, educated,
and focused human capital with well-established social capital relationships within
an innovation-oriented organisation could be expected to lead to an increase in the
development of innovative products, services, and processes. As for policy
implications, the clarification of the positive association between IC resources and
innovation, as well as dynamic innovation capability and innovation performance
are expected to provide important insights for regulators concerning highlighting
the role of human capital development and positive network effects in new firms
for achieving a better innovation performance.

Limitations and Implications for Future Research

As the investigation is conducted in a single social, economic, and political
context, the repetition of the study in different international settings would help to
confirm the generalisability of the results. Also, this study used subjective mea-
sures for the analysis of innovation outcomes. In measuring innovation perfor-
mance, both subjective and objective evaluations have been widely used in the
related literature (e.g., Saunila and Ukko, 2012; Buenechea-Elberdin et al., 2018).
Replication of this research with objective measures, such as R&D outputs may
help to understand whether the personal insights of founders and top managers of
start-up firms coincide with actual innovation outputs.

Acknowledgment

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the
public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

2350039-19



H. Karadag, F. Sahin & R. Matemane

ORCID

Hande Karadag ® https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5388-807X
Faruk Sahin ® https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5013-8903
Reon Matemane ® https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0225-3928

References

Abbas, J, Q Zhang, I Hussain, S Akram, A Afaq and MA Shad (2020). Sustainable
innovation in small medium enterprises: the impact of knowledge management on
organizational innovation through a mediation analysis by using SEM approach.
Sustainability, 12(6), 2407.

Amabile, TM and R Conti (1997). Environmental determinants of work motivation, cre-
ativity, and innovation: The case of R&D downsizing. In Technological innovation:
Oversights and foresights, Garud, R, PR Nayyar and ZB Shapira (Eds.), pp. 111-125.
Cambridge University Press, New York.

Amar, AD and JA Juneja (2008). A descriptive model of innovation and creativity
in organizations: A synthesis of research and practice. Knowledge Management
Research & Practice, 6(4), 298-311.

Arvanitis, S and T Stucki (2012). What determines the innovation capability of firm
founders? Industrial and Corporate Change, 21, 1049-1084.

Asija, A and D Ringov (2021). Dynamic capabilities: The role of board monitoring and
managerial incentives. BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 24(4), 268-280.

Autio, E, G George and O Alexy (2011). International entrepreneurship and capability
development: Qualitative evidence and future research directions. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 35(1), 11-37.

Autry, CW and SE Griffis (2008). Supply chain capital: The impact of structural and relational
linkages on firm execution and innovation. Journal of Business Logistics, 29, 157-173.

Barney, JB and MH Hansen (1994). Trustworthiness as a source of competitive advantage.
Strategic Management Journal, 15(S1), 175-190.

Baron, RM and DA Kenny (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic and statistical considerations. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173-1182.

Becheikh, N, R Landry and N Amara (2006). Lessons from innovation empirical studies in
the manufacturing sector: A systematic review of the literature from 1993-2003.
Technovation, 26(5-6), 644—664.

Berends, H, M Jelinek, I Reymen and R Stultiéns (2014). Product innovation processes in
small firms: Combining entrepreneurial effectuation and managerial causation.
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 31(3), 616—635.

Berthon, P, JM Hulbert and LF Pitt (1999). To serve or create? Strategic orientations
toward customers and innovation. California Management Review, 42, 37-58.

2350039-20


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5388-807X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5388-807X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5013-8903
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5013-8903
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0225-3928
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0225-3928

Disentangling the 10, IC, and Dynamic Innovation Capability Relationships

Bettiol, M, V De Marchi and E Di Maria (2016). Developing capabilities in new ventures:
A knowledge management approach. Knowledge Management Research & Practice,
14, 186-194.

Birchall, D and G Tovstiga (2005). Capabilities for Strategic Advantage: Leading
Through Technological Innovation. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillian.

Bontis, N (1998). Intellectual capital: An exploratory study that develops measures and
models. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 36, 63-76.

Buenechea-Elberdin, M, J Sdenz and A Kianto (2018). Knowledge management strategies,
intellectual capital, and innovation performance: A comparison between high-and
low-tech firms. Journal of Knowledge Management, 22, 1757-1781.

Cabrilo, S and S Dahms (2018). How strategic knowledge management drives intellectual
capital to superior innovation and market performance. Journal of Knowledge
Management, 22(3), 621-648.

Calantone, RJ, ST Cavusgil and Y Zhao (2002). Learning orientation, firm innovation
capability, and firm performance. Industrial Marketing Management, 31, 515-524.

Christensen, CM and M Overdorf (2000). Meeting the challenge of disruptive change.
Harvard Business Review, 78(2), 66-77.

Cohen, D and L Prusak (2002). In Good Company: How Social Capital Makes Organi-
zations Work. Harvard Business School. Harvard Business Review Press.

Collins, JD and CR Reutzel (2017). The role of top managers in determining investment in
innovation: The case of small and medium-sized enterprises in India. International
Small Business Journal, 35, 618—638.

Crossan, MM and M Apaydin (2010). A multi-dimensional framework of organizational
innovation: A systematic review of the literature. Journal of Management Studies, 47,
1154-1191.

Cuevas-Rodriguez, G, C Cabello-Medina and A Carmona-Lavado (2014). Internal and
external social capital for radical product innovation: Do they always work well
together? British Journal of Management, 25, 266-284.

Damanpour, F, F Sanchez-Henriquez and HH Chiu (2018). Internal and external sources
and the adoption of innovations in organizations. British Journal of Management, 29,
712-730.

Davidsson, P and B Honig (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent
entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18, 301-331.

Dejardin, M, ML Raposo, JJ Ferreira, CI Fernandes, PM Veiga and L Farinha (2023). The
impact of dynamic capabilities on SME performance during COVID-19. Review of
Managerial Science, 17(5), 1703-1729.

Dess, GG and JD Shaw (2001). Voluntary turnover, social capital, and organizational
performance. Academy of Management Review, 26, 446-456.

Devece, C, D Palacios-Marqués and DE Ribeiro-Soriano (2021). IT-based strategy, ca-
pabilities, and practices: Crowdsourcing implementation in market-oriented firms.
Review of Managerial Science, 15(1), 15-32.

Dost, M, YF Badir, Z Ali and A Tariq (2016). The impact of intellectual capital on
innovation generation and adoption. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 17, 675-695.

2350039-21



H. Karadag, F. Sahin & R. Matemane

Drucker, P (1993). The New Society: The Anatomy of Industrial Order. New Brunswick,
NJ: Transaction; orig. pub. 1950, New York: Harper.

De Winne, S and L Sels (2010). Interrelationships between human capital, HRM and
innovation in Belgian start-ups aiming at an innovation strategy. The International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 21(11), 1863—1883.

Edelman, LF, M Bresnen, S Newell, H Scarbrough and J Swan (2004). The benefits and
pitfalls of social capital: Empirical evidence from two organizations in the United
Kingdom. British Journal of Management, 15(S1), 59-69.

El Hanchi, S and L Kerzazi (2020). Startup innovation capability from a dynamic capa-
bility-based view: A literature review and conceptual framework. Journal of Small
Business Strategy, 30(2), 72-92.

Eriksson, T (2013). Methodological issues in dynamic capabilities research — a critical
review. Baltic Journal of Management, 8(3), 306-327.

Evers, N, S Andersson and M Hannibal (2012). Stakeholders and marketing capabilities in
international new ventures: Evidence from Ireland, Sweden, and Denmark. Journal of
International Marketing, 20(4), 46-71.

Fabrizio, CM, F Kaczam, GL de Moura, LSCV da Silva, WV da Silva and CP da Veiga
(2022). Competitive advantage and dynamic capability in small and medium-sized
enterprises: A systematic literature review and future research directions. Review of
Managerial Science, 16(3), 617-648.

Farooq, R, S Vij and J Kaur (2021). Innovation orientation and its relationship with
business performance: Moderating role of firm size. Measuring Business Excellence,
25(3), 328-345.

Ferreira, J, A Coelho and L Moutinho (2018). Dynamic capabilities, creativity and in-
novation capability and their impact on competitive advantage and firm performance:
The moderating role of entrepreneurial orientation. Technovation, 92-93, 1-18.

Fidel, P, W Schlesinger and E Emilo (2018). Effects of customer knowledge management
and customer orientation on innovation capacity and marketing results in SMES: The
mediating role of innovation orientation. International Journal of Innovation Man-
agement, 22(7), 1850055.

Fornell, C and DF Larcker (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39-50.

Freeman, J and JS Engel (2007). California management models of innovation: Startups
and mature corporations. California Management Review, 50(1), 94-119.

Gatignon, H and JM Xuereb (1997). Strategic orientation of the firm and new product
performance. Journal of Marketing Research, 34, 77-90.

Geroski, PA (1995). What do we know about entry? International Journal of Industrial
Organization, 13, 421-440.

Guckenbiehl, P, GC de Zubielqui and N Lindsay (2021). Knowledge and innovation in
start-up ventures: A systematic literature review and research agenda. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 172, 121026.

Hadjimanolis, A (2000). A resource-based view of innovativeness in small firms. Tech-
nology Analysis & Strategic Management, 12, 263-281.

2350039-22



Disentangling the 10, IC, and Dynamic Innovation Capability Relationships

Hermans, R and I Kauranen (2005). Value creation potential of intellectual capital in
biotechnology: Empirical evidence from Finland. R&D Management, S, 171-185.

Hsu, LC and CH Wang (2012). Clarifying the effect of intellectual capital on performance:
The mediating role of dynamic capability. British Journal of Management, 23,
179-205.

Hurley, RF and GTM Hult (1998). Innovation, market orientation, and organizational
learning: An integration and empirical examination. Journal of Marketing, 62, 42-54.

Hurtado-Palomino, A, B De la Gala-Veldsquez and J Ccorisapra-Quintana (2022). The
interactive effect of innovation capability and potential absorptive capacity on in-
novation performance. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 7(4), 100259.

Ilmudeen, A (2022). Leveraging IT-enabled dynamic capabilities to shape business pro-
cess agility and firm innovative capability: Moderating role of turbulent environment.
Review of Managerial Science, 16(8), 2341-2379.

Innocenti, N and V Zampi (2019). What does a start-up need to grow? An empirical
approach for Italian innovative start-ups. International Journal of Entrepreneurial
Behavior & Research, 25, 376-393.

1qbal, A, F Latif, F Marimon, UF Sahibzada and S Hussain (2018). From knowledge
management to organizational performance: Modelling the mediating role of inno-
vation and intellectual capital in higher education. Journal of Enterprise Information
Management, 32(1), 36-59.

Iranmanesh, M, KM Kumar, B Foroughi, RK Mavi and NH Min (2021). The impacts of
organizational structure on operational performance through innovation capability:
Innovative culture as moderator. Review of Managerial Science, 15(7), 1885-1911.

Jeng, DJF and A Pak (2016). The variable effects of dynamic capability by firm size:
The interaction of innovation and marketing capabilities in competitive industries.
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 12(1), 115-130.

Jiménez-Jiménez, D and R Sanz-Valle (2011). Innovation, organizational learning, and
performance. Journal of Business Research, 64, 408—417.

Jordao and Novas (2017). Knowledge management and intellectual capital in networks
of small-and medium-sized enterprises. Journal of intellectual capital. 18(3),
pp- 667-692.

Joreskog, K and D Sorbom (2003). LISREL 8.54 [Computer software]. Lincolnwood, IL:
Scientific Software International.

Kianto, A, J Sdenz and N Aramburu (2017). Knowledge-based human resource man-
agement practices, intellectual capital and innovation. Journal of Business Research,
81, 11-20.

Konsti-Laakso, S, T Pihkala and S Kraus (2012). Facilitating SME innovation capability
through business networking. Creativity and Innovation Management, 21(1), 93-105.

Lawson, B and D Samson (2001). Developing innovation capability in organisations: A
dynamic capabilities approach. International Journal of Innovation Management, 5,
377-400.

2350039-23



H. Karadag, F. Sahin & R. Matemane

Li, Y, Y Song, J] Wang and C Li (2019). Intellectual capital, knowledge sharing, and
innovation performance: Evidence from the Chinese construction industry. Sustain-
ability, 11(9), 2713.

Lii, P and FI Kuo (2016). Innovation-oriented supply chain integration for combined
competitiveness and firm performance. International Journal of Production Eco-
nomics, 174, 142—-155.

Luk, CL, OH Yau, LY Sin, CB Alan, RP Chow and JS Lee (2008). The effects of social
capital and organizational innovativeness in different institutional contexts. Journal of
International Business Studies, 39, 589-612.

Martin-de Castro, G, M Delgado-Verde, JE Navas-Lopez and J Cruz-Gonzélez (2013). The
moderating role of innovation culture in the relationship between knowledge assets and
product innovation. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 80, 351-363.

Mazzucchelli, A, R Chierici, T Abbate and S Fontana (2019). Exploring the micro-
foundations of innovation capabilities. Evidence from a cross-border R&D partner-
ship. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 146, 242-252.

McKelvie, A and P Davidsson (2009). From resource base to dynamic capabilities: An
investigation of new firms. British Journal of Management, 20, 63-80.

McQuitty, S (2004). Statistical power and structural equation models in business research,
Journal of Business Research, 57(2), pp. 175-183.

Michailova, S and W Zhan (2015). Dynamic capabilities and innovation in MNC
subsidiaries. Journal of World Business, 50(3), 576-583.

Mohedano-Suanes, A, MA Revilla-Camacho and D Garzén (2021). Innovation orientation
and long-term performance: The mediating role of market perception capability.
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 17(2), 741-757.

Najo-Valencia, JC, D Jiménez-Jiménez and R Sanz-Valle (2011). Innovation or imitation?
The role of organizational culture. Management Decision, 49(1), 55-72.

Narver, JC, SF Slater and DL MacLachlan (2004). Responsive and proactive market
orientation and new-product success. Journal of Product Innovation Management,
21, 334-347.

Nelson, R and S Winter (1982). An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Ngo, LV and A O’Cass (2012). In search of innovation and customer-related performance
superiority: The role of market orientation, marketing capability, and innovation
capability interactions. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 29, 861-877.

Nguyen, HT, HST Pham and S Freeman (2023). Dynamic capabilities in tourism businesses:
Antecedents and outcomes. Review of Managerial Science, 17(5), 1645-1680.

Nonaka, I and H Takeuchi (1995). The Knowledge-Creating Company: How Japanese
Companies Create the Dynamics of Innovation. Oxford University Press.

O’Connor, GC (2008). Major innovation as a dynamic capability: A system approach.
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 25, 313-330.

Oliveira, M, C Curado, AR Balle and A Kianto (2020). Knowledge sharing, intellectual
capital and organizational results in SMES: Are they related? Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 21(6), 893-911.

2350039-24



Disentangling the 10, IC, and Dynamic Innovation Capability Relationships

Paradkar, A, J Knight and P Hansen (2015). Innovation in start-ups: Ideas filling the void
or ideas devoid of resources and capabilities? Technovation, 41, 1-10.

Pérez-Luio, A, CC Medina, AC Lavado and GC Rodriguez (2011). How social capital
and knowledge affect innovation. Journal of Business Research, 64, 1369-1376.

Pierre, A and AS Fernandez (2018). Going deeper into SMEs’ innovation capacity: An
empirical exploration of innovation capacity factors. Journal of Innovation Eco-
nomics Management, 25, 139—181.

Porter, M (1980). Competitive Strategy. New York.

Rajapathirana, RJ and Y Hui (2018). Relationship between innovation capability, inno-
vation type, and firm performance. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 3(1), 44-55.

Rashidirad, M and H Salimian (2020). SMEs’ dynamic capabilities and value creation:
The mediating role of competitive strategy. European Business Review, 32(4), 591-
613.

Rhee, MUNSUNG and AR Stephens (2020). Innovation-orientated technology assimilation
strategy and Korean SMES’enhancing innovation capability, competitive advantage and
firm performance. International Journal of Innovation Management, 24(6), 2050081.

Rosenbusch, N, J Brinckmann and A Bausch (2011). Is innovation always beneficial? A
meta-analysis of the relationship between innovation and performance in SMEs.
Journal of Business Venturing, 26(4), 441-457.

Saunila, M (2020). Innovation capability in SMEs: A systematic review of the literature.
Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 5(4), 260-265.

Saunila, M and J Ukko (2012). A conceptual framework for the measurement of inno-
vation capability and its effects. Baltic Journal of Management, 7, 355-375.

Serrano-Bedia, AM, MC Lopez-Fernandez and G Garcia-Piqueres (2018). Complemen-
tarity between innovation knowledge sources: Does the innovation performance
measure matter? BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 21(1), 53-67.

Siguaw, JA, PM Simpson and CA Enz (2006). Conceptualizing innovation orientation: A
framework for study and integration of innovation research. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, 23, 556-557.

Singh, B and MK Rao (2016). Effect of intellectual capital on dynamic capabilities.
Journal of Organizational Change Management, 29, 129-149.

Spender, JC, V Corvello and P Rippa (2017). Startups and open innovation: A review of
the literature. European Journal of Innovation Management, 20, 4-30.

Startup Watch (2020). https://startups.watch/.

Stewart, TA (1994). Your company most valuable asset-intellectual capital. Fortune,
130(7), 68-74.

Stock, RM and NA Zacharias (2011). Patterns and performance outcomes of innovation
orientation. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39, 870-888.

Subramaniam, M and MA Youndt (2005). The influence of intellectual capital on the types
of innovative capabilities. Academy of Management Journal, 48, 450-463.

Talke, K, S Salomo and A Kock (2011). Top management team diversity and strategic
innovation orientation: The relationship and consequences for innovativeness and
performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 28, 819-832.

2350039-25



H. Karadag, F. Sahin & R. Matemane

Teece, DJ (2016). Dynamic capabilities and entrepreneurial management in large orga-
nizations: Toward a theory of the (entrepreneurial) firm. European Economic Review,
86, 202-216.

Teece, D and G Pisano (1994). The dynamic capabilities of firms: An introduction (1994).
Industrial and Corporate Change, 3, 537-556.

The State of Turkish Start-up Eco-system (2020). https://www.invest.gov.tr/en/library/
publications/lists/investpublications/the-state-of-turkish-startup-ecosystem.pdf
(accessed on 23 June 2023).

Tidd, J and J Bessant (2018). Innovation management challenges: From fads to funda-
mentals. International Journal of Innovation Management, 22(5), 1840007.

Toffler, A (1990). Powershift: Knowledge, Wealth, and Violence at the Edge of the 21st
Century. Alvin, NY: Bantam Books.

Ul Zia, N, L Burita and Y Yang (2022). Inter-organizational social capital of firms in
developing economies and industry 4.0 readiness: The role of innovative capability
and absorptive capacity. Review of Managerial Science, 17, 661-682.

Weber, B and S Heidenreich (2018). When and with whom to cooperate? Investigating
effects of cooperation stage and type on innovation capabilities and success. Long
Range Planning, 51(2), 334-350.

Winland, J and D Shepherd (2003). Knowledge-based resources, entrepreneurial orien-
tation, and the performance of small and medium-sized business. Strategic Man-
agement Journal, 24, 1307-1314.

Wu, WY, ML Chang and CW Chen (2008). Promoting innovation through the accumu-
lation of intellectual capital, social capital, and entrepreneurial orientation. R&D
Management, 38, 265277.

Xu, J, Y Shang, W Yu and F Liu (2019). Intellectual capital, technological innovation and firm
performance: Evidence from China’s manufacturing sector. Sustainability, 11(19), 5328.

Yesil, S, A Koska and T Biiyiikbese (2013). Knowledge sharing process, innovation
capability and innovation performance: An empirical study. Procedia-Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 75, 217-225.

Zahra, SA, HJ Sapienza and P Davissson (2006). Entrepreneurship and dynamic capabilities:
A review, model and research agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 43, 917-955.

Zhou, KZ, GY Gao, Z Yang and N Zhou (2005). Developing strategic orientation in
China: Antecedents an consequences of market and innovation orientations. Journal
of Business Research, 58, 1049-1058.

Zhou, J, R Qin, X Wang and S Wang (2023). Does directors’ innovation experience
promote firm innovation? Evidence from China. Knowledge Management Research &
Practice, 21(3), 537-550.

Zieba, M, E Bolisani, M Paiola and E Scarso (2017). Searching for innovation knowledge:
Insight into KIBS companies. Knowledge Management Research & Practice, 15(2),
282-293.

2350039-26



	DISENTANGLING THE INNOVATION ORIENTATION, INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL, AND DYNAMIC INNOVATION CAPABILITY RELATIONSHIPS IN EMERGING ECONOMY START-UPS
	Introduction
	Theory and Hypotheses
	IC, IO, and dynamic innovation capabilities
	Dynamic innovation capability and IO
	Dynamic innovation capability and innovation performance

	Methodology
	Sample and survey
	Measures

	Results
	Construct validity
	Evaluation of structural model

	Discussion
	Implications for Theory
	Practical and Policy Implications
	Limitations and Implications for Future Research
	Acknowledgment
	ORCID
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 900
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 900
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


