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Abstract 

 

While information and technological developments have changed business, many new 

standards have emerged in products and production processes under the influence of 

globalization. In this vein, it is possible to said that the small national markets are 

expanding and changing towards global markets and it is not as easy as operating 

business proceses in these markets. In particular, the role of innovation activities is 

indisputable in the process. In this context, in this study is to determine the effects of 

innovation strategies and innovation performance on firm performance. The survey of 

this study is conducted on 120 firms operating of small and medium enterprise (SMEs)  in 

the footwear industry in Konya, Turkey. The data utilized in the study was obtained via 

questionnaire method. The obtained data from the questionnaires are analyzed through 

the SPSS statistical package program. Analysis results revealed that, there is a 

statistically significant and positive relationship between innovation strategies, 

innovative performance and firm performance.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

As a result of globalization, businesses that can not compete with a new product or a 

novelty that emerges elsewhere in the world may face the danger of extinction. At the same time, 

an organization that has never been recognized can also become an industry giant. In this vein, it 

can be said that an enterprise that can not reach the success of the competition will be able to lose 

whatever it may have in its product creativity (Güzelcik, 1999: 43). Generally, businesses provide 

income to the consumer by providing the goods or service. In order for this field to remain 

competitive under competitive conditions and increasing competitiveness, the resources of the 

operators' hands must be provided with the highest efficiency, highest quality and lowest cost. 

Many businesses are looking for ways to organize and manage their functions in new ways to 

survive in such a competitive and innovative environment (Bolat and Sağlam, 2004: 503). Many 

businesses are looking for ways to organize and manage their functions in new ways in order to 

survive in such a competitive and innovative environment. Innovation activities play an important 

role for this aim. In this context, the main purpose of this study is to determine the impact of 

innovation strategies and innovation performance on business performance. 
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2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1. Innovation and Innovation Strategies  

Innovation is studied in many disciplines and has been defined from different perspectives. 

Whilst there is some overlap between the various definitions of innovation, overall the number 

and diversity of definitions leads to a situation in which there is no clear definition of innovation. 

As general, innovation can be defined the generation, acceptance and implementation of new 

ideas, processes products or services (Baregheh et.al., 2009: 1324). Innovation is a strong 

competition tool in organizations‟ having competition superiority, increasing of profits and cash 

flow and being one step forward from others in the sector. Innovation can be described as a 

newly accepted idea, application or object by an individual or another apply unit (Tekin et al., 

2003: 139). Innovation is defined as the “implementation of a new or significantly improved 

product (goods or service), process, a new marketing technique or a new organizational method 

in business practices, workplace organization or external relations” (OECD & Eurostat, 2005). 

According to Myers and Marguis (1969), innovation is a complex activity that produces social or 

economic value, involving the orientation of a new idea, a solution to a conceptual step-by-step 

problem. According to Kanter (1984: 20) innovation is the process of bringing any new problem 

solving ideas into use. According to Drucker (1998: 30-31), innovation is a special tool of 

entrepreneurship, and it is an action that provides a new capacity to build prosperity. Schumpeter 

(1934) requires the concept of innovation to establish a new production function. This definition 

requires five distinct situations leading to a new production function. These are (İraz, 2005: 78-

79): 

• Creation of new products or qualitative improvements in existing products, 

• Use of a new industrial process, 

• New market openings, 

• Development of new raw-material sources or other new inputs 

• To introduce new forms of industrial organizations. 

The most important features of the dynamism of the competitive period are that the 

enterprises have an innovative identity (Altundağ, 2007: 23; Göbenez et al., 2008: 293). 

Innovation is often referred as the specific set of activities that offer competitive advantages to a 

company. As such, an increased interested has been placed on understanding which practices 

affect more substantially the innovation capability of the company (Adler et al., 1992). Moreover, 

the ability to innovate has been widely considered one key success factor of business survival and 

performance. Firms gain competitive advantage through innovational actions. Firms approach 

broadly to innovations in terms of both technologies and new business methods (Porter, 1990). 

Innovation involves all the activities ranging from scientific research to invention, improvement 

and commercialisation for creating a new product or production process (Kamien and Schwartz, 

1982). Innovation strategies consist of financial aims related to a new product or service and 

growth fields. They are also strategic roles that describe the strategic missions of new products or 

services and complement of criteria that provide series of filters from which ideas of new 

products and services should pass (Satı and Işık, 2011: 546). In the literature, innovation 

strategies are generally dealt with under three dimensions as aggressive, defensive, imitative and 

dependent strategy.  
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2.1.1. Aggressive Strategy 

The aggressive strategy means to capture technology leadership and market leadership by 

overcoming competitors in the process of uncovering new products (Freeman and Soete, 2003: 

308). This strategy that aims to benefit from the advantages of moving first in the market thanks 

to the first development of product and process innovations (Güleş and Bülbül, 2004: 176). 

It is the strategy that aims to develop product and process innovations and as a result of 

this experiencing the benefits of being the first in an existing market (Aygen, 2007: 45). 

Aggressive innovation strategy is designed in order to take technical and market leadership by 

developing new products and being one step forward from the competitors. An entrepreneur who 

uses aggressive strategy wants to be the first that takes the benefit of innovation and get an 

important competition advantage (Durna, 2002: 129-130). The aggressive innovation strategy 

should not be thought to be unique to large businesses, which are only in the market and technical 

frontiers. Small businesses have also been observed and successful in aggressive innovation 

strategy that will provide technical and market superiority in some industries. The most important 

advantages of such enterprises are informal and flexible management style, innovative 

organizational environment, short internal communication channels and effective cooperation 

(Barutçugil, 1981: 36). 

2.1.2. Defensive Strategy  

It is the strategy that generally avoids taking the risk which is a result of being the first in 

the market and consists of works relying on taking the benefits of opportunities created by 

organizations that are first in the market (Aygen, 2007: 47). Innovators with defensive strategies 

do not want to be the first in the world, but they do not want to fall behind in the technical 

changes either. They do not intend to face the high risk of being first and they hope to benefit 

from first entrepreneurs’ mistakes and the market opened by them (Durna, 2002: 134). Such 

organizations with aggressive strategies, such organizations also have Research & Development 

(R&D) activities. However, these activities follow the leader and aim to solve problems and they 

are related to applications. These R&D activities that intend to examine the products of first 

organizations in the market and make up their deficiencies or differentiate them have less cost 

and risks (Aygen, 2007: 47). 

2.1.3. Imitative and Dependent Strategy  

Organizations with this strategy are not in the first position in the market; they avoid 

taking risks and have low costs, materials and labor force. Such organizations, different from 

organizations with other two strategies, do not allocate resources to R&D. The thing important 

for them is to apply scientific and technical information of the organizations they imitate and 

choose the organization that is prior in the current market (Aygen, 2007: 48). Imitative 

organizations follow innovative ones; they prefer to work with low labor force, materials, and 

energy and investment costs; not much source is assigned to R&D in such organizations. It is a 

strategy that relies on benefiting from leader organization’s products via license etc. instead of 

investing to innovation activities. So, organizations with this strategy do not generally have the 

triumph technology in the market. It is a strategy that accepts to depend on powerful 

organizations in terms of innovations. The organizations that follow this strategy do not attempt 

to make a change or imitate the products they produce. They make technical changes in their 

products due to demands by customers or dependent organizations (Güleş and Bülbül, 2004: 

177). 
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2.2. Innovative Performance and Firm Performance 

Firm performance has been considered as a significant factor in today’s world to maintain 

the continuity of campanies against the increasing competition. In this respect companies 

operates by giving attention to innovative practices and the positive effects of these practices 

(Küçük and Kocaman, 2014). Innovative performance defines as the achievements of companies 

in terms of ideas, models of new devices, products, processes and systems (Ernst, 2001: 149). 

Innovative performance is the combination of overall organizational achievements as a result of 

renewal and improvement efforts done considering various aspects of firm innovativeness, for 

instance, processes, products, marketing, organizational structure (Hagedoorn and Cloodt, 2003). 

Therefore, innovative performance is a composite construct, based on various performance 

indicators pertaining, such as, to the new patents, new product announcements, new projects, new 

processes, and new organizational arrangement. The innovative performance of firms depends on 

the economic, social and policy context in which these companies operate. The innovative 

performance of the key organizations mirrors the preconditions for innovative output provided by 

the institutional and socio-economic structures (Lundvall, 2009). Innovation enhances firm 

performance because the product of innovation increases firm competitiveness and the process of 

innovation transforms a firm’s internal capabilities making it more adaptive to change (Laursen 

and Salter, 2006: 131). 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

In forming the dataset of this study, survey method is conducted on small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) in Konya/Turkey. The data of the study was collected via face–to-face 

interviews with the respondents by means of a standard questionnaire, prepared considering 

Likert scale. The item in the scales were scored as 1=“I definitely disagree with” and 5 = “I 

definitely agree with”. In the study, in the determination of firms who will be included in the 

convenience sampling method, used in the similar studies (Cui et al., 2003; Zhou, 2004) was 

preferred. Since convenience sampling enable to quickly access to large amount of data, it is a 

favorable method. In the study, in order to identify the level of innovative performance of the 

small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in footwear industry developed by Calantone et al. (2002) 

and applied by Avcı (2009) was used in the questionairre and in order to identify the level of 

innovation strategies of the organizations of footwear industry “Scale of Innovative Strategy”, 

used by Örücü et al. (2011). The performance criteria used in the scale were developed by taking 

into account the criteria used by different authors in previous field surveys (Bülbül, 2003, 

Ömürbek, 2003, Çağlıyan, 2009, Türkmen, 2010). Before determinig the total score for the items 

in the scale, the cronbach alpha values of the scale were examined and the values obtained show 

that the total score can be used by adding the items. 

In calculation of sample size, the method of Yazıcıoğlu and Erdoğan (2004: 50) was 

utilized. The authors calculated the number of survey that is necessary to be done as 217 for 

confidence value of α = 0.05 and sample error of 0.05, in case that the rate of observing and non- 

observing is accepted as equal and there is a sample size of 500 people. In this context, the rate of 

questionnaire that is necessary to be returned is about 44%. In the study is carried out, 150 small 

and medium enterprises and as a result of application that is made, 120 questionnaires that are 

suitable for assessment were obtained. In this context, the return rate obtained is about 80% and it 

can be said that it has the power to represent the main mass. The hypotheses developed in the 

scope of study is put in order as follows. Data obtained from questionnaires was analyzed 

through the SPSS statistical packet software (v.20). The items reliabilities were tested through 
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Cronbach’s Alpha analysis and proposed relations and hypotheses were tested through correlation 

and regression analyses. By this aim, developed hypothesis is as follows: 

H1: There is a positive and significant relationship between innovative performance and 

firm performance. 

H2: There is a positive and significant relationship between innovation strategies and firm 

performance. 

When the number of employees is examined, it is seen that 12.5% of the companies 

participating in the research have 1-50 workers; 55.9 % have 51-500 workers and 31,6% have 

more than 500 workers. Most of these companies (72.8%) have been operating for 6 to 10 years. 

To measure the internal consistency of the scale used in this study, internal consistency and 

descriptive statistics of both scales have been calculated and shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Analysis Results of Scales 

Scale Cronbach’s α Mean  Std. Dev. 

Innovation Strategies  0.932 3.16 0.71 

Firm Performance 0.886 3.41 0.74 

Innovative Performance 0.866 2.52 0.64 

 

Cronbach's alpha is a common measure of internal consistency (reliability) of a test or 

scale. Reliability of the scales related to innovation strategies, innovative performance and firm 

performance are tested before data analysis is measured by Cronbach’s Alpha. Alpha values of 

scales for innovation strategies is α= 0.932, and firm performance is α= 0.886, innovative 

performance is α= 0.866. Alpha values range from 0 to 1 and an acceptable value should be at 

least 0.70 (Altunışık et al., 2010). When reliability coefficient is examined, it is observed that the 

reliability of the scales belong to communication are over 0.70. Thus, it is concluded that scales 

were highly (α>0.70) reliable. When table 1 is examined, the highest values in the table (3.41) is 

firm performance. In addition to these values it can also be seen that innovation strategies is high 

(3.16). Examining the table 1, we can state that companies generally have a above-average 

innovative performance. Moreover descriptive statistics of three dimensions of innovation 

strategies including aggressive strategy, defensive strategy, imitative and dependent strategy are 

examined. It is concluded that aggressive strategy is above-average level (2.97), defensive 

strategy is high level (3.42) and imitative and dependent strategy above-average level (2.93).  

Table 2. Correlation Analysis 

 (IS) (FP) (IP) 

Innovation Strategies (IS) 1   

Firm Performance (FP) 0.659** 1  

Innovative Performance (IP)           0.242* 0.481** 1 

Note: **p<.001, *p<.05. 

According to the results of the correlation analysis, a positive and significant relationship 

has been determined between innovative strategies and firm performance (r = 0.659, p<0.01). 

Furthermore there is a positive and significant relationship between innovative strategies and 

innovative performance (r = 0.242, p<0.01). Also there is a positive and significant relationship 

between firm performance and innovative performance (r = 0.481, p<0.01). 
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Table 3. Regression Analysis Results of Innovation Strategies, Innovative Performance and 

Firm Performance 

Dependent  

Variable 

Independent 

Variable 
B 

Std. 

Error 
Beta t p F p 

Firm 

Performance 

(Constant) 4.809 0.381 - 12.637 .000 

14.453 <0.001 Innovative 

Performance 
0.556 0.146 0.481 3.802 .000 

         

Firm 

Performance 

(Constant) 1.232 0.37  3.332 .000 

12.326 <0.001 

Aggressive 

Strategy 
0.422 0.132 0.479 3.203 .000 

Defensive 

Strategy 
0.151 0.148 0.16 1.019 .000 

Imitative and 

Dependent 

Strategy 

0.096 0.146 0.106 0.66 .000 

When the results of regression analysis were examine that innovative performance has an 

effect on firm performance and the levels of innovative performance accounted for the variance 

on firm performance in the rate of 23.1%. In addition it was concluded that the model put forward 

was statistically significant (p<0.05) and that innovative performance positively affected the firm 

performance (R
2
=0.231). So H1 is supported. Furthermore, from Table 3, it can be seen that there 

is positive and statistically significant relationship between sub-dimensions of innovation 

strategies and firm performance (R
2
=0.446). In addition, it was concluded that the model put 

forward was statistically significant (p<0.05). In this case it is observed that H2 is provided. In 

this case it is observed that all hypotheses is provided.  

4. CONCLUSION  

In this study, survey method is used and the research conducted on the small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) in the footwear industry in Konya/Turkey. Main aim of the study is 

examining the relationship between innovation strategies, innovative performance and firm 

performance. In accordance with this main aim, the accuracy of hypotheses are tested. As a 

consequence of the analysis, a positive relationship between innovative performance and firm 

performance is detected. The findings also showed that sub-dimensions of innovation strategies 

were positively associated with firm performance. To broaden the topic, other researches should 

be encouraged to develop some topics about the external and internal factors of organization 

impacting on innovation strategies or the effect of innovative performance on firm performances. 

The study has several limitations that should be underlined. First of all, this study does not taken 

into consideration the sub-dimension of firm performance. Second limitation of this study is that 

it is conducted in a specific sector and the study used survey data at one given time point. 

Therefore, generalisability of the findings should be done with caution due to the fact that future 

research should investigate the issue in other countries, contexts or different behavior settings. 

And also this study was carried out only in the province Konya, when the questions, whose 

answers are searched for and the hypotheses are taken into consideration, it can be said that 

realizing a longitudinal study as method of data collecting is a more appropriate approach. 
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