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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study is to further understanding role of building strategic leadership, technology and
market-based radical innovations capability on performance of motor vehicles and parts business in Thailand. According
to the existing literature, strategic leadership and leadership and organizational learning culture are an important
strategy that will help firms achieve greatly technology and market-based radical innovations capability and gain
outstanding performance. The data is collected from 129 firms of business motor vehicles and parts in Thailand. The
results indicate that: 1) strategic leadership and organizational learning culture have a significant positive impact and
influence on technology and market-based radical innovations capability and performance, 2) strategic leadership and
organizational learning culture have positive influence on technology and market-based radical innovations capability,
and 3) environmental dynamism as a moderator between technology and market-based radical innovations capability

and performance have positive influence on performance.

Keywords: Strategic Leadership, Organizational Learning Culture, Technology- and Market-Based Radical Innovations

Capability and Environmental Dynamism

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, most of the organizations’ management mainly considered their policies and gave their
attention to strategic leadership, and applied organizational culture and technology-based and market-based radical
innovations capabilities, as these variables were considered to play an important role in competition within the industry.
Gavetti and Rivkin (2007) argue that this is a superior management of select cognitive processes side of strategy, that
is, on the study of how managers understand the internal and external organizational environments and search
rationally for an effective strategy to understand the importance of exploit market opportunities (Kabanoff and Brown,
2008). Furthermore, Papadakis et al., (1998) emphasized that strategic leadership and radical innovation capabilities

are substantially influenced by top managers in the environmental dynamism context.
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The purpose of this research is to examine the relationships between strategic leadership and organizational
learning culture on performance by using environmental dynamism as a moderator, and radical innovation capability,
consisting of technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based radical innovation capability, as a
mediator. In this study, the key research questions for the paper are as follows: Firstly, how does strategic leadership
affect radical innovation capability (consisting of technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based
radical innovation capability) and influences the performance? Secondly, how does organizational learning culture aoffect
radical innovation capability (consisting of technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based radical
innovation capability) and influences the performance? Thirdly, how does radical innovation capability (consisting of
technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based radical innovation capability) affect performance?
Fourthly, how does environmental dynamism moderate the effect of radical innovation capability, consisting of
technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based radical innovation capability, on performance?

This article is organized as follows. In the next section, we review the relevant literature and develop the
research statement. Then, we detail the methodology used to design the empirical study. Finally, the contributions are
presented to strategic leadership, organizational learning culture and radical innovation capability literature and practice

and suggesting future research opportunities.

COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

Clearly, some of the major factors that influence a company’s decision to adopt strategic leadership and
organizational learning culture as a source of competitive advantage can help to explain the growth and sustainability of
the firm (Mayson and Barret, 2006). In particular, each of the factors explored is subject to managerial influence and is
an essential element of strategic business plans in our interdisciplinary conceptual framework. The conceptual and

theoretical structure is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Conceptual Model of the Relationship between Building strategic leadership, technology-based and market-

based radical innovations capabilities, and the performance of the motor vehicles and parts business in Thailand
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1. Technology-Based Radical Innovation Capability

Technology-based radical innovation capability refers to the adoption new and advanced technologies and
improves customer benefits relative to existing products for customers in existing markets (Benner and Tushman 2003).
Many studies have indicated that technology-based radical innovation capability plays a critical role in facilitating
performance (Zhou et al., 2005; Benner and Tushman, 2003; Sorescu et al., 2003). Therefore, we posit the hypothesis
as below: Hypothesis 1a: The greater the technology-based radical innovation capability is, the more likely that firms
will achieve higher Performance.

2. Market-Based Radical Innovation Capability

Market-based radical innovation capabilities refer to new and different technologies and create a set of fringe,
and usually new, customer values for emerging markets (Benner and Tushman 2003; Christensen and Bower 1996).
Hamel and Prahalad (1994) also argue that the introduction of breakthrough innovations is the key to survival in
turbulent environments. In particular, because market-based radical innovation capability provides greater benefits to a
firm’s mainstream customers and market-based innovations are embraced by new or emerging markets (Zhou et al.,
2005). Therefore, we posit the hypothesis as below: Hypothesis 1b: The greater the market-based radical innovation

capability is, the more likely that firms will achieve higher Performance.

3. Moderating Effect of Environmental Dynamism
Environmental dynamism refers to the rate of change and the unpredictability of change in a firm's external
environment (Dess and Beard, 1984). The role of the external environment technology-based and market-based radical
innovations capability and performance has been widely studied and acknowledged (e.g., Wind and Mahajan 1997;
Garg et al., 2003; Zhou et al., 2005). Therefore, we posit the hypothesis as below:
Hypothesis 2a: Environmental dynamism will positively moderate the technology-based radical innovation
capability—performance relationships.
Hypothesis 2b: Environmental dynamism will positively moderate the market-based radical innovation

capability—performance relationships.

4. Strategic Leadership
Strategic leadership refers to an ability of firms to anticipate, envision and maintain flexibility, and empower
others to create a strategic chance and a viable future of the organization (Kjelin, 2009). The positive relationship
between strategic orientations and firm performance is generally supported in previous studies (e.g., Morgan and
Strong, 2003; Waldman et al., 2001). Thus, strategic leadership is more than being customer led, and it can lead to
technology-based radical innovation capability. Therefore, we posit the hypothesis as below:
Hypothesis 3a: The greater the strategic leadership is, the more likely that firms will achieve higher
technology-based radical innovation capability.
Hypothesis 3b: The greater the strategic leadership is, the more likely that firms will achieve higher the

market-based radical innovation capability.
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Hypothesis 5: The greater the strategic leadership is, the more likely that firms will achieve higher the

performance.

5. Organizational Learning Culture
Organizational learning culture refers to an organization which has the skill to produce, achieve and then
spread knowledge and which can changing its attitude to display modern knowledge and insights (Garvin 1993). Many
studies have indicated that a strong organizational learning culture should mean that an organization learns and acts
faster and is therefore better in dealing with its technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based
radical innovation capability (e.g., Deshpande and Farley, 2004; Khazanchi et al., 2007; Lau and Ngo, 2004; Lemon
and Sahota, 2004) and enhance its performance (e.qg., Shahzad et al., 2012; Bai and Fallah, 2012; Kotter and Heskett,
1992). Therefore, we posit the hypothesis as below:
Hypothesis 3a: The greater the organizational learning culture is, the more likely that firms will achieve
higher technology-based radical innovation capability.
Hypothesis 3b: The greater the organizational learning culture is, the more likely that firms will achieve
higher the market-based radical innovation capability.
Hypothesis 6: The greater the organizational learning culture is, the more likely that firms will achieve

higher the performance.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

1. Sample and Data Collection Procedure

The sample frame for this research is motor vehicles and parts businesses in Thailand that have recently
participated in strategic leadership and organizational learning culture. As a sampling base, all firms that had been
involved in any form of strategic leadership and organizational learning culture publicized in 2015 were included. The
population of the study is 644 firms. The questionnaire is filled out by chief executive officers (CEOs) who representing
as our key informants since they receive information from a wide range of departments and, therefore, are a very
valuable source for evaluating aspects of organizations. With regard to the questionnaire mailing, 30 surveys were
undeliverable because some firms were no longer in business or had moved to unknown locations. Deducting the
undeliverable from the original 644 mailed, the valid mailing was 614 surveys, from which 129 responses were
received of the surveys completed and returned, only 102 were usable. The effective response rate was approximately
21%. According to Aaker et al., (2001), the response rate for a mail survey, without an appropriate follow-up
procedure, is less than 20%. Thus, the response rate of this study is considered accepTable: . Following Armstrong and
Overton (1977), we tested for differences between early and late respondents. We found no significant differences,

indicating that non response bias was not a major problem in our data.
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2. Questionnaire Development and Variable Measurement

Overall, all constructs in the model were measured with multiple-item scales. Each of these variables was
measured by a five-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Most items were
derived from the literature. This article is radical innovation capability as follows: technology-based radical innovation
capability was measured using four items adapted from Gatignon and Xuereb’s (1997). Market-based radical innovation
capability was measured by a four item scale adapted from Eliashberg and Robertson’s (1988). Strategic leadership
was measured by a three-item scale is implemented to evaluate the degree to which firms develop, use and exploit
their dbsorptive capacity, adaptive capacity and managerial wisdom adapted from Kjelin (2009). Organizational learning
culture was measured using nine items adapted from Skerlavaj et al. (2007). Environmental dynamism was measured
using five items adapted from Jansen (2009). Performance measures were chosen based on the work of several
authors through respondents’ subjective assessments of their customers’ satisfaction, using a synthesis of previous
measures (e.g., Fornell et al., 1996); profitability, using perceptual scales related to performance over the past 12
months and expectations for the following year (e.g., Morgan et al., 2002); and market effectiveness, using a scale that
tapped the degree to which the firms’ market-based goals had been achieved (e.g., Vorhies and Morgan 2003).

With the need to investigate the hypothesized relationships, firm age and firm capital are control variables.
Firm age was measured by the number of years that a firm has been in operation. Firm capital was measured by the

amount of money a firm has invested in doing business (Ussahawanitchakit, 2005).

3. Method

Factor analysis was firstly utilized to investigate the underlying relationships of a large number of items and to
determine whether they can be reduced to a smaller set of factors. The factor analyses conducted were done
separately on each set of the items representing a particular scale due to limited observations. With respect to the
confirmatory factor analysis, this analysis has a high potential to inflate the component loadings. Thus, a higher rule-of-
thumb, a cut-off value of 0.40, was adopted (Nunnally and Berstein, 1994). All factor loadings are greater than the
0.40 cut-off and are statistically significant. The reliability of the measurements was evaluated by Cronbach alpha
coefficients. In the scale reliability, Cronbach alpha coefficients are greater than 0.70 (Nunnally and Berstein, 1994). The
scales of all measures appear to produce internally consistent results; thus, these measures are deemed appropriate for
further analysis because they express an accepted validity and reliability in this study. Table: 1 shows the results for

both factor loadings and Cronbach alpha for multiple-item scales used in this study.
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Table 1: Results of measure validation

Items

Factor Loadings

Cronbach Alpha

Strategic leadership

Organizational learning culture
Technology-based radical innovation capability
Market-based radical innovation capability
Environmental dynamism

Performance

0.42-0.85
0.61-0.83
0.57-0.93
0.44-0.92
0.64-0.95
0.71-0.96

0.77
0.81
0.83
0.72
0.85
0.94

The Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analysis is used to test the hypothesized relationships and

estimate factors affecting a firm’s motor vehicles and parts business performance.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The descriptive statistics and correlation matrix for all variables are shown in Table:

2. The results of OLS

regression according to four hypotheses are estimated as shown in Table: s 3 to 7. Interaction terms induced by

environmental dynamism along with the main effects are included in the models 4 to 6.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix

Variables SL oC TC MC ED PF FA FC
Mean 4.23 4.19 4.21 4.23 4.14 4.19 18 116
Standard Deviation (Std) 0.40 0.37 0.42 0.39 0.38 0.37 4 27
Strategic Leadership (SL) 1.00
Organizational learning culture (OC) 0.897 1.00
Technology-basedradical innovation capability (TC)  0.77°°  0.84"  1.00
Market-based radical innovation capability (MC) ~ 0.717  0.83" 0.78"  1.00
Environmental dynamism (ED) 0.79" 0.90" 0.72" 0.83" 1.00
Performance (PF) 0.817 0917 0847 0.95° 0.95° 100
Firm age (FA) -0.01  0.00 0.03 -0.02 000 -0.01 1.00
Firm capital (FC) 0.1 0.14 206" 0.04 0.12 0.11 0.00 1.00

**p < .05

9Beta coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics and correlation matrix for all variables. With respect to potential

problems relating to multi-collinearity, variance inflation factors (VIF) were used to provide information on the extent to

which non-orthogonality among independent variables inflates standard errors. The VIFs range from 1.01 to 7.05, well
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below the cut-off value of 10 recommended by Neter et al., (1985), meaning that the independent variables are not

correlated with each other. Therefore, there are no substantial multi-collinearity problems encountered in this study.

Table 3: OLS regression results of radical innovation capability and performance

Independent variables

Dependent variables

Performance(PF)
Technology-based 0.23*** 0.75%**
radical innovation capability(TC) (0.03) (0.04)
O.71%** 0.90***
Market-based radical innovation capability(MC)
(0.04) (0.03)
0.00 -0.01 0.01
Firm age(FA)
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
0.02 0.04 0.01
Firm capital(FC)
(0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Adjusted R? 0.92 0.70 0.90
***p < .01 “Beta coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.
Table 4: OLS regression results of environmental dynamism as a moderating effect of relationship
Dependent variables
Independent variables
Performance(PF)
Technology-based radical 0.28*** 0.51%***
innovation capability(TC) (0.03) (0.04)
Market-based radical 0.60%*** 0.78%**
innovation capability(MC) (0.04) (0.04)
O.17*** 0.51%** 0.23***
Environmental dynamism(ED)
(0.03) (0.05) (0.04)
Technology-based radical innovation capability(TC)* 0.02 -0.05*%
Environmental dynamism(ED) (TC*ED) (0.03) (0.03)
Market-based radical innovation capability(MC) * -0.06* -0.04*
Environmental dynamism(ED) (MC*ED) (0.03) (0.02)
-0.03 -0.06 -0.01
Firm age(FA)
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03)
-0.03 -0.04 -0.04
Firm capital(FC)
(0.04) (0.07) (0.05)
Adjusted R? 0.97 0.89 0.94

**¥*p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1

“Beta coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.
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Table 5: OLS regression results of strategic leadership, organizational learning culture and performance, and

technology-based radical innovation capability

Dependent variables
Independent variables
Technology-based radical innovation capability(TC)

0.14 0.81%**
Strategic leadership(SL)

(0.11) (0.06)
Organizational learning 0.82%** 0.96%***
culture(OC) (0.12) (0.06)

0.01 0.02 0.01
Firm age(FA)

(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

-0.02 0.00 -0.02
Firm capital(FC)

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Adjusted R? 0.70 0.59 0.70

*54p < .01

“Beta coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.

Table 6: OLS regression results of strategic leadership, organizational learning culture and performance, and market-

based radical innovation capability

Dependent variables
Independent variables
Market-based radical innovation capability(MC)

-0.13 0.69***
Strategic leadership(SL)

(0.11) (0.06)
Organizational learning 1.00%** 0.88%***
culture(0C) (0.12) (0.05)

-0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Firm age(FA)

(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

0.00 0.03 0.01
Firm capital(FC)

(0.04) (0.08) (0.04)
Adjusted R? 0.68 0.49 0.68

*x¥p < 01

“Beta coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.
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Table 7: OLS regression results of strategic leadership, organizational learning culture and performance, and

performance

Dependent variables
Independent variables

Performance(PF)

0.00 0.75%**
Strategic leadership(SL)

(0.07) (0.05)
Organizational learning 0.92%** 0.92%**
culture(0C) (0.08) (0.04)

-0.01 0.00 -0.01
Firm age(FA)

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

0.01 0.04 0.01
Firm capital(FC)

(0.03) (0.04) (0.03)
Adjusted R? 0.83 0.65 0.83

**4p < 01

“Beta coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.

Table 3 to 7 presents the results of OLS regression of the relationships between strategic leadership
organizational learning culture, and performance via radical innovation capability as a mediator and environmental
dynamism as a moderator. The first set of research hypotheses focused on the relationships between radical Innovation
capability variables (Technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based radical innovation capability) and
performance (Hypothesis 1a-1b) are showed in Table: 3. The findings indicate that technology-based radical innovation
capability (H1a: b= 0.23, p < 0.00; b= 0.75, p < 0.00) and market-based radical innovation capability (H1b: b=0.71, p
< 0.00; b= 0.90, p < 0.00) have a positive and significant effect on performance. Thus, Hypothesis 1a-1b are
supported. Therefore, radical Innovation capability variables consist of Technology-based radical innovation capability
and market-based radical innovation capability is necessary superior performance.

The second set of the hypothesized moderating effects of environmental dynamism, on the linkage between
radical Innovation capability variables consist of technology-based radical innovation capability and market-based
radical innovation capability and performance are examined (Hypothesis 2a-2b) in Table: 4. For the moderating effects,
environmental dynamism does not positively and significantly moderate the technology-based radical innovation
capability-performance relationship (b=-0.05, p < 0.06), market-based radical innovation capability-performance
(b= -0.06, p < 0.06; b=-0.04, p < 0.06). In the existing literature, environmental dynamism positively moderates the
strong association of rational innovation and performance (Perez-Luno et al., 2014). Here, environmental characteristics
do not influence on their technology-based radical innovation capability, and that does not relate to the performance.

Thus, Hypotheses 2a-2b are not supported.
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The third set of the hypotheses concentrated on the relationships between strategic leadership, organizational
learning culture variables and technology-based radical innovation capability (Hypothesis 3a and 4a) in Table: 5. The
evidence indicates that strategic leadership (H3a: b= 0.81, p < 0.00), organizational learning culture (H4a: b=0.82, p <
0.00; b= 0.91, p < 0.00) have a positive and significant effect on technology-based radical innovation capability.
Therefore, Hypothesis 3a and 4a are supported. The finding about the main effect of strategic leadership and
organizational learning culture on technology-based radical innovation capability replicates and extends research by
Garcia-Morales et al., (2008); Skerlavaj et al., (2010); Garcia-Morales et al., (2012) who found a positive relationship
between strategic leadership and organizational learning culture on technology-based radical innovation capability.

The fourth set of the hypotheses concentrated on the relationships between strategic leadership, organizational
learning culture variables and market-based radical innovation capability (Hypothesis 3b and 4b) in Table: 6. The
evidence indicates that strategic leadership (H3b: b= 0.69, p < 0.00), organizational learning culture (H4b: b=1.00, p <
0.00; b= 0.88, p < 0.00) have a positive and significant effect on market-based radical innovation capability.
Therefore, Hypothesis 3b and 4b are supported. The finding about the main effect of strategic leadership and
organizational learning culture on market-based radical innovation capability replicates and extends research by Baker
and Sinkula (1999); Farrell (2000); Calantone et al., (2002), who found a positive relationship between strategic
leadership and organizational learning culture on market-based radical innovation capability.

Finally, the tests of the hypotheses state that strategic leadership and organizational learning culture is
expected to positively drive performance (Hypothesis 5 and 6) as show in Table: 7. The evidence indicates that
strategic leadership (H5: b= 0.75, p < 0.00), organizational learning culture (H6: b=0.92, p < 0.00; b= 0.92, p <
0.00) have a positive and significant effect on performance. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 and 6 are supported.

For the control variables, there are no impacts on the product innovation development and performance all p

values are greater than 0.05.

CONCLUSION

The results of an illustrative statistical study indicated that the strategic leadership and organizational learning
culture development exhibited a positive effect on performances by using environmental dynamism as a moderator and
radical innovation capability. The data in Table: s 3, Bto 7 shows that the strategic leadership and organizational
learning culture display a positive role on performance. Surprisingly, environmental dynamism does not moderate the
radical innovation capability-performance relationships. However, future research is needed to check the existing
literatures of radical innovation capability, conceptualize the measurement of radical innovation capability, and find some
explanations about why radical innovation capability have implicit relationships with performance. Likewise, it is needed
to collect data from a larger population and/or a comparative population in order to increase the level of reliable results,
and from a larger company, such as multinational enterprises (MNEs) for gaining more validity and reliability. To
successfully survive in the rigorous markets, organizational learning culture and environmental dynamism likely support

firms to increase their performance through their staffs, operations, and practices.
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