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A Study on Factors Affecting Innovation Capability and 
Innovation Performance: Focused on SMEs Entering 
Overseas Market*

by Youngdeuk Lee**, Myungsoo Kang***, and Byoungjai Kim****

The purpose of this study is to investigate the factors affecting innovation capability 
and innovation performance of midsize company entering overseas market. More specifi-
cally, in terms of managerial, organizational, and employee - level factors, we set 
leadership, operating system, and taking charge at work as variables influencing in-
novation capability and tried to understand the effect of innovation capability on 
innovation performance through empirical studies. In addition, we examined the differ-
ences in the influence factors on innovation capability and the effect on innovation 
performance in the home country and overseas countries.

As a result of the empirical analysis, all of the influence factors had a positive 
effect on the innovation capability and the innovation capability had a positive effect 
on the innovation performance. The degree of influence was in the order of operating 
system, leadership and taking charge at work. In China, there is no significant difference 
in the order of operating system, leadership and taking charge at work. In the case 
of Korea, operating system and leadership have a positive effect, but the employee’s 
taking charge at work does not affect innovation capability. The results of this study 
are as follows. First, it is necessary to enhance innovation capability in accordance 
with local characteristics. In Korea, there are additional activities to induce employee’s 
taking charge at work is required for improved innovation capability and innovation 
performance.
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I. Introduction
Unlike in the past, the more difficult task 

in operating a company is how to adapt to 
the changing environment and continue its 
long-term survival and growth. 

Especially, the change of the business 
environment increases the width and depth 
of change day by day and the business that 
has grown is suddenly in a difficult posi-
tion due to the sudden change of environ-
ment. 

One of the most important factors of this 
rapid environmental change is the change 
in the political, social and economic environ-
ment that surrounds companies, but today’s 
rapid changes are likely to be the result of 
innovations driven by competitors. 

All companies are strengthening their in-
novation activities for survival and prosperity 
and the results of their innovation activities 
will affect the entire industry, which will 
further encourage the innovation activities 
of the other companies resulting in a rapid 
change in the environment. 

Therefore, it is no exaggeration to say 
that every company’s survival today depends 
on the result of innovation. As long as com-
petition continues, innovation will accelerate 
and companies that are insensitive to in-
novation will face the threat of survival with-
out knowing it.

In the past, it was understood that in-
novation activities are better promoted in 
large corporations than SMEs. This is be-
cause the resources of large corporations fa-
cilitate the promotion of innovation activities. 
In fact, this idea has been persuasively ac-
cepted because a significant amount of infra 
and resources have to be put in place to 
drive innovation activities in the corpor-
ations. However, the recent situation empha-
sizes that innovation activities can be pro-
moted well in SMEs. In order to carry out 
innovation activities, it is necessary for large 
corporation to take a considerable communi-
cation cost due to the nature of the organiz-
ation. On the other hand, SMEs can minimize 
communication cost due to their quick deci-

sion making and simple and integrated organ-
ization. 

As a result, it is important for innovation 
to be pursued regardless of whether it is 
a large corporation or SMEs. It can be said 
that it is important for SMEs to push forward 
with the situation of SMEs.

In the manufacturing industry, not only 
large corporations but also SMEs, there are 
many cases where the production facility 
is transferred overseas. There is a positive 
and negative aspect to the overseas expansion 
itself, but overseas expansion is an inevitable 
choice for survival and sustained growth and 
development. There are many factors such 
as the realization of low cost, securing acces-
sibility of customers, securing of raw materi-
als or various regulations including taxation.

Innovations in overseas markets are sub-
ject to considerations other than domestic 
ones. Local culture and customs should be 
different and institutional aspects should be 
considered. Things that are not serious in 
local market are also very serious problems 
overseas.

Therefore, it is necessary to understand 
and approach these differences in the process 
of innovation activities. It is important to 
identify the factors that affect innovation in 
overseas market and how there is a difference 
between innovation capability and innovation 
performance.

The purpose of this study is to identify 
the factors affecting innovation capability 
and the relationship between innovation 
capability and innovation performance. In 
addition, this study would like to analyze 
the differences between the influential 
factors in the home market and overseas 
market. 

In this way, we will provide suggestions 
for SMEs who are worried about creating 
innovation through the cultivation of in-
novation capability in the fierce competition 
and suggest ways to make the right in-
novation activities according to the character-
istics of each country when they enter into 
various countries.
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Ⅱ. Theoretical Background

2.1 Innovation
The origin of the word innovation comes 

from the Latin word “Innovato,” which 
means that completely renewing the old cus-
toms and customary methods. 

Schumpeter (1934), known as an early 
researcher on innovation, has compre-
hensively defined innovation as a creative 
destruction. According to him, innovation 
is defined as the process of procuring new 
raw materials, discovery of new markets, 
development of new products, adoption of 
new production methods or acceptance of 
new ones.

Many researchers describe innovation as 
an indispensable factor in the development 
of new products, services and processes. 

Thompson (1965) argues that innovation 
is a process in which new products, services 
and new processes are first developed and 
implemented in an organization. Zaltman, 
Duncan and Holbek (1973) argues that in-
novation is a process in which a company 
develops its own knowledge and apply the 
know-how to the development of products 
or services by making it an inherent com-
petency of the enterprise. That is, acquiring 
or adopting new products, services, tech-
nologies and processes at the organization 
level. Simmonds (1986) described innova-
tion as a creative process that exploits new 
ideas about new ideas about new products 
and services, new uses of existing products, 
new markets or new marketing methods.

Scott and Bruce (1994) defined innovation 
as a process of acquiring new ideas and apply-
ing them to products, services and processes 
to make them useful.

However, many researchers have broadly 
defined innovation as a concept that applies 
not only to product or service processes, 
but also to the organization’s overall break-
through improvement activities. Tidd, Bessant, 
and Pavitt (1997) suggested that innovation 
is all process that all new ideas are created, 
disseminated and used effectively. In recent 

years, Van der Meer (2007) has defined in-
novation as a collection of all new activities 
aimed at competitive advantage.

In the early research on innovation, there 
were many studies focusing on CEOs. It 
is because the role of top management in 
promoting innovation activities is enormous 
and it is emphasized that innovation activities 
can not be promoted firmly without being 
supported by top management. The aware-
ness and enthusiasm of top management is 
the driving force and the most important 
factor driving innovation in the organization. 

However, in recent years, there have been 
a growing number of researchers who are 
interested in organizational members’ per-
ception of innovation and innovation ca-
pabilities. If the organization is relatively 
small and the leadership is well communi-
cated from top to bottom, the will and enthusi-
asm of the top management can spread quick-
ly throughout the organization and its value 
is easy to share, but in most organizations 
it is not so easy. As the organization grew 
and the complexity of the organizational 
structure or the complexity of the internal 
and external environment, CEOs were not 
able to grasp or manage all of the organiz-
ation. It has become important that not only 
top management but also the members of 
the organization are aware of innovation and 
participate in innovation. 

Now it is time for the members of the 
organization to understand the direction and 
the idea of the top management and to pro-
mote innovation activities in each field. In 
the past, we thought that innovation could 
only be done in a top-down direction, but 
now it is possible to innovate in a bottom-up.

Innovation can be categorized into several 
areas. Marr (1980) categorizes innovation 
as subject-related innovation and process-re-
lated innovation, while subject-related in-
novation includes newly introduced prod-
ucts, processes, raw materials and systems 
in managing a company and process-related 
innovation is related to the process by which 
new ideas are transformed into new goods 
and this is brought to market. Knight (1967) 
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categorized innovation into four categories: 
product or service innovation, production 
process innovation, organizational structure 
innovation and human innovation. Draft (1978) 
described product innovation and process in-
novation as technological innovation, organ-
izational structure innovation and human in-
novation as management innovation among 
the above four categories.

Utterback and Abertnathy (1975) disting-
uishes innovation as process innovation and 
product innovation, while refers to technol-
ogy innovation as the most important in-
novation activity.

2.2 Innovation Capability
Metcalfe (1995) defines innovation capa-

bility as the relationship between input and 
output of resources for innovation. The high 
level of innovation capability means that the 
efficiency of innovation activities is high 
and the difference in innovation performance 
is determined by the difference of these ratios. 
Therefore, innovation capability is a key fac-
tor in determining innovation performance.

Innovation capability is the ability of com-
panies to successfully introduce and adapt 
new ideas to products, services, processes 
and the ability of companies to explore new 
opportunities and create new solutions to 
the challenges presented (Burns and Stalker, 
1961; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005; Akman and 
Yilmaz, 2008; Jeong, Jin, and Chung, 2015). 
Especially Technological Innovation Capa-
bility is assumed to be the most important 
element for enabling SMEs to achieve a 
satisfactory level of comparative advantage 
in the home country, as well as in the foreign 
country (Lim and Yoon, 2013).

Yeung, Ulrich, Nason, and Von Glinow 
(1999) classify innovation capability into 
R&D, production, marketing, organizational 
capability and resource allocation competen-
cies. And they suggested learning ability as 
the basic competence of innovation capability. 
Guan and Ma (2003) defined innovation ca-
pability as a comprehensive characteristic 
that support and promote technological in-
novation strategy, and classified it into seven 

categories: R&D, production, marketing, 
resource development, organizational, stra-
tegic capability and learning capability. 
Burgelman (2004) defined innovation capa-
bility as a characteristic of a series of compa-
nies that promote and support innovation ac-
tivities and suggested R&D, production and 
learning capability.

Adler and Shenhar (1990) defined four 
innovation capability: first, ability to satisfy 
customers through the development of new 
products or technologies; second, ability to 
produce products; third, the ability to develop 
and apply new products or processes to meet 
the needs of future markets; fourth, ability 
to respond to unexpected changes in the busi-
ness environment including competitors.

Innovation capability is defined by focus-
ing on technological innovation, which is 
defined as the ability to absorb and utilize 
existing technologies as well as the ability 
to create new technologies based on them. 
Many researchers argue that technological 
innovation capability consists of product in-
novation capability, process innovation ca-
pability and external innovation capability 
(Kim, 1997; Yam, Guan, Pun, and Tang 2004). 
Here, product innovation is to develop new 
products that are differentiated from existing 
products through the development or intro-
duction of new technologies, thereby opening 
new markets or expanding new business 
areas. Process innovation means the ability 
to produce existing products more efficiently 
through new production methods or proc-
esses, which can improve the quality, deliv-
ery and cost. External innovation aims to 
create differentiated performance through co-
operation with outside organizations. One 
example of this is the Open Lab which has 
attracted many companies in recent years.

Yam et al. (2004) conducted an empirical 
study of 213 innovative manufacturing com-
panies in Beijing, China for the relationship 
between technological innovation capability 
and firm performance. He conducted his re-
search on technology innovation capability 
in learning, R&D, manufacturing, marketing, 
organizational, strategic and resource ex-
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ploiting capability and divided innovation 
performance into three categories: sales growth 
rate, innovation rate, product competitive-
ness and resource allocation function. He 
suggested that resource allocation function 
is the most correlated with innovation perfor-
mance.

In the previous studies, innovation capa-
bility is a key factor in making a company 
differentiated from other companies in gen-
erating performance. Therefore, in order for 
a company to generate innovation perform-
ance, innovation capability must be secured 
in advance and innovation capability is a 
resource that enables a company to achieve 
superior performance over a long period of 
time with a competitive advantage.

This innovation capability is linked to the 
innovation success factors. Identifying the 
correlation between the innovation success 
factors and the innovation capacity may ulti-
mately lead to the creation of innovation 
performance.

2.3 Success Factor of Innovation
Many companies are aggressively pursu-

ing innovation activities with a lot of re-
sources, but they are often less than satis-
factory. 

In the previous research on success factors 
of innovation activities, many studies have 
shown the interest and support of top manage-
ment in innovation (Steward, 1994; Champy 
and Amoudse, 1992). Leadership of the top 
management can induce the will and motiva-
tion about innovation, and can solve the prob-
lem better.

But the most important challenge in driv-
ing innovation is resistance to changes in 
organizational members. Innovation is ac-
companied by change. Because change is 
a burden to the members, it is easy for mem-
bers to develop into an attitude of rejecting 
innovation. Resistance within the organ-
ization is not easy to detect because it appears 
in a passive form rather than in an active 
form. In the process of promoting innovation 
activities, members are not willing to take 
the fear and discomfort of change unless 

consensus on change is formed. Today’s in-
novation activities are not driven by top man-
agement or the few, but rather are innovation 
activities that involve all members in the 
company-wide perspective. In the 2000s, the 
importance of all aspects of innovation, such 
as production, marketing, strategy, organiza-
tional culture as well as CEO leadership, 
was emphasized. In particular, organizational 
factors have been considered important.

Pierce and Delbecq (1977) argue that there 
are three characteristics that influence the 
innovation performance: organizational, en-
vironmental and personal characteristics. 

The characteristics have different levels 
of influence depending on the three stages 
of proposal, acceptance and practice. 

Steward (1994) presented the success fac-
tors of innovation as managerial factors such 
as leadership, support and vision, as well 
as measures of innovation performance, in-
novation activities related with organization 
and cooperative atmosphere.

There have been some attempts to find 
the success factors of innovation from in-
dividual characteristics. Studies explaining 
that personality type is related to the success 
factors of innovation are representative and 
it suggest that it is necessary to consider 
individual characteristics related to innov-
ation capability (Per and John, 1966; Pierce 
and Delbecq, 1977).

Kanter (1988) considered success factors 
of innovation as top management, organ-
izations and employees including the inter-
ests of CEOs, participation in decision-mak-
ing processes of members, communication, 
organizational climate in which ideas can 
be implemented, information and idea shar-
ing culture and appropriate compensation for 
performance. Prajogo and Sohal (2003) pre-
sented the leadership, organizational culture, 
organizational atmosphere, communication, 
cooperation and compensation for innovation 
as success factors of innovation.

Harry and Schroeder (2000) studied the 
success factors of innovation by focusing 
on innovations such as quality innovation 
and 6 sigma. Success factors of innovations 
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in performing innovation activities are lead-
ership of CEO, training and education for 
employee, evaluation of financial perform-
ance and compensation for performance.

There are also comparative studies of the 
success factors of innovation. Park, Hwang, 
and Kim (1998) presented the change of 
CEO’s will and management system as the 
key success factors of Korea. The key success 
factor of the United States is the change 
of autonomous corporate culture and man-
agement system. In the existing research, 
researchers perceive the will of CEO as a 
very important factor, but in the United 
States, the importance of autonomous culture 
is emphasized rather than CEO’s will.

In summing up these precedent studies, 
we can find commonalities such as leadership 
of top management, education and training 
on innovation within the organization, foster-
ing innovation experts, evaluation rewards 
for innovation, employee’s interest and active 
participation. This can be divided into the 
factors of managerial dimension (leadership), 
organizational dimension (operating system) 
and dimension of employees (taking charge 
at work). In addition, the degree of influence 
of each factor may be expected to vary be-
tween countries.

Based on the previous study, the following 
hypotheses were set in this study.

H1: Managerial leadership will have a 
positive impact on the innovation ca-
pabilities.

H2: Organizational operating system will 
have a positive impact on the in-
novation capabilities.

H3: Employee’s taking charge at work 
will have a positive impact on the 
innovation capabilities.

2.4 Innovation Performance
In addition to financial performance, cor-

porate performance has various effects such 
as strategic performance and effectiveness 
of organization operation.

Harrinton (1991) classified innovation 
performance into three categories: effective-

ness, efficiency and flexibility. 
Effectiveness refers to the degree of ach-

ievement of goals in terms of process and 
outcome in relation to customer needs and 
expectations, efficiency is the degree of mini-
mizing input resources or eliminating waste 
and flexibility is the degree of adaptability 
to customer needs or expectations. 

Damanpour (1991) tried to measure in-
novation performance by dividing into or-
ganizational goals such as sales, market 
share, profitability and achievement of over-
all corporate strategic goals.

Fishammar and Horte (2005) argues that 
innovation performance means providing 
benefits to consumers outside of the enter-
prise by developing and launching new prod-
ucts and services that are differentiated in 
the enterprise, market or industry.

In many research, innovation performance 
is considered as part of management per-
formance (Schroeder, Scudder, and Elm, 
1989; Brentani, 1989). As the goal of in-
novation activities is to create differentiated 
management performance, there are many 
opinions that perceive the management per-
formance of the company as innovation 
performance. 

However, it is more reasonable to see 
innovation performance as an intermediary 
to show management performance. Even if 
the innovation performance is viewed as the 
same as the management performance, it 
is difficult or comprehensive to measure the 
innovation performance and the innovation 
performance itself can not be equal to the 
management performance.

In defining innovation performance, the 
rationale is connected to the question of how 
to define innovation or innovation capability. 
Broad innovation includes all areas including 
marketing and strategy, but innovation in 
consultation only means product innovation 
and process innovation-technological innov-
ation. In evolutionary economics, innovation 
capability is limited to technological innov-
ation. The success of a technological in-
novation activity is so important that it de-
termines the success and failure of the enter-
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Figure 1 
Research Model
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prise, and technological innovation activity 
is the most important driver to create a com-
petitive advantage in the market. Since the 
company that is the subject of this study 
is a manufacturing company that manu-
factures products based on technology, it 
is appropriate to grasp the innovation per-
formance from the viewpoint of techno-
logical innovation.

Based on the previous study, the following 
hypotheses were set in this study.

H4: Innovation capabilities have a positive 
impact on the innovation performance.

Based on the hypotheses set out above 
and the theoretical model of the study, the 
empirical model of this study is shown in 
Figure 1. 

Ⅲ. Method

3.1 Research Design and Samples
Data collection for this study was con-

ducted through a face - to - face interview 
based on a structured questionnaire. A survey 
was conducted for Korean employees in do-
mestic headquarters and Chinese employees 
working in Chinese manufacturing plants. 
The survey was conducted from December 
15, 2016 to January 1, 2017 and a total 

of 768 questionnaires were collected, and 
747 items were used in the analysis, except 
for those whose responses were inadequate 
or inaccurate.

3.2 Measures
The concept of this paper consists of man-

ager level’s leadership, organization level’s 
operation system, employee level’s taking 
charge at work, innovation capability and 
innovation performance. 

Leadership was defined as three items- 
manager’s interest and support for innovative 
activities, initiative and responsibility-based 
on Powell (1995), Leem and Lim (2013).

Operating system was defined as three 
items-time and money support for innovation 
activities, support for innovation proposals, 
and evaluation and compensation systems 
to motivate innovation activities-based on 
Harry and Schroeder (2000), Jang, Kim, and 
Koo (2010) and Leem and Lim (2013).

Taking charge at work was defined as 
three items-effort to introduce better work 
practices, effort to change the way work to 
make work more efficient and effort to pro-
vide better ways of working to other depart-
ments or companies-based on Morrison and 
Phelps (1999), Bindhl and Parker (2010).

Innovation capabilities was defined as four 
items-effort to diversify products, the effort 
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Construct Items
factor Cronbach

Alpha
Variance
Explained1 2 3 4 5

innovation
performance

ip1 .836 .155 .174 .096 .123

0.869

74.267%

ip2 .818 .172 .175 .095 .169
ip3 .742 .150 .169 .218 .097
ip4 .740 .221 .192 .169 .136

innovation
capability

ic2 .155 .838 .088 .142 .194

0.831ic1 .146 .823 .130 .212 .155
ic3 .276 .627 .324 .147 .140
ic4 .326 .564 .353 .145 .118

operating
system

os1 .207 .195 .808 .192 .217
0.890os2 .233 .226 .796 .200 .220

os3 .257 .178 .789 .193 .168

leadership
lea2 .181 .161 .192 .832 .124

0.852lea3 .184 .200 .144 .821 .086
lea1 .120 .136 .167 .808 .147

taking charge
at work

tc2 .156 .170 .124 .108 .844
0.811tc1 .157 .209 .143 .060 .828

tc3 .120 .090 .252 .192 .726

Table 1 
Results of Reliability Test and Factor Analysis

to develop new markets, the conduct of mar-
ket research and the ability of information 
utilization about competitors and other com-
panies-based on Leem and Lim (2013), Zahra 
and Nielson (2002) and Chen (2009).

Innovation performance was defined as 
four items-process innovation performance 
such as reduction of production time, im-
provement of process capability and product 
innovation performance such as reduction 
of delivery defect, shipment quality improve-
ment - based on Jang et al. (2010), Wilson 
and Collier (2000).

Ⅳ. Empirical Study
4.1 Reliability and Validity

In order to measure the constructs used 
in this study, several measurement items were 
used. In order to select and elaborate the 
measurement items, factor analysis was per-
formed through principal component analy-
sis and varimax rotation method. 

The reliability of the items was evaluated 
by Cronbach Alpha coefficient. In addition, 
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted 
to verify convergent validity and discrim-

inant validity (Anderson and Gerbing 1988; 
Fornell and Larcker 1981). 

As shown in Table 1, the reliability, dis-
criminant validity and convergent validity 
were confirmed to some degree, and to verify 
the statistical results, confirmatory factor 
analysis was performed on all factors in-
cluded in the empirical model. The results 
are shown in Table 2.

The fit of the measurement model to the 
whole model is shown to be satisfactory be-
cause CFI = 0.929, NNFI = 0.900 and 
RMSEA = 0.080. Convergent validity was 
confirmed because CR and AVE of almost 
all individual variables met the criteria of 
Bagozzi and Yi (1988), CR 0.6 and above 
and AVE 0.5 and above.

Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients 
among the 5 constructs. Since 1.0 is not 
included in the confidence interval of all 
Φ coefficients, discriminant validity exists 

between the constructs.
In addition, the AVE of Table 3 is larger 

than the correlation coefficient of all the 
constructs of Table 4. It can be said that 
it satisfies the discriminant validity condition 
proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981).



YOUNGDEUK LEE, MYUNGSOO KANG, AND BYOUNGJAI KIM 9

Construct Items 
loadings CR AVE

leadership
have a sense of responsibility for innovation 0.824

0.854 0.662take the initiative in innovation 0.862
provide interest and support for innovation 0.750

operating system

have and evaluation and compensation system to 
motivate innovation activities 0.811

0.892 0.734support innovation proposal activities 0.895
support time and money for innovation activities 0.862

taking charge at 
work

try to provide a better way of doing work 0.687

0.818 0.602try to change the way i work for efficiency 0.818
try to introduce better ways of doing work to my 
department or company 0.815

innovation 
capability

strives for product diversification 0.784

0.752 0.602
strives to pioneer new markets 0.768
conduct market research 0.733
make good use of information from competitors and 
other companies 0.705

innovation 
performance

delivery defects is reduced 0.884

0.857 0.669shipment quality is improved 0.881
production time is shortened 0.671
process capability is improved 0.702

 = 628.253 (p = 0.000, df = 109)
CFI = 0.929, NNFI = 0.900, RMSEA = 0.080

Table 2 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Overall Constructs

lea sys tc ic ip

lea 0.158 0.041 0.105 0.096

sys 0.398
(0.036) 0.097 0.178 0.192

tc 0.203
(0.024)

0.312
(0.030) 0.061 0.056

ic 0.324
(0.030)

0.422
(0.035)

0.247
(0.025) 0.128

ip 0.310
(0.032)

0.438
(0.037)

0.236
(0.026)

0.358
(0.031)

Table 3
Φ Matrix between Each Constructs

※ Belows in the diagonal line are Correlation (numbers in the parenthesis is standard errors).
※ Uppers in the diagonal line are Squared correlation. 
※ lea = leadership, sys = operating system, tc = taking charge at work, ic = innovation capability, ip = innovation 

performance.

4.2 Hypothesis Testing
In this study, to increase the reliability 

of the research, the construct to be studied 
was measured as multiple items and the struc-

tural equation model was performed using 
AMOS 19.0 to verify the relationship be-
tween them.

The results of the structural equation model 
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Figure 2
Result of Analysis

Leadership

Operating System

Taking Charge
at Work

Innovation
Capability

Innovation
Performance

0.257
(0.000)

0.414
(0.000)

0.239
(0.000)

Goodness of Fit
X2=681.484 (p=0.000, df=112)
CFI=0.922, NNFI=0.894, RMSEA=0.083

0.646
(0.000)

※ Coefficients are standardized ones and the numbers in the parenthesis are p-value.

are shown in Figure 2.
In this study, , CFI, NNFI and RMSEA 

were used to evaluate the overall fit of the 
model. However  was statistically sig-
nificant, it tend to be sensitive to sample 
size and model complexity. So CFI, NNFI 
and so on were used. It was considered appro-
priate to evaluate the model fit (Bagozzi 
and Yi, 1988). In the fitness index, CFI =
0.922, NNFI = 0.894 and RMSEA = 0.083 

are satisfactory. Therefore, it can be con-
cluded that the relationship model presented 
in the study is at a satisfactory level with 
the actual data obtained.

As shown in Figure 2, all four hypotheses 
were adopted.

The results of this study are as follows. 
First, it is found that managerial leadership, 

organization’s operating system and employ-
ees’ taking charge at work have a positive 
effect on firm’s innovation capability. And 
innovation capability has a positive effect 
on innovation performance.

As for the influence of three independent 
variables, it was found that the operating 
system had the greatest influence on the in-
novation capability and the leadership influ-
enced the next and the taking charge at work 
had the similar effect.

One of the main objectives of this study 

is to determine whether the factors influenc-
ing innovation capability and the effect of 
innovation capability on innovation perform-
ance differ among countries. 

Therefore, hypothesis testing was conducted 
separately for China and Korea and the results 
are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4.

The results of the survey in China are 
similar to overall results.

It is found that leadership, operating sys-
tem and taking charge at work have a positive 
effect on innovation capability and in-
novation capability has a positive effect on 
innovation performance.

As for the influence of three independent 
variables, it was found that the operating 
system had the greatest influence on the in-
novation capability and the leadership influ-
enced the next and the taking charge at work 
had the similar effect.

However, the survey results in Korea show 
different results compared with the overall 
results.

Leadership and operating systems have 
a positive impact on innovation capability, 
but employee’s taking charge at work do 
not. In addition, innovation capability has 
a positive effect on innovation performance, 
but the degree of influence is not large.
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Figure 3
Result of Analysis-China

Leadership

Operating System

Taking Charge
at Work

Innovation
Capability

Innovation
Performance

0.308
(0.000)

0.325
(0.000)

0.279
(0.000)

Goodness of Fit
X2=480.904 (p=0.000, df=112)
CFI=0.928, NNFI=0.902, RMSEA=0.079

0.647
(0.000)

Figure 4
Result of Analysis - Korea

Leadership

Operating System

Taking Charge
at Work

Innovation
Capability

Innovation
Performance

0.233
(0.003)

0.398
(0.000)

0.091
(0.264)

Goodness of Fit
X2=301.318 (p=0.000, df=112)
CFI=0.877, NNFI=0.851, RMSEA=0.088

0.360
(0.000)

Ⅴ. Conclusion
In a rapidly changing business environ-

ment, innovation is becoming a necessity, 
not an option in order for companies to grow 
beyond survival. In response, all companies 
actively carry out various execution strat-
egies and programs for innovation activities, 
but the reality is that innovation performance 
is not as large as expected.

Innovation activities, which were consid-
ered only possible by large corporations in 
the past, are also being emphasized by SMEs. 
Rather, in the case of SMEs, a quick and 
simple decision-making structure and an in-

tegrated organizational structure can enable 
more efficient innovation activities.

In addition, all domestic corporations as 
well as large corporations are increasingly 
entering the overseas markets for a variety 
of reasons including low cost production 
structure, customer accessibility and raw ma-
terial securing. In such case, it may be diffi-
cult to apply the innovation activities and 
innovation achievements in the home mar-
ket directly to the overseas market due to 
the environment different from the home 
country.

In this study, we first try to understand 
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what factors influence the innovation capa-
bility as a prerequisite for innovation per-
formance. Based on many previous studies, 
we hypothesized that the variables of mana-
gerial factor, organizational factor, and em-
ployee factor affect innovation capability and 
that innovation capability affects innovation 
performance. In particular, study was con-
ducted on SMEs that are in different environ-
ments in many aspects such as organization, 
system, management resources and employ-
ees compared with large corporations. In ad-
dition, by examining the hypothesis of re-
search on the home market and the overseas 
market, this study tried to understand the 
difference in the influence of innovation suc-
cess factors on innovation capability and in-
novation performance.

For this purpose, questionnaires were con-
structed for Korean and Chinese employees 
of SMEs entered in China and conducted 
empirical studies.

The main results of the study are as follows.
First, we selected leadership as a mana-

gerial dimension, operating system as an or-
ganizational dimension and taking charge 
at work as an employee dimension. 

Leadership, operating system and taking 
charge at work all have positive effects on 
innovation capability. The influence of the 
operating system is more significant than 
the emphasis on leadership in many existing 
innovation studies.

Second, innovation capability has a pos-
itive effect on innovation performance such 
as product and process innovation.

Third, as a result of examining the research 
model divided into China and Korea, China 
showed similar results. Similarly, in Korea, 
the operating system has the greatest influ-
ence on innovation capability and leadership 
influence is next. However, taking charge 
at work of employees did not affect in-
novation capability. The degree of influence 
of innovation capability on innovation per-
formance was not greater than that of China.

The theoretical and practical implications 
of this study are as follows.

First, the factors affecting innovation capa-

bility are classified into managerial, organ-
izational and employee dimensions. Although 
it is not possible to consider various sub-fac-
tors for each dimension, it would be mean-
ingful to classify various factors mentioned 
in previous innovation research. We will pro-
ceed with further research to study the de-
tailed factors of each dimension.

Second, The important finding is that it 
is important not only the interest and leader-
ship of the CEO but also the system and 
support of the whole organization to increase 
the innovation capability. Also, these activ-
ities should also be linked to employees’ 
individual innovation activities. This is what 
has been emphasized in previous studies and 
this paper confirms that this is applied to 
SMEs and overseas market.

Third, it is necessary to establish the in-
novation capability to create the innovation 
performance that is essential for the long 
term growth of the corporation.

Fourth, the necessity of efforts to cultivate 
innovation capability in accordance with the 
market environment of the company was 
suggested. In the case of overseas markets, 
the fact that systematic and transparent oper-
ating system is most effective for cultivating 
innovation capability is to provide the prac-
tical implications for companies that are 
struggling to achieve innovation perform-
ance in overseas markets.

Finally, in the case of the Korea, the im-
plication is that the employee’s taking charge 
at work does not positively affect innovation 
capability. In Korea, it is true that most in-
novation activities are led by CEO and that 
innovation activities are systematically im-
plemented to a certain extent. These innov-
ations have contributed to Korean compa-
nies’ achievement in the global market to 
a certain extent. However, in order to enhance 
the innovation activities of Korean compa-
nies in the future, it is important to actively 
lead the challenges and changes of individual 
employees. This is even more essential when 
considering the convergence and complex 
market and competitive environment of the 
fourth industrial revolution era. In addition 
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to improving the professional competence 
of employees, it is necessary to encourage 
actively to do business in a new way and 
to respond creatively to market and com-
petition. Also, efforts should be made to 
formulate a formal system in which these 
activities can be positively rewarded.
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혁신역량과 혁신성과에 영향을 주는 요인에 관한 연구:
해외시장진출 중소기업을 대상으로

이 득*, 강명수**, 김병재***

본 연구에서는 해외에 진출한 중견기업을 대상으로 혁신성공요인과 혁신성과를 
알아보고자 하였다. 보다 구체적으로는 경영자, 조직, 종업원 차원의 요인과 관련하여 
리더십, 운영시스템, 변화주도행위를 혁신역량에의 영향 변수로 설정하였으며 혁신역량이 
혁신성과에 미치는 영향을 실증 연구를 통해 파악해 보고자 하였다. 더불어 혁신역량에의 
영향요인과 혁신성과에 미치는 영향이 본국과 해외진출국가 에서 어떠한 차이가 나는지를 
알아보았다.

실증 분석 결과 혁신영향요인 모두 혁신역량에 긍정적 영향을 미치고 있었으며, 
혁신역량은 혁신성과에 긍정적 영향을 미치고 있었다. 영향력의 정도에 있어서는 
운영시스템, 리더십, 변화주도행위의 순으로 나타났다. 국가간 차이에 있어서는 중국의 
경우 운영시스템, 리더십, 변화주도행위의 순이나 큰 차이는 없는 것으로 나타났다. 한국의 
경우는 운영시스템과 리더십은 긍정적 영향을 미치나, 종업원의 개별적 변화주도행위는 
혁신역량에 영향을 미치지 않는 것으로 나타났다. 본 연구 결과는 해외 진출 기업에게 
있어서는 현지 특성에 맞는 혁신역량 강화 노력이 필요하다는 점과 한국의 경우 보다 
고도화된 혁신역량 및 혁신성과의 창출을 위해서 종업원 개인의 변화주도행위를 이끌어 
내도록 하는 추가적인 활동이 요구됨을 보여주고 있다. 

주제어 : 혁신, 리더십, 운영시스템, 변화주도행위, 혁신역량, 혁신성과, 중소기업

* 주저자, 서울과학종합대학원대학교 박사과정(e-mail: dukelee@newoptics.net)
** 공동저자, 한성대학교 무역학과 교수(e-mail: mskang@hansung.ac.kr)
*** 교신저자, 상명대학교 글로벌경영학과 부교수(e-mail: bjkim@smu.ac.kr) 
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