
 

 

 

The Impact of Dynamic Managerial Capabilities on 

Response Strategies to Disruptive Innovation: The 

Mediating Role of Unlearning and Moderating Role of 

Managerial Discretion 

 

 ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ сТ ϤϝЪϽЇЮϜ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϜ пЯК ϣуЫувϝзтϹЮϜ ϣтϼϜϸшϜ ϤϜϼϹЧЮϜ ϽуϪϓϦ

ϼϝЫϧϠыЮϜ ϣАϝЂнϠ :ϞϜϽГЎыЮ ϣϡϡЃгЮϜ ϤϜ букϝУгЮϜ еК сЃЂϕгЮϜ сЯϷϧЮ

̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ ϼϜϽЧЮϜ ϺϝϷϦϜ ϣтϽϳЮ БуЂнЮϜ ϼмϹЮϜм (сЃЂϕгЮϜ бЯЛϦыЮϜ) ϼϝЫТцϜм 

 

by 

RANA B. S. MADI -ODEH 

 

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment 

of the requirements for the degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY I N BUSINESS MANAGEMENT  

at 

The British University in Dubai  

 

May 2023 

  



 

 

 

The Impact of Dynamic Managerial Capabilities on Response Strategies 

to Disruptive Innovation: The Mediating Role of Unlearning and 

Moderating Role of Managerial Discretion  

 

 

 ϽуϪϓϦ ϣϡϡЃгЮϜ ϤϜϼϝЫϧϠыЮ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ сТ ϤϝЪϽЇЮϜ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϜ пЯК ϣуЫувϝзтϹЮϜ ϣтϼϜϸшϜ ϤϜϼϹЧЮϜ

 БуЂнЮϜ ϼмϹЮϜм (сЃЂϕгЮϜ бЯЛϦыЮϜ) ϼϝЫТцϜм букϝУгЮϜ еК сЃЂϕгЮϜ сЯϷϧЮϜ ϣАϝЂнϠ :ϞϜϽГЎыЮ

̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ ϼϜϽЧЮϜ ϺϝϷϦϜ ϣтϽϳЮ  

 

by  

RANA B. S. MADI -ODEH 

 

A thesis submitted to the Faculty of Business and Law 

in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN BUSINESS MANAGEMENT  

at 

The British University in Dubai  

May 2023 

 

Thesis Supervisor  

Bader Yousef Obeidat 

 

 

Approved for award:  

 

____________________________              ____________________________ 

Name                       Name 

Designation             Designation 

___________________________   ____________________________ 

Name                             Name 

Designation      Designation 

 

Date: _____________  



 

DECLARATION  

 

I warrant that the content of this research is the direct result of my own work and that any 

use made in it of published or unpublished copyright material falls within the limits 

permitted by international copyright conventions. 

I understand that a copy of my research will be deposited in the University Library for 

permanent retention. 

I hereby agree that the contents of this dissertation for which I am author and copyright 

holder may be copied and distributed by The British University in Dubai for the purposes of 

research, private study or education and that The British University in Dubai may recover 

from purchasers the costs incurred in such copying and distribution, where appropriate.  

I understand that The British University in Dubai may make a digital copy available in the 

institutional repository. 

I understand that I may apply to the University to retain the right to withhold or to restrict 

access to my thesis for a period which shall not normally exceed four calendar years from 

the congregation at which the degree is conferred, the length of the period to be specified in 

the application, together with the precise reasons for making that application. 

 

 

 

 

_______________________ 

Signature of the student 

  



 

COPYRIGHT AND INF ORMATION TO USERS 

 

 

The author whose copyright is declared on the title page of the work has granted to the British 

University in Dubai the right to lend his/her research work to users of its library and as an 

open source and to make partial or single copies for educational and research use. 

 

The author has also granted permission to the University to keep or make a digital copy for 

similar use and for the purpose of preservation of the work digitally. 

 

Multiple copying of this work for scholarly purposes may be granted by either the author, 

the Registrar or the Dean only. 

 

Copying for financial gain shall only be allowed with the author’s express permission. 

 

Any use of this work in whole or in part shall respect the moral rights of the author to be 

acknowledged and to reflect in good faith and without detriment the meaning of the content, 

and the original authorship. 

 

 

  



 

ABSTRACT  

This thesis utilizes the upper echelon theory, and dynamic capability view of the firm, to 

address the impact of dynamic managerial capabilities (i.e., managerial human capital, 

managerial social capital, and managerial cognition) on response strategies to disruptive 

innovation (i.e., adaptive, and defiant resistant response strategies) in established 

professional service firms operating in the Emirate of Dubai. Additionally, it tested the 

impact of individual and organizational unlearning as serial mediators, and managerial 

discretion as a moderator, on the above-mentioned relation. 

Adopting a philosophy inclined to positivism, this deductive and quantitative investigation 

followed a survey strategy, and employed questionnaire as a data collection tool. The 

questionnaire was established based on adopted measures from previous literature, pre-

tested and piloted, before final data collection commenced to its total count of (491) 

responses. Utilizing (IBM-SPSS 26.0) and (IBM- Amos 23.0), data were analyzed through 

covariance-based structural equation modelling technique (SEM). 

The findings of this investigation revealed interesting, and somehow unexpected insights. 

Contrary to the expectations, managerial human capital indicators (i.e., experience, 

education, and training) failed to predict for any of the identified response strategies. 

However, managerial social capital indicators (i.e., social capital from relations with 

government and community leaders, and social capital from relations with top managers at 

other business firms) had contrasting results. While the first indicator was expected to predict 

adaptive response strategies, it did not. Rather, it predicted for defiant resistant strategy. The 

second indicator successfully predicted the adaptive response strategy, as hypothesized. 

Finally, managerial cognition indicators (opportunity, and threat cognitive perceptions) 

played their hypothesized role in relation to response strategies, where opportunity cognitive 

perception predicted adaptive strategy adoption, and threat cognitive perception predicted 

the defiant resistant. Unlearning (individual and organizational) significantly and serially 

mediated the significant identified relations. Managerial discretion was not moderating it. 

This study contributes in many ways to theory and practice. Theoretically, new insights have 

been retrieved on the applicability of the upper echelon theory in the research context. A 

contribution is made in terms of partially unpacking the relational black box of the theory. 

The study also provided interesting insights on the somehow taken for granted significance 

of the dynamic managerial capabilities (i.e., managerial human capital, and managerial 



 

social capital) and the role they play in responding to disruptive innovation. It also 

contributed to the enrichment of the literature on upper echelon theory, dynamic managerial 

capabilities, and disruptive innovation, by providing an empirical and quantitative evidence 

which the literature lacks, as it highlighted the role of endogenous factors (i.e., dynamic 

managerial capabilities) in predicting strategic behaviour of established firms (i.e., response 

strategies to disruptive innovation). It has also emphasized that established firms do respond 

to disruptive innovation, contrary to the common argument of established firms’ lack of 

response.  

Practically, this study provides important empirically supported insights for managers and 

practitioners regarding the impact of dynamic managerial capabilities on response strategies 

to disruptive innovation adopted by established firms. In addition to those responsible for 

developing and selecting executives in organizations, it provides empirical evidence on 

which capability might affect adaptive response strategies the most. The findings of this 

study are of significance to policy makers too, who might need to re-look into their 

requirements if creative economy and innovation are being pursued. 

 

 

  



 

ЉϷЯгЮϜ 

 ϣтϽЗж ϣϲмϽАцϜ иϻк аϹϷϧЃϦϤϝтнϧЃгЮϜ ) ϤϝЃЂϕгЮϜ сТ ϝуЯЛЮϜUpper Echelons( ̪ϝзтϹЮϜ ϤϜϼϹЧЮϜ ϣтϽЗжм ϣуЫув

) ϤϝЂϕгЯЮDynamic Capabilities View of The Firm(  ̪Ϡ ϕϡзϧЮϜм ϣЂϜϼϹЮзтϹЮϜ ϣтϼϜϸшϜ ϤϜϼϹЧЮϜ ϽуϪϓϧ ϣуЫувϝ

ЇϡЮϜ ЬϝгЮϜ Ѐϒϼ рϒ) (ШϜϼϸшϜм ̪ сКϝгϧϮъϜ ЬϝгЮϜ Ѐϒϼм ̪ рϽ ̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϜ пЯК сТ ϤϝЪϽЇЮϜϜ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъ

ϼϝЫϧϠыЮ ϞϜϽГЎыЮ ϣϡϡЃгЮϜ ϤϜ ̪ СуЫϧЮϜ рϒ)ϣвмϝЧгЮϜ мϒϤϝЪϽІ сТ ( бтϹЧϦ  ϣузлгЮϜ ϤϝвϹϷЮϜ)Professional 

Service Firms ( ϣгϚϝЧЮϜм ̪ЩЮϺ пЮϖ ϣТϝЎшϝϠ .сϠϸ Ϣϼϝвϖ сТ ϣЯвϝЛЮϜϦϡϧϷ ϽϣϲмϽАцϜ иϻк  ϽуϪϓϦЛϦыЮϜбЯ м рϸϽУЮϜ бЯЛϦыЮϜ

сЃЂϕгЮϜ еуЯЃЯЃϧв ̭ϝГЂнЪыКϒ ϢϼнЪϻгЮϜ ϣЦыЛЮϜ сТ ̭ϝГЂнЪ ̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ ϼϜϽЧЮϜ ϺϝϷϦϜ ϣтϽϲ ϟжϝϮ пЮϜ ̪.и 

 Ϝ̯ϸϝгϧКϜ пЯК пЮϖ ЭугϦ ϣУЃЯТ) ϣуЛЎнЮϜPositivism( ̪ϤϹгϧКϜ ϻки ϞнЯЂцϜ пЯК ϣϲмϽАцϜ м сϮϝϧзϧЂъϜсгЫЮϜ ̪

аϜϹϷϧЂϝϠ ϧЂϜ ̪ϱЃгЮϜ ϣуϯуϦϜϽСуДнϦм  пЯК ̯̭ϝзϠ дϝуϡϧЂъϜ ̭ϝЇжϖ бϦ .ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ ЙгϯЮ ϢϜϸϓЪ дϝуϡϧЂъϜϜ ев ϢϹгϧЛгЮϜ ЁутϝЧгЮ

ЮϝгϮш ϣуϚϝлзЮϜ ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ ЙгϮ сТ ̭ϹϡЮϜ ЭϡЦ ̪ϝлϡтϽϯϦм ϝ̯ЧϡЃв ϝкϼϝϡϧ϶Ϝ бϦ сϧЮϜм ̪ϣЧϠϝЃЮϜ ϤϝуϠϸцϜ) ϸϹК с491 .ϣϠϝϮϖ (

аϜϹϷϧЂϝϠ  сϯвϝжϽϠ (IBM-SPSS 26.0) м (IBM- Amos 23.0) ЭуЯϳϦ бϦ ̪  ϣЮϸϝЛгЮϜ ϣϮϻгж ϣузЧϦ Ьы϶ ев ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ

ШϽϧЇгЮϜ етϝϡϧЮϜ пЯК ϣгϚϝЧЮϜ ϣуЯЫулЮϜ (SEM). 

ϕв ϥЯЇТ ̪ ϤϝЛЦнϧЮϜ ЁЫК пЯК .ϝв Ϲϲ пЮϖ ϣЛЦнϧв ϽуОм аϝгϧкыЮ ϢϽуϫв оϔϼ еК ХуЧϳϧЮϜ Ϝϻк ϭϚϝϧж ϥУЇЪ Ѐϒϼ ϤϜϽІ

 рϽЇϡЮϜ ЬϝгЮϜ̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ Ϝм буЯЛϧЮϜм ϢϽϡϷЮϜ рϒ) ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϜ ев рϓϠ ϕϡзϧЮϜ сТ (ϟтϼϹϧЮϜ ̪ЩЮϺ Йвм .ϢϸϹϳгЮ

 сКϝгϧϮъϜ ЬϝгЮϜ Ѐϒϼ ϤϜϽІϕв дϗТ̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ  сКϝгϧϮъϜ ЬϝгЮϜ Ѐϒϼ рϒ) ϭϦϝзЮϜнЫϳЮϜ Йв ϤϝЦыЛЮϜ ев ϢϸϝЦм ϣв

ЙгϧϯгЮϜ ̪ϥжϝЪ (оϽ϶цϜ ЬϝгКцϜ ϤϝЪϽІ сТ етϽтϹгЮϜ ϼϝϡЪ Йв ϤϝЦыЛЮϜ ев сКϝгϧϮъϜ ЬϝгЮϜ Ѐϒϼм ϧж ϝлЮ .ϣЏЦϝзϧв ϭϚϝ

Ϡ .ЭЛУт бЮ йжϒ ъϖ ̪ϣуУуЫϧЮϜ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϝϠ ЬмцϜ ϽІϕгЮϜ ϓϡзϧт дϒ ЙЦнϧгЮϜ ев дϝЪ ϝгзуϠ ϓϡзϦ ̪ ЩЮϺ ев ̯ъϹ

 ϣуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϝϠЮϜϒ .ЌϽϧУв нк ϝгЪ ̪ϣуУуЫϧЮϜ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ ϣуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϝϠ ϰϝϯзϠ сжϝϫЮϜ ϽІϕгЮϜ ϓϡзϦ .ϣвмϝЧг ϤϜϽІϕв ϥϡЛЮ ̪ Ϝ̯Ͻу϶

 ШϜϼϸшϜЮ̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹ ϣуТϽЛгЮϜ ϤϜϼнЋϧЮϜ) м ЈϽУЯЮϹтϹлϧЯЮϤϜϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϝϠ ХЯЛϧт ϝгуТ ЌϽϧУгЮϜ ϝкϼмϸ (  ̪ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ

 ϣЊϽУЯЮ сТϽЛгЮϜ ШϜϼϸшϜ ЙЦнϦ ϩуϲъϜуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϤϝ ЮϜ ШϜϼϸшϜ ЙЦнϦм ̪ϣуУуЫϧ сТϽЛгЮϜϹтϹлϧЯЮϤϜ уϦϜϽϧЂϜ ϣуϯϣвмϝЧв  оϹЮ

ϣгϚϝЧЮϜ ϤϝЪϽЇЮϜ) ϣТϽЛгЮϜ еК сЯϷϧЮϜ дϖ .  бЯЛϦыЮϜЮϜм рϸϽУЮϜсЃЂϕгЮϜ сТ ЭЃЯЃϧвм ϽуϡЪ ЭЫЇϠ БЂнϦ ( ϣглгЮϜ ϤϝЦыЛ

 бЮ .ϢϸϹϳгЮϜ.иыКϜ ϢϼнЪϻгЮϜ ϤϝЦыЛЮϜ сТ БуЂм ϼмϸ рϒ ̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ ϼϜϽЧЮϜ ϺϝϷϦϜ ϣтϽϲ ϟЛЯϦ 

ХуϡГϦ ϣуЯϠϝЦ Ьнϲ ϢϹтϹϮ оϔϼ ИϝϮϽϧЂϜ бϦ ̪ ϝ̯тϽЗж .ХуϡГϧЮϜм ϣтϽЗзЮϜ сТ ФϽА ϢϹЛϠ ϣЂϜϼϹЮϜ иϻк бкϝЃϦ  ϣтϽЗжϤϝтнϧЃгЮϜ 

ϤϝЃЂϕгЮϜ сТ ϝуЯЛЮϜ ϚыЛЮϜ ϸнЂцϜ ФмϹзЋЯЮ сϚϿϯЮϜ НтϽУϧЮϜ ϩуϲ ев ϣгкϝЃв бтϹЧϦ бϧт .ϩϳϡЮϜ ФϝуЂ сТ .ϣтϽЗзЯЮ сЧ

 ϤϜϼϹЧЯЮ ϣгЯЃгЮϜ ϣугкцϜ Ьнϲ аϝгϧкыЮ ϢϽуϫв оϔϼ ϝ̯Џтϒ ϣЂϜϼϹЮϜ ϥвϹЦϣуЫувϝзтϹЮϜ ̭ϜϼϹгЮϜ оϹЮ ϼ рϒ) ̪рϽЇϡЮϜ ЬϝгЮϜ Ѐϒ

ЛЯϦ рϻЮϜ ϼмϹЮϜм (сКϝгϧϮъϜ ЬϝгЮϜ Ѐϒϼм ϼϝЫϧϠыЮ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ сТ йϡϞϜϽГЎыЮ ϟϡЃгЮϜϪϖ сТ ϥгкϝЂ ϝгЪ . ϤϝуϠϸцϜ ̭ϜϽ

 Ьнϲ ϣтϽЗжϤϝтнϧЃгЮϜ ϝуЯЛЮϜ ϼϝЫϧϠъϜм ̪ϣуЫувϝзтϹЮϜ ϣтϼϜϸшϜ ϤϜϼϹЧЮϜм ̪ϞϜϽГЎыЮ ϟϡЃгЮϜϦ Ьы϶ ев ̪ ϣуϡтϽϯϦ ϣЮϸϒ бтϹЧ

Ϝ рϒ) ϣуЯ϶ϜϹЮϜ ЭвϜнЛЮϜ ϼмϸ пЯК ̭нЏЮϜ ϥГЯЂ ϩуϲ ̪ϤϝуϠϸцϜ ϝлуЮϖ ϽЧϧУϦ ϣугЪмзтϹЮϜ ϣтϼϜϸшϜ ϤϜϼϹЧЮ ϕϡзϧЮϜ сТ (ϣуЫувϝ

 ϼϝЫϧϠыЮ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϜ рϒ) ϣгϚϝЧЮϜ ϤϝЪϽЇЯЮ сϯуϦϜϽϧЂъϜ ШнЯЃЮϝϠϞϜϽГЎыЮ ϟϡЃгЮϜϹІ ϝгЪ .( дϒ пЯК Ϥϸ

 ϼϝЫϧϠыЮ ϟуϯϧЃϦ ϣϷЂϜϽЮϜ ϤϝЪϽЇЮϜ̪ϞϜϽГЎыЮ ϟϡЃгЮϜ ϣϠϝϯϧЂϜ аϹК сТ ϣЯϫгϧгЮϜ ϣЛϚϝЇЮϜ ϣϯϳЮϜ ЁЫК пЯК  ϤϝЪϽЇЮϜ

Ю ϣгϚϝЧЮϜϤϜϼϝЫϧϠъϜ ев ИнзЮϜ Ϝϻк Эϫг. 



 

 ̪̯ϜϽу϶ϒмгуТ еуЂϼϝггЮϜм етϽтϹгЯЮ ̯ϝуϡтϽϯϦ ϣвнКϹв ϣглв оϔϼ ϣЂϜϼϹЮϜ иϻк ϽТнϦ ̪ϣуЯгЛЮϜ ϣуϲϝзЮϜ ев ϽуϪϓϧϠ ХЯЛϧт ϝ

 ϼϝЫϧϠыЮ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϜ пЯК ϣуЫувϝзтϹЮϜ ϣтϼϜϸшϜ ϤϜϼϹЧЮϜϞϜϽГЎыЮ ϟϡЃгЮϜ ЮϜ иϝзϡϧϦ рϻЮϜ .ϣгϚϝЧЮϜ ϤϝЪϽЇ

 ϣТϝЎшϝϠϣЮϸϒ ϽТнт йжϗТ ̪ ϤϝгЗзгЮϜ сТ еутϻуУзϧЮϜ етϽтϹгЮϜ ϼϝуϧ϶Ϝм ϽтнГϦ еК еуЮмϕЃгЮϜ ЩϛЮмϒ пЮϖ  ϢϼϹЧЮϜ пЯК ϣуϡтϽϯϦ

гкϒ ϤϜϺ ϣЂϜϼϹЮϜ иϻк ϭϚϝϧж ϽϡϧЛϦ .ϝкϽуО ев ϽϫЪϒ ϣуУуЫϧЮϜ ϣϠϝϯϧЂъϜ ϤϝуϯуϦϜϽϧЂϜ пЯК ϽϪϕϦ ϹЦ сϧЮϜ ϤϝЂϝуЃЮϜ сЛжϝЋЮ ϣу

ЗзЮϜ ϢϸϝКϖ пЮϖ днϮϝϧϳт ϹЦ етϻЮϜ ̪ϝ̯ЏтϒϠъϜм сКϜϹϠшϜ ϸϝЋϧЦъϜ ̭Ϝϼм сЛЃЮϜ бϦ ϜϺϖ блϦϝϡЯГϧв сТ ϽϼϝЫϧ. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION  
 

1.1 Introduction  

This chapter provides an overview on the researcher’s guiding plan of action which 

recapitulates related matters and concepts to conduct the research. It provides a description 

on the research context. It highlights the research rationale and reviews identified literature 

gaps, and how it attempts to bridge them through well-articulated research questions and 

objectives. This chapter ends up with an overview of research strategy and contributions. 

1.2 Research Context 

This research is designed to examine the impact of dynamic managerial capabilities (DMC) 

on response strategies to disruptive innovation (RStDI) through the mediating effect of 

unlearning (UL) and the moderating impact of managerial discretion (MD), in professional 

service firms (PSF) operating in the Emirate of Dubai. 

Most recently, as the COVID-19 pandemic swept all over, the world witnessed an 

accelerated and massive advancement of technological solutions (Fayad & El Ebrashi 2022). 

These new technologies spurred the emergence of countless new businesses with innovative 

business models (Hartman & Parilla 2022). In Dubai alone, the economic department has 

announced an increase of (25%) in issuing new trade licenses during the first six months of 

the year (2022), compared with the same period in (2021) (Government of Dubai Media 

Office 2022), and established firms (EFs) found themselves, more than ever before, not only 

facing the challenges associated with the global lockdown, but also the dilemma of the 

increased pace of disruptive innovations (DI) introduced by these newcomers (Kazemi 

2020). This situation is very prompting to understand one of the catalysts behind established 

organizations’ behavior in the face of DI, taking the invite of (Hambrick 2019), who recently 

argued that these conditions present unique opportunities for researchers to advise leaders 

on how to confront a shifting environment. 

Dubai provides an excellent context to empirically test the proposed research hypotheses. 

Dubai is an active host of PSF. During the first six months of 2022, the Emirate issued 

(+45,000) new business licenses indicating a dramatically increased rivalry and disruption 

in the marketplace. Empirical research on the service industry, and PSF in specific, is being 

called for (Agarwal et al. 2016; Skjolsvik et al. 2017). Moreover, United Arab Emirates 
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(UAE) is classified as a secondary emerging economy in the Financial Times Stock 

Exchange Emerging Market indices (FTSE Russell 2022). Earlier research called for more 

studies in emerging economies (Guo et al. 2020; Hambrick 2007; Liu et al. 2020). Besides, 

Dubai is increasingly becoming a role-model for many neighbouring and other emerging 

economies through its endeavours of maintaining a welcoming and friendly business context 

(The World Bank 2019), thus it even becomes more important to investigate its context and 

provide some insights on it. Additionally, professional service industry is known globally 

for its dynamic and progressive markets (Oxford Business Group 2018), which makes it 

prone to disruption, with the advent of novel ‘platform-based’ technologies, new competitors 

have swept over all service sectors causing disruption (Jaworski & Patel 2020), this requires 

an increased attention to this area of research trying to understand how established PSF 

might respond to DI given the DMC of their top executives. It is expected to bring up 

important implications for both academia and practise. 

The below sections surf a quick review on the main research constructs. 

1.2.1. Disruptive Innovation 

“Disruption describes a process whereby a smaller company with fewer resources is able to 

successfully challenge established incumbent businesses” (Christensen, Raynor & 

McDonald 2015, P.47). The wide spread of DI made the theory of disruption one of the most 

influential theories in the field of management research and practice (Reinhardt & Gurtner 

2018). Si and Chen (2020) argued that, although the theory was developed two decades ago, 

research on DI started gaining popularity since (2013). 

Christensen, Johnson, and Rigby (2002) contended that most dramatic growth and business 

positive impacts -nearly in all industries- are caused by DI. That is why it has gained great 

interest (Martinez-Vergara & Valls-Pasola 2020). Innovation is broadly known for its great 

impact on developing economies and gaining sustainable competitive advantage (Si & Chen 

2020). DI is regularly considered as a vital mechanism for growth in small and medium 

organizations (SME), which allows them to gain foothold in new industries, and regarded 

also as an important autonomous approach to development of established organizations in 

evolving markets (Liu et al 2020). DI is the influential strength of the Schumpeterian creative 

destruction, which rules the long-term progress and prosperity of any economy (Guo et al 

2020). 
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Copious are the examples of DI outcomes: digital cameras relative to analogue ones; internet 

banking vs. traditional banks’ service; mobile phones in relation to landlines wired phones; 

economy airlines like Southwest Airlines relative to traditional airlines; iPod relative to 

Sony’s Walkman; artificial fibres relative to cotton spinners; DVD players relative to video 

cassette (VHS); gas engines relative to steam ones; … to name just a few. 

The theory describes the frequent behaviour of successful EFs which focuses on continual 

investment in developing and improving their goods and services (i.e., sustaining 

innovations) to meet the expectations of their most profitable and demanding customers, 

while surpassing, or sometimes, overlooking the needs of other less-profitable customers’ 

segments. This behaviour paves the way for new entrants to target the EFs’ ignored 

customers with offerings (services/goods) that suit their needs, usually in lower price 

(and/or) less functionality options. At this point, EFs do not perceive the offerings of the 

new entrant as a threat, as they do not appeal to their wider segment of profitable customers. 

But, as the time passes by, the new entrant continues to improve his offerings until they meet 

the minimum requirements of the mainstream customers (i.e., EFs’ profitable customers) 

while maintaining the original features that caused their success. As the main market’s 

customers start accepting the new-entrant’s offerings, disruption occurs (Christensen et al 

2018). 

EFs do not perceive DI at its early stages as a threat, since they are not considered 

competitive, nor do they meet the requirements of the mainstream customers (Martinez-

Vergara & Valls-Pasola 2020). Recent work has presented that EFs, in large majority, do not 

give enough priority to DI because they do not follow their economic logic (Si & Chen 

2020). According to Christensen, Raynor and McDonald (2015), EFs seldom respond 

properly, if at all, to DI. The researchers attributed this to two main reasons: company’s 

tendency to change strategically is intensely influenced by its customers who are the 

foundation of the firm’s existence; And, inertia, where the firm’s focus on its existing 

customers is well-established in its central procedures and internal processes which 

adversely impacts the managerial decision to move, assign and allocate resources to DI. 

Similar argument has been made earlier by Danneels (2004) who thought that EFs are more 

sceptical of DI, new entrants and start-ups have nothing to lose compared to EFs, and DI 

might be their only way to get a foothold in the market. 

Tushman and Anderson (1986) claimed that DI is mostly introduced by new entrants and 

start-ups at the expense of EFs who are bound with their legacy of competences, abilities, 
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experience, operations, procedures, and skills of the existing technology. They argued that 

new entrants are unconstrained with previous legacy, they can take benefit of any 

technological opportunities. On the same line of argument, Henderson and Clark (1990) 

found that EFs have an advantage over start-ups in incremental innovations, which are less 

risky, as they seem to build on their existing set of competence and available knowledge, 

while new entrants are more inclined towards DI. 

However, if EFs want to survive, they must respond to DI while sustaining their profitable 

business (Christensen, Raynor & McDonald 2015), and this is the management’s 

responsibility. Markides (2006) claimed that organizations should consider responding to DI 

even if the new DI is not superior to the organizational existing business model. 

Osiyevskyy and Dewald (2015), identified three major RStDI: DI explorative adoption; DI 

exploitative adoption; and defiant resistance. They utilized business model innovation 

concept to develop and test organizational RStDI, which is according to Markides (2006) an 

essential element to enable DI introduction. Since two of these responses imply an adaptive 

response to DI (explorative, exploitative), and one of them implies refusal of adoption 

(defiant resistance), these response strategies were referred to throughout the thesis, as 

adaptive and resistant strategies, for an eased reference. 

In this research, these organizational RStDI are investigated as an outcome variable, 

suggested to be impacted by DMC (as an independent variable). This claim is made based 

on the upper echelon theoretical framework (UET) (Hambrick & Mason 1984), which 

provides an underlying foundation for this work. Theoretically, UET denotes that top 

managers play a vital role in the choice and execution of strategic decisions that eventually 

influence the performance and behaviour of the organization (Hambrick 2007; Hambrick & 

Mason 1984). According to this theory, the psychological attributes (e.g., cognition and 

values) in addition to other observable attributes (e.g., age, experiences, education, and 

training) of top managers are key determinants of organisations' behaviour, strategic 

management process, and performance. Top managers’ decisions, which reflect their traits 

and characteristics, are what shape their organizations’ strategic choice, like in the case of 

organizations’ RStDI. Varying demographic and psychological characteristics of top 

executives are likely greatly to influence their decisions, thereby leading to different 

corporate strategies and performance levels (Liu & Ji 2022). Hence, based on the UET, it is 

argued that this organizational response is determined and influenced, to a great extent, by 

the psychological, demographic, and other observable attributes of its top managers. 
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Managers are a key player in the accomplishment of any successful innovation (Van-de-Ven 

2017), specifically when it is a disruptive one. The quality of the management team is crucial, 

it is the determinant of any business’s success through acquiring, combining, and exploiting 

the resources in a value adding manner to customers (Bocken et al. 2014).  

Managers should continually assess, measure, and redeploy the resources’ portfolio in 

response to market needs, social change, and advancement of technology (Si et al 2020). 

According to Hambirck (2007) “If we want to understand why organizations do the things 

they do, or why they perform the way they do, we must consider the biases and dispositions 

of their most powerful actors- their top executives” (P.334). It is intended in this study to 

shed more light on the managerial role by investigating their DMCs. 

1.2.2. Dynamic Managerial Capabilities 

DMCs are defined by Adner and Helfat (2003) as: “The capabilities with which managers 

build, integrate, and reconfigure organizational resources and competences” (P.1012). DMC 

are comprised of managerial human capital (MHC), managerial social capital (MSC), and 

managerial cognition (MC). 

Empirical research utilizing UET has confirmed considerably the impact of managerial 

idiosyncrasies on organizational strategic behaviour and performance (Carpenter et al. 2004; 

Finkelstein et al. 2009; Hambrick 2007; Hiebl 2014), and in this research the focus is on the 

managers’ influence portrayed through their DMCs. Adner and Helfat (2003) rooted the 

DMC in three main attributes: MHC, which is proxied through the educational qualification, 

experience, and training that facilitates managers to reconfigure organizational resources and 

competencies (Davidsson & Honig 2003); MSC which is defined as “The sum of resources, 

actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual or an organization as a result of the development 

of personal and social networking relationships” (Acquaah 2007, P.1238); And finally, MC 

which is defined as “Managerial beliefs and mental models that serve as a basis for decision 

making” (Adner & Helfat 2003, P.1021). 

Kor and Mesko (2012) claimed that DMC is the key to attain fit of firms’ competencies in 

fluctuating environments. Managers, through their DMCs scan the environment to recognize 

evolving patterns and identify opportunities to integrate newly gained knowledge within the 

capabilities of the firm, which is essential for the firm’s success. Kor and Mesko (2012) also 

argued that DMC are indispensably connected with ‘managerial dominant logic, which 

works as a filter to screen out unnecessary information (Bettis & Prahalad 1995). This filter 
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is important as it reduces time and effort of managers as well as employees through directing 

their attention to relevant information, yet it should be considered seriously with the 

observation of DI which sends only weak signals that might look irrelevant at its early stages, 

and that is why most EFs do not perceive it as threat (Martinez-Vergara & Valls-Pasola 

2020). 

A very familiar concept states that if managers were able to recognize DI before it has 

significantly affected and disrupted markets, they can make serious decisions to exploit the 

possible marketplace disruption into their own benefit, or at least, save their organizations 

from failure due to disruption that was not perceived (Nagy, Schuessler & Dubinsky 2016). 

Managers should make sure that their DMCs are effective all the time, and cope with today’s 

business turbulent environment. This should be maintained by serious initiatives towards 

UL. 

1.2.3. Unlearning 

UL has been theorized as an initiative towards adjustment and modification in the principles, 

opinions, attitudes and knowledge structures or mental models, to support receiving novel 

knowledge (Akgun et al. 2007). UL can be defined as the process by which people and 

organizations abandon their orthodox beliefs, governing mental prototypes and old 

conventional knowledge, to familiarise and adjust to change (Mieres, Sanchez & Vijande 

2012). UL is the method through which people and organizations discard their prevailing 

principles and procedures as they are no more valid (Starbuck 1996). In this investigation, 

individual unlearning (IUL) and organizational unlearning (OUL) as two serial mediators 

are utilized. 

Neely Jr. and his colleagues (2020) argued through their recent review of the UET that “The 

influence of the UET perspective has, in part, stemmed from its ability to connect executive 

characteristics to seemingly distal outcomes, such as firm actions and performance. 

However, as a result, UET studies have also often been criticized for lack of attention to the 

process mechanisms that mediate the relationship between executive orientation and firm 

outcomes” (P.1033). A similar argument has been made by Whitler et al. (2021). In this 

study, UL concept is utilized as a mediator in the relation between DMC and RStDI for a 

few reasons. Firstly, in an attempt to handle the criticism of the UET black-box effect, which 

limits the conceptual and practical contributions of the theory (Neely Jr. et al. 2020). 

Secondly, the ability to unlearn is one of the most critical capabilities managers need to 
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develop in order to overcome pre-judgements and obsolete mental models, key barriers to 

DI (Assink 2006). Third, UL is central to higher order learning, which is the capability and 

application of generative and meta-learning, that must take place at both the individual and 

the organisational levels, and considered crucial in dealing with DI (Baker & Sinkula 2002). 

Firms willing to nurture DI should strive to discard their obsolete routines, existing 

knowledge, and beliefs, since these innovations are simply a vigorous departure from the 

norm (Lyu et al. 2020). It has been suggested by researchers that promoting DI in 

organizations requires EFs readiness for institutionalizing the ‘organizational change’ 

through an effective UL process to abandon profoundly rooted organizational values, rules, 

and routines to allow initiation of potential DI (Wan, Williamson & Yin 2015). Sandberg 

and Aarikka-Stenroos (2014) found that restrictive mind-sets are one of the most important 

barriers to DI. To overcome this barrier organizations and people should unlearn their 

outdated beliefs, attitudes, and structures to pave the way for new learning (Lyu et al. 2020). 

UL triggers have been discussed from external factors perspective (Akgün et al. 2006; Teece 

2007), nonetheless, in this study, internal factors trigger perspective is being adopted (Akgün 

et al. 2007) by suggesting that DMC has significant positive impact on UL at the individual 

level, which then will transfer, as a collective effort, to the organizational level (Zhao et al. 

2013). This latter argument is expected to enrich the literature on UET by partially unpacking 

the relational black box, and improve the understanding on other intervening variables in 

such a relation, thus provide leaders with rich insights on what can and should be done to 

operate in their organizations and facilitate successful outcomes (Neely Jr et al. 2020). 

However, and based on the Dynamic Capability View of the firm (DCV) (Teece et al. 1997), 

which asserts key role of management as being responsible for recognizing change 

opportunities, exploiting them in response to uncertainty (Augier & Teece 2009), and 

achieving sustained organizational competitive advantage (Penrose 1959), it is argued in this 

investigation, that managers through their DMC, which are considered as one form of the 

organizational dynamic capabilities (DC) (Helfat et al. 2007), will be able to sense and seize 

opportunities, reconfigure and redeploy resources, and will be able to create, extend or 

modify other DCs (UL in this study), in order to attain fit in shifting environments (i.e., 

marked with DI) and achieve improved performance (i.e., proper RStDI) (Teece et al. 1997). 

It is expected that this theoretical triangulation (Denzin 1970), presented in the form of 

utilizing the UET and DCV concurrently as theoretical frameworks, will improve the validity 

of research findings (Thurmond 2001). 
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This research gives special attention to internal determinants of organizational behaviour 

and investigates their impact, yet, the external environment is still a critical factor, as it 

determines to a great extent the amount of discretion allowed for managers to act and make 

decisions based on their own perceptions and judgement. That is why MD is considered an 

important aspect of this investigation. 

1.2.4. Managerial Discretion 

MD, being defined as “The latitude of managerial action” offered to the decision makers 

(e.g., managers, top executives, or CEOs) in a certain situation, at specific context or 

environment ((Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987, p. 371), is considered as an important factor 

in determining the degree at which managerial traits and characteristics impact the 

organizational outcomes. MD was introduced as an important moderating variable to the 

model of UET by (Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987). Researchers found that the explanatory 

power of the UET framework is directly proportional to the level of MD (Wangrow et al. 

2015). 

Since environments vary in the magnitude of discretion allowed to top managers and CEOs, 

it is difficult to predict accurately how managerial characteristics will affect organizational 

outcomes and performance without accounting for the surrounding environment (Haleblian 

& Finkelstein 1993). 

1.2.5. This Research 

This research aims at linking the previously discussed concepts in one conceptual model that 

is put together based on extensive literature review and theoretical arguments, and focuses 

on testing the relations among them, where DMC (a less investigated endogenous factor) 

initiates UL to scan the environment properly and respond adequately to DI in one of the 

emerging economies (Dubai, UAE), in a less explored industry (PSF) under the moderating 

effect of MD. 

1.3 Research Rationale and the Literature Gap.  

The four main research constructs (DMC, UL, RStDI, and MD) are well established in the 

literature. A reviewer of the existing research in these areas can find maturity and saturation 

in their conceptualization. 
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Yet, the significance of this research has stemmed from addressing few gaps identified in 

the literature. First, in addition to the previous discussion on the unpacking of the relational 

black box by investigation UL as mediator, research on UET claim that more direct 

investigations of cognition are required to open the ‘proverbial black box’ linking executive 

cognition to firms’ strategic actions (Neely Jr et al. 2020). This call if combined with an 

earlier call to “... cross research on disruptive innovation with research on managerial 

cognition…” since we still know “… very little about the impact of managers’ mental 

models on the strategic responses of established firms to disruptive technologies” (Vecchiato 

2017, P. 117), will make this study more appealing to proceed with, as it would provide 

empirically supported insights on the role of managerial mental models (investigated in 

terms of opportunity & threat cognitive perception) in predicting organizational behaviour 

in the face of disruption, as an ignored and less explored factor throughout the literature. 

Second, a limited number of studies have examined empirically how executives perceive 

specific information (i.e., threat vs. opportunity cognitive perception in this study) when 

making decisions and strategic choices (i.e., RStDI) (e.g., Mannor et al. 2016; Pryor et al. 

2019). By investigating MC (threat cognitive perceptions TCP, and opportunity cognitive 

perceptions OCP) along with MHC and MSC, it is expected to better understand their impact 

on organizational strategic behaviour such as RStDI and supplement the literature with more 

findings in this regard. Abatecola and Cristofaro (2018) argued that despite the seminal 

attempts to explore the UET in terms of the relation between top executives traits and 

characteristics and organizational behaviour since the 1970s, results on this side are far from 

being considered conclusive, and more research is called for. 

Third, although DMC has been long explored throughout the literature, conceptually (e.g., 

Eggers & Kaplan 2013; Martin 2011; O’Reilly & Tushman 2008); and empirically (e.g., 

Laamanen & Wallin 2009; Mostafiz et al. 2019; Peteraf & Reed 2007), yet, there is a lack 

of the empirical evidence on the effect of DMC on strategic change initiatives (Holzmayer 

& Schmidt 2020; Heubeck & Meckl 2022; Si & Chen 2020; Martinez-Vergara & Valls-

Pasola 2020; Mostafiz et al. 2019; Liu et al. 2020; Guo et al. 2020). Additionally, Helfat and 

Martin (2015) claimed that there are no studies which have incorporated all three foundations 

of DMC as predictors of strategic change. This is one of the main contributions of this 

research, where it brings the three underpinnings together as predictors of strategic change 

(i.e., RStDI). This would in fact shed more light on the efficacy of these three underpinnings 
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in predicting strategic change such as organizational RStDI and provide finer evidence on 

which underpinning is more powerful in such a relation. 

Fourth, a few other researchers (e.g., Agarwal et al. 2016; Christensen et al. 2018) called for 

more exploration to investigate this relation in emerging economies context and among 

different industries as it is expected to yield different results, Christensen et al. (2018) stated 

that “Disruption does not happen everywhere, nor does it play out at the same pace across 

industries” (P.1065). Christensen et al. (2018) proposed the topic (RStDI) as a novel area of 

research that remained untapped. Although response strategies have been long proposed by 

researchers (as summarized in table 4- forthcoming chapter), however, these strategies 

barely were put into examination. In such a dynamic and turbulent environment, response 

strategies are crucial for success of firms in the face of disruption. This underscores the 

importance of investigating these strategies and understanding their triggers. 

Further to that, most research on DI and DMC is theoretical, while the remaining little 

empirical research is qualitative and adopt a case study approach as a strategy, which affects 

the generalizability of the findings (Si & Chen 2020; Martinez-Vergara & Valls-Pasola 

2020). On the same vein, Liu et al. (2020) and Guo et al. (2020) called for more empirical 

research on DI in every country that is considered an emerging economy. These claims are 

supported in this research by the findings of Perenyi (2013) who found statistically 

significant differences when applied the same theory across different contexts. Most of the 

innovation research (~70%) is coming from developed countries with established markets. 

With a few exceptions (e.g., India & China), developing economies are barely explored 

(Agarwal et al. 2016). Hambrick (2007), one of the UET sponsors, heartily encouraged other 

researchers to advance the understanding of UET and how it may yield different results in 

different contexts. Considering that most research investigating UET in USA (Hambrick 

2007), it would be of great value adding initiative to investigate this theory in the MENA 

region – UAE. 

Taking into consideration the country-specific context and constraints, as well as the varying 

economic development levels of different countries, regions, and evolving markets, it is 

considered vital to extend research to other countries which were not explored earlier, this 

will provide valuable insights outside India and China and would support the efforts to 

validate and generalize the available findings (Agarwal et al. 2016). Generalizing across 

countries and contexts is an important feature of social and business research and theory 
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development, which is not supposed to be eluded if researchers want to reach general 

theories. This in fact can assist scholars in achieving vigorous explanations for context-

explicit similarities and differences; understand and measure the effect of these differences; 

transfer best practices; and achieve an improved understanding on how different theories can 

be employed in different contexts (Hantrais 1999). 

UAE is an example of a wealthy emerging economy, which is making confident steps in the 

direction of sustainable development. UAE is hitting record in global indicators (e.g., Rank 

16 in ease of doing business 2020 report) (World Bank 2019). There are serious initiatives 

by the country to sustain a benevolent investment environment through wide set of strategies 

and policies which aim to enable fostering the nation’s transformation of economy by 

leveraging countrywide competitive advantage based on knowledge, innovation, and 

promoted (R&D) activities, while providing support to sectors of value-creation (Federal 

Competitiveness & Statistics Authority 2020). Innovation is being special attention; it is a 

sub-pillar in the UAE vision 2021, which had a great impact on UAE as the Arab-world top 

rank in the annual Global Innovation Index 2019 (UAE Government 2020). All of this 

articulate a fertile context to investigate DI and relevant response strategies within UAE 

context, which varies significantly from India and China in multiple of dimensions1. UAE is 

considered a much smaller country, with very limited sustainable natural resources, and a 

non-comparable population size (work force) to India and China. Nonetheless, UAE is 

striving to create a global model of a smaller country with limited resources, yet an ability 

to nurture innovation and achieve world-breaking records. 

Fifth, recent calls on the importance of moving the discussion on DI from a technological 

perspective towards the less explored managerial perspective, which has a significant role in 

spurring DI (Sadiq et al. 2020). Most of the DI research still focuses on its drivers from 

market characteristics, new markets, and low-end innovation perspectives (Nagy, Schuessler 

& Dubinsky 2016), rather than internal factors (other than resource allocation) like DMC. 

The investigation of this aspect is important for EFs, who take for granted the response 

strategies as a by-product of market characteristics and drivers. The findings of this research 

                                                 
1 Click on the following link for detailed comparison between UAE and China on multiple dimensions: 

https://countryeconomy.com/countries/compare/china/united-arab-emirates 

Click on the following link for detailed comparison between UAE and India on multiple dimensions: 

https://countryeconomy.com/countries/compare/india/united-arab-emirates  

https://countryeconomy.com/countries/compare/china/united-arab-emirates
https://countryeconomy.com/countries/compare/india/united-arab-emirates
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are of benefit to those EFs, providing empirical evidence that other internal factors (i.e., 

DMC) have an important role to play in such a situation. 

Moreover, even though most DI research focuses on the manufacturing sector, other sectors 

like financing, non-governmental organizations and social enterprises have shown that DI is 

applicable in the service sector as well and highlighted a valuable potential for expanding 

future investigations to include them (Agarwal et al. 2016). Therefore, this study focuses the 

discussion on PSF, which are even less explored (Skjølsvik et al. 2017). PSF, as professional 

service provider, are known for their dependence on their professionals, who are mostly the 

owners\founders\partners (i.e., managers), as well as their knowledge base, to develop 

solutions catered to their clients’ specific problems. Their competitive advantage lies in their 

service delivery through which they create value (Malhotra 2003). This sort of industry has 

been long immune to disruption; however, it is recently more prone to that with the advent 

of novel platform solutions. Such industry, being more reliant on its people (professionals), 

and less reliant on market drivers, gives extra importance to investigate the dynamic 

capabilities of its managers, to better understand how this aspect affects the response strategy 

adopted in face of DI. 

In terms of the UL, Guo et al (2019) argued that even top managers cannot perceive 

disruptiveness of an innovation due to their dominant logic. That is why Lyu et al (2020) 

assured that, unlearning out-dated beliefs and old knowledge to allow for the new ones, is 

essential to nurture DI. UL play a significant role; however, empirical studies have paid little 

attention to this matter (Lyu et al 2020). This research aims at understanding the role of UL 

as a mediator in the relation between DMC and RStDI. 

The above arguments have played a significant role in the researcher’s choice of topic, 

context, and industry, which will be explained in the forthcoming sections. 

1.4 Research Questions 

The previously discussed arguments were developed throughout the initial stage of literature 

review on DI, DMC, UL, and MD, and then reflected in the following main research 

question: 

What is the impact of dynamic managerial capabilities on the established firms’ 

Response strategies to disruptive innovation? 

The research is expected to answer further questions addressing other aspects which include:  
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What is the direct impact of DMC on RStDI? 

What is the direct impact of DMC on the IUL? 

What is the direct impact of IUL on OUL? 

What is the direct impact of OUL on firm’s RStDI? 

Does UL (IUL and OUL as serial mediators, mediate the relation between DMC and firm’s 

RStDI? 

Does MD moderate the relation between DMC and RStDI? 

1.5 Research Aim & Objectives 

To the knowledge of the researcher, this is one of the very first attempts to examine the 

proposed relations between the four main research constructs. 

The aim of this investigation is to develop a comprehensive understanding on the impact of 

DMC on RStDI through the mediating effect of UL and moderating role of MD in Dubai, 

UAE PSF context. Trying to achieve an original contribution and partially bridge the 

identified research gaps. 

This research, is anticipated to achieve few objectives, to meet the proposed aim, which 

include the following: 

1. Review the literature on the research topic and concepts to study and evaluate the 

relationships between DMC and RStDI within Dubai, PSF context. 

2. Deductively develop a conceptual model using the main research constructs and the 

identified relationships. 

3. Achieve an in-depth understanding of DMC in relation to IUL. 

4. Investigate IUL and OUL as two firm endogenous factors influencing the RStDI. 

5. Explore IUL and OUL as mediators in the relation between DMC and RStDI. 

6. Examine the MD moderating effect on the relation between DMC and RStDI. 

1.6 Research Hypotheses 

This research investigates empirically and quantitatively the relationships between the main 

research-variables (MHC, MSC and MC as predictors, IUL and OUL as sequential 

mediators, MD as a moderator and the RStDI which has been grouped into resistant and 

adaptive, as an outcome variable). The following hypotheses were extracted based on an 

extensive literature review: 

H1 Higher levels of MHC positively impact adaptive RStDI. 
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H2 Higher levels of MSC positively impact adaptive RStDI. 

H3a MC as (TCP) positively impacts resistant RStDI. 

H3b MC as (OCP) positively impacts adaptive RStDI. 

H4 Higher levels of MHC positively impact IUL. 

H5 Higher levels of MSC positively impact IUL. 

H6a MC as (TCP) positively impacts IUL. 

H6b MC as (OCP) positively impacts IUL. 

H7 IUL positively impacts OUL. 

H8a OUL negatively impacts resistant RStDI. 

H8b OUL positively impacts adaptive RStDI. 

H9 UL (IUL >> OUL) has a positive serial mediating effect on the relation between 

DMC and RStDI. 

H10 MD has a significant moderating impact on the relation between DMC and 

RStDI. 

1.7 Research Theoretical Perspective 

This research utilizes the UET and DCV of the firm to build and test its conceptual model. 

UET asserts that top managers play a vital role in the choice and execution of strategic 

decisions that eventually influence the behaviour and performance of the organization 

(Hambrick 2007; Hambrick & Mason 1984). DCV affirms key role of management being 

responsible for recognizing change opportunities and exploiting them in response to 

uncertainty (Augier & Teece 2009). Organizations with dynamic managers are more 

successful in familiarizing and adjusting their strategies than organizations who do not have 

such managers (Ambrosini & Altintas 2019). An elaborated discussion on the underlying 

theories is included in section 1 of chapter III. 

1.8 Research Approach and Strategy  

In this research, adopting a quantitative form of inquiry, the researcher “have assumptions 

about testing theories deductively, building in protection against bias, controlling for 

alternative or counterfactual explanations, and being able to generalize and replicate the 

findings” (Creswell & Creswell 2018, P.4). In this investigation, the researcher is more 

inclined towards positivism, holding a deterministic philosophy in which reasons possibly 

control consequences and outcomes. 
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This research follows a deductive reasoning approach, where the researcher builds his 

conceptual model drawing on the existing body of knowledge and available theories to 

explain the proposed relations (Creswell & Creswell 2018). The researcher is adopting a 

quantitative inquiry to test objectively existing theories through examining the relations 

among variables (Creswell & Creswell 2018).  

This approach requires operationalization of constructs to allow their measurement typically 

using a quantitative instrument, so that data can be coded and analyzed using statistics. 

Hence, survey strategy is followed (Field 2018).  

1.8.1 Population & Sample 

This research is conducted in Dubai, UAE. The selection of the geographical context came 

in congruence with literature findings while spotting the research gap. As it was explained 

earlier in the research rationale and gap section, research in emerging countries is strongly 

called for. 

There were other calls – mentioned earlier- to conduct more empirical research on the service 

industry. This has supported the choice of PSF, being one of the under researched categories 

of service sector throughout literature (Skjolsvik, Pemer & Lowendahl 2017). With the 

advent of novel ‘platform-based’ technologies, new competitors have swept over just about 

all service sectors causing disruption (Jaworski & Patel 2020), this requires an increased 

attention to this area of research trying to understand how established PSF are responding to 

disruption. 

Following the deductive approach and quantitative inquiry which aims to generalize its 

finding, simple random sampling technique is adopted to support generalizability claims. 

The sampling frame was retrieved from a governmental open data website. A target of (384) 

complete responses was set at (95%) confidence. However, more responses (491) were 

received while conducting the data collection. 

1.8.2 Data collection and Analysis 

In survey strategy research, the most appropriate data collection tool is the questionnaire. 

This investigation utilizes a questionnaire, constructed of pre-validated measures, to quantify 

the research variables through items on a 6 points Likert scale. Statistical analysis technique 
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(covariance based structural equation modeling SEM) is employed for the data analysis in 

this study using software of (IBM SPSS & AMOS). 

1.8.3 Report  

This thesis comes in seven chapters: introduction chapter, literature review chapter, 

conceptual framework chapter, methodology chapter, results, and discussion chapters, and 

finally, contributions, limitations, and future research chapter. 

1.9 Research Contributions  

This research strongly and originally contributes to the existing body of knowledge and 

provides interesting theoretical insights as well as practical understanding to managers and 

practitioners in the field of business management. 

1.9.1 Theoretical Contribution 

Theoretically, new insights have been retrieved on the applicability of the UET in a new un-

explored context (Dubai, UAE), and into a new industry (PSF) which, to the knowledge of 

researcher, no prior work has been done, and according to researchers (e.g., Agarwal et al 

2016) yields important insights. 

A contribution is made in terms of partially unpacking the relational black box of the theory. 

It takes the DI theory, as well, a step forward in investigating the less popular individual 

level and endogenous factors like DMC, and how they influence the RStDI in EFs (Si & 

Chen 2020). Besides, it enriches the UET, underpinnings of DMC, and DI literature by 

providing an empirical & quantitative evidence which the literature lacks (Martınez-Vergara 

& Valls-Pasola 2020). This would, according to Christensen et al (2018), either support the 

generalizability of the theory, or adjust it accordingly to expand its applicability.  

The theory of disruption suggests that EFs do not take the initiative to adopt DI, and predicts 

its failure, which contrasts with its theorized significance (Hang et al. 2015), this 

investigation revealed that this is not the case. 

Prior research had mainly considered that the replacement of dominant technologies through 

DI is triggered by market capabilities and assets (Liu et al. 2020), this study has offered a 

piece of evidence that other internal factors (DMC) have a vital role in this process too. 

This research has also provided new insights on IUL and OUL as mediators of the relation 

between DMC and RStDI (Assink 2006), and on MD as a moderator (Hambrick 2007).  
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1.9.2 Practical Contribution 

“Disruptive innovations not only challenge individual business units or firms but also entire 

industries. Hence, the concept of disruptive innovation remains relevant for practitioners and 

scholars alike.” (Schmidt & Scaringella 2020). 

This research provides important ‘empirically supported’ insights to managers & 

practitioners on the role of DMC on RStDI in EFs. The findings of this research are of great 

value to those responsible for developing and selecting executive teams in organizations 

(Hambrick & Mason 1984). It provides empirical evidence on which capability might affect 

the most adaptive responses to disruption. The findings can influence their choice of 

nurturing such capabilities in the selected managers to supplement their organizations. 

Furthermore, the research findings provide good insights for hiring teams within the 

organizations, as it would provide an indication on how managers would behave under the 

light of their DMCs, so supporting the ability to hire executives accordingly. Additionally, 

this research findings provide evidence of EFs’ ability to respond back to potential DI and 

turning it into an exploitable opportunity (Christensen et al 2018). Besides, the insights 

created by this research assist top executives to predict or foresee other competitor 

organizations’ moves in the face of DI based on their management teams’ profiles. 

An extended discussion on the research contributions resides in the final chapter of this 

thesis. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

2.1 Introduction  

This chapter provides a comprehensive literature review on the main research constructs of 

DMC, UL, RStDI and MD. While the aim of this research is to investigate quantitatively the 

impact of DMC on EF’s RStDI, through the mediating effect of UL, and moderating role of 

MD, yet, it is important in this chapter to cover briefly related areas, which are expected to 

achieve better coherence to the research and give the reviewers a comprehensive 

understanding on the topic. 

2.2 Disruptive Innovation 

Innovation significance had always been recognized as a source of economic growth and 

development, dating back to (1934) when Schumpeter released his seminal work on: “The 

Theory of Economic Development”. Innovation comes in multiple forms such as a new 

product, a new production methodology, a new market, a new material supply source, or a 

new industry structure (Schumpeter 1934). 

DI is a process where a small or a new company with less resources successfully contests 

against EFs (Christensen & Raynor 2015). Porter (1980) argued that effective innovations 

qualify organizations to sustain their competitive advantage. DI is an effective tool to 

broaden markets, create new ones, and provide new functionalities that eventually disrupt 

the market. It is also considered as a potential entry strategy for newcomers (Govindarajan 

& Kopalle 2006). 

2.2.1 Definitions 

Strategic DI has been defined by Charitou and Markides (2003) as an innovation which 

redefines the rules of the game, that is obviously different and extremely in contrast to the 

traditional way of gaming. They defined strategic disruptive innovations in terms of their 

characteristics, which most disruptive innovations have in common. They contended that 

disruptive innovations stress new attributes in products or services, they start in an emerging 

or niche market, grow to become more attractive to wider market, and eventually attract 

established firms once they become a potential threat, as established firms cannot afford 

ignoring them anymore, and they consider possible strategies to respond back. 
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In line with (Charitou & Markides 2003), Danneels (2004) defined disruptive technology as 

“a technology that changes the basis of competition by changing the performance metrics 

along which firms compete” (P.249). This can be attributed to the fact that disruptive 

innovations introduce new dimensions of performance that no one competed against earlier. 

Likewise, Nagy, Schuessler and Dubinsky (2016) attempted to provide a comprehensive 

definition of disruptive innovations to help managers identify them. The researchers 

contended that the available definitions of disruptive innovation are focused on market 

characteristics rather than the innovation characteristics itself. They complemented the 

definition of disruptive innovation by gathering Christensen’s definition which focused on 

functional quality and price (as discussed in section 2.2 of this chapter), along with Daneels’s 

(2004) and Charito and Markides’s (2003) definitions which are focused on market 

characteristics, and offered a more comprehensive definition which combined the previous 

definitions with theoretically known constructs of innovation characteristics: functionality; 

technical standard; and ownership. In other words, they defined disruptive innovation using 

more of intrinsic characteristics rather than extrinsic ones. Nagy, Schuessler and Dubinsky 

(2016) defined disruptive innovation as: “an innovation that changes the performance 

metrics, or consumer expectations of a market, by providing radically new functionality, 

discontinuous technical standards, or new forms of ownership” (P.122). This definition 

provides some innovation characteristics which can be recognised and equated; it provides, 

as well, an answer to why innovation can be disruptive to some companies and not to others, 

which eventually facilitates the estimation of any new potential innovation, whether it be 

disruptive or not. 

Paap and Katz (2004), had more focused definition of DI compared to Nagy et al (2016), 

and defined it based on its effects on the existing market and failure of leading firms in timely 

adoption, rather than disruption being an attribute of technology; they defined it as a 

disruption in the business model. 

In contrast to the above attempts of Paap and Katz (2004), Lavie (2006) defined 

technological change as “an exogenous technical innovation that modifies the components, 

systems, techniques, or methods required for producing organizational outputs” (P.154). 

Lavie employed an exogenous factors lens, and explained how technological changes have 

direct impact on organizational capabilities; competition intensity; contextual uncertainty; 

industry’s structural settings (entry and exit barriers); and customers’ demand and 

preferences. 
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More recently, Si and Chen (2020) systematically reviewed the literature on disruptive 

innovation and found that disruptive innovation definitions went in one of four themes. The 

first theme is: defining disruptive innovation by type of activity (business model innovation; 

technology innovation; product innovation; and strategic innovation); the second theme of 

definitions is based on the disruptive evolving process; the third theme is based on its effects; 

and lastly, the fourth theme is based on its key characteristics. Si and Chen (2020) affirmed 

the various findings of this section on DI definitions and concluded that DI definitions are 

varied due to the multiple perspectives through which researchers can look to define it. In 

an attempt to be as comprehensive as possible, they defined disruptive innovation as: “An 

innovation process in which technologies, products or services are initially inferior than 

those provided by established firms in the attributes that mainstream consumers value, but 

these technologies, products or services can attract and satisfy the consumers in low-end or 

new markets with advantages in performance attributes (such as being cheap, simple, or 

convenient) that these consumers value but which at the same time are neglected by 

mainstream markets. Over time, through incremental improvement of technology or process, 

a disruptive innovation gradually satisfies the needs of mainstream consumers, so as to attain 

certain market share from or even replace established firms in mainstream markets” (P.6). 

Martınez-Vergara and Valls-Pasola (2020) critically reviewed the literature on disruptive 

innovation as well and came to the same conclusion offered by Si and Chen (2020), that 

disruptive innovation single definition is difficult to identify. Similar, but less 

comprehensive relative to Si and Chen (2020), Martınez-Vergara and Valls-Pasola (2020) 

identified three perspectives on defining disruptive innovations: the process of transforming 

markets perspective; the low-cost model perspective; and finally, the process of technology 

delivering better products perspective. They claimed that the different perspectives 

supplement each other, but there is no agreed one definition, and they attributed this to the 

complexity of the phenomenon. Table (1) summarizes these definitions on disruptive 

innovation. 
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Table 1: A summary of the discussed DI definitions developed by the researcher. 

Researcher DI definition 

Christensen & 

Raynor (2015, P.48) 

“Disruption describes a process whereby a smaller company with fewer resources 

is able to successfully challenge established incumbent businesses”. 

Charitou and 

Markides (2003) 

An innovation which allows playing the game in a totally new way, that is obviously 

different and extremely in contrast to the traditional way of gaming. 

Danneels (2004, 

P.249) 

“A technology that changes the basis of competition by changing the performance 

metrics along which firms compete” 

Paap and Katz (2004, 

P.154) 

Defined DI by its effect on the existing market and the failure of leading firms in 

timely adoption, rather than disruption being an attribute of technology; they define 

it as a disruption in the business model 

Lavie (2006, P.154) “An exogenous technical innovation that modifies the components, systems, 

techniques, or methods required for producing organizational outputs” 

Nagy, Schuessler 

and Dubinsky (2016, 

P.122) 

“An innovation that changes the performance metrics, or consumer expectations, of 

a market by providing radical new functionality, discontinuous technical standards, 

or new forms of ownership” 

Si and Chen (2020, 

P.6) 

“An innovation process in which technologies, products or services are initially 

inferior to those provided by established firms in the attributes that mainstream 

consumers value, but these technologies, products or services can attract and satisfy 

the consumers in low-end or new markets with advantages in performance attributes 

(such as being cheap, simple, or convenient) that these consumers value but which 

at the same time are neglected by mainstream markets. Over time, through 

incremental improvement of technology or process, a disruptive innovation 

gradually satisfies the needs of mainstream consumers, so as to attain certain market 

share from or even replace established firms in mainstream markets” 

Martınez-Vergara 

and Valls-Pasola 

(2020) 

Identified three perspectives on defining DI s: the process of transforming market 

perspective; the low-cost model perspective; and finally, the process of technology 

delivering better product perspective. 

2.2.2 Disruptive Innovation Theory 

Disruptive Innovation Theory (DIT) and other predecessors of technological change 

theories, all shown in table (2), were invoked by the creative destruction theory developed 

by (Schumpeter 1942). DIT was triggered by the inability of earlier technological change 
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theories to address the hard disk-drive anomaly (Yu & Hang 2010). Competence enhancing 

versus competence destroying innovations classification by (Tushman & Anderson 1986) 

explained the success of some EFs and failure of others in the face of breakthrough 

innovations, rectifying the accepted rule of EFs’ taken for granted failure in accommodating 

with breakthrough innovations. 

Architectural innovation theory by (Henderson & Clark 1990) explained why EFs fail in the 

face of core technological innovations, as they pay more attention to the components and 

ignore the architecture underneath them. None of these theories were able to explain the EFs’ 

failure of the hard disk industry in front of technological waves of change that is not 

(breakthrough, nor an architectural), this inability has paved the way of the DIT to appear. 

Table 2: A summary of the discussed technological change theories developed by the 

researcher. 

Research Technological Change theories 

Tushman & Anderson (1986) Competence enhancing versus competence destroying 

Henderson & Clark (1990) Architectural innovation 

Christensen (1997) DIT 

 

2.2.3 Technological Change – Seminal Work Perspective 

Tushman and Anderson (1986) defined technology as the mediator between inputs and 

outputs to deliver a product or a service, whether it be a tool, a device or knowledge. 

Technological change at its extreme can be a shift or a discontinuity that punctuates the 

technology evolutionary system (e.g., breakthrough), followed by a period of ferment, that 

eventually ends up with a product dominant design. Once a dominant design appears, 

technology then progresses via incremental innovations. Sharp technological changes result 

in superior performance enhancements and unbeatable pricing strategies which make 

previous technologies and performance levels look like complete inefficiency, and not 

competitive at all (Tushman & Anderson 1986). Two distinctive classifications of 

technological shifts demarcated by Tushman, and Anderson (1986) are: competence 

enhancing and competence destroying, as they either enhance the competence base of the 

existing organizations, or on the other extreme, destroy it. 
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Henderson and Clark (1990) complemented Tushman and Anderson’s (1986) previous 

argument by suggesting that radical technological shifts require a different set of capabilities 

than those needed for incremental changes. These new capabilities are costly and hard to 

attain. The two researchers explained four types of innovation based on a two-by-two matrix 

as shown in figure (1) below, these four types are a result of matching the degree of change 

in the core concepts of the products and its components, namely are: incremental innovation, 

modular innovation, architectural innovation, and radical innovation. 

 

Figure 1 A framework for defining innovation - source: (Henderson & Clark 1990, 

P.12). 

In (1996), Christensen and Bower published their seminal paper on the failure of leading 

firms which are well-managed, resource-plentiful, technologically profound and customers’ 

driven. These firms failed to compete with new entrants in adopting new technologies which 

are critical to their survival. They concluded that such once-great firms fail to maintain their 

market leadership due to their own existing set of skills and prior experiences rather than the 

technology they failed to adopt or its degree of newness. These firms seem to overly listen 

to their customers in a way that delimits their strategic choices. Professient managers, face 

a dilemma, Christensen argued, although they are taking care of the very actions they must 

do in order to succeed, they listen too carefully to their customers, they invest strongly in 

their business, and they strive to build unique capabilities, but they still risk ignoring 

competitors with DI. 
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2.2.4 The Theory 

The DIT2 introduced by Christensen (1997), was conceptualized based on the observations 

of six consecutive disk-drive generations’ dynamics, to understand how and why EFs 

ignored DI. The theory basically explains the phenomenon of market disruption where a new 

product or service is introduced (mainly by a new entrant or a start-up) that is 

underperforming the dominant product or service on the dimensions which are preferred by 

mainstream customers. Yet, this new product/service with its underperforming dimensions 

is appreciated by other segment of customers, most likely in an emerging or niche market, 

whose other special needs are met by this new product, while being long overlooked by EFs. 

Christensen summed up few attributes of DI. He contended that they are usually: cheaper; 

simpler; smaller; and more convenient. For reasonable time, mainstream and most profitable 

customers of the EFs do not accept the new underperforming product as it does not meet 

their most valued dimension. This behaviour discourages EFs from taking any serious steps 

towards adopting DI or allocating resources to explore it, as it does not seem appealing to 

their economic logic.  

The non-response by EFs gives unique opportunity for disruptors to enjoy their initial (low-

end market) business for a while, going under the radar of EFs and escaping the rivalry. 

During this time, the DI progresses increasingly until it meets the minimum requirements of 

the mainstream customers on their valued dimension; at the same time, EFs over-shoot 

mainstream customers’ needs, resulting in over-served customers. At this point disruption in 

the mainstream market occurs. Mainstream customers start to accept the ‘improved’ DI, 

which minimally meets their expectations. So, mainstream customers drain from the EFs’ 

market to the disruptor’s market. Figure (2) below illustrates the DIT model developed by 

Christensen earlier in (1997) and used in most of his subsequent papers. 

                                                 
2 Disruptive technology in the original work (The innovator’s Dilemma, 1997), and refined to DI in the later 

work of Christensen and Raynor (The innovator’s solution, 2003) to include services and business model 

innovations in addition to technological products.  
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Figure 2 The model of DIT - source: (Christensen et al 2018, P.1048). 

The model in figure (2) plots the trajectories of performance over time for both EFs and 

disruptors, in comparison to the trajectories of customers’ demand. It shows that EFs 

accelerate in their product development and technological improvement with higher pace 

than customers demand trajectory, resulting in demand overshoot. This phenomenon of 

overshooting is represented by the upper intersection point (a)3. Disruptors, starting 

somewhere much below the customers’ accepted standard, improve over time to intersect 

with the minimum accepted performance by mainstream customers (intersection point b). 

This intersection is exactly where disruption happens. 

2.3 Failure of Established Firms 

Literature documented heterogeneous results on EFs’ RStDI and their degree of success. It 

has been argued that EFs rarely respond effectively to DI (e.g., Christensen & Raynor 2015; 

Teece 2016). The literature on DI is full of examples of the failure of EFs in the face of 

disruption. According to Teece (2012) these results might be the consequences of fierce 

competition and faster technological changes which decreased the time available for EFs to 

adapt. Martınez-Vergara and Valls-Pasola (2020) affirmed that EFs do not respond to DI as 

                                                 
3 Intersection points (a & b) are not part of the original model, and added by researcher to facilitate the 

discussion. 
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they are not a source of threat for them at its early stages. Tripsas and Gavetti (2000) assured 

that organizational change is difficult. Even when there is a recognition of the importance to 

change in response to external environment’s variation, EFs are not able to respond properly 

and effectively. Christensen and Raynor (2003) argued earlier that EFs often retain the 

required capabilities to respond successfully, but managers do not deploy them efficiently to 

defeat probable disruptors. DI paralyzes leaders of the industry through resource allocation 

processes which are intended to assist in sustaining innovations. So, mostly, EFs are 

powerless to respond. 

Throughout the literature review, it turned out that many of the investigated factors leading 

to failure of EFs lie within the organization itself rather than its environment (Yu & Hang 

2010). One of the very first internal factors discussed in relation to EFs’ failure is resource 

allocation to DI initiatives. Christensen (1997) fundamentally discussed two main reasons 

for the failure of EFs: the process of resource allocation; and organizational processes, 

routines, resources, and values. Building on resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik 

1978), Christensen and Bower (1996), and later (Christensen & Raynor 2015), concluded 

that resource allocation patterns in the organizations, which are driven by market demand, 

determine innovations at which they will succeed or fail. EFs are more likely to invest in 

incremental innovations which are favoured by their profitable customers. In other words, 

EFs’ propensity to strategic change is deeply influenced by their customers’ needs, who are 

the source of survival for the organizations. This focus, over time, becomes embedded in the 

organizational culture, values, beliefs, and processes. So, it becomes extremely difficult for 

top management to shift their investments to DI. Hence, when it comes to new innovations 

targeting emerging markets with weak or no applicability in the mainstream, EFs do not 

seem willing to allocate resources or invest in them as they do not seem profitable. These 

ignored innovations rendered with no resource allocation are the ones which might invade 

the market years later and cause leaders to fail. 

In line with that, Paap and Katz (2004) argued that the very factors of success in firms might 

have a vital role later in their failure. Many factors including leadership, vision, routines, 

culture, structure, and competences which are essential for the evolution of firms might 

become the reason for failure during technological shifts in what is known as organizational 

inertia. Paap and Katz (2004) also attributed failure to managers’ disability in detecting 

changes in technology, or changes in customers’ demand. Similarly, Gilbert (2005) ascribed 

the failure of EFs in their structure of inertia, which he categorized as: resource rigidity, that 
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is their inability to adjust their resource investment patterns; and routines rigidity, that is 

their inability to adjust their organizational processes to utilize these DI. 

Also, Roy and Cohen (2015) believed that the success/failure of EFs against DI depends on 

two main organizational factors: strategy and inertia. The strategy factor includes other sub-

factors such as: business model innovation, product innovation, and conflicts, while the 

second factor (inertia) includes: dependence on customers' resources, rigid routines, 

uncertain demand, rigid structures and systems, and dependence on the external value 

network. 

In the same direction, Yu, and Hang (2010) summed factors of failure in four distinct 

categories: human resources, culture, resource allocation, and organizational structure. 

While they can be the source of failure, they can also be the source of success. 

Other internal factors have been discussed throughout the literature. Tellis (2006) attributed 

failure of EFs to the lack of visionary organizational actions in detecting new mass markets, 

and their preservative orientation towards cannibalizing their resources to serve these 

markets. Likewise, King and Baatartogtokh (2015) found that managerial myopia played an 

important role in firms’ failure, as managers ignore or misunderstand the significance of an 

evolving threat.  

Vecchiato (2017) suggested through his review another explanation for the firm’s failure, 

arguing that the main reason underpinning the failure of EFs is the incapability to 

commercialize the disruptive technologies, hence, it is a marketing competence issue. This 

latter argument, was previously mentioned by Christensen (2000) as he noted: ‘‘Professor 

Rebecca Henderson pointed out to me that this tendency always to take new technologies to 

mainstream customers reflects a rather narrow marketing competence.’’ (P. 58).  

In a comprehensive review, Ansari and Krop (2012) summarized evidence from previous 

literature on EFs’ failure. They found that inertia played a major role. Yet, failure might 

occur due to multiple reasons which include organizational interest in existing competences 

and willingness to exploit them rather than adopting new technologies; or maybe their 

organizational core competences turned out to be core rigidities; and finally, organizational 

dominant logic which supports stability might hinder organizational ability to adapt to 

changes. Yet, the researchers developed a conceptual framework that includes external 

factors which they referred to as ‘industry level factors’ (rivalry turbulence, complementary 
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markets supplier factors, demand factors, and institutional environment), in addition to the 

previously discussed internal factors (resources configuration, complementary capabilities, 

and management) that have critical role in the survival/failure of EFs.  

On the other hand, few researchers ascribed the failure of EFs to external environmental 

factors. Markides (2006) related failure of EFs to the quick rate of DI growth, as it starts at 

the low-end market, and remains un-attractive for a certain period, then grows usually 

rapidly, to capture more of the mainstream customers, to the extent EFs cannot adjust their 

way of doing business to the new disruptive business model. It conflicts with their business 

as usual. It is not possible to make both business models co-exist within the same 

organization. Likewise, Schmidt and Druehl (2008) referred to the short term ‘non-

disruptive’ nature of DI especially at its inception, as the reason why EFs do not respond to 

it, and thus, get disrupted disastrously on the long term. Table (3) below summarizes EFs’ 

failure factors as discussed above, and highlights whether these factors are internal or 

external, and whether related to managers or not. 

Table 3 A summary of the discussed EFs’ failure factors developed by the researcher. 

EFs’ Failure Factors 
Type of 

Factor 

Related to 

Managers? 

Research 

Resource allocation  

 

Internal Yes Christensen (1997) 

Christensen and Bower (1996) 

Christensen & Raynor (2015) 

Yu and Hang (2010) 

Organizational Inertia Internal Yes Paap and Katz (2004) 

Gilbert (2005) 

Ansari and Krop (2012) 

Roy and Cohen (2015) 

Visionary leadership Internal Yes Tellis (2006) 

Quick rate of DI growth External No Markides (2006) 

Short term non-disruptive 

nature of DI 

External No Schmidt and Druehl (2008)  

Human resources, structure 

and culture 

Internal Yes Yu and Hang (2010) 

King and Baatartogtokh (2015) 

Marketing Competence Internal Yes Vecchiato (2017) 

Christensen (2000) 
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After scanning the literature on EFs’ failure factors discussed by researchers, this 

investigation moves forward by exploring the different EFs’ RStDI. 

2.4 Response to Disruptive Innovation 

Prahalad and Bettis (1982) argued that managers should respond quickly and appropriately 

to competitor’s moves, otherwise performance will be affected negatively. Top managers 

can respond with these terms if they own the right dominant logic to do so, as they will be 

more likely to understand and process the relevant and needed data to respond effectively. 

However, diverse innovations evolve in different ways, they have different effects on the 

competitive environment, and necessitate different responses. They should not be dealt with 

equally as identical phenomena. DI is a unique phenomenon, and response to it should be 

considered with care (Markides 2006). 

Christensen and Bower (1996) drew their conclusion regarding EFs’ RStDI on market 

factors. Whether EFs adopt or not, is based basically on the fact whether there are enough 

customers demanding it. If the number of demanding customers is large enough, then EFs 

are more inclined towards adopting, but if the innovation is aimed at a smaller customer 

segment, or an emerging market, the chances to adopt the new DI drop dramatically. 

Charitou and Markides (2003) discussed this dilemma of leading firms, as they face 

competitors invading the markets with different, or conflicting strategies to theirs. Ignoring 

the invader might have disastrous impact on EFs (i.e., losing the market to the invader); 

adopting the invader’s strategy is not an option for those leading firms, as it destroys their 

own business and falls into conflict with their existing business model. Besides, EFs cannot 

adopt the innovation utilizing their old strategies, processes, routines, and mindsets, this 

would render the value of the new business. And adopting both strategies (the old one and 

the invader’s) risk the EFs’ efficiency and value. Hence, responding to DI is a dilemma in 

its own. Charitou and Markides (2003) also thought that embracing DI without priority and 

careful assessment might be disadvantageous to EFs, where other response strategies, 

including overlooking DI, might be a better choice. 

An interesting observation made by Tellis (2006), that some EFs thrive through 

technological shifts by responding properly, while others fail it completely. He argued, in 

response to the lack of research focus on managers’ role in RStDI, that visionary leadership 

is the key. Leaders who can articulate a strong vision and execute it, take their firms to the 
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cusp of success. Visionary leaders focus on future mass markets as if they see them. They 

make a persistent commitment to innovation to meet those anticipated markets. Visionary 

leaders do not mind cannibalizing their successful products and services to grasp the 

potential of the future. On the other hand, those who fail the disruption are satisfied with 

their previous achievements, underestimate new entrants, fully focused on current market 

demand, and highly unready to cannibalize. 

Apart from visionary leaders, Sandstorm, Magnusson and Jornmark (2009) found that 

specific characteristics of organizations affect their capacity to respond (e.g., size and 

strategy). Managers should take these characteristics into consideration while proposing 

solutions. In their study, they found that medium sized organization (indicating limited 

resources), with a focused niche strategy managed to survive the disruption through 

collaboration and acquisition. Wan, Williamson and Yin (2015) claimed that an effective 

RStDI should involve mainly two factors, a shift in the managerial mind-set, and stretching 

as well as redesigning innovation capabilities. 

Below, response strategies identified in the literature are reviewed. 

2.4.1. Response Strategies Identified 

After reviewing the dominant technological change theories, discussing DI various 

definitions as a concept and how it works as a process, and scanning the various thoughts 

and perspectives on it, this section provides an overview on RStDI adopted by EFs, one of 

the main research constructs in this research. 

Charitou and Markides (2003) through their empirical investigation identified five types of 

response strategies that EFs can adopt. “Response One: Focus on and Invest in the 

Traditional Business” (P.58). EFs should assess the new DI and decide whether it should 

embrace it or not at all. Most EFs think they should adopt the DI because of the accepted 

rational that the new entrant will displace the EFs. Well, this has not been fully supported, 

the market offers a place for both. The EFs should consider the (decline) option as one of 

the response strategies while focusing more on their own business, improving their offerings, 

and making it more attractive. Gillette for example intensified its investments in its core 

business and introduced two new models (Sensor & Mach3) in response to disposable razor 

DI. This response strategy has been endorsed by other researchers (e.g., Adner & Kapoor 

2016; Chen et al. 2010; Utterback 1994). 
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“Response Two: Ignore the Innovation — It's Not Your Business” (P.59). This response 

makes sense when the DI does not aim directly at the EFs’ market, even if it falls within the 

same industry. It is different from the previous response strategy as it does not perceive the 

DI as a threat in the first place, while the previous one does. Take the Hartford Life, a high-

class insurance company, as an example of this response. Targeting only the 5% wealthiest 

Americans, they saw no purpose of adopting internet and phone insurance selling, which is 

directed to a lower end segment of customers. 

“Response Three: Attack Back — Disrupt the Disruption” (P.60). If EFs own the needed 

capabilities and skills, it should think of a third game, stressing out different attributes of 

products and services that the DI missed. A good example of this response strategy is The 

Swiss watch maker, emphasizing craftsmanship and accuracy, was disrupted by Japanese 

watch makers (e.g., Seiko & Timex), using the quartz technology and emphasizing the price, 

functionality, and other features. The Swiss decided to disrupt the disruptor by introducing 

(The Swatch) that emphasized a totally new attribute (the style!). 

“Response Four: Adopt the Innovation by Playing Both Games at Once” (P.60). If the 

assessment of the DI showed cost-benefit for the EFs, then they should find a way to play 

the dual game smartly. It has been mostly advised to establish an autonomous organizational 

unit which has its own decision-making processes and procedures, as well as financial and 

investment policies (Christensen & Raynor 2003). An example of this response strategy is 

the Royal Bank of Scotland who introduced an autonomous spin-off called Direct Line 

Insurance to provide direct telephone insurance in the UK. 

Analogously, Paap and Katz (2004) argued that organizations are required to play and 

manage the conflicting challenges of dualism to maintain their efficient performance of 

today and incorporate DI which will support their future performance. Other researchers like 

O’Reilly and Tushman (2016) discussed this response strategy using organizational 

ambidexterity specifically to manage contradictions and incongruences arising from 

adopting two different types of innovations concurrently. Organizational ambidexterity, 

which is the organizational ability to manage duple structures, processes, and cultures, 

supported with flexible cognitive skills at the executives’ level, is expected to help 

organizations overcome the innovators dilemma by simultaneously enabling exploration of 

new opportunities arising due to new discontinuous technologies, and exploitation via the 

existing business model. 
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“Response Five: Embrace the Innovation Completely and Scale it Up” (P.62). This response 

is the extreme scenario, where the EFs should consider seriously abandoning its existing 

business, adopting the DI completely, and leveraging it up. In this vein, Charitou and 

Markides (2003) saw EFs, who are more capable and supplied with necessary resources, at 

a better position than a new entrant who lacks competences, skills and in need of resources. 

An example of this type of response is the Charles Schwab, an online broker who adopted 

the DI (online brokerage) from its inventor ‘Howe Barnes Investments and Security APL’. 

To choose among these responses Charitou and Markides (2003) developed a two-by-two 

matrix (ability versus motivation). See figure (3) for a summary. The ability of the firm 

includes factors like skills, resources, time, and the degree of conflict between the new DI 

and its current business. The motivation of the firm also includes a set of factors like 

innovation, growth rate, degree of threat, and degree of relatedness to existing business. 

 

Figure 3 How to respond to disruptive strategic innovation- Source: (Charitou & 

Markides 2003, P.62). 

In line with Charitou and Markides (2003), Markides (2006) suggested that EFs should find 

a way to respond to DI, preferably by adopting the new business model when: the EF is keen 

to enter a new market where a first mover competitor is in; the current business strategy is 

not working suitably; and when the EF is trying to leverage a new product to a mass market.  

Responses suggested by Markides (2006) include the previous suggestions of Charitou and 

Markides (2003) and added to them: investing the EFs’ limited resources in a neighbour 

market; or taking the current business model to international level. 
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Lavie (2006) suggested a capability reconfiguration strategy to improve EFs’ performance 

and eliminate the capabilities gap that has been created by the technological change (i.e., 

DI). Through dynamic capability approach (Teece, Pisano & Shuen 1997), configuration of 

capabilities can be approached via three methods: capability substitution; capability 

evolution; and capability transformation. The choice of the proper mechanism should be 

supplemented with a deep understanding of the new technology’s nature, the current set of 

capabilities and the gap between the pre-change capabilities, and value maximizing 

capabilities in the new setting of technological change. 

Agarwal and Helfat (2009) suggested strategic renewal as a proper strategy to respond back 

to technological change (i.e., disruption). The researchers defined strategic renewal as: 

“Renewing the processes, content, and outcomes, or replacement of attributes of an 

organization that have the potential to substantially affect its long-term prospects” (P.282). 

Strategic renewal can be either incremental (i.e., organizations continuously renew 

themselves in a gradual manner hoping to keep pace with, and maybe, lead and affect the 

external environment), or major discontinuous transformation which implies change on 

multiple dimensions, such as (business model, resources and capabilities, technological 

foundations, mindsets, and structure). 

Yet, other researchers like Adner and Snow (2010) explored the viability of exploiting the 

old technologies by retreating and repositioning them in a niche or a new market. Based on 

demand heterogeneity, and the claim that the new technologies do not eliminate completely 

the preference of some customers who favoured the previous technology, the EFs can still 

make benefit from their old technologies by exploiting them in the niches of the previous 

market they have once dominated, or at least by innovating a new need for their older 

technology and thus triggering a new market for it. They claimed that the firm’s capacity to 

‘race’ with the new technology by enhancing its performance is contingent on the firm’s and 

technology’s qualities, while its capacity to ‘retrench’ or ‘relocate’ performance is 

contingent on the demand heterogeneity. Figure (4) below summarises the idea. 
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Figure 4 Dimensions of response- Source: (Adner & Snow 2010, P.1666). 

Close to the idea of Adner and Snow (2010), Raffaelli (2019) discussed the technology re-

emergence strategy of EFs. He proposed a theory based on the case of Swiss mechanical 

watch industry, and explained how a legacy technology can re-emerge to attain new market 

prosper, rather than being displaced with a new technology, by the redefinition of the 

meanings and values connected to the legacy technology and marking the borders of the 

legacy technology market, through high order cognitive process and using conceptual 

bridges to assist employees as well as customers in understanding the new meanings and 

values. In other words, this strategy focuses on creating and emphasizing a new dimension 

of performance for the old technology to attract back customers who have adopted the new 

technology. 

In some instances, scholars suggested more intimate RStDI where EFs are expected to co-

opt new entrants with DI. Some of the suggested cooperative strategies are partnering with, 

or licensing a new entrant (Marx, Gans & Hsu 2014); and mergers and acquisitions 

(Christensen et al. 2011; Sandström, Magnusson & Jörnmark 2009). Interestingly, the same 

strategies were discussed sometimes as an entry strategy for newcomers (Petzold, Landinez 

& Baaken 2019). 

Christensen and Raynor (2015) assured that EFs must necessarily respond to disruption 

when it occurs, but they do not have to discard their profitable business yet.  Instead, they 

can work on creating a separate organizational unit focused only on how to exploit 

opportunities created by disruption. The success of this separate unit relies on keeping it 

totally isolated from the mother company, equipped with proper and necessary resources, 
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and managers experienced in the field of new disruptive business. But this implies that some 

EFs will find themselves managing two different (or sometimes contradicting businesses). 

Martınez-Vergara and Valls-Pasola (2020) recommended EFs to nurture flexibility and 

explore the DI potential, looking for opportunities through well-managed plans 

supplemented with necessary resources, to exploit the identified opportunities. EFs’ RStDI 

should resort to identifying the context of inside market, assess the identified impact of DI, 

strive to maintain, and improve its control on market share to mitigate the impacts of DI, and 

establishing an internal specialized R&D unit to work on developing the needed products 

and services reflecting thorough understanding of the market demand, customers, and even 

potential customers. 

Osiyevskyy and Dewald (2015) conceptualized response strategies of EFs through business 

model innovations. According to Teece (2010) “Without a well-developed business model, 

innovators will fail to either deliver or to capture value from their innovations” (P.172). 

Based on the conceptualization of Gilbert (2005) regarding the impact of managers framing 

of disruption as a threat or opportunity on resource allocation decision, and how this affects 

the behavior of EFs during periods of disruption, Osiyevskyy and Dewald (2015) extended 

the opportunity/threat perception as a driver for change (an organizational level change in 

the form of business model innovation) and explored the various possible response 

strategies. The researchers claimed that EFs respond in one of two ways: Adaptive (i.e., 

strengthening the existing business model or adopting the new disruptive business model 

fully or partially) or resistant. 

Explorative adoption of disruptive business model emphasizes the adoption of totally new 

thinking and accepting the disruptive approach to business, this might yield new (or 

redesigned) products, service, processes, procedures, value creation and way of thinking. 

While exploitative strengthening of the existing business model indicates a more focused 

approach on the current business of the EF, migrating to high-end market, isolating itself 

from the low-end disruption, trying to create a protected segment of customers to attain 

monopoly rents at that segment. Figure (5) shows a two-by-two matrix plotting the two 

strategies on its axes. 
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Figure 5 Typology of EFs’ RStDI. Source: (Osiyevskyy & Dewald 2015, P.61). 

The defiant resistance group represents companies who preserve their current situation, 

reject the disruption, and ignore it. Examples of this response strategy are commercial banks 

overlooking peer to peer lending model, and traditional educational institutes disregarding 

the online learning model. This strategy is mainly adopted due to several reasons (e.g., 

insufficient resources to adopt disruptive business model; not the right time of entry; 

listening overly to current customers; managers resisting change; or simply, it is not your 

business, your market share is far away from the competition). In this study, it is proposed 

to be affected by DMC. 

The exploration strategy implies un-hesitant adoption of the disruptive business model, 

perceiving the opportunity in its adoption, and neglecting the existing business model. This 

strategy can be approached either incrementally by ignoring the current business model and 

developing the new one, or by completely shifting to the new business model and 

abandoning the existing one. This strategy is mainly adopted by new entrants or small and 

new EFs who are still flexible. Shifting to a totally new business model for an EFs is very 

costly and resource intensive and might not get ripe. 

The exploitation strategy represents EFs who strengthen their business model and intensively 

invest in its current situation to take it up the market and lock a high end-market segment for 

itself. This strategy is favoured mostly by EFs as it exploits the available resources and 

capabilities to improve their business and offerings. 
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The integration strategy represents the group of EFs willing to play a dual game, exploiting 

the disruptive business model, while allowing for more opportunities of the current business 

model to appear. This can be achieved by either integrating both models at once in the same 

firm or creating a separate business unit to embrace the disruptive business model. Table (4) 

below summarizes the discussed response strategies as above. 

Christensen (2006) acknowledged that DI is “A business model problem” (P. 48), 

technology deployed through an innovative business model paralyses EFs whose model of 

profit and resource investments are made in contrast with the new requirements. Chesbrough 

(2010) argued that any innovation’s economic value is only materialized by commercializing 

these new innovations through a business model. Schmidt and Scaringella (2020) assured 

that research findings on business model innovation are disentangled and have created an 

empirical and theoretical stream of debates. Consequently, in this research, the Osiyevskyy 

and Dewald (2015) response strategies through business model innovation are adopted. 

These response strategies are categorized into two distinctive categories, which are: adaptive 

response strategies, comprising of both explorative and exploitative business models, and 

resistant response strategies comprising of defiant resistant business model. 

Table 4 A summary of identified RStDI developed by the researcher. 

Research RStDI Suggested 

Charitou and Markides (2003) 

 

Response One: Focus on and Invest in Traditional Business (P.58). 

Response Two: Ignore the Innovation — It's Not Your Business (P.59). 

Response Three: Attack Back — Disrupt the Disruption (P.60). 

Response Four: Adopt the Innovation by Playing Both Games at Once 

(P.60). 

Response Five: Embrace the innovation completely and Scale it Up 

(P.62). 

Lavie (2006) Capability reconfiguration to eliminate the capabilities gap: 

Capability substitution. 

Capability evolution; and 

Capability transformation. 

Markides (2006) Adopt the new business model under certain situations. 

Invest in a neighboring market. 

Take the current business model to international level. 

Agarwal and Helfat (2009) Strategic renewal. 
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To this point, RStDI has been reviewed after a comprehensive review of the theory. This 

investigation moves to the second research construct, which is the independent variable in 

this research (DMC).  

2.5 Role of Managers- Management Research Perspective 

Since the year (1995), Bettis and Prahalad concluded that strategic management research 

favoured the economic forces in explaining business phenomena at the expense of 

managerial agency. They also argued that managerial agency, if discussed, was treated as 

faceless abstraction rather than a group of individuals.  

Donaldson and Lorsch (1983) contended earlier that the management team should not be 

handled as faceless abstraction, rather a group of individuals whose decisions impact the 

management styles and processes as well as resource allocation. In the same direction, 

Eggers, and Kaplan (2013) contended that the effect of organizational capabilities on firms’ 

performance was a key topic of strategic management theory during late (1990s) and early 

(2000s), however, the role of managers is noticeably missing from the debates.  

Adner and Snow (2010) Exploiting the old technologies in a niche or a new market. 

Marx, Gans & Hsu (2014) Partnering with or licensing a new entrant. 

Christensen et al. (2011) 

Sandström, Magnusson & 

Jörnmark (2009) 

Mergers and acquisitions. 

Christensen and Raynor (2015) Separate organizational unit to focus on disruption. 

Osiyevskyy and Dewald (2015) The defiant resistance. 

The pure exploration. 

The pure exploitation. 

The integration strategy. 

O’Reilly and Tushman (2016) Organizational ambidexterity.  

(Petzold, Landinez & Baaken 

2019). 

Co-opt new entrants with DI. 

(Raffaelli 2019) Redefining the boundaries of the market they compete in (re-emergence) 

(Martınez-Vergara and Valls-

Pasola 2020) 

EFs’ RStDI should resort to identifying the context of inside market, 

assess the identified impact of DI, strive to maintain and improve its 

control on market share to mitigate the impacts of DI, and establishing 

an internal specialized R&D unit. 
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Although it has been argued that if we want to better understand the growth and development 

of the economies, we would better understand the central role of management in the firm’s 

performance and response to changes (Augier & Teece 2009; Hambrick 2007), yet, there 

are, still, recent calls arising to consider the less explored managerial factors and actions in 

management research generally, and innovation related research specifically (Helfat & 

Martin 2015; Sadiq, Hussein & Naseem 2020; Vecchiato 2017). 

Regarding DIT, Danneels (2004) criticized Christensen’s work for ignoring the role of 

managers, even though managerial competence has a significant impact on the 

success/failure of EFs through periods of technological shifts. The success and failure of EFs 

are not determined only via their competitive structures and patterns of diversification, rather 

it is determined by the top management evolution and its ability to acquire new skills and 

recognize that managing different firms does not happen over the same way, each 

organization has its management team which affects its strategic choices and behaviours, 

and this eventually formulates the basis of (good/bad) performance (Augier & Teece 2009; 

Martin 2011; Prahalad & Bettis 1982; Sandström, Berglund & Magnusson 2014; Tellis & 

Golder 1996; Van de Ven 2017; Yu & Hang 2010). 

Managers are the information workers in any organization, they ultimately spend their time 

absorbing, processing, and circulating information about problems, opportunities, and 

threats (Walsh 1995). However, managers are naturally different in their performance and 

decision making rational due to different DMC and level of skills they own (Adner & Helfat 

2003). That is why managerial agency is expected to yield different results when considered 

in research. 

Firms are increasingly competing in a global market, and confronting rapidly changing 

environments, thus, it is essential that they can create, own, and manage tangible and 

intangible assets, since the rivalry among organizations for expanded customers’ base and 

talent acquisition are infinite. Managers, being equipped with capacities to combine and 

integrate resources, are expected to think strategically, perform entrepreneurially, decide 

faultlessly, and lead their firms to prosperity (Augier & Teece 2009; Harris & Helfat 2016; 

Harreld, O’Reilly & Tushman 2007; Helfat et al 2007). Besides, managers should be able to 

learn how to respond quickly, explore new possibilities, and most importantly, abandon 

unsuccessful ideas, more like entrepreneurs (Teece 2016). 

When a market disruption occurs, DIT does not tell managers what to do or how to do it, but 

it provides them with a good tool to support their strategic decision making regarding which 
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way to go (sustained versus disruptive) paths (Christensen & Raynor 2015). At this point, 

DMC which enable their sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring of resources becomes essential 

in their manoeuvring endeavours. 

2.5.1. Managerial Roles, Skills & Capabilities Models – Seminal Work Perspective 

Although most attempts in explaining heterogeneity in organizational performance and 

outcomes had focused on environmental and organizational level explanations, yet any 

organization actions or responses are shaped by its top management team (Hambrick & 

Mason 1984). Research supported that managers are important drivers of strategic change, 

renewal, and re-orientation against technological change (Eggers & Kaplan 2009). 

The managerial role has been discussed from different perspectives. The most two popular 

models cited in research regarding managerial roles and skills are: Katz’s (1954) managerial 

skills model, and Mintzberg’s (1973) managerial role model. More recent model is the Adner 

and Helfat (2003) DMC model, which received much attention from strategic management 

researchers. 

Katz (1954) suggested three managerial roles: technical, human, and conceptual, where 

technical skills refer to expertise in performing specific activities, whether it be a method, a 

process, a procedure, or a technique; Human skills refer to the ability of effectively working 

as a team member, establishing efforts cooperatively with the other team members; and 

conceptual skills which refer to the manager’s ability in recognizing the interaction between 

different functions and how they affect one another. These conceptual skills are expected 

according to Katz (1954), to grow more critical with the more responsible and senior 

managerial role. Although the Katz’s model suggest that these three managerial roles broadly 

underpin most managerial work, these managerial roles are expected to vary considerably 

across different industries and businesses, in respect to their relative importance to role 

performance (Dierdorff et al. 2009). 

Differently, Mintzberg (1973) proposed a model of managerial roles based on research that 

reflected the CEOs of five medium to large organizations. He sorted the role of managers 

into three different categories: interpersonal, informational, and decisional roles. The first 

role is: interpersonal role, which subsequently comprises of three sub-roles: an interpersonal 

contact, as managers perform traditional, legal, and social roles; a leader, in terms of 

motivation, encouragement, and training of employees; and a liaison, who establishes social 

networks to fetch the necessary information to the organization. The second role is: 
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informational role, which encompasses three sub-roles as well in relation to the information 

treatment: a monitor, who receives information from inside and outside the organization to 

understand the organization and its operating environment; A disseminator, who transmits 

the received information to other assistants and followers; and spokesperson, who transmits 

information about organizational performance, policies and plans to outsiders. And finally, 

the third role is: decisional role, which contains four sub-roles: an entrepreneur, as the 

manager is expected to initiate and design organizational change; a disturbance handler, as 

the manager handles significant, unforeseen turbulences; a resource allocator, as the 

managers allocate different types of resources; and a negotiator, who participates in central 

negotiations. This model has been successfully replicated and throughout the literature, and 

was used as an important source of reference, which has informed management research 

(Matsuo 2019). 

Adner and Helfat (2003), more recently, presented DMC model. The model was based on 

the concept of dynamic capabilities introduced earlier by Teece, Pisano and Shuen (1997), 

which suggested that managerial intent affects organizational outcomes, much as 

hypothesised in the UET (Hambrick & Mason 1984). More specifically, the model is more 

focused on the managers’ capabilities in relation to decisions of resource-allocation. These 

capabilities include MHC, MSC, and MC (Adner & Helfat 2003). 

To compare the three models, as in figure (6) below, conceptual skills (Katz 1954), 

decisional roles (Mintzberg 1973), and dynamic managerial capabilities (Adner & Helfat 

2003), they are similar and closely related. However,  

since each model enjoys unique arrangement of its dimensions, there is no agreement 

throughout the literature on which model managers should adopt or which one is more 

appropriate (Matsuo 2019). However, in this research, DMC model (Adner & Helfat 2003) 

is adopted to investigate the impact of managerial agency on RstDI for few reasons. First, 

this model draws clear boundaries and clarifies specifically the underpinnings of managerial 

capabilities if compared with other two generic models. Second, the other two models are 

not cited distinctively at the top executives’ level, they are expected to reside at any 

managerial level (top-level managers, middle managers, first-line managers, and team 

leaders), while DMC is well cited as a top executive capability, which is the focus of this 

research. Third, this investigation adopts the dynamic capability view of the firm as a 

foundational ground, where DMC is an extension to that concept, that is more adequate to 

dynamic and fluctuating business environment. 
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Figure 6 Summary of managerial roles, skills & capabilities models developed by 

researcher. 

2.5.2 Dynamic Managerial Capabilities 

Adner and Helfat (2003) found that corporate managers, in different firms, yet operating 

within the same industry, while responding to the same external environmental changes, 

made strategically different decisions. The researchers attributed this to DMC, a direct 

analogy, and an extension to the DCV of the firm (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen 1997), but with 

a clear focus on the managerial role. The later framework (Helfat et al 2007; Teece, Pisano 

& Shuen 1997) provides a tool to analyse and understand the basis of wealth making of firms 

functioning in fast, technology-changing environments. The ability of the firms to maintain 

their competitive advantage is found resting on their ability to coordinate and combine 

tangible and intangible assets and resources to create valuable, rare, inimitable ones. DCV 

framework provides an explanation on how combining competences and resources can be 

established, implemented, and protected utilizing internal and external firms’ specific 

competencies to adapt into changing environment. This approach emphasizes the role of 

management and the inimitable resources and skills combination in achieving sustained 

competitive advantage for organizations, stressing the resource-based view of the firm 

(Penrose 1959). Viewing firms based on their resources and capabilities endowments results 

in concluding that firms are intrinsically heterogeneous. Harris and Helfat (2016) contended 

that DMC is an important factor in shaping the internal and external attributes of the 

organizations through managing and deploying resources. 



43 

 

2.5.3 Dynamic Managerial Capabilities- Definitions 

DMC came out as a tool to explain the managerial decision-making process regarding 

resource allocation which varied substantially among players within the same industry. The 

DMC approach stressed the significance of managers’ capabilities in making innovative 

resource allocation decisions and proposes that the managerial capabilities are attached to 

the organizational context and surrounding environment where they operate (Martin & 

Batchrach 2018). Consequently, DMC are considered crucial to organizational performance. 

They lay at the heart of strategic change and renewal (Ambrosini & Altintas 2019). 

Adner and Helfat (2003) defined DMC as “The capabilities with which managers build, 

integrate and reconfigure organizational resources and competences” (P.1012). Harris and 

Helfat (2016) extended the concept to show that the DMC can impact the external 

environment of the firm, not only the internal one. Huy and Zott (2018) defined it as 

“Patterns of managerial behaviours that are needed to create and support a resource-based 

advantage” (P.31). 

Helfat and Martin (2016) re-framed the DMC to be “The capacity of senior managers to 

ensure learning, integration, and, when required, reconfiguration and transformation-all 

aimed at sensing and seizing opportunities as markets evolve” (P.189). 

Ambrosini and Altintas (2019) considered DMC as a form of organizational DCs, concerned 

with managerial role in refreshing and transforming the resource base of the organization to 

sustain its competitiveness. Martin (2011), and Helfat and Martin (2015), contended that not 

all managers possess DMC, and if so, this does not guarantee superiority, each manager has 

his own inventory of capabilities and thus, his own way of performance and decision making. 

The DMC’s main function is to achieve “Asset orchestration” (Helfat et al. 2007, P. 24), this 

involves: the pursuit of assets and capabilities; selecting, investing, reconfiguring, and 

deploying them (Maritan 2011). Asset orchestration might generate value by developing and 

packing assets which influence the firms’ capacity to adjust in a turbulent environment. 

DMCs are critical because they are central to the success of any organization, they favour 

strategic change and continuous renewal of organizational dominant logic (Ambrosini & 

Altintas 2019). O’Reilly and Tushman (2008) argued that DMC reflect the management’s 

capacity to learn, integrate and reconfigure to be able to sense and seize opportunities for the 

good and prosperity of the organization. Table (5) below summarizes the discussed 

definitions. 
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Table 5 A summary of the discussed DMC definitions developed by the researcher. 

Research DMC Definitions 

Adner and Helfat (2003, 

P.1012) 

“The capabilities with which managers build, integrate and reconfigure 

organizational resources and competences”  

O’Reilly and Tushman (2008) DMC reflect the management’s capacity to learn, integrate and reconfigure 

to be able to sense and seize opportunities for the good and prosperity of 

the organization 

Harris and Helfat (2016) Extended the concept to show that the DMC can impact the external 

environment of the firm 

Helfat and Martin (2016, 

P.189) 

“The capacity of senior managers to ensure learning, integration, and, 

when required, reconfiguration and transformation-all aimed at sensing 

and seizing opportunities as markets evolve.”  

Huy and Zott (2018, P.31) “Patterns of managerial behaviours that are needed to create and support a 

resource-based advantage”  

Ambrosini and Altintas 

(2019) 

Considered DMC as a form of organizational DCs, concerned with 

managerial 

 

2.5.4 Micro -Foundations of Dynamic Managerial Capabilities 

Adner and Helfat (2003) proposed that DMC are underpinned by three fundamental 

foundations: MHC, MSC, and MC. The researchers argued that these three factors (separated 

or combined) have a major role in shaping heterogeneous managerial decision-making 

processes and outcomes, which in turn influence the organizational overall performance and 

result in its variability. According to Helfat and Martin (2015) these factors provide the 

foundations of managerial intentionality, deliberation, decision making and actions, thus 

enabling managers to impact strategic change properly and efficiently through the quality of 

decision making. In other words, they provide managers with the capacity to direct strategic 

change. According to Ambrosini and Altintas (2019) these factors are the antecedents of the 

entrepreneurial activities of sensing, seizing, and transforming resources, specifically when 

facing dynamic and fast changing environments. These capabilities are central to the 

strategic organizational change and renewal. As these underpinning factors are not 

distributed evenly among managers, they differ in the effectiveness of their DMC. And these 

differences are reflected in heterogeneous outcomes. 
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Helfat and Martin (2015) argued that the three underpinnings of DMC affect each other. 

Later, Huy and Zott (2018) supported this argument empirically, as their data revealed a 

dynamic relationship among them. MHC in the form of prior experience, knowledge and 

expertise in a specific field affects the construction process of MC (mental models and 

decision-making frameworks), while MC affects how managers perceive the world and gain 

knowledge, thus affecting their MHC. MSC which stems from managers’ relations provide 

them with relevant information that is critical to their knowledge accumulation (MHC), 

while MHC affects the source of MSC (managers are more likely to establish connections 

with agents operating within relevant areas of knowledge and expertise to theirs). Besides, 

MSC provides them with relevant information which is expected to increase managers’ 

cognitive base. Figure (7) illustrates the reciprocal relation among the three underpinnings. 

 

Figure 7 Interaction among the underpinnings of DMC - Source: (Adner & Helfat 

2003, P.1022) 

These three micro foundations support DMCs’ functions like resource orchestration and 

associated with opportunity sensing, seizing, and resource reconfiguring, which eventually 

improve the organizational capacity to strategic change. However, their interaction is not 

considered in this study. 

2.5.5 Functions of Dynamic Managerial Capabilities 

Teece (2016) discussed the functions supported by DMC. The first managerial function is 

‘sensing’ opportunities. It entails identifying visible as well as latent opportunities within 

the existing technological patterns, in addition to innovating business models and resource 

mixing and bundling to exploit these identified opportunities. This function is thoroughly 

linked to “scanning, creating, learning, and interpreting activities” (Teece 2007). The second 

managerial function is ‘seizing’, which is, according to Ambrosini and Altintas (2019) 
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characterized by decision making. This function implies that managers should be able to 

distinguish which opportunity to catch and exploit, and which to let go. To do so, managers 

should develop a reasonable forecast about the future of these opportunities and expected 

rivalry. This function requires both managerial leadership (to convince the firm and its 

partners and stakeholders with the new path) and entrepreneurship (to device the new 

business model). The third and last managerial function is ‘transforming’ the organization 

into being more adept in the new business, reconsidering its fit with the new identified 

opportunities, maintaining a regular change routine to soften the rigidities through a decisive 

leadership. 

Although Carpenter, Sanders and Gregersen (2001) claimed that the DMC can create value 

when deployed properly to managing the firm or its external environment, Zahra, Sapienza 

and Davidsson (2006) argued that owning DMC (by itself) are not expected to guarantee 

superior organizational performance; it is the management process behind these capabilities 

which makes the difference and supports higher levels of performance and related benefits.  

In summary, the theory of DMC proposes that managers who own exceptional DMC are 

more likely to lead their firms into adapting to the change more effectively than managers 

who own less or no DMC. 

Although DMC can be possessed by top managers as well as middle level managers (e.g. 

Ambrosini & Altintas 2019; Harris & Helfat 2016; Kor & Mesko 2012; Martin 2011; 

Rosenbloom 2000; Tripsas & Gavetti 2000) , Other researchers (e.g. Teece 2007; O’Reilly  

& Tushman 2008) argued that DMC reside mainly in top executives, who enable the 

ambidextrous behaviour of the organization though exploring new businesses while 

exploiting the existing one  through adjusting and reconfiguring resources and assets. In this 

research, the focus is on the top executives as they are the key to the positive impact of DMC 

at the organizational level. 

It is interesting to know that Helfat and Martin (2015) argued that there are no studies 

addressing the three underpinnings simultaneously as a foreteller of strategic change and 

organizational outcomes. Including the three factors concurrently will aid our understanding 

on which factor affects strategic change the most (Ambrosini & Altintas 2019; Helfat & 

Martin 2015; Mostafiz, Sambasivan & Goh 2019). In this research, the three underpinnings 

are taken together, to understand how they impact the strategic change of organizations in 

RStDI. While this research addresses the three underpinnings together, the interactions 

among the underpinnings with each other (as shown if figure 6) is not the focus of this study. 
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Below, this proposal commences on reviewing the literature on the micro-foundations of 

DMC, which play the role of the independent variables in this investigation and begins with 

MHC. 

2.6 Managerial Human Capital 

The theory of human capital (HC) is deep rooted in the literature. Cadil, Petkovova and 

Blatna (2014) discussed the HC conception and its development as a main tenet of the growth 

theory which explained the relation between HC and the economic development. The work 

of few researchers like (Becker 2002; Schultz 1972; and Mincer 1996) is deemed the most 

influential in the conceptualizing of HC. 

Schultz (1972) linked the economic value to HC and underscored the significance of 

investing in it. He perceived the HC as 'something likened to property' against the idea of 

workforce in the traditional point of view and claimed that the production capacity of 

individuals is now greater in its value than the remaining types of wealth taken together. A 

second perspective on HC and its accumulation process viewed it as the knowledge and skills 

gained through education (e.g., obligatory education, high school, undergraduate education, 

and occupational education) (Cadil, Petkovova & Blatna 2014). This perspective ignored 

that HC can be gained and accumulated through oneself own experience (Kwon 2009). The 

third perspective on HC is production oriented. It denotes HC as an essential source of 

productivity in economies (Rosen 1999). According to (Davidsson & Honig 2003), if 

lucrative economic opportunities exist in an industry, managers with higher quality of MHC 

should do better at sensing, seizing, and exploiting them. 

2.6.1 Definitions 

Becker (1964) in Adner and Helfat (2003) defined HC as “Learned skills that require some 

investment in education, training, or learning more generally” (P.1020). This includes on the 

job training and learning by prior experience. Managers exploit these learned skills to 

sharpen their expertise and enhance their knowledge. Few researchers (e.g., Bailey & Helfat 

2003; Castanias & Helfat 1991) used very similar definitions to the above one. 

O'Sullivan and Sheffrin (2003), as well as Rosen (1999), defined HC, from a production-

oriented perspective in terms of the investment undertaken by people to make themselves 

more productive, HC is defined as the skills and knowledge stock personified in workers to 

enhance their ability to perform tasks and produce economic value. Later, Frank and 
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Bemanke (2007) defined HC as a combination of elements such as education, knowledge, 

training, experience, intellect, energy, work conducts, honesty, and ingenuity which impacts 

the workers’ products' value. Moreover, other researchers tended to define HC as the 

knowledge, competencies, skills, and qualities of people which enable their abilities of 

creating personal, social, and economic well-being (Rodriguez & Loomis 2007). 

Learning experience through education and training is an important aspect in defining HC. 

Because experience is encompassed as a type of knowledge, HC can be considered as a 

synonym of knowledge rooted in people (Kown 2009). 

Crawford (1991) contended that HC, at a broad level, covers the characteristics of 

expandability, self-generating ability, transportability, and sharing-ability. The 

expandability and self-generating ability are related to the fact that individuals’ knowledge 

stocks increase their HC. While transportability and sharing-ability characteristics imply that 

the individuals who own knowledge can distribute, share, and spread it to others. Weatherly 

(2003) defined HC in terms of a collection of elements: knowledge, innovation, and 

creativity, in addition to energy that individuals use in their work. 

Stevens (2010) had a distinctive way of interpreting the HC concept. He viewed it as a 

strategic and combined value of the manpower/employees. In other words, Stevens (2010) 

explained that employees and labour who work in an organization are not what is meant by 

HC, it is instead, the thing that is brought to the organization by them and helps in achieving 

strategic goals and objectives. 

Poteliene and Tamasauskiene (2014) defined HC as the knowledge and skills owned and 

deployed by people, or as the set of abilities and skills employed by workers. Prajogo and 

Oke (2016) defined HC as “comprising the level of creativity, knowledge, and idea 

development skills residing within, and utilized by individuals in organizations” (P.975). 

Likewise, Kato (2019) defined HC as being composed of people’s prior knowledge and 

accumulated skills. 

On the same line of discussion, researchers like (Davidsson & Honig, 2003; Mostafiz, 

Sambasivan & Goh 2019) defined HC based on educational qualification, experience, and 

training that facilitates managers to reconfigure organizational resources and competencies. 

Table (6) below summarizes the definitions of HC discussed above. 
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Table 6 A summary of the discussed HC definitions developed by the researcher. 

Research HC Definitions 

Becker (1964) in Adner and 

Helfat (2003, P1020) 

“Learned skills that require some investment in education, training, or 

learning more generally”. 

Weatherly (2003) Defined HC in terms of a collection of elements: knowledge, innovation, 

and creativity, in addition to energy, that individuals use it in their work.  

O'Sullivan & Sheffrin (2003) The skills and knowledge stock personified in workers to enhance their 

ability to perform tasks and produce economic value. 

Frank and Bemanke (2007) A combination of elements such as education, knowledge, training, 

experience, intellect, energy, work conducts, honesty, and ingenuity which 

impact the workers’ products' value. 

Rodriguez & Loomis (2007) The knowledge, competencies, skills, and qualities of people which enable 

their abilities of creating personal, social and economic well-being. 

Stevens (2010) The thing that is brought to the organization by employees and workers 

and helps it in achieving its goals and objectives. 

Poteliene and Tamasauskiene 

(2014) 

The knowledge and skills owned and deployed by people, or as the set of 

abilities and skills employed by workers. 

Prajogo and Oke (2016, 

P.975) 

“Comprising the level of creativity, knowledge, and idea development 

skills residing within and utilized by individuals in organizations”. 

Kato (2019) HC as being composed of their prior knowledge and accumulated skills. 

Davidsson & Honig (2003). 

Mostafiz, Sambasivan & Goh 

(2019) 

Defined HC “based on educational qualification, experience, and training 

that facilitates managers to reconfigure organizational resources and 

competencies” 

 

Frequently, researchers are likely to present three notable classes of HC (Bailey & Helfat 

2003; Becker 1964; Castanias & Helfat 1991; Gibbons & Waldman 2004; Hatch & Dyer 

2004; Kato 2019; Martin & Bachrach 2018), which are: generic skills that all managers own; 

industry-specific skills which managers can transfer from one firm to another if they belong 

to the same industry; and firm-specific skills which cannot be transferred to other firms 

because of its association with tacit knowledge in the specific firm. These three 

classifications according to Becker (1964) constitute a hierarchy with the generic skills being 

at the bottom of the pyramid. Figure (8) below illustrates that. 
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Figure 8 An illustration of Becker’s (1964) hierarchy of HC classifications. 

The HC theory primary principle is that: the better the HC of a person, the better the 

performance on specific assignments (Dimov 2010).  

Considering the existing literature on the concept of HC, it is concluded that the concept is 

understood in multiple varying ways. Yet, there are considerable repetitive basic components 

of (knowledge gained through education, experience, and training) (Davidsson & Honig 

2003; Geletkanycz & Boyd 2011; Khanna, Jones & Boivie 2014; Wright et al., 2014). This 

perspective is adopted in this research. 

Davidsson and Honig (2003) measure of HC, which is adopted in this investigation is made 

up of proxies of tacit and explicit knowledge through years of experience, education and 

training, where tacit knowledge is measured via of years of experience, and explicit 

knowledge represented by measures of training and education. Thus, it is worth to shed light 

on the seminal work of the researchers Nonaka and Konno (1998), who discussed profoundly 

the concept of knowledge creation. 

2.6.2 Tacit and explicit knowledge 

The two types of knowledge discussed by Nonaka and Konno (1998) are explicit knowledge 

and tacit knowledge. These two types, owned by managers, form the foundation of their 

human capital. Explicit knowledge can he expressed in words, numbers, and shared in the 

form of data, scientific formula, specifications, manuals, and the like. This kind of 

knowledge can be readily transmitted between individuals formally and systematically. 



51 

 

Davidsson and Honig (2003) argue that this sort of knowledge is the one gained though 

formal education and professional or personal training. 

On the other hand, tacit knowledge is not easily visible and expressible. Tacit knowledge is 

highly personal and hard to formalize, making it difficult to communicate or share with 

others. Subjective insights, intuitions, and hunches fall into this category of knowledge. Tacit 

knowledge is deeply rooted in an individual's actions and experience as well as in the ideals, 

values, or emotions he or she embraces. Davidsson and Honig (2003) argue that this sort of 

knowledge is the one gained though work experience. 

According to Nonaka and his colleague, tacit knowledge has further dimensions of technical 

dimension, which encompasses the kind of informal personal skills or crafts often referred 

to as know-how. The second is the cognitive dimension, which consists of beliefs, ideals, 

values, schema, and mental models which are deeply ingrained in people and often taken for 

granted, while difficult to articulate. This cognitive dimension of tacit knowledge shapes the 

way we perceive the world. However, in this investigation, a simplified proxy of tacit 

knowledge as proposed by Davidsson and Honig (2003), in the form of years of experienceis 

adopted to avoid any potential multicollinearity with cognition construct as one of the DMC 

underpinning. 

2.6.3 Role/ Impact of Human Capital 

Mincer (1996) underlined the critical role of HC in advancing economies. Mincer, and other 

researchers like (Olaniyani & Okemakinde 2008; Son 2010) distinguished two levels of HC 

concept at which impact is created: the micro and the macro. At the micro-level, HC stocks 

determine the corresponding individual wages, on the other hand, at the macro-level, the HC 

is connected to the growth of the economy. Mincer focused on the relation between HC and 

economic growth and theorized that the growth of HC is the key to sustainable economic 

growth. Son (2010) argued that HC has a basic job in developing the economy and reducing 

poverty. From a macroeconomic viewpoint, HC accumulation (as knowledge, education, and 

experience) improves work productivity; encourages innovations and creative solutions; 

increases return on capital; and results in more manageable development and sustained 

growth, which, consequently, upholds reduction of poverty levels. In this way, HC is viewed 

at large scale as a critical factor of production economy wide. From a microeconomic 

viewpoint, schooling and gaining education improve the likelihood of being employed in the 

work market and enhance the individual earnings limits. In this manner, at the micro level, 
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the HC is viewed as the part of training that adds to a person's work profitability and income 

while being a significant component of firm creation. 

Kwon (2009) reviewed the impact of HC throughout the literature and found that it is mainly 

categorized into three main chunks: individual, organizational, and societal. At the 

individuals’ part, HC is expected to increase individual productivity and individual income 

consequently. At the organizational level, the HC is strictly related to core competences and 

sustained organizational competitiveness. Lastly, at the societal level, HC portrays the 

possibility to improve equality, human rights, and political stabilization on common 

awareness of social citizens. 

Pasban and Nojedeh (2016) argued that the accumulation and build-up of HC overtime has 

a direct impact on efficiency. They defined HC in terms of few features which are: creativity 

and innovation. These features are crucial for organizational survival which depends on the 

power of upgrading and transforming through the elements of creativity, innovation, 

knowledge, and skill. These features have a straightforward impact on the efficiency of 

production and processing; and, value adding feature of HC, which assist in improving the 

organizational competitive advantage. 

2.6.4 Human Capital and Strategic Change 

Managers’ prior knowledge gained through education and working experience forms the 

base for acquiring new knowledge, improving their experience, and enhancing their 

individual skills (Ambrosini & Altintas 2019; Becker 1964; Harris & Helfat 1997; Helfat & 

Martin 2015; Mostafiz, Sambasivan & Goh 2019). In contrast to physical capital, MHC does 

not have an expectable rate of depreciation, as MHC usually grows and develops with 

continual use (Adler & Kwon 2002). Nonetheless, since managerial career paths differ from 

one manager to another, MHC attained by managers through their jobs is consequently 

different (Tasheva & Nelsen 2020). 

The resource-based theory (Barney 1996) sheds light on the importance of intangible assets 

which are (rare, valuable, and inimitable) and confirms that such assets are the source of 

sustained competitive advantage. MHC is –in no doubt- one of these intangible, valuable, 

rare, inimitable, and socially complex resources, and it is likely to result in a competitive 

advantage. MHC offers a competitive advantage for firms through expertise, skills, and 

preparedness to work. It is an indispensable element of innovation (McGuirk, Lenihan & 

Hart 2015). Additionally, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) theorized that innovations exemplify 
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the organizational knowledge which inhabits primarily in its people as HC. Consequently, 

HC is a vital precursor of innovation and superior performance (Prajogo & Oke 2016). 

Managers usually build on their education, prior experience, and their knowledge, to sense 

and seize opportunities, avoid, or mitigate threats, and reconfigure resources and assets in 

response to dynamic environments, so they play a crucial role in responding to strategic 

change. Nonetheless, since managers diverge in their own experience, education, and skills, 

which play major role in shaping their expertise and decision making rational, they usually 

vary in their absorptive capacity to information, being affected by their functional 

knowledge, thus, they differ in their abilities to sense opportunities, seize them, and 

reconfigure accordingly (Adner & Helfat 2003; Helfat & Martin 2015). Thus, it is concluded, 

that MHC influences strategic change. 

An extended discussion on the theorized relation among MHC and strategic change in the 

form of RStDI is elaborated in (section 2 of chapter III). In the following section, reviewing 

the second attribute of DMC which is MSC is continued. 

2.7 Managerial Social Capital 

Organization and sociological theorist suggested that managerial actions and decisions are 

embedded in social networks of relations (Acquaah 2007). MSC is considered as an accepted 

explanation for many organizational successes (Adler & Kwon 2002). Below is a brief 

review on SC. 

2.7.1 Definitions 

Portes (1998) tackled the SC concept in a comprehensive literature review, shedding light 

on its original development. In his seminal work, Portes (1998) clarified that the SC concept 

was, firstly, and most theoretically refined, introduced by the French sociologist Pierre 

Bourdieu, who defined SC as: “The aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are 

linked to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of 

mutual acquaintance or recognition” (Bourdieu 1985, P. 248). Bourdieu’s definition 

underscores the benefits accrued to people through their membership in social groups, 

intentionally constructing the sociability to gain its profits. Therefore, SC is not naturally 

given, rather it is strategically constructed through investment to institutionalize and deploy 

it as a reliable resource. Thus, SC according to Bourdieu can be decomposed into the network 
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of relations which give access to specific resources, and the amount as well as quality of 

these resources. 

Following Bourdieu, Coleman (1988) advanced the analysis of SC concept and discussed 

how SC can create HC. He defined SC in terms of its function as: “A variety of entities with 

two elements in common: they all consist of some aspect of social structures, and they 

facilitate certain actions of actors whether persons or corporate actors within the structure” 

(Coleman 1988, P. S98). Portes (1998) described Coleman’s definition as “vague” and 

claimed that this definition allowed for non-accurate labelling of the concept, as Coleman 

did not distinguish between the ability to obtain the resources and the resources themselves. 

Portes (1998) concluded that despite the variance in SC definitions the literature is 

converging to the following definition: “The ability of actors to secure benefits by virtue of 

membership in social networks or other social structures” (P.6).  

Other noteworthy analyses of the SC concept were conducted by researchers like: Baker 

(1990) who defined the concept as “A resource that actors derive from specific social 

structures and then use to pursue their interests; it is created by changes in the relationship 

among actors” (P. 619); Schiff (1992) defined it as “The set of elements of the social 

structure that affects relations among people and are inputs or arguments of the production 

and/or utility function” (P. 161); and Burt (1992) who considered SC as: “friends, 

colleagues, and more general contacts through whom you receive opportunities to use your 

financial and human capital” (P.9). 

Adler and Kwon (2002) offered a wide range of definitions for SC retrieved from earlier 

research; and refined the definition of SC as “The goodwill available to individuals or 

groups. Its source lies in the structure and content of the actor's social relations. Its effects 

flow from the information, influence, and solidarity it makes available to the actor” (P.23). 

Acquaah (2007) discussed the SC as “The sum of resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to 

an individual or an organization as a result of the development of personal and social 

networking relationships” (P.1238). Similarly, Mostafiz, Sambasivan and Goh (2019) 

defined it as: “The relationship with business partners, alliances, government officials and 

other union leaders, which facilitates them to have better management control, influence and 

power”. Table (7) below sums up the discussed SC definitions. 

In this research, Acquaah (2007) view is adopted, as he tackled MSC comprehensively in 

relation to business environment, including managers’ personal and social relations with 
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suppliers, customers, competitors, trade or employee associations, government and political 

institutions and community associations. 

 

Table 7 A summary of the discussed SC definitions developed by the researcher. 

Research SC Definitions 

Bourdieu (1985, P. 248) “The aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to 

possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized 

relationships of mutual acquaintance or recognition”. 

Coleman (1988, P. S98) “A variety of entities with two elements in common: They all consist of 

some aspect of social structures, and they facilitate certain actions of actors 

whether persons or corporate actors within the structure”. 

Baker (1990, P. 619)  “A resource that actors derive from specific social structures and then use 

to pursue their interests; it is created by changes in the relationship among 

actors”. 

Schiff (1992, P. 161) “The set of elements of the social structure that affects relations among 

people and are inputs or arguments of the production and/or utility 

function”. 

Burt (1992, P.9) “Friends, colleagues, and more general contacts through whom you receive 

opportunities to use your financial and human capital”. 

Portes (1998, P.6) “The ability of actors to secure benefits by virtue of membership in social 

networks or other social structures”. 

Adler and Kwon (2002, P.23) “The goodwill available to individuals or groups. Its source lies in the 

structure and content of the actor's social relations. Its effects flow from 

the information, influence, and solidarity it makes available to the actor”. 

Acquaah (2007, P.1238) “The sum of resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual or an 

organization as a result of the development of personal and social 

networking relationships” 

Mostafiz, Sambasivan and 

Gog (2019, P.NA) 

“The relationship with business partners, alliances, government officials 

and other union leaders, which facilitates them to have better management 

control, influence and power”. 

Adler and Kwon (2002) concluded through their comprehensive literature review that SC 

definitions adopted one of two views: SC as external relations (or bridging view, i.e., as a 

resource embedded in the social network binding a central actor to other actors); and SC as 

internal relations (or bonding view, i.e., as a resource entrenched in the internal structure of 

a collectivity). During this investigation, external relations- bridging view of SC is 

considered, as they form the conduit for transmitting and receiving information, resources, 
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and opportunities, that is expected to enable managers’ ability to respond and adjust in 

dynamic environments (Acquaah 2007). 

Like other capital assets, SC is considered as dynamic. It escalates and prospers under 

specific conditions, and scales down in others. It might get outdated or useless over time 

(Prashantham & Dhanaraj 2010). Like other types of capital, SC can be invested through 

improving external networks and internal relations which would result in a benefit for the 

actors in the form of better access to information, power, solidarity, and reinforcing 

collective identity. SC can be deployed for multiple purposes, albeit not in the same degree 

of efficiency, like gathering information and looking for advice; it can be used for 

compensating or substituting (e.g., compensate for poor financial resources); and it needs 

maintenance, otherwise it loses its efficacy. But unlike other types of capital, SC is not a 

private property, it is a collective good; not located in the actors themselves, rather in the 

relation among them; and finally, its development is not subject to measurement (Adler & 

Kwon 2002; Portes 1998). 

2.7.2 Social Capital and Strategic Change. 

MSC represented in formal and informal work relations provides managers with 

supplementary and diverse information which aid them in the facilitated scan of external 

environment, thus better enable the sensing of new opportunities and reconfiguring the assets 

(Helfat & Martin 2015). Adner and Helfat (2003) offered evidence that MSC on the external 

relations level (e.g., friendship and social clubs’ membership) provide managers with an 

opportunity to improve organizational performance through: access to external resources 

(e.g., finical solutions and skilled employees); and obtaining information about practices in 

other firms required to seize opportunities, thus, supporting the decision making. On the 

other hand, it provides another opportunity on an internal level by granting power to 

managers over resources, people, and structure, enhancing their configurational capabilities 

of resources and assets. Thus, different managers, with different ties and relations will have 

different MSC, which would affect their decisions making processes, and thus outcomes 

(Adner & Helfat 2003; Martin & Eisenhardt 2010).  

Evidence had supported that a network of social relations leads to the best organizational 

economic activity, with an emphasis on the managerial connections as most significant. 

Frequently perceived as a communication tool between firms, the managerial ties, and 

connections work as channels for numerous forms of important information like 
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environmental changes insights; strategic and organizational substitutes; and decision-

making methods (Geletkanycz & Boyd 2011). 

MSC offers a streamed channel of information to managers which has a critical impact on 

their ability to sense latent opportunities. Like MHC and MC, MSC impacts managers' 

ability to seize and redeploy resources (Martin & Bachrach 2018). 

An extended discussion on the theorized relation among MHC and strategic change in the 

form of RStDI is elaborated in (section 2 of chapter III). It is worth mentioning that Helfat 

and Martin (2015) claimed that MSC is less explored in business management research than 

the other two factors, calling for more investigation of the influence of MSC on strategic 

change. This research is going to be among those few attempts to investigate MSC along 

with the other two underpinnings of DMC on strategic change in organizations (i.e., RStDI). 

In the following section, this chapter continues to review the third underpinning of DMC 

which is MC. 

2.8 Managerial Cognition 

Most explanations of firms’ failure to adapt into new radical environmental changes have 

focused on failing firms’ capabilities and ignored the role of MC in shaping and nurturing 

certain capabilities and eventually contributing to organizational inertia (Tripsas & Gavetti 

2000).  

Kaplan and Tripsas (2008) assured those cognitive explanations are essential in any attempt 

to understand technology evolution and change. The researchers argued that explaining 

technological evolution and change based on organizational varying resources and 

capabilities only, while ignoring cognitive factors and dynamics, might result in false 

conclusions. They suggested that the interactions among technological frames of producers, 

users and institutions play main role in the selection and development of specific 

technologies and their prominence. 

2.8.1 Definitions 

Managers adopt a simplified view of the world when they want to process information, 

because they are rationally bound (Adner & Helfat 2003; Kaplan & Tripsas 2008; Simon 

1955; Walsh 1995). These simplified imperfect views lay down the foundation on which 

managers build their mental models, thinking frames, knowledge structures and strategic 
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beliefs that drive their decision making and problem-solving techniques (i.e., cognitive 

capabilities). These knowledge structures mimic mental templates which people enforce into 

available information to give it a form and a meaning (Walsh 1995). It is well known as 

‘schemas’ too (Normann 1977). Schemas are consisted of accumulative beliefs, concepts, 

intentions, and experience of managers, and collectively, they formulate the organizational 

schema. Schemas are defined as: “A general mental structure that can store a shared 

dominant general management logic” (Prahalad & Bettis 1982, P.490). Dominant general 

management logic is defined as “The way in which managers conceptualize the business and 

make critical resource allocation decisions- be it in technologies, product development, 

distribution, advertising, or in human resource management” (Prahalad & Bettis 1982, 

P.490). It is a shared mental map, or problem-solving technique. It has been described later 

by Bettis and Prahalad (1995) as the genetic factor, which has a huge effect, and infuses 

throughout the organization, yet it is invisible. 

MC, being defined as “Managerial beliefs and mental models that serve as a basis for 

decision making” (Adner & Helfat 2003, P.1021), and includes as well mental processes and 

emotions (Helfat & Martin 2015), is shaped mostly by historical experience rather than 

current knowledge and events; this fact explains why even top managers cannot adapt their 

mental models in dynamic and fast changing environments (Tripsas & Gavetti 2000). On the 

other hand, March, and Simon (1958) contended that the base of cognition is made up of 

assumptions and knowledge about: events in the future; alternatives, and the outcomes of 

these alternatives. 

Laamanen and Wallin (2009) definite cognition as “A forward-looking form of intelligence 

that is premised on an actor’s belief about the linkage between the choice of actions and the 

subsequent impact of those actions on outcomes” (P.954). Therefore, selecting internal 

processes and developing capabilities is continuously influenced by MC and the continuous 

sense making of internal as well as external conditions. 

Helfat and Peteraf (2015) defined managerial cognitive capability as “The capacity of an 

individual manager to perform one or more of the mental activities that comprise MC… 

activities, such as those involving attention, perception, and problem solving” (P. 835). 

While cognition research is vast, refer to Walsh (1995) for a summary of definitions, table 

(8) provides the summary of the above discussed definitions of cognition. 
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Table 8 A summary of the discussed cognition & schema definitions developed by the 

researcher. 

Research Cognition Definitions 

Prahalad & Bettis (1982, 

P.490) 

Schemas are defined as: “A general mental structure that can store a shared 

dominant general management logic” 

Prahalad & Bettis 1982, P.490 Dominant general management logic is defined as “The way in which 

managers conceptualize the business and make critical resource allocation 

decisions-be it in technologies, product development, distribution, 

advertising, or in human resource management” 

Adner and Helfat (2003, 

P.1021) 

“Managerial beliefs and mental models that serve as a basis for decision 

making”. 

Laamanen and Wallin (2009, 

P.954) 

“Forward-looking form of intelligence that is premised on an actor’s belief 

about the linkage between the choice of actions and the subsequent impact 

of those actions on outcomes”. 

Helfat and Peteraf (2015, P. 

835) 

“The capacity of an individual manager to perform one or more of the 

mental activities that comprise cognition… activities, such as those 

involving attention, perception, and problem solving”. 

 

2.8.2 Cognition, Mental Models, Schemas and Strategic Change 

The literature on the impact of cognition on decision making is massive. Adner and Helfat 

(2003) proposed that managers’ cognition affects their choice of preferred alternatives to 

adopt. Starbuck (1996) argued that since existing principles, beliefs, and procedures form 

people’s perceptions, they hinder people’s ability to perceive possible explanations of an 

evidence. Tripsas and Gavetti (2000), through their longitudinal Polaroid case study, 

concluded through many instances that MC played a critical role in shaping organizational 

capabilities, which in turn played a major role in organizational performance and its choice 

of response to external environmental changes. 

The managerial schemas are an essential tool for managers to scan the environment 

selectively4, through assessing events, categorizing them, and understanding their 

consequences to prepare for responding. Although schemas are necessary, it is worth noting 

that they are not perfectly accurate and precise! Specifically in volatile and rapidly changing 

                                                 
4 Selectively indicates a filtered scan to the environment. It is almost impossible for any management team to 

analyse all available data, as this would paralyze the organization. This selectivity enhances the efficiency and 

speed of decision making. 
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environments (Prahalad & Bettis 1982). Walsh (1995) doubted these schemas to limit the 

decision maker's ability in reading and understanding his environment in a way that it might 

affect his decision-making efficacy. Henderson and Clark (1990) discussed that 

organizations are frequently barraged with lots of information. Once these organizations' 

products are sold in economies of scale, they face less ambiguous task, and things start to 

get clear, so they develop filters which would identify only relevant and most crucial events 

and pass it for assessment of the management team. 

Gioia (1986) reviewed potential obligations in relation to the use of knowledge structures 

and schemas and found that they boost stereotyped rational; disrupt information processing; 

fill missing data with typical but maybe mistaken information; encourage one to disregard 

conflicting and probably significant information; do not support revision and amendment of 

current knowledge structure; and constrain imaginative techniques of problem solving. 

Similarly, Vecchiato (2017) found that the mental models of managers prevented firms from 

recognizing emerging markets, because they restricted their ability in making sense of new 

or potential areas other than what they’ve worked in earlier. So, a paradox of knowledge 

structures and schemas appears! It can be an enabler of strategic change and an inhibitor at 

the same time. 

In an interesting piece of research, Dewald and Bowen (2010) argued that managerial 

decision making is driven to a great extent by the managerial cognitive perception of events 

as a threat or an opportunity. The researchers stated that: “Situation threat represents the 

manager’s perception of an exogenous external threat ... Firm opportunity represents the 

manager’s inward assessment of the opportunity presented to the firm” (P.200). Managers’ 

perception of DI as an opportunity or threat plays a major role in their decision making. 

Similar arguments were discussed earlier by (Gilbert 2005), who found a consistent pattern 

among managers’ threat and opportunity perceptions and resource allocation decision in 

EFs. 

Dewald and Bowen’s (2010) conceptualization, which was supported empirically, in the real 

estate brokerage industry, is adopted in this research. 

In the following section, the mediating variable of this research (UL) is discussed. 

2.9 Unlearning 

Since the concepts of learning and UL was first discussed and presented in Hedberg’s (1981) 

seminal article, research on learning has flourished, while it languished on the UL side 
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(Becker 2008; Tsang & Zahra 2008). Although Hedberg gave equal importance and weight 

to both concepts, as he stated: “Knowledge grows, and simultaneously it becomes obsolete 

as reality changes. Understanding involves both learning new knowledge and discarding 

obsolete and misleading knowledge. The discarding activity –unlearning- is as important, as 

part of understanding, as is adding new knowledge” (1981, P.3), Hedberg in fact discussed 

the learning aspect as a main topic at the expense of UL in his work (Tsang & Zahra 2008).  

Tsang and Zahra (2008) claimed that UL as a concept was discussed in a casual manner 

throughout the literature without carefully defining its boundaries. Additionally, they noted 

that the concept of UL was treated as an opposed concept of learning, placing the two 

concepts on two polar ends of a continuum. Other researchers like Starbuck (1996), 

perceived UL as a predecessor to learning, as he noted “Learning often cannot occur until 

after there has been unlearning” (P.753). 

It has been admitted that UL was perceived sometimes as a manipulation of words, yet this 

perception is opposed, that there is a real distinction between concepts of learning and UL. 

Albeit they might happen at the same time. It is stressed, as well, that UL is not an end, rather 

it is an initiative to permit the insertion of new knowledge or conducts, and facilitate 

learning, change and innovation (Becker 2008).  

2.9.1 Definitions 

From a cognitive psychological point of view, UL has been conceptualized as alterations in 

belief structures or mental models which support reception of new knowledge (Akgun et al. 

2007). 

UL can be referred to as a course of actions through which organizations discard their 

conventional beliefs, dominant mental models, and out-dated knowledge, consequently 

enhancing the skills to familiarise and adjust to change (Kluge et al. 2019; Lyu et al. 2020; 

Mieres, Sanchez & Vijande 2012). Starbuck (1996) contended that UL is a process which 

tells people that they ought not depend on their existing principles and procedures as they 

are no more valid. 

UL has been defined simply by Prahalad and Bettis (1982) as “The process by which firms 

eliminate old logics and behaviours and make room for new ones” (P.498). Mieres, Sanchez 

and Vijande (2012) defined it as “The process by which organizational pre-established 

beliefs and prevailing mental models are called into question; allowing obsolete knowledge 

to be discarded and thus improving the skills of employees to adapt and deal with change” 
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(P.404), where this process accompanies change usually. The later definition of UL as a 

process involves two major steps: first, discarding (or modifying) old schemas, beliefs, 

structures, and values which became obsolete, confusing, or redundant; and second, 

accepting the new beliefs, norms and procedures which support more flexible behaviour and 

are more adept to the new context. 

Tsang and Zahra (2008) defined UL explicitly as “The discarding of old routines to make 

way for new ones” (P.1437). Morais-Storz and Nguyen (2017), based on Tsang and Zahra’s 

defined UL as “A useful concept that describes the necessary antidote for such complications 

of organizational learning because it highlights the importance of discarding old routines in 

order to make room for new ones” (P.94). Cegarra-Navarro and Wensley (2019) 

distinguished the importance of intentionality aspect of UL, and defined UL as “An 

intentional process that explicitly addresses the need to adapt to discrepancies between 

currently validated knowledge and the existing body of organizational knowledge, that is the 

act of deliberately putting aside knowledge and knowledge structures that you do not use in 

a given context” (P.69). 

Table (9) provides few of UL definitions of the main contributors of this domain. Another 

more comprehensive table of UL definitions resides in (Tsang & Zahra 2008). 

Table 9 A summary of UL discussed definitions developed by the researcher based on 

(Mieres, Sanchez & Vijande 2012, P.406) 

Author Definition Of Organizational UL 

Hedberg (1981) 

“Knowledge grows, and simultaneously it becomes obsolete as reality changes. 

Understanding involves both learning new knowledge and discarding obsolete and 

misleading knowledge.” 

Newstrom (1983) 
“The process of reducing or eliminating pre-existing knowledge or habits that would 

otherwise represent formidable barriers to new learning.” 

Prahalad and Bettis 

(1986) 

“The process by which firms eliminate old logics and behaviours and make room for 

new ones.” 

Starbuck (1996) 
“A process that shows people they should no longer rely on their current beliefs and 

methods.” 

Baker and Sinkula 

(1999) 
“Proactively question long-held routines, assumptions, and beliefs” 

Akgün et al. (2002) “The process of reducing or eliminating pre-existing knowledge or habits” 
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Becker (2005) 

“The process by which individuals and organizations acknowledge and release prior 

learning (including assumptions and mental framework) in order to accommodate new 

information and behaviours.” 

Tsang and Zahra (2008) “The discarding of old routines to make way for new ones, if an” (P.1437). 

Morais-Storz and 

Nguyen (2017) 

“Unlearning is a useful concept that describes the necessary antidote for such 

complications of organizational learning because it highlights the importance of 

“discarding old routines in order to make room for new ones” (P.94). 

(Cegarra-Navarro & 

Wensley 2019) 

“As an intentional process that explicitly addresses the need to adapt to discrepancies 

between currently validated knowledge and the existing body of organizational 

knowledge, that is the act of deliberately putting aside knowledge and knowledge 

structures that you do not used in a given context” (P.69). 

 

Despite the variety in UL definitions, it seems that UL as a definition is more homogeneous 

than learning definitions. With few exceptions, UL obviously denotes the process of getting 

rid of specific things from within an organization intentionally. Additionally, Becker (2008) 

stated that these definitions identify UL in terms of a process instead of a distinct event, and 

these definitions acknowledge the connections between learning and UL. 

2.9.2 Unlearning and Strategic Change 

There is strong evidence in the literature supporting the importance of UL to the ability of 

organizations to learn, acquire and disseminate knowledge, and change successfully 

(Grisold, Kaiser & Hafner 2017; Grisold & Kaiser 2017; Fiol & O’Connor 2017; Morais-

Storz & Nguyen 2017). It is claimed that plentiful factors play a role in the failure of 

organizations, but there is growing evidence in the literature which supports that UL when 

integrated within innovation management processes enhances the rates of success (Becker 

2008). 

Organizational capacity to unlearn is considered as a critical factor determining its ability to 

compete and achieve sustained success in turbulent and complicated markets through 

continual innovation development (Becker 2008). Besides, UL had been conceptualized as 

a catalyst for innovation development through improving a more decisive and rapid response 

to changing markets (Assink 2006), Yet this is not empirically supported (Mieres, Sanchez 

& Vijande 2012). 

It has been argued that promoting DI in EFs requires sincere initiatives towards UL the 

existing values and routines, and an enthusiastic adoption of change mechanisms which 

would support UL all possible rigidities in the face of adopting DI (Wan, Williamson & Yin 
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2015; Lyu et al 2020). UL is critical in EFs, as it is more difficult for them to willingly 

abandon their values, culture, and established approaches which took them to their current 

successful market position. 

UL might imply an extreme change to the organizational structure and systems, as the 

previous dominant logic -which must be discarded- is embedded in them. This implication 

explains why some new entrants are better than EFs in an industry that is witnessing a change 

in its structure (Bettis & Prahalad 1995).  

Tripsas and Gavetti (2000) concluded that it is extremely crucial for organizations facing 

disruptive changes in their environment to differentiate between changes that require 

development of new technological capabilities, and those requiring a new set of strategic 

beliefs. Edström (1988) proposed that UL purpose might vary across different people, but at 

an organizational level, UL is driven by the focus on achieving some institutional objectives 

like survival and growth. 

UL process is certainly affected and triggered by external environment changes and 

dynamics (Teece 2007). Reacting against the volatile environment is a key external 

motivation of organizational UL (Akgün, Lynn, & Byrne 2006). Alternatively, internal 

drivers (e.g., entrepreneurial orientation) may likewise notably impact organizational UL. 

So, UL is closely connected to organizational change (Akgün et al. 2007). This change 

should take place at both levels: individual and organizational. Hedberg stated that 

“Individuals’ learning is doubtless important in organizational learning. Organizations have 

no other brains and senses than those of their members” (1981, P.6). So, it is argued in this 

investigation, by extension to the previous quote, that individual UL is as important to 

organizational UL. The significance of taking both individual and organisational learning 

and UL into account is reinforced by the change programmes in organisations which usually 

begin with concentration on the awareness of individuals to facilitate UL (Becker 2008). 

Matsuo (2019) argued that both levels of UL, organizational and individual, should be 

considered, as it happens and interacts at both levels. Undeniably, researchers refer to OUL 

as the process of individuals abandoning the old behaviours and adopting the new ones 

(Bridges 1991; Duffy 2003; Mieres, Sanchez & Vijande 2012). Nonetheless, these two levels 

of individual and organizational UL are advised be separated by Tsang and Zahra (2008), as 

there is a risk that the source domain (individuals) might not share many characteristics with 

the target domain (the organization). 
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So, to better understand UL and its impact on strategic change, it would be better to review 

in brief the concepts of IUL and OUL. 

2.9.3 Individual Unlearning  

It has been argued that organizations innovate through their people, as such, human resource 

management practices which stimulate creativity and motivate people to think differently 

are important factors in nurturing innovation (Mieres, Sanchez & Vijande 2012). IUL has 

been referred to as the individuals’ capacity of reflecting on their performance to recognise 

and endorse the activities and behaviours which will produce improved performance 

(Cegarra & Dewhurst 2003). 

Individuals with experience in a specific domain have a knowledge structure for that domain, 

while those without such experience do not (Lurigio & Carroll 1985). More specifically, 

individuals who have a great deal of knowledge about a specific domain have schemas that 

can be assessed more reliable than those of individuals who do not have such knowledge 

(Smither & Reilly 1989). These individual schemas over time become an organizational 

schema which turns into a routine. Feldman and Pentland (2003) stressed the significance of 

human agency in the UL process and differentiated two types of routines: ostensive 

(apparent) and performative (behavioural), which according to (Tsang & Zahra, 2008) 

should be discarded from the organization if we want an organizational routine to be 

successfully discarded. 

Matsuo (2017) argued that IUL is a conscious and intentional action that might act along 

with new learning (sometimes not), where the unlearned knowledge is not totally removed, 

but kept for future reference in case it was needed. Yet, Matsuo (2017) assured that IUL 

should be considered at two levels: the belief level and the routine level, and both should be 

unlearned. 

IUL occurs when people develop an awareness that some of the knowledge they gained and 

owned are no more effective or fitting within the new context. In this research, Matsuo’s 

(2019) belief and routine change is adopted to measure the IUL. 

2.9.4 Organizational Unlearning 

According to Lyu et al (2020), OUL is a guaranteed prescription to heal organizational 

inertia. Navarro and Moya (2005) contended that OUL process, along with organizational 

learning, is a shared effort in the form of a process provoked by collective individuals and 

organizational context. OUL is defined accordingly as “The dynamic process that identifies 
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and removes ineffective and obsolete knowledge and routines which block the collective 

appropriation of new knowledge and opportunities” (P.161). 

OUL is a type of organizational change including ‘a transformation of an organization 

between two points in time’ (Barnett & Carroll 1995, P. 219). This change might happen in 

one of two forms according to Weick and Quinn (1999): continuous or incremental; and 

discontinuous or episodic.  

The continuous change describes a slower process of change where OUL evolves over time, 

making smaller but continuous adjustments and adaptations at a time cumulatively in 

response to external environmental drivers (Weick & Quinn 1999). As OUL progresses, the 

routines of the organisations get updated a bit-by-bit, and as these updates and adjustments 

are repetitive, shared and maintained, they eventually create an astonishing change. Often, 

continuous change covers operational matters, and frequently drive an enhanced efficacy 

and excellent financial performance. It is less related to modifications of organizational deep 

entrenched values and standards; therefore, it is not as difficult and complicated as the other 

type of discontinuous change (Tsang & Zahra 2008). 

The discontinuous change is less frequent and deliberate (Weick & Quinn 1999). It follows 

times of external pressures like technological changes or internal pressures like alterations 

in the management team. In comparison to continuous change, discontinuous change 

regularly has larger scope, higher level, and strategic content. In addition to that, it is initiated 

deliberately and more formally.  

Lyu et al. (2020) argued that OUL is critical for nurturing innovations to allow for 

establishing new routines, organizational structures and patterns of activities, which are fit 

to innovations. That is why they referred to OUL as a catalyst for innovation. The researchers 

claimed that OUL increases the organizational propensity to innovate. They claimed also 

that there is a lack of the thorough understanding of OUL as predictor of radical innovation. 

This claim can be, as well, related to Kluge et al. (2019) argument about the imbalanced 

ratio of theoretical papers to empirical ones in the field of OUL. Conceptualizations and 

theories obviously conquered the literature. Thus, it is proposed that this research will help 

in supporting the empirical side of OUL research.  

In the following section, the moderating variable of this research (MD) is discussed. 



67 

 

2.10 Managerial Discretion 

MD was first discussed by (Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987) as an important moderator in the 

model of UET. 

MD is defined in terms of “The latitude of managerial action” offered to the decision makers 

(e.g., managers, top executives, or CEOs) in a certain situation (Hambrick & Finkelstein 

1987). Managers are hired to achieve the organizational goals, sustain better performance, 

and improve the profitability. That is why it is important to understand what factors affect 

their ability to impact the organizational outcomes (Wangrow, Schepker & Barker 2014). 

Although the concept of MD was developed by Hambrick and Finkelstein (1987), the 

concept itself was discussed in multiple forms earlier. Lieberson and O’Connor (1972), for 

example, discussed that there is a range of factors which affects the degree of managerial 

impact on the organizational outcomes and performance, and they found that managers 

affected differently across industries, with less impact of management quality in EFs 

compared to new ones.  

MD as a concept linked two contrasting theories, the population ecology (Hannan & 

Freeman 1977), and the strategic choice (Andrews 1971). The first theory proposes that 

organizations are inertial by nature and constrained by internal and external factors, while 

the later theory proposes that managerial selected strategies determine to a great extent its 

outcomes. MD came to link the two views and clarify that “many forces act on a continuum” 

(Wangrow, Schepker & Barker 2014, P.101), and managers’ latitude of action is enabled or 

disabled based on the available forces at that time and their intensity. 

Hambrick and Finkelstein (1987) argued that MD can be understood at three different levels: 

the individual, the organizational and the environmental. The focus in most research is on 

the task environment, which is concerned with the industry level context or environmental 

(Boyd & Gove 2006). Even in this research, the environmental level MD is considered due 

to its relatedness to the research model as it is going to be discussed in (section 1 of chapter 

III). 

Measuring MD by researchers varied. Hambrick and Finkelstein (1987) for example, 

adopted the following items as a determinant of a high-discretion environment: “low degree 

of regulation, low capital intensity, differentiable product, and high demand growth” (P. 

406). While other researchers like Abrahamson and Hambrick (1997) used the assessment 
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of academics and analysts’ panels. Graffin, Carpenter and Boivie (2011) used indicators of 

growth, R&D, advertising, capital intensity, and demand instability. Wangrow, Schepker 

and Barker (2014) offers a comprehensive literature review on how discretion was measured 

in previous research. During this investigation Hambrick and Finkelstein’s (1987) measures 

are adopted. 

2.11 Summary 

This chapter had reviewed the existing literature on the research main constructs (DMC, 

UL, RStDI and MD). It provided, as well, the rational of the researcher’s choice regarding 

the adopted definitions and approaches to conduct this research. 
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CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK & HYPOTHESES 

DEVELOPMENT  

3.1 Introduction  

This chapter is prepared to present the conceptual model of this study, symbolizing the 

relations among its main constructs, and discussing the hypotheses development. 

3.2 Conceptual Framework 

This study addresses four main research constructs: DMC, RStDI, UL and MD. Figure (9) 

below shows the high-level conceptual model that is prepared at the constructs’ level. 

 

Figure 9 Research high level conceptual model, hypothesized relations, and the 

underlying theories. 

3.2.1 Underlying Theories 

As it is shown in figure (8), this research utilizes the Upper Echelons Theory (UET) and the 

Dynamic Capability View of the firm (DCV) to build and explain the proposed conceptual 

model. 
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Upper echelons theory 

Researchers have been interested in explaining organizational strategic decisions from 

external environmental forces perspective since the 1970s (Mintzberg 1978). However, it 

was only in the early 1980s when the organizational strategic decisions were discussed in 

relation to managersΩ cognition and perceptions.  

The UET, which was developed based on the behavioural view of the firm (Cyert & March 

1963; March & Simon 1958), was first discussed by Hambrick and Mason (1984) in response 

to the preceding efforts of researchers who described the organizations as “purposeful” 

(Pfeffer & Salancik 1978) or “hapless” (Hannan & Freeman 1977). The term “upper 

echelons” describes decision-makers at the top of the organizational hierarchy (Finkelstein 

et al. 2009), and the theory deals with three distinct levels of analysis: the board of directors, 

the CEO, and the top management teams (Whitler et al. 2021). Hambrick and Mason (1984) 

argued for a new emphasis on the “dominant coalition” of the organizations (i.e., the top 

executives), where the organizational outcomes are perceived as a reflection of the beliefs 

and cognitive bases of its powerful actors. As such, differing demographic and psychological 

characteristics of top executives are likely to influence their decisions, thus resulting in 

different organizational strategies and behaviour (Liu & Ji 2022). Hambrick and Mason 

(1984), suggested that top executives’ characteristics and experience affect their 

interpretation of the strategic environment, and therefore influence their strategic choices, 

which in turn affects organizational actions and outcomes. Because of its predictive power, 

UET has become one of the most important theories to emerge from the management field 

over the past 50 years (Carpenter et al. 2004; Hambrick 2007). 

The UET, proposes that backgrounds and characteristics of top executives, which shape their 

values, beliefs, and cognitive frameworks, determine, to a large extent, the organizational 

strategic choices and consequent performance, behaviour, and outcomes. Figure (10) below 

shows the upper echelon model. Tasheva and Nielsen (2020) mentioned that the UET works 

the best in explaining this phenomenon in high environmental uncertainty context. 
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Figure 10 Upper echelon model. Source (Hambrick & Mason 1984, P.198). 

The model of UET displayed in the figure (10) above portrays the principal relationship, 

going in horizontal direction. At the heart of the model, are the upper echelons characteristics 

(psychological like cognitive frames and values, and observable like age, experience, and 

socioeconomic roots … etc.), are depicted as determining factors for the organizational 

strategic choices (like, diversification, integration, and innovation… etc.). These strategic 

choices are in turn determinants of organizational outcomes and performance (in measure of 

profit and return on investment… among others). Two further contingency relationships are 

proposed in the model regarding the: combination of specific situations and the echelons’ 

characteristics, which will lead to more predictable strategic choice than if one of the two 

variables was considered separately; and the other relation is regarding the echelons’ 

characteristics and strategic choices interact with each other to determine the level of 

organizational performance. 

Accordingly, it is argued that managers, when facing an unexpected event such as disruption, 

are required to make a strategic decision while facing a complex and multifaceted 

phenomenon that goes beyond their ability to fully comprehend. Managers need to bring 

their cognitive base and set of values, principles, and capabilities through which they analyse 

the situation and study the possibilities. This process creates a filter through which they 

perceive the situation. This is an accepted reasonable alternative to the unattainable ideal 

situation where managers are expected to scan every aspect of the organization and its 

environment. So, it is argued that the managers’ field of vision is limited, thus, posing 

limitation on their perception, in addition to the selectivity which is a natural aspect of human 

mental processing. So, managers perceive the disruptive event, each through his own lens 

(limitedly and selectively) based on their set of capabilities, principles, values, and cognition. 

Finally, the selected bits and pieces of the perceived event are subject to managers’ 
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interpretation, which is followed by decision making, that resembles their own principles 

and reflect their cognitive base, on the strategic choice they opt for in the face of DI. 

The conceptual development of UET has grown significantly in the past two decades 

(Abatecola & Cristofaro 2018; Carpenter et al. 2004; Certo et al. 2006; Homberg & Bui 

2013; Liu & Ji 2022; Neely Jr et al. 2020; White & Borgholthaus 2022). Empirical studies, 

as well, has grown considerably, and confirmed the vital role of managers’ experience and 

backgrounds when it was investigated in relation to organizational outcomes (Boeker 1997; 

Boone & Hendriks 2009; Kor 2003; Martell & Carroll 1995; Yang & Wang 2014). The 

theory has been utilized in wide array of research fields like strategic management 

(Abatecola & Cristofaro, 2018; Chen et al., 2018; Dubey et al., 2018), accounting and 

finance (Liu & Ji, 2022; Plöckinger et al., 2016), marketing and internationalization (Lin & 

Cheng, 2013; Whitler et al., 2021), environmental studies (Shahab et al., 2020), to mention 

just a few. This study complements the literature by utilizing UET to understand the impact 

of managerial characteristics portrayed through their DMC and the organizational behaviour 

in the face of DI through RStDI. This relation to the knowledge of the researchers, has not 

been investigated earlier. 

Dynamic capability view of the firm 

The DCV, which came to overcome the lack of focus on managerial agency in the economic 

approach to management (e.g., Economic theory; Theory of the firm), and to emphasize the 

role of management in addition to the inimitable resources and skills combination in 

achieving sustained organizational competitive advantage (Penrose 1959), asserts key role 

of management as being responsible for recognizing change opportunities and exploiting 

them in response to uncertainty (Augier & Teece 2009). DCV perceives organizations as 

based on their own set of resources and capabilities, which implies that organizations are 

inherently heterogeneous (Helfat et al. 2007), and would consequently have different 

performance levels and outcomes based on their capabilities. 

The concept of DCV comprises of the capacity to recognize the need or opportunity for 

change (sensing), create a response (seizing), and implement a strategy (transforming) 

(Augier & Teece 2009). It also entails that DCs are themselves a resource base of the 

organization, and since DCs can create, modify, or extend a resource base, then they can 

create, modify, or extend other DCs (Helfat et al. 2007). This is where the mediated relation 

of this study fits (i.e., DMC > Unlearning > RStDI). It is argued that managers through their 
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DMCs, which is an organizational DC (Ambrosini & Altintas 2019; Helfat et al. 2007) will 

be able to sense and seize opportunities, reconfigure and redeploy resources, and will be able 

to create, extend or modify other organizational DC (UL in this study), in order to attain a 

fit in shifting environments (i.e., marked with DI) and achieve improved performance (i.e., 

adaptive RStDI) (Teece et al. 1997). Only strategic managers, with efficient DMC, will be 

able to create new task boundaries, ignore old ones (Unlearn), and open the door for new 

innovations by binding, mixing, and transforming resources (respond to DI adaptively) 

(Augier & Teece 2009). 

Based on the reviewed theoretical frames, it is argued in this study that DMC, which are 

underpinned by: MHC (explicit and tacit knowledge); MSC (relationships with government, 

community, and business); and MC (threat vs. opportunity cognitive perception), play an 

important role in shaping the traits and qualities of managers, and will trigger and extend 

other DC of the organization (UL), and will determine to a great extent the organizational 

strategic choices (RStDI) and consequent performance and outcomes. 

Unlearning as a Mediator 

OUL as a mediator was studied by Kluge et al.  (2019) in his recent review of OUL research 

and supported the argument that OUL has been utilized in research as a mediating variable. 

Kluge et al.  (2019) concluded that OUL in survey research has been investigated at the 

organizational level, where it was mostly considered as a pre-requisite to organizational 

outcomes like radical innovations and culture, or a mediator between innovation initiatives 

and organizational outcomes. Nonetheless, other researchers like Kmieciak (2020) 

investigated IUL as a mediator in the relation between an individual’s critical reflection 

capability and their ability to generate and realize ideas, yet IUL is less explored and utilized 

as a mediator in research. 

Kluge et al.  (2019) concluded, as well, that OUL is a pre-condition for innovation and 

change initiatives and stressed the importance of UL as a mediator. Cegarra-Navarro et al. 

(2016) studied the relation among exploring and exploiting knowledge on SMEs 

performance through OUL as a mediating variable in the Spanish metal sector and found 

that impact of exploring and exploiting knowledge on firms’ performance are mediated 

through OUL. Wang, Qi, and Zhao (2019) investigated the mediating role of OUL among 

the relation between IUL and strategic flexibility. Lyu et al (2020) investigated the mediating 

role of OUL on the relation between (environmental turbulence, and entrepreneurial 
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orientation) on (the degree of radical innovations introduction) at firms. OUL was addressed 

as mediator by Mieres, Sanchez and Vijande (2012) as a part of their model of the relation 

between internal marketing and innovation intensity, and they found a partial mediating 

effect.  

Barely unlearning is found as a moderator in research. However, (OUL context) is 

investigated as a moderating variable in (Martelo-Landroguez et al 2018). 

Serial Mediation  

In this investigation, two levels of unlearning are investigated: IUL and OUL. It is worth 

mentioning that the mediation effect of these two constructs is considered serially or 

sequentially due to the identified relation among them which has been stressed throughout 

the literature and will be discussed in more details in (section 2.3 of this chapter). 

According to (Hayes 2013) “A distinguishing feature of the parallel5 mediation model is the 

assumption that the no mediator causally influences each other”. Under the light of Hayes’s 

quote and based on the theoretical argument in (section 2.3) regarding the relation between 

the two mediators, a serial (sequential) mediation is proposed. 

Managerial Discretion as a Moderator 

In (2007), Hambrick, in response to the invitation of Academy of Management Review’s 

editorial board, offered an updated version of the UET. In this publication, Hambrick 

discussed one of the most prominent refinements of the UET theory, which was introducing 

the MD (Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987) as a moderator of the UET model. The second 

refinement was the basic concept of upper echelon individual versus group agencies (i.e., 

individual managers vs. top management teams). 

The second refinement of the theory will be discussed in relation to the unit of measurement 

in this investigation (section 6.1 of chapter IV). Considering the first refinement of the 

moderator in this investigation, it has been argued that MD affects the magnitude of UET’s 

predictions. The more the MD, the more the managers traits, charcterestics and cognitive 

frames are reflected in their organizations’ performance and strategic choices (Hambrick 

2007). 

                                                 
5 Parallel mediation is the other alternative that might be employed in this study; however, it is not an option 

as it is strongly argued that each of the mediators are correlated, with proposed direction of the relation to be 

IUL significantly impacting OUL.  



75 

 

In this investigation, MD which is referred to as “Latitude of managerial actions” is 

employed as a proxy of the external environment that the target population is operating 

within. MD offers a bridge between the environmental context and the strategic choice 

(Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987, p. 371), and offers a stronger reflection of the national 

context of this investigation as it is measured via contextual and environmental givens. The 

factors determining MD are three levels: managerial characteristics, organizational factors, 

and task environment. In this investigation, the task environment level of the moderator is 

adopted, as this study aims to understand the relation in the context of Dubai Emirate. 

3.2.2 Hypotheses Development 

Below, the discussion goes more into the details of the relationships among the 

underpinnings of DMC, RStDI, UL, and MD. 

DMC and RStDI. 

Helfat and Martin (2015) suggested that DMC conception is discrete in its remarkable 

emphasis on the managers’ ability, independently and in groups or as teams, to influence 

strategic change. The theory contends that organizations with managers who own greater 

DMC can adjust and adapt more effectively than organizations with managers who have less 

effective or no DMC. 

Peteraf and Reed (2007) supported that: managers exercising DMC were able to maintain a 

fit over turbulent environments, as managers were able to adapt to the operational and 

administrative changes as the US airline industry had liberalized (deregulated) which 

significantly improved the performance efficiency. This is a clear fit within the UET’s 

boundaries (i.e., the more dynamic the managers are, the more flexible and fitting to dynamic 

context the organizations). 

On the same vein, Adner and Helfat (2003) supported that: different DMC will result in 

varying performance outcomes, as they found that managers accounted for 4.5% of the 

variation in organizational performance after they have controlled for other sources of 

variation.  

Salvato (2009) studied incremental changes of products development processes in one 

organization through a strategic renewal lens. Salvato’s work showed that top management’s 

considerable involvement and intervention resembled DMC, as managers were persistently 

locating, filtering, and reconfiguring and transforming capabilities through experimentation 
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of adaptive innovations developing from the local context, indicating a positive relationship 

between DMC and strategic change. 

Mostafiz, Sambasivan and Goh (2019) conducted a quantitative study on a sample of (390) 

export-manufacturing apparel firms in Bangladesh. Their findings showed that DMC has a 

central role in implementing strategic actions to attain stable organizational performance. 

These strategic actions contain, for example, the identification of opportunities process. 

Based on the above discussion, DMC is expected to reflect a significant positive impact on 

adaptive RStDI: explorative, exploitative. Below is an elaboration of this conclusion at each 

of the DMC micro foundations. 

MHC impact on RStDI 

HC accumulation in organizations is a critical factor to the success of innovation. HC being 

defined as (knowledge gained through education and prior work experience) (Koroglu & 

Eceral 2015), is socially complex and embedded within the managers and workers of the 

firm. HC is rare and inimitable, and managers with higher levels of MHC are expected to 

generate higher rents for their organizations (Carpenter Sanders & Gregersen 2001).  

Research has shown that much of the knowledge needed for innovation is embedded in the 

personnel and their skills base, highlighting the importance of HC in advancing innovation. 

Prajogo and Oke (2016) found that HC in the form of skills, expertise and knowledge is 

positively associated with service innovation advantage. 

HC is linked to the capacity to integrate and consume new knowledge due to knowledge 

accumulation in a specific area. HC is usually gained from professional work experience 

(Colombo & Grilli 2005; Ucbasaran, Westhead & Wright 2008). It is argued that experience 

in related areas of knowledge decreases the ambiguity and offers managers with extra related 

and precise information about their context (Cassar 2014). So, it is suggested that 

organizations directed by managers with experience in similar field have higher order 

capabilities to absorb outside knowledge in comparison with other organizations which are 

directed by managers who lack such experience (Kato 2019). 

Kato (2019) claimed that founding managers who own higher levels of MHC have higher 

levels of absorptive capacity and thus, they are more inclined towards engaging in external 

knowledge sourcing. The study indicated that founding managers with higher levels of MHC 

have a higher tendency to invest in R&D, which improves their absorptive capacity, and 

hence, stimulates external knowledge sourcing that is expected to influence the 



77 

 

organizational propensity to adopt strategic change initiatives. Similarly, Debrulle, Maes and 

Sels (2014) claimed that MHC has a significant role in shaping the absorptive capacity of 

start-ups, which increases the organizational receptivity to technological change (Zahra & 

George 2002), thus enhancing the tendency towards adopting strategic change.  

Managers with higher levels of MHC might be in a better position to deal with complicated 

problems while leveraging their knowledge and experience to obtain resources necessary for 

identifying and exploiting business opportunities (Ucbasaran, Westhead & Wright 2008). 

HC is related to logical problem-solving techniques (Backes-Gellner & Werner 2007). So, 

managers with higher levels of MHC are more expected to be able to treat high risks and 

ambiguity, which are intrinsic features of DI, superiorly (Kato & Honjo 2015). Managers 

with a high level of education are more capable to recognize opportunities (Davidsson & 

Honig 2003). Practically, the educational backgrounds of CEOs were found to be an 

important factor in nurturing innovative actions (Lynskey 2004).  

Helfat and Martin (2015) reviewed 51 studies with evidence regarding HC on strategic 

change and found that although nontrivial proportion of the results lacks statistical 

significance on the impact of HC, yet most results indicated significant and positive effect 

of HC (education and prior experience) on strategic change and/or performance outcomes. 

Refuting by this the –somewhat- accepted perception that previous work knowledge usually 

hinders strategic change initiatives. 

Ambrosini and Atlantis (2019) claimed that MHC has a positive impact on strategic change. 

Helfat and Martin (2016) argued that MHC is important for sensing technological changes 

in the environment and reconfiguring resources accordingly. They claimed that MHC proves 

to be a critical factor in nurturing creativity and innovation, not only incremental ones, but 

radical innovations as well. Much as proposed by the UET, organizations will reflect their 

upper echelons, that is, the higher the MHC, the more absorptive capacity they nurture on 

the individual and organizational level, and thus, the more receptive to change. So, it is 

concluded, that MHC influences strategic change. Based on the above, it is hypothesized 

that: 

H1 Higher levels of MHC positively impact adaptive RStDI. 

MSC impact on RStDI 

McDonald and Westphal (2003) found that managers’ advice seeking through their social 

ties and networks has a positive impact on reducing their doubts about their strategic beliefs, 
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and nurturing confidence again through affirming advice, which creates positive effect on 

strategic change, that was positively associated with consequent firm performance. 

Haunschild (1993) examined the direct effect of ‘inter-organizational imitation’ on 

‘acquisitions’ as organizational strategic actions. Haunschild argued that managers are more 

open to strategic change (acquisition activities) if they have director ties and social networks 

with other (tied-to) firms that undertook acquisitions. The results of this research supported 

those managers are imitating the acquisition activities of other firms to which they are 

connected, as they undertook more acquisitions than other firms who are not connected to 

acquirers. 

Cao, Simsek, and Zhang (2010) found that managers’ extensive social ties and networking 

(internal to the organization as well as external) have a positive impact on organizational 

ambidexterity (firms being able to pursue both exploration and exploitation strategic 

activities vigorously). 

Geletkanycz and Boyd (2011) reviewed managers outside directorship, from agency and 

embeddedness view, where directorship relations provide an entry to resources and 

information of strategic value to managers and found that managers outside directorship 

positively related to long-term organizational performance. 

Smith, Collins, and Clark (2005) found a positive relation between MSC and the rate of 

introducing new products and services, which is well connected through the literature to 

enabling organizations in creating new markets and establishing new technologies 

(innovation). 

MSC prove successful in contributing to new venture creation and development through 

multiple ways (e.g., motivating new entrepreneurs; provide them funding alternatives; 

support their strategy formulation and development; and enabling them to internationalize) 

(Prashantham & Dhanaraj 2010). Thus, it is concluded that MSC has a strong influence on 

strategic change. 

MSC has a positive impact on strategic change (Ambrosini & Atlantis,2019). It is crucial in 

enabling seizing opportunities and reconfiguring resources and capabilities, as it facilitates 

managers’ environmental scanning through their networks of relations that provide them 

with bulks of information, which in turn facilitates scanning the environment for 

opportunities and allow sparking new ideas which is essential to innovations (Helfat & 

Martin 2016). This broadens the managers’ field of vision according to the UET, and thus, 
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increases the number of bits and pieces taken by managers’ consideration to interpret the 

phenomena and decide. Not only that, but MSC also provides managers with premium access 

to resources (skilled people, finance, and information) which consequently improve their 

capabilities of scanning, sensing, seizing and reconfiguring resources, thus support their 

strategic change endeavours (Helfat & martin 2015). As a result, it is hypothesized that: 

H2 Higher levels of MSC positively impact adaptive RStDI. 

MC impact on RStDI 

MC plays major role in framing response to new emerging technologies (Benner & Tripsas 

2012; Tripsas & Gavetti 2000). The literature provided mixed results on the cognition impact 

on strategic change. Nonetheless, it is important to study cognitive capabilities in terms of 

their type (flexible versus rigid mental structures) or (opportunity vs. threat framing and 

perceptions) to better understand their impact on a finer level. 

For example, Rosenbloom (2000) confirmed through his NCR case study that tenured 

managers’ mental models and knowledge structures hindered strategic change. Although 

organizational capabilities (e.g., processes) were very strong in terms of being well 

established, powerful, and influential, these capabilities were not adequate or suitable to the 

new era of change. It was only when a new CEO was hired, who owned a totally different 

mindset, until the organization was able to finally enter computing market. This indicates 

that MC is a critical part in determining response to change. On the same vein, Vecchiato 

(2017) found that managerial dominant logic (established cognitive frames) had played a 

major role in the failure of their organizations’ ability to identify new markets. The previous 

two examples show that rigid cognitive frames negatively impacted the ability to sense, seize 

opportunities and adjust accordingly. 

On the bright side, Nadkarni, and Narayanan (2007) investigated 225 firms across fourteen 

different industries operating in dynamic and fast changing environment and found a positive 

relation between the complexity of strategic schemas (complexity and focus) employed by 

managers, and strategic flexibility in deploying resources and managing competitive 

activities, that positively impacted the financial performance and outcomes. Eggers and 

Kaplan (2009) through their investigation of the dynamics in telecommunication industry, 

supported those managers who had allocated higher level of attention to the embryonic 

technologies of fibre optics tended to enter the new market of fibre optics’ products faster 

than those who allocated less attention. In other words, they found that cognition impacted 
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the organizational ability to adapt into radically changing technologies through earlier entry 

into the developing new market. Dimov (2010) tested the relation between entrepreneurs’ 

cognitive perceptions and subjective judgments (known as opportunity confidence) and the 

new venture emergence and found them positively correlated. So, the efficiency of 

managerial mental models and thinking structures are expected to improve the degree of 

flexibility in the interpretation process of strategic resource allocation decisions and the 

relevant available options (Martin & Bachrach 2018). 

Thus, MC is critical in determining which capabilities to develop at which stage in response 

to change based on the perception of the surrounding operating environment. 

Kaplan (2008) employed an ethnographic study to understand the process of strategy making 

in one firm, where managers, through day-to-day activities, worked into transferring their 

cognitive frames into dominant ones at the organizational level, which played essential role 

in the process of shaping and formulating the organizational strategies. Kaplan found that 

MHC and MC affected the firms’ propensity to invest in new domains, allowing it to adapt 

into dynamic marketplace. 

Nadkarni and Barr (2008) proposed that the velocity of the operating context will have an 

impact on managerial sensing, learning, and addressing exceptional cognitive challenges 

entrenched in that volatile environment. So, managers will develop explicit considerations, 

emphasis and ‘causal logics’ (i.e., mental models and structures) about their environments. 

These developed mental models will perform like filters through which managers perceive 

and re-act towards significant changes in the environment. Hence, organizations will not 

respond to any change unless managers see these changes and understand how they will 

affect the firm. Thus, strategic response to overriding external events will vary across firms. 

This variation connected to cognitive processes which differs across players; hence, MC will 

affect response to strategic change. 

It is obvious that findings throughout the literature showed difference between rigid and 

flexible mental models and knowledge structures, with the latter being more stimulating to 

introduce strategic change (Ambrosini & Atlantis 2019). Similarly, opportunity versus threat 

framing of environmental events resulted in different outcomes, for example, Dewald and 

Bowen (2010) investigated the impact of cognitive framing response to strategic change, and 

how it affects the organizational response whether it be inaction; proactive resistance; 

adoption; or resilience. According to (Dewald & Bowen 2010) “Managers intentions are 

particularly driven by the extent to which a given competitive situation is perceived as a 
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threat or an opportunity for the firm” (P.200). The researchers found that managers who 

perceive these events as a threat would incline towards proactively resisting it, while their 

opportunity perception is positively associated with its adoption. 

TCP represent manager’s perceived threat in an external environment, while OCP represents 

manager’s perceived inward firm opportunity. According to the issues interpretation school 

of situation framing (Dutton & Jackson 1987), which considers situation framing as a 

dynamic process conducted by senior managers, who start with labelling the situation as 

‘threat’, that affects subsequent cognition and motivations of the decision maker, which in 

turn affect his outcome reflected on organizational outcome, it is expected that TCP will 

drive risk adverse response, while OCP will drive risk seeking behaviour. As proposed by 

the UET, the flexibility of managerial mental models and thinking structures are expected to 

improve the degree of flexibility in the interpretation and the process of strategic resource 

allocation decisions, and thus the type of response the organization might go for. Based on 

the above, it is hypothesized that: 

H3a MC as (TCP) positively impacts resistant RStDI. 

H3b MC as (OCP) positively impacts adaptive RStDI. 

DMC and UL 

It has been acknowledged that managers play critical role in the success of UL initiatives, 

since endorsing such big change needs the authority of making decisions, which is a 

managerial aspect (Hutzschenreuter, Kleindienst & Greger 2012). 

Organizational entrepreneurial orientation, which refers to “A firm's strategic orientation, 

capturing specific entrepreneurial aspects of decision-making styles, methods, and 

practices” (Wiklund & Shepherd 2005, P. 74), was found to be positively associated with 

motivating the efforts towards scanning and monitoring its functional environment to spot 

novel opportunities and create new knowledge and extend superior capabilities (Keh, 

Nguyen & Ng 2007), much like actions and outcomes of the DMC. These newly acquired 

knowledge and capabilities might fall into conflict with the existing ones, thus triggering the 

need towards unlearning (Hedberg 1981). Evidence proposes that entrepreneurial 

orientation, which is recognized by Teece (2016) as an akin concept to DMC, endorses 

organizational competitive advantage through redefining the operating markets (Covin & 

Miles 1999). Put it another way, entrepreneurial orientation aids in increasing organizational 

competitive advantage through altering out-dated routines employing an unlearning process 

to discard old knowledge, routines, and beliefs. Organizations with high entrepreneurial 



82 

 

orientation are in a better situation to pursue opportunities (Mehrabi, Coviello & Ranaweera 

2019), bringing the diversity to the organization, such diversity implies new expectations, 

and new organizational agendas (Siren et al. 2017). Putting the organizations in the face of 

diverse approaches stimulates their thinking/rethinking of their existing knowledge, 

routines, and beliefs, and stimulate unlearning outdated ones to allow for new problem-

solving capabilities (Lyu et al. 2020). 

The phase of removing old knowledge guarantees that individuals are no more referring to 

their outdated knowledge which has been adopted and previously embedded in their 

organization. Nonaka and Konno (1998) emphasized that eliminating obsolete 

organizational knowledge needs individual autonomy, nonetheless, that will not happen 

unless promoted by managers who are willing to sense and seize new opportunities (Adner 

& Helfat 2003). For proper and effective implementation and success at this phase, managers 

should be the catalyst for both learning and unlearning (Navarro & Moya 2005). 

Zhao, Lu and Wang (2013) stressed that managers have a vital role in UL process. When 

managers adopt new style of management, or adopt new strategic beliefs, this will imply 

changing in the organizational routines, structures, and processes, where all these aspects 

might influence the UL initiatives directed to different levels of the organization (mid-line 

managers and workers) through internal relations, and charismatic influence these managers 

have on their subordinates and followers. 

The UET conceptualizes that the top managers affect organizational performance through 

their individual qualities and behaviours (Hambrick & Mason 1984). Top managers 

collectively own skills and competencies, which influence their performance (Coad & 

Timmermans 2014). So, the capabilities of managers to unlearn have a huge impact on 

unlearning, as they possess the authority of making decisions to endorse and recognize 

changes in routines (Hutzschenreuter, Kleindienst & Greger 2012). Thus, it is expected that 

DMC will have a positive impact on unlearning. Below is an elaboration of this conclusion 

at each of the DMC micro foundations. 

MHC impact on IUL  

Unexpectedly, instead of being open to knowledge and new ideas, it has been argued that 

experts might be amongst those who mostly resist novel concepts and ideas, which fall into 

contradictions with their present knowledge, beliefs and followed methodologies (Starbuck 

1996). This opposition can be the result of a few factors. Experts usually specialize in 
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specific niches which might become eventually obsolete and useless (Beyer 1981). Since 

these niches are a source of financial gains and social positions, experts will be losing too 

much due to technical and social changes which render their gains obsolete and useless. In 

addition, deep knowledge and thorough expertise might form filters which retain experts 

from observing technical and social changes (Armstrong 1985). However, there is more 

recent evidence which opposes the above argument. 

HC is linked to the capacity to integrate and consume new knowledge, which is acquired 

mostly after unlearning old and outdated beliefs and knowledge structures (Colombo & 

Grilli 2005; Ucbasaran, Westhead & Wright 2008). Entrepreneurial managers own diverse 

sets of previous information (Shane 2003). Opportunities are usually recognized when a 

manager conjoins earlier knowledge with novel and fresh information, so managers with 

higher levels of MHC own the ability to better spot and recognize opportunities while 

leveraging the required resources to chase them (Ucbasaran, Westhead &Wright 2008). 

Hence, organizations administered by managers with a higher level of MHC shaped by 

experience and education might capitalize in interior R&D, which sequentially improves the 

organizations’ absorptive capacity (Kato 2019) that in turn improves tendency to unlearn. 

It is argued that MHC decreases the ambiguity and offers managers with extra related and 

precise information about their context (Cassar 2014). So, it is suggested that organizations 

directed by managers with MHC will have higher order capabilities to absorb outside 

knowledge in comparison with other organizations which are directed by managers who lack 

such capability (Kato 2019). MHC is essential in leveraging top management deep market 

and industry understanding which enables their strategic absorptive capacity (Martin & 

Bachrach 2018). This capability of absorbing external knowledge enhances the capability to 

identify useless knowledge and impractical routines which should be discarded through 

unlearning initiatives. So, based on the above, it is hypothesized that: 

H4 Higher levels of MHC positively impact IUL. 

MSC impact on IUL  

Learning and unlearning processes are essentially collective and social and happen through 

the individuals’ imitation and mutual understanding of complicated problems. Learning, and 

thus unlearning as extension, necessitate shared communication programmes and 

harmonised procedures of search (Teece, Pisano & Shuen 1997). 



84 

 

It has been argued that managers –usually- accept an external directorship position in fellow 

organizations, as a source of MSC, with a latent aim of attaining an opportunity to learn by 

getting to understand on the fellow organization’s routines and policies (Beckman & 

Haunschild 2002; Conger, Lawler & Feingold 2001). Through their external service (as an 

outsider manager), managers note, within the external organizations they run, the 

improvement and progress of policies, routines, and processes. Additionally, they benefit 

from learning about the costs and outcomes of newly adopted and implemented strategic 

approaches and alternatives, without putting their source organization and exposing it 

directly to the experimentation costs (Geletkanycz & Hambrick 1997). These free of cost 

observations endorse their decision of unlearning few of their obsolete and ineffective 

routines, policies, and procedures. 

Akgün et al. (2007) suggested that UL is a collective effort operationalized through 

organizational routines alterations endorsed by the people in the organization. This people 

willingness to contribute and support the change process of UL is influenced by their 

organizational culture and functional climate that are shaped and strongly influenced by 

DMC according to (Barney 1996). So, it is expected that MSC to reinforce peoples’ 

participation in change initiatives such as UL (Mieres, Sanchez & Vijande 2012). 

It has been discussed by Navarro and Moya (2005) that once obsolete knowledge, mental 

frameworks and experiences have been identified, it is essential to convert this individual 

identification to an initiative of individuals’ knowledge disintegration process. Thus, based 

on the above, it is hypothesized that: 

H5 Higher levels of MSC positively impact IUL. 

MC impact on IUL.  

Managers pursue developing a concrete understanding of the perceived opportunities as 

cognitive process to enable informed decisions about the feasibility of these opportunities 

and develop superior strategies to convert them into beneficial venues which yield profits 

(Dimov 2010), or, otherwise if they perceive the event as a threat, they simply focus on 

extending their own know-how and current business model (Corso & Pellegrini 2007).  This 

process of opportunity/threat identification and benefits creation (either by adopting or 

simply refusing and focus on the current business model) is initiated only when managers 

perceive these opportunities/ threats, through a lens of unlearning, either by discarding their 
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rigid and outdated beliefs and routines, or by finding ways to improve their current business 

models and develop its performance in competition with the new disruptive business model. 

Managers’ positive perception of innovation and commitment to innovativeness nurture an 

unprejudiced and free organizational culture (Kreiser 2011), thus enhancing the propensity 

towards risk taking of UL initiatives and leaving outdated and unsuitable routines. This 

propensity to risk-taking mainly replicates the organizational inclination to split up from the 

conventional routines (Lisboa, Skarmeas & Lages 2011), that creates a convenient setting 

for UL. It has been contended, as well, that anxiety and crisis perception [as cognitive 

processes] are known predecessors of UL (Akgün et al. 2006). Alteration in managerial 

schemas and mental structures may stimulate exploring and enriching innovation capacity 

through UL (Zahra, Abdelgawad & Tsang 2011). Consequently, based on the above, it is 

hypothesized that:  

H6a MC as (OCP) positively impacts IUL. 

H6b MC as (TCP) positively impacts IUL. 

IUL impact on OUL  

Spender (1998) claimed that organizations cannot unlearn and change, and individuals only 

can do so. Navarro and Moya (2005) highlighted that organizations can only learn and 

unlearn through their workers who can do that through exercising mental activities. 

Therefore, it has been claimed that IUL facilitates change and unlearning initiatives at the 

organizational level (Hedberg 1981).  

Navarro and Moya (2005) and Zhao, Lu and Wang (2013) argued that OUL process is 

constituted of two stages: the IUL followed by the group unlearning, which both result in 

OUL. Additionally, changing mental models and knowledge structures of managers improve 

exploration activities which are expected to improve the innovation capacity at the 

organizational level (Zahra, Abdelgawad & Tsang 2011). This approach of leadership 

endorses learning processes that are in contrast with traditional learning and initiates 

unlearning at the organizational level. 

The UET proposes that top managers impact performance of the organization by exerting 

personal features, qualities, and behaviours on them (Hambrick & Mason 1984). Therefore, 

the capacities of managers to unlearn will majorly influence OUL, since they have the 

authority of decision making to endorse OUL as a change initiative (Hutzschenreuter, 

Kleindienst & Greger 2012). On the same line of argument, and according to the DCV, one 
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organizational dynamic capability (IUL) can create, modify, or extend another dynamic 

capability, which is in this case (OUL). Accordingly, based on the above, it is hypothesized 

that: 

H7 IUL positively impacts OUL. 

OUL impact on RStDI. 

It has been documented in the findings of research that dynamic and uncertain environments 

give rise to substantial challenges to existing organizational knowledge, routines, policies, 

procedures, and competencies (Hedberg 1981; Hung & Chou 2013). In this investigation, 

DMC is proposed to exert a similar influence (as discussed in section 2.2) In such a scenario, 

organizations will discover that their prior plans, capabilities, and knowledge are much less, 

or maybe completely, ineffective. Organizations might also find that their previous methods 

and behaviours might fail to yield the required and expected competitive results and 

outcomes, challenging organisations with the necessity to change (Teece 2007). If 

organizations, however, stick to their current resources and capabilities, incapable of 

unlearning and bringing their knowledge and capabilities in line with the changing 

environment, then core competencies are expected to become core rigidities (Danneels & 

Sethi 2011), nonetheless, by altering or leaving outdated principles, procedures, and 

processes, OUL may decrease cost of redeploying resources to diverse ventures. In so doing, 

organizations improve their strategic flexibility and advance their adaptability to the 

dynamic environment (Akgun et al. 2006; Danneels & Sethi 2011). To put it another way, 

turbulent environment offers organizations with possible opportunities to implement radical 

innovations. Consequently, OUL is a suitable and logical exercise to pursue strategic change. 

Through unlearning obsolete beliefs, knowledge, processes and routines, organizations can 

change their structure, and adjust their reactions, as well as responses to fit different 

circumstances and challenges. Discarding outdated and unusable values, principles and 

processes is critical to decreasing path dependency (Cepeda-Carrión, Cegarra- Navarro & 

Leal-Millán 2012). This may pave the way for strategic change. 

Many researchers contended that, prior to adopting new ideas, organisations should unlearn 

its old concepts and ideas (Grisold, Kaiser & Hafner 2017; Grisold & Kaiser 2017; Hedberg 

1981; Fiol & O’Connor 2017; Morais-Storz & Nguyen 2017), proposing that OUL can be a 

significant precondition for organizations to progress radical innovations. Through 

abandonment and change of outdated routines and beliefs, OUL may advance organizational 

capacity to progress radical innovation deploying new ideas, processes, and procedures 
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(Huang et al. 2018). Tsang and Zahra (2008) proposed that OUL aid organizations discarding 

their previous practices, investigate and review organizational structure that might be 

unsupportive, and create an effective way to look for, find, get, and integrate knowledge. 

Thus, OUL helps in removing obstacles hindering radical innovations. Accordingly, OUL is 

essential for organizations to advance radical innovation (Lyu et al. 2020).  

Generally, Organizations are less likely to rely on their existing capabilities, knowledge, and 

skills, if they are willing to adopt more radical innovations (Veryzer 1998), this is because 

radical innovation needs a significant amount of different and novel knowledge, and a 

flawless departure from the current status quo (Dewar & Dutton 1986). Subsequently, radical 

innovation necessitates a substantial conversion of existing organizational frameworks, 

procedures, and patterns of behaviours. An organization must specify and abandon obsolete 

procedures or routines and capitalise in attaining new knowledge and skills. Other 

researchers also argued that innovation is not attainable without UL (e.g., Assink 2006; 

Buchen 1999). Moreover, Lyu et al (2020) found support for their investigation regarding 

the positive relation between UL and radical innovation. By analogy, and based on the above, 

it is hypothesized that: 

H8a OUL negatively impacts resistant RStDI. 

H8b OUL positively impacts adaptive RStDI. 

The mediating effect of UL. 

As it was discussed in the previous section, UL, which can be initiated by internal factors 

(i.e., DMC – as discussed throughout section 2.2 of this chapter), is considered as a 

predecessor to effective learning (Starbuck 1996). It is crucial at the beginning to discard 

outdated beliefs, routines, and processes, at the individual level, which collectivity, will 

transform into unlearning at the organizational level (Navarro & Moya 2005; Spender 1998; 

Zhao, Lu & Wang 2013), before commencing to learn new knowledge which is more adept 

to the changing and dynamic context. Thus, UL is key to the subsequent learning process 

which is expected to improve organizational ability to scan the environment, sense and seize 

opportunities, and finally transform resources to create new capabilities or adjust old ones 

in a supportive manner to innovation (Becker 2008). Based on the above argument, it is 

hypothesized that: 

H9 UL (IUL > OUL) has a serial mediating effect on the relation between DMC and 

RStDI. 
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The moderating effect of MD. 

As it was discussed in section 1.1.4 of this chapter, MD construct is discussed in this 

investigation at the environmental level, in terms of the task environment. The amount of 

environmental stability (or turbulence by contrast) significantly impacts processing 

information and conducting tasks. More turbulent environments, imply diverse and 

fragmented managerial work nature, thus increasing the information-processing 

requirements on the managers or top executives. According to Galbraith, "The greater the 

task uncertainty, the greater the amount of information that must be processed among 

decision makers during task execution in order to achieve a given level of performance" 

(1973, P. 4). Turbulent environments upsurge the processing information requirements 

through generating new threats and opportunities which frequently demand strategic change 

and adjustments (Galbraith 1973). Therefore, the more turbulent the environment the more 

an organization’s decision-making process gets complicated, and managers have more 

processing requirements, and the less freedom they have in imposing their own preferences 

on their choices (Haleblian & Finkelstein 1993 based on the above, it is hypothesized that:  

H10 MD has a significant moderating impact on the relation between DMC and RStDI. 

Figure (11) below presents the conceptual model of the study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11 Detailed conceptual framework of the research and 

hypothesized relations. 
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3.3 Summary 

This chapter provided a discussion on the theoretical aspect of the research, underlying 

theories, and the hypotheses development, and presented finally the research detailed 

conceptual framework. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY  

4.1 Introduction  

This chapter designates the planned methodology for conducting this investigation. As it was 

discussed through the previous chapters of literature review, conceptual framework, and 

hypotheses development, this study investigates in an explanatory manner the proposed 

relations among main research constructs (DMC, UL, RStDI, and MD) quantitatively. The 

following sections describe the researcher’s intended approach in conducting this 

investigation, the adopted paradigm and philosophy. Through the later sections, it delves 

more into the details of the research context and strategy. Other aspects of the proposed 

methodological approach were addressed as well, including data collection instrument; 

sampling strategy; data collection process; data analysis; quality of research through validity 

and reliability; ethical considerations; pre-testing and pilot-study settings. 

4.2 Research Philosophy 

Research philosophy refers to the set of values, beliefs, and underlying assumptions that the 

researcher makes during his research, affecting his choice of methodology and methods, and 

has a role to play in understanding, knowing, and interpreting his research topic (Hatch 

2013). According to Burell and Morgan (1979) researchers make assumptions deliberately 

or unintentionally during their research journeys, so it is very critical to admit these 

assumptions, bring them to the light, and understand their impact on the research (Creswell 

& Creswell 2018; Cutcliffe 2000). 

These assumptions are related to: the understanding of realities (objective reality vs. 

subjective world views) in what is called ontological assumptions; to the evaluation of 

knowing what people know, how they know it, and how they communicate it (scientific vs. 

human) in what is known as epistemological assumptions; and to the set of values and beliefs 

and how do they affect the researchers’ interpretations, conclusions and ethical 

considerations in what is called axiological assumptions (Burell & Morgan 1979). 

Unfortunately, making a shortcut and adopting a ‘best practice’ philosophy for a topic of 

interest is not an option. It could simply contradict one’s own beliefs and values and causes 

bias to the validity and reliability of his research (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016). So, it 
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is important to reflect the researcher’s own beliefs and assumptions in his choice of approach 

and methodology. 

Ontologically, this research, is designed to investigate the conceptually established relations 

among pre-defined research constructs, deducting from established theories of DCV and 

UET, to propose and investigate predictions on how the predefined constructs would interact 

and affect each other by quantifying them through validated and reliable measurement 

scales. In this fashion, the researcher ontological posture is inclined towards the objectivism 

spectrum, where reality is seen as external, and they are found there independently, accepted 

universally, with enduring character regardless of how social actors perceive them (Phillips 

& Burbules 2000), rather than a subjectivism lens, where reality is seen as socially 

constructed through people’s interactions and shared meanings. Subjectivist researchers are 

more concerned with diverse views and accounts of participants which are reflected in 

diverse social realities, contrary to the objectivists who prefer to see the world scientifically 

quantified. 

Epistemologically, objectivism pursues truth discovery of the social world, utilizing 

measurable and observable facts, in a positivism like manner (Denzin & Lincoln 2011), 

where management, for example in this study, is observed as an objective entity, repeated in 

all organizations, governed with very similar rules and policies, and located in a bigger 

formal structure of the organizations. This does not mean that all organizations, management 

teams, managers and top executives are the same, rather, it underlines the structural 

characteristic of management and assumes that managers have very similar tasks to do (e.g., 

planning, organizing, commanding, coordinating, and controlling) (Fayol 2016). These solid 

facts can be employed to draw generalisations about the universally accepted social reality. 

The positivist remains external during data collection process, in contrast to other researchers 

adopting different philosophies (e.g., realism), where researchers play major role in data 

collection and analysis process (Denzin & Lincoln 2011). 

Axiologically, objectivism implies free of values research philosophy, as objectivists 

perceive the social phenomena and actors independently existing regardless of their beliefs 

(Denzin & Lincoln 2011). They pursue impartiality from their own beliefs and values during 

the research journey (Crotty 1998). So, the researcher in this investigation puts aside any 

ideas or perceptions that could have developed earlier about an observed entity (e.g., 

managers in this study) through his own experience and personal interaction, to reduce or 

try to eliminate chances of bias, which might affect researcher’s findings interpretation. In 
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contrast, the subjectivists have faith in their own values which they cannot detach from while 

observing the social world and when analysing data and extracting patterns. 

Given the above discussion on the researcher’s ontological, epistemological and axiological 

assumptions, it is obvious that the researcher is adopting a functionalist paradigm in 

analyzing the organizational phenomena (Phillips & Burbules 2000), where the researcher 

is mostly concerned with rational explanations of the proposed relationships, aiming to 

develop recommendations within the existing structure, rather than being concerned with 

altering or changing the existing structure like in other paradigms similar to the radical 

humanist paradigm as an extremely opposed one. 

4.3 Research Approach 

Social and organizational researchers, being influenced by their research philosophy and 

adopted paradigm, follow one of two prominent research approaches. These two approaches 

to research are distinguished by their reasoning of either being: inductive or deductive6 as 

two opposing approaches to research and theory development, which differ in their data 

collection processes, logic and findings’ generalizability (Mantere & Ketokivi 2013). 

In this research, following the researcher’s philosophy and paradigm, deductive reasoning is 

adopted. The researcher, based on an identified literature gap, is interested in investigating 

the impact of DMC on both: RStDI and UL, under the moderating role of MD, in addition 

to the role of UL as a mediator. All these constructs are well-established in the literature, 

and operationalized through measurement scales, which would allow quantification and 

quantitative measurement, thus enabling testing and validating the proposed research model 

causalities statistically. 

The researcher’s deductive approach in conducting this investigation is based on a 

comprehensive understanding of the differences between inductive and deductive theory 

building and testing. 

Inductive theory building starts with a set of observations and qualitative data collection 

sessions that researchers use to extract patterns and themes from, to build conceptual models 

representing proposed relations among the variables of interest (Ketokivi & Mantere 2010). 

While in this investigation, by means of a deductive reasoning, the researcher derives 

                                                 
6 A third, but less popular, is the abductive approach (Creswell & Creswell 2018), where the researcher moves 

between the inductive and deductive reasoning back and forth to generate or update an existing theory. 
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research findings and conclusions logically from a set of established theories, it starts with 

an extensive review of the existing knowledge, deducting from existing knowledge and 

theory, to build a conceptual model and develop hypotheses as discussed in the previous 

chapters (Sekaran & Bougie 2016). 

In inductive research, theory follows data, and the observed phenomenon context matters 

(Ketokivi & Mantere 2010). While in this investigation data follows theory, since the 

researcher started from well-established and known theories, deducting a conceptual model 

of relations among established constructs, operationalized through measurement scales 

(Sekaran & Bougie 2016). Inductive research is more directed towards exploring non-

explored relations among variables, it probes open ended questions to learn what is going on 

and obtain insights about the topic of interest. It looks for possible relations to be established 

through intense observations (Sekaran & Bougie 2016). While in this investigation, the 

researcher is exploring well-established areas of research, linking nearly saturated bodies of 

knowledge, and asks well-structured, close ended questions to test hypotheses (Blaikie 

2010).  

Inductive researchers value the understanding of humans’ interpretations of their lived lives 

and social world the most (Ketokivi & Mantere 2010). On the contrary, this investigation, 

adopting an objectivist stance, and a positivist philosophy, allowing very little for people’s 

interpretations, the investigation is interested in collecting specific fine opinions about the 

matter of interest on a measurement scale. 

Because inductive researcher is interested in understanding humans’ interpretations of their 

lived lives and social world, it is very difficult for them to get rid of their values, beliefs and 

value judgments during the theory building process, as they are considered the lens through 

which the researchers understand and process data, and convert it to an accepted theory, 

hence, inductive research cannot be value free axiologically. However, in this investigation, 

the researcher as a positivist objectivist, stands away from his own beliefs and values and 

leaves no room for them to interfere the data collection and analysis (Ketokivi & Mantere 

2010; Sekaran & Bougie 2016). 

Most importantly, this deductive investigation aims to generalize findings to the target 

population, to contribute originally on the theoretical and practical levels, which is not the 

case of induction, where generalization takes place from data to theory rather than to 

observed population (Creswell 2009). 
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4.4 Research Design 

Research design refers to the “Plans and procedures” undertaken by researchers to execute 

a research project (Creswell & Creswell 2018). It is a plan on how a researcher is arranging 

to answer his research question. Research design is influenced by the researcher’s (deliberate 

or un-intentional) decision regarding his broad assumptions of philosophy and approach 

(Burell & Morgan 1979). Research design includes making decisions on which inquiry 

procedures or strategies to use. It should cover the exhaustive details of methods used in 

collecting data and analysing it. These decisions are also shaped by the nature of the 

addressed problem, the experience of the researcher, and the study’s audiences (Creswell & 

Creswell 2018). Taking all these considerations together, below are the details of the three 

main research design elements: Methodological choice, research strategy and the time 

horizon. 

4.4.1 Methodological Choice 

The three major methodological choices in research design are: qualitative, quantitative, and 

mixed methods design. These choices are associated with and deeply influenced by the 

researchers’ underlying philosophical assumptions and approach and should be best suited 

to answer the research question(s) (Creswell 2009). 

In this research, very clear and well-defined research questions are asked. Based on an 

extensive literature review on the phenomenon being studied, using existing theoretical 

frames to deduct predictions on how the relations among the study’s variables (DMC, UL, 

RStDI and MD) are shaped. These questions are: 

1. What is the direct impact of DMC on RStDI? 

2. What is the direct impact of DMC on the IUL? 

3. What is the direct impact of IUL on OUL? 

4. What is the direct impact of OUL on the firm’s RStDI? 

5. Does UL (IUL and OU) as serial mediators, mediate the relation between the DMC 

and the firm’s RStDI? 

6. Does MD moderate the relation between DMC and RStDI? 

As it is evident from the previous paragraph, research questions are well articulated, using 

well-defined and established constructs from literature, aiming to understand and explain the 

relations between them, the best methodological choice would be the quantitative- 

explanatory inquiry. 
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In terms of philosophy and approach to research, quantitative research is better suited with 

objectivist ontological worldviews and positivist epistemological assumptions, where 

researchers retrieve their conclusions through studying highly structured data collected 

through precise and accurate tools and procedures (Creswell & Creswell 2018). 

This quantitative research is intended to test the relations among numerically measured 

variables in a standardised manner, where these measured data will be analysed by means of 

statistical methods. It will integrate controls to guarantee data validity and reliability. 

Contrary to the data collection in qualitative research which is not standardised, and 

investigates the meanings expressed by participants and the relations among them, 

employing a range of data collection tools and analytical procedures, rather than 

quantification of measures. 

In this quantitative investigation, research questions clarity cannot be overemphasized, 

contrary to the qualitative research, where research questions as well as procedures might 

change and evolve throughout the research process which is “naturalistic and interactive” 

due to the non-standardised nature of data collection (Denzin & Lincoln 2011). 

Quantitative researchers are expected to understand the purpose of their research. They are 

supposed to consider their research in terms of the nature of questions that they would like 

to answer, and the objectives that they aim to achieve. The purpose of any research falls 

inevitably in one of a few categories, which are: descriptive, exploratory, evaluative, 

explanatory or a mix of them (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016). 

This research project falls in the range of explanatory studies, as it aims to establish and test 

the underlying relations among variables, in an explanatory manner. The focus of this 

explanatory study is to understand and investigate a situation/problem to elucidate the 

relations among variables. These goals cannot be achieved through other types of inquiry 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016). 

4.4.2  Research Strategy 

Research strategy is a well-designed plan on the way researchers will be going to answer 

their research question(s). It represents the methodological connection between researchers’ 

philosophy, underlying assumptions, and the consequent methods’ selection to gather and 

analyze data (Denzin & Lincoln 2011). Creswell (2009) described research strategies as “… 

types of qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods designs or models that provide specific 
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direction for procedures in a research design. Others have called them approaches to inquiry” 

(P.28). 

Quantitative methodological choices are predominantly associated with experimental 

research and survey strategies (Creswell 2009). In this research, survey strategy is adopted 

to fulfil the requirements of this investigation. The research constructs, which are 

operationalized through several items’ scales, adopted and pre-validated in previous 

literature, are utilized to collect data to measure the hypothesized relations among them. The 

purpose of this selection is to generalize from the sample to the population, allowing 

interpretations and inferences about few of this population characteristics, attitudes, and 

behaviours (Babbie 1990). 

The survey research strategy offers a numeric, measurable, and quantitative depiction of the 

population’s tendencies, attitudes, or views through examining a selected representative 

sample of that population. The survey research strategy might be conducted in cross-

sectional or longitudinal manner (Babbie 1990). It is a common strategy in business research 

because it allows collecting standardised data from an ample population economically and 

allows for effortless comparison. Survey research is also considered reliable, trustworthy, 

and dependable, as well as safe by people, and it is easy to both explain and understand, and 

it can, if probability sampling is used, produce outcomes which are representative of the 

whole population statistically (Fink 2017). 

More recently, journal editors, reviewers, and academics are becoming more and more 

apprehensive about the survey-design research validity. These validity concerns are basically 

focused around: common method variance which, is a methodological error caused by using 

a single respondent or single source of data; and causal inference incapabilities, that is 

doubting  the survey research capability to conclude causality among observed research 

variables (Kamakura 2001). Together, these two basic concerns are considered as a serious 

threat to the validity of survey design research. However, serious measures and rigorous 

methods are employed by the researcher in an attempt to reduce the effect of these two 

concerns. More of the details on research reliability, validity and avoiding bias measures are 

discussed in section 9 of this chapter. 

4.4.3 Time Horizon 

Survey research strategy, as mentioned earlier, can be exploited either through cross-

sectional or longitudinal designs, utilizing questionnaires or other techniques (e.g., 
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structured interviews/ observations) to collect data, with an intention to generalize the 

findings of the research from the representative sample to the bigger population (Babbie 

1990; Dillman, Smyth & Christian 2014; Fink 2017). 

The difference between longitudinal and cross-sectional designs can be understood as the 

difference between a diary and a snapshot respectively. The former indicates data collection 

over an extended period of time, that increases the capacity of studying the development and 

change of the phenomenon. While the later indicates studying a definite phenomenon at  a 

specific point of time. Cross-sectional studies frequently utilize survey strategy. They might 

be looking for describing an occurrence of an event or explaining how multiple variables are 

associated in different contexts (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016). 

Despite the prevalence of cross-sectional survey method in empirical research, yet, its 

validity is questioned due to common method bias and causal insights concerns (i.e. the 

possibility of having  confounding variables, which are not part of the research model, yet, 

they are causing the variance in the dependent variable) (Rindfleisch et al. 2008). These 

concerns are usually handled through a set of data collection techniques which aid in 

mitigating their risk. These techniques include: multiple respondents’ strategy, getting or 

collecting data in multiple types, and gathering data over multiple periods. As an alternative 

solution, longitudinal survey design, with temporal separation of data collected from the 

same respondents, is suggested as a remedy to reduce the common method bias and 

incapability of causal insights (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 

Yet, the longitudinal survey design has been criticized for: first, increasing the exhaustion 

of respondents, thus, increasing the risk of non-response bias. Second, temporal separation 

between the data collection events might allow for other intervening factors, due to dynamic 

environments, where uncertainties are high and new affecting factors might appear all of a 

sudden, that could also affect the research findings, either by coverting relations that exist, 

or by playing a role in supporting a relation which does not exist (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 

Rindfleisch et al. (2008) found that cross-sectional designs might be a feasible choice to 

reduce common method bias and enhance casual insights under specific conditions, and by 

using suitable survey design measures rather than relying on eliminating these biases 

statistically (Podsakoff et al. 2003). These measures are discussed in detail throughout 

(section 9) of this chapter. 

In this research, multiple respondentsô strategy (Podsakoff et al. 2003), which is collecting 

data on the independent variables from one set of respondents, and data on the dependent 



98 

 

variables from another set of respondents, is not feasible, specifically in small firms7 context, 

where the managers (who are mostly the owners) make most of the decisions (Brown et al. 

2002). Adding to that, this research, specifically, addresses management related variables 

(DMC), which makes surveying other respondents of the organization useless. Similarly, the 

dependent variable is concerned with measuring RStDI, where such an organizational level 

variable is best measured through senior management opinions and responses 

(Weerawardenaa et al. 2020; Zahra & Covin 1993). 

Collecting data in multiple formats (e.g., a questionnaire for independent variables and a 

secondary data for the dependent variables) might only be reasonable if the measured 

constructs of interest are of  an objective nature (e.g., monetary performance, consumer 

retention, employee turnover) (Rindfleisch et al. 2008). Nevertheless, this research 

investigates constructs of subjective nature (i.e. DMC and RStDI), which makes measuring 

them objectively not a viable option. 

Gathering data over multiple periods, might not be very well suited to the nature of the 

research topic itself which is more of cross-sectional. The research is interested in (already 

developed) DMC (MHC, MSC and MC) which has evolved over time, and does not 

investigate how these capabilities evolved or accumulated. So, a cross-sectional snapshot of 

the DMCs’ levels at the time of research conduction is a good measure. This is supported by 

the presence of natural temporal order between the cause and effect variables (Rindfleisch 

et al. 2008), as DMC are developed before managers attempt to make decisions on how to 

respond to DI after it has occurred, or after it has been anticipated. In such a scenario, 

longitudinal design might, in fact, hinder causal insights by reducing temporal contiguity 

(Marini & Singer 1988) and producing temporal erosion (Cook & Campbell 1979). 

Nonetheless, Maxwell, Cole and Mitchell (2011) emphasised longitudinal studies to measure 

mediation effects (UL in this study). Yet, this investigation mimics other studies employing 

cross-sectional design to measure mediation (e.g.: Abbas 2020; Gannon, Rasoolimanesh & 

Taheri 2021; Ode & Ayavoo 2020; Tajeddini, Martin & Altinay 2020; Weerawardenaa et al. 

2020). However, since this investigation relies on the cross-sectional setting, the mediation 

effect might require further verification. Future research might exploit longitudinal studies 

                                                 
7 Although this research is not directed only to small firms in Dubai, yet (99.2%) of Dubai’s enterprise 

population is made of SMEs (Dubai-SME 2018). That is why it is important to consider the applicability of 

this strategy to the huge portion of population. 
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to further examine these relationships. This aspect is further discussed in chapter VII 

(sections 2 & 3) about research limitations and agenda for future research. 

4.5 Data Collection Instrument 

As it has been discussed so far, deductive quantitative methodological approach, utilizing 

survey strategy and cross-sectional design, has been adopted to conduct this study to achieve 

its objectives. Quantitative research might employ a single data collection method, like 

questionnaires, in what is known as a mono method quantitative study (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill 2016). According to these researchers, questionnaires are the best data collection 

tool which suits survey strategy. This research employs a mono-method utilizing a 

questionnaire to collect data related to research constructs of interest. 

Oppenheim (2000) argues that it’s a little bit harder than what people think to design a 

survey, as researchers needs to make sure that their designed (instrument) is measuring what 

it is supposed to measure. A good alternative strategy is to adopt validated scales, which has 

been previously developed and used in research. According to Schrauf and Navarro (2005) 

it is sensible to utilize or maybe adjust an existing scale. Hyman, Lamb, and Bulmer (2006) 

claimed that borrowing existing survey is much more feasible and prevents re-inventing the 

wheel, yet other important aspects such as: validity, reliability and quality of data should not 

be compromised. According to Hyman, Lamb, and Bulmer (2006), validated scales are 

beneficial since the questions are already tested when they were first developed, therefore, 

researchers feel more confident that they provide a good representation of concepts of 

interest. Consequently, this research utilizes pre-validated scales obtained from previous 

literature. These scales are integrated in self-administered online questionnaire.  

The questionnaire was prepared in English language, using an online free tool (Google 

Forms) that facilitated collecting data from multiple respondents at the same time, with the 

capacity to manage a plentiful number of responses and data, and provide an option to 

download and extract these data in a spreadsheet, which facilitates the coding process. The 

final questionnaire was communicated to respondents through a web-link, which improved 

their propensity to complete the questionnaire at their convenience, since the targeted sample 

is comprised of senior managers, who could have busy schedules. 

The questionnaire is made up of 9 sections. The first section introduces the research title, 

objectives and intended purpose. It contains the consent form, contact details of the 
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researcher, a letter from the university, and mentions the research ethical practice regarding 

collecting and using data. 

The second, third and fourth sections capture the DMC (MHC, MSC, and MC) measures.  

The fifth and sixth sections capture the UL measures (IUL and OUL) respectively. The 

seventh section includes the measures of RStDI. The eighth section includes measures on 

MD as a moderator. And finally, the ninth section includes the demographics. 

All measures of the survey are validated and obtained from previous literature. Table (10) 

summarizes the various research constructs and measuring items. A six-points Likert scale 

(e.g., 1- strongly disagree; 2- moderately disagree; 3- slightly disagree; 4- slightly agree; 5- 

moderately agree; 6- strongly agree) was used. A copy of the questionnaire is available in 

Appendix (1). 

Six points measures, to some extent, are better than five points’ scales. The psychometric 

literature endorses extra scale points to measure opinions and attitudes, nevertheless, this 

vanishes after 11 points (Nunnally 1978).  Six points Likert scales seem to strike a balance 

between having enough points to allow discriminating responses without offering too many 

response choices, six-point range remains reasonable (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016). 

Chomeya (2010) found that Likert six points scales are more appropriate to research with 

several variables, as it holds a balance between (Not too many answers), and yet better 

reliability and validity. More importantly, six-points Likert scale was found to be more 

discriminant, valid and reliable than five- points (Chomeya, 2010), and four-points (Chang 

1993). The availability of the middle point answer (neutral) in the odd number scales (e.g., 

five, seven… etc.) will allow, in some cases, answering without thinking or lazy answers 

where respondents think that answering with the middle choice will not affect or carry any 

disadvantage to the data analysis of the research if they wanted to answer without high 

consideration of the questions (Rosenberg 1965; Crandal 1973). 

Although six-points Likert with no (middle neutral point) might consume more time by 

respondents to give an exact answer (Bargeron & Moscovich 2003), which might negatively 

affect the response rate or number of people who might withdraw during the answering 

process, however, reliability and validity of research findings are endorsed over the ease of 

data collection, and six points Likert it adopted. Combining this with the fact that the 

participants of this research are managers, who are well-educated and experienced, and can 

decide on their opinions more precisely (Weerawardenaa et al. 2020; Zahra & Covin 1993), 



101 

 

among the six points of the refined scales, this combination is expected to decrease the error 

of measurement and thus improve the research reliability and construct validity. 

 

Table 10 Research constructs and measuring items as adopted developed by the 

researcher. 

Construct Items 
Items 

codes 
Source α 

Managerial Human 

Capital 

Tacit knowledge 

1- Total years of work experience. 

2- Managerial experience. 

3- Entrepreneurial experience 

Explicit knowledge 

4- Training. 

5- Education. 

 

HC1 

HC2 

HC3 

HC4 

HC5 

Davidsson & 

Honig 

(2003) 

 

Not 

reported 

Managerial Social 

Capital 

Managerial social capital from: 

Government: 

1- Leaders in the local government. 

2- Leaders in the national (federal) 

government. 

3- Officials in regulatory and 

supporting organizations such as 

tax bureaus, industry bureaus, state 

banks, commercial administration 

bureaus and the like. 

4- Officials in industrial and 

investment institutions (e.g., 

Investment institutions, Export 

institutions… etc.). 

Community leaders 

5- Local leaders, chiefs and/or their 

representatives. 

6- Religious leaders (e.g., Imams 

pastors, priests). 

Top managers at other firms 

 

 

SC1 

SC2 

 

SC3 

SC4 

 

 

 

 

 

SC5 

SC6 

 

Acquaah 

(2007) 

Based-on 

Peng & Luo 

(2000) 

 

 

0.82 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.83 
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7- Top manager at buyer firms. 

8- Top manager at supplier firms. 

9- Top manager at competitor firms. 

SC7 

SC8 

SC9 

 

0.73 

Managerial Cognition Opportunity cognitive perception: 

1- The disruptive business model is a 

new opportunity for us. 

2- The public wants to limit the role of 

old professional service offering. 

3- Our customers want to play more 

direct role in the process of 

professional service provision. 

Threat cognitive perception: 

1- The disruptive business model is a 

threat to the existing industry. 

2- In the coming years, the new 

disruptive business model will 

grow to represent a larger share of 

the market. 

3- In the next five years, it is likely that 

our profits will shrink. 

 

 

COOP1 

COOP 2 

COOP 3 

 

 

 

COTH1 

COTH 2 

COTH 3 

Dewald & 

Bowen 

(2010) 

 

0.64 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.61 

Individual 

Unlearning 

Belief Changes: 

How much have you changed your 

beliefs regarding? 

1- Technological improvements and 

the features that were technically 

possible. 

2- External environment and the rate 

of technological improvements. 

3- The rate of market acceptance to 

totally new offerings. 

4- Customers’ demand and the 

features of services that customers 

demanded. 

Routine changes: 

 

 

 

IUBC1 

IUBC2 

IUBC3 

IUBC4 

 

 

 

 

 

Matsuo 

(2017) 

Based-on 

Akgun et al 

(2006). 

 

 

 

 

0.77 
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How much have you changed your 

routines regarding? 

1- Work methods or procedures like 

product development procedures. 

2- Methods for gathering and sharing 

information mechanisms (memos, 

e-mail, teleconferencing) 

3- Project plans  

4- Product development tools (e.g., 

CAD/CAM, QFD, software 

programs)  

5- Decision-making processes or 

methods. 

 

 

IURC1 

IURC2 

IURC3 

IURC4 

IURC5 

 

 

 

0.80 

 

Organizational 

Unlearning 

1- Our organization is ready to acquire 

new technologies and knowledge 

from various channels.  

2- Our organization permits new 

knowledge, even when it conflicts 

with well-accepted experience and 

knowledge.  

3- Our organization provides 

favourable context for changing 

obsolete beliefs. 

4- Our organization is ready to change 

the way it operates.  

5- Our organization can establish new 

product processes based on real 

needs. 

6- Our organization is ready to 

abandon outdated beliefs and 

routines. 

OU1 

OU2 

OU3 

OU4 

OU5 

OU6 

Lyu et al 

(2020) based 

on Wang et 

al (2017); 

Casillas et al. 

(2010; 

Akgün et al. 

(2007) 

0.846 

Explorative Business 

Model 

1- We will change (have changed) the 

structure of the services we offer to 

clients (e.g., unbundling, menu of 

services). 

2- We will propose (are proposing) 

totally new and innovative services 

to clients. 

XPLOR1 

XPLOR 2 

XPLOR 3 

XPLOR 4 

Osiyevskyy 

& Dewald 

(2018) 

0.822 
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3- To meet the market demands, we 

will consider: Introducing 

discounted fees. 

4- To meet the market demands, we 

will consider: Introducing more 

offerings. 

Exploitative Business 

Model 

1- To meet the market demands, we 

will consider: adding new value-

adding services. 

2- We will build (are building) 

expertise in providing additional 

services that are complementary to 

our conventional services. 

3- We will make changes to our 

business to increase customer 

value. 

XPLOIT1 

XPLOIT 2 

XPLOIT 3 

Osiyevskyy 

& Dewald 

(2015) 

0.700 

Defiant Resistant 1- We will lobby the authorities, to 

ensure that the industry is protected 

from the disruption. 

DR1 Osiyevskyy 

& Dewald 

(2018) 

NA 

Managerial 

Discretion 

1- Degree of regulation  

2- Capital intensity of the industry. 

3- Differentiable product or services. 

4- Demand growth. 

MD1 

MD2 

MD3 

MD4 

(Hambrick 

& 

Finkelstein 

1987) 

NA 

 

It is worth mentioning that despite the accepted rule which states that measurement 

instruments seem to be adequate and accepted to conduct research, it is important to admit 

that no instrument flawlessly captures and precisely measures the occurrence of a 

phenomenon (Gefen, Straub & Boudreau 2000). The researcher accepts this fact and admits 

that there is always a room for measurement error, which should be reduced, because it adds 

noise to the detected relationships between variables. The researcher considered two vital 

features of the measurement: validity and reliability, to produce more accurate depiction of 

the investigated variables (Hair et al. 2014; Rohrer 2018). In addition, the researcher’s choice 

of statistical analysis technique aligns with this fact, to assist in reducing the impact of these 

measurement errors (Bollen 1989). More details on the choice of analysis technique and 
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actions taken by the researcher to improve reliability and validity, and reduce bias are 

discussed thoroughly in the coming sections (9.1, 9.2 & 9.3) respectively. 

4.6 Research Context and Target Population 

The world is quickly moving from product-based towards a knowledge-based economy 

enabled by technological innovations, some of which are technological shifts and DIs; hence, 

firms, nowadays, are more reliant on innovative knowledge to create value (Anand, Gardner 

& Morris 2007). 

In an era characterized with business dynamism and ambiguity (Porter 1996), firms need to 

innovate to survive (Shoestack 1984) and develop the required DCs to enable innovation 

(Teece, Pisano & Shuen 1997). Innovation in the service sector, and PSF has been under 

researched (Skjølsvik, Pemer & Lowendhal 2017; Tajeddini, Martina & Altinay 2020). 

Many researchers referred to PSFs as knowledge intensive organizations, their core asset is 

the ‘professionals’ who deploy both: the technical and tacit knowledge, to provide novel 

solutions to their clients (Maister 1982; Malhotra & Morris 2009; Skjølsvik, Pemer & 

Lowendhal 2017). Other researcher’s preferred multi-dimensional definitions like 

knowledge intensity, entry capital, and professionalized workforce (e.g., Von Nordenflycht 

2010). 

PSFs are characterized with customized service offerings which are: project-based, customer 

focused, and holds in their value proposition the application and generation of new 

knowledge, in highly interactive co-creation process among professionals and clients (Arif 

et al. 2009; Lu & Sexton 2006).  

PSFs apply their technical knowledge, which according to Halliday’s knowledge 

classification (1985) is derived empirically from observations and experimental inquiry. 

This technical knowledge resides in the individual professionals, teams, and organizational 

routines, and is used to create customized solutions to the clients’ problems and challenges. 

PSFs rarely compete on better technical solutions, rather, their competitive advantage resides 

in the whole process of value proposition through service creation and delivery (Malhotra 

2003). Firms who can successfully innovate are those who are able to deliver customers with 

an added value while sustaining their competitive advantage (Salunke, Weerwardena & 

McColl-Kennedy 2011). 
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Innovations in PSFs support reducing expenses, increasing profits in the short and long-term 

perspectives (Parasuraman 2010); provide an opportunity for increased efficiency and 

quality (van der Aa & Elfring 2002); create opportunities for novel service concepts and 

new business models (Lightfoot & Gebauer 2011); and contribute to the overall performance 

of the firm (Chen, Tsou & Huang 2009).  

 

While substantial research was conducted addressing innovation in the manufacturing 

sector, services received less attention relatively despite its economic importance, 

specifically when research relates to DI (Agarwal et al 2016; Christensen et al 2018). Not 

only that, but researchers also like (Agarwal et al 2016; Lyu et al 2020; Si & Chen 2020) 

call for more research on DI in emerging economies exploring new contexts, as it is expected 

to generate new results (Christensen et al 2018). 

UAE generally and Dubai Emirate specifically, are striving to maintain a benevolent 

investment environment as part of a bigger competitive approach to its economic 

development, through the articulation of competitive framework consisting of wide range of 

policies and arrangements aiming at enabling the country to foster economic transformation 

by leveraging its national competitive advantage through moving into a knowledge-based 

economy, endorsing innovation, promoting (R&D), and supporting value-creation sectors 

(Federal Competitiveness & Statistics Authority 2020). 

This research, aiming to address the identified contextual gaps, and in alignment of (Hitt et 

al 2001) advice regarding focusing on a single industry, PSFs operating in Dubai, UAE were 

targeted. This industry is known globally for its dynamic and progressive markets (Oxford 

Business Group 2018). According to Grawe, Chen and Daugherty (2009) restricting the 

demography targeted to single business sector enhances the research’s internal validity, as 

it becomes possible to control the industry specific factors. 

Since it is almost impossible to attain a consensus on what exactly are the types of firms that 

can be classified under the notion PSFs, and to avoid any bias in selecting these types based 

on the researcher’s subjective assessment, this research adopts Von Nordenflycht’s (2010) 

taxonomy of PSFs and targets the four categories defined by Von Nordenflycht: Classic-

PSFs; Technology Developers; Neo-PSFs; Professional Campuses. 
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4.7 Sampling Strategy 

Sampling allows researchers to decrease the volume of data collected to a manageable size 

through collecting data from a representative sample rather than from the whole population. 

Taking into consideration that the representativeness of the sample has a major impact on 

the ability to generalize research findings from sample to population. So, the selected sample 

should represent the characteristics of the population and should be meaningfully selected 

and justified (Becker 1998). 

While it is possible to survey the whole population in specific cases where it is of a 

convenient size, it would be extremely difficult to do so in other cases where the population 

is large. However, Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2016) claim that researchers should not 

take for granted that a full census is inevitably more insightful than collecting data from a 

representative sample. On the contrary, sampling is a valid substitute to census when 

surveying the whole population is impractical; and when budgetary and time restraints 

inhibit surveying the full population. Barnett (2002) argued that sampling increases the 

overall accuracy of findings than census research. He related this argument to the fact that 

sampling will save a lot of researchers’ time that can be utilized to design and pilot the 

methods; if the researcher is hiring staff to assist in data collection, he could afford higher 

quality staff; it allows more time to enable reaching to harder-to-reach cases who might be 

neglected if the number of cases is tedious; and finally, more time will be available to test 

the accuracy of data before analyzing them. The bottom line, sampling might serve better in 

attaining valid and reliable data, under the condition of selecting the sample properly. The 

below sub-sections describe the process of sampling for this research. 

4.7.1 Sample Frame and Unit of Analysis  

The first step in determining and selecting a sample is defining the target population as 

narrow as possible (Salant & Dillman 1994), which was done through (section 5 of this 

chapter), where PSFs of interest were discussed and specified. In relation to the target 

population, sampling frame, which is “The complete list of all the cases in the target 

population from which your sample will be drawn” (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016, 

P.277), should as well be identified. 

For this research, a sampling frame is obtained from Dubai government open-data source, 

introduced by Smart Dubai, which is publicly accessible and maintain a record of all PSFs 

registered in the emirate. Based on the sampling frame, and after discarding the records of 
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cancelled licenses, it is found that the Emirate of Dubai hosts more than (58,000) PSFs (DED 

2021). 

This research aims to understand the impact of DMC on EFs’ RStDI. It focuses on collecting 

data from the top executives of the selected EFs as (unit of observation), which is 

occasionally denoted as (measurement unit), and statistically defined as: “Who or what for 

which data are measured or collected” (Sedgwick 2014). This choice of observation is 

essential due to two main reasons. First, this research is focused on understanding DMC on 

RStDI, where these capabilities reside at senior management level; second, CEOs and senior 

managers are better informed about firm’s capabilities and its operations than other groups 

or individuals within an organization, where strategy making and strategic management is 

their job, so, their statement is more reliable and valid than those provided by lower level 

management, and can be as valid and reliable as multiple informants (Weerawardenaa et al. 

2020; Zahra & Covin 1993). Therefore, top executives who are involved in the process of 

strategy making (e.g. CEOs, managing directors, founders, partners, etc…) as a unit of 

observation were targeted to generate insights about the organizations which are the (unit of 

analysis) (Pinsonneault & Kraemer 1993), where the unit of analysis is defined by Sekaran 

and Bouige (2016) as: “The level of aggregation of the data collected during the subsequent 

data analysis stage” (P.102). 

This choice of measurement unit is aligned with the UET accepted level of measurement 

(managers and CEOs). Although Finkelstein (1992) demonstrated that top management 

teams’ (TMT) characteristics produce better predictions of the theory when accounting for 

varying levels of power among TMT members, but it is still important to note that some 

members within these TMTs exerts more power on others, which might result in bias. 

Hambrick (2007) also revealed that many TMTs “often consist of semiautonomous ‘barons’, 

each engaging in bilateral relations with the CEO but having little to do with each other and 

hardly constituting a team” (P.336). In the same line of argument, Hambrick (2007) 

highlighted that CEOs explain a noteworthy portion of the variance in organizational 

profitability which is unexplained by other contextual factors, and that CEOs as individuals 

affect organizational outcomes. Moreover, (99.2%) of Dubai’s enterprise population is 

formed by SMEs (Dubai-SME 2018), where mostly, one senior manager/owner runs the 

business. So, targeting TMT in such a context would constrain the number of available cases 

to be investigated to produce valid and reliable results claimed to generalize. 
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Below, the researcher’s choice of sample size and sampling technique are discussed and 

articulated, taking into account, that sample size is basically affected by few factors like: 

anticipated level of precision (i.e., level of type-I error that the researcher will allow for and 

the confidence interval (Salant & Dillman 1994); statistical power (i.e., level of type-II error 

that the researcher will allow for (Attewell & Rule 1991); and accessibility to subjects 

(Attwell & Rule 1991). These concerns were taken into consideration while estimating 

sample size. 

4.7.2 Sample Size 

Following Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2016) advice: “With all probability samples, it is 

important that your sample size is large enough to provide you with the necessary confidence 

in your data. The margin of error must be within acceptable limits, and you must ensure that 

you will be able to undertake your analysis at the level of detail required” (P.283). Hair et al 

(2014) on the other hand, stated that very large sample sizes could be as harmful to research 

findings as smaller samples, since smaller effect size between variables would be be found 

significant as the sample size increases. So, it is important to hit a balance to avoid any 

discrepancies. 

Substituting in the Cochran formula , where: 

n  is the minimum sample size required. 

p%  is the percentage belonging to the specified category. 

q%  is the percentage not belonging to the specified category (1- p %) 

z  is the z value corresponding to the level of confidence (95%) required (z=1.96) 

e%  is the margin of error required (5%). 

Where, 

 p% is estimated to be (0.50) according to the recommendation of Krejcie and Morgan 

(1970), as this proportion will produce the maximum variance and the maximum sample size 

of the population, 

n = 50% x 50% x [1.96 / 5%] ² = 384.16 (approx. = 384 firms).  
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Calculating the adjusted minimum sample size using the formula , where: 

n'  is the adjusted minimum sample size. 

n  is the minimum sample size (as calculated above). 

N  is the total population. 

n’ = 384 / (1 + (384/10,738)) = 370.742 (approx. = 371 firms). 

Taking into consideration that targeted sample size should be aligned with the selected 

analysis technique in this research (covariance-based structural equation modelling in this 

investigation that will be discussed in more details through section 8.3 of this chapter, which 

requires a sample size of minimum a (100) according to Hair et al. (2014), or (150) according 

to Bollen (1989), due to the sensitivity of χ² measurement to sample size. 

Taking into account the response rates in table (11) attained by other researchers who 

conducted research in a similar area, the likely response rate would be (30%). 

Table 11 Response rates in similar research developed by the researcher.  

Study 
Response 

Rate 
Targeted group Context/ country 

Prajogo & Oke (2016) 15.2% Senior managers Australian service firms 

Dewald & Bowen (2010) 15% Members Canadian real estate 

brokerage 

Sadiq, Hussain & Naseem (2020) 39% Managers Pakistani technology firms 

(Baruch & Holtom, 2008) 52.7% Individuals USA 

(Cheng & Shiu, 2008) 42.2% General managers Companies in Taiwan 

(Åberg & Shen, 2020) 33% CEOs Norwegian firms 

(Osiyevskyy & Dewald, 2015) 15% Members Canadian real estate 

brokerage 

 

Since response rate is not expected to exceed 30%, as discussed above, the actual sample 

size is calculated based on the formula:  
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, Where: 

 

n²  is the actual sample size required, 

n  is the minimum (or adjusted minimum) sample size, 

re %  is the estimated response rate expressed as a percentage. 

 

n²= 371 x 100 /30 = 1,236.66 firms (approx. = 1,237 firms) 

So, the researcher was expected to send the questionnaire to a total sample of (1,237) firms, 

anticipating a (30%) response rate, to attain (371) valid responses. However, these numbers 

are updated in the analysis and results chapter reflecting the actual number of responses 

attained.  

4.7.3 Sampling Technique 

Two major sampling techniques are mostly adopted in business and management research, 

which are probability and non-probability sampling techniques. The main difference 

between the two is the chance (probability) of subjects being selected from the target 

population (Sekaran & Bougie 2016). 

In non-probability samples, the likelihood of selecting each case from the target population 

is not equal, or in other cases, it is not known. This makes it almost impossible to make 

statistical inferences from the selected sample to reflect and generalize to the population 

level, which in turn, hinders the achievement of this research objectives and contribution 

(Sekaran & Bougie 2016). 

In this research, being a deductive and quantitative inquiry, adopting objectivist ontology, 

and positivist epistemology, employing survey strategy and questionnaire as data collection 

tool, and to meet the aim of this study in better understanding the investigated phenomena 

given Dubai context, simple random sampling technique is considered adequate. This is 

considered so, as it meets the representativeness requirement, which would in turn support 

generalizability of findings, a core element of quantitative research efficacy. It is worth 

mentioning that this sort of sampling is not applicable if there is no updated sampling frame, 

which can be utilized to randomly select the surveyed cases. In this investigation, the 

presence of an updated sampling frame supports the choice of the technique. 
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Through probability sampling, each case in the sample has an equal chance, or probability, 

to be selected from the target population, making it possible to extract inferences from the 

sample on the population to answer research questions. This technique is mostly associated 

with research strategies like survey and experimental research (Sekaran & Bougie 2016). 

Probability sampling is found in one of multiple techniques like simple random, stratified 

random, cluster and multi-stage (Bradley 1999). In this investigation, and due to the 

availability of an accurate, updated, and easy to access sample frame, a simple random 

sampling approach was employed. 

4.8 Data Collection and Access to Participants 

For the conduction of this investigation, data was collected through an online self- 

administered questionnaire as discussed earlier in the previous sections of research design 

and data collection instrument (sections 3 & 4 of this chapter) respectively. Data collection 

of this investigation went in stages over a period of 22 weeks. These stages are further 

elaborated in the below sections. But before commencing on to data collection stages and 

negotiating access, an assessment of the feasibility and sufficiency of access was conducted. 

Feasibility refers to the understanding of the practicality (possibility) of negotiating access; 

and sufficiency of access refers to the adequacy of this access (if attained) for enabling the 

achievement of research objectives (Saunders, Lewis & Thornill 2016). Table (12) 

summarises this assessment. 

Table 12 Assessment of the feasibility & sufficiency of access developed by the 

researcher. 

Criteria 

Virtual and Cognitive access 

Decision 

Participants (Managers) 

Feasibility of Access 

(Is the access 

possible/ practical to 

attain? How?) 

Yes. 

Possible through: 

1-Articulating reliable identification of the researcher’s agenda, 

competence, and integrity. 

2- Emphasizing the importance of the participants’ role in creating 

important and valuable knowledge. 

Feasible 
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3-Highlighting the practical contribution of research. 

4-Provide incentive like sharing the results of the study. 

5- Assuring anonymity, confidentiality, and privacy. 

Sufficiency of Access 

(Are the collected data 

from this access 

sufficient for 

achieving the 

objectives of this 

investigation? How?) 

Yes. 

This investigation uses data collected from participants through 

questionnaire as a main data source for analysis and drawing results. 

Their responses (perceptions) will be coded and quantified to test 

statistical relations.  

Sufficient 

 

4.8.1 Data Collection Process 

The first stage of data collection started with identifying the randomly selected cases (firms) 

from the sampling frame, which provided the names and contact details of the firms. A total 

number of (1237) cases was first selected. However, the researcher later needed (2000) 

random cases, as there was a need for replacements if the managers’ contact details were not 

attained, or in case the researcher did not receive any response to the sent emails/messages. 

These cases were selected based on their serial number in the sampling frame, where the 

random numbers were generated using an online true random number generator tool8.  

The researcher prepared an introductory, short, and clear e-mail/message, supported by an 

official letter from the British University in Dubai, as an authentication to the researcher’s 

claims, containing a link to the questionnaire, and sent it via available channels: e-mail, 

LinkedIn account, WhatsApp … or by other means as requested by the managers. The 

email/message briefly outlined the research purpose and how the receiving person can assist, 

clarifying all that needed from participants and making sure to provide a guarantee of 

anonymity and confidentiality. 

This indicates an internet-mediated access to participants, that involves using diverse 

technological means (e.g. the internet, email, messaging… etc.) to obtain access virtually to 

distribute questionnaires contrary to the traditional access that involves physical interaction 

(Dillman, Smyth & Christian 2014). At this stage, it is vital to gain cognitive access to 

                                                 
8 (https://www.random.org/). 
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participants, as they are the main source of data in this investigation. Many strategies can 

help in gaining cognitive access such as articulating reliable identification of researcher’s 

agenda, competence, and integrity, emphasizing the importance of the participants’ role in 

creating important and valuable knowledge, highlighting the practical contribution of 

research to make it look more appealing for them, providing an incentive like sharing the 

results of the study. According to Buchanan, Boddy and McCalman (2013) other strategies 

like: allowing enough time for participants to respond, employing appropriate language 

away from jargons and theoretical arguments, facilitating companies’ replies by providing 

multiple contact channels, are also feasible ones. An extended discussion of the researcher’s 

actions to improve response rate in this investigation is discussed in the below sub-section 

(7.2). 

Another stage of follow up with the invited participants to complete the questionnaire was 

carried out, after allowing reasonable time, and a replacement strategy was adopted in case 

of no reply to the second message. A total of (491) responses was attained after sending 

(2000 message/email), indicating an overall (24.55%) response rate. 

Once data were completely collected, it was retrieved from the online tool to start the next 

stage of data analysis, which is discussed fully in the next chapter. 

4.8.2 Maximising Response Rate 

As it is shown in table (11) in (section 6.2 of this chapter), the response rate in reviewed 

social science research does not exceed 50% at its best. Improving response rate among 

recipients improves the quality of research findings in terms of reliability and validity, as it 

improves the sample representativeness of target population, and reduces the effects of non-

response bias. 

To achieve a better response rate from contacted sample cases, this research adopted few 

strategies that has been suggested earlier by specialized researchers (e.g., Anseel et al. 2010; 

Edwards et al. 2002; Morrel-Samuels 2002). 

Incentives, the researcher briefly explained the purpose and objectives of the investigation, 

and the significant role the respondents are playing in achieving this, trying to capture their 

attention, and offering them a copy of the results once it has completed. 

Visual presentation and Appearance,  it was found that the layout of the questionnaire, 

colors used, and utilizing infographics, have improved response rate, however, the use of 

colors should be carefully applied so as not to lose the formality of the investigation and mix 
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it with other commercial and informal studies. The researcher utilized the design options 

provided by the online tool to design the layout and enrich it with colors and infographics 

which are related to the topic of each section. 

Length of questionnaire, shorter questionnaires were found to have better response rates, 

nonetheless, this is beyond the researcher’s control due to the adoption of pre-validated 

scales and the complexity of the investigation. However, the questionnaire had a reasonable 

length (9 sections) and sensible number of questions (62 items) to measure all research 

constructs, which is still reasonable enough in terms of length. 

User-friendly language, as discussed later in the validity sections (9.3 of this chapter) and 

pretest results (section 11.1), the questionnaire items were checked for content and face 

validity by experts and non-expert raters respectively. This has improved the language of the 

questionnaire and made it more user friendly and easy to get. 

Delivery, the questionnaire was delivered to respondents via an online link on their emails 

and LinkedIn accounts, or any other channel preferred by them as requested later through 

the communications. This has made it much easier for them to fill and send the responses 

back over a click at the end of the questionnaire. The respondents did not need to send it 

back via email or mail, which made it better for response rate. 

Communication, a clear and concise communication with recipients to inform them about 

research objectives and purpose and clarify for them what is expected from their side made 

it better for the response rate as well. The researcher notified the surveyed cases about the 

origin of the study as a PhD thesis. It is found that university research has better response 

rate than research sponsored by other entities, so the researcher supplemented his 

communication with a letter from the British University in Dubai. 

Ethical considerations, the cases were informed about their rights, assuring them full 

anonymity, confidentiality, and privacy (more details in section 10 of this chapter). 

Demographic questions, research found that the response rate improves (by 8%) as the 

demographic questions are moved to the end of the questionnaire. So, this strategy was 

utilized as well. 

Pilot study is expected to improve the questionnaire and highlight all weaknesses to be 

addressed by the researcher before sending the final copy to respondents. The procedure and 

results of the pilot study are covered in section (11.2) of this chapter and section (1) of 

chapter V. 
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4.9 Data Analysis 

Data analysis in research is about identifying and measuring variation within a pre-defined 

set of variables amongst each other or amid dependent and (one or more) independent 

variables (Hair et al 2014). 

During this investigation, multiple constructs with underlying variables 

(indicators/dimensions) are employed in constructing the research conceptual framework. 

To achieve its objectives and contribute originally to the knowledge, the relations among 

these variables should be tested fully, interrelatedly, and comprehensively. 

4.9.1 Selected Analysis Technique 

According to Hair et al (2014) “Any simultaneous analysis of more than two variables can 

be loosely considered multivariate analysis” (P.9). Under the light of this quote, this 

investigation should undoubtedly utilize multivariate analysis due to the study’s model 

complexity and multiple variables at both ends of the model, the dependent and independent, 

not forgetting to consider the sequential mediators and moderator. Figure (12) shows the 

research conceptual model. Multivariate analysis provides the ability to quantify, explicate, 

and predict the level of relationship significance and power among variables, and this is in 

fact what is meant through this investigation. 
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Figure 12 Research conceptual model. 

Multivariate analysis includes several techniques. Many textbooks and research methods 

journal articles provide a review of these techniques and how to choose among them. Hair 

et al (2014) discussed thoroughly, compared, and contrasted these techniques which are: 

1- Dependence techniques including: structural equation modelling (SEM); canonical 

correlation analysis; multivariate analysis of variance; canonical correlation analysis with 

dummy variables; multiple regression; conjoint analysis; multiple discriminant analysis; 

linear probability models. 

2- Interdependence techniques including: factor analysis; confirmatory factor analysis; 

cluster analysis; multidimensional scaling and correspondence analysis. 

It is beyond the scope of this research to discuss the different multivariate methods and 

techniques, yet it is important to understand and assess when each of these techniques is 

employed. This exercise was completed by the researcher, and a brief on the conclusion is 

provided in the below sub-section. 
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4.9.2 Selected Multivariate Analysis Technique 

In this research, following Gefen, Straub and Boudreau (2000) advice, and the criteria 

highlighted by Hair et al. (2014), it is argued that SEM is the best multivariate technique to 

conduct this investigation’s analysis due to the following reasons: 

1. The research model fits in the dependence category (Hair et al 2014), where 

the variables in the model are either (independent or dependent) and 

interconnected with causal relationships. Multivariate is a typical technique 

to explain cause and effect relationships among observed and latent 

variables. 

2. The research model is complex, with multiple variables in the independent 

and dependent ends of the model with multiple relations among them (Gefen, 

Straub & Boudreau 2000; Gerbing & Anderson 1988; Hair et al 2014; 

Narayanan 2012), this makes utilizing other dependent techniques like 

regression more complicated as analysis will require segmented multiple 

stages. 

3. Variables are measured in scale format. Although Likert scale is, sometimes, 

considered as an interval measure (Field 2018) and an ordinal measure in 

other times (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2016); yet, in this research Likert 

scale is treated as a scale measure, supported by the findings of (Blumberg, 

Cooper & Schindler 2014; Lubke & Muthen 2004; Glass, Peckham & 

Sanders 1972). 

SEM techniques offer an added value in combining the structural model which represents 

the causation of the investigated variables, with the measurement model which includes the 

observed and latent variables loadings, consequently, this enables measuring the errors in 

observed variables (an inherent characteristic in measurement tools as discussed previously 

in section 4 of this chapter). This would result in more rigorous analysis (Bollen 1989) and 

assists in overcoming the risk of noise added to the relationships among variables due to 

measurement error and fixing it. It provides, as well, better data-based evidence regarding 

the degree of which the research model is reinforced by the collected data than in other 

techniques. 

However, the interdependence techniques: exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis will 

be employed to test for research constructs’ reliability and validity, and as a pre-requisite for 

SEM. 
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Yet, SEM involves several methods, two of which are very popular: covariance-based (CB) 

and partial-least-squares (PLS). The basic difference between these two dominant techniques 

lies in the algorithm used to estimate coefficients. CB-SEM uses estimation methods which 

maximizes likelihood, while PLS-SEM uses, like regression analysis, the variance of the 

data items from the means (Gefen, Straub & Boudreau 2000). 

During this investigation, CB-SEM is selected as it is believed to serve better in achieving 

the objectives of this research and answering its deductive questions, due to the following 

reasons: 

1. CB-SEM aims, as a confirmatory analytical technique, to support that the 

operationalization of the theory under investigation, through the proposed research 

model, is accepted and not rejected by the sample data (Bollen 1989). So, it is much 

more useful in deductive research, like this one, that is focused on theory testing 

(Bollen 1989). 

2. It allows to test for uni-dimensionality of constructs, as a validity check of 

measurement, which is the extent to which items load on their corresponding 

construct (Gefen, Straub & Boudreau 2000). 

3. It allows to compare the current research model with another pre-defined alternate 

measurement model to test which one better fits the data through statistical 

significance, and which one is more superior in relation to collected data (Joreskog 

& Sorbom 1989).  

4. CB-SEM provides enhanced estimates of the coefficient and is thought to be more 

precise in model’s analysis (Bollen 1989). 

5. CB-SEM is better suited with bigger sample size (e.g., 491 responses) rather than 

small sample sizes that are associated with PLS. 

4.9.3 Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modelling Statistics 

CB-SEM analysis produces statistics at different levels. Table (13) summarizes these levels 

and associated statistics in each of them along with the accepted threshold, all of which to 

be considered in the data analysis of this investigation and interpreting the results. 

 

 

 

 



120 

 

 

Table 13 CB-SEM statistics & accepted thresholds developed by the researcher. 

The Analysis 

level 
Statistics Threshold Reference 

Individual path 

and construct 

level 

Construct reliability > 0.7 Hair et al (2014) 

Overall model fit 

level 

Likelihood-ratio chi-square (χ²). 
Insignificant at p-value 

above .05 

Jöreskog and Sörbom 

(1989) 

Ratio of (χ²) to degrees of 

freedom 
Between 2 and 3 Hair et al (2014) 

Root Mean Residual (RMR) < 0.05 Chin and Todd (1995) 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .90 Hair et al (2014) 

Non-normed Fit Index (TLI) 
Between 0 and 1. 

Closer to 1 better 

Hair et al (2014) 

Root Mean Square of 

Approximation (RMSEA) 
< 0.08 

Hair et al (2014) 

 

4.9.4 Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modelling Assumptions 

Most statistical analysis techniques have prior assumptions in the data sets to be met before 

conducting the analysis. These assumptions, if not met might play major role in adjusting 

the statistical analysis method or technique selected so far. 

CB-SEM assumptions according to (Hair et al 2014), which were checked for in this 

investigation are: 

1. Data Normality. 

2. Linearity of relation between constructs. 

3. Absence of multicollinearity, homoscedasticity, and outliers. 

4. Minimum sample size of (150) (Bollen 1989). 

These assumptions were checked for, using proper statistical tests, before commencing on 

analysing the data as going to be discussed in the analysis and results chapter. 



121 

 

4.9.5 Prior to Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modelling Analysis 

Once data were collected, the researcher conducted the following actions and statistical tests 

to enable the analysis: 

1- Data processing, where the collected data in the form of Likert scale values (strongly 

agree to strongly disagree) was coded into numbers, to enable numerical analysis 

(Field 2018). 

2- Conducted few basic statistical tests before commencing on final data analysis, to 

check for bias, reliability, and CB-SEM assumptions. These statistical tests are: 

- Non- response bias, to assure that non-respondents did not significantly vary 

from the respondents (Armstrong & Overton 1977) 

- Common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie & Lee 2003), to make sure that 

the variations in the data are caused by respondents not by the instrument. 

- Data normality through skewness and kurtosis value to be between (±2.5) (Kline, 

2015). 

- Check for linearity, which is one of the CB-SEM analysis assumptions and 

assessed via (Normal P-P Plots) of the standardized errors (Hair et al 2014). 

- Checked for heteroscedasticity, which is an unequal variance among the 

measurement items, which is one of the CB-SEM analysis assumptions (Hair et 

al 2014). 

- Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) which is a data reduction method that allows 

the specification of the common latent variables which underlies the various 

items (Clossey et al. 2019). EFA plays an important role in determining a 

measure’s construct validity (Field 2018). 

- Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) should follow the previous two steps to test 

for the model’s goodness of fit (Anderson & Gerbing 1988). 

- Reliability and validity tests of the instrument, measuring Cronbach’s alpha 

(Cronbach 1971), composite reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant 

validity (Fornell & Larcker 1981). 

These statistical tests are used to measure and highlight the validity and reliability of the 

research measurements, which are supposed to enhance its findings’ generalizability. Yet, 

many actions and considerations were taken by the researcher in advance to improve these 

reliability and validity measures, rather than relying on post-hoc testing only to assess. These 

measures are discussed in (section 9 of this chapter). 
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4.9.6 Suggested Software to Conduct Data Analysis 

Many software packages are available to serve for conducting a CB-SEM such as: Amos; 

SAS PROC CALIS; R package SEM; R package lavaan; R package OpenMx; LISREL; 

Mplus; and EQS. 

It has been argued that all software packages produce very close accurate estimates (to the 

hundredths place) (Narayanan 2012), so, no compromise of analysis quality is made while 

choosing among these available software packages, yet, Amos is distinguished with 

exceptional graphical interface and well-ordered and quickly accessible output format 

(Narayanan 2012), in addition to its provision of most required statistical tests to conduct 

this investigations’ s analysis (e.g. CFA, common latent factor, composite reliability, 

convergent and discriminant validity9, path analysis and SEM), combining it with SPSS, 

which is the original software that Amos has extended from (Statistics solutions 2021), to 

conduct for the initial reliability and validity tests (e.g. scale reliability, common method 

bias, non-response bias, EFA), these two solutions are satisfying the needs of this study, so 

they were both adopted. 

4.10 Quality of Research: Reliability and Validity 

Research of social science is based on quantifying and measuring human behaviour using 

valid and reliable measures (Drost 2011). For a good quality quantitative research, empirical 

evidence should be drawn rigorously through using the most appropriate research design and 

methodology for data collection and analysis (Kamakura 2001). Issues like validity, 

reliability and generlizability of research findings are major concern which should be taken 

care of during the design, data collection and analysis stages of the research. Bryman, Becker 

and Sempik (2008) found these three aspects of research (validity, reliability and 

generlizability) as the most agreed appropriate quality criteria to be applied on quantitative 

research among social policy researchers. 

In the coming sub-sections, reliability, validity, and generalizability concerns are discussed 

in more details. 

                                                 
9 Composite reliability, convergent and discriminant validity are provided by AMOS via (Master Validity) 

plugin. 
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4.10.1 Reliability  

Reliability describes how consistent a measurement is (Bollen 1989), or how stable the 

measurement is across a diversity of situations where identical results should be attained 

(Nunnally 1978), or it is the constancy and stability of responses (Creswell 2009). It is 

differentiated from validity by its focus on how variables are measured rather than being 

focused on what is measured as in validity (Hair et al 2014). This aspect of research quality 

gains more importance in social science research, as data collection in this field is frequently 

associated with errors of measurement that can be either random (i.e., caused by the 

measurement process, researchers’ and participants’ errors and bias) or systematic (i.e., 

caused by the instrument itself), and both types of error are of concern to research validity 

(Nunnally 1978).  

These reliability measures became a hallmark of trustworthiness of an instrument and 

research finding quality (Nunnally 1975). In the coming sub-sections, the two facets of 

reliability are discussed in more details, with a highlight on the researcher’s suggested 

measures to enhance the reliability of research findings. 

Internal Reliability -Measurement Reliability 

Internal reliability is concerned with the measurement reliability, in other words, how 

consistent and stable are the measurements and responses (Creswell 2009; Hair et al 2014). 

There are several approaches and associated tests to estimate internal reliability, such as: 

test-retest reliability; alternative forms; split-half approach; interrater reliability and internal 

consistency (Bollen 1989; Nunnally 1978; Rosenthal & Rosnow 2008). The most widely 

used technique is the internal consistency, which has been accused of ignoring changes (i.e., 

sources of error variance) over short time periods that could have been otherwise captured 

by other techniques of reliability estimates (e.g., alternative forms), nonetheless, these 

estimates of internal consistency were unexpectedly and to large extent accurate in most 

situations (Nunnally 1975). Internal consistency measures the level of association between 

individual items of an instrument which are measuring the same variable (Rosenthal & 

Rosnow 2008). Usually, Coefficient Alpha, is used to measure internal consistency of a 

measurement scale (Cronbach 1971). 

In this research, internal consistency is checked for (post-hoc) using the coefficient Alpha 

(Cronbach Alpha) as it was discussed previously. Nonetheless, it has been argued that 

reliable research requires rigour in methodological approach to research and reliability is a 
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result of accumulative efforts throughout the research process (Creswell 2009), thus, it is 

important to highlight what might be the factors affecting the internal reliability to avoid 

them or take the necessary measures in order to enhance it. Table (14) summarizes these 

factors, and provides the measures taken by the researcher accordingly. 

Table 14 Factors affecting the internal reliability developed by the researcher. 

Factor Reference Researcher’s Proactive Measures 

Instrument’s 

limitations 

Rosenthal & 

Rosnow (2008) 

- Adopting validated measurement scales from literature which prove 

valid and reliable. This is expected to produce more reliable measures 

than newly developed scales. 

- It is not possible to add more items and make the measurement longer 

as per (Nunnally’s 1978) advice in lengthening the test to make it more 

reliable, since the scales are adopted from previous literature. Besides, 

adding more items and making measurement longer might cause 

boredom and fatigue to respondents (Rosenthal & Rosnow 2008), thus 

affecting the quality of responses. 

- Using six-point Likert scale will enhance the accuracy of responses. 

This would allow capturing finer opinions and decrease the error of 

measurement, as discussed earlier in (section 4 of this chapter). 

Respondents’ 

error 

Rosenthal & 

Rosnow (2008) 

- Making sure that items of measurement scale are clear, and well-

understood supported by pretesting. 

- Conducting a pilot-study to check for clarity among other issues of 

reliability and validity. 

-  Providing clear instructions and constructs’ definitions to respondents. 

- Utilizing web-based questionnaire allowed participants to fill the 

questionnaire at their convenient time, so they did not have to rush as if 

it was given to them at some sensitive time during work. 

- Targeting adequate sample size (491 firms) thus reducing error. 

Respondents’ 

bias 

Saunders, 

Lewis & 

Thornill (2016) 

- Assuring anonymity of respondents to avoid any false responses from 

their side. 

- No direct fact-to-face contact between respondents and the researcher 

which also reduced the risk of response bias by respondents due to their 

interaction with the researcher. 
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- Research participants are managers, who are well-educated and 

experienced, who can reflect their opinions more precisely than other 

types/levels of respondents. They are better informed about firm’s 

capabilities and its operations. 

Procedure’s 

variations 

Rosenthal & 

Rosnow (2008) 

- Employing cross sectional survey, as a snapshot of data at a specific 

point of time does not allow for changes in the procedure used to collect 

data. Data collection procedure is constant. 

- Filling the questionnaire by each respondent at his own convenient 

time, thus, it is expected to improve the quality of respondents’ answers. 

Researcher’s 

error 

Saunders, 

Lewis & 

Thornill (2016) 

- Writing notes systematically to endorse constancy of coding, 

analysing, and interpreting data. 

- Maintaining an acceptable level of energy and willingness at the 

researcher’s side and save enough time to conduct the research as perfect 

as possible. Fatigue and stress might increase rates of error at the 

researcher’s side and even might affect his cognitive processing, thus 

increasing error chances. So, it was avoided. 

Researcher’s 

bias 

Saunders, 

Lewis & 

Thornill (2016) 

- Adopting a research design that is inclined towards objectivism and 

positivism which reduces the role of researcher in inferring his own 

beliefs and values with data collection and analysis. 

- Data collection and analysis are performed objectively using statistical 

methods. 

- Selecting the target population based on a pre-defined set of PSFs 

(population was not arbitrarily targeted, rather Von Nordflycht’s 

definition and classification was adopted, refer section 5 in this chapter). 

 

Replicability- External Reliability 
 

The second facet of reliability, which is not less important than the first discussed (internal 

reliability) is the external reliability, replication, or repeatability (Rosenthal & Rosnow 

2008). Research findings are sought to be generalized across measurements, contexts, 

researchers, and over time (Rosenthal & Rosnow 2008), thus, it is argued that if a research 

design was replicated by another researcher, or at another point in time, and still yielded the 

same results, then it would be considered as robust and reliable (Creswell 2009). Even if this 

investigation is not a replication of other prior research, yet it is important to provide a thick 
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description of approach, methodology and methods, to allow its own replicability by other 

researchers. 

To enable and facilitate replication of this research, it is very important to follow a highly 

structured methodological approach that is well described, reported, and evaluated in a 

transparent manner, with no room for false assumptions following the advice of Saunders, 

Lewis and Thornill (2016). Accordingly, the researcher considered reporting research 

process and methodology as clearly and transparently as possible, including the 

questionnaire development, and the manner of its conduction. This is mainly supported 

through proper data management and documentation as per Friedhoff et al. (2013) 

recommendations. 

4.10.2 Avoiding Research Bias 

Bias in conducting research is a great threat to research findings’ reliability (internal and 

external) (Podsakoff, Mackenzie & Lee 2003), hence, a brief discussion on a few of the 

research biases which might take place is contained in table (15). The strategies suggested 

by researcher, either to eliminate or reduce their effects are also discussed. 

Table 15 Research bias and researcher’s strategies to eliminate or reduce their effects 

developed by the researcher. 

Type of bias that might 

affect reliability of 

research 

Reference Strategies to reduce bias effect 

Design Bias Saunder, 

Lewis & 

Thornill 

(2016) 

- Understanding and accepting the existence of bias by the 

researcher, all possible precautions, and measures to reduce its 

effect were considered. 

- Avoiding design bias by admitting any of the researcher’s doubts 

once the research is finalized and publicized. A separate section 

of this investigation is dedicated to presenting and discussing all 

research limitations. 

- Defining the target population as narrow as possible. 
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Bias in literature review Saunder, 

Lewis & 

Thornill 

(2016) 

- Conducting a comprehensive literature review covering an 

extended period discussing most of the relevant aspects. 

- Reviewing and assessing contrasting perspectives on the 

different topics with no omissions through out literature review. 

- Referring to Q1 journals mostly, with less citation to Q2 and no 

citation to the knowledge of the researcher for Q3-Q4 which are 

mostly prone to bias (Scimago rank). 

Sample Bias Creswell 

(2009) 

- Adopting the simple random probability sampling technique to 

assure representativeness of the population. 

- Avoiding omission and inclusion biases (selectivity) in sampling 

for this investigation unless no contact detail, or response was 

attained. 

- Obtaining an accurate up-to date sampling frame, to ensure 

representativeness. 

- Accounting for large enough and representative sample size, 

which is calculated mathematically. 

Non-response bias Podsakoff, 

Mackenzie 

& Lee 

(2003) 

- Attaining (trying to attain) high response rate to reduce threat of 

non-response bias (more discussion about the strategies is 

highlighted in section 7.2 of this chapter). 

Response Bias Podsakoff, 

Mackenzie 

& Lee 

(2003) 

- Response bias occurs when respondents (knowingly or 

unknowingly) give answers which they think that the researcher 

is willing to hear, nonetheless, in this investigation, no direct face 

to face contact between respondents and researcher happened. 

And respondents filled in the questionnaire on their own. Hence, 

the risk of this bias is not significantly apparent. 

- Employing a single-scale format and common-scale anchors 

(strongly agree to strongly disagree) decreases the cognitive 

processing and produces bias, thus the scale anchors were 

differentiated in this investigation (refer Appendix 1) for scale 

anchors. 



128 

 

Self-report Bias Donaldson 

& Grant-

Vallone 

(2002) 

- Self report bias occurs when respondents choose to respond 

positively and not to report negative responses, this is due to a 

belief that responses might be accessed by employers or other 

parties and affect respondents negatively. In this research, no 

names were collected, nor an identity check required to complete 

the questionnaire. Besides, respondents are the top managers, 

CEOs or executives who are in a better position to make 

declarations and responses without the fear of this point. 

- Adopting a survey strategy, and a web-based questionnaire more 

specifically to research reduces this type of bias contrary to other 

strategies of research (e.g., interviews). 

- Providing a guarantee of anonymity and confidentiality and 

privacy to respondents. 

- Keeping data safe and protected from any misuse and assuring 

that data will not be used by any other party except the researcher, 

and for the sake of scientific research and theory testing only. 

Measurement bias 

 

Hair et al. 

(2011) 

- Avoiding completely any deliberate data distortion, where data 

is purposely recorded inaccurately. Data are collected through the 

online questionnaire where respondents select their answers, and 

all data is then retrieved by the researcher in a spreadsheet ready 

to analyse, with minimum interference. This reduces any chances 

to record or code data wrongly. 

- Adopting cross-sectional data collection time horizon reduces 

the variation in data collection procedures (which is supposed to 

remain as constant as possible throughout the data collection 

stage). This bias type is of more concern in longitudinal research. 

- Using a previously validated measures from literature. These 

pre-validated scales are previously checked for their reliability 

and validity and were re-assessed in this investigation through 

pre-testing and pilot study before commencing on final data 

collection stage. 

- Research participants are managers who have a better 

understanding of the firm’s capabilities and its operations and can 

provide better and more accurate data. 

- Avoiding procedural bias through giving enough time for 

respondents and allow for their participation to take place 
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naturally and willinglessly with no pressure exertion as this might 

result in providing hassled and biased responses due to their 

inaccuracy. 

- Employing SEM as an analysis technique can assist in reducing 

the impact of measurement errors, as this analysis technique 

accounts for measurement associated errors. 

Reporting Bias Saunder, 

Lewis & 

Thornill 

(2016) 

- Avoiding reporting bias mainly by the ethical commitment of 

the researcher to report the positive research findings as well as 

the cases where the null hypothesis is supported. 

 

4.10.3 Validity  

The validity of research is the second canon of research quality along with previously 

discussed reliability. Validity refers in general to the suitability of the used measures, 

accuracy of the results through analysis, and findings’ generalisability (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornill 2016). This definition of validity in fact distinguishes three levels of research 

validity: the measurement level validity; the accuracy of the results (internal validity); and 

the generalisability of findings (external validity). Since validation takes place during the 

research process (Creswell 2009), it is worthwhile to understand and highlight measures that 

can be taken throughout this journey to improve research validity. 
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In the following sub-sections, validity at the different levels is discussed in more details. 

Measurement Level Validity 

In measurement validity, the main concern is whether the used measurement scale really 

measure what they are supposed to (Rosenthal & Rosnow 2008). This involves several other 

aspects of measurement validity including face validity, construct validity, and content 

validity (Nunnally 1975). These aspects will be discussed in more details in below sub-

sections. It is worth mentioning, that many factors (discussed in the reliability sections) are 

also of concern in terms of validity. So, wherever applicable, these factors were not discussed 

again in validity sections to avoid duplication, and the reviewer is directed to the relevant 

section number. 

1. Face validity 

Face validity occurs when an agreement among raters arises, that the suggested items of a 

scale appear to be logical and, at face level, measure what they are planned to measure. 

According to Nevo, “The term 'face validity' implies that a test which is to be used in a 

practical situation should, in addition to having pragmatic or statistical validity, appear 

practical, pertinent, and related to the purpose of the test as well” (1985, P.287). Raters in 

this case can be potential research participants (who will not be part of the final questionnaire 

respondents), nonprofessional users dealing with the research results, and even public (Nevo 

1985). 

In this research, the adopted constructs’ measures were subjected to face validity test 

throughout the pre-test stage, refer the pre-test section (11.1) for details. Few precautions 

were taken care of by the researcher while selecting raters to maintain reliable face validity 

rating by raters. Table (16) represents these precautions. 

Table 16 Precautions suggested to maintain a trustworthy rating by raters of face 

validity  developed by the researcher. 

Factor Reference Researcher’s Proactive Measures 

Attitudes of raters 

concerning the test 

Nevo (1985) - The research employed independent raters who are not involved 

in the process of developing the questionnaire and have no prior 

interaction with the research process. The research topic was 

briefly explained to raters before conducting the rating, and they 

were provided with a written definition of each research variable 

included. 
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- An adequate number of independent raters was targeted (12 

independent raters). This would allow to identify any anomaly 

among raters regarding their attitudes.  

The timing at which 

the rating occurs 

Nevo (1985) 

 

- An online form was developed and shared with raters via email 

or other preferred contact channel. So, rating can be done at their 

convenient time with no rush. 

- Previous researchers (e.g., Nevo 1985) found that raters were 

pleased to take this role and express their opinions about this 

matter. 

Anonymity Nevo (1985) - Anonymity was found to be affecting the way items and tests 

were rated, thus, the researcher guaranteed complete anonymity 

for raters. 

 

2. Content validity 

Content validity is achieved when the researcher shows that scale items utilized to measure 

a specific variable are a representative sample of hypothetical domain of item content in 

which he is interested (Cronbach & Meehl 1955), so the set of items in measurement scale 

should provide a good coverage of the investigative questions (Saunders, Lewis & Thornill 

2016). Bollen (1989) defined content validity as “A qualitative type of validity where the 

domain of the concept is made clear and the analyst judges whether the measures fully 

represent the domain” (p.185). Content validity of a construct can be assessed in different 

ways, either by carefully and extensively defining it from the literature review on the topic, 

or by the sentence of a panel of judges “experts in the field” about the items level of coverage 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornill 2016). 

This validity aspect is not a big matter of concern when using pre-validated measures from 

the literature, which has been deployed several times and resulted in reliable and valid results 

like in this research case. Yet, the final draft of the questionnaire of this investigation was 

sent to the content validity assessment by four experts (Osiyevskyy & Dewald 2015), who 

were part of the 12 independent raters mentioned above, aiming to get their feedback on 

content validity. The minor concerns raised by experts were considered and adjusted 

accordingly. Sometimes cultural context plays a role in conducting research (Wallace & 

Sheldon 2014). The pre-test (section 11.1) elaborates more on that. 
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3. Construct validity: convergent and discriminant validity 

Construct validity is an important aspect of measurement quality when the construct to be 

measured is not objective and defined in a very clear and distinct manner (Cronbach & Meehl 

1955), which is the case of most social and behavioural research, constructs are really 

difficult to be defined precisely and with clear, cut off boundaries, and where “The items are 

randomly sampled from a hypothetical domain of item content” (Nunnally 1975, P.10). 

Construct validity describes the level at which a set of items in a measurement scale truly 

measures the intended construct of interest. The main concern of construct validation is 

checking whether measurement by the set of items can be generalised at the construct level. 

This concern is checked for through two further techniques which are: convergent and 

discriminant validity (Cook & Campbell 1979). Convergent validity measures how 

correlated are the items measuring the same variable, while discriminant validity measures 

how correlation is not significant among sets of items measuring different variables. 

According to Fiske (1982) common method variance or common method bias (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie & Lee 2003) is one of the greatest threats to construct validity. This risk is even 

amplified if a mono-method data collection is utilized, so in this research, special attention 

was given to construct validity as it utilizes a mono-method approach in data collection 

(questionnaire). 

In this research, a post-data collection tests were conducted to check for convergent and 

discriminant validity and common method bias (using common latent factor method and 

Harman’s single factor test) (Malhotra, et al. 2006; Hair et al. 2014) respectively, yet other 

measures were considered throughout the research design and data collection stages. Table 

(15) displayed in (section 9.2 of this chapter) summarized a few of these measures which are 

expected to reflect positively on convergent and discriminant validity and reducing common 

method bias as well. Yet, common method bias according to Ostroff, Kinicki and Clark 

(2002) is a research process by-product, which includes the procedures of measurement, 

choice of respondents and context of the study. Each of these three aspects are discussed 

below, and highlights on how these aspects might reflect on this investigation are discussed. 

Procedures of measurement: It has been argued by Podsakoff et al. (2003) that unified scale 

formats in data collection tool (e.g. Likert scale), and common-scale anchors (e.g. strongly 

agree... to strongly disagree) increases the tendency of respondents to select straight line 

answers, which increases common method bias, thus, in this investigation, and in order to 
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reduce this effect, scale anchors of the dependent and independent variables’ items were 

differentiated following the advice of Lindell and Whitney (2001). 

Choice of respondents: respondents are the main contributor to common method bias. 

According to Podsakoff and Organ (1986), some respondents show a tendency towards 

providing consistent answers even if these answers were not reflecting their true experience. 

Such a risk is mainly reduced by longitudinal studies, nonetheless, this investigation is cross-

sectional (due to the reasons discussed in (section 3.3) of this chapter. During this 

investigation, senior managers are the targeted unit of observation, which are expected to 

provide reliable enough answers for this research. Senior managers’ traits and qualities 

reduce the threats of being impacted by the questionnaire items. 

Context of the study: It has been argued that common method bias is frequently witnessed in 

research, however, its degree varies among different research contexts (e.g., marketing; 

behavioural; psychology; sociology) Podsakoff et al. (2003). This investigation is conducted 

as business management research, and links with ramified context (behavioural, cognitive, 

and sociological), where the main research constructs are more subjective in nature (e.g., 

social capital, cognition, individual UL …etc.), thus common method bias will inevitably be 

captured, but it should be within the accepted thresholds. 

Internal validity  

Internal validity is “The extent to which the effects detected in the study are a true reflection 

of reality, rather than being the result of the effects of extraneous variables” (Behi & Nolan 

1996, P.374). Internal validity is recognized when the research findings accurately reveal a 

statistical association among the variables of interest and a causal relationship between 

cause-and-effect constructs. 

Accuracy of research findings is a hallmark of internal validity. It allows for the 

identification of how similar the sample parameters are to population characteristics. Thus, 

accuracy replicates how precisely the measured values represent the real (theoretical) ones. 

Accuracy of research means that it is valid, reliable, and generalisable (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill 2016), thus, accuracy in research findings is nurtured by measurement reliability 

and validity.  
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1. Accuracy 

According to Pierce (2008), sample size is the most important determinant of accuracy, the 

bigger the sample, the better the accuracy. Nonetheless, the sample size should be critically 

considered as discussed in (section 6.2 of this chapter). 

In this research, to support the accuracy claims, an updated and accurate sampling frame 

which contains all companies of interest is obtained from an official and reliable source. 

Probability simple random sampling is adopted, as discussed in section 6.3. of this chapter, 

to support sample representativeness, this would improve the similarity of sample 

parameters to the population characteristics. An accurate and adequate sample size is 

calculated according to precise mathematical equations. An operationalized questionnaire, 

employing pre-validated scales is utilized for data collection, all these measures along the 

other measures taken to improve reliability and validity concerns (discussed in their 

respective sections and avoided here to eliminate duplication) are expected to support the 

accuracy claims of this investigation. 

2. Ruling out Alternative Explanations 

Main threat to internal validity is the possible alternative explanations to the causality 

captured between cause-and-effect variables (Kamakura 2001; Rindfleisch et al. 2008; 

Rohrer 2018; Wittink 2004). 

It has been assured those causal relationships are unattainable to observe or prove 

empirically, yet causality should be inferred (Rindfleisch et al. 2008). Researchers agreed 

on three main assurances of true causality inference, which are: temporal order, covariation, 

and coherence. If these three conditions are met, the risk of alternative explanation decreases. 

Below, each one of these three hallmarks is discussed briefly under the light of this research 

assumptions. 

Temporal order: is the most agreed aspect of causality among researchers (Davis 1985; 

Granger 1980; Mackie 1965). Temporal order implies that the cause precedes its effects. 

Thus, the predictor variable should occur before the outcome variable which is expected to 

change or emerge accordingly (Rindfleisch et al. 2008). This aspect is well-observed in this 

research, where the managers had their DMCs developed before they tend to make decisions 

regarding RStDI. 

Covariation: the second aspect of causality is the correlation between the cause-and-effect 

variables (Einhorn & Hogarth 1986). 
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Coherence: is the conformity of the identified causality between a predictor and an outcome 

variable to the theoretical anticipations and the logical harmony of nomological relations 

with other related variables (Rindfleisch et al. 2008). This aspect of causality is very 

important as it rules out the alternative explanations of the identified causality and improves 

the internal validity of the research findings. In this investigation, the support of the findings 

to the hypotheses is considered as a compliance with the theoretical expectations, since the 

hypotheses were developed based on a wide range and comprehensive theoretical arguments. 

3. Confounders 

Confounders are “Extraneous but difficult to observe or measure variables that can 

potentially undermine the inferences drawn between the IV and DV. Confounders need to 

be considered when discussing results, to avoid spurious conclusions” (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornill 2016, P.179), as they are a critical threat to internal validity. During this 

investigation, during the stage of literature review, the researcher was able to identify few 

potential confounding variables, which prove to play role in similar investigations, which 

are: firm size and age (Mostafiz, Sambasivan & Goh 2019; Osiyevskyy & Dewald 2018). In 

this investigation, data of firms’ size and age were collected and controlled for during the 

analysis of the causal relationships. 

4. Integrity and objectivity 

Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2016) went beyond statistical accuracy, causality, and 

confounding variables, to discuss the implications of the researcher’s integrity and 

objectivity, acting openly, being honest and endorsing accuracy. It is the responsibility of 

the researcher to analyse data accurately; to report findings objectively; and to guarantee 

privacy, anonymity, and confidentiality to respondents (Yin 2018). Accordingly, in this 

investigation, the researcher undertook these ethical considerations. Research findings are 

accurately reported, and selectivity avoided, regardless of whether they opposed expected 

results or not. Analysis, interpretations, and reporting was checked sensibly to ensure the 

accuracy of the research final report. 

5. Other threats to internal validity 

In addition to accuracy, Cook and Campbell (1979) discussed some of the threats to internal 

validity of research (in the quasi-experimentation context), nonetheless, many of these 

insights are of relevance to survey research. Below in table (17) resides a summary of those 

threats and measures suggested by researcher to tackle them. 
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Table 17 Threats to internal validity of research and researcher’s proactive measures 

developed by the researcher. 

Factor Reference Researcher’s Proactive Measures 

Previous or new occasions 

which alter respondents’ 

opinions 

Cook & 

Campbell (1979) 

- This threat is more evident in longitudinal research 

where data collection must take place over an extended 

period. This concern is less obvious in cross-sectional 

research setting that is adopted in this investigation. 

The influence of being in a 

research project on 

respondents’ opinions 

Cook & 

Campbell (1979) 

- All respondents of this research are managers of PSFs 

who were not part of the research project earlier, and the 

first time they got to know about this investigation is the 

moment they were contacted through internet mediated 

channels. 

- Content and face validity raters were not part of the final 

sample respondents. 

The influence of 

modification in the data 

collection instrument 

across research stages 

Cook & 

Campbell (1979) 

- Throughout this investigation, a single data collection 

tool is used (questionnaire). No changes were made to the 

instrument after pre-testing. 

The influence of 

respondents’ withdrawal 

from study 

Cook & 

Campbell (1979) 

- Survey research depends basically on responses 

collected from willing respondents voluntarily. No 

pressure was exerted on respondents to participate. This 

threat is of more concern in observations, experiments, 

and interview research strategies. Nonetheless, few 

strategies were discussed earlier to reduce the non-

response bias in (section 9.2) of this chapter. 

Maturation which impacts 

respondents’ perceptions 

and behaviours 

Cook & 

Campbell (1979) 

- Since this investigation is cross-sectional in nature, this 

threat is not of concern throughout this investigation. 

Selection of respondents’ 

threat 

Behi & Nolan 

(1996) 

- Omission and inclusion biases (selectivity) are avoided 

in this investigation through adopting a simple-random 

sampling to ensure representativeness. 
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External validity - Generalizability 

External validity is concerned with the generalizability of research findings, and their 

feasibility in new situations and contexts, with new groups of people, or samples (Creswell 

2009). Generalizability is a positive description of quantitative research. When quantitative 

methods are appropriately applied on a representative sample, it is highly likely to produce 

reliable results which can be applied to a wider population or different contexts. 

Cook and Campbell (1979) favour generalising to target population where external validity 

threats relate only to statistical interaction effects. If the results to be extended and 

generalised to totally new contexts, replication studies are better be conducted to support 

statistical generalizability. Thus, in this investigation, using probability sampling techniques, 

keeping researcher independent from respondents, adopting objectivist and quantitative 

approaches to data collection, collecting data from a representative sample made up of well-

educated respondents (managers), and using proper statistical analysis techniques, all these 

measures enhanced external research validity (generalizability) to target population (PSFs 

in Dubai). 

4.11 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical considerations are integral part of all aspects of research, it is not a mere instance 

which has to be considered exceptionally when investigating sensitive issues or using 

debatable methods like covert observation (Bell & Bryman 2007). Thus, ethical 

considerations should be tackled throughout different research stages.  

Research ethics are defined as: “The standards of the researchers’ behaviour in relation to 

the rights of those who become the subject of a research project, or who are affected by it” 

(Sanduers, Lewis & Thornill 2016, P.726). As a general rule, researcher should pursue 

highest ethical standards including avoiding plagiarism and faking information, being honest 

and transparent, avoiding deception, taking responsibility for own work, obtaining informed 

consent from participants, maintaining a strong professional competence, keeping up with 

related research, ensuring accuracy, striving for credibility, and understanding and revealing 

the needed methodological qualifiers and limitations to work (Yin 2018). 

According to Bell and Bryman (2007), based on analysing the content of nine code of ethics 

in the UK and the USA, they summarized twelve ethical principles, which were considered 

in conducting this research: 
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1- Harm to participants, implies the possibility of causing physical and/or psychological 

harm to the research participants or others, which has to be avoided, 

2- Dignity, implies respecting the research participants and avoiding any actions that might 

cause them anxiety and embarrassment, which has to be guaranteed, 

3- Informed consent, implies the full will and voluntary nature of participation in the 

research, participants should feel free to take a role in the investigation with no pressure or 

coerce, which has to be assured before commencing, 

4- Privacy, implies protecting the privacy of research participants, which has to be 

guaranteed, 

5- Confidentiality, ensuring the secrecy and confidentiality of data regardless they were 

related to organizations, groups or individual participants, which has to be guaranteed, 

6- Anonymity, protecting the participants’ identity and keeping it covert, which has to be 

guaranteed, 

7- Deception, implies the possibility of deceiving participants and others either by lying or 

behaving in a misleading manner, which has to be avoided, 

8- Affiliation, declaring any personal or professional affiliations of the researcher, which has 

to be guaranteed, 

9- Honesty and transparency, implies being honest and open in communicating the research 

information to participants and others, which has to be guaranteed, 

10- Reciprocity, in terms of having a mutual benefit for both participants and researcher, 

which has to be aimed for, 

11- Misrepresentation, either deliberate or unintentional misunderstanding or 

misinterpretation or even false reporting of results, which has to be avoided, 

Bell and Bryman (2007) added up an important principle which is not considered in these 

codes which is:  

12- The power relations, that implies the fact that participants might agree to take part in the 

research because of the power of their employer for example, where participants might fear 

that non-participation might affect them negatively in any way, which has to be avoided as 

well. 

Under the light of these twelve ethical principles, below are the researcher’s actions 

considered to ensure an ethical conduction of this investigation in respect to different 

research stages, while maintaining the idea, that in general, ethical concerns related to survey 

strategy are expected to be less burdensome due to the use of structured questions, that are 
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not intended to deeply explore the participants’ responses, contrary to other strategies like 

interviews that support the possibility of asking probing questions which might be revealing 

more details and information (Dale, Arber & Procter 1988). 

4.11.1 Ethical Considerations during Design Stage 

During the design stage, more ethical considerations are supposed to be thought of and 

considered. It is the stage where the researcher proposes his approach and methodology as 

well as other methodological aspects of data collection and data analysis tools and techniques 

in great details through deep thinking of all research aspects. Thus, ethical research is the 

fruit of this stage. 

In this investigation, the researcher, has clarified his research philosophy, and identified the 

research approach as well as methodological choice, all together taken in alignment with (no 

harm to participants) ethical principle. The topic and method of this research are classified 

under the (low-risk category), confirmed by the ethical research committee at the British 

University in Dubai. An early assessment of whether this research can be carried out through 

reaching the targeted unit of observation (managers) was conducted. A feasibility and 

sufficiency assessment was carried out as illustrated in table (12) in section 7 of this chapter. 

An objectivist researcher’s stance, survey strategy utilizing a pre-validated scale, where 

participants are willingly invited through an online link involving no face to face contact 

with the researcher to take part in filling the survey, with no unconventional wording or 

private questions included, only limited personal data were collected from participants like: 

gender, age category, job title, refer Appendix (1) for the details of demographic questions, 

thus preserving the (dignity and informed consent) and avoiding the (The power relations) 

ethical principles (Bell & Bryman 2007). 

4.11.2 Ethical Considerations during Literature Review 

This investigation is a deductive one, it builds to a great extent on the work of other 

researchers which must be reviewed extensively (Sekaran & Bougie 2016). It is of great 

importance to understand the ethical concerns in this stage, which are: 

1- Misinterpreting the work of others intentionally, and 

2- Plagiarism. 

In this regard, the researcher took a very cautious, patient, and careful approach to reviewing 

the literature comprehensively, comparing, contrasting, and synthesizing different views. In 

such a manner, the probability of mis-interpreting the different views of other researchers 
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decreases considerably. Besides, the researcher made sure to cite the work of other 

researchers wherever applicable with no one exception. This in fact would avoid (deception 

and misrepresentation) and enhances (honesty and transparency) ethical principles (Bell & 

Bryman 2007). 

4.11.3 Ethical Considerations during Gaining Access 

As discussed in previous section (7.1) of this chapter, the researcher adopted an opened and 

honest approach in gaining virtual access by providing a clear identity of researcher, 

clarifying the objectives of the research, asking the managers to willingly participate in the 

questionnaire with no obligation towards any entity, and ensuring a full confidentiality and 

anonymity as well as privacy, highlighting the possibility of sharing the research findings 

with them once it is ready in an attempt to create reciprocity, thus gaining a cognitive access 

to participants. The shared survey link contained the informed consent form on the first page 

of the questionnaire, asking people to accept the participation. The researcher made sure to 

highlight the participants’ rights during their participation including their full right to 

withdrawal (i.e., stop completing the questionnaire at any point). This access negotiation is 

proposed to be in alignment with (Informed consent, honesty and transparency, reciprocity, 

privacy, confidentiality and anonymity) and avoidance of (harm to participants, deception, 

power relations) ethical principles (Bell & Bryman 2007). 

4.11.4 Ethical Considerations during Data Collection 

Data collection was conducted through an online questionnaire as it was discussed in section 

4 of this chapter, which is believed to ensure confidentiality, leading to an enhanced data 

quality (Saunders, Lewis & Thornill 2016). The link was sent to recipients via their e-mail 

address or LinkedIn accounts, or any other identified channel. During the data collection 

stage, the participants maintained their right of withdrawal at any point in time. The data 

collection method discussed supports high objectivity, as there is no chance of exerting 

influence of any type over the participants to respond in any specific way, this is aligned 

with the positivist and the objectivist posture of the researcher. Any promises given during 

the gaining access stage including (privacy, confidentiality and anonymity) were and will be 

strictly maintained during data collection and later stages even after the completion of the 

research project. These actions are aligned with avoiding (harm to participants and 

deception) and maintaining (dignity, informed consent, privacy, confidentiality, anonymity) 
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for the participants and nurturing (honesty and transparency) on the researcher side (Bell & 

Bryman 2007). 

4.11.5 Ethical Considerations during Data Analysis and Reporting 

Researcher’s objectivity, honesty and transparency as ethical principles are the main players 

during data analysis and reporting stage. This includes: avoiding any intended 

misinterpretation of data, which has very minimal chance in survey research due to the 

structured and closed ended nature of the questions, and misinterpretation of the accuracy of 

results. 

During the reporting stage, privacy, confidentiality and anonymity of respondents was 

maintained, as data was coded into numbers, with no reference to specific respondents. This 

is one main advantage of quantitative-survey research. Selectivity in reporting results was 

avoided completely by the researcher as the aim of this investigation is to achieve an original 

contribution to knowledge, while maintaining the highest potential for generalisability and 

replicability. 

The research findings are not expected to affect the participants in any way, neither it will 

be used to make decisions against them. These actions are aligned with the (privacy, 

confidentiality, anonymity, honesty and transparency) ethical principles and avoid 

(misrepresentation and deception) (Bell & Bryman 2007). 

4.11.6 Ethical Considerations Regarding Data Management 

In this research, data will be kept protected and maintained according to the requirements of 

the British University in Dubai. Personal or sensitive, names or contact details were not 

collected, which reduces the risk associated with a set of coded data that is not associated 

with any identifiers and will be useless out of its context. 

An electronic format of the data spreadsheet (containing participants’ responses) will be kept 

in 3 different locations (the researcher’s computer, the researcher’s e-mail address, the 

researcher’s external storage device, and any other location requested by the university). The 

data will be maintained for 3 years after the submission of the final copy of this investigation 

to the university. No other alternative uses are intended for this data set. These actions are 

aligned with the (privacy, confidentiality, anonymity, honesty and transparency) and avoid 

(deception) ethical principles (Bell & Bryman 2007). 
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4.11.7 Ethical Considerations Regarding Researcher’s Affiliation 

This investigation is conducted in a preparation to obtain a PhD degree in business 

management at the British University in Dubai. No conflict of interest at the researcher’s 

side is identified. The aim of this research is purely investigative. No funding or financial 

aids are provided to the researcher. 

According to Bell and Bryman (2007), it is important to admit any affiliation on the 

researcher’s side to allow reviewers of the research findings to evaluate them under the light 

of these affiliations. 

4.11.8 Ethical Considerations Regarding University’s Approval 

The researcher obtained an ethical approval for his research proposal from the British 

University in Dubai Ethics Committee before commencing to data collection. 

4.12 Pretesting and Pilot  

4.12.1 Pre-test 

In research adopting a survey strategy, and questionnaires as a data collection tool, it is 

important to conduct a pre-test before the questionnaire is administered, even if pre-validated 

scales are adopted. It is important for the researcher to make sure that the questions are clear 

and understood the way they were intended, and jargons are avoided to reduce the chances 

of respondent bias (Sekaran & Bougie 2016). Pretesting the questionnaire helps in 

identifying problem areas, reducing measurement error and respondent burden, and ensures 

that questions’ order does not affect respondents’ answers (Converse & Presser 1986). 

Pre-testing is sometimes employed interchangeably with pilot study, however, they both 

serve differently (Baker, 1994). In this investigation, pre-testing is considered although all 

measurement scales are adopted from previous literature. Kumar et al. (2013) endorsed pre-

testing adopted and adapted scales to confirm whether the questions work accurately in a 

new setting with the new respondents. 

A total number of (12) raters as advised by (Ferber & Verdoorn 1962; Willis 2005) were 

approached to pre-test. The (12) raters included: four academics, four of the target 

population, and four of the colleagues. It is imperative that the pre-test group (raters) 

encompasses a variety of respondents to ensure noticing as much potential issues as possible 
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across the questionnaire (Nevo 1985). It is worth mentioning that none of these raters was 

included in any other stages of the data collection for pilot or final study. 

The researcher adopted individual debriefing method with the raters (Demaio, Rothgeb, and 

Hess 1998), where the raters were sent a special version of questionnaire link, that is 

provided with an additional text box below each question. The raters were kindly asked to 

fill the questionnaire independently, provide any comments they have on the constructs’ 

measuring items, the questions as they answer them, the structure, and the presentation. They 

were asked as well to comment on the item wording, and any other relevant issues they 

would like to express. 

This exercise assisted in confirming the content validity (by the academics) and establishing 

face validity (by all raters). It helped much in determining whether the item questions were 

understood easily and comfortably by the respondents. The raters also expressed their 

opinions on the reason of misunderstanding whenever a question was doubted. 

Appendix (2) provides the fixes done to the questionnaire items based on feedback collected 

in the pre-test exercise. Finally, and after fixing the comments, the questionnaire was shared 

again with the (12) raters, no more comments were received, and the researcher commenced 

on the pilot testing of the adjusted questionnaire. 

4.12.2 Pilot Study’s Expected Benefits  

Pilot study for online surveys has well documented benefits that this investigation is 

expected to attain (e.g., Creswell 2009; Dillman, Smyth & Christian 2014; Fink 2017). 

According to Fink (2017) “All surveys must be pilot tested before being put into practice” 

(P.26). 

The pilot study is a good opportunity for the researcher to conduct a complete process of 

data collection at smaller scale, thus, testing all the suggested assumptions and actions 

proposed by the researcher in designing the methodology of this investigation. This is 

expected to have a great impact on improving the overall research methodology as the 

researcher will go through simple random sampling to choose the sample, will get an idea 

about response rate (that is assumed to be 30%). Getting a clue about response rate might 

imply some improvement to be done with the questionnaire itself or may suggest the 

importance of adopting other incentive strategies, and maybe increasing the number of 



144 

 

contacted people to attain the minimum required responses (Dillman, Smyth & Christian 

2014). 

The pilot study is also needed to provide the researcher of an estimate on how quickly 

responses will start to accumulate. This will enhance the research timeframe design in 

conducting this investigation (Dillman, Smyth & Christian 2014). 

Most importantly, the data gathered during roll-out of the questionnaire will allow the 

researcher to identify any possible issues within the questionnaire (e.g., time taken to 

complete the questionnaire, instructions clarity, any unclear/non-understood questions, 

skipped questions, opinions on whether any major omissions on the topics covered by the 

questionnaire, feedback on the design and layout… and any other comments) (Bell & Waters 

2014). 

In self-administered web-based questionnaire, where respondents have to fill in their 

responses without any guidance or further instructions from the researcher other than what 

is indicated in the written instructions, pilot testing gains more importance, because it fully 

depends on the clarity of the questions and the ability of respondents to understand the 

questions as they were intended to, and comprehend the instructions given to them, thus pilot 

will help improve response rate after clarifying all ambiguities reported during the pilot, in 

addition to reducing bias in responses (Fink 2017). 

4.12.3 Research Pilot study and pilot’s sample size 

In this investigation, the questionnaire was pilot tested against a random sample of 

respondents retrieved from the sampling frame in a simple random technique as discussed 

in section 1 of the next chapter. 

According to Dillman, Smyth and Christian (2014), pilot studies are expensive to conduct, 

nonetheless, a pilot with a small sample size allows conducting a complete cycle of a 

research data collection process and allows testing it from start to end. Although sample size 

for a pilot study was not clearly identified in most survey-research textbooks, leaving it to 

the researcher to determine the adequate number according to the research topic, population 

size, number of questions, level of analysis for the pilot study (e.g., explanatory factor 

analysis and structural equation modelling will require 100-150 responses), yet, Field (2018) 

stated a pilot sample of (no less than 30 participants) is accepted. 
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In this investigation, a target of (100) participants were aimed for, to enable explanatory 

factor analysis, as well as reliability and validity checks. The results of the pilot study are 

included in the next chapter of analysis and results. 

4.13 Summary 

This chapter provided a detailed description and discussion on the researcher’s adopted 

philosophy, methodological procedure, methods, and data collection tool, as well as a 

detailed discussion on the actions proposed by the researcher to improve research-finding 

quality (reliability and validity) in its multiple forms. Ethical considerations were tackled as 

well. 
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CHAPTER 5: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS  
 

5.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents the findings of the pilot and final studies. It explains the additional 

steps taken by the researcher to analyse data, starting with the preliminary data checks, and 

necessary pre-analysis tests, towards SEM analysis and hypotheses testing and results. 

5.2 Pilot Study Results 

To conduct the pilot study, the questionnaire was communicated with (400) randomly 

selected cases after being pre-tested and adjusted according to the minor feedback received 

as discussed in (section 11.1). Data collection continued for a period of (8) weeks. A total of 

(102) completed responses was received, which marks (25.5%) response rate. 

5.2.1 Pilot’s Descriptive 

Table (18) summarizes the pilot’s study research constructs’ descriptive statistics.  

Table  18 Pilot study sample descriptive statistics 

 Valid cases Missing Mean Median Std. Deviation 

HC 102 0 2.4967 2.3333 .82553 

Training 102 0 1.49 1.00 .754 

Education 102 0 3.36 4.00 .768 

SC1 102 0 3.2059 3.2500 1.45324 

SC2 102 0 3.1961 3.5000 1.39688 

SC3 102 0 4.3529 4.6667 1.11281 

COOP 102 0 4.7614 5.0000 .91843 

COTH 102 0 3.6797 3.6667 1.34804 

IU 102 0 4.3512 4.5455 .60897 

OU 102 0 5.1552 5.3333 .84733 

XPLOR 102 0 4.6936 4.7500 .81288 

XPLOIT 102 0 5.1503 5.3333 .86825 

DR 102 0 3.1127 3.0000 1.40527 

MD 102 0 4.1373 4.2500 1.10670 

 

5.2.2 Pilot’s Demographics 

The pilot study sample consisted of 102 senior managers (14.71% CEOs; 13.73% founders; 

10.78% general managers; 14.71% managers; 6.86% managing directors, 11.76% managing 
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partners, 1.96% operations managers; 17.65% other managerial roles; and about 7.84% who 

did not disclose their job titles). These managers were (13.73%) female, and (86.27%) male, 

whose age mostly (38.24%) fell in the (35- less than 45 yrs.). While second category 

(33.35%) was in the (45- less than 55 yrs.), followed by (16.67%) in the (25-less than 35 

yrs.) category, and (11.76%) in the (55-less than 65 yrs.) category. The education level of 

the pilot’s sample was distributed as follows (53.92% master’s degree: 28.43% bachelor’s 

degree and 17.65% Diploma holders). 

These managers represented organizations whose age category arranged as follows (29.41%) 

of age category (0-less than 5 yrs.), (27.45%) of age category (5- less than 10 yrs.), (12.75%) 

of age category (10-less than 15), (13.73%) of age category (15- less than 20 yrs.), (2.94%) 

of age category (20-less than 25), and (13.73%) of age category (c). 

Almost half of the sample organizations (41.18%) is classified as small, (23.53%) a micro, 

(23.53%) as a medium and (11.76%) as large. The classification followed Dubai SME 

definition of SMEs as displayed in the below figure (13). Table (19) below summarizes these 

findings, and figures (14- 19) represent the demographics in pie chart format. 

 

Figure 13 SME definition – Source: Dubai SME report (2018) 

Table 19 Summary of Demographics 

Summary of Demographics 

Job title No. % 

CEOs 15 14.71% 

founders 14 13.73% 
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general managers 11 10.78% 

managers 15 14.71% 

managing directors 7 6.86% 

managing partners 12 11.76% 

operations managers 2 1.96% 

other managerial roles 18 17.65% 

did not disclose 8 7.84% 

Gender   

Female 14 13.73% 

Male 88 86.27% 

Age   

18- less than 25 yrs. 0 0 

25-less than 35 yrs. 17 16.67% 

35- less than 45 yrs. 39 38.24% 

45- less than 55 yrs. 34 33.35% 

55-less than 65 yrs. 12 11.76% 

Above 65 0 0 

Education   

High school or less 0 0 

Diploma 18 17.65% 

Bachelor 29 28.43% 

Master 55 53.92% 

PhD 0 0 

Organization Age   

0-less than 5 yrs. 30 29.41% 

5- less than 10 yrs. 28 27.45% 

10-less than 15 yrs. 13 12.75% 

15- less than 20 yrs. 14 13.73% 

20-less than 25 yrs. 3 2.94% 

20-less than 25 yrs. 14 13.73% 

Organization Size   

Micro 24 23.53% 

Small 42 41.18% 

Medium 24 23.53% 

Large 12 11.76% 
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Figure 14 Job title of respondents 

 
Figure 15 Respondents’ gender 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 16 Respondents’ age category 
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Figure 17 Respondents’ educational level 

Figure 18 Organization Age 

Figure 19 Organizations’ size distribution 
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5.2.3 Pilot’s Normality 

Univariate measurement of kurtosis and skewness was conducted. With very few exceptions, 

all variables met the stringent threshold of (±2.5) for both kurtosis and skewness (Field 

2018), while the rest few exceptions (2 variables) meet the looser thresholds of (±3.0 for 

skewness and ±10 for kurtosis) (Kline 2015). 

 

5.2.4 Pilot’s Common Method Bias 

Common method bias (CMB) is a serious threat to the research findings validity (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie & Lee 2003). In this pilot study, Harman’s single factor test was used to check 

for CMB. 

The result (19.81%) of the total variance explained by Harman’s one factor lies well below 

the accepted threshold of (50%), where the total variance explained by the factors is (75.6%). 

This indicates the absence of the CMB. 

 

5.2.5 Pilot’s Exploratory Factor Analysis and Scale Reliability 

Using (IBM SPSS Statistics 26) software, through dimension reduction technique, the 

criterion of (eigenvalue > 1.0) and (factor loading > 0.40) was selected, with extraction 

method of (principal component method) and oblique rotation method of (Promax with 

Kaiser Normalization). All research constructs were loaded for analysis except MHC. 

Further discussion about this point is included in the EFA section of the final study (section 

6 of this chapter). 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

were employed to check for the suitability of the data for factor analysis. The analysis results 

indicate a good KMO value (0.660) greater than the recommended value of (0.5) (Field 

2018) supporting a pattern of correlations in the data. Besides, Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

was statistically significant at the (p< 0.000) level, indicating clusters of items are correlated 

(Field 2018). Hence, the data are considered suitable for factor analysis. The retained factors 

based on (eigenvalue > 1.0) explain (75.6%) of the total variance in the model, which 

exceeds the value of (60%), and all commonalities of items exceeded the threshold of (0.5) 

Hair et al (2014).  
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The resulting components’ Cronbach (α), the average variance extracted (AVE), and 

composite reliability (CR) were estimated to check for reliability of the scale and validity of 

the constructs. Table (20) below summarises the results. 

 

Table 20 Component loadings, Cronbach a, the average variance extracted and 

composite reliability. 

Component Items Loading Cronbach AVE CR 

1 

SC1 0.885 

0.917 0.682 0.927 

SC2 0.932 

SC3 0.761 

SC4 0.847 

SC5 0.805 

SC6 0.705 

8 

SC7 0.881 

0.878 0.7 0.874 SC8 0.902 

SC9 0.715 

9 

COOP1 0.826 

0.728 0.624 0.832 COOP2 0.843 

COOP3 0.694 

7 

COTH1 0.915 

0.912 0.825 0.934 COTH2 0.924 

COTH3 0.887 

12 IUBC1 0.891 NA     

4 

IUBC2 0.827 

0.822 0.657 0.793 

IUBC3 0.639 

IUBC4 0.82 

IUBC5 0.71 

IUBC6 0.601 

5 

IURC1 0.785 

0.839 0.686 0.856 

IURC2 0.897 

IURC3 0.708 

IURC4 0.673 

IURC5 0.608 

2 

OU1 0.865 

0.879 0.54 0.87 

OU2 0.976 

OU3 0.746 

OU4 0.518 

OU5 0.592 

OU6 0.606 

11 

XPLOR2 0.599 

0.768 0.4 0.65 XPLOR3 0.8 

XPLOR4 0.449 
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6 

XPLOR1 0.491 

0.844 0.82 0.858 
XPLOIT1 0.889 

XPLOIT2 0.953 

XPLOIT3 0.723 

10 
DR1 0.936 

0.919 0.872 0.931 
DR2 0.932 

3 

MD1 0.917 

0.934 0.833 0.952 
MD2 0.931 

MD3 0.955 

MD4 0.846 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a Rotation converged in 11 iterations. 
 

The results of the exploratory factor analysis mostly meet the thresholds of reliability 

measures of Cronbach alpha and composite reliability (>0.7), and validity measure of AVE 

(> 0.5). 

The EFA resulted in almost the same structure of the variables included in the study retaining 

12 components10, with a minor reduction in the MSC three dimensions into two. One item 

from the construct IUBC was separated solely in a factor (IUBC1 – component12), and one 

of the XPLOR items (XPLOR1) was merged with the XPLOIT construct’s items. However, 

since the changes suggested by EFA are not major, as IUBC1 can be deleted, and XPLOR1 

can be maintained in XPLOIT items, as the researcher will eventually consider the summated 

measure of XPLOIT and XPLOR in the adaptive RStDI construct, the researcher decided to 

keep the two items as they are and proceed for further data collection. It is expected that 

these items’ loading will increase and load on their respective constructs after collecting 

more data from greater sample size. 

5.3 Final Study- Data Collected and Response Rate 

To conduct the final study, the same questionnaire, without any alterations, was 

communicated with (1600) randomly selected cases, that did not include the pilot 

respondents. Data collection continued for additional period of (14) weeks. A total of (389) 

completed responses were received, which marks (24.3%) response rate. 

It is a common practise to discard the pilot study data in the final study due to concerns of 

data contamination. However, and based on a few recommendations retrieved from the 

                                                 
10 Refer to table 22, section 6 of this chapter to review constructs and their underlying variables, along with 

variables measurement dimensions abbreviations and codes. 
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literature (Peat et al. 2002; Van Teijlingen & Hundley 2013), the researcher decided to 

include the pilot data in the final study. It is argued that: 

1- The researcher is employing a pre-validated and adopted scale from previous 

literature, which was, pre-tested and minorly fixed according to the pre-test feedback 

before commencing to the pilot study. No changes were made to the scale based on 

the pilot’s results. All question items, structure, and wording were retained the same. 

2- Data contamination is not a concern in this case. Data contamination occurs when 

pilot participants are included in the main study, but new data are collected from 

them, or when they are included (again) in the data collection process after fixing the 

questionnaire (Peat et al. 2002), allowing the fact that they might respond differently 

as they have already been exposed to the earlier version of it. This was not the case 

of this investigation. 

3- According to (Van Teijlingen & Hundley 2013), “The obvious concern is that if there 

were problems with the research tool and modifications had to be made in the light of 

the findings from the pilot study, data could be flawed or inaccurate. However, where an 

established and validated tool is being used and the pilot study is determining other 

methodological aspects such as recruitment rates, it could be argued that such data may 

be of value.” (P.33). 

So, it is argued that this pilot data is of value to this study. 

5.4 Pre- Analysis Checks 

5.4.1 Data Exploration and Cleaning 

The first step after retrieving data set (491 responses) was exploring the descriptive, making 

crosschecks for logical assumptions, and deleting any non-compliant responses. These 

checks included: 

1- Comparing the overall years of experience variable with the total number of years as 

a manager which should be reasonably less than or equal to it. 

2- Comparing the total years of experience, with age category. 

3- Removing any (0) values for the total number of years as a manager, since this 

investigation is concerned with managers only. 
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As a result of this preliminary check, total of (9) responses were removed. All remaining 

responses (482) were considered for further statistical checks and analysis on IBM-SPSS 

26.0. 

5.4.2 Missing Values 

Missing values (or missing data) are represented by the absence of some/few variables’ valid 

values (Hair et al. 2014) which causes -in some cases- disturbance to the data analysis and 

identified relations. In this research, missing values were not a concern, since the 

questionnaire was administered online and the researcher set a system rule not to accept any 

responses with missing values (i.e., missing answers). Thus, no missing values were 

identified. 

5.4.3 Outliers 

An outlier is an observation which varies differently from most other observations and might 

cause bias in statistics and analysis (Field 2018). Hair et. al (2014) suggested different 

techniques to specify outliers in the data set. Univariate detection technique was adopted, 

where all variables’ values were transformed in the standardized ones, and any value which 

marked higher than (±4) was supposed to be removed. 

In the current data set (9 values) recorded above (±4), nonetheless, according to Field (2018), 

if cook’s distance did not exceed the value of (1), then there is no reason to delete them. 

Cook’s distance was estimated for all variables, and none of them went beyond the accepted 

threshold of (1), thus, all identified outliers were retained in the data set. 

5.4.4 Normality  

Normality is described by Hair et al (2014) as the most important assumption for multivariate 

analysis and defined it as “The shape of the data distribution for an individual metric variable 

and its correspondence to normal distribution) (P.70). Although Hair et. al (2014) clarified 

that large samples (+200) diminish the determinantal effects of non-normality as it reduces 

sampling error, yet it is suggested to check for that, but with lesser concern. 

To assess data normality, univariate measurement of kurtosis and skewness was conducted. 

The results are attached in Appendix (3). With very few exceptions, all variables met the 

stringent threshold of (±2.5) for both kurtosis and skewness, while the rest few exceptions 

meet the looser thresholds of (±3.0 for skewness and ±10 for kurtosis) (Kline 2015). Based 
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on that, while accounting for large sample size (482), it is assumed that the assumption of 

normality is met (Hair et al 2014). 

5.4.5 Homoscedasticity 

Homoscedasticity describes the consistency of the residual variance or spread at various 

levels of the predictor (Field 2018). To test for homoscedasticity, a scatter plot of residual 

was produced by regressing the dependent variables (one at a time) on the independent 

variables altogether in a linear regression model. The result of the residual scatter plots 

available in Appendix (4) shows no pattern of curvilinear, infinity or cone shapes, and the 

dispersion of residual is almost equal at different levels of the independent variables 

indicating the absence of heteroscedasticity.  

5.4.6 Linearity  

The concept of linearity is essential in testing relationships in multivariate covariance-based 

techniques, it entails that the regression coefficient is constant across the range of values of 

the independent variables (Hair et al 2014). In this study, linearity was assessed through 

simple scatter plots generated by SPSS, where the dependent variable was placed on the x-

axis, and the independent variable on the y-axis. A scatter plot for each ID and DV was 

generated. The visual results indicated a linear relation among all variables. Results which 

are attached in Appendix (5) supports the linearity assumption. 

5.4.7 Multicollinearity  

Multicollinearity denotes high correlation among predicting variables (Bollen 1989), which 

might cause an increase in (b) coefficients’ standard errors, thus affecting the equations’ 

stability throughout the sample and reduces variance in the dependent variables which 

hinders the proper assessment of each independent variable (Field 2018). In this research, 

multicollinearity was assessed through the variance inflation factor (VIF) generated by SPSS 

when running a regression of each dependent variable on the set of independent variables. 

The results of (VIF) available in Appendix (6) (all less than 3) supports the absence of 

multicollinearity. 

5.4.8 Non-Response Bias 

Nonresponse bias, or in other cases referred to as: late response bias, tests whether non-

respondents did not significantly vary from the respondents (Armstrong & Overton 1977), 

which supports the absence of sampling bias. In this study, late response bias was conducted 
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to compare the means among the two waves of respondents (first two months’ respondents, 

and the latter two months’ respondents). The result of the homogeneity of variances test 

among the late and early respondents available in Appendix (7) revealed no significant 

difference in the homogeneity of variances between the two groups among all variables, 

thus, supports the absence of non-response bias and sampling bias. 

5.4.9 Common Method Bias 

Common method bias (CMB) is a serious threat to the research findings validity (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie & Lee 2003). CMB is critical as it evokes false correlations which are produced 

by the instrument rather than to the real correlations among variables measured. In this study, 

two types of statistical tests were employed to assess for the threat of common methods bias.  

Initially, Harman’s one-factor test, where the emergence of a single factor that accounts for 

a large proportion of the variance in factor analyses suggests a common methods bias 

(Podsakoff et al. 2003), was conducted. Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Lee (2003) described 

this technique as follows: “Include all items from all of the constructs in the study into a 

factor analysis to determine whether the majority of the variance can be accounted for by 

one general factor” (P.890). 

Nevertheless, the results of the statistical test showed no such single factor emerged, and the 

first factor accounted for 16.7% of the 71.04% explained variance which is way below the 

threshold of (50%). The results of this method are available in Appendix (8). 

Second, the CFA based common latent factor method was applied as described by (Malhotra 

et al. 2006; Podsakoff et al 2003), where a common latent factor was added to the CFA 

measurement model, and loadings of the factors were compared with and without the 

common latent factor. The difference in the measurement for all factors did not exceed (0.05) 

which highlights an accepted level, well below (0.2) threshold recommended by (Gaskin 

2012) and supports the absence of the CMB. The results of this method are available in 

Appendix (9). 

5.4.10 Reliability  

Reliability of the scale refers to “The ability of a measure to produce consistent results when 

the same entities are measured under different conditions” (Field 2018, p.793). In this 

research, measurement reliability of the scale was assessed at the beginning using the 

measure of Cronbach’s alpha (α) (Cronbach 1971). Results of all variables’ reliability as 
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shown in the table (21) below, exceeded the threshold of (0.7) indicating an accepted level 

of reliability. Reliability test will be repeated once exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analysis is conducted to assess the new components’ reliability as well. 

Table 21 Constructs’ reliability test results. 

Variable SC1 SC2 SC3 COOP COTH IURC IUBC OU XPLOR XPLOIT DR MD 

No of 

items 

4 2 3 3 3 6 5 6 4 3 2 4 

Cronbach 

α 

.910 .713 .869 .783 .920 .828 .827 .903 .800 .828 .902 .904 

 

5.5 Descriptive   

Table (22) below summarizes the final study’s research constructs’ descriptive statistics. 

Table 22 Descriptive Statistics. 

 Valid Missing Mean Median Std. Deviation 

HC 482 0 2.2469 2.0000 .83890 

HC4 482 0 1.59 1.00 .817 

HC5 482 0 4.49 5.00 .839 

SCa 482 0 3.4834 3.4873 1.41352 

SCb 482 0 4.1767 4.3396 1.07801 

COOP 482 0 3.9341 4.0305 .77395 

COTH 482 0 3.3851 3.5469 1.26990 

IU 482 0 3.4184 3.4881 .45130 

OU 482 0 3.9999 4.0935 .66433 

DR 482 0 3.0774 2.9909 1.41583 

XPLOR 482 0 5.1953 5.2444 .75422 

XPLOIT 482 0 4.6191 4.6105 .68222 

MD 482 0 4.1711 4.3309 .90568 

      

5.6 Demographics  

The final study’s sample consisted of 482 senior managers (14.11% CEOs; 7.68% founders; 

4.98% general managers; 22.2% managers; 9.96% managing directors, 5.39% managing 

partners, 2.9% operations managers; 24.94% other managerial roles; and about 7.84% who 

did not disclose their job titles). These managers were (14.52%) female, and (85.48%) male, 

whose age mostly (36.51%) fell in the (35- less than 45 yrs.). While second category 
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(25.93%) was in the (45- less than 55 yrs.), followed by (24.9%) in the (25-less than 35 yrs.) 

category, and (10.3%) in the (55-less than 65 yrs.) category. The education level of the pilot’s 

sample was distributed as follows (5.39% PhD; 51.45% master’s degree; 33.4% bachelor’s 

degree; 6.02% Diploma holders; and the remaining 3.74% had less than diploma). 

These managers represented organizations whose age category arranged as follows (34.85%) 

of age category (0-less than 5 yrs.), (20.54%) of age category (5- less than 10 yrs.), (13.49%) 

of age category (10-less than 15), (7.88%) of age category (15- less than 20 yrs.), (5.81%) 

of age category (20-less than 25), and (17.43%) of age category (25 yrs. and more). 

38.59% of the sample’s organizations are classified as small, (18.88%) are micro, (21.37%) 

medium and (21.16%) large. The classification followed Dubai SME definition of SMEs as 

displayed figure (12) in section (1). Table (23) summarizes these findings, and figures (20- 

25) represent the demographics in pie chart format. 

Table 23 Summary of Demographics 

Summary of Demographics 

Job title No. % 

CEOs 68 14.11% 

founders 37 7.68% 

general managers 24 4.98% 

managers 107 22.2% 

managing directors 48 9.96% 

managing partners 26 5.39% 

operations managers 14 2.9% 

other managerial roles 120 24.94% 

did not disclose 38 7.84% 

Gender   

Female 70 14.52% 

Male 412 85.48% 

Age   

18- less than 25 yrs. 0 0 

25-less than 35 yrs. 120 24.9% 

35- less than 45 yrs. 176 36.51% 

45- less than 55 yrs. 125 25.93% 

55-less than 65 yrs. 50 10.3% 

Above 65 11 2.36% 

Education   

High school or less 18 3.74% 

Diploma 29 6.02% 
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Bachelor 161 33.4% 

Master 248 51.45% 

PhD 26 5.39% 

Organization Age   

0-less than 5 yrs. 168 34.85% 

5- less than 10 yrs. 99 20.54% 

10-less than 15 yrs. 65 13.49% 

15- less than 20 yrs. 38 7.88% 

20-less than 25 yrs. 28 5.81% 

20-less than 25 yrs. 84 17.43% 

Organization Size   

Micro 91 18.88% 

Small 186 38.59% 

Medium 103 21.37% 

Large 102 21.16% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20 Job title of respondents 

Figure 21 Respondents’ gender 
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Figure 23 Respondent’s highest education 

 
Figure 24 Organization Age 

Figure 22 Respondents’ age category 
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Figure 25 Organizations’ size distribution 

5.7 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which is data reduction or summarization method that 

allows the specification of the common latent variables, which underlies the various items 

(Clossey et al. 2019), was conducted. EFA plays an important role in determining a 

measure’s construct validity (Field 2018). EFA helps the researcher understand the 

underlying structure of the variables utilized in the study (Hair et al 2014). 

In this investigation, the conceptual model is made of four main constructs, namely are: 

DMC, UL, MD. RStDI. These constructs are made of further sub variables. DMC is made 

of: MHC, MSC, MC. UL is made of IUL and OUL. RStDI is made of resistant and adaptive 

response strategies. Table (24) below summarizes these constructs, corresponding variables 

and their dimensions and underlying items. 

Table 24 Research constructs and corresponding variables. 

Construct Variables 
Abb. in 

analysis 

Dimensions & Abb. in 

analysis 
Item’s Codes 

No. of 

items 

Dynamic 

Managerial 

Capabilities 

(DMC) 

Managerial human 

Capital  

(MHC) 

HC 

Tacit knowledge (HC) HC1, HC2, HC3 3 

Explicit knowledge (HC4, 

HC5) 
HC4, HC5 2 

Managerial social 

capital 

(MSC) 

SC 

Social capital from relations 

with government (SC1) 

SC1, SC2, SC3, 

SC4 
4 

Social capital from relations 

with community leaders (SC2) 
SC5, SC6 2 



163 

 

Social capital from relations 

with top managers at other 

firms (SC3) 

SC7, SC8, SC9 3 

Managerial 

cognition 

(MC) 

CO 

Opportunity cognitive 

perception (COOP) 

COOP1, COOP2, 

COOP3 
3 

Threat cognitive perception 

(COTH) 

COTH1, COTH2, 

COTH3 
3 

Unlearning 

(UL) 

Individual 

unlearning 

(IUL) 

IU 

Routine change (IURC) 

IURC1, IURC2, 

IURC3, IURC4, 

IURC5, IURC6 

6 

Belief change (IUBC) 

IUBC1, IUBC2, 

IUBC3, IUBC4 

IUBC5 

5 

Organizational 

unlearning 

(OUL) 

OU NA 
OU1, OU2, OU3, 

OU4, OU5 OU6 
6 

Response 

strategies to 

disruptive 

innovation 

(RStDI) 

Defiant resistant 

response strategy to 

disruptive 

innovation 

(Resistant) 

DR NA DR1, DR2 2 

Adaptive response 

strategy to 

disruptive 

innovation 

(Adaptive) 

XPLOR 
Explorative response strategy 

to disruptive innovation 

XPLOR1, 

XPLOR2, 

XPLOR3, 

XPLOR4 

4 

XPLOIT 
Explorative response strategy 

to disruptive innovation 

XPLOIT1, 

XPLOIT2, 

XPLOIT3 

3 

Managerial 

Discretion 

(MD) 

Managerial 

Discretion 

(MD) 

MD NA 
MD1, MD2, MD3, 

MD4 
4 

 

Among the two common extraction techniques of EFA (component analysis and factor 

analysis), the component analysis was utilized as a mean to reduce the data in the most 

feasible number of components based on the total variance of the model, as opposed to factor 

analysis which accounts for variables’ shared variance only. Since this research is proposing 

a covariation among the variables, the oblique rotation was adopted rather than orthogonal 

rotation which is used when there is a proposition of uncorrelated factors. 

Using (IBM SPSS Statistics 26) software, through dimension reduction technique, all 

questionnaire items were included, except human capital indicators due to their nature since 

they are factual measures which are definite, objective and very much less prone to bias 
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measures (Spector et al. 2019)11. The criterion of (eigenvalue > 1.0) and (factor loading > 

0.40) were selected, with extraction method of (principal component method) and oblique 

rotation method of (Promax with Kaiser Normalization). According to the threshold of 

Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999) a minimum (150) sample size should be achieved (482 in 

this study), and more observations than items (questions) with a ratio of 5 observations per 

item (Hair et al 2014) were met. Additionally, with all scales being adopted from previous 

literature, which means they were previously validated and checked for reliability, the 

conceptual and theoretical underpinnings of the constructs are met, which are according to 

Hair et al (2014) more important than the statistical assumptions in factor analysis. Other 

statistical assumptions of factor analysis (linearity, normality, and absence of 

heteroscedasticity) were checked and confirmed in the previous sections. 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

were employed to check for the suitability of the data for factor analysis. The analysis results 

Appendix (10) indicates a very good KMO value (0.852) greater than the recommended 

value of (0.5) (Field, 2018) supporting a pattern of correlations in the data (KMO improved 

over the pilot’s test result). Besides, Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant 

at the (p< 0.000) level, indicating clusters of items are correlated, commonalities exceeded 

the threshold of (0.5) (Field, 2018) except for one item (IUBC1 =. 410). The data based on 

the above statistics are considered suitable for factor analysis. The retained factors based on 

(eigenvalue > 1.0) explain (71.04%) of the total variance in the model, which exceeds the 

value of (60%) according to Hair et al (2014). 

The EFA pattern matrix resulted in almost the same structure of the variables included in the 

study (11 factors), with a minor reduction in the social capital three indicators turning them 

into two, merging the social capital from relations with the government and community 

leaders together, thus being renamed into (SCa, and SCb) respectively. Other than this, all 

variables retained their items, with no cross loadings of items for values above (±0.4) 

reflecting a reliable and valid scale. The latter argument is supported with the reconduction 

                                                 
11 Human capital is considered a formative measure as opposed to reflective measure (Diamantopoulos & 

Siguaw 2006). Human capital is made of several indicators (experience forming the tacit knowledge; education 

and training forming explicit knowledge). These indicators are objective, and if taken together as measure of 

human capital, they are not expected to correlate. So, there is no point of including them in the EFA & CFA. 

They are going to be inserted as observed variables in the path model. 
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of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for the new components and was found to exceed the threshold of 

(0.7). Table (25) below illustrates the findings. 

Table 25 EFA results and reliability of components 

Construct 
Compone

nt no. 

No. 
of 

item
s 

Items 
Loadin

g 

Eige
n-

Valu
e 

% Of 
Varian

ce 

% Of 
Cumulati

ve 
Variance 

Cronba
ch 

Social capital (a) 

SCa 
2 6 

SC1 .917 

4.99

9 
11.109 30.250 0.908 

SC2 .954 

SC3 .851 

SC4 .790 

SC5 .785 

SC6 .622 

Social capital (b) 

SCb 
8 3 

SC7 .901 

1.55

9 
3.465 62.199 0.869 SC8 .931 

SC9 .741 

Cognition (COOP) 9 3 

COOP1 .793 

1.45

6 
3.235 65.435 0.783 COOP2 .910 

COOP3 .787 

Cognition (COTH) 6 3 

COTH1 .925 

1.93

6 
4.301 54.798 0.92 COTH2 .936 

COTH3 .913 

Individual Unlearning (IUBC) 3 6 

IUBC1 .410 

3.66

5 
8.145 38.394 0.836 

IUBC2 .859 

IUBC3 .767 

IUBC4 .807 

IUBC5 .736 

IUBC6 .677 

Individual Unlearning (IURC) 5 5 

IURC1 .789 

2.64

8 
5.883 50.496 0.827 

IURC2 .801 

IURC3 .820 

IURC4 .706 

IURC5 .638 

Organizational Unlearning 

(OU) 
1 6 

OU1 .790 

8.61

3 
19.141 19.141 0.903 

OU2 .895 

OU3 .926 

OU4 .830 

OU5 .704 

OU6 .788 

Explorative Adoption Business 

Model 

(XPLOR) 

10 4 

XPLOR

1 

.482 

1.41

9 
3.153 68.588 0.8 

XPLOR

2 

.540 

XPLOR

3 

.894 



166 

 

XPLOR

4 

.810 

Exploitative Adoption Business 

Model 

(XPLOIT) 

7 3 

XPLOI

T1 

.860 

1.77

2 
3.937 58.734 0.828 

XPLOI

T2 

.912 

XPLOI

T3 

.853 

Defiant Resistant Business Model 
(DR) 

11 2 
DR1 .919 

1.10

5 
2.456 71.044 0.902 

DR2 .963 

Managerial discretion 

(MD) 
4 4 

MD1 .886 

2.79

8 
6.219 44.613 0.904 

MD2 .919 

MD3 .906 

MD4 .808 

 

5.8 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Validating the results of the EFA is best done through confirmatory factor analysis CFA 

(Hair et al. 2014). Furthermore, as the researcher utilizes SEM to test for the hypotheses and 

model fit, it is a mandate to go through the CFA to produce the measurement model, as the 

first step of SEM, that must be followed by path analysis. 

CFA is employed to confirm the findings of EFA (Hair et al. 2014). CFA aims at validating 

that observed variables are truly representing the latent variables (Anderson & Gerbing 

1988). 

The same assumptions of EFA are considered met for CFA, thus, the generated pattern 

matrix during EFA was retrieved from SPSS and inserted in the (Pattern Matrix Builder) 

plugin available in IBM-AMOS 23. One exception which should be highlighted is the 

number of items in the (DR) variable, it is proposed that any variable should have (3) items 

at least, however, a (2) item construct is accepted for samples greater than (400) (Hair et al 

2014). The software generated the measurement model and after being run successfully the 

estimates of significant standardised factor loadings for each latent variable were generated. 

Figure (26) below provides a screenshot of the AMOS – measurement model output with 

standardized loadings. 
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Figure 26 CFA Measurement Model 

All items’ loadings exceeded the threshold of (0.5) (Hair et al 2014) except for (IUBC1= 

0.47). Goodness of model fit indices, which represent the degree at which the observed 

covariance matrix replicates the estimated covariance matrix, were reviewed. They reflect 

how good does the data fit the measurement model (Hair et al. 2014). Table (26) below 
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summarises these model fit indices results and assessment according to the criteria of Hu 

and Bentler (1999). 

Table 26 Model fit indices 1 

Indices CMIN  CMIN/DF  SRMR TLI  CFI  RMSEA Pclose 

Threshold 1881.857  

(df= 890 , 

p = 0.000) 

Between 1 

and 3 

<0.08 

 

>0.95 >0.95 <0.06 

 

>0.05 

 

Result NA 2.114 0.048 

 

.910 0.919 

 

0.048 0.843 

Assessment NA Excellent Excellent Acceptable Acceptable Excellent Excellent 

 

5.9 Reliability and Val idity  

As CFA findings have confirmed the EFA, the researcher proceeded to estimating the other 

reliability and validity measures. The convergent and discriminant validity (CV, DV) 

respectively, as well as construct reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) were 

calculated. The preliminary findings of validity and reliability measures indicated minor 

issues with the DV of IUBC, IURC and XPLOR. AVE for IUBC (0.459), IURC (0.491) 

which is less than the accepted threshold of (0.5), and AVE for XPLOR (0.505) less than its 

correlation with XPLOIT. Based on the preliminary findings on DV of these two variables, 

the lower loading items were deleted (IUBC1, IURC1 & XPLOR3). 

Model fit measures were re-estimated to make sure that the deleted low loading items did 

not impact the model fit. Table (27) below shows an improved model fit indices. 

Table 27 Model fit indices 2 

Indices CMIN  CMIN/DF  SRMR TLI  CFI  RMSEA Pclose 

Threshold 1561.231  

(df= 764 , 

p = 0.000) 

Between 1 

and 3 

<0.08 

 

>0.95 >0.95 <0.06 

 

>0.05 

 

Result NA 2.043 0.045 .923 0.932 0.047 0.956 

Assessment NA Excellent Excellent Acceptable Acceptable Excellent Excellent 

 

CV, DV, AVE and CR were estimated again after the deletion of the lowest loading items. 

Table (28) summarises the reliability and validity measures of the variables, as well as 

estimates of standardized  
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regression weights and correlations. No further issues were identified, and all measures met their respective accepted values. 

Table 28 measurement model estimates of standardized regression weights, CR, AVE, √AVE and correlations. 

Estimates of Standardized Regression Weights, CR, AVE, Sq. rt of AVE and correlations 

Construct Items Estimate CR AVE OU SCa IUBC MD IURC COTH XPLOIT SCb COOP XPLOR DR 

OU 

OU1 0.725 

0.905 0.613  0.783                     

OU2 0.767 

OU3 0.843 

OU4 0.819 

OU5 0.774 

OU6 0.764 

SCa 

SC1 0.893 

0.908  0.625 лΦлфлϞ  0.791                    

SC2 0.901 

SC3 0.852 

SC4 0.749 

SC5 0.711 

SC6 0.593 

IUBC 

IUBC2 0.779 

0.838 0.509 0.119*  0.198*** 0.713                 

IUBC3 0.693 

IUBC4 0.716 

IUBC5 0.677 

IUBC6 0.696 

MD 

MD1 0.809 

0.905 0.705  0.244***  0.256*** 0.237*** 0.84               
MD2 0.85 

MD3 0.865 

MD4 0.834 

IURC IURC2 0.658 0.814 0.523 0.157**  0.300*** 0.574*** 0.304*** 0.723             
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IURC3 0.735 

IURC4 0.76 

IURC5 0.735 

COTH 

COTH1 0.872 

0.921 0.795 (-)0.029 0.053 0.202*** 0.032 0.072  0.891            COTH2 0.941 

COTH3 0.859 

XPLOIT 

XPLOIT1 0.815 

0.835 0.631 0.552*** лΦлфрϞ 0.183*** 0.192*** 0.149**  0.048  0.794         XPLOIT2 0.877 

XPLOIT3 0.678 

SCb 

SC7 0.877 

0.876 0.704 0.188*** 0.323*** 0.129* лΦлфнϞ 0.263***  0.009  0.241***  0.839       SC8 0.925 

SC9 0.699 

COOP 

COOP1 0.684 

0.803 0.583 0.254*** лΦлфтϞ 0.260*** 0.218*** 0.167**  0.110*  0.235***  0.173**  0.763      COOP2 0.925 

COOP3 0.652 

XPLOR 

XPLOR1 0.83 

0.801 0.576 0.670***  0.110*  0.182** 0.254*** 0.268***  0.083  0.726***  0.201***  0.288***  0.759    XPLOR2 0.799 

XPLOR4 0.632 

DR 
DR1 0.994 

0.91 0.836 
 (-) 

0.106* 
0.220*** 0.056  0.245*** 0.153**  0.132**  (-)0.032  (-)0.020  (-)0.008  

(-
)0.058  

0.914 
DR2 0.827 

Significance of 

Correlations:                

† p < 0.100                

* p < 0.050                

** p < 0.010                

*** p < 0.001                
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5.10 Second Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Since few of the research constructs are summated or composite constructs, second order 

CFA is recommended (Brown 2006), and would allow estimating the corresponding 

summated/global variables which will be used further in the next step of SEM. 

Using Brown’s proposed strategy which consists of three steps: 1- develop a well-behaved 

first order measurement model 2- evaluate correlations among first order CFA factors then 

3- proceed with higher-order factor model and evaluate its conceptual and construct validity. 

The researcher ran the second order CFA, with all proposed summated variables (social 

capital, individual unlearning, and adaptive response strategies to disruptive innovation). 

The resulting second order measurement model indicated issues with social capital CR and 

AVE when the 2 components were summated (0.516, 0.360) respectively, well below the 

accepted thresholds of (0.7 and 0.5). It is obvious that the social capital construct (SC) has 

lost a lot of its composite reliability and convergent validity after being combined. Refer 

Appendix (11) for these results. Thus, the researcher decided to keep these two components 

(SCa & SCb) separate as each one of them behaved much better than combined. Thus, the 

second order model was adjusted again by keeping the social capital two components 

separated. Figure (27) below provides a screenshot of the AMOS – second order 

measurement model output with standardized loadings. 

In terms of conceptual validity, as explained earlier in the EFA section, all the research 

constructs are adopted from previous and have a strong theoretical foundation. The 

researcher proceeded to check the second order model fit. Table (29) below shows the 

results. 

Table 29 Model fit indices 3 

Indices CMIN  CMIN/DF  SRMR TLI  CFI  RMSEA Pclose 

Threshold 1595.845  

(df= 779, p 

= 0.000) 

Between 1 

and 3 

<0.08 

 

>0.95 >0.95 <0.06 

 

>0.05 

 

Result NA 2.049 0.047 0.923 0.930 0.047 0.952 

Assessment NA Excellent Excellent Acceptable Acceptable Excellent Excellent 

 

As model fit measures show an excellent fit, the researcher proceeded to check the master 

validity of the constructs. Table (30) below shows that. 
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Figure 27 second order CFA- measurement model
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Table 30 Second order measurement model estimates of standardized regression weights, CR, AVE, √AVE and correlations. 

Construct Items Estimate CR AVE OU SCa MD COTH SCb COOP DR Adaptive IU 

OU 

OU1 0.724 

0.905 0.613  0.783                 

OU2 0.767 

OU3 0.844 

OU4 0.819 

OU5 0.774 

OU6 0.764 

SCa 

SC1 0.893 

0.908  0.625 лΦлфлϞ 0.791                

SC2 0.901 

SC3 0.852 

SC4 0.748 

SC5 0.711 

SC6 0.592 

MD 

MD1 0.81 

0.905 0.705  0.244***  0.256***  0.84             
MD2 0.849 

MD3 0.866 

MD4 0.834 

COTH 

COTH1 0.872 

0.921 0.795 (-)0.029 0.053 0.032 0.891            COTH2 0.941 

COTH3 0.859 

SCb 

SC7 0.876 

0.876 0.704 0.187***  0.322***  лΦлфнϞ 0.009  0.839         SC8 0.925 

SC9 0.699 

COOP 

COOP1 0.683 

0.803 0.583 0.254***  лΦлфтϞ 0.218***  0.110*  0.173**  0.763        COOP2 0.928 

COOP3 0.65 
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DR 
DR1 0.981 

0.908 0.832 
 (-) 

0.102* 
0.218***  0.244***  0.130**  (-)0.021  (-)0.009 0.916     

DR2 0.838 

Adaptive 
EXPLOR 0.941 

0.851 0.742 0.713***  0.119* 0.264***  0.081 0.241***  0.307***  (-)0.051  0.862   
EXPLOIT 0.774 

IU 
IUBC 0.715 

0.757 0.583 0.184** 0.335***  0.358***  0.156**  0.272***  0.259***  0.153** 0.307***  0.781 
IURC 0.842 

Significance of 

Correlations:              

† p < 0.100              

* p < 0.050              

** p < 0.010              

*** p < 0.001              
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5.11 Path Analysis and Structural Model 

To reduce the complexity of the path model, which should include all the exogenous and 

endogenous variables and the structural relations among them, a new model was established 

utilizing the observed variables directly by imputing them through AMOS 23 plugin (Data 

Imputation). This path analysis model is an accepted alternative to the latent variable model, 

where the CFA findings indicate construct reliability and validity (Holbert & Stephenson 

2003). 

At this stage, two additional variables (organization’s age and size) were added to control 

for their effect, as it was suggested through the literature that these two factors affect 

organizational outcomes and performance (Mostafiz, Sambasivan & Goh 2019; Osiyevskyy 

& Dewald 2018), as well as managerial human capital indicators (HC representing the 

summated variable of experience items (HC1, HC2, HC3), in addition to HC4 representing 

training , and HC5 representing education), all were included as observed variables. Figure 

(28) represents the research model. The main research hypotheses are represented by the 

black arrows connecting main research observed variables. Control effect is presented by 

red arrows. 
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Figure 28 Research Model - exogenous and endogenous variables and the proposed 

structural relations 

Table (31) below shows model fit indicators, which highlight an excellent model fit. 

Table 31 Model fit indices 4 

Indices CMIN  CMIN/DF  SRMR TLI  CFI  RMSEA Pclose 

Threshold 0.051 (df= 

1, p = 

0.000) 

Between 1 

and 3 

<0.08 

 

>0.95 >0.95 <0.06 

 

>0.05 

 

Result NA 0.001 0.001 1.050 1.000 0.000 0.901 

Assessment NA Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent 

Since model fit indices showed excellent model fit, the estimation of the relationships 

between main research variables is presented in the sections below. 

Estimating the direct influence of the human capital indicators (HC, HC4, HC5) 

respectively, on response strategies to disruptive innovation (Adaptive). 

The first research hypothesis developed and discussed in chapter III suggested that: 

H1 Higher levels of managerial human capital positively impact adaptive response 

strategies to disruptive innovation. 
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The results showed that: 

¶ The relationship between (HC) and (Adaptive) is not significant (β= 0.019, t-value = 

0.755, p = 0.45). 

¶ The relationship between (HC4) and (Adaptive) is not significant (β= 0.009, t-value 

= 0.547, p = 0.584). 

¶ The relationship between (HC5) and (Adaptive) is not significant (β= 0.005, t-value 

= 0.333, p = 0.739). 

Thus, rejecting the hypothesized relations as in (H1). 

Estimating the influence of the social capital indicators (SCa, SCb) respectively, on 

response strategies to disruptive innovation (Adaptive). 

The second research hypothesis developed and discussed in chapter III suggested that: 

H2 Higher levels of managerial social capital positively impact adaptive response 

strategies to disruptive innovation. 

The results showed that: 

¶ The relationship between (SCa) and (Adaptive) is not significant (β= -0.018, t-value 

= -1.739, p = 0.082). 

¶ The relationship between (SCb) and (Adaptive) is significant (β= 0.033, t-value = 

2.482, p = .013). 

Indicating a support for one of the social capital indicators (SCb-Managerial social capital 

from top managers at other firms) as the hypothesized relationship in (H2). However, no 

support was found for the other indicator (SCa- Managerial social capital from government 

officials and community leaders). 

8.3 Estimating the influence of the managerial cognition indicators (COTH, COOP) 

respectively, on response strategies to disruptive innovation (Adaptive, DR). 

Continuing the investigation of research hypotheses as discussed in chapter III, the third 

hypotheses suggested that: 

H3a Managerial cognition (threat framing of events) positively impacts resistant 

response strategies to disruptive innovation. 

H3b Managerial cognition (an opportunity framing of events) positively impacts adaptive 

forms of response strategies to disruptive innovation. 

The results showed that: 
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¶ The relationship between (COTH) and (DR) is significant (β= 0.108, t-value = 2.19, 

p= 0.029). 

¶ The relationship between (COOP) and (Adaptive) is significant (β= 0.049, t-value = 

2.649, p = 0.008). 

Indicating a support of the hypothesized relationships in (H3a & H3b). 

Estimating the influence of human capital indicators (HC, HC4, HC5) respectively, 

on individual unlearning (IU).  

The hypothesised relation was: 

H4 Higher levels of managerial human capital positively impact individual unlearning. 

The findings in this regard were: 

¶ The relationship between (HC) and (IU) is not significant (β= -0.052, t-value = -

1.598, p = 0.11). 

¶ The relationship between (HC4) and (IU) is significant (β= 0.074, t-value = 3.473, p 

< 0.001). 

¶ The relationship between (HC5) and (IU) is not significant (β= 0.014, t-value = 

0.688, p = 0.491). 

Indicating support for one of the human capital indicators (training) but not for the rest as 

the hypothesized relationship in (H4). 

Estimating the influence of social capital indicators (SCa, SCb) respectively, on 

individual unlearning (IU).  

The hypothesised relation was: 

H5 Higher levels of managerial social capital positively impact individual unlearning. 

The findings in this regard were: 

¶ The relationship between (SCa) and (IU) is significant (β= 0.093, t-value = 7.187, p 

< 0.001). 

¶ The relationship between (SCb) and (IU) is significant (β= 0.08, t-value = 4.677, p < 

0.001). 

Indicating support of the hypothesized relationship in (H5). 

Estimating the influence of the managerial cognition indicators (COTH, COOP) 

respectively, on individual unlearning (IU). 

The hypothesised relations were: 
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H6a Managerial cognition (opportunity framing of events) positively impacts individual 

unlearning. 

H6b Managerial cognition (threat framing of events) positively impacts individual 

unlearning. 

The findings in this regard were: 

¶ The relationship between (COTH) and (IU) is significant (β= 0.05, t-value = 3.694, 

p < 0.001). 

¶ The relationship between (COOP) (IU) is significant (β= 0.12, t-value = 5.299, p < 

0.001). 

Indicating support of the hypothesized relationships in (H6a & H6b). 

Estimating the influence of the individual unlearning (IU) on organizational 

unlearning (OU). 

The hypothesised relation was: 

H7 Individual unlearning positively impacts Organizational unlearning. 

The findings suggested that: 

¶ The relationship between (IU) and (OU) is significant (β= 0.26, t-value = 3.593, p < 

0.001). 

Indicating support of the hypothesized relationship in (H7). 

Estimating the influence of the organizational unlearning (OU) on response strategies 

to disruptive innovation (Adaptive, DR). 

The hypothesised relations were: 

H8a Organizational unlearning negatively impacts resistant response strategies to 

disruptive innovations. 

H8b Organizational unlearning positively impacts adaptive response strategies to 

disruptive innovations. 

The findings suggested that: 

¶ The relationship between (OU) and (DR) is significant and negative (β= -0.239, t-

value = -2.309, p = 0.021). 

¶ The relationship between (OU) and (Adaptive) is significant (β= 0.565, t-value = 

25.669, p < 0.001). 

Indicating support of the hypothesized relationships in (H8a & H8b). 
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Estimating the influence of the organizations’ size and age (Size, AGE) as control 

variables on all dependent variables (IU, OU, Adaptive & DR). 

The literature suggests an expected impact of organizational size and age on organizational 

outcomes. Thus, to rule out alternative explanations, both two variables were considered in 

this investigation. 

The findings of this investigation were: 

¶ The relationship between (Size) and (DR) is not significant (β= 0.025, t-value = 

0.401, p = 0.689). 

¶ The relationship between (Size) and (Adaptive) is not significant (β= 0.021, t-value 

= 1.519, p = .129). 

¶ The relationship between (Size) and (IU) is not significant (β= 0.031, t-value = 1.861, 

p= 0.063). 

¶ The relationship between (Size) and (OU) is significant and negative (β= -0.18, t-

value = -0.699, p < 0.001). 

So, it is concluded that the size of the organization has a role to play in relation with 

organizational unlearning, supporting the proposition of (Starbuck & Hedberg 2001), but not 

with individual unlearning or response strategies to disruptive innovations. 

While (Size) of the organization played some role in predicting organizational unlearning, 

(AGE) of the organization failed to predict any of the dependent variables (DR, Adaptive, 

IU, OU) (β= 0.105, t-value = -1.064, p =.288; β= 0.012, t-value =.57, p = .569; β= -0.01, t-

value= -355, p= 0.723 and; β= -0.02, t-value= -0.464, p= 0.642) respectively, thus, findings 

rejected the role of (AGE) as a control variable. 

Estimating the serial mediating effects of individual unlearning (IU) and 

organizational unlearning (OU) on the relationship between managerial dynamic 

capabilities (SCa, SCb, COTH, COOP) and response strategies to disruptive 

innovation (DR & Adaptive). 

 

This research hypothesis has proposed a serial mediating effect,  

H9 Unlearning (individual >organizational) has a positive serial mediating effect on the 

relation between dynamic managerial capabilities and response strategies to 

disruptive innovation. 
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Mediation examinations offer an enhanced understanding of why and how the research 

constructs are related in a certain manner. Baron and Kenny (1986) suggested causal steps 

approach, where for a variable to be nominated as a mediator, three correlational rules should 

apply (1) the changes in the independent variable account for the changes in the mediator 

variable, (2) the changes in the mediator variable account for the change in the dependent 

variable, and (3) the significant effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable 

becomes either lower or insignificant when the mediator is introduced to the regression 

analysis. 

Since this research is interested in understanding the mediating effect of unlearning 

(individual and organizational) the Baron and Kenny approach is adopted. To estimate the 

mediating effect, bootstrapping method was applied, which is recommended over other types 

of estimates such as product of coefficients approach (Sobel test) (Sobel 1982) or empirical 

M-test (Holbert & Stephenson 2003). The bootstrapping method is considered as “one of the 

more valid and powerful methods for testing intervening variable effects” (Hayes 2009, 

p.412). 

Indirect effects (Mathieu & Taylor 2006), where there is no significant relationship between 

the independent variable and dependent variable, that is the Baron and Kenney’s most 

important assumption to claim mediation effect12, will be estimated as well. However, 

mediation is not claimed to describe these indirect effects if they were found significant. 

A total of (2000) Bootstrap samples with (95%) confidence interval (CI) was used to 

estimate the direct effect and the mediating effect of the study variables. 

The results of the analysis revealed no mediation effect of unlearning on the relation between 

(HC, HC4, HC5) and (Adaptive). However, there is an indirect effect on the relation among 

(HC4) and (Adaptive). 

The results supported the partial mediating effect of unlearning on the relation between 

(SCb) and (Adaptive), and indirect effect on the relation between (SCa) and (Adaptive). 

The results supported also the partial negative mediating effect of unlearning on the relation 

between (COTH) and (DR), the partial mediating effect on the relation among (COOP) and 

(Adaptive). 

                                                 
12 Recent research has shown that Baron and Kenny’s step-1 is not a requirement for mediation (O’Rourke & 

MacKinnon 2018). Furthermore, methodological studies using empirical simulation have shown that the 

mediated effect may be statistically significant even when the total effect is not (Fritz et al., 2015; Kenny & 

Judd, 2014; O’Rourke & MacKinnon, 2015). 
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(OU) played a partial negative mediating role in the relation between (IU) and (DR) and a 

partial mediating effect on the relationship between (IU) and (Adaptive). The analysis results 

are summarized in the table (32) below. 

Table 32 A summary of study’s mediation effects 

Relation Direct Effect 
Indirect 

Effect 

Confidence interval 

P-

value 
Status 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

HC > IU > OU > 

Adaptive 
0.019 (p= 0.45) -0.008 -0.024 0.001 0.088 No mediation 

HC4 > IU > OU > 

Adaptive 

0.009 (p= 

0.584) 
0.011 0.004 0.022 0.001 

Indirect Effect  

No mediation 

HC5> IU > OU > 

Adaptive 

0.005 (p= 

0.739) 
0.002 -0.004 0.011 0.452 No Mediation 

SCa > IU > OU > 

Adaptive 

-0.018 (p= 

0.082) 
0.014 0.006 0.024 0.001 

Indirect Effect  

No mediation 

SCb > IU > OU > 

Adaptive 

0.033 (p= 

0.013) 
0.012 0.004 0.024 0.001 

Partial 

Mediation 

COTH > IU > OU > DR 
0.108 (p= 

0.029) 
-0.003 -0.008 -0.001 0.01 

Partial 

Mediation 

COOP > IU > OU > 

Adaptive 

0.049 (p= 

0.008) 
0.018 0.007 0.035 0.001 

Partial 

Mediation 

IU > OU > DR 0.441 (p= .008) -0.062 -0.149 -0.013 0.014 
Partial 

Mediation 

IU > OU > Adaptive 
0.194 (p< 

0.001) 
0.147 0.059 0.247 0.001 

Partial 

Mediation 
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Estimating the moderating effects of managerial discretion (MD) on the proposed 

direct relations of the model. 

The researcher proposed a moderating effect of the managerial discretion (MD) as part of 

UET. To test for this moderating effect, the researcher adopted the interaction method 

(Collier 2020). 

To test for moderation, a path from the moderator (managerial discretion), and its mean-

centred interaction with each of the independent variables were added to the path analysis. 

Although previous research has shown that there is little or no difference between mean-

centred interactions and raw data ones (Hayes 2018), however, mean-centred interactions 

accounts for high collinearity (Dawson 2014), thus it was adopted in this analysis. 

The research hypotheses suggested: 

H10 Higher levels of managerial discretion positively impact the relation between 

dynamic managerial capabilities and response strategies to disruptive innovation. 

The model is presented in figure (29) below. Model fit indices measured for the moderated 

model are adequate. Table (33) below summarizes these indices. 

Table 33 Model fit indices -5 

Indices CMIN  CMIN/DF  SRMR TLI  CFI  RMSEA Pclose 

Threshold 0.322  

(df=1, p = 

0.000) 

Between 1 and 

3 

<0.08 

 

>0.95 >0.95 <0.06 

 

>0.05 

 

Result NA 0.322 0.001 1.073 1.000 0.000 0.750 

Assessment NA Excellent Excellent Acceptable Excellent Excellent Excellent 
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Figure 29 Path model with interactions added to test for moderation. 

The study assessed the moderating role of managerial discretion on the direct relation 

between dynamic managerial capabilities and response strategies to disruptive innovation. 

The assessment of the moderating effect was considered on each of the study’s main 

constructs’ dimensions to better understand its impact. The results surprisingly revealed no 

significant moderating effect on all direct relations. Table (34) provides a summary of these 

findings. 
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Table 34 A summary of study’s moderation effects 

Relation Estimate β C.R. P-value Status 

HCxMD > Adaptive -0.017 -1.095 0.273 No Moderation 

HC4xMD > Adaptive -0.001 -0.091 0.928 No Moderation 

HC5xMD> Adaptive 0.001 -0.032 0.975 No Moderation 

SCa xMD > Adaptive 0.013 0.898 0.369 No Moderation 

SCb xMD > Adaptive 0.009 0.622 0.534 No Moderation 

COTH xMD > DR -0.043 -0.768 0.443 No Moderation 

COOP xMD > Adaptive -0.002 -0.127 0.899 No Moderation 

 

However, and despite this finding of unsupported moderating effect of managerial 

discretion, and as per the theoretical support of the construct as a moderating variable, the 

managerial discretion was maintained in the model as a control variable, as it was found 

controlling for the results. Below are the estimates of managerial discretion as a control. 

¶ The relationship between (MD) and (DR) is significant (β= 0.385, t-value = 4.798, p 

< 0.001). 

¶ The relationship between (MD) and (Adaptive) is not significant (β= 0.018, t-value 

= 1.001, p = 0.317). 

¶ The relationship between (MD) and (IU) is significant (β= 0.145, t-value = 7.373, p 

< 0.001). 

¶ The relationship between (MD) and (OU) is significant and negative (β= 0.19, t-

value = 5.609, p < 0.001). 

Although managerial discretion controlled for the model, it is worth mentioning that all 

previously discussed relations’ status did not change. 

5.12 Summary 

This chapter has presented with full details the analysis procedure carried out by the 

researcher to conclude regarding this investigation. Below in table (35), a summary of 

hypotheses status is provided. It is worth noting that the researcher split some of the 

hypotheses where different findings appeared at the sub-construct (variable) level (e.g., 
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social capital was hypothesized as one construct, however, in the table, it will appear as two 

hypotheses as each one of the social capital variables showed different result). 

Table 35 Summary of research hypotheses status 

Sr. 

Hypothesis 

no. 

Hypothesized 

Hypothesis no. 

Revised Hypothesis statement Status 

*  
H1 Higher levels of managerial human capital positively impact adaptive 

response strategies to disruptive innovation. 
- 

1 H1 

H1_1 

Higher levels of managerial human capital (years of 

experience) positively impact adaptive response strategies 

to disruptive innovation. 

Not 

Supported 

H1_2 

Higher levels of managerial human capital (training) 

positively impact adaptive response strategies to disruptive 

innovation. 

Not 

Supported 

H1_3 

Higher levels of managerial human capital (education) 

positively impact adaptive response strategies to disruptive 

innovation. 

Not 

Supported 

*  H2 
Higher levels of managerial social capital positively impact adaptive 

response strategies to disruptive innovation. 
- 

2 H2 

H2_1 

Higher levels of managerial social capital from relations 

with government and community leaders positively impact 

adaptive response strategies to disruptive innovation. 

Not 

Supported 

H2_2 

Higher levels of managerial social capital from relations 

with top managers in other firms positively impact adaptive 

response strategies to disruptive innovation. 

Supported 

3 H3a H3a 

H2a Managerial cognition (threat framing of events) positively 

impacts resistant response strategies to disruptive 

innovation. 

Supported 

4 H3b H3b 

H2b Managerial cognition (an opportunity framing of events) 

positively impacts adaptive forms of response strategies to 

disruptive innovation. 

Supported 

*  H4 
Higher levels of managerial human capital positively impact individual 

unlearning. 
- 
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5 

H4 

 

H4 

H4_1 

Higher levels of managerial human capital (years of 

experience) positively impact individual unlearning - 

Negative association 

Not 

Supported 

5 

H4_2 
Higher levels of managerial human capital (training) 

positively impact individual unlearning 
Supported 

H4_3 
Higher levels of managerial human capital (education) 

positively impact individual unlearning 

Not 

Supported 

*  H5 
Higher levels of managerial social capital positively impact individual 

unlearning. 
 

6 H5 

H5_1 

H3 Higher levels of managerial social capital from relations 

with government and community leaders positively impact 

individual unlearning. 

Supported 

H5_2 
Higher levels of managerial social capital from relations 

with top managers in other firms 
Supported 

7 H6a H6a 
H4a Managerial cognition (threat framing of events) positively 

impacts individual unlearning. 
Supported 

8 H6b H6b 
H4b Managerial cognition (opportunity framing of events) 

positively impacts individual unlearning. 
Supported 

9 H7 H7 
H5 Individual unlearning positively impacts Organizational 

unlearning. 
Supported 

10 H8a H8a 
H6a Organizational unlearning negatively impacts resistant 

response strategies to disruptive innovations. 
Supported 

11 H8b H8b 
H6b Organizational unlearning positively impacts adaptive 

response strategies to disruptive innovations. 
Supported 

12 H9 

Unlearning (individual >organizational) has a positive serial mediating 

effect on the relation between dynamic managerial capabilities and 

response strategies to disruptive innovation. 

Supported 

13 H10 

Managerial discretion has a significant moderating impact on the relation 

between dynamic managerial capabilities and response strategies to 

disruptive innovation. 

Not 

Supported 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 
 

6.1 Introduction  

This chapter discusses the findings of the previous chapter as obtained after analysing data 

and places these findings in the context of theory and practise. 

This investigation has adopted the UET and DCV theoretical frameworks to explain the 

relationship between DMC and EFs’ RStDI, under the mediating role of UL and moderating 

role of MD. The rationale of this study was developed based on previous studies calls and 

gaps identified in the literature as thoroughly discussed in chapters I and II. 

The research findings supported many of the hypothesized relations, while rejecting few. 

Following is the elaboration and interpretation of the previous chapter’s results and findings. 

6.2 The direct relation between DMC and RStDI. 

The UET (Hambrick & Mason 1984) proposes that backgrounds and characteristics of 

managers determine to a large extent the organizational strategic behaviour and consequent 

performance and outcomes. Researchers (e.g., Helfat & Martin 2015; Mostafiz, Sambasivan 

& Goh 2019; Peteraf & Reed 2007; Salvato 2009) proposed that organizations with 

managers owning higher DMC can adapt more effectively to strategic change than 

organizations with managers who have less effective or no DMC. The findings of this 

research provided interesting empirical findings in relation to these propositions. 

6.2.1 The direct relation between HMC and RStDI. 

MHC construct (Davidsson & Honig 2003) was measured through: tacit knowledge 

formed by different measures of years of experience (HC1, HC2, HC3), and explicit 

knowledge represented by measures of training and education (HC4, HC5). 

HC was identified as a critical factor in the success of innovations (Koroglu & Eceral 2015; 

Lynskey 2004; Prajogo & Oke 2016), where managers with higher levels of MHC are 

expected to better cope with change (Carpenter Sanders & Gregersen 2001), and are more 

able in sensing, seizing, and exploiting opportunities (Davidsson & Honig 2003). However, 

the findings of this investigation have generated valuable insights in this regard to be 

considered. 
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In terms of the first dimension of MHC (managerial tacit knowledge measured through years 

of experience), the research findings revealed no significant impact on adaptive RStDI as 

hypothesized. 

Although it is expected that managers with relatively high prior experience are gifted with 

the knowledge and skills required to integrate and exploit external knowledge (Kato 2019), 

and work experience was anticipated to play role in decreasing the volume of unknowns and 

assumptions, giving entrepreneurs more pertinent and true information about their 

surroundings (Cassar 2014), this research found that organizations managed by managers 

who have long experience do not have an advantage over those with less experience. It seems 

that managers with a strong background experience are better able to deal with difficult 

issues and harness their knowledge if it complies with the sort of experience they gained 

(Ucbasaran, Westhead, and Wright 2008), but not when it comes to exploring totally new 

business possibilities, such as those brought up by DI. 

Managerial experience is usually associated with analytical and problem-solving abilities 

that have been accumulated, and developed by managers, through going into similar 

situations accompanied by learning skills (Backes-Gellner and Werner 2007), as a result, 

managers extract lessons learnt, and try to face the next situation more adeptly. So, the more 

the lessons, the more likely managers are better equipped with these abilities (Kato & Honjo 

2015), nonetheless, DI is not just another usual event, it is marked by being unusual, 

unpredictable, and sudden. These characteristics of DI entail more than skills acquired 

through work experience to be tamed. 

On the same vein, the explicit knowledge in the form of training and education did not play 

the expected role in terms of responding adaptively to DI (Debrulle, Maes & Sels 2014). The 

findings of this investigation revealed no significant relationship among them. Although it 

has been supported that managers with a high level of education are more capable of 

identifying opportunities and exploiting them (Davidsson & Honig 2003; Kato & Honjo 

2015; Lynskey 2004), the evidence retrieved from this investigation revealed that maybe 

managers with higher formal education (56.84 % master’s degree & PhD in the research 

sample demographics) may in fact smother creativity and the ability to recognize radical 

ideas and novel opportunities (Bhide 2000). A reasonable explanation may be that managers 

with formal higher education and academic degrees, who invested a good deal of their time 

and effort to attain them, are more expected, knowingly, or unknowingly, to avoid 
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recognizing new opportunities which might render their knowledge useless due to these 

opportunities’ novelty (Marvel & Lumpkin 2007). This research shows support to the 

findings of another strand of research which concluded that the more formal education has 

a role in limiting strategic flexibility (Bhide 2000). 

Helfat and Martin (2015) in their review of HC mentioned that “Although a majority of the 

results for each of the two education variables indicates a positive and significant effect on 

strategic change or performance, a nontrivial proportion  of the results lacks statistical 

significance” (P.1294). This research finding fell in the ‘nontrivial’ portion which did not 

find support for the claim of education as a predictor of strategic change. It turned out that 

highly educated managers might not produce efficiently and innovate as claimed by Becker 

(2002), nor do managers with higher levels of education are more expected to treat high risks 

and ambiguity, which are intrinsic features of DI, superiorly as suggested by (Kato & Honjo 

2015). MHC- explicit knowledge dimension in this investigation contrasted the propositions 

of being a competitive advantage for firms in terms of adaptive RStDI and an indispensable 

element of innovation (McGuirk, Lenihan & Hart 2015), or a vital precursor of innovation 

and superior performance (Prajogo & Oke 2016). 

Although academic education was argued to assist in complex problem solving, particularly 

during the search and evaluation phases (Chandler & Lyon 2009; Ucbasaran et al. 2008), 

and a core resource endowment that leads to enhanced learning and problem-solving ability 

in most people (Honig, 2001); yet this investigation revealed no significant relation between 

explicit knowledge and adaptive RStDI. 

Problem-solving skills acquired by academic education might be unsuitable for the fast-

changing, uncertain, and dynamic business environments, where adaptation is a core element 

of survival (Mayer-Haug et al. 2013). In fact, academic education may have a negative 

impact on the strategic flexibility of managers (Brinckmann 2019). Academic education and 

associated learning are focused on the absorption of previously specified solution approaches 

for discovering optimum solutions to pre-defined issues, as opposed to learning from 

professional experience (Mintzberg & Gosling 2002). As a result, when faced with 

ambiguity, those with a higher academic education may be more likely to participate in 

convergent thinking rather than exploring other alternatives (Honig 2004). As a result, 

problem-solving technique like this could bind the perception of different strategic 

possibilities for the new directions (Brinckmann 2019). 
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Moreover, Higher academic education, according to entrepreneurial researchers, might 

contribute to a tendency of over-structuring, analysing, and rationalizing events (Parker 

2006), thus, hindering the spirit of disruption. Based on that, it is better understood why 

higher education might hinder the managers’ ability to sense, seize and redeploy resources 

to exploit opportunities and leverage the benefits.  

This finding is seemingly accepted by global and pioneering companies. For example, 

Google does not require a computer science academic degree to hire google software 

engineers! Their approach is more focused on the skills and the passion that the candidate 

would show towards the position, which has mostly developed through his experience rather 

than formal education (Google 2022). 

So, the primary principle of the HC theory which states that (the better the HC of a person, 

the better the performance at specific assignments) (Dimov 2010) is well emphasized in this 

investigation, as HC might be a critical factor, but not for each and every assignment, this 

underscores the term (specific tasks) in Dimov's quote. This could be one of the main 

contributions of this investigation. 

What implications do these find deliver in practice? We must keep in mind two important 

facts. First, this study’s evidence is not conclusive, further investigations are required to 

attain stronger support. Second is the specificity of this search context (PSFs operating in 

Dubai which are micro and SMEs in their great majority). It seems that the higher MHC is, 

the less propensity of managers to change strategically. Bhide (2000) reported diminishing 

returns of HC on the propensity to start new businesses. This has two interesting 

implications. The first one is that firms don’t need to hire/ to be managed by highly 

experienced and educated managers to be able to adopt DI, on the contrary, higher 

experience and education can form a strategic rigidity which hinders its adoption. The 

second implication for practitioners and managers is that they should be aware of the 

potentially negative effects that certain capabilities, such as higher MHC, can have in 

uncertain and disrupted environments. 

6.2.2 The direct relation between MSC and RStDI. 

MSC construct (Acquaah 2007), which was measured through: SC1-social capital from 

networking with governmental officials, SC2-social capital from networking with 

community leaders, and SC3-social capital from networking with top managers at other 

business firms, was expected, and thus hypothesized, to link with and impact positively 
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adaptive RStDI. In fact, this investigation supported an interesting new insight when it came 

to adaptive RStDI. 

As discussed in the analysis and results chapter, the EFA of the MSC construct reduced its 

dimensions from three to two. The two original dimensions of (SC1 & SC2) were merged in 

one component and retained all the items (questions). While the other component consisted 

of the original third dimension (SC3). These resulting components from performing the 

EFA, and confirmed during the first and second order CFA, which are (social capital from 

relations with government and community leaders SCa, and social capital from relations 

with top managers at other business firms SCb) had opposed effects on adaptive RStDI. 

The first component, SC from relations with government and community leaders, was not 

significantly related to adaptive RStDI (as hypothesized), while, surprisingly, it had a 

significant impact on defiant resistant response strategies (this latter finding was not part of 

the original research hypotheses). 

The exact opposite relations were supported by the second component of the MSC. The SC 

from relations with top managers at other business firms had a significant positive impact on 

adaptive RStDI as hypothesized. 

When the researcher did further investigation of SC measurement to understand this 

behaviour, these contrasting results of the same construct’s factors were concluded earlier 

by (Hauser et al 2007) “The empirical results indicate that social capital is distinguished into 

several dimensions that are independent of each other (or in a more technical terminology, 

the dimensions are uncorrelated). The heterogeneity of the concept constitutes an important 

finding that has to be considered in future studies with respect to the effects of social capital. 

Analyses have to be conducted in a more differentiated and focused fashion” (P.83). 

Although SC has been identified as an important factor in improving the capacity to seize 

opportunities and redeploy resources, since it facilitates managers’ environmental scanning 

through their networks of relations that provide them with bulks of information, which in 

turn facilitates scanning the environment for opportunities and allow sparking new ideas 

which is essential to innovations (Helfat & Martin 2016), it turned out that the type of SC is 

crucial in defining what the opportunity is? Is it the opportunity of adopting the disruption 

and exploiting or exploring it? Or is it the opportunity of being able to identify a potential 

threat, and thus, take necessary measures to lobby against it and protect oneself from? 
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DIs are “An exogenous technical innovation that modifies the components, systems, 

techniques, or methods required for producing organizational outputs” (Lavie 2006, P.154). 

SC obtained from relations with top managers at other business firms (Buyers, suppliers, and 

competitors) provide the managers with resources, valuable information, and knowledge 

which are utilized to alleviate vulnerabilities and hence improve their abilities to respond 

properly to change. It offers managers with more and diversified information to aid in a more 

efficient scan of the external environment, allowing for better detection of new opportunities 

and asset reconfiguration (Helfat & Martin 2015). The managerial ties and connections with 

business players work as a channel for important information on the environmental change 

insights; strategic and organizational substitutes; and decision-making methods 

(Geletkanycz & Boyd 2011).  

Managerial ties with their main customers and suppliers, even their competitors enhance 

knowledge creation, acquisition, and exploitation (Dyer & Nobeoka 2000). Networking with 

customers (buyers’ firms) helps to build customer and brand loyalty and enhance sales (Park 

& Luo 2001). Supplier partnerships will provide access to high-quality raw materials, 

outstanding service, and timely and dependable deliveries (Peng & Luo 2000). Relationships 

with competitors may lead to the sharing of knowledge on how to save operating costs and 

collaborate to share resources, as well as an implied collusion to deal with competitive 

uncertainties in their environment (Park & Luo 2001). And this is exactly what is required to 

adapt with DI through explorative and/or exploitative business models (adaptive RStDI). 

Moreover, SC from relations with top managers at competitor firms might invoke the 

willingness to imitate them in adopting the DI if they did (Haunschild 1993). Additionally, 

this sort of SC ignites the organizational ambidexterity (Cao, Simsek & Zhang 2010), thus 

improving the organizational capacity to respond adaptively to change. 

While on the other hand, SC from relations with government and community leaders grant 

managers the power to control resources, people, and structures (Adner & Helfat 2003), and 

provides them with power over resources, people, and structural exclusive updates on new 

and pending rules, regulations, and policies that might impact the organization's operations, 

industry, and social arrangements (Acquaah 2007). Managerial actions and decisions are 

embedded in social networks of relations, and top executives create networking relationships 

with government officials to obtain access to resources, information, and knowledge that 

will allow them to mitigate the high level of uncertainty in the business environment. As a 

result, companies whose top executives form stronger bonds with government officials will 
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be more effective in managing their current businesses and provide them with an early 

opportunity to lobby against any DI or try to affect the policy making process in their favour 

through their established networks (Granovetter 1985) and make proactive efforts to adjust 

legislation to protect incumbent business models (Dewald & Bowen 2010). 

Similarly, because they serve as local bridges between an organization and the community, 

community leaders act as conduits for the transmission of information and resources for 

businesses. Community leaders serve as connections to a larger market, connecting 

organizations with their communities (Kuanda & Buame 2000), thus securing the 

organizations’ current services market, and protecting it from being disrupted by newcomers. 

While this finding confirmed a previous insight regarding a methodological aspect of 

measuring SC, it has also an important implication for practise. While MHC dimensions had 

consistent behaviour in terms of their impact on RStDI, MSC did not. MSC is a double-sided 

coin and cannot be taken for granted as a catalyst for strategic change (ones like embracing 

disruption). On the contrary, it might be a source of inertia in the face of DI adoption. It is 

important to understand that MSC dimensions have different outcomes, thus it becomes 

crucial for managers to leverage the required capability to attain the competitive advantage 

that endorses strategic flexibility to adopt DI, which is the ties with other market players. 

This finding can be important for hiring teams too, especially in MNEs, who might need to 

consider attracting local executives enjoying well established relations within the local 

market, rather than attracting foreign executives, if they wish for more strategic flexibility. 

6.2.3 The direct relation between MC and RStDI. 

MC construct adopted from Dewald and Bowen (2010), was measured through two 

dimensions: opportunity cognitive perception (OCP), and threat cognitive perception (TCP). 

While the TCP was hypothesized to have a positive significant impact on the defiant resistant 

RStDI, OCP was hypothesized to have a positive significant impact on adaptive RStDI. Both 

hypotheses were supported by the findings of this research. 

The degree to which a given competitive situation is viewed as a threat or an opportunity for 

the organization drives managers' actions and decisions. Situation threat is characterized 

with managerial perceptions of an external threat, like a DI. On the other hand, situation 

opportunity is characterized with a managerial valuation of an opportunity attained by the 

organization if it adopted the DI (Dewald & Bowen 2010). 
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Although (Cyert & March 1963) proposed that managers respond more proactively to threats 

rather than opportunity as the tradition of the behavioural theory, this research supported the 

proposition that threats are not all the same, nor do they all have the same impact on decision-

makers (Shimizu 2007). 

Negative cognitive framing of events drives risk-averse decisions and actions, like resisting 

strategic change (Dewald & Bowen 2010). As such, managers who perceive the disruptive 

business model as a threatening event which might affect adversely their business tended to 

resist it. They make decisions like staying focused on their existing business which they 

invested a lot in and prefer to capitalize more on it (Charitou & Markaides 2003). These 

managers may be unaware of the ramifications of disruptive technologies since their belief 

systems are firmly ingrained and heavily influenced by their prior experiences with 

technologies and markets (Vecchiato 2017). Such managers are willing to invest in their 

current business to make it more attractive to customers compared with the disruptive 

business model, and less keen to enter a new business with new rules of the game (Charitou 

& Markaides 2003), especially that they perceive DI as a threat which will affect their 

business by taking a larger share of the market, and cause their profits to shrink (Dewald & 

Bowen 2010). So, managerial TCP is more inclined towards declining and refusing to adopt 

disruptive business models and more inclined to resist it. 

Threat framing initiates a search for different alternatives to be satisfied by changing the 

transactive structure rather than the profound transformative rethinking of the existing 

business model, which ultimately limits responding strategically to change in the operational 

and procedural arrangements and endorses the incremental change, in transactive structure 

only (keeping the current business model) (Osiyevskyy & Dewald 2015). 

On the other hand, managers with OCP are more open to exploring new possibilities and 

opportunities laying within the new disruptive business model (Dewald & Bowen 2010). 

They perceive, understand, and prepare to meet the changing demands of their customers 

through the adoption of the new business model.  These managers perceive the rewarding 

results of adopting the DI, such as being an early adopter, even if it might necessitate a 

significant resource restructuring (Lavie, 2006). These managers will look separately at the 

threat posed by external factors and the opportunity resulting from implementing the new 

creative methods (Gilbert 2003). Since perceiving opportunities is a driving force behind 

strategic change (Lucas, Vermeulen & Curseu 2008), it is argued that these managers are 

more inclined towards the adoption of DI. These findings are matching the main thread in 
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entrepreneurship research, which states that opportunity identification and recognition 

triggers strategic change. 

The overall findings came in contrast to the findings of Gilbert (2005), who found that this 

decision of resource allocation is related to the way DI has been framed. Threat framing of 

DI attracted more resource allocation decisions than opportunity framing of DI. 

This finding has an important implication for managers, who should realize that their 

cognitive perception might be unconsciously biased while making strategic decisions, which 

they should strive to avoid while they assess a phenomenon, bearing in mind that threat-

rigidity might paralyse the efforts to respond strategically adequately (Shimizu, 2007). 

6.2.4 The most influential factor in terms of DMC impact on RStDI. 

The findings of this study revealed that MC has played the most powerful role in predicting 

RStDI, supporting the findings of other researchers who attributed MC to a distinctive effect 

on strategic change over other factors. 

6.3 The direct relation between DMC and UL. 

Managers have been recognised as important players in the achievement of UL initiatives, 

because adopting such a large organizational change necessitates decision-making authority, 

which is undeniably a managerial feature (Hutzschenreuter, Kleindienst & Greger 2012). 

The findings of this research have reflected a strong support for the previous literature 

findings (Akgün et al. 2007; Covin & Miles 1999; Keh, Nguyen & Ng 2007; Lyu et al. 2020; 

Mehrabi, Coviello & Ranaweera 2019; Navarro & Moya 2005; Siren et al. 2017). 

This study investigated the UL at two levels, the individual and the organizational. Where it 

was hypothesized, that the DMC will provoke IUL, which in turn will accumulate at the 

organizational level, before it transfers the impact of DMC to RStDI. 

6.3.1 The direct relation between MHC and IUL. 

MHC construct (Davidsson & Honig 2003) was measured through: tacit knowledge 

represented by different measures of years of experience (HC1, HC2, HC3), and explicit 

knowledge represented by measures of training and education (HC4, HC5). 
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While it was hypothesized in the previous chapters of the literature review and conceptual 

model development that MHC will affect the IUL positively, the findings of this 

investigation supported contrasting results. Years of experience and education did not impact 

IUL. On the other hand, the training dimension of MHC positively impacted IUL. 

It was argued that managers’ prior knowledge gained through education and working 

experience forms the base for acquiring new knowledge, improving their experience, 

enhancing their individual skills, and engaging in external knowledge sourcing, which 

implies adopting IUL (Ambrosini & Altintas 2019; Becker 1964; Harris & Helfat 1997; 

Helfat & Martin 2015; Kato 2019; Mostafiz, Sambasivan & Goh 2019). However, it 

seemingly appeared that highly educated and experienced people resist new knowledge and 

concepts, especially those associated with DI that mostly render their present knowledge, 

beliefs, and methodologies useless and outdated (Starbuck 1996). This disassociation 

between HC and IUL might be related firstly to the fact that those highly educated and 

experienced managers, typically experienced in specific areas of knowledge, will knowingly 

or unknowingly overlook opportunities that will turn their knowledge into out-dated, 

unusable, and invaluable (Beyer 1981). These experiences, which are the managers’ source 

of financial gains and social positions, will lose their power and leave the managers with less 

opportunities to work and earn a living. Secondly, after specific number of years when the 

knowledge and experience accumulate, they play an important role in forming filters and 

mental models, which are important tools for managers to scan the environment (Prahalad 

& Bettis 1982), and retain managers from observing technical and social changes 

(Armstrong 1985), and reduce the managers’ ability in understanding and considering their 

surrounding environment in a way that it affects their choices (Walsh 1995) (e.g. the urgency 

to adopt unlearning to cope with a changing and dynamic environment that is imposed by 

disruption). 

Contrary to the above discussion, training dimension of MHC showed to have a positive 

impact on IUL. Training has always been associated with personnel development, where 

they both considered as "learning principles" (Campbell 1971). Training is a vital tool in any 

organization to drive organizational transformation in support of strategic ambitions 

(Gherson & Moore 1987). Moreover, and since we consider UL as one of the most radical 

change management initiatives in any organization, training is related to increasing of 

change related knowledge and skills, that facilitates the change process (Kim et al 2019). It 

is a typical supportive intervention in a wider change process, especially when it comes to 
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technological advances that necessitate new technical competencies (Blume et al. 2010). 

Training is acknowledged as serving numerous functions in the literature on change 

management. Change-related knowledge and skill can be improved through training, which 

makes change implementation easier (Arthur et al. 2003; Blume et al. 2010). Training is 

critical when learning is required to endorse change (Hiatt 2006). Training can assist change 

beneficiaries in overcoming change-related uncertainty, giving significant support (Beer 

1980), thus, we see training being positively impacting IUL. 

Then, MHC as a construct, in terms of its relation to IUL, cannot be considered as one 

concept, rather it has affected IUL differently, thus, each dimension of HC should be 

investigated separately. 

This has very important implications to practise. While training has been emphasized in 

practise, this research provides and empirical support to this emphasis. Managers and 

practitioners should not underestimate the training initiatives in their organizations if they 

are nurturing strategic flexibility. Some organizations might compromise the resources 

dedicated to training due to financial and time constraints, however, the training can be 

considered as a long-term investment in people to attain sustained strategic flexibility. While 

education is attained at a specific point in time and might become obsolete after a reasonable 

time with the advancement of the technology and science. Training is considered as the 

engine which keeps knowledge updated accordingly. 

6.3.2 The direct relation between MSC and IU. 

Although the MSC construct (Acquaah 2007), which was measured through: SC1-social 

capital from networking with governmental officials, SC2-social capital from networking 

with community leaders, and SC3-social capital from networking with top managers at other 

business firms), played as a double-sided coin when discussed its direct relation with RStDI, 

it behaved consistently in relation to IUL. Both the two new components of social capital 

(social capital from relations with government and community leaders SCa, and social 

capital from relations with top managers at other business firms SCb) were found positively 

related and impact the IUL.  

MSC which is argued to be a main source of knowledge, resources, and information on multi 

levels, play an important role in affecting managers’ tendency to unlearn their outdated 

routines and knowledge compared to the newly acquired knowledge through their social 
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networks with government, local or business leaders (Dyer & Nobeoka 2000; Granovetter 

1985; Kuanda & Buame 2000; Park & Luo 2001; Peng & Luo 2000). It facilitates their 

ability of sensing and seizing opportunities (Helfat & Martin 2015) and thus push towards 

unlearning the existing knowledge if it is not compatible with the exploiting of the newly 

identified opportunities. Unlike the MHC (experience and education) in this research, which 

contributes to the establishment of managerial schemas that inhibit their ability to identify 

possible venues of unlearning, MSC provides more dynamic and updated knowledge on the 

market and access to external resources (Geletkanycz & Boyd 2011), thus, supporting the 

decision making in favour of unlearning (Adner & Helfat 2003; Martin & Eisenhardt 2010). 

Learning, and thus unlearning as a predecessor, are the results of social network utilization, 

where individuals and teams transmit their useful knowledge and strategies through their 

links (Fenwick 2008). Additionally, SC can impact the managerial tendency towards IUL as 

a matter of imitation and mutual initiative with social network acquaintances to mitigate the 

impact of disruptive events (Haunschild 1993). 

Practically, managers and practitioners can perceive MSC as an active catalyst to change in 

terms of supporting and endorsing unlearning initiatives. This is indeed an interesting 

insight, where social networks are barely considered as a trigger for IUL. Managers may 

need to maintain and improve these networks if they seek more flexibility in strategic change 

outcomes such as unlearning. 

6.3.3 The direct relation between MC and IUL. 

MC construct adopted from Dewald and Bowen (2010), was measured through two 

dimensions: opportunity cognitive perception, and threat cognitive perception. Whether it 

was OCP or TCP, it was hypothesized to impact IUL positively and significantly. These 

hypotheses were supported by the findings of this research and came into alignment with the 

evidence throughout the literature. 

When MC was discussed in relation to the RStDI, a distinction between threat and 

opportunity perceptions was made, since managers’ tendency to adopt or resist is deeply 

affected by their interpretation of whether the adoption of the innovation might facilitate 

competitive advantage over existing market opportunities (Gavetti & Levinthal 2000), or 

simply, if identified as a threat, resisting to allow more focus on their business in protective 

manner. But when it came to UL, no distinction was made between the two dimensions of 

threat and opportunity perceptions, as it is argued that both would trigger UL. Regardless of 
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the type of perception, the fact that a DI is being perceived, whether it be a threat or an 

opportunity, managers will require updating their processes and knowledge that redefine (in 

case of opportunity perception) or just extend (in case of a threat) their existing know-how 

(Corso & Pellegrini 2007). 

Managers are considered the seekers and handlers of information in every firm; they absorb, 

analyse, and disseminate data regarding issues, opportunities, and threats organization wide 

(Adner & Helfat 2003; Helfat & Martin 2015; Walsh 1995). While seeking information, they 

perceive the business environment, opportunities, and threats, through their cognitive frames 

and capabilities. This triggers UL at the individuals’ level, particularly when obsolete 

knowledge, mental frameworks and experiences have been identified and recognized 

(Navarro & Moya 2005). 

Thus, managers should exceptionally be managing their organizations by making the right 

decision about adopting change initiatives like UL their outdated or inefficient routines (e.g. 

work methods or procedures, methods for gathering and sharing information, planning 

projects, product development tools, decision-making processes); and, their beliefs on 

(technological improvements, external environment, customer demand, the rate of market 

acceptance for new offers, features of services that customers demanded), through allocating 

necessary resources, in order for their organizations to prosper and compete (Augier & Teece 

2009). 

So, it is clear why OCP and TCP play important role in triggering the IUL, which is expected 

to level up and accumulate at the organizational level as going to be discussed in the 

following section. 

An important implication should be underscored under the light of this finding. Although 

some researchers (e.g., Walsh 1995) suggested that cognition hinders strategic flexibility, 

we find some evidence in this study, that it did not hinder the initiatives towards UL (which 

can be a strategic initiative when it accumulates at the organizational level). 

It is pretty important to take cognition and cognitive processes at a finer level to investigate. 

As it is evident in this investigation, MC did not play equally the same in relation with RStDI 

and IUL. While OCP played a significant positive impact on adaptive RStDI, the TCP played 

a positive impact on defiant resistant RStDI. But both dimensions played a significant 

positive impact on IUL. Thus, managers should not take for granted that OCP and TCP will 

have varying or maybe contrasting effects. 
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6.3.4 The most influential factor in terms of DMC impact on IUL. 

The findings of this study revealed again that MC- OCP has played the more powerful role 

in predicting IUL, supporting the findings of other researchers who attributed MC to a 

distinctive effect on change initiatives over other factors. 

6.4 The direct relation between IUL and OUL. 

In this research, IUL construct (Akgun et al 2006; Matsuo 2017) was measured through the 

two dimensions: belief changes- IUBC, and routine changes-IURC. The global summated 

variable was utilized after the CFA to enable further steps of data analysis and assess its 

impact on OUL. It was hypothesized earlier through the previous chapters of the literature 

review and conceptual model development that IUL will lead to OUL based on insights 

retrieved from the literature, and this hypothesis was supported by the findings of this 

investigation. 

People are the building blocks of any organizations. The way people interact and collaborate 

determines how well an organization functions. They function in a top-down manner, with 

social interactions focused on three main organizational dimensions: the hierarchy, the 

processes, and the social dimension (Bradley & McDonald 2011). This argument is best 

fitted in PSFs, which are referred to as knowledge-based organizations. 

OUL is group endeavour that is operationalized through changes in organizational 

procedures, processes, policies, and routines. Organizations will not unlearn on their own, 

only through the individuals working there, it will (Akgün et al. 2007; Navarro & Moya 

2005; Spender 1998). So, IUL leads to OUL (Hedberg 1981). This concept finds support 

from researchers throughout the literature (e.g., Zhao, Lu and Wang 2013). 

According to the UET propositions (Hambrick & Mason 1984), managers’ qualities will 

reflect on their organizations, and since they have the authority to approve OUL as a reform 

initiative, their abilities to unlearn will transfer to the people within the organization through 

its social dimension (Bradley & McDonald 2011) and will have significant impact on OUL 

(Hutzschenreuter, Kleindienst & Greger 2012). So, managerial IUL enables the UL at the 

organizational level (Hedberg 1981). 

Primarily, higher levels of IUL capability on the manager’s side encourage them to regularly 

scan the business environment to identify possible opportunities (Keh et al. 2007). These 
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newly identified opportunities are mostly novel and do fall into conflict with the existing 

organizational knowledge, as a result, the necessity to begin the process of unlearning at the 

organizational level arises (Hedberg 1981; Holan & Phillips 2004). 

Mangers with higher levels of IUL are in a better position to pursue opportunities (Mehrabi, 

Coviello & Ranaweera 2019) which puts the organization in interaction with new 

assumptions, new organizational frameworks, and diversity (Sirén et al. 2017), thus 

challenging the organization to reconsider its present knowledge, routines, and beliefs, and 

push forward to unlearning its out-dated knowledge base to allow a room for new 

capabilities. IUL endorses the utilization of new ideas and technological processes, which 

enable the development of new organizational beliefs and routines through the process of 

changing outdated practices (Lumpkin & Dess 1996).  

IUL sparks the managers’ willingness to take risks as an intrinsic characteristic of UL and 

giving up outdated or unsuitable routines. Such a risk-taking propensity at the managers’ 

level will basically reflect on the organizational level willingness to split from traditional 

routines (Lisboa, Skarmeas & Lages 2011), which creates the favourable climate for OUL.  

IUL positive impact on OUL found support through the findings of this investigation. 

Although OUL was said to be triggered by external environment (Teece 2007), this finding 

adds to literature on noticeable factors that drive organisations to unlearn, which is an 

internal factor. 

Practically, this is important insight to managers and practitioners, who should not 

underestimate the power of managerial individual unlearning initiatives. Managers are 

leaders and role models for their people. Their tendency to unlearn will undeniably reflect 

on their people, whose group endeavour to unlearning will reflect on the organizational level, 

and thus keep it more strategically flexible, and adaptable to environmental change. 

6.5 The direct relation between OUL and RStDI. 

OUL construct (Lyu et al 2020) based on (Akgün et al. 2007; Casillas et al. 2010; Wang et 

al 2017), was measured through 6 items with no sub-dimensions.  It was hypothesized that 

OUL will have a significant negative effect on defiant resistant RStDI, and a positive 

significant impact on adaptive RStDI. The same was supported by the findings of this 

research. 
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This research has supported that it is essential to unlearn at the individual level, to unlearn 

at the organizational level. It is the collectivity of IUL, which triggers the unlearning at the 

organizational level (Akgün et al. 2007), that in turn enables acquiring new knowledge and 

thus support the ability to adapt to environmental changes (Navarro & Moya 2005; Starbuck 

1996; Spender 1998; Zhao, Lu & Wang 2013), and make the organization much prepared to 

scan, identify and exploit opportunities within, and thus be more inclined towards adopting 

disruption. 

OUL is a dynamic tool to overcome the challenge of organizational inertia (Leal-Rodriguez 

et al. 2015). Unlearning at the organizational level allows firms to discard out-dated routines, 

beliefs, and knowledge (Akgun et al. 2007) and make room for new knowledge, routines, 

processes, and policies that stimulates the foreseen DI. Existing work routines might 

establish the “competency traps” which stops organizations from gaining outside knowledge 

(Morais-Storz & Nguyen 2017), thus, abandoning these existing work routines, is the first 

step in moving towards disruption adoption. 

OUL is considered as a facilitator for innovation adoption (Becker 2008). Generally, the 

more disruptive the innovation is, the less is the ability of the organization to rely on its 

existing competencies, knowledge, and experiences (Veryzer 1998). The DI necessitates a 

pure departure from existing practices, and a substantial volume of new knowledge (Dewar 

& Dutton 1986). Accordingly, disruption entails a significant transformation of traditional 

organizational hierarchies, procedures, and patterns of activities (Colombo et al 2017). 

Therefore, we find organizations with higher levels of UL more inclined to embrace 

disruption, and refrain resistance, as they are better equipped and in a better position to adopt. 

These arguments come in alignment with the propositions of few researchers (e.g., Assink 

2006; Buchen 1999) who claimed that innovation is impossible without UL. 

OUL by means of being able to acquire new technologies and knowledge from various 

channels; permitting new knowledge even when it conflicts with well-accepted experience 

and knowledge; providing favourable context for changing obsolete beliefs; readiness to 

change the way it operates; ability to establish new product processes based on real needs; 

and abandoning outdated beliefs and routines, rises firms' propensity to adopt and nurture 

DI rather than declining them (Akgün et al. 2007; Casillas et al. 2010; Lawlor & Kavanagh 

2015; Lyu et al 2020; Wang et al 2017). 

Organizations can adjust their frameworks and responses to match new situations and 

challenges by undergoing unlearning in terms of changes in beliefs and routines, it is vital 
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to remove out-of-date and useless principles to reduce path dependency (Cepeda-Carrion et 

al 2012), which paves the way for fundamental change and disruption adoption. On the other 

hand, organizations confining to their present knowledge base will not be able to produce 

novel ideas and thus exploiting possible opportunities, subsequently dropping their chances 

of adopting DI, and be more in a defiant resistant position (Lyu et al 2020). 

So, OUL increases organizational strategic flexibility and responsiveness to the changing 

environment (Akgun et al. 2006) and supports the tendency to respond effectively to changes 

like DI in an adaptive manner (explorative or/and exploitative) (Danneels & Sethi 2011).  

On the other hand, OUL had negative significant effect on defiant resistant business model, 

where the organization wants to keep things the way they are, reject the change, and 

disregard it (Osiyevskyy and Dewald 2015), which contradicts with the essence of UL, so, 

the higher the OUL, the less likely an organization would opt to disregard a disruptive 

business model completely. 

6.6 The mediating effect of UL. 

This research findings came in congruence with literature on UL as a mediator between 

organizational initiatives and organizational outcomes (Cegarra-Navarro et al. 2016; Kluge 

et al.  2019; Kmieciak 2020; Lyu et al 2020; Mieres, Sanchez and Vijande 2012; Wang, Qi 

and Zhao 2019). UL, which was proposed to mediate serially (IUL → OUL) the relation 

between DMC, and RStDI, was found to be significantly and positively mediating the 

relations to a great extent. This means that mediating effect was captured on many relations, 

however, not for all. 

The findings of this research on the mediating effect of UL on the relation between DMC 

and RStDI found support, as it shows in the analysis results of the previous chapter (table 

30). This finding in fact highlights the importance of investigating UL as a mediating 

variable in such a relation. While the results of this research did not find support for 

mediating effect between MHC and adaptive RStDI, the rest of the relations were partially 

mediated positively in terms of the relations with adaptive RStDI, and negatively with 

defiant resistant RStDI. 

UL is a major organizational change initiative which is provoked by organizations’ upper 

echelons as a logical reaction to perceiving and identifying an environmental change (i.e., 

DI), and spotting opportunities/threats, that are usually recognized when a manager conjoins 
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earlier knowledge with novel and fresh information, so qualified and well-experienced 

managers might own the ability to better spot and recognize opportunities while leveraging 

the required resources to chase them (Ucbasaran, Westhead &Wright 2008). Through their 

DMC (MHC, MSC, and MC), that provide them with necessary resources and knowledge, 

which, in turn, enable sensing and seizing opportunities and threats, managers will make 

decisions towards the bigger change initiatives within their organizations, at the individual 

level (as managers) and consequently at the organizational level to allow for adapting with 

the identified change in the form of disruptive innovation. Hence, organizations run by 

managers with a higher level of DMC will capitalize in interior R&D, which sequentially 

improves the organizations’ absorptive capacity (Kato 2019), that in turn improves potential 

adoption to change. This approach towards adopting UL at the individual and thus the 

organizational level, will allow organizations to discard their outdated and obsolete 

knowledge, and permit the new era’s knowledge to be acquired and exploited. 

On the same vein, the presence of the new knowledge and routines acquired through the UL 

initiatives, will increase the organizational strategic flexibility, and would provide the 

momentum for DI adoption, either by adopting the DI, seeing the opportunities in it and 

while ignoring the current status (exploration), or by enhancing the organizational existing 

strategy and investing heavily in its current status in order to move up the market and secure 

a high-end market sector for themselves (exploitation). 

The opposite can be said regarding defiant resistant RStDI, where the UL initiatives and the 

newly acquired knowledge will affect the organization's propensity to resist disruption, and 

impact negatively the defiant resistant RStDI due to the identified opportunities in the market 

through unlearning. 

In terms of practical implications, this finding indicates that UL is an essential approach to 

enable adaptive RStDI. It is broadly acknowledged that adopting DI has a significant impact 

on firms' performance and sustainability. UL will facilitate acquiring new knowledge and 

conquering organizational inertia. Thus, it is recommended that top executives nurture UL 

through unlearning climate and to inspire the people within the organization to create new 

ideas or actions that are free from constraints and reward this behaviour to re-enforce it. 
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6.7 The moderating effect of MD. 

This research provided an interesting, and maybe an important insight on the UET theoretical 

framework, which has proposed an important role for MD as a moderator (Hambrick & 

Finkelstein 1987). The findings of the investigation found no significant moderating effect 

on the direct relation between DMC and RStDI. The individual direct relations between 

DMC and RStDI (direct paths) of the model were investigated separately to see if a 

moderating impact existed. No one path was found significantly moderated. 

The institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell 1983) attribute some of the organizational 

outcomes to the institutional environment in which it functions. In other words, it is not only 

the internal governance structure of the organization that matter, but external governance 

structures are also essential factors in determining organizational performance and 

outcomes. These external governance structures, or regulative institutional forces, forced on 

organizations by governments, associations or other legal institutions consist of laws, 

regulations, rules, and sanctions… among others. The institution based-view of the firm 

proposes that “institutions matter” (Powell 1996). Institutions, whether defined by the  

economists (North 1990), or sociologists (DiMaggio & Powell 1983), are simply defined as 

“the rules of the game” (Peng et al 2009). Organizations are operating within a specific 

context, which is governed by specific institutions, and thus, specific rules which are 

expected to impact the decision making of managers, and thus limit their ability to affect 

their organizations fully. However, the DI is all about changing the rule of the game in the 

market! This could be a good insight about the role of MD on such a relation! 

Scholars have developed the concept of MD to resolve the tension between the value of 

industry and the importance of leadership (Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987; Finkelstein & 

Hambrick 1990). MD integrates the idea that the industry and environment matter with the 

importance of leadership (Hambrick & Mason 1984). In essence, MD is determined by the 

environment (i.e., industry), the organization, and the executive (Hambrick and Finkelstein 

1987). MD has been discussed as an important moderator in the model of UET (Hambrick 

& Finkelstein 1987) as it explains what factors are affecting managers’ capacity to influence 

the organizational outcomes (Wangrow, Schepker & Barker 2014). 

In this research, MD in terms of Dubai’s business environment, the degree of regulation, 

business capital intensity, availability of differentiable products, and rate of demand growth 
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(Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987), was found to be neutral and did not exert a moderating 

effect on the proposed relations of the model. 

It was expected that  the greater the MD, the more the features, attributes, and cognitive 

frames of the managers are mirrored in the performance and strategic decisions of their 

enterprises (Hambrick 2007). But this was not the supported in this investigation. 

The non significance of MD in such a relationship might be attributed to Dubai’s serious 

endeavours to maintain a benevolent business environment as part of their bigger 

competitive approach to its development. Dubai has crafted innovative policies, regulations, 

and strategies to enable economic transformation of the country by leveraging the national 

competitive advantage through becoming more knowledge-based and innovative, supporting 

value-creation sectors, and providing a fully supported business environment for 

organizations to operate (Federal Competitiviness & Statistics Authority 2020). This thrust 

resulted in an advanced ranking for the UAE economy globally, rank 16 according to the 

ease of doing business report (World Bank 2019), and to Dubai hosting more that (+100,000) 

organizations (DED 2021). It seems that these smart initiatives are reflecting on the latitude 

of managerial actions allowed for managers, and thus, eroding the effect of high and low 

managerial discretion on the proposed model, as the country is maintaining flexible 

regulative structures and elastic policies which allow freedom to decision makers while 

making their mind.  

Additionally, firm size has been cited as an important factor in relation to MD (Dalton et al 

1999), where smaller firms, which form the majority of this investigation’s sample, 

representing the population of Dubai’s firms, enhance the internal MD and dilutes the 

environmental MD effect. Managers of small firms are less constrained by environmental 

structures, systems, and forces (Dalton et al 1999), as such they better adapt with their 

environmental structures and institutions, thus facilitating the reflection of their traits and 

characteristics on their organizations without the moderating impact of the environmental 

MD. 

In the field of management discretion, Finkelstein and Hambrick's (1996) work comes to a 

similar conclusion. They discussed firm size particularly, indicating that managers in smaller 

organizations are more likely to be prominent. Smaller businesses may have greater authority 

and can focus their strategies more narrowly. Environmental scanning procedures and key 

knowledge (Baysinger & Hoskisson 1990). The same has been concluded earlier, managerial 
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effects might be stronger in smaller organizations as they are less controlled by 

organizational inertia (Miller et al. 1982). 

Moreover, since MD was measured in Dubai’s context only, and within PSF, variances in 

the results could have been limited. Further recommendations regarding this point are 

mentioned in the future research section. 

6.8 Summary 

This chapter has provided the discussion of the findings, and discussed them in the light of 

hypotheses’ status (support/rejection). Although few of the proposed hypotheses were not 

supported, yet the discussion provided an alternative angle to look at these findings from. 
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CHAPTER 7: SUMMARY & CONTRIBUTIONS  
 

7.1 Introduction  

As this investigation comes to its ends, by highlighting the findings and discussing the 

results, it is important to conclude with highlighting how the objectives of these investigation 

are met, and the answers to the research questions throughout the first section of this chapter. 

The second section will highlight the theoretical and practical contributions of this 

investigation. 

Similar to anything else in this world, nothing is perfect. And when it comes to social 

science, it is no exception. This research is not a masterpiece, and of course it suffers from 

few limitations. These will be discussed in the third section of this chapter. 

And finally, these limitations and few other considerations are discussed in terms of future 

research throughout the fourth and final section. 

7.2 Conclusion 

Nowadays, and more than ever before, firms are continiously challenged with an increased 

pace of competition in the market place, that is highly marked with disruption. The 

introduction of disruptive innovations is a healthy sign of economic development and growth 

(Schumpeter 1934). It is mostly associated with the startups and new businesses that exploit 

innovative business models to compete, and to sometimes, beat the established firms who 

are bind with their legacy of traditional ways of doing business. Thus, although disruptive 

innovation is a good indicator of the economic development, it carries with it substantial 

risks to existing businesses, and threatens their status quo. 

Although it was first proposed by the disruptive innovation theory that established firms 

would fail the disruption, yet, the later conceptualizations and refinements of the theory 

supported established firms’ ability to survive if they adopted the proper response strategy. 

Established firms response strategies to disruptive innovations have been long discussed 

theoritically, and somehow qualitiatively, from market and technology drivers perspecitve, 

however, internal drivers, other than resource allocation, have been overlooked through out 

the literature. 
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This research came to contribute into bridging few of the identified gaps in the literature, 

with an aim to understand dynamic managerial capabilities role, being one of the critical and 

maybe most overlooked factors, in predicting response strategies to disruptive innovations 

through the mediating role of unlearning and moderating role of managerial discretion. In 

this attempt, dynamic managerial capabilities (Adner & Helfat 2003) framework has been 

utilized to examine managerial agency’s impact on organizational behaviour in the form of 

response strategy to disruptive innovation. 

To do so, two promeniant theoritical frameworks have been utilized to propose this research 

hypotheses. The first is the upper echelons theoritical framework, which emphasizes the 

importance of the top executives in the organizations, where the organizational outcomes are 

perceived as a reflection of the beliefs and cognitive bases of its powerful actors, and the 

second is the dynamic capablitliy view of the firm, which asserts key role of management 

being responsible for recognizing change opportunities and exploiting them in response to 

uncertainty. These two frameworks formulated this research theoritical foundation, where 

according to these two theories, dynamic managerial capabilities are expected to predict 

adaptive response stratgies to disruptive innovation, with unlearning as an important 

mediator in this relationship. 

The main research question was: 

What is the impact of dynamic managerial capabilities on the established firms’ 

response strategies to disruptive innovation? 

Based on the quantitative evidence retreived from analysing data collected through a 

qiestionnaire from top executives in established professional service firms operating in 

Dubai, it can be cocluded that dynamic managerial capabilities are an ipomrtant factor in 

predicting reponse strategies to disruptive innovation. The findings shed light on the role 

managerial human capital, social capital and cognition, in determining the type of response 

strategy an organization will adopt to face disruptive innovations. 

Although few of the findings, as discussed in the previous section, did not match the 

hypothesized relations, yet, they provided valuable and interesting insights to academics and 

practioners alike. The below section discusses these contributions in more details. 
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7.3 Contributions 

This research was conducted in response to many calls in the literature. It was proposed to 

bridge partially the identified literature gaps, and thus strongly and originally contribute to 

the existing knowledge and theory. It has utilized the DCV and the UET to test for its 

hypotheses. Meanwhile, it has provided interesting theoretical and practical insights in the 

field of business management. Below is a detailed discussion of these contributions. 

7.3.1 Theoretical Contributions 

First , this investigation, to the knowledge of the researcher, is among the first to be 

conducted in the UAE regional context, in terms of applying and testing the UET. It has 

expanded -to great extent- the applicability of the UET to the PSF sector, in Dubai. It 

contributed to the efforts of other researchers in dragging the attention to one of the process 

mechanisms (unlearning) that mediate the relationship between executive characteristics 

(DMC) and firm outcomes (RStDI), thus, making initial steps towards the unpacking of the 

relational black box. 

 

Second, this investigation has revealed critical findings to the DMC framework (Adner & 

Helfat 2003), where the theory proposes an undoubted importance of HC as a foundation. 

This investigation showed that MHC did not play its theoretical proposed role in terms of 

organizational RStDI, although disruption is one of the most critical events where DMCs 

should play major role ‘as theorized’. 

 

Third,  this research has taken the disruptive innovation literature a step forward in 

investigating the less popular, individual level, and endogenous factors (DMCs) and how do 

these DMCs influence the type of RStDI adopted by EFs. It provides a valued extension to 

the literature on the antecedents of DI. Disruptive innovations and response strategies to 

them has been discussed for decades from the external factors point of view (Si & Chen 

2020). This study has revealed a link between the internal factor of DMC and RStDI. 

 

Fourth , this research enriches the DI literature by providing an empirical & quantitative 

evidence which the literature lacks (Martınez-Vergara & Valls-Pasola 2020). This would, 

according to Christensen et al (2018), either support the generalizability of the theory, or 

adjust it accordingly to expand its applicability. The theory of disruption suggests that 

established firms do not take the initiative to adopt DI, and predicts its failure, which 



212 

 

contrasts with its theorized significance (Hang et al. 2015). This investigation revealed that 

this is not the case, managers play a vital role in providing a solution for this dilemma. In 

this research, it was found the established firms do respond, or have the tendency to do so, 

from their managers’ point of view. The analysis has shown that a considerable percentage 

of responses opted for the adaptive response strategies (62%), and this clearly highlights that 

established firms do not necessarily reject DI. 

 

Fifth , this research extends the theory of disruptive innovation in new un-explored context, 

the emerging economy of Dubai-UAE, and into a new industry (PSF) which –to the 

knowledge of researcher, no prior work has been done- and according to researchers (e.g., 

Agarwal et al 2016) yields important results, as “…disruption does not happen everywhere, 

nor does it play out at the same pace across industries” (Christensen et al 2018, P.1065). 

Service sector has been immune to disruption for long time, but with the progression of 

fourth industrial revolution technologies (e.g., artificial intelligence, robotics, the internet of 

things), service sector is more than ever prone to DI. This research has shed the light on the 

acceptance of the disruptive idea among the sample surveyed, where they mostly selected 

the adoption of the DI rather than resisting it.  

 

Sixth, this research broadens the literature of UL antecedents. Previous research on UL 

mostly focused on the external factors’ triggers, like crises and dynamics of business 

environment (e.g., Akgun et al. 2006), with limited consideration of inner factors. This study 

has considered other plausible internal factors such as DMC, thus allowing a better 

understanding of the UL antecedents. 

 

Seventh, this investigation has also provided new insights on the UL as mediator of the 

relation between managerial agency and strategic change (Assink 2006). Prior research had 

mainly considered that the replacement of dominant technologies through DI is triggered by 

market capabilities and assets (Liu et al. 2020), this study has offered a piece of evidence 

that other internal factors (i.e., DMC) have a vital role in this process too, where IUL and 

OUL play role in transferring the effect and mediating the relation significantly. 
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Eighth, this investigation confirmed the results of previous research on the relation between 

IUL and OUL, where it was found that IUL triggers OUL in the first place. The analysis 

results revealed a support for the direction of the serial mediation in this research model. 

 

Ninth , this is among of the very first empirical quantitative research investigating the three 

underpinnings of DMC (MHC, MSC, and MC) all together in one model as predictors of 

strategic change initiatives at the organizational level. The results revealed valuable insights 

on the measurement of these three constructs, and how the dimensions of each one of the 

constructs might not relate to each other. This highlights an important methodological insight 

which must be considered by researchers. 

 

And finally , the quantitative aspect of this investigation supports better the generalizability 

of the findings and will benefit other academics and researchers who are interested in this 

area of knowledge, as the dominant research on DMC and DI is basically qualitative and 

case study based, so, the methodological approach of quantitative research adds extra value 

to its findings. 

7.3.2  Practical Contributions 
 

ñDisruptive innovations not only challenge individual business units or firms but also 

entire industries. Hence, the concept of disruptive innovation remains relevant for 

practitioners and scholars alikeò (Schmidt & Scaringella 2020). 

This research provides important empirically supported insights to managers & practitioners 

on the role of DMC on RStDI in EFs. 

The findings of this research are of great value to those responsible for developing and 

selecting executives in organizations. It provides empirical evidence on which capability 

might affect adaptive RStDI the most. The findings can influence their choice of nurturing 

such capabilities in the selected managers to supplement their organizations. It has turned 

out through this study, that MHC for example did not play the expected role of increasing 

the tendency to respond adaptively, it, in fact, played mixed roles based on the measured 

dimension (i.e., experience, education and training). Similarly, MSC from relations with 

government and community leaders did not play the expected role in predicting adaptive 

RStDI in contrast to MSC which did. This has an implication for hiring requirements. If 
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adaptive RStDI are being aimed for, then MHC, and MSC from government and community 

leaders are not the targeted capabilities in the candidates. 

Not only that, but the policy makers might need to re-look into their requirements too. 

While education and work experience are being a hallmark of professional service, it 

turned out that they had no effect on adaptive RStDI and UL in this sector. For example, 

Dubai Municipality requires conditionally minimum number of years of experience and a 

professional certificate of an engineer (as an owner/ partner) to issue a work permit for 

engineering consultancy service firm. In fact, such requirements (formal education, and 

specific years of experience), which were found throughout this study non-significant in 

predicting adaptive RStDI, should be re-thought if creative economy and innovative 

business models are being pursued. 

Furthermore , the research findings provide informative insights for the hiring teams within 

organizations, as it provides a tool for hiring teams to foresee, by reviewing the capabilities 

profiles of the candidates, how they would behave under the light of their DMC, so 

supporting the ability to hire executives accordingly. For example, highly tenured and 

educated managers are more resistant to change than those with less formal education and 

less work experience. Managers who own stronger relations with government and 

community leaders are less adaptive with changing and disrupted environments. Similarly, 

hiring teams can utilize some personality tests to understand the cognitive perception of 

managers, and assess the degree of their cognitive flexibility, where opportunity perception 

is much endorsed over threat perception if adaptive strategies are being pursued by the 

organization. 

Besides, the same insights can be of great importance to top executives too. It can assist 

them to predict or foresee other competitor organizations moves in the face of disruption 

based on their management teams’ profiles. 

Additionally , these research findings provide evidence of EFs’ ability to respond back to 

potential DI and turning it into an exploitable opportunity through its upper echelons if they 

were equipped with necessary DMC. It is not taken for granted anymore that EFs will fail 

the DI. Maybe a new executive or a dynamic manager would be able to save the organization 

and respond properly. This contributes to changing the stereotyped perception/ thinking of 

established firms’ failure in the face of disruption and provide an empirical evidence on their 

ability to respond properly and succeed, if the managers had the right capabilities to do so. 
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Finally , the findings of this research have assured the role of UL as a mediator in the relation 

between DMC and RStDI. This should be of great importance to managers, especially those 

with higher levels of MHC, who failed to affect adaptive RStDI. The findings of this research 

might assist them in adjusting their cognitive framework, and let them perceive the 

importance of initiating UL, even if they see the opposite. 

7.4 Limitations  

Despite the significant contribution and the implications of this investigation, yet, like any 

other social science research, this study suffers few limitations that must be discussed 

transparently. 

First , this research sample was restricted to firms operating within Dubai Emirate, and the 

findings consequently might not be generalizable to firms operating within the same industry 

but in different contexts. Replication studies should be conducted to validate these findings 

in different contexts. Additionally, the response rate was acceptable, since senior managers 

are being targeted; however, it is not one of the best response rates attainable.  

Second, the logical assumption adopted during hypotheses development was that DMC as a 

predictor, causes or impacts EFs’ RStDI as an outcome. Regrettably, even longitudinal 

studies could not completely conclude the causal direction. Although a reverse causality 

assumption has been tested while conducting data analysis, in addition to the detailed 

discussion regarding the time horizon section (3.3) in chapter IV, where natural temporal 

order between the cause-and-effect variables was available (Rindfleisch et al. 2008), and the 

hypotheses development was in line with theory, we cannot deny that hypotheses were tested 

at one point in time. So, it might be the case that both DMC and RStDI are mutually 

reinforcing (Miles & Snow 1978). 

Third , Maxwell, Cole and Mitchell (2011) emphasised longitudinal studies to measure 

mediation effect. Yet, the social science research is still adopting cross-sectional setting to 

measure mediation (e.g., Tajeddini, Martin, & Altinay 2020; Tang, Wang, & Tang, 2015; 

Weerawardenaa, Knight, Mort, & Liesch, 2020). However, and since this investigation relied 

on cross-sectional setting, the mediation effect might need further verification. Future 

research might exploit longitudinal studies to further examine it. 

Fourth , and very similar to a previous limitation mentioned by (Finkelstein & Hambrick 

1990) themselves, “… a limitation concerns our measures of managerial discretion. While 
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we used industry to represent environmental sources of discretion, the construct may require 

more subtle operationalization. For example, industries may not be consistently high or low 

on every dimension that makes up an environmental discretion (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 

1987). Nevertheless, industry has been considered an adequate measure of environment by 

many other researchers (e.g., Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Hrebiniak and Snow, 1980; 

Porter, 1980), and the industries studied in this paper do differ substantially across several 

key indicators of environmental discretion. In a related vein, this paper did not address 

individual sources of discretion.” (P.501). Based on this, two limitations need to be 

addressed regarding MD. The first one is like the one mentioned by Finkelstein & Hambrick 

(1990) where the MD might not vary considerably within PSF industry, although this sector 

is made of different businesses (e.g., education, healthcare, engineering, accounting, law,… 

etc.), but it might not differ substantially. Another limitation is that it was measured 

subjectively using the managers’ judgment of the dimensions of MD, however, objective 

measures can be utilized in future research to avoid this limitation. 

Fifth , this study utilizes a single tool to collect data (questionnaire). The findings of this 

investigation can be better supported if other data sources are used. 

Sixth, similar to most of the business research, the focus of the investigation is given to 

surviving organizations, maybe future research can give more focus to organizations which 

could not survive to validate for the other side of the story, and see whether DMC affected 

these organizations, and whether this has to do anything with their failure. 

7.5 Future Research 

Based on the discussed limitations, and the insights retrieved from literature review 

conducted in this area of research and related topics, a few recommendations on future 

research can be advised to elaborate on the findings of this investigation and elevate its value. 

These recommendations are summarised in the following: 

First,  future research might be utilized to overcome some of the study’s mentioned 

limitations, like replicating the study at the national level of the country (UAE), other GCC 

countries, or MENA region, conducting longitudinal studies to validate the mediation effect, 

employing different measures of MD, and that might include comparative studies to 

understand how different measures can vary, conduct complimentary qualitative studies 



217 

 

employing interviews for example or case studies as data collection tools to examine the 

validity of this research findings. 

Second, MHC dimensions showed variance in their behaviour in relation to UL. Future 

research might only be dedicated for HC in further details in order to better understand its 

effect, or to conclude on the required degree of MHC at which it becomes critical 

(diminishing point of HC) in similar relationships. 

 

Third  avenue of future research is inspired by the work of Dewald and Bowen (2010), who 

found that managers who are able to perceive both opportunity and threat simultaneously 

demonstrate a level of cognitive resilience that can lead to competitive advantage (55% of 

the respondents of this investigation). Hence, although seemingly opposite to opportunity, 

threat can also lead to strategic decision making related to business model change. A future 

research can utilize this concept in better understanding the role of cognitive resilience in 

the same or similar relations. 

 

Fourth , the external SC concept in this investigation was adopted, it might seem feasible to 

adopt the internal view of SC to see its impact on how organizations respond to DI. This will 

enrich the literature on SC and aid in deepening our understanding. 

 

Fifth , another opportunity of future research arouses from the deeper investigations of the 

adaptive RStDI (explorative & exploitative), in an attempt to understand the finer effect of 

each DMC on each of these two responses specifically. 

 

Finally , multiple variables can be included in the research model to complement its findings. 

These variables include business activity (Rohrer 2018), environmental turbulence (Kluge 

& Schüffler 2019; Lyu et al 2020), managers’ functional background, age, and gender and 

the presence of board of directors in the firm (Hambrick 2007). 

 

 

ϤϝϲЮϝЊЮϜ йϦвЛжϠ аϦϦ рϺЮϜ ύϸвϲЮϜ 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 – Final Questionnaire 

 

 

Dynamic Managerial Capabilities Impact on Response Strategies to Disruptive Innovation. 
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Section 1: Introduction and Consent 

Dear Participant, 

Let me thank you for taking the time to read this. 

It will not take more than (15) minutes to complete the survey. 

  

This research is intended in preparation for a PhD degree in business management at the British University in Dubai. A letter from the 

university is below attached. 

No names or personal details are requested. All responses are anonymous. Your responses will be kept confidential and stored in accordance 

with the British University in Dubai approved policies. Data will not be used for any other purposes other than conducting this academic 

investigation. You can stop filling this questionnaire at any point if you don't feel willing to continue. 

If you have any questions or concerns related to the questionnaire or study participation, you may contact me on 20191766@buid.ac.ae. 

Otherwise, you may connect with my supervisor, Professor Bader Obeidat, on bader.obeidat@buid.ac.ae. 

Let me Thank you once again for supporting this effort. 

The researcher, 

Rana Madi-Odeh 

+971- 50- 1056718 

 

■ By accepting this, and moving to next section of questions, you agree to participate willingly and voluntarily in this research. However, you 

can stop filling the questionnaire at any point in time if you feel no more willing to participate. 
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 HC Section 2- Human Capital  

Def. Educational qualification, experience, and training 

HC1 
Total years of work 

experience 
_____Type in_____ 

HC2 
Total Number of 

years as manager 
_____Type in_____ 

HC3 Total Number of 

years as 

entrepreneur 
An entrepreneur is a person 

who starts his own 

business, taking on 

financial risks in the hope 

of profit. 

_____Type in_____ 

HC4 Average number of 

professional and 

personal training 

sessions per year 
Training sessions you 

attend usually per year 

including professional & 

personal. 

_____Type in_____ 

HC5 Highest academic 

qualification 
High school Bachelor High diploma Masters PhD   

 SC Section 3- Social capital  

Def. The personal relationship as a manager with business partners, alliances, government officials, and other society and religious leaders 

  As a senior manager, rate the personal relationship you have with the following:  

SC1 

Leaders in the 

national (federal) 

government 
UAE federal government 
leaders (Ministers, director 

generals, CEOs, heads of 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
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departments, heads of sections 
…etc.). 

SC2 

Leaders in the local 

government 
Dubai government leaders 

(Director generals, CEOs, 

heads of departments, 

heads of sections …etc.) 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

SC3 

Officials in 

regulatory and 

supporting 

organizations. 
Such as tax agencies, 

central banks, chambers of 

commerce & industry ...etc. 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

SC4 

Officials in 

industrial and 

investment 

institutions. 
Such as investment 

institutions, lending 

institutions, export 

institutions… etc. 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

  
As a senior manager, rate the personal relationship you have with the following: 

  

SC5 

Local leaders, chiefs 

and/or their 

representatives 
Leaders of society. 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

SC6 
Religious figures 
(e.g., Imams, pastors, 

priests). 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

  As a senior manager, rate the personal relationship you have with the following: 
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SC7 
Managers at buyer firms 

(customers) 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

SC8 
Managers at supplier 

firms 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

SC9 
Managers at competitor 

firms 

Extremely 

strong 

Moderately 

strong 

Slightly 

strong 
Slightly weak 

Moderately 

weak 

Extremely 

weak 
 

CO  Section 4 -Cognition  

Def. Beliefs and mental models that are used to make decisions. 

Def. 
The disruptive business model is a completely new way of doing business to deliver services or products. Examples of disruptive business models: 

Amazon's online bookstore as an alternative to the traditional bookstore. 

COOP  Opportunity cognitive perception  

def. Seeing events as opportunities that should be invested. 

 

Express your 

agreement to the 

following:  

       

COOP1 

The disruptive business 

model is a new 

opportunity for our 

business 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

COOP2 

Our customers want to 

limit the role of old 

professional service 

offering. 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

COOP3 

Our customers want to 

play more direct role in 

the process of 

professional service 

provision. 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

 COTH 
Threat cognitive perception 

 

Def Seeing events as threats that should be avoided. 

 
Express your 

agreement to the 

following:  

       



256 

 

COTH1 

The disruptive business 

model is a threat to the 

existing industry. 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

COTH2 

In the next five years, 

our profits will shrink 

due to the success of the 

disruptive business 

models. 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

COTH3 

In the coming years, the 

new disruptive business 

model will grow to 

represent a larger share 

of the market. 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

  

 
 

                

IU  Section 5- Individual Unlearning   

Def. Individuals' action to give up outdated knowledge. 

 IUBC Belief Changes:                

Def. Changing your beliefs regarding some previously adopted thoughts. 

 

How often have you 

changed your beliefs 

regarding 

       

IUBC1 

Possibility of 

technological options 

that were technically 

impossible before 

Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IUBC2 
Business External 

environment 
Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IUBC3 
Speed of technological 

improvements. 
Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IUBC4 
Market acceptance of 

new disruptive services. 
Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IUBC5 Customer demand Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  
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IUBC6 

Features and quality of 

services that customers 

demanded. 

Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IURC  Routine Changes:                

Def. Changing your work routines regarding some previously adopted ones. 

 

How often have you 

changed your routines 

regarding 
       

IURC1 

Work methods or 

procedures 
 Like product development 

procedures, R&D 

procedures... etc. 

Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IURC2 

methods for gathering 

and sharing information 

mechanisms. 
Memos, e-mail, 

teleconferencing. 

Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IURC3 Project plans  Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IURC4 

Product development 

tools 
e.g.  computer-aided design 

software, and computer-

aided manufacturing 

software 

Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

IURC5 
Decision-making 

processes or methods. 
Very Frequently Frequently Occasionally Rarely  Very Rarely Never  

                  

 OU 

Section 6- 

Organizational 

Unlearning 

              

Def. Organizational action to give up outdated methods, procedures, policies, and routines. 

 Express your agreement to the following: 
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OU1 

Our organization is 

ready to gain new 

knowledge from various 

channels 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

OU2 

Our organization allows 

new knowledge even if it 

conflicts with our 

existing knowledge 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

OU3 

Our organization 

provides a favorable 

context to change 

outdated beliefs 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

OU4 

Our organization is 

ready to change the way 

it operates 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

OU5 

Our organization can 

establish new services 

processes based on real 

market needs 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

OU6 

Our organization is 

ready to give up 

outdated beliefs and 

routines 

Strongly agree Moderately agree Slightly agree 
Slightly 

disagree 

Moderately 

disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 
 

                  

 RStDI Section 7- Response to Disruptive innovation  

Def. How organizations may respond in the face of a new disruptive business model. 

 XPLOR Explorative Business Model  

Def. Adopting the disruptive business model and neglecting the existing one. 

 In response to the introduction of a new disruptive business model in the market, we will consider (or) already considered: 

XPLOR1 

Changing the structure 

of our services to adopt 

the new model 

Definitely Very Probably Probably Probably Not Very Probably Not Impossible  

XPLOR2 
Offering new services to 

our clients 
Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 
Very Probably Not Impossible  
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XPLOR3 

Introducing discounted 

fees to meet market 

demand 

Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 
Very Probably Not Impossible  

XPLOR4 
Introducing more 

posting offerings. 
Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 
Very Probably Not Impossible  

 XPLOIT  Exploitative Business Model  

Def. Strengthening the current business model. 

 In response to the introduction of a new disruptive business model in the market, we will consider (or) already considered: 

XPLOIT1 

Adding new value-

adding services to our 

existing set of services 

Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 

Very Probably Not Impossible  

XPLOIT2 

Building expertise in 

providing additional 

services that are 

complementary to ours 

Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 

Very Probably Not Impossible  

XPLOIT3 

Increasing customer 

value, without 

compromising our 

conventional services 

Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 

Very Probably Not Impossible  

 DR Defiant Resistant  

Def. Refusing and ignoring the disruptive business model and lobbying against it, without introducing any changes to the current business model. 

 In response to the introduction of a new disruptive business model in the market... 

DR1 

We will lobby (or) 

already lobbied the 

authorities, regulatory 

bodies, and industry 

bureaus to ensure that 

the industry is protected 

from the disruption of 

any unexpected 

newcomers or new 

offerings.  

Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 

Very Probably Not Impossible  

DR2 
We will focus (or) 

already focused our 
Definitely Very Probably Probably 

Probably Not 
Very Probably Not Impossible  
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efforts on our business 

without any alterations 

         

MD 

Section 8- 

Managerial 

Discretion 

       

Def. Describes the degree of freedom managers have in order to make decisions. 

 How do you evaluate your business environment in terms of? 

MD1 

degree of regulation 
Availability of rules, 

regulations, policies... etc. 

that reserve the rights of all 

parties to litigate 

Extremely High Moderately High Slightly High Slightly Low Moderately Low Extremely Low  

MD2 

capital intensity. 
Capital needed -including 

finance, property, human 

resources, and equipment- 

to be able to operate and 

deliver service 

Extremely High Moderately High Slightly High Slightly Low Moderately Low Extremely Low  

MD3 

Availability of 

differentiable 

product and services 
The availability of varied 

and distinguished products 

& services from other 

similar ones in the market 

Extremely High Moderately High Slightly High Slightly Low Moderately Low Extremely Low  

MD4 
Demand growth 
The increase of customers’ 

and market demand 
Extremely High Moderately High Slightly High Slightly Low Moderately Low Extremely Low  

                  

  
Section 9- 

Demographics 
              

G Gender Female male           

A Age category 18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 above 65   
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 Nationality _____Type in_____      

JT Job title _____Type in_____           

 size 

The number of 

employees at your 

organization 

1-5 employees 
6-50 

employees 

51-200 

employees 

More than 

200 

employees 

      

 size 

Annual turnover 

(million Dirhams) at 

your organization 

less than or equal 

2 million 

2 million - less 

than or equal 20 

million 

20 million - less 

than or equal 

200 million 

more than 200 

million    

Age 
Organization Age 

(years) 

_____Type in_____ 
     

 Cont4 Industry Type Consultancy Advertising Others       

 

Add your email 

address if you are 

interested in 

receiving the 

findings of this 

research. 

_____Type in_____ 

     

 

Kindly click SUBMIT.  
 

Thank You for Your Valuable Participation!! 
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Appendix (2) – Pre-test feedback 

 

Construct  Items  
Items 

codes  
Items after Pre - testing  Type of Change  

Human Capital 

Tacit knowledge Tacit knowledge 
add definition of 

construct 

Total years of work experience HC1 Total years of work experience   

Managerial experience HC2 Total number of years as manager 
question wording 

add definition 

Entrepreneurial experience HC3 
Total number of years as an entrepreneur.  
An entrepreneur is a person who starts his own 
business, taking on financial risks in the hope of profit.  

question wording 
add definition 

Explicit knowledge Explicit knowledge 
add definition of 

construct 

Training HC4 

Average number of professional and personal 

training sessions you attend per year. 
Training sessions you attend usually per year including 
professional & personal. 

question wording 
add definition 

Education HC5 Highest academic qualification question wording 

Social Capital 

Managerial social capital from: Managerial social capital from: 
add definition of 

construct 

Government: 
As a senior manager, rate the personal relationship 
you have with the following: 
Government: 

add general question 
to shorten the items 
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Leaders in the local government. SC1 

Leaders in the national (federal) government.  
UAE federal government leaders (Ministers, director 
generals, CEOs, heads of departments, heads of 
sections éetc.). 

order of question 
add definition 

Leaders in the national (federal) government.  SC2 
Leaders in the local government. 
Dubai government leaders (Director generals, CEOs, 
heads of departments, heads of sections éetc.) 

order of question 
add definition 

Officials in regulatory and supporting 

organizations such as tax bureaus, industry 
bureaus, state banks, commercial 

administration bureaus and the like.  

SC3 

Officials in regulatory and supporting 

organizations  
such as tax bureaus, industry bureaus, state banks, 
commercial administration bureaus and the like.  

split examples to 
make shorter question 

Officials in industrial and investment 

institutions (e.g., Investment institutions, 
Export institutionsé etc.). 

SC4 
Officials in industrial and investment institutions  
Such as investment institutions, lending institutions, export 
institutionsé etc. 

split examples to 
make shorter question 

Community leaders 
As a senior manager, rate the personal relationship 
you have with the following: 
Community leaders 

add general question 
to shorten the items 

 Local leaders, chiefs and/or their 
representatives. 

SC5 
 Local leaders, chiefs and/or their representatives. 
Leaders of society. 

add example 

Religious leaders (e.g., Imams pastors, 
priests). 

SC6 
Religious figures  
(e.g., Imams pastors, priest s). 

question wording 
split examples 

Top managers at other firms 
As a senior manager, rate the personal relationship 
you have with the following: 
Top managers at other firms 

add general question 
to shorten the items 
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Top manager at buyer firms.  SC7 Top manager at buyer firms ( customers). add to clarify 

Top manager at supplier firms. SC8 Top manager at supplier firms.   

Top manager at competitor firms.  SC9 Top manager at competitor firms.    

Cognition 

Opportunity cognitive perception: Opportunity cognitive perception: 
add definition of 

construct 

The disruptive business model is a new 

opportunity for us.  
COOP1 

The disruptive business model is a new 

opportunity for our business. 
clarify 

The public wants to limit the role of old 

professional service offering. 
COOP 2 

Our customers want to limit the role of old 

professional service offering. 
clarify 

Our customers want to play more direct role in 
the process of professional service provision. 

COOP 3 
Our customers want to play a more direct role in 
the process of professional service provision. 

  

Threat cognitive perception:   Threat cognitive perception:  
add definition of 

construct 

The disruptive business model is a threat to 

the existing industry.  
COTH1 

The disruptive business model is a threat to the 

existing industry. 
  

In the coming years, the new disruptive 

business model will grow to represent a larger 

share of the market.  

COTH 2 
In the next five years, our profits will shrink due 
to the success of the disruptive business models. 

order of question 

In the next five years, it is likely that our 
profits will shrink.  

COTH 3 

In the coming years, the new disruptive business 

model will grow to represent a larger share of the 

market. 

order of question 

Individual 

Unlearning 

Belief Changes: Belief Changes: 
add definition of 

construct 

How much have you changed your beliefs regarding?  How much have you changed your beliefs regarding?   
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Technological improvements and the features that 
were technically possible. 

IUBC1 
Possibility of technological options that were technically 
impossible before 

question sequence 

External environment and the rate of technological 
improvements. 

IUBC2 
Business External environment  
Speed of technological improvements. 

split question into two  
(double barrelled) 
question wording 

The rate of market acceptance to totally new 
offerings. 

IUBC3 Rate of market acceptance of new disruptive services.   

Customers' demand and the features of services 
that customers demanded. 

IUBC4 
Customer demand  
Features of services that customers demanded. 

split question into two  
(double barrelled) 

Routine changes: Routine changes: 
add definition of 

construct 

How much have you changed your routines regarding?  How much have you changed your routines regarding?   

Work methods or procedures like product 
development procedures. 

IURC1 
Work methods or procedures. 
Like product development procedures, R&D procedures... etc. 

split examples to 
make question shorter 

methods for gathering and sharing information 
mechanisms (memos, e-mail, teleconferencing) 

IURC2 
Methods for gathering and sharing information 
mechanisms  
(memos, e-mail, teleconferencing) 

split examples to 
make question shorter 

Project plans  IURC3 Project plans    

Product development tools (e.g., CAD/CAM, QFD, 
software programs)  

IURC4 
Product development tools 
computer-aided design software, and computer-aided 
manufacturing software é etc. 

split examples to 
make question shorter 
define abbreviations 

Decision-making processes or methods. IURC5 Decision-making processes or methods.   

Organizational 
Unlearning 

Organizational unlearning   Organizational unlearning 
add definition of 

construct 
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Our organization is ready to acquire new 
technologies and knowledge from various channels  

OU1 
Our organization is ready to gain new knowledge from 
various channels 

question wording 

Our organization permits new knowledge, even 
when it conflicts with well -accepted experience and 
knowledge  

OU2 
Our organization allows new knowledge even if it 
conflicts with our existing knowledge  

question wording 

Our organization provides favourable context for 
changing obsolete beliefs 

OU3 
Our organization provides favourable context for 
changing obsolete beliefs 

  

Our organization is ready to change the way it 
operates  

OU4 
Our organization is ready to change the way it 
operates  

  

Our organization can establish new product 
processes based on real needs  

OU5 
Our organization can establish new services processes 
based on real market needs 

question wording 

Our organization is ready to abandon outdated 
beliefs and routines 

OU6 
Our organization is ready to abandon outdated beliefs 
and routines 

  

Explorative 
Business Model 

Response strategies to disruptive innovation   Response strategies to disruptive innovation 
add definition of 

construct 

We will change (have changed) the structure of the 
services we offer to clients (e.g., unbundling, menu 
of services). 

XPLOR1 

In response to the introduction of a new 
disruptive business model in the market, we will 
consider (or) already considered:  
Changing the structur e of our services we offer to 
clients 

add a general question 
to shorten the length 
of question verb tense 

You will propose (are proposing) totally new and 
innovative services to clients. 

XPLOR 2 Offering totally new services to our clients 

add a general question 
to shorten the length 
of question verb tense 
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To meet the market demands, we will consider: 
Introducing discounted fees.  

XPLOR 3 Introducing discounted fees to meet market demand  

add a general question 
to shorten the length 

of question 
question sequence 

To meet the market demands, we will consider: 
Introducing more posting offerings.  

XPLOR 4 Introducing more posting offerings.  

add a general question 
to shorten the length 

of question 

Exploitative 

Business Model 

To meet the market demands, we wil l consider: 
adding new value-adding services. 

XPLOIT1 

In response to the introduction of a new 
disruptive business model in the market, we will 
consider (or) already considered:  
Adding new value-adding services to our existing set of 
services. 

add a general question 
to shorten the length 

of each question 
add to clarify 

We will build (are building) expertise in providing 
additional services that are complementary to our 
conventional services. 

XPLOIT 2 
Building expertise in providing additional services that 
are complementary to conventional services. 

add a general question 
to shorten the length 

of each question 
verb tense 

We will make changes to your business to increase 
customer value. 

XPLOIT 3 
Increasing customer value, without compromising our 
conventional services 

add a general question 
to shorten the length 

of question 
question sequence 

verb tense 

Defiant 

Resistant 

We will lobby the authorities, to ensure that the 
industry is protected from the disruption.  

DR1 
We will lobby the authorities, to ensure  that the 
industry is protected from the disruption.  

add definition of 
construct 

add another question 
to enable SEM 

We will focus our efforts on our business without 
any alterations. 

DR2 
We will focus our efforts on our business without any 
alterations. 
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Managerial 

Discretion 

Degree of regulation  MD1 
Degree of regulation  
Availability of rules, regulations, policies... etc. that 
reserve the rights of all parties to litigate  

add definition of 
construct and items 

Capital intensity of the industry.  MD2 

Capital intensity of the industry.  
Capital needed -including finance, property, human 
resources, and equipment- to be able to operate and 
deliver service 

Differentiable product or services. MD3 
Differentiable product or services. 
The availability of varied and distinguished products & 
services from other similar ones in the market  

Demand growth. MD4 
Demand growth. 
The increase of customersô and market demand 
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Appendix (3) – Univariate measurement of kurtosis and skewness 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

SC1 477 1 6 2.92 1.638 .253 .112 -1.231 .223 

SC2 477 1 6 3.01 1.648 .161 .112 -1.263 .223 

SC3 477 1 6 3.11 1.493 .011 .112 -1.044 .223 

SC4 477 1 6 3.34 1.483 -.093 .112 -.944 .223 

SC5 477 1 6 3.44 1.499 -.197 .112 -.899 .223 

SC6 477 1 6 2.56 1.509 .476 .112 -.882 .223 

SC7 477 1 6 4.37 1.288 -.763 .112 .235 .223 

SC8 477 1 6 4.41 1.288 -.750 .112 .157 .223 

SC9 477 1 6 3.91 1.213 -.440 .112 -.052 .223 

COOP1 477 1 6 4.92 1.191 -1.142 .112 1.085 .223 

COOP2 477 1 6 5.05 1.122 -1.364 .112 1.846 .223 

COOP3 477 1 6 4.36 1.077 -.193 .112 -.289 .223 

COTH1 477 1 6 3.62 1.505 -.182 .112 -.892 .223 

COTH2 477 1 6 3.47 1.472 -.214 .112 -.848 .223 

COTH3 477 1 6 3.99 1.441 -.219 .112 -.956 .223 

IUBC1 477 1 6 4.27 .871 -1.042 .112 1.277 .223 

IUBC2 477 1 6 4.58 .935 -1.901 .112 4.024 .223 

IUBC3 477 1 6 4.36 .935 -1.364 .112 1.983 .223 

IUBC4 477 1 6 4.45 .917 -1.757 .112 3.537 .223 

IUBC5 477 1 6 4.46 .988 -1.729 .112 3.160 .223 

IUBC6 477 1 6 4.50 .883 -1.461 .112 2.667 .223 

IURC1 477 1 6 4.44 .807 -1.356 .112 2.982 .223 

IURC2 477 1 6 4.46 .884 -1.580 .112 3.056 .223 

IURC3 477 1 6 4.32 .931 -.998 .112 .916 .223 

IURC4 477 1 6 4.37 .909 -1.222 .112 2.038 .223 

IURC5 477 1 6 4.21 .954 -1.162 .112 1.224 .223 

OU1 477 1 6 5.23 .919 -1.135 .112 1.108 .223 

OU2 477 1 6 4.95 1.068 -.947 .112 .755 .223 

OU3 477 1 6 4.96 1.069 -.842 .112 .096 .223 

OU4 477 1 6 4.91 1.067 -.892 .112 .428 .223 

OU5 477 1 6 5.22 .897 -1.018 .112 .696 .223 

OU6 477 1 6 5.02 1.081 -.987 .112 .467 .223 

XPLOR1 477 1 6 4.78 .966 -.286 .112 -.446 .223 

XPLOR2 477 1 6 5.16 .896 -.819 .112 .289 .223 
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XPLOR3 477 2 6 4.56 .946 .109 .112 -.811 .223 

XPLOR4 477 2 6 4.29 .917 .283 .112 -.284 .223 

XPLOIT1 477 2 6 5.13 .878 -.710 .112 -.005 .223 

XPLOIT2 477 2 6 5.09 .906 -.771 .112 .257 .223 

XPLOIT3 477 1 6 5.07 .901 -.647 .112 .074 .223 

DR1 477 1 6 3.09 1.430 .261 .112 -.627 .223 

DR2 477 1 6 3.21 1.409 .239 .112 -.664 .223 

MD1 477 1 6 4.27 1.164 -.669 .112 .526 .223 

MD2 477 1 6 4.25 1.151 -.523 .112 .107 .223 

MD3 477 1 6 4.26 1.053 -.420 .112 .003 .223 

MD4 477 1 6 4.32 1.111 -.483 .112 .178 .223 

Valid N 

(listwise) 

477 
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Appendix (4) - Residual’s scatterplots & Normal P-P Plots 
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Appendix (5) – Linearity Assumption 
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Appendix (6)- Multicollinearity Diagnostic  

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 3.157 .572  5.517 .000   

G_SC1 .226 .053 .213 4.292 .000 .803 1.245 

G_SC2 -.062 .059 -.051 -1.043 .297 .814 1.228 

G_COOP -.030 .068 -.021 -.445 .657 .893 1.119 

G_COTH .093 .045 .093 2.056 .040 .961 1.041 

G_OU -.206 .076 -.125 -2.703 .007 .923 1.083 

G_IU .092 .103 .043 .897 .370 .860 1.163 

a. Dependent Variable: G_DR 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.902 .287  6.630 .000   

G_SC1 -.006 .026 -.011 -.240 .810 .803 1.245 

G_SC2 .085 .030 .124 2.850 .005 .814 1.228 

G_COOP .097 .034 .118 2.844 .005 .893 1.119 

G_COTH .023 .023 .041 1.022 .307 .961 1.041 

G_OU .398 .038 .426 10.393 .000 .923 1.083 

G_IU .068 .052 .056 1.320 .187 .860 1.163 

a. Dependent Variable: G_XPLOIT 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.364 .266  5.133 .000   

G_SC1 -.014 .024 -.024 -.553 .581 .803 1.245 

G_SC2 .041 .028 .063 1.480 .140 .814 1.228 

G_COOP .065 .032 .084 2.056 .040 .893 1.119 

G_COTH .036 .021 .068 1.733 .084 .961 1.041 

G_OU .412 .035 .467 11.619 .000 .923 1.083 

G_IU .153 .048 .133 3.207 .001 .860 1.163 

a. Dependent Variable: G_XPLOR 
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Appendix (7)- Test of homogeneity of variance -Nonresponse Bias 
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Appendix (8) - Common method bias-Haman’s Single Factor 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Factor 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % Of Variance Cumulative % Total % Of Variance Cumulative % 

1 8.304 18.453 18.453 7.500 16.667 16.667 

2 4.976 11.057 29.510    

3 3.669 8.153 37.662    

4 2.818 6.262 43.924    

5 2.623 5.829 49.752    

6 1.911 4.247 53.999    

7 1.794 3.987 57.986    

8 1.595 3.545 61.532    

9 1.466 3.259 64.790    

10 1.419 3.154 67.944    

11 1.117 2.483 70.427    

12 .927 2.060 72.487    

13 .752 1.670 74.157    

14 .731 1.625 75.782    

15 .701 1.557 77.339    

16 .655 1.455 78.794    

17 .591 1.313 80.107    

18 .579 1.287 81.393    

19 .554 1.230 82.624    

20 .514 1.143 83.766    

21 .488 1.085 84.851    

22 .467 1.038 85.889    

23 .462 1.027 86.916    

24 .451 1.003 87.919    

25 .409 .908 88.827    

26 .385 .855 89.682    

27 .373 .828 90.511    

28 .365 .810 91.321    

29 .351 .779 92.100    

30 .323 .719 92.819    

31 .308 .685 93.504    

32 .289 .643 94.147    

33 .281 .624 94.771    

34 .266 .591 95.363    

35 .247 .549 95.912    
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36 .242 .538 96.450    

37 .234 .520 96.970    

38 .228 .506 97.476    

39 .214 .475 97.951    

40 .200 .443 98.394    

41 .185 .412 98.806    

42 .151 .336 99.142    

43 .143 .317 99.459    

44 .135 .300 99.759    

45 .108 .241 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 

  



OPEN DATA / ϣϲнϧУв ϤϝжϝуϠ 

Appendix (9) - Common Method Bias-Common Latent Factor 
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Standardized Regression Weights with and without CLF 
 

      NO CLF CLF Delta  

OU1 <--- OU 0.725 0.684 0.041  

OU2 <--- OU 0.767 0.732 0.035  

OU3 <--- OU 0.843 0.814 0.029  

OU4 <--- OU 0.819 0.789 0.03  

OU5 <--- OU 0.774 0.794 -0.02  

OU6 <--- OU 0.764 0.74 0.024  

SC1 <--- SCa 0.893 0.886 0.007  

SC2 <--- SCa 0.901 0.896 0.005  

SC3 <--- SCa 0.852 0.831 0.021  

SC4 <--- SCa 0.749 0.722 0.027  

SC5 <--- SCa 0.711 0.685 0.026  

SC6 <--- SCa 0.593 0.564 0.029  

IUBC2 <--- IUBC 0.779 0.745 0.034  

IUBC3 <--- IUBC 0.693 0.649 0.044  

IUBC4 <--- IUBC 0.716 0.666 0.05  

IUBC5 <--- IUBC 0.677 0.634 0.043  

IUBC6 <--- IUBC 0.696 0.65 0.046  

MD1 <--- MD 0.809 0.787 0.022  

MD2 <--- MD 0.85 0.829 0.021  

MD3 <--- MD 0.865 0.837 0.028  

MD4 <--- MD 0.834 0.803 0.031  

IURC2 <--- IURC 0.658 0.597 0.061  

IURC3 <--- IURC 0.735 0.687 0.048  

IURC4 <--- IURC 0.76 0.715 0.045  

IURC5 <--- IURC 0.735 0.685 0.05  
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COTH1 <--- COTH 0.872 0.859 0.013  

COTH2 <--- COTH 0.941 0.928 0.013  

COTH3 <--- COTH 0.859 0.844 0.015  

XPLOIT1 <--- XPLOIT 0.815 0.779 0.036  

XPLOIT2 <--- XPLOIT 0.877 0.846 0.031  

XPLOIT3 <--- XPLOIT 0.678 0.63 0.048  

SC7 <--- SCb 0.877 0.852 0.025  

SC8 <--- SCb 0.925 0.912 0.013  

SC9 <--- SCb 0.699 0.667 0.032  

COOP1 <--- COOP 0.684 0.652 0.032  

COOP2 <--- COOP 0.925 0.92 0.005  

COOP3 <--- COOP 0.652 0.606 0.046  

XPLOR1 <--- XPLOR 0.83 0.8 0.03  

XPLOR4 <--- XPLOR 0.632 0.587 0.045  

DR1 <--- DR 0.994 0.963 0.031  

DR2 <--- DR 0.827 0.826 0.001  

XPLOR2 <--- XPLOR 0.799 0.766 0.033  
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Appendix (10) – EFA Results 

 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .852 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 12863.992 

df 990 

Sig. .000 

 

 

Communalities 

 Initial Extraction 

SC1 1.000 .795 

SC2 1.000 .816 

SC3 1.000 .777 

SC4 1.000 .700 

SC5 1.000 .663 

SC6 1.000 .500 

SC7 1.000 .831 

SC8 1.000 .867 

SC9 1.000 .676 

COOP1 1.000 .706 

COOP2 1.000 .817 

COOP3 1.000 .663 

COTH1 1.000 .852 

COTH2 1.000 .891 

COTH3 1.000 .853 

IUBC1 1.000 .386 

IUBC2 1.000 .717 

IUBC3 1.000 .598 

IUBC4 1.000 .645 

IUBC5 1.000 .586 

IUBC6 1.000 .586 

IURC1 1.000 .586 

IURC2 1.000 .627 

IURC3 1.000 .653 

IURC4 1.000 .625 

IURC5 1.000 .580 

OU1 1.000 .635 

OU2 1.000 .704 

OU3 1.000 .772 

OU4 1.000 .731 

OU5 1.000 .663 
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OU6 1.000 .642 

XPLOR1 1.000 .673 

XPLOR2 1.000 .688 

XPLOR3 1.000 .696 

XPLOR4 1.000 .688 

XPLOIT1 1.000 .744 

XPLOIT2 1.000 .795 

XPLOIT3 1.000 .669 

DR1 1.000 .849 

DR2 1.000 .874 

MD1 1.000 .769 

MD2 1.000 .806 

MD3 1.000 .808 

MD4 1.000 .767 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Rotation 

Sums of 

Squared 

Loadingsa 

Total 

% Of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% Of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

1 8.613 19.141 19.141 8.613 19.141 19.141 6.020 

2 4.999 11.109 30.250 4.999 11.109 30.250 5.226 

3 3.665 8.145 38.394 3.665 8.145 38.394 4.648 

4 2.798 6.219 44.613 2.798 6.219 44.613 4.311 

5 2.648 5.883 50.496 2.648 5.883 50.496 4.763 

6 1.936 4.301 54.798 1.936 4.301 54.798 2.866 

7 1.772 3.937 58.734 1.772 3.937 58.734 4.894 

8 1.559 3.465 62.199 1.559 3.465 62.199 3.407 

9 1.456 3.235 65.435 1.456 3.235 65.435 3.236 

10 1.419 3.153 68.588 1.419 3.153 68.588 4.493 

11 1.105 2.456 71.044 1.105 2.456 71.044 2.547 

12 .921 2.048 73.091     

13 .730 1.622 74.713     

14 .714 1.586 76.299     

15 .680 1.510 77.809     

16 .650 1.445 79.254     

17 .585 1.299 80.553     

18 .561 1.247 81.800     
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19 .538 1.196 82.996     

20 .504 1.120 84.116     

21 .476 1.058 85.174     

22 .456 1.013 86.187     

23 .452 1.005 87.192     

24 .442 .982 88.174     

25 .399 .887 89.061     

26 .374 .831 89.892     

27 .367 .816 90.709     

28 .354 .786 91.495     

29 .347 .771 92.266     

30 .315 .701 92.967     

31 .306 .681 93.648     

32 .276 .614 94.262     

33 .275 .612 94.874     

34 .260 .578 95.452     

35 .240 .534 95.986     

36 .237 .527 96.513     

37 .228 .507 97.020     

38 .225 .500 97.520     

39 .209 .464 97.984     

40 .197 .437 98.421     

41 .180 .400 98.821     

42 .149 .330 99.151     

43 .142 .315 99.466     

44 .133 .296 99.762     

45 .107 .238 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance. 

 

 

Pattern Matrixa 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

SC1  .917          

SC2  .954          

SC3  .851          

SC4  .790          

SC5  .785          

SC6  .622          

SC7        .901    

SC8        .931    
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SC9        .741    

COOP1         .793   

COOP2         .910   

COOP3         .787   

COTH1      .925      

COTH2      .936      

COTH3      .913      

IUBC1   .410         

IUBC2   .859         

IUBC3   .767         

IUBC4   .807         

IUBC5   .736         

IUBC6   .677         

IURC1     .789       

IURC2     .801       

IURC3     .820       

IURC4     .706       

IURC5     .638       

OU1 .790           

OU2 .895           

OU3 .926           

OU4 .830           

OU5 .704           

OU6 .788           

XPLOR1          .482  

XPLOR2          .540  

XPLOR3          .894  

XPLOR4          .810  

XPLOIT1       .860     

XPLOIT2       .912     

XPLOIT3       .853     

DR1           .919 

DR2           .963 

MD1    .886        

MD2    .919        

MD3    .906        

MD4    .808        

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 
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Appendix (11) – Second Order CFA (Social Capital variables combined) 
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Master validity of the 2nd order CFA while social capital construct was combined showed 

problems with the construct composite reliability and convergent validity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


