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From The Editor

Dear Readers and colleagues,

e as the Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management
V\/family very happy and proud to present the Volume 7, Issue 1 of this
journal. Since the first year 2012, so far we have published 12 issues
two issues in a year. Thanks to all readers and colleagues all over the world, the
impact and visibility of the Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management
has been increasing. As of today, the average downloading per article is 89, and
this indicates the over 11% increase compared to previous issue. This is very good
sign of our success in the area of innovation and entrepreneurship. As usual, we
have received great support from Board Members, readers, authors and especially
reviewers. We also like to thank to our colleagues for comments and remarks in the
name of to improve the impact of the Journal.

In this 12th issue, we have very well addressed four research papers from
different topics of the innovation and innovation management. We hope this issue
will also provide useful information both researchers, professionals as well as it will
also provide useful information policy makers.

Finally yet importantly, | like to remind you that you can access all our past and
current issues with no charge. | strongly recommend you to read our publications and
| believe this will be helpful for your current research and professional business. By
using this opportunity, | wish you a very nice holiday.

Best Regards

Cevahir UZKURT
Editor-in Chief
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Bireysel Yenilikgiligin inovasyona Atfedilen Sosyal Deger
ve Girisimsel Egilim Arasindaki Araclik Etkisi: Boylamsal
Bir Calisma

Anil Boz SEMERCI"

oz

Amag: Bu calismada, bireysel yenilikciligin inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger ile girisimsel egilim arasindaki araci roltntn
boylamsal olarak aciklanmasi amaclanmustir.

Yontem: isletme ve iktisat egitimi géren 201 bireyden (ic yil boyunca anket yontemi ile elde edilen veriler boylamsal analiz
teknikleri ile analiz edilmistir.

Bulgular: Elde edilen bulgular boylamsal olarak bireysel yenilikgiligin, inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger ve girisimsel egilim
arasindaki araci roltind desteklemistir. Ayrica girisimsel egilimlerin de bireysel yenilik Gzerinde olumlu etkileri oldugu gordl-
mustar.

Sonug ve Oneriler: Basarili girisimcilik érneklerinin duyurulmasi, girisimcilerin karsilastiklari zorluklarin azaltilmasi ve gi-
risimcilige elverisli bir ekonomik ve kltirel yapinin saglanmasi, bireysel ve toplumsal seviyede inovasyon anlayisini tesvik
edecektir.

Ozgiin Deger: Arastirma boylamsal dizayni ile degiskenlerin zaman icerisindeki karsiliklr iliskilerinin test edilmesine imkan
saglayan 6zgun bir arastirmadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Girisimcilik Egilimi, Bireysel Yenilikcilik, inovasyon, Sosyal Deger
JEL Siniflandirmasi: L26, 030, 031

The Mediator Role of Individual Innovativeness Between
Social Value of Innovation and Entrepreneurial Intention:
A Longitudinal Study

ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study aims to explain the mediation role of individual innovativeness between social values related to innova-
tion and entrepreneurial intention with a longitudinal research model.

Methodology: In that manner, the data were collected during three years from 201 individuals who are taking business and
economics education. The data were analyzed by longitudinal analyze techniques.

Findings: The findings supported the mediation role of individual innovativeness between social values of innovation and
entrepreneurial intention longitudinally. It has also been seen that entrepreneurial intention has positive effect on individual
innovativeness.

Practical Implications: Results shed light on socio-cultural dimension of entrepreneurship and innovation. Declaration of
successful entrepreneurship role models, reduction of entrepreneurs’ difficulties and providing a convenient economic and
cultural structure for entrepreneurship will encourage an understanding of innovation at the individual and societal level.
Originality: Although innovation has been a highly studied topic in the field of entrepreneurship, there has been no
longitudinal study design on these variables. This research is an original one that allows the longitudinal design to test the
interrelationships of variables within a time.

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Intention, Individual Innovativeness, Innovation, Social Value
JEL Codes: L26, 030, 031
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Anil Boz Semerci

1. Giris

GUnUmUzde hizla degisen ve ylksek rekabet iceren isletme ortami inovasyo-
nu ve degisimi vazgecilmez unsurlar olarak karsimiza ¢ikarmaktadir. Her ne kadar
inovasyon (innovation) ve yaraticilik (creativity) yer yer ayni anlami ifade etmek
icin kullanilsa da, birbirlerinden farkli kavramlar olduguna dair aciklamalar yer al-
maktadir. Yaraticilik “yeni, daha énce var olmayan bir seyi yapmak ya da yeni bir
fikre sahip olmak” olarak tanimlanirken (Woodman vd., 1993: 293); inovasyon
“var olan bir seye ayak uydurmak ve uygulamak” olarak aciklanmaktadir (Scott
ve Bruce, 1994). Unsworth’e (2001) gore yaraticilik yeni bir fikir Gretmek anlami-
na gelirken, inovasyon var olan alternatifler arasindan se¢im yapmak ve uygula-
maya gecirmek anlamlarini tasir. Benzer sekilde Anderson vd. (2004), yaraticilik
ve inovasyon Uzerine yaptiklari aciklamada yaraticiligin “kesin bir yenilik” anlami
barindirdigini ancak inovasyonun ‘géreceli bir yenilik’ oldugunu ve var olan bir
seyi degistirerek de inovasyonun ortaya cikarilabilecegini vurgulamistir.

inovasyonun bilimsel bir kesfin aksine érgutlerin uyumlarini ifade eden sos-
yal bir stirec oldugunu (Carroll, 1967) érgutlerin fikir, Grin, hizmet veya surecleri
‘ilk defa” uygulamaya koymalari (Mansfield, 1963) anlamini tasidigini belirten ifa-
deler mevcuttur. West ve Farr (1990) inovasyonu, grup, birey veya tdm toplumun
yararini hedefleyen, goreceli yeni bir is fikri, strec, Urtn, hizmet veya yontem
olarak tanimlamistir. Kanter (1985) ve Curtis ve William (2006) inovasyon tanim-
lamalarinda gelistirme, kabul ve uygulama eylemlerinin tmnu icerdigini vurgu-
lamislardir. Degirmencioglu (2006) inovasyonu, bilimsel bulgularin ekonomik ve
toplumsal faydaya donustirilmesi olarak ifade etmistir.

Yapilan arastirmalarda yenilik (newness) ve inovasyon kavramlarinin da bir-
birleri yerine siklikla kullanildigi ancak temelde farkli anlamlar tasidiklari ortaya
ckmistir. Yeniligin, inovasyon olarak degerlendirilebilmesi yarattigi deger ile ger-
ceklesebilir. Urlin, hizmet, siire¢ veya 6rgit tabanl yenilikler isletmelere ve pay-
daslarina deger yarattigi stirece inovasyon olarak degerlendirilebilir (Johannessen
vd., 2001). Her inovasyon icerisinde yenilik barindirir ancak yenilik ekonomik bir
avantaja dontsmedigi sirece kendi basina inovasyon anlami tasimaz (Kline ve
Rosenberg, 2010).

inovasyon érgutler acisindan oldukca buyiik bir &neme sahiptir. Degisen cev-
resel dinamikler icerisinde faaliyet gosteren isletmeler, degisime ayak uyduramaz
ve adapte olamazlarsa yok olma noktasina kadar gelebilmektedirler. inovasyon,
orgutlerde genellikle yeni bir Grtin veya hizmet gelistirme anlaminda kullanilsa
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da, isletmelerin 6rgltsel yapilarinda, is modellerinde, ydnetim tekniklerinde,
baska bir deyisle isletmelerin tim fonksiyon alanlarinda gordlebilir (Jamrog vd.,
2006). inovasyonun isletmeler acisindan yasamsal dneminin kavranmasi ve genis
uygulama alani sebebiyle, kavram isletmecilik yazininda oldukca genis bir yer tut-
maktadir. Schumpeter’in (1911, 1934) inovasyon, girisimcilik ve bu kavramlarin
iktisadi dusUncedeki yeri Uzerine gorisleri ve calismalari da konu Uzerine yapilan
arastirmalarin artmasina yol acmistir.

Ne var ki inovasyon kavrami uzun yillar érgut temelinde incelenmis bir kav-
ram olup, bireysel ve grup dizeyinde yapilan calismalar noktasinda eksiklikler
gorilmektedir (Martin vd., 2007). Hammond vd. (2011) yaptiklari meta-analitik
calismada 6rgut dizeyinde inovasyonun calisanlarin, baska bir deyisle bireysel,
yenilikcilik dizeyi ile yakindan alakali oldugunu ve dolayisi ile inovasyonun birey-
sel dizeyde yenilikci olma ile birlikte degerlendirilmesinin gerekliligini belirtmis-
lerdir. inovasyonun bireysel éncilleri Gzerine yapilan calismalari analiz ettikleri
calismalarinda alan yazininda var olan eksikliklere de dikkati cekmis ve inovasyo-
nu etkileyen faktoérlerin bireysel, ise ve 6rgute iliskin olabilecegi gibi, daha makro
dizeyde, bireylerin icinde bulundugu sosyal, ekonomik veya hukuki cevrelere ilis-
kin de olabilecegini belirtmislerdir.

Yenilikciligin bireysel duzeyde ele alinmasi, hali hazirda cesitli isletmelerde
calisan bireyler ile degerlendirilebilecedi gibi, hendz is glict piyasasina katilma-
mis bireylerin girisimcilik egilimleri bakimindan da degerlendirilebilir. Girisimcilik,
birey ve toplum icin deger yaratan, tehdit ve firsatlarin gérdltp, maddi ve ma-
nevi risklerin Ustlenildigi bir inovasyon slrecidir. Girisimciler, geleneksel kalipla-
ra hapsolmayan, yeniligin, yeni fikirlerin pesinden kosan ve bunlari uygulamaya
koyan bireylerdir (Onay ve Cavusoglu, 2010). Dolayisi ile bireysel yenilikcilik ile
girisimcilik birbiri ile yakindan iliskili kavramlardir. Bu dogrultuda, bu calismada
bireysel yenilikciligin, inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger ve bireylerin girisimsel
egilimi arasindaki araci roli ve degiskenler arasindaki boylamsal iliskileri acikla-
mak amaclanmistir.

Calisma hem girisimcilik ve yenilik yazinina hem de uygulama alanlarina
katkida bulunacaktir. ilk olarak bireysel yenilikciligin girisimsel egilim tzerindeki
etkisini aciklamak, girisimciligi gelistirme uygulamalarinda dikkate alinabilecek bir
nokta olacaktir. Benzer sekilde inovasyona atfedilen sosyal degerin bireysel yeni-
likcilik ile iliskisinin degerlendirilmesi daha &nceki calismalarda deginilen bireysel,
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is ve drgute iliskin degiskenlerden farkli olarak bireylerin yenilik¢ilik dizeylerine
daha makro dizeyden bir bakis acisi sunacaktir. Elde edilen bulgular dogrultu-
sunda toplumlarin deg@erlerini gdzden gecirmek ve inovasyonu destekleme nok-
tasinda bu degerlerin rolint hesaba katmak arz edecektir. Calismanin ilerleyen
boldmlerinde yenilikcilik ve girisimcilik kavramlari, yazinda yer alan calismalar ve
bulgulari ile aciklanmis, sonrasinda arastirmaya iliskin veri, dlcek ve analize dair
yontemsel bilgilere yer verilmis, sonuclar sunulmus ve degerlendirilmistir.

2. Literatiir Taramasi
2.1. Bireysel Yenilikcilik ve Sosyal Deger

Yeniligin sadece 6rgUt veya sosyal diizeyde degil, bireysel ve grup bazinda
da degerlendirilebilecek bir kavram olmasi bireysel yenilikgilik kavramini ve ona
6zgU tanimlamalari ortaya cikarmistir. Rogers ve Shoemaker (1971) bireysel ye-
nilikciligi, bir bireyin yenilige diger bireylerden goreceli olarak daha erken uyum
gosterme derecesi olarak ifade etmistir. Hurt vd. (1977) ise yenilikciligin bireylerin
‘degisim istedi’ seklinde yorumlanabilecegini belirtmistir. Korucu ve Olpak (2015)
ise bireysel yenilikciligi, bireylerin yeni olana karsi risk alma, uyum saglama, to-
lerans gosterme ve yeniye ait tecrtibelere acik olma durumu olarak tanimlamis-
lardir. Janssen vd. (2004) yenilikciligin olasi ¢iktilarini inceledikleri calismalarinda,
bu ciktilarin hem olumlu hem de olumsuz olabilecegini belirtmis ve dolayisi ile
bireysel yenilikciligi etkileyebilecek bircok dinamik oldugundan s6z etmislerdir.

Yenilikcilik her ne kadar bireysel, grupsal ve/veya 6rgitsel dizeylerde ele
alinabilse de, ginimuzde yenilikcilige baglamsal bir bakis acisi ile yaklasiimakta
ve yeniligin gerek bireysel, grupsal gerekse orgutsel olsun bireysel ve cevresel
bircok kosula olan baglligi Gzerine calismalar gerceklestiriimektedir (Hammond
vd., 2011). Egitim dlzeyi ve is deneyimi gibi demografik ¢zelliklerin yaninda,
kisilik 6zellikleri, deger yargilari, sosyal sermaye ve motivasyon gibi bircok bireysel
degisken de bireylerin yenilikcilik dtzeylerini etkileyebilecek faktorler arasinda-
dir. Basim vd. (2008) kamu calisanlari Gzerine yaptiklarl arastirmada 6z yeterlilik
ile yenilikcilik ve risk alma arasinda pozitif ve anlamli bir iliski tespit ettiklerini
belirtmislerdir. Benzer sekilde Aydin (2009) cep telefonu kullanicilar ile yaptig
calismada bireylerin sahip oldugu 6z saygi ve risk alma 6zelliklerinin bireysel ye-
nilikgilik Gzerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahip oldugunu bulgulamistir. Ercis ve Turk
(2014) ise yenilikciligi kisisel degerler ile iliskisi bakimindan incelemis ve kisisel
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degerlerin bireylerin yenilikcilik seviyeleri ve tercihleri Gzerinde anlamli bir etkiye
sahip oldugunu ortaya koymuslardir. Casanueva ve Gallego’'nun (2010) sosyal
sermaye Uzerine yaptiklar arastirmada ise bireylerin sahip oldugu gerek yapisal
gerekse iliskisel sosyal sermayenin yenilikcilik dizeylerini etkileyebilecegi ortaya
konulmustur.

Yenilikcilik ve demografik 6zelliklere iliskin calismalar incelendiginde farkl
bulgularin elde edildigi géze carpmaktadir. Korucu ve Olpak (2015) dgrenciler
Uzerine yaptiklarl arastirmada, her ne kadar sinif dizeylerine goére bireysel ye-
nilikcilik dizeylerinin farklilastigini belirtseler de, cinsiyete iliskin bir farklilik elde
edememislerdir. Diger taraftan Tirker ve inel'in (2012) denetim odakliligi ve bi-
reysel yenilikcilik Gzerine yaptiklar arastirmada, dis denetim odaklilik ile yenilikci-
lik arasinda negatif bir iliski tespit edilmis ve bu iliskinin kadin ve erkekler arasinda
farklilastigr ortaya konmustur.

Bireysel yenilikciligi bireye 6zgu degiskenler yaninda ise veya 6rgute iliskin
degiskenlerle de inceleyen bircok arastirma mevcuttur. Orgt yapisi, kiltird, ér-
gutsel odullendirme sistemi (Pierce ve Delbecq, 1977), amir destegi, liderlik ve
lider destegi (Scott ve Bruce, 1994), isyeri kosullari, is 6zellikleri (6zerklik, anlamli-
lik gibi), is talepleri (Martin vd., 2007) gibi bircok is ve 6rgiit dinamikleri bireylerin
yeni fikirleri gelistirme, kabul etme ve hayata gecirme dizeylerini etkilemektedir
(Gilson, 2002). Yapilan tim bu alan yazini arastirmasina gore 6zellikle ulusal ya-
zinda bireysel yenilikciligin daha cok egitimciler ve tuketiciler Gzerinde calisildig
ve bireysel ve 6rgitsel degiskenler ile iliskilendirildigi gordlmustdr.

Yenilikcilik, bireye, ise ve/veya orgite iliskin ozelliklerden etkilenebilecegi
gibi, daha makro duzeyde, icinde bulunulan sosyal, kulttrel, ekonomik ve hu-
kuki cevreden de etkilenebilmektedir. Yenilikcilik her ne kadar isletme yazininda
daha cok ekonomik bir deger Uretimi gerceklestirmesi bakimindan ele alinsa da,
sosyal, kiltirel ve politik faktérlerle de yakindan iliskilidir. insanlarin sosyal bir var-
lik olmasi ve sosyo-kilturel dinamiklerin bulundugu toplumlari olusturmasindan
hareketle, bireysel yenilikciligi sosyal degerlerden ayri disinmek eksik bir deger-
lendirme olacaktir. Deger, felsefe, psikoloji, sosyoloji ve ydnetim gibi bircok farkli
disiplin tarafindan tanimlanmis ve incelenmis bir kavramdir. Deger, bireylerin duy-
gu ve dlslncelerini, davranislarini, tutumlarini ve olaylara bakis acilarini etkile-
yen, onlara rehberlik eden temel ilke ve inanclardir. Bireylere neyin iyi neyin kétu
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olarak degerlendirildigine dair ipugclari verir ve nesilden nesile aktarilarak ilerler.
Uzun bir zaman icerisinde olusur ve kokli inanglar olduklari icin degismeleri de
zaman alir. Hayatin her asamasinda bireyin davranis ve dustncelerini etkileyebil-
mektedirler. Toplumu olusturan bireyler bu degerleri, aile, arkadas cevresi, egitim
sistemi (okul, 6gretmen, kitaplar) ve medya araclan (televizyon, radyo, ,internet)
gibi yollarla yeni nesillere aktarirlar. Degerler sosyo-kultirel ve psikolojik pratikler
icerdigi icin bireyler icerisinde bulunduklari toplumun sundugu deger yargilarina
gore tutum ve davranis gelistirmeye yonelirler.

icinde bulunulan sosyal cevrede inovatif fikirlere verilen deger ve gosterilen
kabul bireylerin yeni fikirler gelistirme ve uyum saglama duzeylerini de etkileye-
cektir. Yenilikcilik ve inovasyona atfedilen sosyal degerler Gzerine yapilmis her-
hangi bir calismaya rastlanmamis olsa da, Roxas vd.'nin (2008) gerceklestirdigi
kavramsal calismada, girisimcilik bilgilerinin girisimsel niyete dénismesi nokta-
sinda sosyal degerlerin rolinden ve yenilikcilige atfedilen sosyal degerlerden s6z
edilmistir. Bireysel yenilikgilik girisimcilik ve girisimsel egilimlerle de olduk¢a yakin-
dan iliskilidir. Shavinina (2013) yenilikciligin iliskili oldugu en énemli unsurlardan
birinin de girisimsel yetenekler ve egilimler oldugunu belirtmistir. inovasyona at-
fedilen sosyal deger arttikca bireylerin yenilikcilik dizeyleri de artis gosterecektir.
TUm bu alan yazini incelemeleri dogrultusunda arastirma hipotezlerimizden ilki
su sekildedir;

H,: Inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger ile bireysel yenilikcilik arasinda boy-
lamsal olarak olumlu bir iliski mevcuttur.

2.2. Bireysel Yenilikgilik ve Girisimsel EGilim

Girisimciler, piyasadaki firsatlari géren, maddi ve manevi riskler alarak yeni is
fikri gelistiren, uygulamaya koyan ve bunun sonucunda maddi ve manevi karsi-
lik uman kisilerdir. Bireylerin girisimcilik egilimlerinin olusmasi Uzerine ekonomik,
sosyolojik ve psikolojik unsurlarin her birinin etkisi bulunmaktadir ve bu etkiler
farkli kuramsal yaklasimlarin odagi olmustur. Girisimcilige dair ekonomik kuram-
lar girisimcilerin kar elde etme gudUsU Uzerinde durarak girisimciligin bireysel
ve toplumsal iktisadi faydalari Gzerine yogunlasmislardir. Ne var ki bu kuramlar
girisimcilik egilimini aciklamaktan cok, girisimci olunduktan sonra elde edilen ik-
tisadi deg@erler Gzerinedir. Girisimcilige yonelik psikolojik kuramlar, neden bazi in-
sanlarin girisimci olma niyet ve davranisi gosterirken, digerlerinin gdstermemesini
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aciklamaya calismis ve bu noktada demografik ve kisilik &zellikleri Gzerinde dur-
muslardir. Buna gore girisimcilik kisisel bir eylem ve karardir ve bireylerin tutum
ve kisiliklerinden ayri distintlemez. Turkiye'de risk alma egilimi (Gurel vd., 2010),
belirsizlige tolerans (Erdem, 2001), kendine gtven (Naktiyok vd., 2010), basa-
r odaklilik, icsel kontrol odaklihg (Keles, 2013) ve deneyime aciklik (Mert vd.,
2017) gibi bircok kisilik 6zelligi kisilerin girisimsel egilimleri Gzerinde etkili bireysel
unsurlar olarak belirtilmistir (Bozkurt, 2006). Psikolojik yaklasima gore girisimcile-
rin sahip olduklari bir takim demografik 6zellikler de zaman igerisinde girisimsel
egilimlerini etkilemektedir. Arslan (2002) Universiteli 6grenciler Uzerine yaptigi
calismada, 6grencilerin ailelerinin gelir seviyesinin yiksek, ailedeki cocuk sayisinin
az ve babalarinin egitim seviyesinin yUksek olmasinin girisimsel egilimlerini artti-
rici bir etki yarattigini belirtmistir. Benzer sekilde ibicioglu vd. (2009) de yaptiklari
calismada anne ve babalarin demografik 6zelliklerinin ve yasam standartlarinin
cocuklarin girisimci olma tercihleri Gzerinde etkili oldugunu ortaya koymuslardir.

Bireysel yenilikcilik girisimsel egilimlerle oldukca yakindan iliskili bir diger ki-
sisel ozelliktir. Schumpeter, girisimciyi piyasaya yenilik ve degisim katan bireyler
olarak tanimlamistir. Schumpeteryan yaklasima goére girisimci ve yeniligi ayri du-
sinmek olanaksizdir (Semerci ve Mutlu, 2016). Girisimciler, yeni fikirlerin kabu-
linde ve gelisimde diger bireylerden ayrilirlar ve bu sayede degisimi hayata ge-
cirirler. Drucker'a (2014) gore yenilik girisimcilerin amaclarina ulasmak icin sahip
olmasi gereken bir aractir. Ne var ki yenilik her zaman teknolojik bir gelisim olmak
zorunda degildir. Yenilik girisimci faaliyetlerinin her alaninda gérilebilir. Uriintin
kendisinde yenilige gidilebilecegi gibi, Griinin sunumunda, Gretim, dagitim, pa-
zarlama sUreclerinde veya 6rgltiin genel yapisinda yenilikler gerceklestirilebilir.
Dolayisi ile yeniligi sadece teknolojik bir terim olarak degil ayni zamanda iktisadi
ve sosyal bir terim olarak distinmek daha dogru yaklasimdir (Crumpton, 2012).

Bireysel yenilikciligi kisisel bir 6zellik olarak ele alan ve girisimcilik ile iligkisini
inceleyen arastirmalar gerek ulusal gerekse uluslararasi yazinda mevcuttur (Bart-
ram, 2005; Colakoglu ve Gozikara, 2016; Korkmaz, 2012; Lumpkin ve Dess,
1996; Ozden vd., 2008; Wagener vd., 2010; Ward, 2004). Tum bu calismalar
yenilikcilik ile girisimcilik arasindaki iliskiyi ampirik olarak incelerken, bu etkinin
boylamsal olarak incelenmesi noktasinda eksik kalmaktadirlar. Bireysel yenilikgilik
gelistirilebilir ve 6grenilebilir bir kavramdir. Dolayisi ile zaman icindeki seyrini ve
girisimsel egilim Gzerindeki etkisini incelemek énem tasimaktadir. Yuksek bireysel
yenilikcilik duzeyine sahip bireyler, yiksek girisimsel egilimler gdsterecektir. Bu
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dogrultuda bu calismada asagidaki hipotez gelistirilerek, test edilmeye calisilmis-
1.

H,: Bireysel yenilikgilik ile girisimsel egilim arasinda boylamsal olarak olumlu
bir iliski mevcuttur.

2.3. Sosyal Deger ve Girisimsel EGilim

Psikolojik kuramlarin inceledigi ve bireylerin girisimcilik egilimlerine olumlu
etkisi bulunan kisisel 6zellikler girisimciligi aciklamak igin yeterli degildir. Bireyler
icinde bulunduklari toplumdan ve toplumsal degerlerden ayri distintlmemelidir.
Bu nedenle sosyolojik kuram, girisimcilikle sosyal yapinin ya da degerlerin iliskisini
aclklama noktasinda devreye girmistir. Weber'in dini deg@erlerin is diinyasindaki
etkileri Gzerine olan gorisleri, girisimcilik yazinindaki sosyolojik yaklasimlara da
Istk tutmustur (Brouwer, 2002). Sosyolojik yaklasima gore girisimcilik, toplumsal
kosullarin etkiledigi bir faaliyettir.

Yapilan arastirmalar bireylerin kariyer tercihlerinde toplumda hakim olan
sosyal degerlerden etkilenerek karar verdiklerini ve bu sosyal deg@erlerin bireyleri
her asamada etkiledigini géstermistir (Kothari, 2015). Daha 6nce de belirtildigi
lzere sosyal degerler nesilden nesile aktarilan ve toplumda genel kabul gérmus
kokld inanclari ifade etmektedir. Girisimciligi etkileyen sosyal degerler girisimcilik
icin sunulan firsatlar agisindan da degerlendirilebilir. Buna gére toplum sahip ol-
dugu degerlerle girisimciligi ne kadar uygun bir kariyer olarak goérir ve aktarirsa,
girisimcilik icin de o kadar elverisli ortam olusacaktir (Dubina ve Ramos, 2013).
Yenilige bakis acisi ve atfedilen deger de girisimciler agisindan firsat olarak du-
stndlebilir. Toplumun inovasyona atfettigi sosyal degerin olumlu yénde olmasi,
bireylerin yeni fikirleri uygulama noktasinda cesur davranmalarini ve degisime ha-
zir olmalarini saglayabilecektir. Béylece gelisen bireysel yenilikcilik dizeyleri saye-
sinde girisimsel egilimleri, fikirlerini hayata gecirme ve kendilerine maddi, manevi
karsilik umma beklentileri de, yukselecektir. Benzer sekilde, Thomas ve Mueller
(2000) toplumlarin kalturel yapilarinin bireylerin gelistirdikleri kisisel 6zellikleri
Uzerinde etkili olabilecegini belirtmislerdir. Yaptiklari arastirmaya goére, bireysel
toplumlarda yenilikciligin ve icsel kontroltn, kolektivist toplumlardaki bireylerle
kiyaslandiginda, daha yaygin bir kisilik 6zelligi olacagini belirtmislerdir. Yenilik-
cilige atfedilen sosyal deger, bireylerin yenilikcilik dtzeyleri ile pozitif yonli bir
iliskide olacak ve bu da girisimsel egilimleri arttiracaktir. Buna gore bu calismada
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da inovasyona atfedilen sosyal degerin, sosyolojik bir unsur olarak, bireylerin ye-
nilikcilik dtzeyleri Gzerinden girisimsel egilimlerini etkileyecegdi varsayllmistir ve
asagidaki hipotez gelistirilmistir.

H,: Bireysel yenilikcilik, inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger ve bireylerin giri-
simsel egilimleri arasinda boylamsal araci bir role sahiptir.

TUm bu yazin incelemesi ve kuramlar i1siginda arastirmanin hipotezleri gelis-
tirilmis ve girisimsel eg@ilimin hem bireysel 6zellik hem de sosyal deger ile birlikte
boylamsal olarak degerlendirilmesi amaci ile arastirma modeli olusturulmustur.
Calismanin bir sonraki boélimlerinde arastirmanin veri toplama sdreci, kullanilan
Olclim araclari, analizler, arastirma modeli (Sekil 1) ve bulgular sunulmustur.

3. Yontem
3.1. Veri

Arastirmanin verileri Tlrkiye'deki bir devlet Universitesinde isletme ve iktisat
egitimi goren bireylerden elde edilmistir. Arastirmanin birinci asamasinda 2015
yilinda 248 katilimcidan veri elde edilmistir. Sonrasinda 2016 ve 2017 yillarinda
da ayni katiimcilara ulasilmaya calisilmis ancak mezuniyet durumu veya calisma-
ya katilmak istemeyenlerin olmasi gibi sebeplerden &tiirl Ug yil sonunda veri top-
lanabilen katilimci sayisi 201 olmustur. Katilimcilarin 2017 yilindaki yas ortalamasi
22,3 ve % 52,8'si kadindir.

3.2. Olctim Araclari

Bireysel yenilikgilik 6lcedi Hurt vd. (1977) tarafindan gelistirilen ve 20 mad-
deden olusan bir 6lcektir. Olcegin Tirkce'ye uyarlamasi Kilicer ve Odabasi (2010)
tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Gergeklestirilen uyarlama calismasinda élcek giive-
nilirligi 0,82 olarak elde edilmistir. Olcek maddeleri 4 faktér altinda toplanmistir
bunlar; yenilige direnc (6rn. madde: “Genellikle yeni fikirleri kabullenmekte tem-
kinliyimdir”) fikir liderligi (6rn. madde: “Arkadaslarim Sneri veya bilgi almak icin
sik stk bana basvururlar”) deneyime aciklik (6rn. madde: “Yeni fikirlere acigimdir”)
ve risk alma (6rn. madde: “Belirsizlikler beni giidiiler”) seklindedir. Olcekte yer
alan sekiz negatif ifade ters kodlanarak degerlendirmeye alinmistir.

Calismanin inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger ve girisimsel egilime iliskin de-
giskenlerinin 6lctima ise LiRan, vd. (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen dlcekten uyar-
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lanmistir. Girisimsel egilim 6lceginin givenirligi 0,89 sosyal deger 6lceginin ise
0,85 olarak belirtilmistir. Girisimsel egilim maddeleri aynen uyarlanmis ancak ino-
vasyona atfedilen sosyal deger Linan, vd.'nin (2011) gelistirdigi girisimcilige dair
sosyal kabul maddelerinden esinlenilerek olusturulmustur. Olceklerin Tiirkce'ye
cevrilmesinde 4 dil bilimci ve inovasyon ve girisimcilik alaninda calisan 1 akade-
misyen gdrev almistir. 2 dil bilimci élcedi ingilizce’den Tirkce'ye, diger 2 dil bilimci
ise Trkce'den tekrar ingilizce'ye cevirmistir. Elde edilen nihai 6lcek inovasyon ve
girisimcilik alaninda calisan bir akademisyen tarafindan kontrol edilmistir. Olcegin
tutarlihigini saglamak amaciyla ingilizce isletme alaninda egitim géren 50 dgren-
ciye 20 gln ara ile Turkce ve ingilizce dlcek formlari uygulanmistir. Elde edilen
sonuclara gore 6lcek maddelerinin arasindaki korelasyon 0,72 ile 0,88 arasinda
degismektedir. Olcek ilk defa uyarlandigi ve drneklem (zerinde dogrulanmasi
yerine, gelistirilen 6lcegin faktor yapisinin aciklanmasi amaclandigi icin agimlayici
faktér analizi uygulanmistir. Tirkce dlcegin faktdr yapisi ingilizce versiyonu ile
paralellik gdstermis ve girisimsel egilim (6rn. madde: “Girisimci olmak icin ne ge-
rekiyorsa yapmaya hazirim”) ve inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger maddeleri (6rn.
madde: “Bulundugum cevrede yenilik¢i is fikirleri, tim risklerine ragmen, faydali
ve zahmete deger gérilmektedir”) ayr ayr tek faktor altinda toplanmislardir.
Buna gore girisimsel egilim alti, inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger dért madde-
den olusmaktadir. Tum maddeler ilgili olduklari degiskenlerde 0,53 ve Uzeri fak-
tor yukleri ile yer almaktadirlar. ic tutarlilik testi olan Cronbach Alpha degerleri ise
sirasiyla 0,80 ve 0,78 olarak elde edilmistir.

3.3. Analiz

Calismanin analizleri, U¢ asamadan olusmaktadir. Hipotez testlerine gecme-
den 6nce ilk olarak yillar icerisinde toplanmis verinin 6lcim esdegerligine sahip
olup olmadigina bakilmistir. Bunun icin boylamsal 6lciim analizi olarak da bili-
nen analiz uygulanmis ve boylamsal dogrulayici faktér analizi ile arastirma mo-
delini olusturan degiskenlerin vyillar icerisindeki esdegerligine bakilmistir. Cole
ve Maxwell'in (2003) de belirttigi Uzere 6lcim esdegerliginin kontroll oldukca
onemlidir ancak kati degismezlik ya da siki sikiya bir esdegerlik bulmak oldukca
az rastlanan ve zor bir durumdur. Bu nedenle faktér yapilarinin bigimsel olarak
uyustugu ve faktor yaklerinin yillar icerisinde denk oldugu bir modele sahip ol-
mak, baska bir deyisle kismi esdegerlik elde etmek, bircok arastirmada yeterli
kabul edilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda herhangi bir kisiti bulunmayan kisitlanmamis
model ve maddelerin yillar icerisindeki faktor yikleri esitlenerek kisitlanmis model
olusturulmus ve birbirleri ile karsilastinlmistir. Modellerin karsilastirilmasinda ki
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kare fark testi dikkate alinmis ve kisitlanmis model ile kisitlanmamis model arasin-
da anlamli bir ki kare farkinin bulunup bulunmadigi kontrol edilmistir.

Yillar icindeki 6lcim esdegerligi test edildikten ve degiskenlerin faktor yapi-
lari ortaya konduktan sonra maddelerin ortalamalari alinarak degiskenler olustu-
rulmustur. Bir sonraki bélimde Tablo 1'de degiskenler arasi korelasyon degerleri,
degiskenlerin Cronbach Alpha degerleri ve tanimlayici istatistik degerleri sunul-
mustur. Ayrica degiskenlerin yillara gore farklilasip farklilasmadigini goéstermek
amacityla ANOVA uygulanmis ve sonuglar ayni tabloda gosterilmistir.

1.yl 2.yl 3.yl

Inovasyona

Inovasyona
Atfedilen Sosyal

Inovasyona
Atfedilen Sosyal
Deger-3

Atfedilen Sosyal

Bireysel
Yenilikgilik-1

Bireysel
Yenilik¢ilik-2

Bireysel
Yenilikgilik-3

Girisimsel Girisimsel
Egilim -1 Egilim -2

Girisimsel

Egilim -3

Sekil 1. Arastirma modeli

Analizlerin son asamasinda, hipotez testine gecilmis ve boylamsal yapisal
modeller olusturularak birbirleri ile karsilastiriimistir. Boylece veri ile en iyi uyumu
gosteren ve degiskenler arasi iliskileri aciklayan model elde edilebilmistir. Bunun
icin oncelikle temel model (base model) olarak da adlandirilan model olusturul-
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mustur. Bu modelde bagdimsiz ve bagimli degiskenlerin ayni yil icerisindeki iliskileri
ortaya konmustur. ikinci ve Gclinci modeller olan ileri tek-yonl iliskiler (forward-
unidirectional model) ve ters tek-yonli iliskiler modellerinde (backward unidirec-
tional model) degiskenlerin elde edildikleri yildan sonraki etkileri analiz edilmeye
calisilmistir. Son olarak tim bu modeller bir araya getirilerek karsilikli veya cift-
yonlu iliskiler modeli (reciprocal or bidirectional model) olusturulmus ve elde edi-
len verilerin hangi modelde en iyi uyumu ve agiklamayi sagladigi analiz edilmistir.

4. Bulgular
4.1. Boylamsal Olciim Modeline lliskin Bulgular

Boylamsal 6lctim modelinde her bir yil icin elde edilen model uyum géster-
geleri kabul edilebilir sinirlar arasinda ¢ikmistir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999): 1. yil %2/
df = 1,94; CFl = 0,95; SRMR = 0,05; RMSEA = 0,04; 2. yil x2/df = 1,78; CFl =
0,95; SRMR = 0,04; RMSEA = 0,05 ve 3. yil x2/df = 1,83; CFl = 0,95; SRMR =
0,06; RMSEA = 0,05). Dogrulayici faktor analizi sonuclarina gére tim maddeler
ilgili olduklar gizil degiskenlerde 0,48 ve Uzeri faktor yukleri ile yer almaktadirlar.
Boylamsal 6lciim esdegerligi testi sonuclarina gore, kisitlanmamis model ile yillar
icindeki faktor yukleri esitlenerek kisitlanmis model arasinda anlaml bir ki kare
farklihgi elde edilmemistir (Ayx2 = 14,2, p = 0,63). Dolayisi ile arastirma modeli-
mizde yillar arasinda bir dlctim esdegerligi oldugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 1. Degiskenlere iliskin tanimlayici istatistikler ve korelasyon degerleri

Yillar itibariyle Degiskenler 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. inovasyona Atfedilen
Sosyal Deger-1

2. inovasyona Atfedilen
Sosyal Deger-2

3. inovasyona Atfedilen
Sosyal Deger-3

1

0,81 1

0,78 0,76 1

4. Bireysel Yenilikgilik-1 0,34 0,38 0,27 1

5. Bireysel Yenilikgilik-2 0,28 0,26 0,20 0,54 1

6. Bireysel Yenilikgilik-3 0,31 0,25 0,24 0,58 049 1

7. Girisimsel Egilim-1 0,18 0,21 0,19 0,33 0,37 0,29 1

8. Girisimsel Egilim-2 0,14 0,15 0,15 0,30 0,35 0,37 0,61 1

9. Girisimsel Egilim-3 0,12 0,11 0,14 0,44 045 044 063 064 1
Ortalama 3,82 3,78 3,75 4,01 4,10 4,08 3,52 348 3,47
Standart Sapma 1,02 1,03 1,01 095 086 097 1,41 141 1,42

Not: Tabloda belirtilen korelasyon degerlerinin timu anlamhidir (p < 0,05).
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Olctim esdegerliginin elde edilmesinden sonra degiskenlere iliskin tanimla-
yicl istatistiki degerler ve korelasyonlar hesaplanmis ve sonuclar Tablo 1'de su-
nulmustur. Ayrica degiskenler arasinda zamana gore bir farklilik olup olmadigini
anlayabilmek icin ANOVA uygulanmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gére inovasyona
atfedilen sosyal deger <F2,- 600 =042, p= 0,61), bireysel yenilikcilik <F2,- 600 = 0,58,
p = 0,68) ve girisimsel egilim (Fz,- 600 = 0,47, p = 0,72) degiskenlerinde zamanlar
arasinda anlamh bir farklilik elde edilmemistir.

4.2. Boylamsal Yapisal Modele lliskin Bulgular

Calismanin analiz kisminda agiklandigi Gzere hipotezlerin testi asamasinda
alternatif yapisal modeller gelistirilerek birbirleri ile kiyaslanmistir. Elde edilen so-
nuglar model uyum gostergeleri ve ki kare farkliliklarina gére degerlendirilmis ve
bulgular Tablo. 2'de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Boylamsal modellerin model uyum goéstergeleri

Boylamsal modeller x2 CFI SRMR RMSEA Ax2
Temel model 160,2 0,94 0,06 0,04

ileri-tek yonlu iliskiler modeli 148,6 0,94 0,06 0,04 11,6*
Ters-tek yonlu iliskiler modeli 132,1 0,95 0,05 0,03 16,7*
Cift yonlu iliskiler modeli 120,7 0,95 0,05 0,03 11,4*
*p<0,05.

Buna gore, temel model olan ve ayni zaman diliminde degiskenler arasi
iliskileri ortaya koyan ilk model, uyum indisleri bakimindan kabul edilebilir bir
araliktadir. Ne var ki ileri-tek yonlu iliskilerin tanimlandigi ikinci model ilk model-
den anlamli derecede daha iyi bir uyum sunmustur (Ax2 = 11,6, p = 0,03). Her
iki modelde de degiskenler arasi iliskiler anlamlidir. Ugtincti model olan ters-tek
yonlu iliskiler modeli ikinci model ile kiyaslandiginda model uyum gostergeleri
bakimindan anlamli bir iyilesme elde edilmis (Ax2 = 16,7, p = 0,03) ancak baz
degiskenler acisindan anlamli iliskiler bulunamamistir. Modeli iyilestirmek agisin-
dan anlamsiz iliskiler modelden cikariimis (bknz. Sekil 2) ve son olarak karsilikli
iliskiler modeli olusturularak tekrar analiz edilmistir. Elde edilen bu son model de
kendisinden 6nceki ters-tek yonlu iliskiler modeline gore anlamli bir iyilesme ger-
ceklestigini gostermistir (Ax2 = 11,4, p = 0,04). Buna gore arastirma modelinin
son haline ulasiimis ve elde edilen model Sekil 2'de sunulmustur.
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1.yl 2.y1l 3.y1l

Inovasyona Inovasyona Inovasyona
Atfedilen Sosyal |——»| Atfedilen Sosyal Atfedilen Sosyal
Deger-1 Deger-2 Deger-3

Bireysel Bireysel Bireysel

Yenilikgilik-1 Yenilikgilik-2 Yenilikgilik-3

Girigimsel Girisimsel Girisimsel
Egilim -1 Egilim -2 Egilim -3

Sekil 2. Elde edilen boylamsal yapisal model
Not: Kesikli cizgiler anlamsiz bulunan ve modelden cikarilan iliskileri gostermektedir.

Elde edilen son modele gére degiskenler arasi iliskilere bakildiginda, birinci
yillda elde edilen inovasyona atfedilen sosyal degerin ikinci ve Uclncl yildaki bi-
reysel yenilikcilik Uzerinde pozitif bir etkiye sahip oldugu (f = 0,19; p < 0,01; B
=0,21; p < 0,01), ayni sekilde ikinci yilda elde edilen inovasyona atfedilen sosyal
degerin de bir sonraki yilda bireylerin sahip oldugu yenilikgilik diizeyi Gzerinde an-
lamli ve pozitif yonll bir etkiye sahip oldugu elde edilmistir (3 = 0,18; p < 0,01).
Bireysel yenilikciligin inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger Uzerindeki etkisinde ise
herhangi anlaml bir iliski tespit edilememistir. Bu durum aralarinda tek yonli
boylamsal bir iliski oldugunu gostermektedir.

Bireysel yenilikcilik ve girisimcilik egilimi arasindaki iliskiye bakildiginda ise
hem ileri hem de ters yonlU bir iliski bulundugu gérilmustdr. Birinci yilda elde
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edilen bireysel yenilikcilik sonraki (ikinci ve tgtinct) yillardaki bireylerin girisimsel
egilimleri Uzerinde pozitif etkiye sahip bir degisken olarak karsimiza cikmaktadir
(p=0,15; p< 0,01, B =0,17; p < 0,01). Benzer sekilde ikinci yilda elde edilen
bireysel yenilikciligin de bireylerin bir sonraki girisimsel egilimleri Uzerinde pozitif
etkiye sahip oldugu goértlmdstdr (B = 0,14; p < 0,01). Ayni zamanda bireylerin
girisimsel egilimlerinin sonraki yillardaki yenilik dtzeylerini etkiledigi géralmastar.
Buna gore, birinci ve ikinci yilda elde edilen girisimsel eg@ilim katiimcilarin bir
sonraki yil ki bireysel yenilikgilik duizeylerini olumlu etkilemektedir (3 = 0,11; p <
0,01; B =0,12; p < 0,01). Ne var ki girisimsel egilimin bireysel yenilik Gzerindeki
etkisi bir yil ile sinirhdir ve birinci yildaki girisimsel egilimin Gctnct yildaki bireysel
yenilik Gzerinde anlamli bir etkisinin olmadigi elde edilmistir (3 = 0,07; p > 0,05).

Tablo 3. Sobel test sonuclari

1.yl 2.yl 3.yl Sobel test (2)
inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger Bireysel yenilikcilik Girisimsel egilim 3,23**

Bireysel yenilikciligin inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger ve girisimsel egilim
arasindaki araci etkisi Cole ve Maxwell'in (2003) belirttigi gibi Sobel testi ile de
dogrulanmistir. Ne var ki tersi yonde bir (girisimsel egilimin bireysel yenilikgilik
Uzerinden inovasyona atfedilen sosyal degeri etkilemesi seklinde) aracilik etkisi
elde edilmemistir.

5. Tartisma

Calismanin sonuclarini ¢ ana asamada incelemek kavramlarin ve iliskilerin
daha net aciklanabilmesi acisindan énemlidir. Calismanin ilk asamasi inovasyona
atfedilen sosyal degerin bireylerin yenilikgilik dizeylerini etkileme durumu tzeri-
nedir. Elde edilen sonuclar atfedilen sosyal degerin bireylerin yenilikcilik dizeyleri
Uzerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahip oldugunu ve bu etkinin boylamsal olarak var ol-
dugunu goéstermistir. Ustelik bu etkinin sadece bir yillik bir stire icinde degil, ticlin-
cl yildaki bireysel yenilikcilik tGzerinde de etkisi bulunmustur. Koellinger (2008)
yaptidl calismada neden bazi girisimcilerin digerlerine gére daha ¢ok inovatif ol-
duklarini anlamaya calismis ve issizlik, ylksek egitim seviyesi veya kendine gliven
gibi faktorlerin bireylerin yenilikcilik dtizeylerini etkiledigini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Elde
edilen bu sonug, yeniligin sosyal bir deger olarak incelenmesi ve toplumun atfet-
tigi degerin birey Gzerindeki etkisinin gértlmesi bakimindan alan yazinina katki
saglamaktadir.
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Ne var ki bireysel yenilikcilik ve sosyal deger arasindaki iliski tek yonlu bir
iliskidir, herhangi ters yonlu bir iliski (bireysel yenilikciligin atfedilen sosyal degere
etkisi) elde edilememistir. Dolayisi ile karsilikli bir iliskinin varigindan stz edile-
memektedir. Bu durum bireylerin icinde bulundugu sosyal yapinin inovasyona
atfettigi degeri farkl sosyal ve kilttrel deg@iskenlerin acikladigi yoninde yorum-
lanabilir. Ozensel (2003) sosyolojik anlamda deger kavramini bireylerin disinda
bir olgu olarak degerlendirmis ve her ne kadar toplumlari bireyler olustursa da,
bir takim kavramlara atfedilen sosyal degerin bireysel dizeyde bir agiklama ile
acgiklanamayacagini belirtmistir. Toplumun ekonomik yapisi, gegmisi, yonetilme
bicimi, gelenekleri, inanclari ve diger kultirel 6zellikleri o toplumun degerlerini
olusturan ve sekillendiren faktérler arasinda sayilabilir. Diger taraftan, yeniligin
yayiiminin bireysel yenilikgilikten baslayip, tim toplumu kapsayacagini ve sosyal
degerleri etkileyebilecegini varsaymakta mtumkunddr. Bu durumda her ne kadar
boylamsal calismalarin kesitsel calismalara kiyasla daha cok genelleme yapma
imkani sundugu belirtilse de, daha uzun zaman araliklarinda ve/veya farkl kaltd-
rel gecmislere sahip toplumlarda calismanin tekrarlanmasi, bireysel yenilikciligin
inovasyona atfedilen sosyal deger Uzerindeki etkisini anlamaya yardimci olacaktir.

Calismanin bir diger bulgusu bireysel yenilikgilik ile girisimsel eg@ilim arasin-
daki iliski Gzerinedir. Bireysel yenilikcilik ve girisimsel eg@ilim arasinda pozitif ve
karsilikli boylamsal bir iliski tespit edilmistir. Buna gore, bireysel yenilikcilik giri-
simsel egilimi pozitif yonde, girisimsel egilim de bireysel yenilikciligi pozitif yonde
ancak bir yillik zaman araliginda etkilemektedir. Elde edilen bu cift yonlu iliski
alan yazininda daha &énce arastirilmamis ve ortaya cikarilmamistir. Yapilan bir-
cok arastirmada tek yonlU olarak yeniligin girisimsel egilimi destekleyen bir 6zel-
lik oldugu belirtilirken (Hayton vd., 2002; Korkmaz, 2012; Mueller ve Thomas,
2001), bu calisma ile girisimsel egilimin de bireylerin degisime, yeni fikirlere olan
kabullenme, uyum ve uygulama sireclerine olumlu etki ettigi ortaya cikarilmistir.
Her ne kadar, Ulke ekonomileri dizeyinde, girisimcilik faaliyetlerinin artmasinin
yeniligi tesvik ettigi daha 6nce yapilan calismalarda belirtilse de (Evrensel ve Ott,
2015; Lazonick, 2008), bu calisma ile bireysel dizeyde girisimsel egilimlerin ki-
sinin yenilikcilik dlzeyi Gzerindeki olumlu etkisi gézler dnidne serilmistir. Dikkat
edilmesi gereken bir diger bulgu da bu etkinin bir yillik bir zaman araliginda
bulunmus olmasidir. Bireysel yenilikciligin girisimsel egilim Gzerindeki etkisinin iki
yilin sonunda da anlamli oldugu gordlirken, girisimsel eg@ilimin bireysel yenilik-
cilik Uzerindeki etkisi calismamiz da bir yil icinde sinirli kalmistir. Ne var ki ileride
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gerceklesecek olan calismalarda ¢ yildan daha uzun bir zaman diliminde veri
toplanir ve analiz edilirse girisimsel eg@ilimin etkisi daha iyi ortaya konulabilir.

Elde edilen tim bu sonuclar hem arastirmacilar hem de is diinyasinin aktor-
leri icin uygulamaya dénuk énemli katkilar sunmaktadir. Girisimcilik ve inovasyon
ginimuz ekonomileri icin oldukca 6nemli konulardir. Tlrkiye'de kamu kurum-
lar, veya sivil toplum kuruluslar gerek finansal gerekse bilgi bakimindan giri-
simciligi destekleyici politikalar izleyip, stratejiler gelistiriyor olsalar da, konunun
sosyo-kultirel boyutunun da géz ardi edilmemesi gerekmektedir. inovasyona at-
fedilen sosyal degerin bireysel yenilikciligi ve dolayl olarak da bireylerin girisimsel
egilimini etkilemesinden hareketle, benimsenen olumsuz ényargilarin asiimasi ve
olusabilecek direncin kirilmasi gerekmektedir. Girisimsel egilimlerin de bireysel
yenilik Gzerindeki olumlu etkileri distnulurse, basarili girisimcilik érneklerinin du-
yurulmasi, desteklenmesi, girisimcilerin karsilastiklari engel ve zorluklarin azaltil-
masi ve girisimcilige elverisli bir ekonomik ve kilttrel yapinin saglanmasi bireysel
ve toplumsal seviyede inovasyon anlayisini tesvik edecektir.

6. Sonug

Calismadan boylamsal ve kapsamli bulgular elde edilmis olsa da her calisma-
da oldugu gibi bu arastirmada da belirli kisitlar ve sinirliliklar mevcuttur. ilk olarak
her ne kadar boylamsal calismalar kesitsel calismalarla kiyaslandiginda daha ge-
nellenebilir ve neden-sonuc iliskilerinin daha sik géralddga arastirma modelleri
olarak gorulse de, bu calismadan elde edilen bulgularla neden-sonug iliskisini ke-
sin bir sekilde belirtmek miumkin olmamaktadir. ilerleyen zamanlarda yapilacak
boylamsal deneysel calismalar ile degiskenler arasi iliskileri etkileyebilecek diger
faktorler kontrol altina alinarak daha dogru bir neden-sonuc iliskisinden s6z edi-
lebilir. Ne var ki bireysel yenilikcilik degiskeninin énculleri ve sonuglari noktasinda
bu calisma glclt ampirik kanitlar sunmaktadir. Her degiskeni t¢ yil boyunca 6l-
cumlemek, degiskenler arasindaki degismezligi ve yillar icindeki tek yonlu ve cift
yonlu iliskileri ortaya koymak bu calismayi alan yazinindaki diger calismalardan
ayiran guclu bir taraftir.

Calismada kullanilan veriler Tirkiye'den elde edilmistir ve calismanin degis-
kenlerinden biri de sosyal degerler oldugu icin Turk toplumunun sahip oldugu
sosyal degerlerden s6z edilmektedir. Farkli arastirmalarda farkli toplumlardan veri
elde edilip analiz edilmesi, degiskenler arasi iliskileri daha kapsamli aciklayabile-
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cektir. Ayrica calismada demografik degiskenlere (cinsiyet ve yas gibi) iliskin her-
hangi bir analiz yapilmamis, modelde bu tir degiskenler kontrol degisken olarak
kullanilmamistir. Ne var ki ileri ki arastirmalarda egitim duzeyi, yas ve cinsiyete
dair etkiler elde edilebilir ve uzun vadede bu etki analiz edilebilir.

Calismanin bir diger sinirliigr tg yillik bir zaman arali@ secilmis olmasidir.
Boylamsal calismalarda zaman uzunlugunun ve verilerin toplanmasi gereken za-
man araliginin ne olmasi gerektigi veya nasil hesaplanmasi gerektigi konusunda
net bir bilgi bulunmamaktadir. Ne var ki farkli zaman araliklari ve uzunluklarinda
analizlerin yapilmasi, degiskenler arasi iliskilerin zaman icerisindeki durumunun
daha net gértlmesini saglayabilir.
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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to determine whether there are antecedents of innovation, which can be looked at
during idea evaluations at the fuzzy front end.

Methodology: A systematic literature review was conducted for the antecedents of the innovation output, which were then
verified and weighed by an integrated team of experts and academicians participating TIM’s InoSuit project by using AHP.
Findings: The antecedents were isolated as value, applicability, contribution to innovation, generalization, strategy, risk, and
suitability of existing solution, and their weights were determined as 12, 15, 10, 18, 8, 32, and 5 % respectfully.

Practical Implications: This research provides an analytical assessment model for the initial idea selection for innovation,
which can be used within innovation management systems.

Originality: There is no comparable scale applicable to the selection in the very early phases of ideation.
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1. Introduction

To remain competitive, companies continuously need to upgrade themsel-
ves (Humphrey and Schmitz, 2002). This drives the change, which is strongly
bounded to innovation (lyer et al. 2006). In short, innovation is the added value
generation (Jacobides et al., 2006) by new ideas, methods, or devices (Innovati-
on, 2017). It can be in the form of subject innovation for business processes or
object innovation for new products/services (OECD, 2005). Under the bottom
line it enables continuous growth in the market share (Bear, 2006; Andrew et al.,
2010; Gronlund et al., 2010). Consequently, companies spend time and efforts
for innovation. They also implement innovation management systems to achieve
an enabling environment, where they can systematically continue their innovati-
on efforts (Nagji and Tuff, 2012).

Innovation management is a process (see Figure 1) and it starts with the pro-
active development of suitable strategies supported by associated ideas within
a portfolio, which can be converted to innovation projects trough research and
development activities (CEN/TS, 2013). The ideas in the innovation portfolio are
gathered from the organization itself within the innovation value chain (Hansen
and Birkinshaw, 2007) by interaction, circulation and growth of explicit and tacit
knowledge (Nonaka et al., 2000; Nonaka et al., 2008). The resulting innovation
output can be in (i) offerings, (i) processes, (iii) distribution or (iv) customers (Tse-
kouras et al., 2014). A systematic (Morris, 2011) and total innovation approach
(Nagji and Tuff, 2012) shall be applied yielding in new product development
(NPD), which requires continuous efforts for idea generation, screening and se-
lection (Deppe et al., 2002; Stamm, 2003).
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Figure 1. The process of innovation (Morris, 2011:167)

Initially, idea selection is done in the Front End (FE) phase, where appropri-
ate project/ product definitions are made (Achiche et al., 2013). Unfortunately,
at this early stage there is only a limited set of information available, which is
referred by Smith and Reinertsen (1991) as a fuzzy environment as well. This
environment is changing over time (Zhang and Doll, 2001) that there are unk-
nowable and uncontrollable factors in the FE (Brem and Voigt, 2009). Besides,
when the idea is not understood adequately, additional costs and delays might
arise as well (Hirunyawipada et al., 2015). Consequently, the FE is important for
the success of innovation projects (Jou et al., 2016), which simply emphasizes the
importance of correct portfolio management of innovation ideas, and this leads
to the following research questions:

Q1: Are there any antecedents of the innovation output, which shall be
considered in the initial idea selection?

Q2: When given, what are their associated weights subject to be used in
the evaluations?

Thus, first a literature review is made with respect of the antecedents of
innovation in the FE idea selection, and then analytic hierarchical process (AHP) is
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focused on as a suitable weighing method. Consecutively, the weights resulting
from the application of AHP within a large enterprise in the metal industry are
discussed, concluding with limitations and further research directions.

2. Literature Review

The FE of innovation is the first phase in the product innovation process,
where idea generation and selection take place (Dewulf, 2013). In corporate
management, the FE is one of the most important areas (Brem and Voigt, 2009).
Consequently, the ideation (Cooper and Edgett, 2008) and the consecutive se-
lection is widely covered by the NPD literature. It mainly relies on the Stage-Gate
Model of Cooper (1990), where idea funnels are build up with stages as the
processes for discovery, scoping and business case building. The selection and
elimination of ideas are carried out in the associated gates after these stages. The
assessment of ideas in a funnel is an iterative process carried out by groups. The
idea generation, acceptance and realization are also called as the stages of the
innovation process (Brem and Voigt, 2009). There, each iteration is a gate and
during the stages the ideas are further detailed until the release of selected ide-
as. At higher levels of the idea selection, methods like the scorecard of Cooper
(2011) are used, which e.g. do respect strategic fit, market opportunity, feasibi-
lity, competitive advantage and the reward. Sometimes, the stage-gate models
are also combined with other techniques such as agile (Ahmed-Kristensen and
Daalhuizen, 2015; Sommer et al., 2015). Similarly, there is the New Concept
Development (NCD) model for the iterative idea evolution emphasizing the stra-
tegic perspective of business and technology opportunities in the FE (Koen et al.,
2001; Koen, 2004). The product concept development is iterative starting with
the opportunity identification/ analysis, idea genesis/ selection, and it is done
before the product definition with the objective to go/no go decisions just like in
the stage-gate model (Borjesson et al., 2006).

In all methods there is an evaluation/ selection of ideas due in order to orga-
nize the FE for innovativeness (Borjesson et al., 2006). Each project is of course
unique, requiring a distinct approach (Bréring et al., 2006). However, the eva-
luation shall be made systematically with analytical tools to include all required
aspects. Achiche et al. (2013) consolidated 29 different FE tools to support the
innovation process, but these are distinct tools applicable to any circumstance
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without any reference set for comparison and evaluation. Moreover, a high le-
vel of information is required to be able to apply all these tools. Consequently,
companies applying a wide collection of tools are making subjective assessments
limited by their knowledge (Bear, 2006), where they also use their own set of
references.

Allin one, there is a lack of streamlined comprehensive, but simple evaluati-
on method of innovation ideas for the preliminary fuzzy FE (Kurt et al., 2017). In-
deed, companies focus mainly on market acceptance, financial performance and
product performance for the evaluation (Hart et al., 2003), but the contribution
to the innovation stream is not always included, and the strategic perspective
might be overseen as well. This occurs, because the majority of idea manage-
ment in practice is neither organized nor systematic (Stevanovic et al., 2016). The
requirements for the assessments within gates are company specific (Riel et al.,
2013), leading to ad hoc and intuitively decisions (Stevanovic et al., 2015). Even
existing scorecards such as of Cooper (2011) do indicate focal points, but do not
imply early phase application methodology. However, an assessment formality
in the FE is required for generating future business potential (Martinsuo and
Poskela, 2011). Furthermore, the literature points out important factors at the FE
also focusing on the back end to reduce the uncertainty (Borjesson et al., 2006).
These factors do contribute at the early stage to the innovation output, thus
from here on they are referred as the antecedents, which are focused on next to
be grouped subject to be weighted then.

2.1. Value

Innovation is about added value, where ideas shall be transformed into com-
mercial outputs (Jacobides et al., 2006; Innovation, 2017). During the selection
of the ideas this transformation process shall be visible to the decision makers.
There, the value capture shall include all perspectives of stake holders (Reypens
et al., 2016), and innovation ideas can be selected based on that value (Salomo
et al., 2007). The value shall be questioned for all stages of the innovation value
chain, i.e. idea generation, development and diffusion (Hansen and Birkinshaw,
2007).

When talking about value, most companies do want to see crisp numbers.
However, there are technical as well market value in addition to the pure financi-
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al aspects, which establishment is challenging relying on the relationship betwe-
en context and information (de Brentani and Reid, 2012). Consequently, direct
revenue by product innovation and indirect value via business model innovation
shall be respected (Bhidé, 2009; Amit and Zott, 2012). Sometimes, traditional
accounting cannot measure the value of innovations such as in Information Tech-
nologies (IT) and/or services (Grant et al., 2013). Then, the value capture can only
be realized by qualitative approaches such as in the value chain analysis of Porter
(1998).

All'in one, the value assessment represents a simple form of business model
assessment. Especially, when the competitive advantage of internal resources
is high for an innovation idea, the idea shall be leveraged to business opportu-
nity (Snyder and Ebeling, 1997). Normally sales volume and margin, together
along with market potential are used for business analysis (Hart et al., 2003).
This requires lot of information, which is simply not available in the initial FE.
Consequently, while successive gates can include detailed assessments such as
the Business Model Canvas (BMC) of Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010), the initial
gate shall be kept lean and have just a comparison of ideas with respect of the
expected total value.

2.2. Applicability

Another important item to check for is the applicability of the innovation
idea within the organization, i.e. there shall be a good fit with competencies
(Salomo et al., 2007). There is always a positive correlation of future business po-
tential with technical criteria (Martinsuo and Poskela, 2011), but the realization
of these criteria shall be possible for the organization. Sometimes, the realization
of an innovation idea might require new technologies, which are only possible by
developing new competencies (Bréring et al., 2006). This can be even anticipated
and leveraged for further development, but it shall be within the organizational
absorption capability. Moreover, the developed technology shall interact with the
market (Tidd et al., 2005), i.e. there shall be an adequate market potential that
it can be sold (Cooper, 2011).

All in one, the feasibility shall be done successfully (Hart et al., 2003; Coo-
per, 2011), exploiting the integrated supply chain (Ursino, 2015). For that, the re-
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sources of the organization shall be able to cover the expected additional efforts
of the innovation project. This requires portfolio management (Cooper, 2003),
which shall manage the aggregated allocation (Loch and Kavadias, 2002). This
shall respect both the operating as well financial perspectives (Brem and Voigt,
2009) together along with time constraints. So, this evaluation shall respect be-
side personal allocations also schedules and break-even times with respect to
companies’ finance capabilities (Palmberg 2006; Calantone et al., 2014, Park et
al., 2016). To do so, workshops and scenario groups may be allocated (Brem and
Voigt, 2009) to discuss and grade applicability of innovation ideas as well.

2.3. Contribution to Innovation

In order to achieve an innovation organization, there shall be a constant
flow of innovation projects (CEN/TS, 2013). At the FE, the concept novelty does
increase the potential for business success, irrespective of short term performan-
ce (Martinsuo and Poskela, 2011). Moreover, the product uniqueness is a com-
mon criterion in NPD gates (Hart et al., 2003). Game-changing, bold innovation
is required to succeed in a mature market (Cooper, 2011). This indicates that the
portfolio management, i.e. the selection of innovation idea, shall emphasize the
contribution to innovation as well.

During the assessments, important ideas with a lower preparation for the
targeted context do indicate a high opportunity for innovation in the company
(Ulwick, 2002). Consequently, as long as the organization can absorb it (Bro-
ring et al., 2006), the portfolio management shall respect such ideas to support
further development of the capabilities. This can also imply the reengineering
of processes and thus process innovation. When also external know-how can
be imported in such cases, costs and development time can be further reduced
(Gronlund, 2010). This is simply open innovation (Cooper and Edgett, 2008) and
thus shall be leveraged in the idea selection. Especially network-level innovation
outcomes, i.e. collaborative outcomes, do contribute more to value (Reypens
et al., 2016), thus they shall be emphasized as well. As a result, whether it is
a process innovation or a product innovation (Tidd et al., 2005; Eliens, 2015;
OECD, 2005), the contribution to innovation shall be rewarded during the initial
selection of innovation ideas as well.
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2.4. Generalization

The diffusion of innovation ideas across the organization is very important
(Hansen and Birkinshaw, 2007). This has two aspects. First, they shall be com-
municated throughout the organization iteratively to enable the Ba, the moving
and evolving context (Nonaka et al., 2000). Stakeholders need to know what
these ideas are that they are able to adopt and apply them. Second, the achieved
gain shall be diffused by the implementation to other similar applications. This is
explained as the extension to the “adjacent possible”, where the recombination
of existing ingredients, i.e. innovation ideas, might generate more and better
innovations (Johnson, 2010:41). So, ideas can lead to new ideas in an evoluti-
onary iterative manner (Lewis and Elaver, 2014). Consequently, ideas applicable
on a wide basis can attain a large cumulative value that the potential for such a
generalization shall be looked at. This also would prevent the elimination of low
value but high frequency ideas.

The generalization is also applicable from/to distinct technologies. When
technologies and demand structures converge, suddenly different technologi-
es come together, and one might benefit from other’s rules, regulations and
processes (Broring et al., 2006). As a result, the cooperation and synergy from
different actors might lead to open innovation (Chesbrough, 2006). This is very
straight forward, simply because it takes existing structures and by generalization
at organizational level it implements these structures in an innovative way to the
organization. This requires less efforts, is easy to achieve and All in one, during
idea selection, the opportunity of generalization shall be proactively assessed.

2.5. Strategy

Many leading companies did not manage disruptive innovations well that
they didn't cope with the market and did lose their competitive advantage (Bo-
wer and Christensen, 1995). Changes in both, market as well technology, shall
be foreseen by methods such as technology roadmapping to enable strategic
planning (Phaal et al., 2004). Then all stakeholders shall work together accor-
ding to a shared strategy of the company (Stamm, 2003) to achieve the desired
innovation output (AT Kearny, 2017), which simply delivers a harmonized orga-
nization, where all efforts at operational level are towards the same direction, i.e.
in-line with strategies (White and Bruton, 2010: 90, 102).
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This implies that the idea selection shall respect the corporate strategy (Sa-
lomo et al., 2007; Cooper, 2009; Cooper, 2011; Martinsuo and Poskela, 2011),
which then drives innovation (Stevanovic et al., 2016). The innovation portfolio
is managed at the FE by ideation strategy, process formulization and creative en-
couragement, where ideation strategy implies the “alignment of idea generation
and selection with the innovation strategy” (Kock et al., 2015). This emphasizes
the development of a firm innovation strategy respecting the internal external
environment as well (Tidd et al., 2005). Consequently, strategy and innovation
do form each other (Morris, 2011; Eliens, 2015).

There are two main ways of innovation impulses: unsatisfied customers
might drive the market pull or research delivers the basis of the technology push
(Sandmeier et al. 2004; Brem and Voigt, 2009). Even if the innovation outcome
is radical or even disruptive, i.e. bold, it “shall be strategically aligned to the busi-
ness” (Cooper, 2011). Thus the usage of strategic criteria for the selection of the
innovation idea in the FE does increase the future business potential (Martinsuo
and Poskela, 2011). One last comment is that the best way is to generate stra-
tegic buckets for innovation ideas such as innovation typology, market, product
area (Cooper, 2011), which all shall be respected during the selection and elimi-
nation of ideas.

2.6. Risk

Risk is another antecedent of innovation in the FE. There are always techni-
cal and market related uncertainties in NPD (Herstatt et al., 2006). Consequently,
uncertainty and risk are innovation attributes (Gatignon and Robertson, 1991),
and the potential discontinuation of innovation projects does increase the pro-
jected cost (de Brentani and Reid, 2012).

This is the perceived risk expressed, and it shall be addressed during the
idea assessment (Cooper, 2008; Morris, 2011) by having a balanced portfolio
(Martinsuo and Poskela, 2011), where even for bold innovation risk level shall be
acceptable (Cooper, 2011). This simply implies that excessively risky projects are
eliminated (Calantone et al., 1999).

However, this doesn’t mean that all innovation ideas with a perceived risk
shall be eliminated. When companies prefer only easy to research/ evaluate pro-
jects, they might end up with minor business potential (Burgelman and Sayles,
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2004). Besides, it can be that the perception of risk is also not reflecting the
truth. Consequently, it can be seen that companies, which perform best, do al-
ways have a larger amount of projects with a high level of innovation (see Table

1).

Table 1. Project portfolio distribution (%), based on (Cooper, 2011)

Innovation in Worst Performers  Average Business Best Performers
Promotion & package 12 10 6
Incremental improvements 40 33 28
Major product revisions 19 22 25
New to business products 20 24 24
New to world products 7 10 16

Thus, in the initial FE the risks of innovation ideas shall be assessed and the
portfolio shall have accordingly strategic buckets for various innovation levels
with dedicated different risk associations. This enables also the execution of ra-
dical innovation projects, which can even reduce risks in complex and instable
environments (Chao and Kavadias, 2008).

2.7. Suitability of Existing Solutions

This antecedent is derived from the smE-MPower, CoachCom 2020 project
of the European Union (Tsekouras et al., 2014), where the usage of an opportu-
nity index is proposed for the idea selection. The opportunity index is defined by
Ulwick (2002) as the sum of the strategic importance and the difference of the
strategic importance and the satisfaction with current solutions. This represents
the market perspective, where the usefulness for the customer shall be questio-
ned (Hirunyawipada et al., 2015). If there are existing solutions, which are alre-
ady available to the customer and capable to satisfy the needs, then the potential
impact of the realization of the idea, i.e. the opportunity is less. Consequently,
the suitability of existing solutions shall be assessed by market exploration in the
FE (Jou and Yuan, 2016).

All in one the antecedents were found in the value, applicability, contribu-
tion to innovation, generalization, strategy, risks and the suitability of existing
solutions (see Figure 2), which are then weighed next with the proposed met-
hodology.
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Figure 2. The antecedents of innovation

3. Data and Methodology

This study originated from the needs of companies implementing an inno-
vation management system within the scope of the InoSuit project (TIM, 2017).
The first run of the project did finish with 32 innovation mentors from 21 univer-
sities, who targeted to support the implementation of innovation management
systems within 42 member companies of the Turkish Exporters Assembly. These
numbers did change slightly during the project period of 11 months and by the
time of this paper being written the second run already started with a new set
of companies.

This particular work here does represent one of the tasks accomplished wit-
hin the InoSuit project execution in a large industrial company from the metals
industry. It simply aggregates the literature research, the field experience of the
author and the lessons learned during the innovation idea selection/ assessment
work carried out in an exemplified company, which is an old Turkish industry ins-
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titution, established in different international locations with an annual turnover
of over 1 billion US$. Furthermore, this proposed method was also presented
and discussed in different meetings of the advisory board of the InoSuit Project
as well in the mentor circles iteratively, meeting each 3 months during the total
project time of 11 months.

In order to isolate the antecedents as mentioned before, a systematic li-
terature review was made utilizing 73 scientific papers, 13 books, 2 technical
standards/ reports and 5 other related resources after an initial screening of over
200 various resources determined by keyword search in WOS, Scopus and other
similar scientific databases. Then interviews and several meetings/ workshops
were made with the 10 members of the innovation committee of this company,
who are in leading roles from various departments.

Consequently, a system for the idea selection in the initial FE was conceptua-
lized, based on the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) by the utilization of relevant
factors; i.e. the antecedents. Then, the pairwise comparisons of these factors
were made within this group to isolate the weights of the antecedents, which
are further discussed at the end.

3.1. The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)

Since distinct antecedents do span the solution space for idea assessment
problematic, it is a multi-criteria decision making (MCDM) problem. Analytic Hi-
erarchy Process (AHP) of Saaty (1980; 1990) is one of the most frequently used
techniques for MCDM, enabling a structured lean decision environment (Uc-
ler, 2017a). It is a widely used standard tool, transforming problems by using a
simple hierarchy with several levels (Ucler, 2017b) arranging for factors of the
decision (Pohekar and Ramachandran, 2004). Historically, AHP was extensively
used for MCDM in supply chains (Arshinder et al., 2007) for the comparison of
different products, services (Kahraman et al., 2004), or suppliers (Narasimhan,
1983; Nydick and Hill, 1992; Mohanty and Deshmukh, 1993). It was also used
in NPD (Hsiao, 2002) for product design (Liu,2011) and weight determination
of customer requirements (Ucler, 2017b). Among others Calantone et al. (1999)
did use AHP in new product screening, and Huang et al. (2008) used it for the
assignment of governmental funds to selected projects. All in one, it is suitable
for the evaluation of alternative concepts (Ayag, 2005), which indicates the fit
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of this method to the application here. Consequently, AHP was chosen for weig-
hing of the antecedents of innovation, which can be then used in the initial idea
evaluation at the early FE.

AHP is based on pairwise comparisons of criteria arranged in successive le-
vels with hierarchical decomposition (Saaty, 1990). There are several scales for
these pairwise comparisons (Ishizaka and Labib, 2011), assigning numbers to
linguistic expressions, which also may include fuzzy number approaches (Ayag,
2005; Bozbura et al., 2007; Ucler, 2017a). However, the original fundamental
scale of Saaty (1990) was adopted here for simplicity reasons, which implies
1 for equal importance, 3 for moderate importance, 5 for essential or strong
importance, 7 for very strong importance, and finally 9 for extreme importance
of one over another. The reciprocal values are being used as a,, = 1/ayx for the
inverse assessments.

These comparisons are then to be stored in a n x n matrix, which is square
and positive (Shiraishi et al., 1998) with n criteria on both dimensions. This deli-
vers the comparison matrix A with the eigenvector 72 and A as the maximum/
principle eigenvalue respecting A> = Ayy”> (Saaty, 1990; Saaty, 2003). This
matrix is populated by different expert’s opinions and it includes the compari-
sons of each criterion among each other. Consequently, when comparing e.g.
Xto Y, Yto Zand then X to Z, there might be some inconsistencies due to the
chain of interactions. Thus the consistency ratio (CR) has to be checked. If the
CRis inacceptable, the assessments of criteria can be re-evaluated in an iterative
manner (Saaty, 2003). Since there are many open source codes and professional
software packages available for the AHP computations, further details of consis-
tency check as well the computation of the eigenvector are not given here, but
Saaty (1990; 2003), Shiraishi et al. (1998), Alonso and Lamata (2006), and Ucler
(2017a) give extensive information about the procedure, which can be used on
demand.

Under the bottom line, if the CRis below 0.1, then the eigenvector 1> does
represent the weights of the criteria under consideration (Forman, 1990; Saaty,
1990). Consequently, the application of AHP to the antecedents of innovation
and their weighing is given next.
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4. Results and Discussion

First of all, the seven antecedents as determined by the literature review
were confirmed by the members of the innovation committee as applicable ba-
sed on their cumulative work experience of over 150 man years. Indeed, the
company did use in the past a proposal system for continuous improvement.
However, the NPD conversion rate and the generated value was too low, that a
system with new criteria enabling differentiation was welcome on board.

Then, the members completed pairwise comparisons of these antecedents,
i.e. criteria, where high inconsistencies with a CR of 14.2% aroused by averaging
several opinions with deviations. Thus, the geometric mean was used according
to Bozbura et al. (2007) lowering the CR to almost 12%. Since this was also not
a satisfactory result, an iterative approach was established to have consensus
(Saaty, 1990; Saaty, 2003; Alonso and Lamata, 2006). During AHP computations
the open source software of Goepel (2013) was used, which also indicated the
main sources of inconsistencies during iterations, which were discussed in the
group. After 3 iterations of pairwise comparisons consensus was reached with
a CR of 9% and the AHP computations did deliver associated weights and the
ranking as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. The comparison matrix, weights and rank of criteria

Nr. Criterion 17 2 3 4 5 6 7 Weights (%) Rank
1 Value 1 2 3 172 1 173 1 12 4
2 Applicability 1722 1 2 1 3 147 15 3
3 Contribution to innovation 173 172 1 172 3 173 3 10 5
4  Generalization 2 1 2 1 3 172 3 18 2
5  Strategy 1 173 13 13 1 174 2 8 6
6  Risk 3 4 3 2 4 1 3 32 1
7  Suitability of existing solution 1 17 13 13 12 13 1 5 7

a=0,1; CR=9% for consensus after 3rd iteration; all weights rounded adequately.

Based on these weights the decision hierarchy for the idea selection was
set up (see Figure 3). This enabled a framework for the analytical assessment
of ideas at the front end, where all ideas are to be graded with respect to each
antecedent (S)). This in turn delivers an aggregated score (SCR) of the idea when
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summing up the products of Ss and associated weights (w) as SCR = £ S, w, with
i=1to 7. The risk scored highest placing the first rank, which was interpreted as
an outcome of the protective behavior of the managers. This antecedent must
be evaluated with care in the early FE, which by definition includes uncertainty

and environmental instability.
Idea Selection
;/ S
\
/

Value Applicability Co.ntrlbutlbon 1 Generalization
innovation
12 15 10 .18
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Figure 3. The selection hierarchy

When these two are present, “the common notations of risk and reward
are reversed that incremental innovation delivers higher performance and higher
risk relative to radical innovation” (Chao and Kavadias, 2008). This can be seen
as the risk to miss the advancements hindering the adaptation of new technolo-
gies that all strategic buckets of Cooper (2011) are respected delivering a balan-
ced portfolio for incremental and radical innovation (Chao and Kavadias, 2008).
Consequently, the assessment of the risk shall include also the risks associated
to when not realizing the innovation ideas. Only then the risk of inhibition of an
opportunity due to the uncertainty (Kim and Wilemon, 2002) can be avoided.

The generalization was ranked two, which is an enabler of Hansen and
Birkinshaw’s (2007) diffusion. It is simply focusing on whether there are possibili-
ties to transfer the novel approach to distinct occasions, which is also supporting
the adjacent possible as described by Johnson (2010). The result was appreciated
by the managers a lot, since they did emphasize the application of easy to achi-

Cilt/Volume 7 | Sayw/Issue 1 | Haziran/June 2018~ 39



Caglar UCLER

eve best practices across the organizations. Especially this can be beneficial for
large organizations with distinct locations.

The applicability did rank three with almost 1/7 weight among 7 antece-
dents, focusing on both, market as well technical feasibility. Close to that the
value was forth with a weight of 12%. These areas are historically looked at from
all NPD professionals such as Cooper (2011) and thus this result was expected.

Strategy scored a lower weight with 8%, which can indicate that either
there is a lack of streamlining the strategy within this specific organization, or
the novelty of an idea can overcome the strategy. This interesting topic was
discussed further with the group and the second possibility was found to be
more applicable. This was assumed to be in connection of the large size of the
company: The experts did emphasize more on the novelty, because they were
not limited in organizational boundaries, but were open to investments leading
to open innovation of Chesbrough (2006) as well. However, further research on
this aspect is suggested.

The suitability of the existing solution was ranked seven as the least impor-
tant antecedent. This is based on the fact that the applicability did include some
of the market information as well. There were discussions whether this ante-
cedent shall be classified under the applicability as well, however since existing
products of the market and of the company itself shall be explicitly looked at, it
was found to be important to compute the opportunity index of Ulwick (2002),
which is also connecting to the strategy as well.

All in one, the 7 antecedents were also deliberated comprehensive, cove-
ring also the 12 score card items of Cooper (2011), looking particularly for stra-
tegy, market, feasibility, competitive advantage and reward in the early FE. These
antecedents were found to be easy and understandable from the practitioner
point of view that their application in the early FE was preferred. Moreover, the
endeavor for consensus via iterations in weight determinations was not only
allowing mathematical simplicity, but also enhancing the communication and
understanding of stake holders’ perspectives within the group. This increased
internal linkages, which usually support innovation (Cornetto et al., 2016). It was
also observed that there were many incomplete idea submissions just isolating
problems without concrete proposals. During the iterations the committee mem-
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bers did work collaboratively to understand these issues. According to Hansen
and Nohria (2004) collaboration across different perspectives deliver innovation
by cross-pollination. Indeed, there were either innovation ideas arising from the
evaluating committee or plans for call based actions around these problems,
which did lead to innovation as well.

To further support open innovation, the inclusion of external stake holders
such as suppliers and customers in the FE were also considered. However, since
there are challenges associated to the total integration of external stakeholders
to the innovation process in the fuzzy FE (Jorgensen et al., 2011), the proposed
method here did not include their direct inclusion in the initial assessment, but
instead ideas across organizational boundaries were welcome. This did import
external know-how leveraging innovation (Cooper and Edgett, 2008), cutting
costs and development time (Gronlund, 2010). Although this only enables unidi-
rectional sequential information flow, it was preferred for practical reasons. But it
was also concluded to include such external stake holders in later phases during
the hands-on NPD that further synergy can be benefitted of.

All in one the weights did deliver the framework for the idea assessment,
where further details on the examples were avoided here due to confidentiality.
Instead an illustrative assessment is exemplified in Table 3, where three different
ideas A, B and C were assessed yielding in the highest score as 4.16 for idea A as
being selected in this mini example.

Table 3. lllustrative assessment example

Grades for antecedent

Nr. Idea 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 W; SCR

1 A 1 5 1 1 1 9 1 0.12 4.16
0.15
0.10

2 B 7 5 5 1 9 1 5 0.18 3.56
0.08
0.32

3 C 1 5 3 3 3 1 1 0.05 132

[t can be seen that the high contribution to the strategy did support the
selection of idea A. Nevertheless, the idea B also did also score high despite a
low strategic contribution. This relied on the higher contributions to the value,
applicability and the contribution to innovation. In real life strategic buckets of
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Cooper (2011) were set to be populate by the ideas. So, in real life it is not the
selection of a single idea among three, but there is a long list of ideas with associ-
ated scores, and the scores are being used to address each bucket appropriately.
This approach enables a scoring rather than elimination of ideas. Thus, it can be
used to fill these buckets with quality ideas indicated by their higher scores.

5. Conclusions

It is obvious that successful companies need to be innovative. The innovati-
on efforts are mainly streamlined with innovation management systems, which
enable companies to develop continuously, differentiate in new products, servi-
ces/ processes. Therefore, ideation and the successive idea selection at the early
FE is a prerequisite. This is a complex task in a multidisciplinary environment,
requiring analytical portfolio management utilizing MCDM to avoid ad-hoc conc-
lusions.

Consequently, first a literature research was conducted to isolate the antece-
dents of innovation. These were isolated as (i) value, (ii) applicability, (iii) contribu-
tion to innovation, (iv) generalization, (v) strategy, (vi) risks and (vii) suitability of
existing solutions. Then, based on the expert information the applicability of the-
se antecedents were confirmed for the initial idea selection at the early FE. After
that, AHP was used to weigh these antecedents based on pairwise comparisons
that an analytical framework was delivered for idea assessment. The weights of
the antecedents were computed as (0.12; 0.15; 0.10; 0.18; 0.08; 0.32; 0.05)
respectively, which can be used to determine final scores of ideas as a sum of
their products with their individual grades for the antecedents. Finally, the usage
of this approach was shown by a simple illustrative example.

Consolidating the academic knowhow and industrial practices, this work
contributes to the literature by first pointing out the areas to look at during
ideation for a high impact on the innovation potential of the company. Second,
since there is no comparable scale applicable to the selection in the very early
phases of ideation, this weighing represents a novelty as well. Moreover, it is
also delivering a managerial tool, which can be implemented easily to increase
the innovation output within the stage gate approach. This tool was proven to
be handy during the TIM's InoSuit project that it is shared herewith as a good
practice. Furthermore, the iterative nature of this approach is also enhancing the
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collaboration among the organization. This is enabling the circulation of ideas
across organizational boundaries as well. All in one it is an enabler for the app-
ropriate innovation environment accessible to all stakeholders.

Nevertheless, there are some limitations. The first limitation is that the in-
dustry experts and the contributing academicians are all from a single country.
Thus the application and testing of internationally accepted literature was con-
ducted only on local basis. On the one hand this summarizes local perceptions,
i.e. it is a novelty itself, on the other hand it is restricting the generalization of
the weights on international basis. This can be looked at later on. The second
limitation is the fuzzy extend. For simplicity reasons a fuzzy AHP was not con-
ducted. Further research can be done in this field as well. Finally, the weighing
is representative for mature, large organizations. Consequently, further research
can be conducted to focus on the variation of the weights of the antecedents
with respect to organizational sizes.
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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to determine organizational cultures and innovation performance mediating effect of
empowerment by examining a set of manufacturing firms.

Methodology: The research data was collected via questionnaire from 821 employees and different levels of managers in
85 manufacturing companies. In this study questionnaire form was used as data collection method.

Findings: The findings show that there is a significant relationship between different organizational cultures features empo-
werment and innovation performance. It is also found that only adhocracy culture directly supports innovation performance
and it is determined as the most important predictor of innovation performance.

Practical Implications: Empowerment full mediate the effects of clan, hierarchy and market culture that support innovation
performance. The findings indicate that not only adhocracy culture but olsa other organizational cultures (clan, hierarchy and
market) support innovation performance when empowered their employees.

Originality: This paper is aimed to provide not only theoretical study but also practical results This study has shown that
innovative performance in different organizational cultures can be achieved.
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JEI Codes: M14, 030, M12, M10

Orgiit Kiiltiirii ve VYenilik Performansi iliskisinde
Giiclendirmenin Ara Degisken Etkisi

oz

Amag: Bu calismanin amaci, imalat firmalarinda 6rgut kaltarlerinin yenilik performansina etkisinde calisani gticlendirmenin
ara degisken etkisi ortaya koymaktir.

Yontem: Arastirma verileri, 85 imalat firmasinda 821 farkli seviyelerdeki calisan ve yoneticilerden toplanmistir. Arastirmada
veri toplama yontemi olarak anket formu kullaniimistir.

Bulgular: Arastirma bulgulari farkli 6rgtt kalturt 6zelliklerinin, gticlendirme ve yenilik performansi arasinda anlamli bir iliski
oldugunu gostermektedir. Sadece adhokrasi kulttrtinun yenilik performansini dogrudan destekledigi ve yenilik performansi-
nin en 6nemli belirleyicisi oldugu belirlendi.

Sonug ve Oneriler: Giiclendirme klan, biirokrasi ve pazar kulttirlerinin yenilik performansina etkisinde tam ara degisken
etkisini gostermistir. Calisma sonuclari calisanlar gticlendirildiginde, sadece adhokrasi kulturtintn degil diger érgut kalturle-
rininde (klan, burokrasi ve pazar) yenilik performansini desteleyecegini gostermistir.
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1. Introduction

Innovation is a key driver of economic development and plays a crucial role
in competition at both the national and firm levels. Prior literature proposes a
positive link between innovation and a range of desired performance outcomes
(Hogen and Coote, 2014). ). Along with globalization, rapidly changing techno-
logy has created a challenging and intense competition environment. Companies
must maintain sustainable competitive advantage in terms of their products and
services. It has become necessary for organizations to improve their ability to
innovate in order to sustain and improve their activities (Rodriguez, Hechanova
and Regina. 2014). Today's harsh market conditions have led organizations to
struggle for distinctive ways of increasing their effectiveness. It has been seen
that the focus of organizational culture has been more limited to innovation
performance. However, in the course of the time, both empowerment and inno-
vation in the long-term outcomes themselves become two main constituents of
firm effectiveness (Black and Porter, 2000). In order to manage the effectiveness
of a firm, the antecedents of effectiveness should be revealed. In this context, the
factor of organizational culture becomes outstanding when the related literatu-
re has been examined (Denison and Mishra, 1995; Quinn and Spreitzer, 1991,
Frazier et al, 2004). This study attempts to exemplify and prove the significant
relationship between organizational culture and innovation performance throug-
hout the samples acquired from a developing country, Turkey.

Previous work on organizational culture and effectiveness relationship put
efforts to characterize organizational culture in order to demonstrate its impacts
on organizational outcomes. One of the most adapted theories in these rese-
arches is Denison’s theory of organizational culture and effectiveness (Denison,
1997). According to Denison’s theory of organizational culture and effectiveness,
there are four main cultural traits; Involvement, consistency, adaptability and mis-
sion, which collectively determine the capability of organization to deal with its
adaptation to external environment and integration of internal efforts (Yilmaz
and Ergun, 2008). As asserted by Denison and Mishra (1995), culture affects
various performance indicators in multiple ways and each cultural trait affects
some specific performance indicators by its own way.

Another available conceptualization of organizational culture is Competing
Values Framework (CVF), which was developed by Quinn and his colleagues (Qu-
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inn et al., 1990). CVF is the most popular approach in assessing the organizatio-
nal culture and it is also used in this study.

In this study, we aim to deeply analyse this relationship by exploring effects
of organizational culture and empowerment on innovation performance. We in-
tend to do this by empirically examining the mediating effects of empowerment
on innovation performance. In the literature, many studies demonstrate the re-
lationship between organizational culture and innovation remarkable, however
the reasons underlying this relationship and the ways culture effects innovation
have not been sufficiently enlightened yet. As researchers suggest, mediating
variables might be considered as concepts that provide insights about how and
why independent variables effect the dependent variable (Frazier et al, 2004),
this study attempts to offer one possible mechanism that can explain details of
the relationship between culture and innovation performance. In addition, a few
studies are emphasized mediating roles of empowerment in this relationship,
as this is the core determinants of organizational culture (Despande and Far-
ley, 2004; Cakar and Ertdrk, 2010, Yildirm and Karabey, 2016). Also, very little
research has investigated the relationship between organizational culture and
empowerment that lead to innovation performance.

Generally organizations begin with adhocracy culture. Adhocracy culture
is characterized low power distance values and high empowerment manage-
rial practices. Power distance values of organizations increase in the following
years, because of growth, complexity, hired professional managers. Also, some
national cultural values effect this situation. Another point we have seen in our
practical applications; second generation company owners are applying high po-
wer distance to employees to build power and establish authority. However, it is
envisaged that the entrepreneurship and innovative tendency of the companies
which are growing with the effective empowerment and managed by the new
generation will increase.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Organizational Culture

Culture has long been a sociological and/or anthropological concept to un-
derstand and compare different national characteristics. It is also however an
organizational concept that has been widely used in recent studies on manage-
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ment and organizations. Organizational culture briefly defined by Deal ve Ken-
nedy (1982) as “the way we do things around here” helps the employees to
clearly understand and adopt to the basic assumptions, the pattern of human
interactions, and the way of identifying and solving problems within the orga-
nizational boundaries (Schein, 2010). Hofstede (2010) defined culture is “the
collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one
group or category of people from another”.

Reviewing the vast literature on culture, it is apparently seen that organi-
zational culture consists of some layers ranging from core assumptions as the
deepest level, to beliefs and values as the intermediate level, and to norms and
artifacts as the surface level (Schein, 2010; Denison and Mishra, 1995). Organi-
zational culture reflects underlying assumptions, beliefs and expectations within
the organization. It involves set of unwritten rules that guide the behaviours and
the actions in the organization. Because of its nature, organizational culture is
difficult to detect. It is reflected by dominant leadership styles, processes, pro-
cedures, values and the definition of success within the organization (Hofstede,
2010; Cameron and Quinn 1999). According to Denison (2000) basic cultural
assumptions occupy the central place in the organizational culture. It is difficult
to observe and measure them directly; however, they are reflected in the actions
of the organizational actors (Schein, 2010).

With the beginning of the 1980s, organizational researchers started to pay
more attention to the concept of culture. Unlike the other research areas in
which researchers mainly focus on explaining and documenting organizational
phenomena, studies in organization culture area mainly focus on providing gu-
idance to management in their efforts to improve organizational performance.
An organization’s culture strongly influences employees’ behaviors beyond for-
mal control systems, procedures, and authority (O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell,
1991). As such, organizational culture is a powerful means to elicit desired orga-
nizational outcomes (Hogan and Coote, 2014).

2.2. Quinn and Cameron’s Theory of Organizational Culture (Competing
Values Framework-CVF) and Innovation: An Overview

Each organization is the combination of different subunits such as depart-
ments and hierarchical levels. These subunits have their own unique cultures
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(Hatch, 1993; Martin, 1992). The cultural differences among subunits of the orga-
nization are the main sources of conflicts and difficulties faced by management in
coordinating organizational activities. However, there are also common elements
exist which are shared by all subunits and bring the organization together.

In literature, because of the complex and broad nature of culture, various
dimensions have been proposed in assessing organization culture. Each dimensi-
on has relevant points and this triggers the need for a proper framework, which
can combine and organize various dimensions. CVF is such a framework, which
is empirically validated and can integrate various dimensions.

CVF uses two dimensions to measure the organizational culture and to de-
monstrate the cultural differences across organizations. Some organizations vie-
wed as effective when they are changing and adapting and some other viewed
as effective when they are stable and predictable. The first dimension is flexibility
and stability, which is the measure of the control on the decisions within in the
organization. This dimension ranges from organizational versatility to organizati-
onal durability. Organizations in which the employees have roles in the decision-
making process are considered displaying high levels of flexibility whereas the
organizations in which top management extensively holds control are considered
as being strongly attached with organizational core values and show high levels
of stability (Cameron and Quinn, 1999).

The second dimension measures the internal and external focus of the or-
ganization. Some organizations viewed as effective if they obtain harmony inside
the organization and some other viewed as effective if they aim to compete
with other organizations. While internal focus indicates organization’s emphasis
on internal factors, external focus puts organization’s capability of adapting its
environment front (Cameron and Quinn, 1999).

These two dimensions form four quadrants. Each quadrant represents diffe-
rent set of indicators related with organizational outcomes. These four core valu-
es represent competing assumptions. As it is demonstrated in Figure 1, opposite
values exist at each end of the continuum. Therefore, quadrants on the diagonal
are competing and opposite of each other. Upper right quadrant values flexibility
and external focus while lower left quadrant emphasizes stability and internal fo-
cus. These four quadrants are labelled as, clan, adhocracy, hierarchy and market.
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FLEXIBILITY
CLAN ADHOCRACY
e Employee participation in e Change and Adaptation
decision making process oriented
e Teamwork e Creativity thinking
e Empowerment e Entrepreneurial behaviours
INTERNAL EXTERNAL
FOCUS
HIERARCHY MARKET
e Rules and Regulations e Goal achievement
e Control improve efficiency e Competition
e Internal Efficiency e Producer and Competitor
Roles
STABILITY

Figure 1. Quinn and Cameron’s competing values framework

CVF also captures the paradoxical nature of organization management. The
four cultural domains in CVF represent competing assumptions. Clan culture is
the one identified with high levels of flexibility and internal focus. In this cul-
tural domain, employee participation in decision-making process, teamwork and
empowerment are supported. Being a group member is a strongly held value
among the members of the organization (Cameron and Freeman, 1991). The
clan culture is typified as a friendly place to work where people share a lot of
themselves. It is like an extended family with best friends at work. Leaders are
thought as mentors, coaches, and, perhaps, even as parent figures. The success
of clan culture is defined in terms of internal climate and concern for people.
The organization places a premium on teamwork, participation, and consensus
(Cameron and Quinn, 1999; Tasgit and Ergiin, 2013).

Adhocracy culture is the one identified with high levels of flexibility and
external focus. This culture is change and adaptation oriented. Members are
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encouraged for creative thinking and entrepreneurial behaviours are appreciated
(Cameron and Freeman, 1991). The adhocracy culture is characterized as a dy-
namic, entrepreneurial, and creative workplace. People stick their necks out and
take risks. Effective leadership is visionary, innovative, and risk-oriented. The glue
that holds the organization together is the commitment to experimentation and
innovation. The success of adhocracy culture means producing unique and origi-
nal products and services (Cameron and Quinn, 1999; Tasgit and Ergiin, 2013).

Hierarchy culture is the one identified with high levels of stability and inter-
nal focus. Internal efficiency is the main focus of the organizations. Behaviours
and actions are strictly controlled by rules and regulations. Management believes
control improves efficiency (Cameron and Freeman, 1991). The hierarchy culture
is characterized as a formalized and structured place to work. Procedures and
well-defined processes govern what people do. Effective leaders are good co-
ordinators, organizers, and efficiency experts. The success of hierarchy culture
is defined in terms of stability, predictability, and efficiency. Formal rules and
policies hold the organization together (Cameron and Quinn, 1999; Tasgit and
Erglin, 2013).

Market culture is the one identified with high levels of stability and external
focus. Organizations in this cultural domain try to achieve goals and direct their
members’ actions aligned with this purpose (Cameron and Freeman, 1991). The
market culture is a results-oriented workplace. Leaders are hard driving produc-
ers, directors and competitors. They are tough and demanding. The success of
the market culture is defined in terms of market share and penetration. Outpac-
ing the competition, escalating share price, and market leadership dominate the
success criteria (Cameron and Quinn, 1999; Tasgit and Ergiin, 2013).

These four cultural domains are associated with different types of leader-
ship roles (Hooijberg and Choi, 2001) and key management theories. Leader
types we generally observe in group culture are facilitator, mentor and parent
while innovator, entrepreneur and visionary role are mostly used in adhocracy
culture. Leaders in hierarchy culture often use coordinator, monitor and organ-
izer roles whereas leaders in market culture use hard-driver, competitor and pro-
ducer roles.

Previous researches provide empirical evidence for the culture’s impact on
organizational performance (Quinn and Spreitzer, 1991 Cameron and Freeman,
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1991, Cakar and Ertirk, 2010). Each cultural domain has effects on differ-
ent performance indicators and each domain influences these indicators in its
own way. For instance, organizations with market culture value goal achieve-
ment and management are concerned with productivity, profits and competi-
tion. Therefore, these organizations are expected to be successful in quantitative
performance indicators such as market share, sales growth and other financials.
On the other hand, clan culture emphasizes cohesion among members. Em-
ployee participation and level of empowerment are high in such organizations,
which means a high probability of success in quality indicators as involvement
and empowerment are important determinants of total quality management. In
addition, we expect employee satisfaction to be high. In hierarchy culture, the
environment is stable and procedures govern the actions of the members. The
decision-making process is clear and depends on standard rules. The long-term
concern is stability and efficiency. Lastly, adhocracy culture highlights the concept
of innovation (Despande ve Farley, 2004). Effective leaders are visionary, innova-
tive and risk-oriented. In other words, we could assert that these organizations
could be more efficient in new product development as the long-term concern
on accessing new resources and rapid growth is emphasized. That's to say, these
organizations are expected to be more successful in innovation performance.

A similar approach can also be found in Denison’s theory of organizational
culture and organizational performance. Involvement trait facilitates flexibility,
integration and creativity hence we expect organizations with high score in in-
volvement to be successful in a task, which requires these aspects such as qual-
ity improvements (Denison, 1997). On the other side, consistency trait focuses
on common beliefs and values thus decreasing the need for control systems
by facilitating coordination and communication (Yilmaz and Ergln, 2008, Deal
and Kennedy, 1982). Adaptability trait improves the transformation of informa-
tion from customers and environment to the organization itself. Accordingly,
we expect organizations with high score on adaptability to be successful in new
product development. Mission trait emphasizes stability and external focus and
facilitates the clear understanding of organizational goals among members.
Therefore, it is considered to be strongly related to financial performance indica-
tors and market share.

With conditions and environments in which organizations are operating, are
continuously changing, organizations face with many conflicting demands. Man-
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agement should display different characteristics related to different cultural do-
mains to deal with these challenges. This fact is suggested by many researches.
Denison (1997) suggested that organizations with high combined score of four
cultural traits achieve superior results (Yilmaz and Ergun, 2008). Quinn (1988)
introduced the balanced culture concept to identify the cultures which values
related to each cultural domain are strongly held. According to Quinn, organiza-
tions with this culture have the capability to manage challenges and conflicting
demands more effectively.

In this study, we claim that organizational culture has a crucial role in deter-
mining the innovation performance. Also, empowerment has a mediating role
between organizational culture and innovation performances. On this account,
we have conducted a research process which analysis could be utilized to back
up the relationship between organizational culture and innovation performance.

2.3. Innovative Performance

An innovation is defined as any idea or practice perceived to be new by
the adopting organization. As such, an innovation could involve any internally
generated or purchased device, system, policy, program, process, product, or
service that is new to the adopting organization (Daft, 1982; Damanpour and
Evan, 1984).

The concepts of innovation and creativity are different. Creativity means
producing many exciting ideas and new concepts. However, many companies
face failures because they can not make creative ideas sustainable. Innovation
ensures the sustainability of these ideas by finding applications that result in new
products, processes and services that enable creative ideas to reach the company
with higher sales figures, market share and profitability. (Rodriguez, Hechanova
and Regina. 2014). Innovation implies the generation, acceptance, and imple-
mentation of new ideas, processes, products, or services. An organization must
be innovative to survive in a volatile environment (Johnson et al. 1997). Innova-
tive performance in the narrow sense refers to results for companies in terms of
the degree to which they actually introduce inventions into the market (Freeman
and Soete, 1997). The definition of innovative performance in the broad sense
focuses on both the technical aspects of innovation and the introduction of new
products into the market, but it excludes the possible economic success of in-
novations as such (Ahuja and Katila, 2001; Stuart, 2000).
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Innovation is also defined in two categories as radical and incremental in-
novation. Veryzer (1998) uses such terms as breakthrough, revolutionary, really
new and boundary-expanding to define radical innovation which reflects the
products that involve dramatic departures from existing products or their logical
extensions. On the other hand incremental or continuous innovation on the oth-
er hand results from a continuous process of product improvements, upgrades
and line extensions. Accordingly, it can be suggested that innovativeness can
be measured as a creation of new ideas, new processes, new technological and
organizational innovations and new services in a given period of time and their
presentation to public.

2.4. Culture and Empowerment on Innovative Performance

The concept of empowerment that emerges with the development of mod-
ern management approaches has different definitions in the literature. Empow-
erment is defined as “sharing organizational power or giving power to those
who do the work”, “sharing knowledge, information and power with subordi-
nates”, “redistribution of decision-making power to include those who do not

have this power” (Hales and Klidas, 1998,Cunningham et al., 1996).

In general, there are three main perspectives on the concept of empow-
erment: leadership, structural, and motivational. The motivational approach
developed by Conger and Kanungo (1998), and later by Thomas & Velthouse
(1990) and Spreitzer (1995), takes into account employees’ perceptions of em-
powerment. This approach, expressed as “Psychological Empowerment” in the
management literature, is based on the examination of employees’ self-efficacy
perception (Conger and Kanungo, 1988). Conger and Kanungo (1988) have
proposed that empowerment is viewed as a motivational construct-meaning to
enable rather than simply to delegate. Empowerment is defined as “a process of
enhancing feelings of self-efficacy among organizational members through the
identification of conditions that foster powerlessness and through their removal
by both formal organizational practices and informal techniques of providing
efficacy information”.

Thomas and Velthouse (1990) developed a cognitive model of psychological
empowerment. They have also considered empowerment like Conger and Ka-
nungo as a motivational concept, but they have developed it further and defined
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it as an intrinsic task motivation. According to Thomas and Velthouse (1990),
empowerment is a function of some task assessments, and the concerted effect
of these task assessments results in intrinsic task motivation in the work. These
task assessments, which are included in the motivation process, are defined in
four dimensions as meaning, competence, effect and choice.

Spreitzer (1995) has developed the psychological empowerment scale on
the model developed by Thomas and Velthouse. According to Spreitzer (1995),
the meaning is the person’s values, goals and behaviors, and the role he or she
is involved in. Competence demonstrates the belief in one’s own capacity and
expertise to fulfill the needs of one’s work. Self-determination is the ability of the
individual to take initiative in his work, to determine the methods he will use in
his work, and to make decisions on his own. Effect refers to the power to influ-
ence one’'s work and organizational outcomes. The employee who finds his job
meaningful, sees himself competent in his work, finds himself autonomous and
effective, has a high perception of psychological empowerment.

According to Drucker (1988), widespread interest in psychological empow-
erment comes at a time when global competition and change require employee
initiative and innovation (Spreitzer, 1995). Drucker (2014) describes innovation
as “the act of creating new capacities in resources to increase the level of uti-
lization”. In management literature, use of psychological empowerment has
come at a time when foreign competition and change have forced a search for
alternative forms of management that encourage innovation behaviour, com-
mitment and risk-taking (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990). In his study, Spreitzer
(1995) indicates that two consequences of empowerment, managerial effective-
ness and innovative behaviour, are specified in the nomological network. In a
managerial context, empowerment has great potential to contribute to these
outcomes because work processes cannot be solely structured by formal rules
and procedures.

Innovative behaviours reflect the creation of something new or different
(Spreitzer, 1995). Most generally, intrinsic task motivation contributes to innova-
tive behaviours (Redmond, et. al., 1993). More specifically, because empowered
individuals believe they are autonomous and have an impact, they are likely to be
creative; they feel less constrained than others by technical or rule-bound aspects
of work (Amabile, 1988). In his study, Spreitzer (1995) tested the hypothesis that
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psychological empowerment is positively related to innovative behaviours. Spre-
itzer gets the result that the relationships between empowerment and innovative
behaviour and managerial effectiveness were significant. The concept of psy-
chological empowerment based on employee motivation is consistent with indi-
viduals’ motivation-related creativity abilities and innovation behaviour exhibits.
In another recent study, the relationship between psychological empowerment,
work engagement and innovation were examined. According to the findings of
the study, empowerment affects work engagement and causes lower turnover
intention, higher innovation behaviour (Bhatnagar, 2012).

Innovative culture is a form of behavior that promotes ideas and changes
that lead to the creation of values and attitudes within a firm, including improve-
ments in the functioning and effectiveness of the firm; conflicts between these
changes and traditional behavior may arise. In this context, researchers indicate
that cultural perception styles play a determinative role in the development of
innovative behaviors (Shane, 1992). Innovation implies the generation, accept-
ance, and implementation of new ideas, products, or services. An organization
must be innovative to survive in a volatile environment (Johnson et al. 1997).
Thus it can be seen that without a strong, shared culture which is clearly innova-
tion-oriented, a firm can hardly be competitive due to innovative development
(Deshpande, 1993). There are many researches indicated that organizational cul-
tures have important effect on innovation.

In the framework of the explanations so far, the research hypotheses and
model as follows:

H1 - Organizational culture (adhocracy culture, clan culture, hierarchy
ab,cd

culture and market culture) will be positively related to innovation performance.

H2,, .4 Organizational culture (adhocracy culture, clan culture, hierarchy

culture and market culture) will be positively related to empowerment.

H3: Empowerment will be positively related to innovation performance.
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Figure 2. Research model

3. Methodology
3.1. Data Collection, Procedure and Measures

We test the hypothesized relationships with data from manufacturing firms
located in the East Marmara region of industrial district of Turkey. In this study,
the questionnaire was used as data collection method. In the data collection
process used mail and face to face via MBA Students. The total number of re-
spondents -as the individual employees and managers- are 821 from 15 different
industries. Manufacturing firms within the sampling area that have at least 30
and at most 7500 employees. Questionnaires are acquired from different posi-
tions in the firms so that they could reflect the culture of their organizations
better. %80,5 of the respondents are males while %19,5 of them are females.
Mean of the respondents’ ages is 33 whereas the mean of the average firms'
ages is 29 years.

All constructs were measured with already existing reliable scales. All items
were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = strongly disagree and
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5= strongly agree. For each quadrant of organizational culture, six items are
included in the questionnaire. Totally, 24 items covering organizational culture
developed by Cameron and Quinn (1999) and known as “Organizational Culture
Assessment Instrument”. Innovation performance items are adapted from Neely
and Hii (1998), Antoncic and Hisrich (2001), Hagedoorn, and Cloodt (2003) stu-
dies. Empowerment items are adapted Denison (2000) studies.

3.2. Factor Analysis

To increase the validity and reliability of structures, both exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses were performed on the research data. For the ex-
ploratory factor analysis was used SPSS 11.5. For confirmatory factor analysis
and test measurement model, structural equation modelling (SEM) was used.
Analysis results revealed that independent variables alpha reliabilities for scales
ranged from 0,83 to 0.87 and factor loading items 0.495 to 0.789. Dependent
variables’ alpha reliabilities for scales ranged from 0,82 to 0.89 and factor load-
ing items 0.522 to 0.806.

3.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

In this study, Five goodness-of-fit indices were used to assess the model fit
of structural models: (1) chi-square value (x2), (2) root mean square error of ap-
proximation (RMSEA), (3) non-normed fit index (NNFI), (4) goodness of fit index
(GFI), and (5) comparative fit index (CFl) Moreover, for overall assessment of fit,
the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (x2/df) is also checked, and ratios
under 3:1 typically are considered to represent a reasonably good fit (Cakar and
Erttrk, 2010).

Table 1. Evaluation of measurement models for the constructs used in the study

Constructs x2 df p NNFI CFI GFI AGFI RMSEA RMR
Model 1608,119 572 0,000 0,897 0,931 0,899 0,882 0,047 0,050

Confirmatory factor analysis, the suggested six-factor model results in a
significant chi-square statistical analyses (x2= 1,608.119, p < 0,01, df = 572)
probably because of large sample size. The resulting goodness-of-fit indices
suggest that the model fits the observed covariances well on the individual-level

66 Girisimcilik ve inovasyon Yonetimi Dergisi / Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management



The Mediating Role of Empowerment on the Relationship Between Organizational Culture and Innovation Performance

(x2/df =2,81; CFI=0,93; GFI = 0,89; NNFI = 0,89; RMSEA = 0,047; AGFI = 0,88;
RMR =0,50. These values are the indicators of a good model fit.

3.4.Correlations Analysis

Means and standard deviations were calculated for each variable and cre-
ated a correlation matrix of all dependent and independent variables. Variab-
les" means, standard deviations, Cornbrash’s Alpha coefficients, and correlations
among all scales used in the analyses are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptives, correlations and alpha coefficients of the measures

Mean SD a 1 2 3 4 5
1 Adhocracy 3,55 0,77 0,86 1
2 Clan 349 080 0,87 0,713** 1
3 Hierarchy 3,71 0,69 0,84 0,5541** 0,541** 1
4 Market 3,51 0,73 0,83 0,607** 0,521** 0,527** 1
5 Empowerment 3,37 0,77 0,82 0,568** 0,624** 0,496** 0,478** 1

6 Innovation performance 3,47 085 0,89 0,490** 0,450** 0,386** 0,432** 0,484**

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); SD = Standard Deviation
a = Cronbach’s Alpha

Displayed in Table 2 are the correlations across organizational cultural di-
mensions, empowerment and innovation performance. As shown in the table, all
organizational cultural dimensions are positively and significantly (p<0.01) corre-
lated with empowerment and innovation performance.

3.5. Hypothesis Testing

Table 3 shows the hypotheses, hypothesized links, the standardized path
coefficients (B), t-values, R2 value, and the results of all hypotheses. As shown in
Table 2, t-values of Clan Culture ($=0.423, p<.001), Market Culture ($=0.116,
p<.01) and Hierarchy Culture (3=0.145, p<.01) are positively associated with Em-
powerment. t-values of Empowerment (=0.427, p<.001) is positively associated
with firm innovation performance, supporting H2b, H2c, H2d and H3. However,
no statistically significant association was found between adhocracy culture and
empowerment. On the other hand, statistically significant association was found
between adhocracy culture and firm innovation performance (H1a), but no sta-
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tistically significant association was found between clan culture, market culture
and hierarchy culture with Innovation performance which indicated no support
forH, H, andH,,

Table 3. The findings

Hypothesis Hypothesized links B t-values Results

1a Adhocracy ---> Innovation Performance 0,258 2,788*** Supported
H, Clan ---> Innovation Performance 0,008 0,088 Not Supported
H, Market ---> Innovation Performance 0,091 1,382 Not Supported
H,, Hierarchy ---> Innovation Performance 0,071 0,988 Not Supported
H,, Adhocracy ---> Empowerment 0,025 0,370 Not Supported
H, Clan ---> Empowerment 0,423 6,458*** Supported
H, Market ---> Empowerment 0,116 2,367** Supported
H,, Hierarchy ---> Empowerment 0,145 2,672** Supported
H, Empowerment ---> Innovation Performance 0,427 5,472*** Supported

***p<0,001; **p<0,01; *p<0,05;

4. Discussion and Conclusion

Globalization has changed the rules of competition and this condition could
be perceived for developing countries as a threat because of their relatively weak
economic conditions. Activating the economy necessitates better management
of industries. In this context, increasing the innovation of companies in develo-
ping countries could transform this threat into an opportunity. That's to say, dea-
ling with the tool of innovation in a better way requires finding the antecedents
of it. In the light of related literature, organizational culture is decided to be exa-
mined as a determining factor of empowerment and innovation performance.
Overall, the results are in line with the view that each of the cultural domains
influence firm performance like new product development, innovation (Quinn
and Cameron, 1999; Haris, 1998; Lund, 2003). It provides non-western business
contextual evidences that are structurally similar to those in most published rese-
arch. The results of the correlation analyses are in line with the findings in prior
research in that all four cultural traits are positively correlated in a significant
manner with empowerment and innovation performance.
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The findings show that there is a significant relationship between organi-
zational culture features empowerment and innovation performance. It is also
found that only adhocracy culture directly support is the most important predic-
tor of innovation performance (Kalay and Lynn, 2015; Tasgit and Ergtin, 2013,
Cameron and Quinn, 1999; Deshpandé, et. al. 1993). It is hypothesized that
each cultural domain consisting clan culture, hierarchy culture and market cultu-
re will exert positive effects on empowerment. In addition, empowerment is the
highly important factor of increase of innovation performance too. A key result
is empowerment fully mediate the effects of adhocracy culture, clan culture and
hierarchy culture that support innovation performance.

In this analysis revealed the significant determining effect of organizatio-
nal culture domains on empowerment and innovation performance. In harmony
with the previous studies, innovation and new product development could be
supported better through adhocracy culture and managerial practices as an em-
powerment. Empowerment of the managerial practices the requirements of in-
novation performance in a more relationship oriented way. That's why empower-
ment and adhocracy culture most the innovation performance. This study could
provide an efficient practical way of managing the innovation process.

Future research can examine other work outcomes such as leader effecti-
veness and team effectiveness to emphasize the importance of organizational
culture as a management tool for enhancing work outcomes instead of limiting
the dependent variable to effectiveness. They could also try to improve these
culture domains, for instance adding a new domain assuring the sustainability,
so that these domains could address and cover the current conditions and needs
of the organizational culture.

The findings have implications for theory and practice especially in relation
to building an organizational culture and empowerment within manufacturing
firms that foster innovative performance. The findings of the study provide ma-
nagers practical ways for managing innovation performance better and the dis-
cussion part also includes several recommendations for future research.
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Amag: Bu calismanin amaci firmalarin tedarik zinciri yeniligi yapma kararlarini etkileyen faktorleri belirlemektir.

Yoéntem: 2013 yilina ait Diinya Bankasl ile Avrupa imar ve Kalkinma Bankasi'nin birlikte yaratttkleri is Ortami ve isletme
Performansi Anketi'nden Turk firmalarina ait veriler derlenmistir. Analizler icin lojistik regresyon modeli kullanilmistir.
Bulgular: Tedarik zinciri yeniligini etkileyen en belirleyici faktorler olarak firmalarin Ar-Ge faaliyetleri, ihracat yogunlugu ve
personel bileseni bulunmustur.

Sonug ve Oneriler: Modelin farkli dlkeler icin denenmesi farkliliklarin ortaya konmasi icin faydali olacaktir. Ayrica tedarik
zinciri buttnlesmesinin etkilerini 6lgmek icin daha buyuk bir veri seti ile yapilan calismalar da literattire dnemli katkilar sag-
layacaktir.

Ozgiin Deger: Tedarik zinciri ve yenilik konularindaki mevcut arastirmalar tedarik zinciri agina yayilan yenilikleri acik bir
sekilde analiz etmedigi gibi, tedarik zinciri agindaki yeniliklerin belirleyicilerine odaklanan ampirik calismalar da cok sinirlidir.
Bu calisma literattrdeki bu bosluklarin doldurulmasina katki saglamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yenilik, Tedarik Zinciri, Turkiye
JEL Siniflandirmasi: 014, 018, 031, 032

Determinants of Supply Chain Innovation

ABSTRACT

Purpose: The aim of this study is to determine the factors affecting firm-level supply chain innovation.

Methodology: This study uses Turkish firm-level data from 2013 Business Environment and Enterprise Performance Survey,
jointly conducted by The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) and the World Bank. A logit model is
developed for analyses.

Findings: Findings suggest that R&D activities, export intensity and labor structure are the most critical factors for supply
chain innovation.

Practical implications: Testing the model in different countries can exhibit different patterns across different environments.
Testing the effects of supply chain integration on innovation with a larger data set will also contribute to the literature.
Originality: Existing studies on innovation and supply chain in literature fail to explicitly analyze innovation in the entire
supply chain, and empirical studies that focus on the factors affecting supply chain innovation are rare. This study aims to
help fill these gaps in the literature.

Keywords: Innovation, Supply Chain, Turkey
JEL Codes: 014, 018, 031, 032

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi, Yasar Universitesi, Ekonomi B@limi, izmir, Tiirkiye, fatmanurkaraman@yasar.edu.tr,
ORCID: 0000-0002-2206-8669
Dr. Or. Uyesi, Yasar Universitesi, Uluslararasi Lojistik Yénetimi Balimi, izmir, Tiirkiye, ozqur.kabadurmus@yasar.edu.tr,
ORCID: 0000-0002-1974-7134

ok

Arastirma Makalesi (Research Article)

Gelis (Submitted) :03/04/2018 7 5
Diizeltme (Revision) :25/04/2018, 11/05/2018

Kabul (Accepted) :17/05/2018



Fatma Nur Karaman Kabadurmus | Ozgiir Kabadurmus

1. Giris

Globallesme ve uluslararasi rekabetin artmasi ile birlikte firmalarin
hizla degisen piyasalara uyum saglama gereklilikleri de artmistir. Bu da
firmalarin faaliyetlerini desteklemek icin etkin bir tedarik zinciri ve lojistik
yonetimi ihtiyacini dogurmaktadir (Wang, 2016). Global Tedarik Zinciri
Forumu, tedarik zinciri yonetimini su sekilde tanimlar (Douglas M. Lam-
bert, 2014:2) :

“Tedarik Zinciri Yénetimi (TZY), mdisteriler ve diger paydaslar icin deger
yaratmak amaci ile temel capraz fonksiyonlu is sureclerini kullanarak, ilk
tedarikcilerden son musterilere kadar isletmeler agindaki iliskilerin yéne-
timidir.”

Bu tanimdan da anlasildigi Uzere tedarik zinciri hammaddeden basla-
yarak sirec icinde bitmis Gran haline getirilip son tUketiciye GrinUn ulas-
tirnlmasina kadar gegen tim faaliyetleri kapsar. TZY konusunda dinyada-
ki en 6nemli arastirmacilardan olan Bowersox, kitabinda bu faaliyetlerin
birbirleri ile iliskilerini net bir sekilde aciklar (Bowersox, vd., 2002). Buna
gore, Sekil 1'de detayli sekilde gosterildigi gibi, sadece satin alma ve teda-
rik degil Gretim, dagitim (lojistik) gibi isler de tedarik zincirinin halkalarini
olusturmaktadir. Bunun yaninda yardimci faaliyetler olarak finans, muha-
sebe, bilgisayar ve bilgi akisi, bakim ve kapasite gibi konular da tedarik
zinciri icinde yer alir.
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Sekil 1. Tedarik zinciri modeli (Bowersox, Closs ve Cooper, 2002: s.6)

TZY'nin ana hedefi olan deger yaratma kavrami, firmanin rekabet avantaji
kazanmasi ve strddrmek olarak da dusuntlebilir (Christopher, 2011). Firmalarin
basarili yenilik yatirimlari, pazarda strddrulebilir rekabetcilik avantaji kazandir-
makta ve dolayisi ile performanslarini (karhlik, blytme) olumlu yénde etkilemek-
tedir. GUnamuzde firmalarin yenilik faaliyetleri ve bunlarda basarili olma olasilik-
lar yalnizca isletmeye degil, tedarik zinciri aginda bulunan cok sayida firmanin
yetkinliklerine bagl olmaya baslamistir (Arlbjgrn vd., 2011). Dolayis ile etkin bir
tedarik zinciri stratejisi ile zincirin tim halkalarinin buttnlesmesi ve isbirligi icinde
olmasi saglanmalidir. Bu sekilde yapilan yenilikler neticesinde kalite artisi ve mali-
yetlerde dusUs yasanir; teslimatlar zamaninda yapilabilir ve genel olarak faaliyet-
lerde etkinlik artisi olabilir (Gotberg ve Lindberg, 2016). Bicakci ve Ureten (2017),
tedarik zinciri performansi Gzerinde etkili olan faktorleri saptamislar ve hem talep
yonetiminin, hem dagitim/lojistik yonetiminin, hem de tedarik tabani yonetimi
uygulamalarinin pozitif yonla etkisi oldugunu bulmuslardir.
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Tedarik zincirinin ve yeniligin ayri ayri firma performansi Uzerindeki pozitif
etkilerini destekleyen sayisiz calisma vardir. Ancak mevcut arastirmalar tedarik
zinciri agina yayilan yenilikleri acik bir sekilde analiz etmedigi gibi, tedarik zinciri
agindaki yeniliklerin belirleyicilerine odaklanan ampirik calismalar da cok sinirlidir
(Arlbjgrn vd., 2011).

Bu calismada, yazindaki bu bosluklar doldurmak Czere firmalarin tedarik
zinciri yeniligi yapma kararlarini etkileyen faktorler incelenecektir. Ulkelerin veya
sektdrlerin performanslarinin aslinda firmalarin aldiklari kararlara bagl oldugu
disundlduginde firma duzeyinde yapilacak analizlerin énemi anlasiimaktadir
(Foster vd., 2001).

Bunun icin Dinya Bankas! ile Avrupa imar ve Kalkinma Bankasi (EBRD)'nin
birlikte yurittikleri s Ortami ve isletme Performansi Anketi (BEEPS) Tiirkiye firma
verileri kullaniimistir. Analizler 2013 yilina ait yatay kesit veri ile yapilmistir. Din-
ya Bankasi 2013 anketi ile birlikte sadece yenilik yapan firmalara 6zel bir anket
daha yapmistir. Bu yenilik anketindeki sorularda sure¢ yeniliginin alt kategorileri
belirlenmistir. Bunlar tretim yeniligi (Grin veya hizmet tedarikinde yeni yontem-
ler), lojistik yeniligi (girdiler ve Grdnler icin lojistik, teslimat, dagitim yéntemleri)
ve yardimci destek hizmetleri yeniligi (satin alma, muhasebe, bilgisayar ve bakim
gibi) olarak Uc grupta toplanmaktadir. Bu alt gruplar Tedarik Zinciri'nin farkli hal-
kalaridir (Sekil 1). Dolayisi ile ankette tedarik zinciri agina yayilan yenilikleri ayirt
etmek mUmkdndur.

Tedarik zincirinin énemli bir halkasi olan lojistik yeniligi icin de cok az uy-
gulamali (@ampirik) calisma vardir. Grawe (2009) yapti§di yazin taramasinda buna
dikkat cekmis ve lojistik yeniligini 6lgmek icin yeni 6lcitler gelistirilmesi gerektigi-
ni tartismistir. Dolayisi ile calisma bulgulari bu boslugun doldurulmasina da katki
saglayacaktir.

Calismanin bir diger avantaji da anket sorularinin kullanilarak tedarik zinciri
buttnlesmesinin firmalarin yenilik kararlarini nasil etkiledigini gérmek olacaktir.
Yukarida tartisildigi Gzere firmalarin yenilik performansi tedarik zinciri aginda bu-
tln olarak basarili olmasina baglidir.

Analizler icin yUkselen ekonomilerden biri olan ancak yenilik siralamalarinda
geride kalan Ulkelerden biri olan Turkiye secilmistir. Bilindigi kadari ile Tarkiye icin
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daha 6nce boyle bir calisma yapilmamistir. Turkiye'nin yenilik karnesine bakildi-
ginda, 2003 yilinda %0.48 olan Ar-Ge harcamasinin GSYH icindeki payi, 2015 yi-
linda %1.06'ya ylUkselmistir. Bunun yaninda Merkezi ydnetim bitcesinden Ar-Ge
icin ayrilan 6denek ve harcamalar ile dolayli Ar-Ge destekleri yillar icinde strekli
artis géstermistir. insan kaynadi olarak Ar-Ge personel sayisi da 2001'de 75,960
iken, 2015 yilina gelindiginde 224,284 olmustur. 2012-2014 yillarini kapsayan
Yenilik Arastirmasi'nin sonuclarina gore ise girisimlerin %51.3'0 yenilik faaliye-
tinde bulunmustur (TUIK Yenilik Arastirmasi, 2014). Dolayisi ile tlkede yenilige
verilen énem artmaktadir.

Yenilige verilen bu énem 10. Kalkinma Plani'nda da gorilmektedir (Kalkin-
ma Bakanhgi, 2013). Plan’da Turkiye'nin rekabet gictnin korunmasinda ve ge-
listirilmesinde tedarik zinciri icinde lojistik sektortndn roll vurgulanmistir. Yiksek
blylme ortaminin getirecegi blyuk 6lcekli Grtin ve hizmet arzini karsilamak igin
bu sektorde teknolojik bir déntsimtn gerekliliginin alti cizilmistir. Bu yonde ati-
lan adimlarin pozitif geri donusleri olmaktadir. Ornegin, Cosar ve Demir (2016)
Turkiye'de 2000'li yillarda yapilan biylk 6lgekli karayollari yatirnimlarinin lojistik
sektortini daha etkin hale getirdigini ve uluslararasi pazarlara erisimin arttigini
ortaya koymuslardir. Bu da Glkenin kiresel deger zincirine eklemlenmesini sagla-
yarak, rekabet avantajlarindan faydalanmasini olanakli kilmaktadir.

Plan'da lojistik firmalarinin teknoloji kullanimi ile Ar-Ge ve yenilik faaliyetleri-
ni desteklemek icin izlenecek politikalara da deginilmistir. Bu politikalar sonucun-
da Lojistik Performans Endeksi'nde ilk 15 Ulke arasina girme hedefi vardir. 2016
Lojistik Performans Endeksi'nde Tirkiye, 160 Ulke arasinda 34. Sirada yer almis-
tir. Endeksi olusturan alt bilesenler Sekil 2'de gorilmektedir. Tablodaki degerler
“1=en kotu”, “5=en iyi” araligindadir.
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Lojistik Performans Endeksi

4
35
3
2.5
2
15
1
&
Uluslararasi Lojistik Takip &
Giimriikler Altyaps Sevkiyatlar Yetkinligi Izleme Zamanlama
m 2007 3.15 3 294 3.07 3.29 3.27 0
m 2010 3.22 2.82 3.08 3.15 3.23 3.09 394
w2012 3.51 3.16 3.62 3.38 3.52 3.54 3.87
2014 35 3.23 3.53 3.18 3.64 3.77 3.68
m 2016 3.42 3.18 3.49 341 331 3.39 3.75

Sekil 2. Lojistik performans endeksi (Tiirkiye)
Kaynak: Dinya Bankasi Uluslararasi Lojistik Performans Endeksi’'nden Uretilmistir.

Bu calismada tedarik zinciri yeniligini belirleyen faktorler analiz edilmistir.
Makalenin birinci bélimnde giris yapildiktan sonra ikinci béliminde yazin tara-
mas! yapilmistir. Ucincl bélimde analiz modeli ve bulgulara yer verilmistir. Son
bélimde ise sonuclar tartisilmistir.

2. Yazin Taramasi

Yeniligin ekonomik blytime ve Ulke refahi Gzerindeki etkileri bircok calisma-
ya konu olmustur. Firmalarin yaptiklari yenilikler Griin, streg, 6rgutsel ve pazarla-
ma yeniligi olarak dort kategoriye ayrilabilir. Urtin yeniligi; yeni bir Griin gelistirme
veya var olan bir Grintin énemli 6lctde gelistirilmesini, streg yeniligi ise yeni veya
onemli dl¢tide gelistiriimis Gretim veya dagitim yéntemlerini kapsar. Her iki yenilik
tlrG de yeni teknoloji uygulanmasini gerektirdigi icin “teknolojik yenilik” olarak
da adlandinlirlar. Orgtsel yenilik; isyeri uygulamalarinda, organizasyonunda veya
dis iliskilerinde yeni bir organizasyon yéntemi uygulanmasi; pazarlama yeniligi ise
GrinUn tasariminda veya paketlenmesinde, yerlesiminde, tanitiminda veya fiyat-
lanmasinda 6nemli degisiklikler iceren yeni bir pazarlama yéntemi olarak tanim-
lanabilir (OECD, 2009).

Yeniligin bir baska siniflamasi ise blyuklagune/etkisine gore yapilmaktadir
(Freeman ve Perez, 1988). Buna gore dort cesit yenilik tarl vardir: (1) artimsal ye-
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nilik, (2) radikal yenilik, (3) teknoloji sistemi degisiklikleri, (4) tekno-ekonomik pa-
radigmada degisiklikler. Yeniligin bu siniflamasi g6z éntine alinarak tedarik zinciri
yeniligi su sekilde tanimlanabilir (Arlbjern vd., 2011; Arlbjarn ve Paulraj, 2013):

“Tedarik zinciri yeniligi, tedarik zinciri teknolojisinde veya tedarik zinciri sireg-
lerinde (veya bunlarin kombinasyonlarinda) paydaslar icin yeni deger yaratmak
amaci ile firma fonksiyonlarinda, firma icinde, sektérde veya tedarik zincirinde
yapilan bir degisiklik (artimsal veya radikal) olarak tanimlanir.”

Literatlrde tedarik zinciri ve yenilik konularinda ayri ayri sayisiz calisma
olmakla birlikte tedarik zinciri yeniligini bir buttn olarak ele alan calisma sayi-
si oldukca azdir (Gotberg ve Lindberg, 2016). Var olan calismalara bakildiginda
tedarik zinciri yeniligi icinde lojistik yeniligi belirleyicilerinin cevresel faktorler ve
orgutsel faktorler olarak iki grup altinda toplandigi gortlmektedir. Cevresel fak-
torler olarak, emegin érgitlenmesi / calisma 6rgutlerinin varligi, rekabet ortami
ve sermaye kisitlari éne cikmaktadir. Orgiitsel faktorlerde ise bilgi kazanimina ve
ogrenmeye yonelik faaliyetler, teknolojik kaynaklar, tedarik zinciri agi yapisi ve
iliskileri, finansal kaynaklar, ydnetim kaynaklari ve piyasa odaklilik yer almaktadir
(Grawe, 2009).

Tedarik zincirinin basarili olabilmesi hem musterilerle hem de tedarikcilerle
olan isbirliklerine baglidir. Asagida dncelikle Turkiye'de streg yeniligini konu edin-
mekle birlikte tedarik zincirinde énemli olan firma ici ve firmalar arasi isbirliklerine
vurgu yapan ¢alismalardan secili 6rneklerin bulgularina yer verilmistir. Daha sonra
tedarik zincirinin bir halkasi olan lojistik yeniligi ile ilgili calismalarin bulgularina
deginilmistir.

Yenilikte isbirliklerinin dnemine deginen Kocoglu (2010) Marmara bélge-
sinde faaliyet gésteren imalat isletmeleri icin yaptiklari faktor analizi sonucunda
fonksiyonlar arasi bilgi paylasiminin yenilik yaratma Uzerinde pozitif bir etkisi ol-
dugu, ancak misterilerle bilgi paylasiminin yenilik Gzerinde etkisi olmadigi sonu-
cuna varilmistir. Ayrica calismada tedarikcilerle olan iliskilerin masteriler ve fonk-
siyonlar arasi bilgi paylasimini olumlu yonde etkiledigi bulunmustur.

Tedarikgilerle isbirliginin yenilik performansini pozitif yénde etkiledigi sonu-
cunu destekleyen Cagliyan (2009) analizlerinde Turkiye otomotiv sektorine yer
vermistir. Tedarik¢i baglantilarinin dnemini vurgulayan Can (2012) ve Can ve Er-
cis (2013) de tedarikci gtiveninin hem yeni Grin gelistirmeyi hem de firma perfor-
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mansini pozitif yonlu etkiledigini gostermis ve firmalarin tedarikgcilerin ihtiyaclarini
karsilamak amaciyla bilgi sistemleri olusturmalarinin gerekliliginin altini cizmistir.

Yenilik sistemi yaklasimini benimseyen Unlii ve Gencoglu (2016) ise sistem
icerisinde yer alan batun aktorlerin (Universiteler, tedarikgiler, rakipler) karsilikli
etkilesim ve isbirligi icinde olmalari gerektigini savunmaktadirlar. Yazarlar calisma-
da 2012 yilina ait Topluluk Yenilik Anketi (Community Innovation Survey) kullan-
mistir. Firmalarin isbirligi tdrleri (Gniversitelerle, tedarikcilerle, rakiplerle), yenilik
onundeki engeller (fiyat rekabeti, finansman yetersizligi) ve yenilik faaliyetleri icin
kullanilan bilgi kaynaklari (mUsteriler, rakipler) gibi faktorler streg yeniliginin be-
lirleyicileri olarak analize dahil edilmistir.

Firma ici ve firmalar arasi isbirliklerin yenilik stirecindeki énemini vurgulayan
Dogan ve Albeni (2015) Turk imalat sanayisindeki firmalarin yenilik yapma olasi-
liklarini etkileyen faktorlerin belirlenmesi icin TUIK 2005 yilina ait Yenilik Anketi'ni
kullanmistir. Bulgulara gore ihracat yapiyor olmak, buyuk firma olmak ve yatirim
yapmak yenilik yapma olasiligini arttiran faktorlerdir.

Isbirliklerinin ®nemine deginen bir diger calisma Sevin¢ ve Ulusoy (2016)
Marmara bolgesinde faaliyetlerini sirdtren 184 imalat sanayi firmasi ile anket
yapmis ve sureg yeniligi ve diger yenilik turleri Gzerinde etkili olan faktorleri sap-
tamislardir. Yazarlar 6nce kiime analizi ile bes kiime olusturmuslar ve daha son-
ra her bir kiimedeki yenilikciligin hangi faktérlerden etkilendigini saptamislardir.
Olusturulan kameler lider yenilikciler (Leading Innovators), takipciler (Followers),
buluscular (Inventors) ve geride kalanlar (Laggers) kimeleridir. Fikri sermaye (be-
seri sermaye, kurumsal sermaye ve sosyal sermaye buttnd), 6rglt yapisi (mer-
kezilestirme ve iletisim), érgltsel kultdr (6rnegin, yoneticilerin destegi), firmanin
sanayi stratejisi, engelleyici faktorler (zaman ve maliyet kisitlari, nitelikli personel
yoklugu gibi) ve isbirlikleri (6rnegin, diger firmalar ve Gniversiteler ile) firmalarin
yenilikciliklerini belirleyen en énemli etkenlerdir.

Bu konudaki bir diger calismada ise firmalarin mevcut i¢ kaynaklari kadar
dis ortaklari ile isbirliklerinin de yenilik Uzerinde etkili oldugunu savunan Akgul
(2015) calismasidir. Yazar, Turkiye sanayi sektorl icin BEEPS 2013 verilerini kul-
lanarak, firmalarin icsel yetkinliklerinin (ar-ge faaliyetleri, patent basvurulari) ve
dissal bilgi kullaniminin (lisansli teknoloji kullanimi, disaridan danismanlik hizmeti
alimi, bilgi satin alinmasi) yenilik Gzerindeki etkilerini analiz etmistir. Analiz so-
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nuglarina gore icsel ve dissal yetkinlikler ayri ayri streg yeniligi yapma olasiligini
arttinirken, birlikte kullanildiklarinda ortak etki anlamli olmamaktadir.

Tedarik zincirinin 6nemli bir halkasi da lojistiktir. Lojistik yeniligi teslimat ile
ilgili aktivitelerde yapilan yenilikleri kapsamaktadir (Gao vd., 2017). Turk firmala-
rinda lojistik yeniliginin belirleyicilerini 6l¢cmek icin Bayercelik vd. (2016) 48 lojistik
firma yoneticisine uyguladiklari anket sonucunda, en énemli kriterin Ar-Ge faa-
liyetleri oldugunu bulmusglardir. Diger énemli kriterler arasinda bilgi teknolojileri,
fikri mulkiyet haklari, 6rgutsel 6grenme, insan sermayesi, devlet destegi ve altya-
pi olanaklari yer almaktadir.

Dogrudan lojistik yeniligini analiz etmemek ile birlikte, lojistik sektdrinde-
ki firmalarin strec yenilikleri strecini analiz eden calismalardan Burmaoglu vd.
(2015) TUIK (Turk istatistik Kurumu) tarafindan yapilan 2008 yili Yenilik Anketi
sonuclarini kullanarak lojistik regresyon analizi yapmislardir. Firma ici bilgi kay-
naklarinin kullanimi ve dissal bilgi kaynaklarinin kullanimi (dis danisman kullani-
mi, Gniversitelerle isbirligi, fuarlara katilim gibi) sreg yeniligini belirleyen faktorler
olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Tedarik zinciri agi icindeki isbirlikleri icin ise anlamli bir
etki bulunmamistir.

Yine ayni cercevede lojistik sektdriinde teknoloji kullaniminin dnemini ortaya
koyan bir diger calisma Demirkol (2017) Tarkiye'de bulunan 145 lojistik firmasina
anket uygulamis ve teknoloji kullanimina iliskin veriler elde etmistir. Arastirma
sonuglarina gére yabanci sahipli firmalar manuel sistemleri tercih etmemektedir.
Bu da bu firmalarin daha kurumsal olmalarr ile aciklanmaktadir. Bir diger bulguya
gore ise yabanci mulkiyetli firmalarda yonetimin teknoloji kullanimina daha fazla
destek vermesidir. Ayrica teknoloji kullanimi musteri hizmetlerine ait maliyetleri
azaltmakta ve teknoloji buttinlesmesi ana tedarikcilerle iliskilerde kolayhk yarat-
maktadir.

Ozet olarak Tirkiye'de konu ile ilgili yapilan calismalar arasinda tedarik zin-
ciri yeniliginin belirleyicilerini saptamaya yonelik bir arastirmaya rastlanmamistir.
Mevcut calismalar lojistik sektériindeki yenilikleri aciklamaya yénelik veya genel
olarak firmalarin streg yeniliginin (ve diger yenilik turlerinin) belirleyicilerini sap-
tamaya yoneliktir.
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3. Bulgular
3.1. Yenilik¢i Firmalarin Ozellikleri

Firmalarin tedarik zinciri yeniliginin belirleyicilerinin saptanmasi amaci ile
Diinya Bankasi ile Avrupa imar ve Kalkinma Bankasi (EBRD)'nin birlikte yirt-
tikleri is Ortami ve isletme Performansi Anketi (BEEPS) anketlerinden faydalanil-
mistir. Arastirma sorusuna uygun olarak Turkiye icin mevcut olan son anket olan
2013 yili anketi kullaniimistir. Bu anket ile birlikte sadece yenilik yapan firmalara
6zel bir anket daha yayinlanmistir. Bu da daha &nceki anketlere ek olarak yenilik
OlclimUnun tedarik zinciri agini kapsayacak sekilde yapilmasini mimkuin kilmak-
tadir. ilgili yilda 1344 firmaya ait veriler bulunmaktadir. Calismanin bu bélimiin-
de bu veriler kullanilarak yapilan hesaplamalardan edinilen firma 6zelliklerine dair
cikarimlar sunulmustur.

Ankette yer alan firmalarin %11.83'G “Son Uc yilda bu kurulus, Urtn veya
hizmetlerin Uretimi veya tedariki icin yeni veya 6nemli 6lctde gelistirilmis ydntem-
ler kullandi mi?” sorusuna “evet” cevabi vererek, sirec yeniligi yaptigini ifade
etmistir (Tablo 1).

Tablo 1. Yenilik yapan firmalarin orani

Surec yeniligi yapildi mi? N %

Bilmiyorum 25 1.86
Evet 159 11.83
Hayir 1160 86.31
Toplam 1344 100

Surec yeniligi yapan firmalara bunu ne sekilde yaptiklari sorulmustur. Ce-
vaplar dretim yeniligi (Urin veya hizmet tedarikinde yeni yontemler), lojistik ye-
niligi (girdiler ve Urunler igin lojistik, teslimat, dagitim yoéntemleri) ve yardimci
destek hizmetleri yeniligi (satin alma, muhasebe, bilgisayar ve bakim gibi) olarak
¢ kategoriye ayrilmaktadir. Bu calismanin ana hedefi ile paralel olarak, bu (g
kategorinin tedarik zinciri agindaki farkl yenilik davranislarini olusturdugu kabul
edilmistir. Uretim yontemlerinde yenilik yapan firmalarin orani %74, lojistik ye-
niligi yapan firmalarin orani %57, destek hizmetlerinde yenilik yapan firmalarin
oranl ise %58'dir (Tablo 2).
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Tablo 2. Siireg yeniligi tiirlerine gére yenilik yapan firmalarin orani

Uretim Yeniligi Lojistik Yeniligi Destek Yeniligi

N % N % N %
Evet 131 74.01 94 56.63 94 58.02
Hayir 46 25.99 72 43.37 68 41.98
Toplam 177 100 166 100 162 100

Firmalara yaptiklari yeniligin yarattigi degisiklikler de sorulmustur. Tabloda-
ki gdzlem sayilari “evet” diyen firma sayilaridir. Strec yeniligi yapan firmalarin
%830 kullandiklari tekniklerde, %75'i ise makine ve ekipmanlarinda énemli de-
gisiklikler yaptiklarini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica firmalarin %47'si yazilmda ve %75'i
de yonetimde degisiklik yapmuslardir (Tablo 3).

Tablo 3. Siirec yeniliginin getirdigi degisiklikler

Teknik '\gi:(::a‘r’]e Yazilim Yonetim
N % N % N % N %
Evet 110 78.01 108 74.48 66 47.14 75 54.35
Hayir 31 21.99 37 25.52 74 52.86 63 45.65
Toplam 141 100 145 100 140 100 138 100

Slreg yeniligini yapma bicimlerine bakildiginda, firmalarin daha cok kendi
iclerinde yenilik yaptiklari gérilmektedir. Firmalarin %72'si yeniligin kurulus tara-
findan yapildigini sdylemekte, bunu %8.7 ile yerli tedarikgilerle isbirligi ile cevabi
izlemektedir. Firmalarin %12'si tedarikgilerle isbirligi yaparak, %4'0 ise musteri-
lerle isbirligi icerisinde stireg yeniligi yapmaktadirlar (Tablo 4).

Tablo 4. Siirec yeniligini gelistirme bicimleri

N %
Bilmiyorum 6 4
Bu kurulus tarafindan 108 72
Baska bir kurulusun lisansli teknolojisi/ streci ile 4 2.67
Yerli tedarikgilerle isbirligi ile 13 8.67

Yurtdisindaki tedarikgilerle isbirligi ile 5 3.33
Yerli musterilerle isbirligi ile 4 2.67
Yurtdisindaki musterilerle isbirligi ile 2 1.33
Dis akademik veya arastirma kurumlariyla isbirligi ile 2 1.33

4

2

5

Yeni teknolojiyi benimsemek i¢in yeni bir makine veya ekipman satin

. 2.67
alinmasi ile

Diger
Toplam 1

1.33
0 100
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Sureg yeniligi yapan firmalar, “Kurulusun bu yeni Uretim veya teslimat yon-
temini uygulamak icin herhangi bir bulus, patent veya teknik bilgiyi satin almasi
ya da lisans almasi gerekti mi?"” sorusuna %33 oraninda “evet” cevabi vermistir
(Tablo 5).

Tablo 5. Yenilikci firmalarin lisans/patent kullanma oranlari

N %
Bilmiyorum 10 6.67
Evet 40 26.67
Hayir 100 66.67
Toplam 150 100

Sureg yeniligi yapan firmalardan ana Grln hatlari icin teknolojilerini en yakin
rakiplerininki ile karsilastiriimalari istenmis ve bu firmalarin %42'si kendilerinin ra-
kiplerinden daha gelismis bir teknolojiye sahip olduklarini belirtmislerdir (Tablo 6).

Tablo 6. Rakiplerle teknoloji karsilastirmasi

N %
Bilmiyorum 8 6.45
Red 3 2.42
Rakip yok 6 4834
Firmamin teknolojisi ana rakibimin teknolojisinden daha az gelismis 16 12.9
Firmamin teknolojisi benim ana rakibiminkiyle ayni 39 31.45
Firmamin teknolojisi ana rakibimin teknolojisinden daha gelismis 52 41.94
Toplam 124 100

Literatlrde firma dzeyindeki yenilikler “artimsal (incremental) yenilik”, sek-
térde ilk defa gorulen kokli yenilikler ise “radikal yenilik” olarak tanimlanmak-
tadir (Taymaz; 2016*). Surec yeniligi yapan firmalardan yeniligi hangi piyasada
ilk defa kullanan sirket olduklarini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Firmalarin %78'i bu
yeniligin yerel piyasada, %63'0 ulusal piyasada, %67'si ise uluslararasi piyasada
yeni oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

*

http://users.metu.edu.tr/etaymaz/papers/yenilik-kavrami.html
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Tablo 7. Siireg yeniliginin etkiledigi piyasa

N %
Yerel piyasa 107 78
Ulusal piyasa 54 63
Uluslararasi piyasa 29 67

3.2. Logit Model

Firmalarin yenilik yapma olasiligi Gzerinde etkili olan faktorlerin belirlenmesi
icin asagidaki logit model kullanilimustir.

Pr (Yeni/ik,. = 1[X)=Alar, + B,x) (Model 1)

Burada Pr(Yen/'/ik/.) firma i'nin yenilik yapma olasiligini, a(i) kimulatif lojis-
tik dagiim fonksiyonu, X; ise bagimsiz degiskenleri ifade etmektedir. Modeldeki
yenilik 6lcimU dncelikle tedarik zinciri yeniliklerinin timdna kapsadigi icin streg
yeniligi icin yapilacaktir. Bunun icin “Bu isletmede son (¢ yilda Grlin veya hiz-
metlerinizin Uretimi veya arzi icin yeni veya 6nemli 6lclde gelistiriimis ydntemler
kullandiniz mi?” sorusuna verilen “evet=1, hayir=0" degeri alan “sdrec yeniligi"
degiskeni kullaniimistir. Analizler tedarik zinciri agindaki yenilik davranislarini 6l¢-
mek amaci ile Uretim yeniligi, lojistik yeniligi ve yardimci destek hizmetleri yeniligi
icin tekrar edilecektir. Yine ayni sekilde modeldeki bagimli degisken bu yenilik
tlrlerine “evet” cevabi verilmesi durumunda “1”, “hayir” cevabi verilmesi du-
rumunda ise “0” degeri almaktadir. Secilen bagimli degiskenlerin ikili degisken
olmalari nedeni ile lojistik regresyon analizi yapilmistir<*.

Modelde secilen bagimsiz degiskenler (X) icin Taymaz (2001) calismasi te-
mel alinmistir. Yazar, TUIK'in 1995-97 yillarindaki teknolojik yenilik faaliyetlerine
iliskin derledigi verileri kullanilarak Grlin ve streg yeniligini belirleyen etmenlerin
tespiti icin lojistik regresyon analiz yapmistir.

Firma dlzeyinde secilen degiskenler ve aciklamalari su sekildedir:

Ar-Ge: Teknolojinin icsel bir degisken olarak kabul edildigi icsel blytme mo-
dellerinde Ar-Ge faaliyetleri blydmenin motoru olarak kabul edilir (Romer, 1990;
Grosman ve Helpman, 1991; Aghion ve Howitt, 1992). Ar-ge faaliyetleri yenilik
Olctimlerinde girdi olarak kabul edilir. Firmalarin Ar-Ge faaliyetlerinin gostergesi

ok

Analizler STATA 14.0 yaziliminda yapilmistrr. ilgili modelin detaylari icin bkz. Green, W.H. (2012).
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olarak firmalarin Ar-Ge harcamalari yapip yapmadigi sorusuna verilen cevap kul-
lanilmistir (evet=1, hayir=0). Firmalarin % 16'sin1 “evet” cevabi vermistir.

log(calisan sayisi): Literatirde kullanilan firma &zelliklerinden biri de biyUk-
lGktar (6rnegdin, Schumpeter 1934, 1942; De Bondt ve Vandekerckhove, 2012).
Buytk firmalar 6lcek ekonomilerinden yararlanabilir, kiicik firmalar ise girisim-
cilikte ve Uretim sureclerinde daha esnek davranabilirler. Firma buyukluginin
gostergesi olarak log(calisan sayisi) kullaniimistir.  Strec yeniligi yapan firmalarin
buytkltklerine baktigimizda, firmalarin %43'Undn kigik (5-19 personel) 6lcekte
firmalar olduklari gortlmektedir. %29"unu biyuk firmalar, %28'ini de orta olcek-
li firmalar olusturmaktadir.

Yas: Yenilik yapma kararini etkileyen faktorlerden biri de firmalarin yasidir.
Criscuolo vd. (2012) yash firmalarin dinamik pazarlarda adaptasyonun zor oldu-
gunu, Akcigit ve Kerr (2016) genc firmalarin radikal yenilik yapma olasiliklarinin
daha yuksek oldugunu, Coad vd. (2016) Ar-Ge yatirimlarinin firma performansi
(satislar ve verimlilik artisi) Gzerindeki olumlu etkilerinin yasli firmalarda daha cok
goruldagina, istihdam Uzerinde ise anlamli bir etkisi olmadigini gdstermislerdir.
Dolayisi ile firma yasinin yenilik Uzerindeki rolt ¢ift yonltdar. Tark firmalarindan
bu etkilerden hangisini 6ne ¢iktigini gérmek amaci ile “yas” degiskeni olusturul-
mustur. Anket 2014 yilinda yapilmistir. Bu yildan firmanin kurulus yili ¢ikarilarak
firma yasi hesaplanmustir. Yenilik¢i firmalarin %27'sini 10 yasin altindaki geng
firmalar olusturmaktadir. %38’ ise 11-20 yas araligindadir.

Yabanci payi:  Firmalarin sahiplik yapilari da yenilik kararlarini etkileyebilir.
Ornegin Yigit ve Sayek-Boke (2011), disa acik olan ve taklitci Ar-Ge'nin yiiksek
oldugu gelismekte olan Ulkelerde yabanci Ar-Ge stogunun toplam faktoér verim-
liligini pozitif etkileyecegini gdstermislerdir. Kalayci (2012) ise 2003-2007 yillari
arasinda Turk imalat firmalari icin yabanci sahipliginin yenilik olasiligi Gzerinde
istatistiki olarak bir etkisini bulamamustir. Fakat yabanci firmalardan kaynaklanan
bilgi tasmalarinin teknik etkinlige etkisini pozitif olarak saptanmistir. Firma sa-
hipligindeki yabanci payr (%) ile 6lctlmistur. Yenilik yapan firmalarin %94'tinde
yabanci sahipligi payr %20"nin altindadir.

Kamu payi: Kamu firmalari ve yabanci firmalar, devletten ya da ana firmadan
borclanabilecekleri icin bu firmalarin daha az finansal kisitla karsilasmalari bek-
lenebilir. Bu da yeniligin finansmanini kolaylastiracak ve firmalarin yenilik yapma
olasiliklarini arttiracaktir (Gorodnichenko ve Schnitzer, 2012). Bu degisken, firma
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sahipligindeki kamu payi (%) ile 6lcilmustir. Yenilik yapan firmalarin %92'si icin
kamu payi sifirdir.

Gruba bagli: Firmanin daha blyuk bir gruba bagli olmasinin grup ici bilgi
yayiimindan faydalanmasini saglamasi beklenir (Bertschek vd., 2017). Bu etkileri
6lcmek icin firmanin daha buydk bir firmaya ait olup olmadigi sorusuna verdikleri
cevap kullaniimistir (evet=1, hayir=0). Strec yeniligi yapan firmalarin cogu (%73)
daha buyuk bir firmaya bagl olmadiklarini sdylemislerdir.

Internet: Yeniligin ve teknolojinin yayilmasi icin firmalarin bunlara erisi-
mi olmasi gerekir (Hall ve Lerner, 2010). Firmalarin gincel teknolojiye erisim
imkanlarinin élgtlebilmesi icin kuruluslarda ytksek hizli internet baglantisi olup
olmadigina bakilmistir (evet=1, hayir=0). Yenilik yapan firmalarin %79"u kurulus-
larinda yuksek hizli internet erisimi oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Ihracat yogunlugu: Kiresel rekabete daha fazla maruz kalan firmalarin ha-
yatta kalabilmeleri icin yenilik yapmalari gerekmektedir. Ayrica ihracat yapan fir-
malar uluslararasi bilgi akislarindan daha fazla faydalanabilirler ve bunlari yeni-
lik yaratma sureclerinde kullanabilirler (Gkypali vd., 2015, Arslanagic-Kalajdzic,
2017). Firmanin toplam ihracatinin (dogrudan ve dolayl) satislar icindeki payi
hesaplanarak olctlmustar. Yenilikci firmalarin %34'UG hi¢ ihracat yapmazken,
%?29'u icin satislarinin %75'inden fazlasini ihracat olusturmaktadir.

Hukuki konum: Firmalar hisseleri borsada islem géren ve gérmeyen ortaklik-
lar (partnership), sahis isletmeleri (sole proprietorship), 6zel ortaklik (shareholding
company) ve sinirli 6zel ortaklik (/imited shareholding company) olarak bes ce-
sit isletme tartnden birini secmektedirler. Ortakliklar ve 6zel ortakliklar cevaplari
birlestirilerek “ortaklik”, 6zel ortaklik ve sinirli 6zel ortaklik cevaplari birlestirile-
rek ise “dzel ortaklik” degiskenleri olusturulmustur. Ancak tim degiskenlerin bir
arada kullanimi coklu dogrusal baglanti sorununa neden olmaktadir. Bu sebeple
analizlerde yalnizca ortaklik (partnership) firmalarinin yenilik davranisinin digerler
firmalardan farkli olup olmadigi test edilmistir.

Lisans: "“Firmaniz yabanci bir firmadan lisansl teknoloji (yaziim hari¢) kul-
lanmakta midir?” Sorusuna verilen cevap teknoloji transferi gostergesi olarak
kullanilmistir (evet=1, hayir=0). Streg yeniligi yapan firmalarin %401 yabanci bir
firmadan lisansli teknoloji kullanmaktadir.
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Personel bilesimi: icsel biytime literatiirinde beseri sermaye biyimenin itici
glclerinden biri olarak goérdlir (Ercan, 2000). Firmada calisan Uretim personeli
oranl, nitelikli personel orani ve kadin personel oranlar hesaplanmistrr. isletme-
lerdeki calisanlarin %730 Uretim personelidir. Nitelikli personel orani %58, kadin
personel orani ise %25tir. Aciklayici degiskenlerin tanimlayici istatistikleri Tablo
8'de gorilmektedir.

Tablo 8. Tanimlayia istatistikler

Degisken Go6zlem sayisi Ort. S.Sap. Min  Max
Ar-ge 1308 0.1590 0.3658 0 1
log(calisan sayisi) 1328 3.4619 1.4096 0 8.55
yas 1310 19.1603 12.7068 1 91
gruba bagh 1344 0.1868 0.3899 0 1
yabanci payi 1327 2.2954 12.0478 0 100
kamu payi 1327 0.3534 3.8686 0 97
internet 1329 0.6591 0.4742 0 1
ihracat yogunlugu 1317 29.6553 37.7905 0 100
Ozel ortaklik 1343 0.8399 0.3668 0 1
lisans 1322 0.31694 0.4655 0 1
Uretim personeli orani 1093 77.9062 15.6099 0 100
kadin personel orani 987 24.8606 25.9886 0 100
nitelikli personel orani 1092 57.8185 25.5433 0 100

Firma 6zellikleri disinda yenilik strecleri ait olduklari sektortin teknolojik du-
zeyine, bilgiye erisim olanaklarina, kurumsal faktorlerden (fikri milkiyet haklari,
yonetmelikler gibi) etkilenme derecelerine de baglidir. Bunun yaninda boélgenin
sanayi yapisi, girisimcilik ortami, insan sermayesine yakinligi, bolgeye ait alt yapi
olanaklari gibi faktorler de yeniligin basarisini etkileyecektir. Bu gibi sektorel ve
bolgesel farkliliklarin dlgtilmesi icin kukla degiskenler olusturulmustur. Sektorler,
Uluslararasi Standart Sanayi Siniflamasi (ISIC Revize 3.1)'na gore hem sanayi (15,
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35,
36, 37) hem de hizmet (45, 50, 51, 52, 55, 60, 63, 64, 72) sektorlerini kapsa-
maktadir. Bolgeler ise Marmara, Ege, Akdeniz, Orta Anadolu, Karadeniz, Dogu
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ve GUneydogu Anadolu olmak Uzere alti bolge olarak tanimlanmistir*. Ankete

katilan firmalarin bolgesel dagilimi Tablo 9'da verilmistir.

Tablo 9. Firmalarin bolgesel dagilimi

Bolgeler N %

Marmara 372 27.68
Ege 275 20.46
Akdeniz 182 13.54
Orta Anadolu 234 17.41
Karadeniz 138 10.27
Dogu ve Glneydogu Anadolu 143 10.64
Toplam 1344 100

Tedarik zinciri yeniligini etkileyen baslica faktorlerden biri de tedarik zinciri
butinlesmesidir. Tedarik zinciri bitinlesmesinin yenilik Uzerindeki etkilerinin be-

lirlenmesi icin asagidaki model tahmin edilmistir:

Yenilik = o+, D,

(Model 2)

Modeldeki D, degiskeni, tedarik zinciri butunlesmesinin yenilik yapma ola-
siligr Gzerindeki etkisini dlcecektir. Degiskenin olusturulmasi igin stireg yeniligi ya-
pan firmalarin “Asagidakilerden hangisi kurulusunuzun yeni (veya énemli 6lctide
gelistirilmis) Uretim veya dagitim yontemini gelistirme bigimini en iyi ne sekilde
tanimlamaktadir?” sorusuna verdikleri cevaplar kullaniimistir. Firmalar asagidaki

cevaplardan yalnizca birini secebilmektedir:

Bu kurulus tarafindan

Baska bir kurulusun lisansli teknolojisi/ streci ile
Yerli tedarikcilerle isbirligi ile

Yurtdisindaki tedarikcilerle isbirligi ile

Yerli misterilerle isbirligi ile

Yurtdisindaki mdsterilerle isbirligi ile

Dis akademik veya arastirma kurumlariyla isbirligi ile

© N o vk w N =

masi ile.

Yeni teknolojiyi benimsemek icin yeni bir makine veya ekipman satin alin-

Tirkiye icin anketi uygulama adimlarinin yer aldigi adres: http://www.enterprisesurveys.org/documents/Implemen-

tation_note.pdf . Marmara bélgesi ve Gida sektorl kontrol grubu olarak belirlenmistir.
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Tedarikgilerle olan batinlesmenin firmalarin yenilik yapma olasiliklari tze-
rindeki etkilerini 6lcmek amaci ile yukaridaki Gclnct ve dérdincl cevaplar igin
kukla degiskenler olusturulmustur. Buna gore 6rnegin soruya “3 veya 4" ceva-
bini veren firmalar icin degisken “1” degerini almis, diger tim cevaplar icin ise
“0" degerini almistir. Dolayisi ile tedarikcilerle isbirligi icinde gerceklestirilen bir
yeniligin diger yollara gére yenilik performansi tzerinde pozitif/negatif yonli bir
etkisi olup olmadiginin karsilastiriimasi yapilabilecektir. Ayni zamanda ilgili kukla
degiskenin hangi strrec yeniligi tarlerinde (Gretim/ lojistik/destek) etkili oldugu da
ortaya konmus olacaktir. Musteri ile olan bitinlesmenin etkilerini lgmek amaci
ile ise besinci ve altincl cevaplar kullanilmis ve yine bu cevaplari secen firmalar
icin de kukla degisken olusturulmustur*. Analiz sonuglari Tablo 10 ve Tablo 11'de
sunulmustur.

Tablo 10. Tedarik zinciri yeniligini belirleyen faktorler

Siireg yeniligi Uretim Yeniligi Lojistik Yeniligi Destek Yeniligi
Degiskenler Katsayi dy/dx Katsayi dy/dx Katsayi dy/dx Katsayi dy/dx
Ar-Ge 1.443%%%  0.111%** 0.053 0.011 0.483 0.121  1.467** 0.366**
(0.257) (5.46) (0.542) (0.1) (0.518) (0.93) (0.660) (2.22)
log(calisan sayisi) 0.157 0.012 0.143 0.029 0.161 0.04 0.905***  0.226%**
(0.099) -1.59 (0.210) (0.68) (0.208) (0.77)  (0.285) (3.19)
Yas -0.002 0 0.013 0.003 0.000 0 0.004 0.001
(0.009) -0.23 (0.025) (0.54) (0.023) (0.02)  (0.027) (0.16)
Gruba bagh 0.109 0.008 0.399 0.081 0.234 0.058 -0.724 -0.181
(0.288) -0.38 (0.657) (0.61) (0.629) (0.37)  (0.800) (0.91)
Yabanci payi -0.001 0 -0.019 -0.004 -0.029 -0.007  -0.053 -0.013
(0.009) -0.09 (0.014) (1.31) (0.021) (1.39)  (0.038) (1.43)
Kamu payi 0.027 0.002 0.093 0.019 -0.045 -0.011 0.062 0.015
(0.017) -1.54 (0.069) (1.37) (0.043) (1.03)  (0.062) (1.01)
internet 0.133 0.01 -0.142 -0.029 0.304 0.076 0.447 0.111
(0.292) -0.46 (0.683) (0.21) (0.659) (0.46)  (0.747) (0.6)
ihracat yogunlugu 0.007** 0.001** 0.003 0.001 -0.004 -0.001 -0.004 -0.001
(0.003) (2.25) (0.008) (0.36) (0.007) (0.55)  (0.009) (0.41)
Ozel ortaklik 0.078 0.006 0.383 0.078 2.196%* 0.549**  -0.220 -0.055
(0.403) -0.19 (1.038) (0.37) (1.035) (2.12)  (1.188) (0.19)
Lisans -0.066 -0.005 -0.272 -0.055 -0.429 -0.107  -0.587 -0.146
(0.086) -0.77 (0.410) (0.68) (0.511) (0.84) (0.621) (0.94)

Bu olusturulan iki kukla degisken dncelikle Model 1'de yer almakla birlikte gézlem sayisinin azligi ve tahmin edilen
katsayi sayisinin coklugu nedeni ile sonuglarin givenilirligi icin kaygr yaratacaktir. Bu sebeple ayri bir Model ile
analiz yapmak tercih edilmistir. Yerli yabanci ayrnimi gézeterek iki ayn kukla degisken daha olusturmak sonuglarda
anlamli bir fark yaratmadigi icin bu analiz sonuclan makalede yer almamaktadir. Uclincii bir yéntem olarak,
"1=bu kurulus tarafindan” cevabini kontrol grubu olarak kabul ederek, tiim diger cevaplar icin kukla degiskenler
olusturulmustur. Sonuglarda yine anlamli bir fark olmamistir.
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Uretim personeli orani -0.018**  -0.001**
(0.008) (2.16)

Kadin personel orani 0.005 0
(0.005) -1.07

Nitelikli personel orani -0.002 0
(0.006) -0.31

Sabit 0.552
(0.916)

s e

Bolge kukla degiskenleri VAR

log olabilirlik degeri -268.705

Gozlem sayisi 884

0.023
(0.018)
0.027**
(0.012)
0.001
(0.012)
-2.319
(1.706)

VAR
VAR
-51.051

105

0.005
(1.24)
0.006**
(2.27)
0
(0.06)

-0.044%* -0.011%
(0.019) (2.27)
0.003 0.001
(0.009) (0.28)
0.011 0.003
(0.011) (0.94)
-1.102
(1.762)
VAR
VAR
-56.672
110

0.030
(0.021)
0.017
(0.011)
-0.019
(0.014)
-6.900%**
(2.165)

VAR

VAR
-44.312

104

Not: Parantez icindeki rakamlar standart hata degerleridir.
**% %1 anlamlilik, ** %5 anlamlilik ve * %10 anlamlilik dizeylerini gdstermektedir.

dy/dx, marjinal etkileri gdstermektedir.

Tablo 11. Tedarik zinciri biitiinlesmesinin yenilik lizerindeki etkileri

Uretim Yeniligi

Lojistik Yeniligi

Destek Yeniligi

Degiskenler Katsayi dy/dx  Katsayi dy/dx Katsayi dy/dx
Tedarikgilerle isbirligi -0.461 -0.049 -0.013 -0.003 0.887 0.198
(0.693) (0.67)  (0.542) (0.02) (0.669) (1.34)
Musterilerle isbirligi -0.461 -0.049 -0.214 -0.049 -0.174 -0.039
(1.132) (0.41)  (0.933) (0.23) (0.933) (0.19)
Sabit 2.070%** 0.619%** 0.580%**
(0.284) (0.191) (0.193)
log olabilirlik degeri -54.648 -92.096 -87.467
Gozlem sayisi 149 142 138

Not: Parantez icindeki rakamlar standart hata degerleridir.
**% %1 anlamlilik, ** %5 anlamlilik ve * %10 anlamlilik dlzeylerini gdstermektedir.

dy/dx, marjinal etkileri gostermektedir.

Gozlem sayisinin az olmasi nedeni ile tedarik zinciri bitdnlesmesinin istatisti-
ki olarak anlamli etkilerini 6lcmek mimkin olmamistir. Ancak, katsayilar dikkate
alindiginda tedarikcilerle yapilan isbirliklerinin yardimci destek hizmetlerinde ye-
nilik egilimini destekler bir etki yaptigi dngdrilebilir (Tablo 11).

Tablo 10'da goraldiga tzere, firmalarin strec yeniligini belirleyen en dnemli
etkenlerden birisi Ar-Ge faaliyetlerinde bulunmaktir. Ar-Ge faaliyetleri, firmala-
rin ozellikle yardimcr destek hizmetleri yeniligi yapma olasiigini arttirmaktadir.
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Bunun yaninda firma buytkltga icin de Schumpeter’in (1934, 1942) tezini des-
tekler nitelikte destek yeniligi yapma olasiligi Gzerinde pozitif yonde etkisi go-
rilmektedir (Tablo 10). Bu firmalar 6lcek ekonomilerinden faydalanabilmekte ve
bu firmalarin kaynaklara erisimleri daha kolay olmaktadir. Burmaoglu vd. (2015)
buytklGgun firmanin yenilik yapma olasiligini arttirdigini bulmuslar ve lojistik fir-
malarinin buyuklugunun, hizmet ettikleri cografi bolgenin biytklugune bagli ol-
dugunu tartismislardir. Bu gorise dayanarak, destek hizmetlerinde yenilik yapan
firmalar icin bu argimanin dogru oldugu sonucu cikarilabilir.

Daha buytik bir firmaya ait olmak, destek hizmetleri yeniligi yapma olasiligini
azaltmaktadir (Tablo 10). Taymaz (2001) de calismasinda bu degisken icin negatif
ve anlamsiz bir katsayr bulmustur. Dolayisi ile byuk firmanin 6lcek ekonomilerin-
den faydalanma veya grup ici teknoloji transferleri firmaya yenilik anlaminda bir
katki saglamamaktadir. Tam tersine ana firmaya bagli olma zorunlulugu, kararlar-
da esnek olunamamasi ve artan 6rgltsel karmasiklik negatif etki yaratmaktadir.
Nitekim Eren vd. (2015) de giincel 6rgut yapilarinin birgok alt sistemden olusma-
sinin firmalar Uzerinde yarattigi baskilara dikkat cekmistir.

Yabanci payinin artmasinin veya kamu payinin yiksek olmasinin yenilik tze-
rinde anlamli bir etkisi yoktur (Tablo 10). Taymaz (2001) da yabanci payi icin
anlamli bir etki bulamamistir. Yabanci sahipliginin aldigi negatif katsayi ile ilgili
olarak bu payin cok ytksek olmasinin yaratacagi negatif etkiler literattirde “varlik
sOmarlct” stratejiler kavrami altinda daha 6nce tartisilmistir. Ana argiiman ok
uluslu sirketlerin stratejik yenilik faaliyetlerini ana tlkelerde strdurecekleri, kolla-
rinin bulundugu Ulkelerde ise sadece adaptasyon anlaminda teknolojik yatirimlar
yapacaklaridir. Bu durumda bu firmalarin yenilik faaliyetleri yerli firmalardan daha
az olacaktir (Dachs ve Ebersberger, 2009). Yudaeva vd. (2003) yabanci firmalarin
daha verimli olmalarina karsin, dikey yayllma etkilerine de bakilmasi gerektigini
vurgulamistir. Yazarlar, rekabetin gucld oldugu sektérlerde negatif yayllma etkisi
olacagini ve yerli firmalarin verimliliklerinin disecegini géstermislerdir. Keren ve
Ofer (2002) ise yabanci firmalarin var olan dikey buttnlesme zincirini kirip teda-
rikci veya muUsterilerini degistirebilecedini ve bunun da zincirdeki diger firmalari
olumsuz etkileyecegini tartismislardir.

ihracat yogunlugu stirec yeniligi olasihigini arttirmaktadir (Tablo 10). Taymaz
(2001) bunu imalat sanayiinde faaliyet gosteren firmalarin yapisi ile aciklamakta-
dir. Bu firmalar standart Grinler Grettikleri icin strec yeniligi yaparak rekabetcilik-
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lerini korumaktadirlar. Lojistik ve destek yeniliklerinde anlamsiz olmakla birlikte
negatif katsayr géralmustdr. LiteratUrdeki bulgulara gore 6zellikle kictk ve orta
buyuklukteki firmalar ihracat ve yenilik yapmayi birbirinin ikamesi olarak gérmek-
te ve iki stratejiden birini tercih etmektedir. Bunun sebebi her iki kararin da ciddi
bir baslangic sermayesi getirmesi olabilir (Love ve Roper, 2015).

Firmalarin 6zel ortaklik firmasi olmasi diger yasal yapilara gore lojistik yeniligi
yapma olasiliklarini arttirmaktadir (Tablo 10). Lisansli teknoloji kullanan firmala-
rin yenilik yapma davranislari ile boyle bir teknoloji kullanmayanlarin davranislari
arasinda anlamli bir fark yoktur (Tablo 10). Bu bulgu Taymaz (2001) calismasini
destekler niteliktedir.

Uretim personeli oraninin yilksek olmasi stire¢ yeniligi yapma ve lojistik yenilik
yapma olasiligini diistiirmektedir (Tablo 10). Uretim ve destek yeniligi kararlarinda
ise anlamsiz negatif katsayl gbze carpmaktadir. Streg yeniliginin emek ve/veya
sermaye verimliligini arttiracagi distnulecek olursa bu gibi yeniliklerin firmalarin
personel talebini azaltmasi beklenebilir. Aguirregabiria ve Alonso-Borrego (2001)
teknolojik sermaye kullanmaya baslayan firmalarin 6zellikle mavi yakali personel
sayisinin dastagund gozlemlemislerdir. Ancak firmalarin marjinal maliyetlerinin
de disecegi goz dnline alindiginda, 6lcek etkisi ile daha fazla Gretim yapacaklari
ve girdi taleplerinin artacagi da dustnulmelidir. Hangi etkinin baskin olacagi ise
piyasadaki rekabet ortamina baghdir (Bellmann ve Schank, 2000). Nitelikli perso-
nel oraninin artmasi, firmalarin destek yenilikleri yapma olasiligini dusdrict bir
etkiye sahiptir. Bu sonug kalifiye personelin isverenler icin daha maliyetli olmasi
ile aciklanabilir.

Kadin personel oraninin artmasi tretim yeniligi yapma olasiligini pozitif yén-
de etkilemektedir (Tablo 10). Bu bulgu da Taymaz (2001) calismasindaki kadin
personel orani ile yenilik arasinda bulunan pozitif iliskiyi desteklemektedir.

Model sonuclarina gére Orta Anadolu ve Dogu & Glneydogu Anadolu bdl-
gelerinde yer alan firmalarin strec yeniligi yapma olasiligi kontrol grubu olarak
belirlenen Marmara Bolgesi‘'ne kiyasla daha yuksektir (Tablo 10). Sektorel farkli-
liklarin yenilik Gzerindeki etkilerine dair anlamli bir farklilik bulunamamistir.
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4. Tartisma ve Sonuc

Bu calisma Turkiye'de imalat ve hizmet sektorlerinde faaliyet gosteren fir-
malarin tedarik zinciri yeniligi yapmalarini etkileyen faktorleri ortaya koymustur.
Turkiye'de son yillarda yenilige verilen énem artmistir. Bu durum gerek yenilik
istatistiklerinde gerekse yayinlanan Bilim ve Teknoloji Ytksek Kurulu raporlarinda
acikca gorulmektedir. Ulkenin hem Avrupa hem de Asya arasinda bulunmasi ve
her iki kita ile olan yogun ticari iliskilerinin desteklenmesi de tedarik zincirinin bir
alt kiimesi olan lojistik sektértine yapilan yatirimlarda goéze carpmaktadir. Ancak
makro dizeyde yenilik politikalarinin geri dénUsleri halen gorilmemekte ve ra-
kiplerinin gerisinde kalmaktadir. Bilgi odakli bir ekonomiye gecis strecinde yenilik
yatirimlarinin kapsayici olmasi ve tedarikciden masteriye tim sureci nasil etkiledi-
ginin anlasiimasi gerekmektedir. Calismada tedarik zinciri yeniligi Gretim yeniligi
(UrGn veya hizmet tedarikinde yeni yontemler), lojistik yeniligi (girdiler ve Granler
icin lojistik, teslimat, dagitim yontemleri) ve yardimci destek hizmetleri yeniligi
(satin alma, muhasebe, bilgisayar ve bakim gibi) olmak Gzere U¢ bilesene ayriimis-
tir. Firmalarin cogu Uretim yeniligi yapmaktadir ve lojistik ve destek hizmetlerinde-
ki yenilikler daha duistk kalmaktadir. Oysa tedarik zinciri yénetimi yazininda genis
bir sekilde yer verildigi Gzere tedarik zinciri aginin timund kapsayan isbirlikleri ve
buttnlesme tedarik zincirindeki tim aktorlerin performansini arttiracaktir.

Analiz sonuclarina gore firmalarin stirec yeniligi yapma olasiliklarini etkileyen
en belirleyici faktorler, Ar-Ge faaliyetlerinde bulunmalari, satislarinin yiksek bir
kismini ihracatin olusturmasi ve personel bilesenidir. Bu bulgular Taymaz (2001)
calismasindaki bulgulari da desteklemektedir. Taymaz'in calismasinin dayandigi
1995-1997 yillarindaki veriler Gzerinden uzun bir zaman ge¢mis olmasina rag-
men yenilik yapan firmalar icin 6nemli olan faktorler ayni kalmistir. Dolayisi ile
devletin Ar-Ge ve ihracat tesvikleri vermesinin énemi artmaktadir. Bunun yanin-
da insan sermayesine yatirim yapilmasi firmalarin dis kaynak ihtiyacini azaltacak
ve rekabetciliklerine katki saglayacaktir. Gozlem sayisinin azligi anlamli sonuclar
bulmayi engellese de bulgular 6zellikle tedarikcilerle yapilan isbirliklerinin yenilik
egilimini destekler bir etki yaptigina isaret etmektedir.

Calismanin sadece Tirkiye'deki firmalari ele almasi, genel c¢ikarimlar elde
edilmesini veya karsilastirmalar yapilmasini olanakli kilmamaktadir. Gelecek calis-
malarda gelismekte olan benzer diger Ulkelerin veya Ulke gruplarinin ele alinmasi
ile Ulkeler arasindaki benzerlikleri ve farkliliklart ggrmek mumkin olacaktir. Ayrica
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veri setinin ktctk olmasi ve goézlem sayisindaki yetersizlik de 6zellikle tedarik zin-
ciri battnlesmesinin etkilerini 6lcmeye elvermemistir. Daha buylk bir veri seti ile
yapilan calismalar ile daha anlamli sonuclar elde edilebilir. Bu da literatire dnemli
katkilar saglayacaktir.
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