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Introduction
In this dynamic business environment, how to notice and respond to environmental changes 
faster than competitors is becoming a critical issue for firms (Yi et al., 2021). This study leverages 
on the resource-based view and the dynamic capability theory to identify the link between 
dynamic capability, firm operational capabilities, and firms’ organisational agility to propose a 
strategy for responding to a rapidly changing business environment. The resource-based theory 
asserts that a company can achieve a competitive advantage if it has valuable, rare and inimitable 
resources or expertise that cannot be reproduced or replaced (Grant, 1991; Yi & Amenuvor, 2022). 
In other words, according to the resource-based approach, the component that might explain the 
performance difference between organisations is internal capabilities. Yet, in spite of the 
advantages of gaining a competitive edge and improving business performance through core 
competencies, the resource-based approach appears to have a limitation in that it cannot explain 
the performance differences between organisations with identical competencies.

Accordingly, the dynamic capability theory was proposed as a theory to overcome the limitations 
of the resource-based theory and to explain the disparities in performance among organisations 
with equivalent levels of resources. Dynamic capability theory emphasises the ability to adapt to 
a rapidly changing business environment (Magistretti et al., 2021; Teece et al., 1997). It identifies a 
firm’s internal and external resources or technologies in reaction to environmental changes, 
integrates them, and shows how to reallocate resources inside the business. This approach can 
provide long-term competitive advantage by building new competencies and responding 
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promptly to environmental changes (Birkinshaw & Gibson, 
2004; Ghosh et al., 2022). Consequently, dynamic capability is 
seen as a prerequisite for safeguarding value and long-term 
competitive advantage in a continuously changing external 
environment and global commercial market (Teece et  al., 
1997; Yuan & Cao, 2022).

Another characteristic that a business must have in order to 
thrive in a changing business environment is organisational 
agility. Organisational agility is operationalised as an 
organisation’s strategic ability to respond quickly to difficulties 
in a fast-changing business environment and unpredictable 
business circumstances (Zain et al., 2005). In particular, in a 
fast-changing corporate environment, organisational agility 
is  crucial for finding possibilities faster than competitors. 
Extant research indicates that the importance of organisational 
agility is increasing, and previous studies have highlighted 
the  importance of organisational agility to organisational 
performance (Narasimhan & Das, 1999; Swafford et al., 2006; 
Tallon & Pinsonneault, 2011).

Thus, in a rapidly changing business environment, a firm 
can achieve its ultimate goal of generating profits while also 
achieving social ideals by building a sustainable management 
system. Companies will be able to secure capabilities that are 
appropriate for the rapidly evolving business environment 
and achieve business performance, thereby generating 
an ecosystem for high-quality job creation and the formation 
of a virtuous cycle of economic sustainability and social 
service.

Consequently, this study sets out to first confirm the 
relationship between dynamic capability and operational 
capabilities drawing on both the dynamic capability and 
resource-based theories. We assess how these constituent 
factors affect the firm’s operational capabilities. Dynamic 
capability is divided into sensing capability, learning 
capability, integration capability and coordination capability. 
Furthermore, the firm’s operational capabilities are classified 
into marketing capability, managerial capability and 
technical capability, and the impact of these components on 
organisational agility is examined. The importance of 
organisational agility in today’s uncertain and unpredictable 
business environment has increased the need for firms 
to respond swiftly and agilely to changing circumstances. 
Accordingly, we investigate the impact of operational 
capabilities on increasing organisational agility.

Moreover, we examine the relationship between 
organisational agility and organisational performance. 
Organisational agility allows a company to respond to the 
market more sensitively than its competitors to gain a 
competitive advantage, and it ultimately plays a role in 
improving organisational performance (Van Oosterhout 
et  al., 2006). In the continuously unpredictable and fast-
changing competitive system, such organisational agility is 
emerging as a crucial capability of firms to survive and 
respond to corporate crises. However, despite the growing 

importance of organisational agility and the growing 
awareness of its importance, it appears that the majority of 
previous studies have examined organisational agility at the 
level of individual behaviour. In particular, research on 
organisational agility aimed at SMEs who lack organisational 
capabilities when compared with large-scale enterprises 
is  woefully inadequate. Consequently, we empirically 
examine the relationship between organisational agility and 
performance, to ascertain whether organisational agility 
characteristics have a significant effect on organisational 
performance in marketing-related research.

More so, the role of environmental uncertainty in moderating 
the relationship between dynamic and operational capabilities 
is investigated. Market uncertainty and technological 
uncertainty are two types of environmental uncertainty. 
Therefore, this study tests whether market uncertainty has 
any effect on the relationship between dynamic capability and 
marketing capability, and whether technological uncertainty 
has any effect on the relationship between dynamic capability 
and technical capability.

Theoretical background
Resource-based theory and dynamic capability 
theory
Grant (1991) argues that a firm’s competitive advantage in 
the market is determined by how it builds its resources and 
capabilities to become competitive, and thus to derive firm’s 
performance. This assertion emphasises the significance of a 
firm’s ability to properly build and utilise its resources and 
capabilities in its environment. Previous studies from the 
perspective of industrial organisation theory have focused on 
determining whether a firm’s external environment is an 
opportunity or a threat, observing that it is the business 
environment that allows a firm to remain competitive in the 
market (Amenuvor et al., 2022; Bain, 1956; Caves & Porter, 
1977). Since then, studies from the perspective of industrial 
organisation theory have suggested limitations in the notion 
that a firm’s performance is determined by its external 
environment. For instance, in today’s rapidly advancing 
technology and highly competitive market, it is difficult to 
make accurate predictions about the future. Similarly, it is 
difficult for businesses to ensure long-term viability in a 
similar business environment. The goal of resource-based 
theory is to find a way to gain a competitive advantage within 
a firm that is not based on the existing industrial organisation 
theory, which focuses on the external market environment.

The resource-based theory perspective provides a theoretical 
foundation for achieving performance and goals in a 
competitive market by assuming that the firm’s resources 
should be continuously maintained. However, in today’s 
rapidly changing business environment, such as the digital 
economy, globalisation and the rapid emergence of new 
technologies, the question of how a firm can sustainably gain 
a competitive advantage has not been adequately addressed 
(Cahyono et al., 2023; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). Resources 
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with static characteristics that are based on a given 
environment take a long time to adapt to the rapidly changing 
environment or to change the resources they have to match 
the environment. This results in a difference between the rate 
of change in resources and the rate of change in the 
environment (Leonard-Barton, 1992). In other words, the 
firm’s previous resources were static, making it difficult to 
respond quickly to the rapidly changing environment or 
diverse customer needs. Hence, in order to respond to the 
rapidly changing business environment, many scholars have 
expanded the content of the resource-based theory from the 
perspective of dynamic capability theory, which involves the 
integration and relocation, or reorganisation of internal and 
external resources and competencies owned by companies 
(Teece et al., 1997).

Based on the dynamic capability theory, Pavlou and El Sawy 
(2011) argued in their study that as a firm’s business 
environment changes rapidly, reinforced dynamic capability 
is required. Accordingly, the dynamic capability theory is a 
theory that can explain the difference in performance between 
companies with similar levels of resources, and it emerges as 
an alternative to make up for the limitation in the resource-
based theory (Battisti et al., 2022; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000).

Organisational agility
Organisational agility research began in the 1990s in the field 
of production operation management and most of the research 
has been performed in the field of organisation since 2010. 
When the motivations for recent research on agility in the 
field of organisation are examined, it is clear that the need to 
study agility at the firm level rather than the field of production 
management or one department is growing as the external 
environment becomes more uncertain (Wendler, 2013).

The importance of organisational agility has gained attention 
in a more intense and rapidly changing business environment 
and previous studies have suggested that organisational 
agility positively influences organisational performance 
(Wendler, 2016). An early study on the effect of organisational 
agility on corporate performance was undertaken by 
Narasimhan and Das (1999), in which organisational 
performance was compared among organisations with high 
and low levels of organisational agility. Other scholars also 
found that organisational agility improved management 
performance.

Organisations can create long-term competitive advantage 
and performance by securing organisational agility 
capabilities. This can be accomplished by focusing internal 
competencies on customer needs, making it difficult for 
competitors to imitate internal competencies such as 
technology and knowledge (Overby et al., 2006). This implies 
that businesses should work to improve organisational agility 
in order to keep an eye on large and small business environment 
changes and respond quickly at the organisational level 
(Gogichaty et al., 2023; Saragih et al., 2023).

Technological uncertainty
Businesses must embrace how they deal with uncertain and 
dynamic business environments, and they must be able to 
adapt and adjust to changes in the environment in general 
(Jilke, 2020). Environmental uncertainty, according to Ansoff 
and McDonnell (1990), is a measure that combines variability, 
instability and predictability as reflected in the complexity 
and novelty of environmental change. Uncertainty grows as 
the market environment changes rapidly. Companies must 
actively respond to consumer needs, new technologies and 
competitor threats in order to survive. In other words, the 
greater the external environmental change and uncertainty, 
the greater the need to respond to the change by accurately 
forecasting and analysing the flow of change (Gelderman 
et al., 2016).

There are two types of environmental uncertainty: market 
uncertainty and technological uncertainty (Jaworski & Kohli, 
1993). Market uncertainty refers to various customer needs 
and the degree of change in their preferences, and it is 
especially important in a market environment where 
customers’ perceptions of the services provided by companies 
to customers are rapidly changing. On the other hand, 
technological uncertainty is emphasized in industries with 
rapidly changing technology, and it can be directly related to 
survival in companies that value innovation.

As environmental uncertainty grows, companies face 
challenges in determining corporate performance and results 
because of the unpredictable environment. This makes it 
critical for businesses to respond to environmental changes 
quickly and flexibly and to strategically acquire new 
knowledge and information in order to respond to 
environmental uncertainty (Beatty & Smith, 1987).

Hypothesis development 
Effect of dynamic capability on operational 
capabilities
In a study by Helfat and Peterf (2003), the firm’s capabilities 
were largely divided into dynamic capabilities and 
operational capabilities. They argued that operational 
capability represents a business activity such as product 
manufacturing, and dynamic capability is the ability to 
integrate, build and redeploy operational capabilities. In an 
unpredictable and rapidly changing business environment, a 
firm’s competitive advantage can also change rapidly, so the 
resources and capabilities of a firm that were important at a 
certain point in time become obsolete and less useful as time 
passes. Accordingly, when there is a capability gap between 
the resources and capabilities that a firm already has, 
technologies and marketing capabilities that were effective in 
the market may become useless to the firm (Day, 1994). 

Early studies on the resource-based theory and capability-based 
perspective did not focus on environmental changes, and 
therefore, operational capability plays a greater role than 
dynamic capability in a business environment where market 
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changes are predictable and stable. However, in a rapidly 
changing and unpredictable business environment, operational 
capabilities are at risk of obsolescence (D’Aveni et al., 2010); so, 
a competitive advantage cannot be sustained solely through the 
possession of specific resources or capabilities (Teece et  al., 
1997). Consequently, dynamic capabilities should be used 
to  boost the efficiency and competitiveness of operational 
capabilities.

According to Eisenhardt and Martin (2000), dynamic 
capability is a means for firms to rapidly build and develop 
marketing capabilities, which are sub-factors of operational 
capabilities, based on market conditions. Companies can 
improve their market knowledge by identifying changes in 
technology and in the needs of existing customers through 
market sensing activities and their understanding of future 
environmental changes to which companies must respond is 
improved (Morgan et  al., 2005; Slater & Narver, 2000). 
A firm’s ability to bond with customers is enhanced by these 
activities, which ultimately improves the firm’s marketing 
capabilities (Day, 1994; Narasimhan et al., 2006).

Accordingly, a firm with strong market sensing capabilities 
can react to market changes faster than its competitors, and 
organic organisational learning can occur, increasing the 
firm’s marketing capability (Day, 1994; Tariq et  al., 2022; 
Tolstoy et al., 2022). Hence, we propose that:

H1: Dynamic capability will have a positive effect on marketing 
capability.

According to Helfat and Peterf (2003), dynamic capability is 
the ability to integrate, build and redeploy operational 
capabilities that directly or indirectly affect corporate 
performance. Besides, because the firm has flexibility in 
product development and delivery speed, production, and 
management as a result of sensing and learning of market 
changes, it is possible to efficiently improve the overall 
process of the firm’s operations (Wilden & Gudergan, 2015).

This appears to be because of the fact that overall management 
of corporate operations or the development of products and 
services rely on dynamic capabilities to quickly recognise 
and detect changes in the business environment and market 
(Hayes & Pisano, 1996). Hence, it is predicted that dynamic 
capability will have a positive impact on management 
capability, which is the ability to perform activities associated 
with firm’s operation and management.

H2: Dynamic capability will have a positive effect on 
management capability.

Firms can detect new technological changes in the market 
faster than competitors by engaging in market sensing 
activities (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). This market sensing 
activity can improve R&D capabilities, allowing a company 
to further enhance its technological expertise by detecting 
and recognising new technologies (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). 
Businesses will be able to improve their technological 
capabilities by learning information and knowledge caused 

by environmental changes through actions that detect market 
changes quickly (Wilden & Gudergan, 2015). Empirical 
analysis on the relationship between technical capability and 
corporate performance was conducted in a number of studies 
(Acha, 2000; Aw & Batra, 1998; Tsai & Shih, 2004), which 
confirmed that technical capability has a significant effect on 
performance (Schoenecker & Swanson, 2002).

As already intimated, previous studies have confirmed 
a  relationship between dynamic capability and technical 
capability and we argue that dynamic capability will positively 
affect technical capability, which leads to performance. 
Therefore, we advance the following:

H3: Dynamic capability will have a positive effect on technical 
capability.

Firm’s operational capabilities and 
organisational agility
Operational capability is a capability that is close to the 
foundation of a company and is defined as the entire process 
of producing and selling a product (Winter, 2000). Marketing 
capability, a sub-factor of operational capability presented in 
this study, is the ability to develop products and services that 
meet market environment and needs while also adding value 
by leveraging the firm’s overall internal knowledge and 
resources. It is thought to have a considerable impact on 
organisational agility. The ability to perform operations and 
management-related activities that occur within a firm is 
referred to as managerial capability. Technical capability is 
also defined as the ability to provide new technologies-based 
products and services that meet the needs of a rapidly 
changing market. This is accumulated through the process of 
improving newly acquired skills in an innovative manner 
and through training in the external environment. It is 
expected that by responding quickly to external 
environmental changes and applying them to technology 
development, technology-based services that meet customer 
needs will be provided through this process.

Marketing capability is the ability to respond quickly and 
flexibly to perceived opportunities in market conditions in 
order to fully meet customer’s needs by recognising and 
forecasting market opportunities (Zhou et  al., 2005). These 
corporate capabilities are regarded as influencing factors for 
dynamic capabilities (Lu & Ramamurthy, 2011). Day (1994) 
reckoned that a firm senses market and environmental 
changes faster than its competitors through its marketing 
capabilities, allowing it to respond to customer needs more 
quickly. As a result, organisational agility is deemed critical, 
in which a firm quickly detects market opportunities and 
provides value by identifying customer needs.

As suggested in the preceding studies, the marketing ability 
to quickly integrate market requirements with internal 
resources is deemed to have a positive effect on organisational 
agility to respond quickly to the market. Consequently, we 
set the following hypothesis:
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H4: Marketing capability will have a positive effect on 
organisational agility.

The ability to effectively manage unpredictable and rapidly 
changing business environments is also included in the 
concept of organisational agility (Van Oosterhout et al., 2006). 
Management capability necessitates the sharing of high-
quality knowledge and information in order to provide 
members with judgement and timely information tailored to 
market conditions. Companies with exceptional organisational 
agility demand that information pertinent to the situation be 
delivered at the appropriate time and place (Dove, 1999). The 
overall process of evaluating and reorganising the firm’s 
resources as the capability to perform all activities related to 
operation and management that have occurred within the firm 
is referred to as managerial capability. These capabilities are 
expected to improve organisational agility, allowing it to 
respond quickly to rapidly changing environments. Based on 
the foregoing, we suggest the following hypothesis:

H5: Managerial capability will have a positive effect on 
organisational agility.

An important antecedent factor for organisational agility is 
the ability to collect and share a variety of external knowledge 
to capture changes in the market environment and business 
opportunities confronting the organisation and to quickly 
make decisions such as developing innovative services that 
reflect market requirements and opening new markets.

Technical capability refers to the ability to develop 
new  products using new technologies, which includes 
understanding new technologies, product designs, and 
evaluating prototypes and technologies (Pisano, 1994). 
Such technical capability is defined as the ability to create 
innovative products or services that meet market demands, 
and it is regarded as a prerequisite for organisational agility. 
By synthesizing previous studies, it can be predicted that 
technical capability would have a positive effect on 
organisational agility, and hence, the following hypotheses 
is established:

H6: Technical capability will have a positive effect on 
organisational agility.

Organisational agility and organisational 
performance
Organisational agility is a source of gaining a competitive 
advantage in market competition and is critical in developing 
effective marketing strategies (Bradley & Nolan, 1998). 
Organisational agility, according to Yusuf et  al. (1999), 
improves financial performance by rapidly adapting to 
environmental changes and increasing market share, sales, 
and net profit. Furthermore, in Yi et  al.’s (2021) study, 
financial performance of a firm was conseptualised as new 
product performance.

Several studies define organisational performance as 
innovative or technological performance (Kump et al., 2016; 
Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011; Schilke et al., 2018; Yi et al., 2018, 

2019). For instance, Yi et al. (2018) investigated the effect of 
SMEs’ dynamic capabilities on technological performance as 
well as the moderating effect of the corporate life cycle in 
their study. They also used indicators such as the number of 
patents and intellectual property rights acquired to assess 
technological performance. Souitaris (2002) posits that a 
firm’s technical capability is the foundation for developing 
innovative performance, noting that there is a significant 
relationship between capability related to new technology 
development and innovation performance. 

In this regard, many studies have argued that organisational 
agility has a positive effect on organisational performance, 
and that the degree to which one responds quickly and 
agilely to a rapidly changing environment is a direct 
influencing factor on organisational performance (Swafford 
et  al., 2006; Tallon & Pinsonneault, 2011). Based on the 
preceding studies, the following hypotheses were developed, 
predicting that organisational agility will have a positive 
effect on organisational performance, such as marketing and 
innovation performance.

H7: Organisational agility will have a positive effect on 
marketing performance.

H8: Organisational agility will have a positive effect on 
innovation performance.

Moderating effect of environmental uncertainty 
on the relationship between dynamic capability 
and operational capability
As the environment changes rapidly, businesses will try to 
strengthen their internal capabilities and increase their ability 
to adapt to the uncertain environment by implementing a 
collaborative problem-solving approach within the organisation 
(Uzzi, 1997). As a result, the stronger the mutual influence 
between a firm’s dynamic capacity, operational capacity, 
and  organisational agility, the higher the intensity of 
environmental uncertainty (Dess & Beard, 1984; Zollo & 
Winter, 2002).

Recent research extends uncertainty beyond environmental 
uncertainty, which represents changes in industries and 
products, and contends that technological uncertainty, such 
as market uncertainty and changes in products and market 
competitors, will have different effects on a firm’s capabilities 
(Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Pavlou & El Sawy, 2010). According 
to Eisenhardt and Martin (2000), the characteristics of 
dynamic capability change in response to environmental 
uncertainty, and when the market is stable, it is possible to 
plan for the foreseeable future, despite the fact that it may 
result in unpredictable results.

Environmental uncertainty is divided into two categories: 
market uncertainty and technological uncertainty (Jaworski & 
Kohli, 1993). Market uncertainty refers to market and 
technological changes that reflect how much a firm’s 
customer preferences for products within an industry change 
(Jaworski & Kohli, 1993). Dynamic competencies are 
readjusted within an organisation in response to market 
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conditions by integrating or building internal and external 
competencies nurtured by companies in response to changes 
in the external environment. Such dynamic capabilities are 
expected to improve marketing capabilities in uncertain 
market conditions where product and service preferences 
change rapidly.

Consequently, we predict that market uncertainty will play a 
moderating role in the relationship between dynamic 
capability and marketing capability, and we propose the 
following hypothesis:

H9: Market uncertainty will have a positive moderating effect on 
the relationship between dynamic capability and marketing 
capability.

When it is difficult for a firm to establish a consistent technical 
manual with rapidly changing technology or to provide a 
variety of products to customers quickly, the need for 
technical capability and flexibility in the enterprise 
increases (Heide & Weiss, 1995; Weiss & Heide, 1993). As a 
result of the fact that dynamic capability emphasises the 
ability to detect, learn, integrate, and adjust to changing 
technologies, the impact on technical capability is expected 
to be greater in a market experiencing significant 
technological change than in a market facing little 
technological change. Based on the previous discussions, 
the following hypothesis is developed with the assumption 
that technological uncertainty would play a moderating 
role in the relationship between dynamic capability and 
technical capability.

H10: Technological uncertainty will have a positive moderating 
effect on the relationship between dynamic capability and 
technical capability.

Methodology
Measurement of variables
We adopted a quantitative research approach using structured 
questionnaires. According to Hair et al. (2010), this approach 
allows for the examination of actual statistical measures of 
empirical data. Dynamic capability, marketing capability, 
management capability, technical capability, organisational 
agility, marketing performance, innovation performance, 
market uncertainty, and technological uncertainty are the 
constructs covered in the questionnaire. The statements 
measuring these variables were assessed on a five-point 
Likert scale with 1 being strongly disagree, 5 being strongly 
agree, and 3 being neutral. The items used to assess all 
constructs were adapted from the existing literature. Items 
measuring dynamic capability were adapted from Teece et al. 
(1997); items measuring marketing capability were adapted 
from Vorhies and Morgan (2005); items measuring 
management capability were adapted from Sethi et al. (2001); 
and items measuring technical capability were adapted from 
Song and Parry (1997). Similarly, items measuring 
organisational agility were adapted from Tallon and 
Pinsonneault (2011); items measuring marketing performance 

were adapted from Weerawardena (2003); and items 
measuring innovation performance were adapted from 
Prajogo and Sohal (2004). Finally, items measuring both 
market and technological uncertainty were adapted from 
Milliken (1987) and Jaworski and Kohli (1993). Part two of 
the questionnaire focused on the respondents’ demographic 
information. To purify the scale items, we used confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) and the scale generation and 
purification procedures proposed by King et al. (2014) and 
DeVellis (2003).

Sampling and data collection
To empirically test the study’s hypotheses, companies in 
Daegu and Gyeongbuk were classified into manufacturing 
and/or distribution, and other industries and chosen as 
research subjects, with a questionnaire administered to 288 
firm representatives and employees. Prior to administering 
the questionnaire, it was assessed by marketing researchers 
and managers for the psychometric properties of the scale 
items (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Table 1 summarizes the 
demographics of the respondents.

Test of reliability and validity
Before testing and analysing the hypotheses advanced in this 
research model, Cronbach’s values were used to examine the 
reliability of each variable. Furthermore, CFA was used to 
determine whether each variable represents the research 
unit. The values of average variance extracted (AVE) and 
composite reliability (CR) were assessed. It was confirmed 
that the acceptable levels of 0.5 and 0.7 were exceeded. 
Moreover, the standardized path coefficient values were 
greater than 0.6, indicating that certain latent variables were 
relevant to each item (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Table 2 shows the 
results of a CFA used to assess the reliability and validity of 
the measuring items used in this study.

Through CFA, the fit of the measurement model was χ2 = 
2034.899, df = 1418, χ2/df = 1.435, root mean squared residual 
(RMR) = 0.026, goodness of fit index (GFI) = 0.806, normed fit 
index (NFI) = 0.881, incremental fit index (IFI) = 0.961, 
Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.957, comparative fit index 
(CFI) = 0.960 and with an root mean square error of 
approximation index (RMSEA) of 0.039, the fitness indices 
generally met the recommended criteria, and so it was 
established that the measurement model was generally 
acceptable (Hair et al., 2006).

Furthermore, correlation analysis was performed to confirm 
the rough connection between variables and to confirm 
discriminant validity. The correlations between variables 
determined from the hypothesis were found to have a 
direction consistent with the hypothesis overall, and 
discriminant validity was also confirmed because the AVE 
values were greater than the squared values of the correlations 
of the respective variables (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 3 
shows the correlation outputs between each variable used in 
this study.
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Hypothesis testing
The structural equation modelling technique was used to 
test the hypotheses set in this study. Applying the 
standardized chi-square index (χ2/df), the GFI, and CFI, 
model fitness was assessed. This was followed by the TLI, 
RMR, and RMSEA, as Anderson and Gerbing (1988) 
underscore. Via this sequence of fit indices, the CFA resulted 
in a model with χ2 = 1678.434, df = 911, χ2/df = 1.842, RMR = 
0.057, GFI = 0.804, NFI = 0.879, IFI = 0.941, TLI = 0.935, CFI 
= 0.940, RMSEA = 0.054 deemed as having a goodness of fit. 
This model can be described to be appropriate because it 
meets the general evaluation indicators of the structural 
analysis of covariance (Hair et al., 2006). Table 4 shows the 
results of the path coefficients set in this study and the 
verification results of the research hypotheses. Specifically, 
H1 (β = 0.917, p < 0.05), H2 (β = 0.720, p < 0.05), H3 (β = 0.607, 
p < 0.05), H4 (β = 0.729, p < 0.05), H6 (β = 0.215, p < 0.05), H7 
(β = 0.318, p < 0.05) and H8 (β = 0.466, p < 0.05) were 
supported in that order. However, H5 (β = −0.071, p > 0.05) 
was not supported.

Consequently, except for hypotheses 5, all the hypotheses 
established in the study were supported. In determining why 
hypothesis 5 was not supported, it could be attributed to the 
fact that managerial capability, described as a series of 
activities related to operation management that occur within 
a firm, has a negative impact on organisational agility, or the 
ability to respond quickly and agilely to changes in the 
business environment.

The moderating effect of environmental uncertainty was 
tested in Table 5, and it was found that technological 
uncertainty has a positive moderating effect on the 
relationship between dynamic competency and technical 
capability, but market uncertainty did not have a significant 
moderating effect on the relationship between dynamic 
capability and marketing capability. Hence, although there 
is a direction in Hypothesis 9, it was found not to be 
statistically significant, necessitating further research with a 
larger sample size.

Further analysis
Descriptive statistics were also performed on each unit 
variable to examine the differences between firm type, 
firm  life cycle, and firm capability, as well as marketing 
performance and innovation performance in the effect of firm 
dynamic capability on operational capability, organisational 
agility, and organisational performance. To begin, as shown 
in Table 6, companies were classified into seven certification 
categories.

The difference in influence of each variable was examined. 
Firstly, it can be noticed that, on average, venture businesses 
or companies that have acquired Innobiz certification are 
concerned about market or technological uncertainties. Most 
variables in women’s businesses do not reach the average 
level, but practically all variables in disabled businesses do. 

TABLE 1: Demographic characteristics of the respondents.
Classification N %

Industry sector

Textile product 16 5.6

Apparel, apparel accessories and fur 3 1.0

Leather, bags and shoes 2 0.7

Wood and wood products 3 1.0

Chemicals and chemicals 17 5.9

Medical substances and pharmaceuticals 3 1.0

Rubber and plastic product 10 3.5

Non-metallic mineral products 4 1.4

Primary metal 5 1.7

Metalworking 14 4.9

Electronic parts, computer, video, sound and 
communication equipment

36 12.5

Medical, precision, optics and watches 14 4.9

Electrical equipment 9 3.1

Machinery and equipment 39 13.5

Autos and trailers 14 4.9

Transportation equipment 3 1.0

Furniture 4 1.4

Other products 92 31.9

Corporate certification

Venture 41 14.2

Innobiz 18 6.3

Women’s business 17 5.9

Disabled companies 80 27.8

Social enterprise 1 0.3

No corporate certification 46 16.0

Etc. 33 11.5

Export

Yes 98 34.0

No 188 65.3

No response 2 0.7

Industry types

Manufacturing 171 59.4

Distribution 23 8.0

Both 60 20.8

Etc 34 11.8

Respondent job position

Employee or Junior 14 4.9

Deputy or Senior 23 8.0

Manager 32 11.1

Deputy Manager or Director or Team Leader 41 14.2

Managing Director 32 11.1

CEO 146 50.7

Age

20–29 14 4.9

30–39 59 20.5

40–49 100 34.7

50–59 85 29.5

60–69 30 10.4

Gender

Male 216 75.0

Female 70 24.3

No response 2 0.6

Work experience

Less than 5 years 120 41.7

More than 5 ~ less than 10 95 33.0

More than 10 ~ less than 15 35 12.2

Over 15 years 38 13.2

Etc., et cetera. 
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TABLE 2: Result of reliability and validity test.
Item Construct St. estimate SE CR AVE CR Cronbach’s alpha

2nd order
Sensing Dynamic capability 0.768 - - 0.581 0.847 0.950
Learning - 0.815 0.093 12.001 - - -
Integrated - 0.691 0.094 9.031 - - -
Coordinating - 0.769 0.092 9.784 - - -
Sensing capa1 Sensing capability 0.820 0.071 14.121 0.684 0.897 0.908
Sensing capa2 - 0.862 0.068 15.006 - - -
Sensing capa3 - 0.828 0.056 16.502 - - -
Sensing capa4 - 0.798 - - - - -
Learning capa1 Learning capability 0.842 - - 0.695 0.919 0.926
Learning capa2 - 0.860 0.040 24.868 - - -
Learning capa3 - 0.886 0.053 18.785 - - -
Learning capa4 - 0.785 0.054 15.580 - - -
Learning capa5 - 0.790 0.057 15.728 - - -
Integrated capa1 Integrated capability 0.817 - - 0.718 0.927 0.930
Integrated capa2 - 0.896 0.059 18.459 - - -
Integrated capa3 - 0.834 0.060 16.620 - - -
Integrated capa4 - 0.836 0.063 16.578 - - -
Integrated capa5 - 0.851 0.061 17.034 - - -
Coordinating capa1 Coordinating capability 0.821 - - 0.747 0.922 0.921
Coordinating capa2 - 0.880 0.061 18.249 - - -
Coordinating capa3 - 0.906 0.058 19.066 - - -
Coordinating capa4 - 0.847 0.062 17.211 - - -
Marketing capa1 Marketing capability 0.841 0.064 15.576 0.663 0.887 0.903
Marketing capa2 - 0.821 0.064 15.104 - - -
Marketing capa3 - 0.794 0.044 22.143 - - -
Marketing capa4 - 0.800 - - - - -
Managerial capa1 Managerial capability 0.818 - - 0.730 0.915 0.914
Managerial capa2 - 0.887 0.061 18.049 - - -
Managerial capa3 - 0.863 0.060 17.353 - - -

Managerial capa4 - 0.847 0.063 16.889 - - -
Technical capa1 Technical capability 0.868 - - 0.798 0.922 0.920
Technical capa2 - 0.940 0.051 22.378 - - -
Technical capa3 - 0.870 0.053 19.878 - - -
Organ_Agility1 Organisational agility 0.788 - - 0.693 0.947 0.949
Organ_Agility2 - 0.813 0.055 19.392 - - -
Organ_Agility3 - 0.866 0.072 16.622 - - -
Organ_Agility4 - 0.847 0.072 16.245 - - -
Organ_Agility5 - 0.865 0.069 16.770 - - -
Organ_Agility6 - 0.850 0.075 16.245 - - -
Organ_Agility7 - 0.808 0.073 15.196 - - -
Organ_Agility8 - 0.818 0.071 15.542 - - -
Marketing_PERF1 Marketing performance 0.915 0.045 24.300 0.847 0.957 0.956
Marketing_PERF2 - 0.946 0.041 26.534 - - -
Marketing_PERF3 - 0.930 0.040 25.320 - - -
Marketing_PERF4 - 0.890 - - - - -
Innovation_PERF1 Innovation performance 0.919 0.063 17.468 0.823 0.949 0.954
Innovation_PERF2 - 0.920 0.059 19.006 - - -
Innovation_PERF3 - 0.929 0.046 24.497 - - -
Innovation_PERF4 - 0.858 - - - - -
Market_UNCERT1 Market uncertainty 0.832 - - 0.661 0.921 0.923
Market_UNCERT2 - 0.836 0.051 19.462 - - -
Market_UNCERT3 - 0.790 0.056 15.413 - - -
Market_UNCERT4 - 0.789 0.055 15.394 - - -
Market_UNCERT5 - 0.839 0.055 16.502 - - -
Market_UNCERT6 - 0.791 0.059 15.219 - - -
Tech_UNCERT1 Technological uncertainty 0.850 - - 0.760 0.940 0.937
Tech_UNCERT2 - 0.863 0.050 18.865 - - -
Tech_UNCERT3 - 0.834 0.052 18.201 - - -
Tech_UNCERT4 - 0.892 0.050 20.557 - - -
Tech_UNCERT5 - 0.916 0.055 21.190 - - -

AVE, average variance extracted; SE, standard error; CR, composite reliability; ST, Standard.
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Almost all indicators show values that exceed the average for 
companies without corporate certification.

Secondly, there are some discriminatory effects of the 
corporate life cycle (startup, growth, maturity, decline) on 
corporate capability in terms of the effect of dynamic 
capability on operational capability (marketing capability, 
management capability, technical capability), organisational 
agility, and organisational performance. Table 7 shows the 
results of the analysis and presentation. To begin, it is 
clear  that there are significant differences in all variables 
except marketing capabilities by company life cycle, 
which  includes start-up, growth, maturity, and decline. 
Respondents believe that market and technological 
uncertainties are quite high during the startup period, and 
they believe that dynamic capability and organisational 
agility are vital in such a company environment. Marketing 
capability is seen as a very significant capability during 
the  start-up, growth, and maturity stages, although 
management and technical capability are regarded as more 

vital during the maturity stage than during the start-up or 
growth stages.

Thirdly, in terms of the effect of dynamic capability on 
operational capability, organisational agility, and organisational 
performance, disabled companies (N = 99) and non-disabled 
companies (N = 189) were divided into companies with and 
without disabilities and additional analysis of this research 
model was carried out. Consequently, the fit indices of the  
non-disabled company model was χ2 = 1529.224, df = 911, 
χ2/df = 1.679, RMR = 0.059, GFI = 0.753, NFI = 0.833,  relative 
fit index (RFI) = 0.818, IFI = 0.925, TLI = 0.918, CFI = 0.924, 
and the fit of the disabled company model was χ2 = 1539.726, 
df = 911, χ2/df = 1.690, RMR = 0.063, GFI = 0.640, NFI = 0.751, 
RFI = 0.730, IFI = 0.881, TLI = 0.869, CFI = 0.879, indicating 
that the fitness indices for both non-disabled and disabled 
companies generally meet the recommended criteria, so it 
was found that the measurement model was generally 
acceptable (Hair et al., 2006). Table 8 summarizes the results 
of the comparative analysis of non-disabled companies and 
disabled companies.

Summary and findings
General discussions
The present study set out to examine the effect of dynamic 
capability on corporate capability, organisational agility, and 
corporate performance, with a focus on enterprises in the 
manufacturing and/or distribution, and other industries in the 

TABLE 3: Result of correlation analysis test.
Construct M SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Dynamic capability (1) 3.759 0.517 1 - - - - - - - -
Marketing capability (2) 3.500 0.658 0.711** 1 - - - - - - -
Managerial capability (3) 3.553 0.662 0.564** 0.576** 1 - - - - - -
Technological capability (4) 3.622 0.772 0.507** 0.472** 0.534** 1 - - - - -
Organisational agility (5) 3.673 0.606 0.706** 0.688** 0.496** 0.541** 1 - - - -
Marketing performance (6) 3.267 0.822 0.354** 0.309** 0.211** 0.207** 0.278** 1 - - -
Innovation performance (7) 3.339 0.810 0.459** 0.372** 0.199** 0.342** 0.412** 0.637** 1 - -
Market uncertainty (8) 3.447 0.621 0.332** 0.220** 0.134* 0.153** 0.289** 0.094 0.263** 1 -
Technological uncertainty (9) 3.586 0.754 0.400** 0.277** 0.146* 0.156** 0.260** 0.134* 0.251** 0.660** 1

SD, standard deviation.
**, p < 0.01; *, p < 0.05.

TABLE 4: Result of hypothesis testing.
H Path St. estimate SE p Result

H1 Dynamic capability → 
Marketing capability

0.917 0.132 *** Supported

H2 Dynamic capability → 
Managerial capability

0.720 0.113 *** Supported

H3 Dynamic capability → 
Technical capability

0.607 0.121 *** Supported

H4 Marketing capability → 
Organisational agility

0.729 0.071 *** Supported

H5 Managerial capability → 
Organisational agility

−0.071 0.053 0.245 Not supported

H6 Technical capability → 
Organisational agility

0.215 0.04 *** Supported

H7 Organisational agility → 
Marketing capability

0.318 0.09 *** Supported

H8 Organisational agility → 
Innovation capability

0.466 0.091 *** Supported

Note: Model fit: χ2 = 1678.434, df = 911, χ2/df = 1.842, RMR = 0.057, GFI = 0.804, NFI = 0.879, 
IFI = 0.941, TLI = 0.935, CFI = 0.940, RMSEA = 0.054.
SE, standard error; ST, Standard; H, hypothesis.
***, p < 0.05.

TABLE 5: Result of moderating effect of environmental uncertainty.
H Path St. estimate Δχ2 

difference
Result

Low group High group

H9 Dynamic capability → 
Marketing capability

0.902** 0.923** 0.570 Not supported

H10 Dynamic capability → 
Technical capability

0.557** 0.634** 5.173 supported

St, Standard; H, hypothesis.
**, p < 0.01.

TABLE 6: Differences between constructs by firm’s certification.
Classification
(n)

Venture
(41)

Innobiz
(36)

Female
(18)

Disable
(99)

Social
(2)

Non
(59)

Etc.
(33)

F

Market uncertain 3.472 3.713 3.083 3.406 4.417 3.410 3.460 3.447

Technological 
uncertainty

3.878 3.856 3.333 3.465 4.000 3.522 3.521 3.586

Dynamic 
capability

3.873 3.731 3.590 3.713 4.167 3.811 3.759 3.759

Marketing 
capability

3.598 3.521 3.389 3.444 3.625 3.585 3.424 3.500

Managerial 
capability

3.482 3.611 3.528 3.402 3.250 3.809 3.606 3.553

Technological 
capability

3.707 3.713 3.704 3.539 3.500 3.588 3.687 3.622

Organisational 
agility

3.747 3.688 3.465 3.636 3.938 3.708 3.712 3.673

Marketing 
performance

3.598 3.000 3.181 3.293 3.000 3.258 3.152 3.267

Innovation 
performance

3.585 3.257 3.417 3.359 3.750 3.229 3.197 3.339

Etc., et cetera; F, F-value.
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Daegu and Gyeongbuk region of South Korea. Furthermore, 
the  causal relationship between variables was established 
by  categorizing the surveyed companies into certification 
classification, firm life cycle, non-disabled, and disabled statuses.

In summary, the study found a significant positive effect of 
dynamic capability on marketing capability, management 
capability, and technological capability, respectively. In 
today’s fast changing business climate, it is clear that it is 
vital to detect the company’s resources, as well as the skills 
and environmental elements spread outside the firm, and to 
adjust and redeploy them in accordance with the firm’s 
internal environment.

In addition, it was established that marketing capability, a  
sub-dimension of operational capability, had a significant 
effect on organisational agility, but the effect of managerial 
capability on organisational agility was not supported. 
Although this outcome was not expected, it can be attributed 
to the fact that management’s ability to share information and 
knowledge among members, as well as focus on continuous 
product and service testing and overall process inspection, has 
a negative impact on organisational agility, which is defined 
as the ability to respond quickly to market conditions. Besides, 
because this study was conducted on small- and medium-
sized enterprises (SMEs) with small companies and established 
commercial ties, the effect of managerial capability on 
organisational agility appeared insignificant.

Moreover, technical capability was found to have a positive 
effect on organisational agility. Organisational agility 

emphasises the ability to collect and share a wide range of 
external knowledge in order to capture changes in the market 
environment and business opportunities confronting the 
organisation, as well as to make quick decisions such as 
developing innovative services that meet market demands 
and entering new markets. This outcome corroborates 
previous studies, which argue that technical capability is a 
key antecedent of organisational agility.

More so, organisational agility was found to have a positive 
effect on organisational performance. In the light of the fast-
changing business environment, it is recognised that the 
organisation’s marketing and innovation performance can be 
improved by responding to the market quickly with products 
and services that identify customer needs.

Besides, the moderating effect of environmental uncertainty 
on the relationship between dynamic capability and 
operational capability was validated. Because of 
environmental uncertainty, firm’s technical capabilities can 
be improved by  swiftly producing new technology-based 
products and services (Zahra & Bogner, 2000). In other 
words, when businesses produce products and services that 
fulfill complex and diverse consumer expectations in a 
quickly changing technological environment, the need for 
technical capability and adaptability within the organisation 
grows. This study further reveals that the effect of dynamic 
capability on technical capability is greater in a market with 
high  technological uncertainty than in a market with low 
technological uncertainty.

Uncertainty about the market environment, on the other 
hand, suggests that new technology development capabilities 
are more important than marketing expansion. These include 
various campaigns and promotions that use existing products 
in a situation where new technologies must be used to 
develop products that meet diverse and rapidly changing 
customer needs.

In addition, additional analysis found that firstly, venture 
businesses or companies that acquired Innobiz certification 
experienced a high level of market or technological uncertainty. 
Accordingly, it can be reckoned that venture firms and Innobiz 
firms, which fall under different authentication types based on 

TABLE 8: Comparative analysis of disabled and non-disabled companies.
Path St. estimate CR p-value

Non-disabled Disabled Non-disabled Disabled Non-disabled Disabled

Dynamic capability → Marketing capability 0.953 0.861 7.466 6.124 *** ***
Dynamic capability → Managerial capability 0.520 0.740 5.479 6.132 *** ***
Dynamic capability → Technical capability 0.657 0.770 6.135 6.292 *** ***
Marketing capability → Organisational agility 0.774 0.588 8.015 4.333 *** ***
Managerial capability → Organisational agility 0.059 −0.234 0.857 −2.232 0.391 0.026
Technical capability → Organisational agility 0.067 0.485 1.144 4.564 0.252 ***
Organisational agility → Marketing performance 0.235 0.462 3.085 4.437 0.002 *** 
Organisational agility → Innovation performance 0.363 0.651 4.151 6.007 *** ***

Note: Model fit (Non-disabled Company): χ2 = 1529.224, df = 911, χ2/df = 1.679, RMR = 0.059, GFI = 0.753, NFI = 0.833, RFI = 0.818, IFI = 0.925, TLI = 0.918, CFI = 0.924. Model fit (Disabled Company): 
χ2 = 1539.726, df = 911, χ2/df = 1.690, RMR = 0.063, GFI = 0.640, NFI = 0.751, RFI = 0.730, IFI = 0.881, TLI = 0.869, CFI = 0.879.
CR, critical ratio; χ2, chi-Square; df, degrtees of freedom; RMR, to mean square residual; GFI, goodness of fit; NFI, normed fit index; RFI, relative frequency; IFI, incremental fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis 
index; CFI, comparative fit index. St, standard.
***, p < 0.05.

TABLE 7: Differences between constructs by company life cycle.
Company life cycle
(n)

Start-up
(49)

Growth
(136)

Maturity
(82)

Decline
(21)

F p

Market uncertain 3.571 3.482 3.407 3.096 3.228 0.023
Technological uncertainty 3.836 3.610 3.512 3.133 4.827 0.003
Dynamic capability 3.901 3.792 3.700 3.430 4.783 0.003
Marketing capability 3.571 3.512 3.512 3.166 20.60 0.106
Managerial capability 3.377 3.551 3.710 3.357 3.388 0.019
Technological capability 3.551 3.620 3.772 3.207 3.280 0.021
Organisational agility 3.711 3.701 3.703 3.311 2.770 0.042
Marketing performance 3.291 3.474 3.076 2.619 9.492 0.000
Innovation performance 3.438 3.469 3.250 2.619 7.783 0.000

F, F-value. 
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technological superiority, respond sensitively to technological 
environmental uncertainty.

Secondly, it was established that there was a significant 
difference between all variables except marketing 
capabilities for each company’s life cycle, such as the start-
up, growth, maturity, and decline stages, via assessing the 
differences in major variables according to the firm’s life 
cycle. This is not to say that marketing capability is 
unimportant in the corporate lifecycle; however, it is 
believed that among the major variables presented in this 
study, the ability to actively respond to environmental 
changes, such as dynamic capability or organisational 
agility, is more important in the corporate lifecycle.

Thirdly, the study revealed that marketing capability is an 
important variable affecting organisational agility, and it was 
found to be more important for non-disabled companies than 
for disabled companies, as a result of analysing the differences 
in required capability and organisational agility between non-
disabled companies and the types of disabled companies. 
Similarly, the effect of disabled companies’ managerial 
capability on organisational agility was found to be inverse. In 
the case of managerial capability that necessitates processes 
such as decision-making processes and technological tests, the 
results are deemed to be in the opposite direction because they 
can have a detrimental impact on organisational agility. 
Finally, the effects of managerial and technical capabilities on 
organisational agility were shown to be statistically 
insignificant in the case of non-disabled companies. This 
outcome could be attributed to the fact that the subject of this 
study is SMEs with relatively small production and firm sizes, 
as well as restricted supply or transaction relationships.

Theoretical implications
The academic and theoretical implications of the research 
findings are as follows. Firstly, it was confirmed that dynamic 
capability has a positive effect on operational capability. 
Moreover, it was shown that, among the operational capability 
components, it had the highest influence on marketing 
capability. The study confirmed previous studies’ findings 
that a firm must integrate, build, and readjust its  resources, 
information, and knowledge in a rapidly changing business 
environment. As these research findings indicate the 
relationship between dynamic capability and corporate 
capability, further studies about clearer academic establishment 
of the causal relationship between the two variables is required.

Secondly, an analysis of the effect of operational capability 
on organisational agility indicated that marketing capability 
had the greatest influence on organisational agility among 
marketing capability, managerial capability, and technical 
capability (which are recommended as operational 
capability). Most previous studies on organisational agility 
have examined individual behaviour, and studies on SMEs 
that require agile responses to the business environment are 
limited. These findings are significant because they reiterate 
the importance of organisational agility variables in 

establishing organisational performance and highlights 
antecedent factors that can enhance organisational agility.

Thirdly, it was established that organisational agility has a 
positive effect on organisational performance (such as 
marketing and innovation performance), through an analysis 
of the effect of organisational agility on organisational 
performance. This study’s findings are consistent with earlier 
research findings, confirming the importance of organisational 
agility in securing a competitive advantage and generating 
performance in a rapidly changing business environment. 
This implies that more substantial organisational agility 
research in marketing-related studies is required.

Finally, an additional analysis was undertaken on the 
differences between non-disabled companies and disabled 
companies, and differences in the capabilities required and 
strengthened between non-disabled companies and disabled 
companies were discovered. These findings indicate the 
resources required for the operation of firms with disabilities, 
as well as the capabilities that need to be strengthened. It also 
advances theory in that it highlights the necessity for scalable 
research from the perspective of a corporation rather than 
one-dimensional study in the form of existing welfare or 
actual condition analysis.

Practical implications
In terms of practical implications, the findings of this study 
imply that in a fast-changing environment, a firm must promptly 
recognise changes in the environment and recalibrate and 
maximize the use of internal and external resources.

In addition, it was proven that the organisation’s response to 
the external environment must be agile, as customer needs 
and competitors’ products and services change frequently. 
This study demonstrates that managerial capability had no 
significant impact on organisational agility. These findings 
imply that the importance of managerial capability should be 
reduced in order to improve organisational agility.

Similarly, the study found that marketing capability is an 
essential variable that influences organisational agility 
independent of business classification as a result of 
evaluating non-disabled organisations separately from 
disabled companies. Marketing capabilities were discovered 
to be more crucial for non-disabled companies than for 
disabled companies. Accordingly, disabled businesses that 
actively use existing government support systems or 
policies are assessed to have a lack of desire and strength to 
diversify or enhance their internal capabilities. In other 
words, rather than limiting the scale or scope of support 
projects, support projects at the technical and managerial 
levels should be created in the institutional framework so 
that disabled firms can acquire and strengthen more 
diversified capabilities and resources. This study proposes 
that disabled businesses must develop and implement 
business plans aimed at minimizing their reliance on the 
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existing government support system and boosting their 
ability to respond swiftly to environmental changes.

Although we acknowledge that some research has been 
performed on dynamic capability (Eriksson, 2014; Jafari-Sadeghi 
et al., 2022; Mohaghegh et al., 2021; Wang & Ahmed, 2007), our 
study differs from previous studies because it appears to be the 
first to model the effect of dynamic capabilities on multilevel 
operational capabilities (marketing capability, managerial 
capability, and technical capability). Equally, this study is unique 
in that it examines how the (above mentioned) operational 
capabilities influence organisational agility and how the latter 
engenders both marketing and innovation performance.

Our research advances knowledge by demonstrating that 
businesses that actively use existing government support 
systems or policies lack the will and ability to diversify or 
strengthen their internal capabilities. Hence, rather than 
reducing the scale or scope of support projects, institutional 
support projects at the technical and management levels 
should be set up so that businesses can acquire and strengthen 
more diverse capabilities and resources.

Limitations of research and future research 
directions
Considering the given constraints, the findings of this research 
must be interpreted with caution. Initially, the generalizability 
of the study’s findings is limited. Because we collected data 
from small- and medium-sized businesses in Daegu and 
Gyeongsangbuk-do, it is anticipated that generalizing the 
findings will be challenging because of regional and corporate 
size biases. Similarly, although this study provides theoretical 
and practical insights, future research should broaden the scope 
of research subjects to include all organisations, including SMEs 
nationwide and SMEs in various nations. It is vital to supplement 
the research and survey methodologies in order to improve 
the generalizability of the results and the validity of the research.

Equally, because of a lack of existing domestic and foreign 
prior studies in conducting research by grafting organisational 
agility variables, which are primarily used in individual 
behaviour and departmental units, to the fields of 
management and B2B marketing, there may be limitations in 
explaining the causal relationship between variables and 
to  situate the findings within extant literature. Based on 
the  findings of this study, it is suggested that future 
multidimensional research on organisational agility in various 
management sectors such as companies and management 
strategies is required. Because scholars define organisational 
agility differently and various constituent factors have 
been  proposed, it is also necessary to identify detailed 
organisational agility factors required to create organisational 
performance by classifying it into detailed sub-factors such 
as marketing agility, responsiveness, and flexibility.

Likewise, environmental uncertainty was categorized in this 
study into market uncertainty and technological uncertainty. 
However, multi-dimensional uncertainty sub-factors should 
be proposed in future studies to recommend a strategic 

plan  that allows organisations to respond flexibly in more 
diverse external environments.
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