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A B S T R A C T

Marketing agility is an example of dynamic capability that has significant influence on ordinary capabilities leading to superior financial performance. This makes it
of interest to marketing managers. Yet the way in which this capability aligns with turbulent market environments to simultaneously influence ordinary capabilities
and performance has not been adequately examined and empirically tested. This study seeks to close this gap by positing that marketing agility has both direct and
indirect (through innovation capability which is an ordinary capability) impacts on financial performance. However, these relationships are moderated by market
turbulence to yield both mediated moderation and moderated mediation effects. The study was undertaken in the Chinese food-processing industry where a sample of
518 companies participated. This provides an opportunity to validate theory developed in the western economies and to generalize some previous findings. Contrary
to received literature we found that the impact of innovation capability on financial performance is stronger under low market turbulence; and that market
turbulence moderates the indirect relationship between marketing agility and financial performance. The indirect effect is stronger when market turbulence is low
than when it is high. Implications for managers and academia are discussed and limitations of the study are pointed out.

1. Introduction

In dynamic business environments, firms continuously face chal-
lenges of shifting customer demand, intensified competition and tech-
nological advancements (Roberts & Grover, 2012). Failure to respond
with agility and rapidity to these challenges may result in significant
financial losses.

The concept of agility first emerged as a management topic in the
early 1990s, mainly referring to agile manufacturing (Iacocca Institute,
1991). Since then, different aspects of agility have attracted interest
among researchers in many disciplines such as management, manu-
facturing, human resource management and marketing (Chang, Gong,
Way, & Jia, 2013; Eckstein, Goellner, Blome, & Henke, 2015; Roberts &
Grover, 2012). In particular, marketing agility has been identified as
one factor that enables firms to identify opportunities and respond ra-
pidly to market changes and thus to compete effectively in dynamic
markets. However, marketing agility, the focus of this study, has re-
ceived little attention (Poolton, 2006). In addition, some researchers
consider agility as an important dynamic capability (Blome,
Schoenherr, & Rexhausen, 2013), because it is a higher-order capability
that “enables firms to acquire, integrate and reconfigure resources and
dynamically position themselves competitively” (Vickery, Droge, Setia,
& Sambamurthy, 2010, p. 7028). However, limited research has been
done to determine whether a dynamic capability, such as marketing

agility, has direct or indirect impacts on financial performance. This
study is a direct response to Teece, Peteraf, and Leih (2016) who argue
that “understanding agility requires an overall framework…Consi-
dering agility within dynamic capabilities framework will help man-
agers make higher-quality decisions” (p.9). Furthermore, the question
of whether and how dynamic capabilities affect performance is still
open to debate, and empirical research on the mediating effects of
dynamic capabilities is scarce.

The dynamic capabilities perspective has been criticized for its ill-
defined boundary conditions (e.g., Arend & Bromiley, 2009; Schilke,
2014). Currently, there are different views on the effects of environ-
mental dynamism and on the link between dynamic capabilities and
firm performance. The first view posits that dynamic capabilities are
more important in dynamic environments (Drnevich & Kriauciunas,
2011; Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). It is argued that when environ-
mental dynamism is low, the potential benefits of dynamic capabilities
is limited because there are too few occasions to exercise them effec-
tively (Schilke, 2014). Another group of researchers has stressed that
dynamic capabilities are more strongly associated with competitive
advantage in moderately dynamic rather than in stable or highly dy-
namic environments. It is argued that moderate environments are dy-
namic enough to create opportunities for change but stable enough for
organizations to leverage solutions existing in organizational memory
(e.g., Schilke, 2014). Still others believe dynamic capabilities are
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important in both dynamic and stable environments as dynamic cap-
abilities are not restricted to fast-paced environments or what are
perceived as radically changing environments (Eisenhardt & Martin,
2000; Helfat & Winter, 2011; Protogerou, Caloghirou, & Lioukas,
2012). Although some previous studies have investigated the moder-
ating role of market turbulence on the direct relationship between dy-
namic capabilities and performance (Drnevich & Kriauciunas, 2011;
Schilke, 2014; Wu, 2010), these studies have not determined whether
both the direct and indirect links (through ordinary capabilities) be-
tween dynamic capabilities and firm performance will be moderated by
market turbulence. This is critical for understanding the mechanism of
dynamic capabilities, because many researchers believe an indirect link
between dynamic capabilities and performance is prominent (Barreto,
2010). Simply testing the moderating effect on the direct link between
dynamic capabilities and performance cannot capture the complexity of
these relationships. Therefore, it is valuable to answer the following
questions: does marketing agility have a higher impact on financial
performance under high market turbulence than under low market
turbulence? Do the direct and indirect impacts of marketing agility on
financial performance vary under different conditions of market tur-
bulence?

Although the literature has concluded that dynamic capabilities are
a set of specific and identifiable routines (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000;
Zollo & Winter, 2002), there is still lack of tools for measuring dynamic
capabilities. This creates difficulties for managers to measure and
evaluate their organizations' dynamic capabilities and use these cap-
abilities to improve firm performance.

This paper addresses these gaps by testing a model of marketing
agility (i.e., a specific dynamic capability), innovation capability (i.e., a
specific ordinary capability) and financial performance with market
turbulence as the boundary condition.

This study makes four main contributions. First, this article con-
tributes to reducing the scarcity of empirical research on the effects of
dynamic capabilities on financial performance (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009).
Second, this paper further clarifies the mechanism through which dy-
namic capabilities influence financial performance. This paper also
makes a theoretical contribution by offering a new, integrative position
on the relationship between marketing agility, innovation capability
and financial performance and setting the boundary conditions for
these relationships. Both the direct link and indirect link (through in-
novation capability) between marketing agility and financial perfor-
mance are investigated. Third, this paper is one of the few papers to
discuss the moderated mediation effects. This study addresses the
question as to under what conditions dynamic capabilities are most
beneficial. Our findings suggest that the dynamic capabilities approach
can be valid and useful in both high and low levels of market turbu-
lence, however the development and deployment of dynamic cap-
abilities is most beneficial under low to moderate market turbulence.
Lastly, this study was undertaken in a developing economy (China) and
in a relatively under researched industry (i.e., the food processing in-
dustry), thus providing an opportunity to validate theory that

originated in developed economies and to generalize some previous
findings.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. First, Section 2
reviews the existing literature on marketing agility, dynamic cap-
abilities and ordinary capabilities. Second, Section 3 describes the hy-
potheses and presents a research model. Third, Section 4 discusses the
design of this study and the methodological procedures followed.
Lastly, after presenting the findings of the empirical analysis in Section
5, Section 6 discusses the theoretical contributions and managerial
implications, followed by identifying some of the limitations of the
study and directions for future research.

2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Marketing agility

Numerous studies have provided various definitions of agility (see
Table 1) arising from different business disciplines such as manu-
facturing (Eckstein et al., 2015), management (Chang et al., 2013) and
marketing (Roberts & Grover, 2012). Common characteristics emerge
from theses definitions. First, agility is an organizational capability.
Firms with strong agility adapt to market changes better than compe-
titors (Roberts & Grover, 2012). Second, the definitions imply that
proactiveness, responsiveness, speed and flexibility are primary attri-
butes of agility (Bessant, Francis, Meredith, Kaplinsky, & Brown, 2001).
Third, agility implies sense and response (Eckstein et al., 2015; Roberts
& Grover, 2012). Agility is both proactive and reactive. It involves both
proactively creating changes, and rapidly sensing and responding to
opportunities and threats (Eckstein et al., 2015; Roberts & Grover,
2012). Fourth, agility can be domain-specific. Firms may be agile in one
or more domains, such as customer-based processes or product devel-
opment (Roberts & Grover, 2012).

Discussions on marketing agility are in its early stages. Accardi-
Petersen (2011) defined marketing agility as “the ability to outpace a
firm's competition in the marketplace by being nimble enough to rea-
lign resources as necessary” (p.41). However, this definition is limited
in terms of developing frameworks for measuring this concept which is
critical at the early stages of these discussions. Accardi-Petersen (2011)
suggests that marketing agility enables firms to adapt marketing effort
to quickly and effectively respond to changing customer needs, market
conditions and strategic growth demands. Firms with high marketing
agility plan for change (Accardi-Petersen, 2011). Their marketing de-
partments cooperate with other departments to simultaneously meet
customer and firm needs (Accardi-Petersen, 2011). Marketing agility
suggests proactivity. Firms anticipate customer demand and the ac-
quisition and retention of customers. Marketing agility also implies
active research to understand current and potential needs (Poolton,
2006). Poolton (2006) suggests that marketing agility is an element of
agility strategic frame. Both manufacturing agility and marketing agi-
lity are critical for firms to compete effectively. Marketing agility sub-
sumes both customer agility and marketing sensing capability.

Table 1
Definitions of agility.

Reference Definitions

Sharifi and Zhang (1999) The ability to cope with unexpected challenges, to survive unprecedented threats posed by the business environment, and to take
advantage of changes and opportunities.

Sambamurthy, Bharadwaj, and Grover (2003) The ability to detect opportunities for innovation and seize those competitive market opportunities by assembling requisite
assets, knowledge, and relationships with speed and surprise.

Setia, Sambamurthy, and Closs (2008) The ability to: discover new opportunities for competitive advantage; harness the existing knowledge, assets, and relationships
to seize these opportunities; and adapt to sudden changes in business conditions.

Roberts and Grover (2012) The degree to which a firm can sense and respond quickly to customer-based opportunities for innovation and competitive
action.

Eckstein et al. (2015) The ability to sense short term, temporary changes in the supply chain and market environment, and to rapidly and flexibly
respond to those changes.
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Customer agility emphasizes firms' ability to sense and respond to
customer-based opportunities (Roberts & Grover, 2012), while mar-
keting agility is the ability to anticipate as well as sense and rapidly
respond to marketing opportunities. Agile firms do not limit themselves
to monitoring customer-related opportunities, but also collect in-
formation from competitors, distributors and suppliers.

In light of these notions, this study considers agility from a mar-
keting perspective and defines marketing agility as a firm's ability to
proactively anticipate and sense marketing opportunities, and to re-
spond quickly and flexibly to these opportunities to better satisfy cus-
tomer needs. Sherehiy, Karwowski, and Layer (2007) suggest that the
core characteristics of agility are flexibility, responsiveness, speed,
culture of change, integration and low complexity. The extant research
identifies four central facets of agility: proactiveness, responsiveness,
speed and flexibility (Sherehiy et al., 2007; Zhang, 2011). As such, this
study focuses on these facets to conceptualize marketing agility. For the
purpose of this study, the definitions of these aspects are: Proactiveness
is a firm's ability to use marketing approaches to anticipate and sti-
mulate demand (Poolton, 2006). Responsiveness is an ability to identify
changes in demands and market opportunities and respond. Speed re-
fers to the ability to anticipate and respond to market opportunities and
threats rapidly and effectively. Flexibility is the ability to efficiently and
effectively produce different combinations of products at volumes
matched to market needs (Braunscheidel & Suresh, 2009).

It is noted that marketing agility differs from market orientation.
Market orientation reflects organization-wide generation and dis-
semination of and response to market intelligence pertaining to cus-
tomer needs (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993). Market orientation is rooted in
information processing. Information is gathered, disseminated across
departments, and acted upon, while agility is not necessarily reliant on
information processing (Overby, Bharadwaj, & Sambamurthy, 2006).
Firms may act with agility without disseminating information across
departments. Disseminating information across departments may delay
responses and reduce agility (Overby et al., 2006). Agility is the ability
to rapidly and creatively reconfigure available options yielding the
benefits from unpredictable business changes (Nemkova, 2017), while
market orientation does not indicate speed and flexibility.

2.2. Dynamic capabilities view

This study develops the model drawing on the dynamic capabilities
perspective. Dynamic capabilities are defined as higher-level compe-
tences that determine the firm's ability to integrate, build, and re-
configure internal and external resources/competences to address, and
possibly shape, rapidly changing business environments (Teece, 2012).
The resource base includes tangible and intangible resources as well as
ordinary capabilities (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009). Some core aspects of
dynamic capabilities include: identification and assessment of an op-
portunity (sensing); mobilization of resources to address an opportunity
(seizing) and continued renewal (transforming) (Teece, 2014). Or-
dinary capabilities are defined as zero order capabilities that allow
firms to make a living (Winter, 2003) and execute day-to-day activities
(Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011).

Dynamic capabilities and ordinary capabilities differ in many ways
(see Table 2). Ordinary capabilities allow firms to operate in the present
(Winter, 2003). They are “static” (Morgan, Katsikeas, & Vorhies, 2011),
and need dynamic capabilities for renewal or reconfiguration. Dynamic
capabilities extend, modify, change, and/or create ordinary capabilities
(Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011; Teece, 2014). In addition, dynamic cap-
abilities enable firms to stretch beyond current routines to solve pro-
blems in evolving environments (Zahra, Sapienza, & Davidsson, 2006).
Thus, they are future-oriented high-order capabilities (Ambrosini &
Bowman, 2009). However, dynamic capabilities do not in themselves
necessarily lead to a marketable product (Helfat & Peteraf, 2003).

2.3. Marketing agility as a dynamic capability

Agility is an important dynamic capability (Blome et al., 2013;
Gligor, Esmark, & Holcomb, 2015; Roberts & Grover, 2012). According
to Teece (2007), firms continually reconfigure capabilities to avoid
organizational inertia. To achieve this, firms must sense and seize op-
portunities, avoid threats, and maintain competitiveness through en-
hancing and reconfiguring assets. Researchers suggest that there are
many examples of dynamic capabilities (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000;
Gelhard, von Delft, & Gudergan, 2016). Some dynamic capabilities in-
tegrate resources, some focus on reconfiguration, while others gain and
deploy resources (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). The core aspects of dy-
namic capabilities include sensing and seizing, reconfiguration, lever-
aging, learning and knowledge creation as well as integration
(e.g.,Ambrosini, Bowman, & Collier, 2009; Teece et al., 2016). Agility
captures the sensing and responding aspects of dynamic capabilities
(Roberts & Grover, 2012). Specifically, marketing agility, as defined in
this paper, allows firms to rapidly sense and seize marketing opportu-
nities, to reconfigure resources quickly and flexibly according to cus-
tomers' needs and market competition. More importantly, “marketing
agility encourages companies to develop their marketing so that these
can be reconfigured at short notice” (Poolton, 2006, p. 691). Dynamic
capabilities may have positive, neutral and negative effects on perfor-
mance (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009; Zahra et al., 2006). This means
that dynamic capabilities are not tautologically related to business
performance and are distinct from ordinary capabilities. Thus, the dy-
namic capability framework is the most appropriate framing for mar-
keting agility.

2.4. Innovation capability as an ordinary capability

Innovation capability is defined as the ability to introduce new
products, processes and systems through continuous knowledge and
idea transformation (Lawson & Samson, 2001). Firms with high in-
novation capability consistently bring high quality products to market
faster, more frequently and at lower costs than competitors. These firms
use marketing and process innovation to add values for customers
(Lawson & Samson, 2001).

Previous research indicates that innovation can occur in any value-
creating activity, suggesting that it should be conceptualized as cov-
ering a broad range of activities (Rothwell, 1992), however, past re-
search on innovation was criticized due to its bias toward technological
innovation. Some research suggests that firms undertake both techno-
logical and non-technological innovations (Lin, Chen, & Chiu, 2010).
Since the purpose of this article is to analyze how marketing agility
influences the whole innovation activity of firms, the present study
adopts a broad concept of innovation. Specifically, this study examines
three most prominent aspects of innovation capabilities: product in-
novation, marketing innovation and process innovation (Liao, Fei, &
Chen, 2007; Lin et al., 2010), including both technological and non-
technological innovations. Product innovation capability refers to pro-
viding differentiated or new products to the market or modifying ex-
isting products in terms of function, quality, consistency and appear-
ance (Liao et al., 2007). Marketing innovation capability refers to using
new approaches in market research, price-setting, market segmenta-
tion, advertising and promotions, and retailing channels (Lin et al.,
2010). Process innovation capability refers to creating and improving
production methods and work process, as well as incorporating new
operating systems to improve production efficiency (Lin et al., 2010).

Innovation capability has been considered as an ordinary capability
(Camisón & Villar-López, 2014; Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011). Zahra et al.
(2006) suggest the word ‘dynamic’ distinguishes ordinary capability
(e.g., the ability to develop new products) from dynamic capability
(e.g., the ability to reform the way a firm develops new products). In
this view, innovation capability is an ordinary capability because it
directly creates value through producing new products or services, and
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changing marketing activities according to competition. Ambrosini
et al. (2009) also argue that the resource base (including ordinary
capabilities) is directly linked to rents/profits, but “dynamic cap-
abilities are one step beyond (or two steps beyond) these rent gen-
erating activities” (p.19). Similarly, Camisón and Villar-López (2014)
argue that technological innovation capability is “the ability to perform
any relevant technical function or volume activity within the firm, in-
cluding the ability to develop new products and processes, and to op-
erate facilities effectively” (p. 2892). Other researchers also suggest that
many core processes involved in innovation or new product develop-
ment (NPD) activities are ordinary capabilities. For example, Pavlou
and El Sawy (2011) suggest three operational NPD capabilities are
technical NPD capability (i.e., the ability to physically develop new
products); customer NPD capability (i.e., the ability to market new
products) and managerial NPD capability (i.e., the ability to administer
NPD activities). These capabilities allow firms to execute day-to-day
activities (Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011). They are “static” in nature (Morgan
et al., 2011) and require dynamic capabilities for renewal or re-
configuration (Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011).

3. Model and hypotheses development

3.1. Marketing agility and financial performance

Agile firms respond to market demands rapidly, thereby gaining
greater market share. Agile processes enable better asset usage (Jacobs,
Droge, Vickery, & Calantone, 2011). Agility allows firms to exploit their
creative potential thus derive greater financial benefits (Roberts &
Grover, 2012). While we argue that the relationship between marketing
agility and financial performance is mediated by innovation capability,
it is acknowledged that innovation capability may not be the only
mediator. This leaves the possibility that the direct relationship may
still remain significant after controlling for the effects of innovation
capability. Thus, hypothesis 1 is consistent with Zhao, Lynch, and Chen
(2010).

H1. Marketing agility is positively related to financial performance.

3.2. Marketing agility and innovation capability

There are several reasons why marketing agility facilitates innova-
tion capability. First, agile firms proactively seek latent and emerging
customer needs, thus having a greater chance to differentiate them-
selves from competitors by creating new opportunities (Tsai, Chou, &
Kuo, 2008). Second, organizations with high marketing agility are more
likely to commit to innovation. Flexible resource management and
manufacturing facilitate cultural development that supports innovation
(Matthyssens, Pauwels, & Vandenbempt, 2005). Third, marketing agi-
lity, as a dynamic capability, facilitates change, reconfiguration and
renewal of processes, and promotes innovation to achieve a better en-
vironmental fit. It is hypothesized that:

H2. . Marketing agility is positively related to innovation capability.

3.3. Innovation capability and financial performance

Innovation capability is one of the most important determinants of
firm performance (Lee, Lee, & Garrett, 2017). Innovation allows firms
to create entry barriers, establish a leadership position, open up new
distribution channels, and gain new customers to expand market share
(Chandy & Tellis, 2000). Innovative products provide value to custo-
mers and differentiate firms from competitors (Sandvik & Sandvik,
2003). Marketing innovation can make incremental products more at-
tractive and competitive through making customers perceive a new
product as being novel (Lee et al., 2017). Innovation in marketing ac-
tivities allows firms to more effectively communicate with customers.
Process innovation also improves work efficiency and reduces costs. In
other words, markets are often dynamic and require firms to engage in
continuous innovations and to create new experiences for customers
while increasing causal ambiguity for competitors. Thus, it is hy-
pothesized that:

H3. . Innovation capability is positively related to financial
performance.

3.4. The mediating role of innovation capability

Hypotheses 2 and 3 suggest a link that marketing agility is indirectly
associated with financial performance. The mediation perspective spe-
cifies the existence of an intervening mechanism between an antecedent
variable and dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Thus, in-
novation capability is posited as the intervening variable between
marketing agility and financial performance.

Innovation capability is an ordinary capability, while marketing
agility is a dynamic capability. A dynamic capability shows its value by
constantly changing and renewing current resources and ordinary
capabilities (Day, 2011), such as the ways firms innovate. Makkonen,
Pohjola, Olkkonen, and Koponen (2014) argue that dynamic cap-
abilities allow changes to product portfolio to better satisfy market and
customer needs, in other words, to develop and refine innovation
capabilities. Lee et al. (2017) found that innovation capability mediates
the relationship between the dynamic capabilities and performance.
Hence, it is argued that marketing agility does not directly relate to
producing a marketable product but creates value indirectly. Marketing
agility allows firms to monitor and respond to marketing environment
changes and provide value through renewing and reconfiguring in-
novation capability, which in turn, directly links to financial perfor-
mance. It is hypothesized that:

H4. . Innovation capability mediates the relationship between
marketing agility and financial performance.

3.5. The moderating role of market turbulence

Researchers argue that dynamic capabilities are more important in a
dynamic environment because they contribute to change (Drnevich &

Table 2
Summary comparison of ordinary capabilities and dynamic capabilities.

Ordinary capabilities (Operational, Substantive) Dynamic capabilities

Similarities Collections of routines (Winter, 2003)
To some extend both are quite stable phenomena (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009)

Differences Competing today (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009) Future oriented (Ambrosini & Bowman, 2009)
Enable a firm to make a living in the present (Winter, 2003) Enable a firm to alter how it currently makes its living (Teece et al., 1997)
The ability to execute day-to-day activities (Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011) Modify ordinary capabilities (Winter, 2003)
The ability to solve current problems (Zahra et al., 2006) The ability to change the way the firm solves its problems (Zahra et al., 2006)
First order capabilities or competencies (Wang & Ahmed, 2007) High-order capabilities (Teece, 2014)
Technical fitness (Helfat, Finkelstein, Mitchell, & Peteraf, 2007) Evolutionary fitness (Teece, 2007)
Example: new product development capabilities (Zahra et al., 2006) Example: the ability to reform the way the firm develops new products (Zahra et al., 2006)
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Kriauciunas, 2011) and the value of dynamic capabilities grows in
turbulent environments (Teece, 2007). Agility is the ability to deal with
turbulence and capture competitive advantage. However, the literature
also presents contradictory situations. Some researchers assert that in
highly turbulent environments, it is difficult to predict future devel-
opments, thus firms rely on external knowledge (Runyan, Droge, &
Swinney, 2008),and dynamic capabilities become experiential and are
weakly related to performance (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). Consistent
with most findings, we note that firms with stronger marketing agility
can absorb external knowledge faster, leading to better preparedness
and deployment of renewed ordinary capabilities. This leads to superior
financial performance. Accordingly:

H5. . Market turbulence moderates the direct relationship between
marketing agility and financial performance. This relationship is
stronger under high market turbulence than under low market
turbulence.

Dynamic capabilities' main role is to renew and reconfigure or-
dinary capabilities. They are more important in highly turbulent mar-
kets (Teece, 2007). Wilden and Gudergan (2015) empirically demon-
strate that the positive effects of dynamic capabilities on ordinary
capabilities are stronger for firms operating in highly turbulent en-
vironments. That is, when a market is highly turbulent, the opportu-
nities and potential for capability improvements increase, and engaging
in frequent sensing and quickly responding to new information is cri-
tical. Under these conditions, the benefits of deploying marketing
capability might outweigh the related costs (Wilden & Gudergan,
2015). Turbulent environments demand timely, relevant information if
the firms intend to maintain the alignment of their ordinary capabilities
with the external environment (Baum &Wally, 2003). Marketing agility
plays an important role in enabling firms to connect with the changing
environment and reconfigure their innovation capability. Thus:

H6. . Market turbulence moderates the relationship between marketing
agility and innovation capability.

This relationship is stronger under high market turbulence than
under low market turbulence.

Innovation enables firms to deal with turbulence in external en-
vironments and, therefore, is one of the key drivers of long-term suc-
cess, particularly in dynamic markets (Jiménez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle,
2011). When firms confront more turbulence, they are facing both in-
creased threats and opportunities. On the one hand, market changes
bring more opportunities, therefore strong innovation capability en-
ables firms to capture and satisfy consumers emerging new needs. On
the other hand, if firms do not keep up with market changes, they can
quickly lose market share to competitors. Thus:

H7. . Market turbulence moderates the relationship between innovation
capability and financial performance. This relationship is stronger
under high market turbulence than under low market turbulence.

Taken together, the above describes a model in which marketing
agility is positively related to innovation capability (H2); innovation
capability is positively related to financial performance (H3); and these
relationships depend on market turbulence (H6 and H7). In sum, these
hypotheses suggest a moderated mediation model (Preacher & Hayes,
2008), in which marketing agility is indirectly related (through in-
novation capability) to financial performance, with this indirect linkage
depending on market turbulence (see Fig. 1). When market turbulence
is high (low), strong (weak) linkages between marketing agility and
innovation capability as well as between innovation capability and fi-
nancial performance are predicted. This is also consistent with the ar-
gument that dynamic capabilities influence financial performance
through influencing ordinary capabilities (Zahra et al., 2006) and dy-
namic capabilities are more important in dynamic environment (Teece
et al., 1997). Thus, it is hypothesized:

H8. . Market turbulence moderates the indirect relationship between
marketing agility and financial performance (through innovation
capability). Specifically, the indirect effect will be stronger under
high market turbulence than under low market turbulence.

3.6. Model overview

The model of relations among the variables is depicted in Fig. 1.
First, the figure includes the direct effect of marketing agility on fi-
nancial performance (H1), the effect of marketing agility on innovation
capability (H2), and the effect of innovation capability on financial
performance (H3). The model also includes the mediating effect of in-
novation capability on the relationship between marketing agility and
financial performance (H4). Additionally, the model shows the condi-
tional effect of market turbulence on the direct relationship between
marketing agility and financial performance (H5), on the relationship
between marketing agility and innovation capability (H6), and on the
relationship between innovation capability and financial performance
(H7). Lastly, the model includes the conditional indirect effect of
marketing agility and financial performance (through innovation cap-
ability) (H8).

4. Methodology

4.1. Sample and data collection

This study focuses on the Chinese food-processing industry. In the
last 20 years, China has experienced fast economic growth and a rapid
rise in the number of middle and high-income consumers. The changing
market dynamics and fluctuations in raw material supply create major
challenges for the Chinese food processing industry. In this industry
particularly, being agile in marketing and having superior innovation
capabilities are critical for firms to compete against domestic and in-
ternational competitors. Government statistics indicate there were
36,140 such firms registered in 2013 with annual core business income
above US $3 million (National Bureau of Statistics of China, 2014). The
sample was drawn from the Chinese Economic Census business direc-
tory database and the Chinese Food Processing Industry database. The
survey questionnaire was translated by the researchers from the English
language version to Chinese, and was back-translated to ensure that the
original meaning of the questions was maintained. 20 marketing
managers were selected to pilot the questionnaire and some items were
reworded or deleted due to incompatibility with Chinese expression.
1000 firms from 12 major Chinese cities were randomly selected to
participate in the study. Senior managers of these firms were contacted,
and their participation solicited.

Over a four-month period, mangers were presented with the surveys
at their places of businesses or at industry events, such as trade shows
and conferences. Completed questionnaires were collected in person or
returned by mail.

Fig. 1. The conceptual model. Note: The hypotheses of the mediation effects
and the conditional mediation effects are not shown.
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In total, 600 firms participated and 558 questionnaires were re-
turned. Thirty-three invalid questionnaires and seven questionnaires
that indicated a low level of respondent engagement were discarded.
This yielded a sample size of 518 (86%) (see Table 3). Most firms
had>50 employees (81.8%), and were more than three years old
(88%). This indicates they have experience with issues of agility, in-
novation and market turbulence. Most firms were in eastern China
(67%). The majority of respondents were senior managers (64.1%) and
general managers (18.4%), who were aware of the issues under in-
vestigation.

The non-response bias was verified through follow-up telephone
interviews. The researcher called 25 nonresponding firms. Only in-
formation on the firm size, firm age and business type were requested.
Their responses were compared with data from the responding firms.
No significant differences were found. Thus, non-response bias may not
be an issue in this study.

4.2. Measures

The questionnaire included items adapted from the existing litera-
ture and some new items. A seven-point Likert-type response scale was
used to measure marketing agility and innovation capability. A four-
component measure of marketing agility was used. Scales were from
studies by Sharifi and Zhang (1999), Poolton (2006), Sandberg (2002),
Hoek, Harrison, and Christopher (2001), Braunscheidel and Suresh
(2009), Kritchanchai (2004), Theoharakis and Hooley (2003) and
Homburg, Grozdanovic, and Klarmann (2007).

Innovation capability was measured using three components. These
items were adapted from Lawson and Samson (2001), Wang and Ahmed
(2004) and Nasution, Mavondo, Matanda, and Ndubisi (2011). Two
new items were developed to fully and accurately capture the aspects of
innovation capability (See Appendix 1).

Financial performance items were based on Moorman and Rust
(1999). Managers rated their firms' performance relative to their major
competitors over the last three years from 1 “much worse” to 7 “much
better”.

Market turbulence was measured by two items adapted from
Trkman and McCormack (2009) and Lichtenthaler (2009). Restaurant
preference (a marker variable) was adapted from the studies of Gupta,
McLaughlin, and Gomez (2007) to check for common method variance.
Firm size, firm age and business type were examined as control vari-
ables.

4.3. Reliability and validity

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) were used for scale validation. Five items were eliminated due to
high cross loadings or low standardized loadings, yielding a measure-
ment model with 36 items.

Reliability and validity were checked. This study used composite
reliability and Cronbach's alpha to test reliability. Fornell and Larcker's
(1981) formula was used to compute composite reliability for each la-
tent variable. All composite reliabilities were above 0.69 (see Table 4),
suggesting the scales for each construct were reliable. All Cronbach's
alphas were above 0.74.

Content validity was sought by clearly defining and operationalizing
constructs. Most measurement items were from existing literature and
had been validated in prior studies. In addition, the questions were pilot
tested.

CFA results suggest adequate convergent and discriminant validity.
Convergent validity was achieved as all standardized factor loadings
were greater than the minimum acceptable level of 0.5 and were sig-
nificant. The measurement model provided a good fit (x2= 473.9,
df= 174, x2/df= 2.72, p= .001, RMSEA=0.06, GFI= 0.92,
AGFI= 0.90, CFI= 0.95, TLI= 0.94). For each pair of constructs, the
square root of Average Variance Extracted (AVE) was greater than the
correlation between the constructs, satisfying Fornell and Larcker's
(1981) discriminant validity specification.

4.4. Common method variance bias test

Common Method Variance bias (CMV) can be controlled for through
both procedural and statistical remedies. For procedural remedies, re-
searchers minimized the likelihood of CMV bias by ensuring the
anonymity and confidentiality of the participants; improving scale
items; informing participants that there is no preferred or correct an-
swer; avoiding complicated wording; and providing clear instructions
for completing the questionnaire (Reio, 2010).

The marker-variable technique was used to check CMV bias (Lindell
& Whitney, 2001). An unrelated variable (restaurant preference) was
designated as the marker variable. The CMV-adjusted correlations
among the constructs were computed, using the restaurant preference -
firm performance correlation (r=0.11) as a proxy for CMV. All of the
significant correlations remained significant after the adjustment. The
correlation matrix adjusted for CMV was used to re-analyze the data.
The findings were not different from the original.

5. Analysis and results

A Structural Equation Model (SEM) (tested in AMOS 24.0) was used
to test the H1-H4. Next, a moderated mediation test (Model 59), pro-
vided by Hayes' (2012) PROCESS macro, was used to test H5-H8. This
macro uses a regression-based framework to analyze statistical models
involving moderation, mediation, and their combination, which is
termed conditional process modeling. Firm size, firm age and business
type were used as control variables.

The SEM model with 5000 bootstrap samples was used. The model
fitted the data well (χ2= 168.88, df= 48, χ2/df= 3.52, p < .001,
RMSEA=0.07, GFI= 0.95, AGFI= 0.91, CFI= 0.96, TLI= 0.93). As
can be seen in Table 5, the direct effect of marketing agility on financial
performance (β=0.45, t=3.72, p < .001), marketing agility on in-
novation capability (β=0.88, t=16.37, p < .001), and innovation
capability on financial performance (β=0.25, t=2.18, p < .05) were
all significant. Therefore, H1, H2 and H3 were all supported. The in-
direct effect of marketing agility on financial performance was 0.22 and
significant (t=3.70, p < .001). Thus, H4 was supported.

As can be seen from the results of PROCESS macro in Table 6, the
interaction between marketing agility and market turbulence on fi-
nancial performance was positive and significant (β=0.12, t=2.17,
p < .01). Thus, H5 was supported. Using innovation capability as the

Table 3
Sample composition (N=518).

Number of employees Firm age (years) Regions Position

< 50 (18.2%) < 3 (12%) Eastern China (72.3%) General manager (18.4%)
50–100 (29.6%) 3–5 (15.7%) Central China (8.1%) Director (17.5%)
101–200 (17.2%) 6–10 (20.7%) Western China (14.6%) Senior Manager (64.1%)
201–400 (11.4%) 11–15 (21.1%) Northeastern China (5%)
401–999 (10.2%) > 15 (30.5%)
> 1000 (13.4%)
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dependent variable, the interaction of marketing agility and market
turbulence was not significant (β=− 0.05, t=−1.92, p= .06). Thus,
H6 was not supported. However, since this was a directionally stated
hypothesis, using a one-tail t-test, this could be argued to be significant.
The results also indicated that when financial performance was the
dependent variable, the interaction coefficient of innovation capability
and market turbulence was negative and not significant (β=− 0.10,
t=−1.91, p= .06). Thus, H7 was not supported. Similarly, since this
was a directionally stated hypothesis, using a one-tail t-test, this could
be argued to be significant.

As can be seen in Table 7, results indicated the conditional indirect
effects of marketing agility on financial performance (through

innovation capability) were significant at low and moderate values of
market turbulence (boot indirect effect= 0.32; 95% boot CI= 0.14,
0.51; p < .001; boot indirect effect= 0.20; 95% boot CI= 0.09, 0.31;
p < .01), but not at higher value of market turbulence (boot indirect
effect= 0.07; 95% boot CI=−0.04, 0.25; p > .05). Therefore, H8
was not supported. Table 8 summarizes all the hypotheses tested.

6. Discussion

Drawing on the dynamic capabilities perspective, this study ex-
amined the links among marketing agility, innovation capability and
financial performance. We also investigated the moderated mediation
effects of market turbulence in the relationship between marketing
agility and financial performance. Hypotheses 1–5 were supported.
More specifically, we found marketing agility both directly and in-
directly influenced financial performance. The direct relationship be-
tween marketing agility and financial performance was stronger under
high market turbulence. However, contrary to the hypothesis, we found
that the relationship between marketing agility and innovation cap-
ability was weakest at high market turbulences (H6). Thus, high market
turbulence minimizes the impact of marketing agility on innovation
capability. This finding is consistent with Eisenhardt and Martin (2000)
that dynamic capabilities become experiential and are weakly related to
performance in high turbulent market. The relationship between in-
novation capability and financial performance was stronger under low
market turbulence than under high market turbulence (H7). Market
turbulence moderated the indirect relationship between marketing
agility and financial performance (through innovation capability). The
indirect effect was stronger when market turbulence was low than
when it was high (H8).

6.1. Theoretical contributions

This study contributes to the marketing agility literature and the
dynamic capabilities perspective in the following ways.

First, this article enriches existing dynamic capabilities theory on
the performance implications of dynamic capabilities. Most extant re-
search into dynamic capabilities has remained largely theoretical
(Wilden & Gudergan, 2015). This study empirically tests the relation-
ships among dynamic capabilities, ordinary capabilities and financial
performance.

Second, this research answered a critical question: do dynamic
capabilities directly or indirectly influence ordinary capabilities? This is
important because the discussion of whether and how dynamic cap-
abilities affect performance is still open to debate (Schilke, 2014; Zhou,
Zhou, Feng, & Jiang, 2017) and measuring dynamic capabilities and
their effects is difficult (Easterby-Smith, Lyles, & Peteraf, 2009). Spe-
cifically, the findings of this study show that marketing agility has both
direct and indirect effects on financial performance. The significance of
the direct link between marketing agility and financial performance
may suggest the existence of other mediators which were not included
in the model. We speculate that other ordinary capabilities, such as
market orientation, learning orientation and entrepreneurial

Table 4
Correlations and descriptive statistics.

Variable Mean SD CR 1 2 3 4 5

1.Marketing agility 5.14 0.96 0.83 0.86
2.Innovation capability 4.97 1.07 0.87 0.72*** 0.91
3.Financial performance 4.89 1.22 0.83 0.41*** 0.42*** 0.89
4.Market turbulence 4.69 1.30 0.70 0.24*** 0.28*** 0.24*** 0.85
5.Restaurant preference 6.26 0.93 0.83 0.20*** 0.22*** 0.11* 0.17*** 0.78
Cronbach's alpha 0.84 0.87 0.75 0.86 0.80

Note: ***p < .001, *p < .05 (two-tailed test). Zero-order correlations appear below the diagonal. Bold numbers on the diagonal show the square root of AVE;
CR=Composite reliability.

Table 5
SEM results of the mediation model.

Innovation capability Financial performance

β β

Firm size 0.05 0.03
Firm age −0.03 0.02
Business type −0.01 −0.02
Marketing agility 0.88⁎⁎⁎ 0.45⁎⁎⁎
Innovation capability 0.25⁎

Note: unstandardized regression weights are shown.
⁎⁎⁎ p < .001.
⁎ p < .05.

Table 6
Model coefficients for the conditional process models.

Predictor β SE t CI

Innovation capability (IC)
Constant −0.66 0.67 −0.99 −1.97, 0.65
Firm size −0.01 0.03 −0.30 −0.05, 0.04
Firm age −0.03 0.03 −1.21 −0.09, 0.02
Business type 0.01 0.01 0.34 −0.02, 0.03
Marketing agility (MA) 1.02⁎⁎⁎ 0.012 8.32 0.78, 1.26
Market turbulence (MT) 0.37⁎⁎ 0.14 2.61 0.09, 0.64
MA×MT(H6) −0.05 0.03 −1.92 −0.01, 0.01

Financial performance
Constant 1.90 1.01 1.87 −0.09, 3.90
Firm size −0.07 0.03 −2.06 −0.02, 0.14
Firm age 0.06 0.04 1.52 −0.02, 0.14
Business type 0.03 0.02 1.88 −0.01, 0.06
Innovation capability (IC) 0.70⁎⁎ 0.25 2.82 0.21, 1.19
Marketing agility (MA) −0.24 0.27 −0.90 −0.78, 0.29
IC×MT(H7) −0.10 0.05 −1.91 −0.19, 0.01
Market turbulence (MT) −0.02 0.22 −0.11 −0.45, 0.40
MA×MT(H5) 0.12⁎ 0.05 2.17 0.01, 0.23

Note: n= 518, CI= 95% confidence interval. Unstandardized regression
coefficients were reported. Bootstrap samples= 5000. One tail t-test was used
for interaction terms.

⁎⁎⁎ p < .001.
⁎⁎ p < .01.
⁎ p < .05.
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orientation, could be potential mediators.
Third, this study adds to the discussion on the relevance of dynamic

capabilities across different environments (Helfat & Winter, 2011) by
including the impact of market turbulence in the model. There seems to
be confusion in the literature whereby some scholars tend to equate the
presence of dynamic capabilities with environmental conditions. For
example, in their seminal article, Teece et al. (1997) identify a dynamic
capability as the firm's ability to address rapidly changing environ-
ments. However, Ambrosini and Bowman (2009) and Zahra et al.
(2006) argue that one should not confound external conditions with
organizational capabilities. In addition, although some researchers ex-
plore the contingent effect of dynamic capabilities and firm perfor-
mance relationships (Schilke, 2014; Wilden, Gudergan, Nielsen, &
Lings, 2013), fewer researchers critically explore the mechanism
through which dynamic capabilities influence performance such as
identifying specific ordinary capabilities under different market tur-
bulence (Karna, Richter, & Riesenkampff, 2016). The results of the si-
multaneous moderation and mediation test show that our results con-
tradict early findings from Drnevich and Kriauciunas (2011) and Karna
et al. (2016), who argue that dynamic capabilities are more important
in dynamic environments. The main reason for the different findings is
that this study was able to investigate both mediated moderation and
moderated mediation effects. Our findings support the emerging con-
sensus that dynamic capabilities are needed in all environmental con-
ditions (Zahra et al., 2006), but their greatest benefit may appear to be
when the degree of turbulence is low or moderate. On the other hand,
Wilden and Gudergan (2015) only discussed the moderating effect of
market turbulence on the relationship between dynamic capabilities
and ordinary capabilities. Drnevich and Kriauciunas (2011) only tested
how environmental dynamism moderates the relationship between
dynamic capabilities and firm performance. Thus, we argue that their
models were under specified.

Finally, this study was undertaken in a developing economy (China)
and the food processing industry, thus allowing generalization of theory
across contexts. The measures were as robust as in prior studies and the

findings could be explained using extant theories. We examine dynamic
capabilities in food processing industry as this industry has its unique
dynamic environment due to evolving customer expectations for food
safety and rapid socio-demographic changes in China. All these factors
require strong innovation capability for firms to remain competitive.
Additionally, the study of the food processing industry is important as
previous research on innovation and dynamic capabilities mainly fo-
cused on industries, such as the high-tech and R&D-intensive industries
(Tzokas, Kim, Akbar, & Al-Dajani, 2015), upstream oil industry
(Stadler, Helfat, & Verona, 2013) and retail sector (Yu, Ramanathan, &
Nath, 2014).

6.2. Managerial implication

This study has a number of potential implications for managers.
First, the study indicates that dynamic capabilities can be identified and
measured, and their effects on ordinary capabilities and financial per-
formance can be assessed. The challenge is to assess organizations'
dynamic capabilities and develop them before they are actually needed
since dynamic capabilities are future oriented. Second, the relationship
between dynamic capabilities and financial performance is complex. It
can be direct or indirect. Because the predominant relationship is in-
direct, firms need to develop dynamic capabilities specifically to renew
their existing ordinary capabilities not only for their possible direct
impacts on financial performance. Our findings suggest that the de-
velopment and deployment of dynamic capabilities is most beneficial in
low to moderate market turbulence to enhance, renew and refresh or-
dinary capabilities and to keep them fit for purpose. In highly turbulent
environments, deploying dynamic capabilities is still required because
in such environments existing ordinary capabilities (such as innovation
capability) may become less commensurate with the challenges facing
the business and may even be outdated (Pavlou & El Sawy, 2011).

Success in deploying dynamic capabilities is to use them more for-
tuitously, more timeously and ahead of competitors. Since dynamic
capabilities are learned and patterned processes, they need to be

Table 7
The conditional direct effect of marketing agility to financial performance and indirect effect of marketing agility on financial performance through innovation
capability.

Direct effect Indirect effect (H8)

Direct SE t CI Boot indirect Boot SE P Boot CI

−1 SD (−1.30) 0.16 0.11 1.48 −0.05, 0.37 0.32 0.09 < 0.001 0.14, 0.51
M (0) 0.32⁎⁎⁎ 0.08 3.96 0.16, 0.47 0.20 0.06 < 0.01 0.09, 0.31
+1 SD (1.30) 0.47⁎⁎⁎ 0.11 4.49 0.26, 0.67 0.09 0.07 > 0.05 −0.04, 0.25

Note: n=518, CI= 95% confidence interval. Unstandardized results are reported. Bootstrap sample size= 5000. M=mean value of market turbulence (market
turbulence was mean centered); −1 SD=one standard deviation below the mean value of market turbulence; +1 SD=one standard deviation above the mean
value of market turbulence.

⁎⁎⁎ p < .001.

Table 8
A summary of all the hypotheses tested.

Hypotheses See Tables Support

H1 Marketing agility→Financial performance Table 5 Yes
H2 Marketing agility→Innovation capability Table 5 Yes
H3 Innovation capability→Financial performance Table 5 Yes
H4 Innovation capability mediates the relationship between marketing agility and financial performance. Table 5 Yes
H5 Market turbulence moderates the direct relationship between marketing agility and financial performance. This relationship

is stronger under high market turbulence than under low market turbulence.
Table 6 Yes

H6 Market turbulence moderates the relationship between marketing agility and innovation capability. This relationship is
stronger under high market turbulence than under low market turbulence.

Table 6 Significant, but opposite
direction

H7 Market turbulence moderates the relationship between innovation capability and financial performance. This relationship is
stronger under high market turbulence than under low market turbulence.

Table 6 Significant, but opposite
direction

H8 Market turbulence moderates the indirect relationship between marketing agility and financial performance (through
innovation capability). The indirect effect will be stronger under high market turbulence than when it is low.

Table7 Significant, but opposite
direction
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embedded in organizational processes and may take time to develop.
Implementing marketing agility has implications such as the need for
senior management support, having a culture of fast reaction to chan-
ging circumstances, fluid structural reconfiguration, decision making
delegated where actions need to be taken, and rapid allocation of in-
dividuals and resources to priority areas.

7. Limitations and future research

This study has several limitations that suggest directions for future
research. The use of cross-sectional data limits the rigor of the study
since researchers cannot establish cause and effect relationships. A
longitudinal study could address this deficiency. This research only
investigates one measure of firm performance (i.e., financial

performance). It would be desirable to investigate other marketing
performance metrics such as growth in sales, successful launch of new
products, customer retention etc. The benefits of marketing agility may
extend beyond innovation capability, and we speculate other potential
mediators, such as market orientation, learning orientation and en-
trepreneurial orientation, could be investigated. In this study, we only
examine one potential moderator. Future studies could examine others
potential moderators, such as technological turbulence, business size
and industry type. The agility measurement used in this study reflects
manufacturing industries context. However, with minor modifications,
future research can use this measurement for service industries. This
would greatly enhance theory building and our understanding of the
boundary conditions of the examined relationships.

Appendix 1. Final measurement instruments

Construct Measurement Loadings

To what extent your organization undertakes the following practices. Likert scale: 1(“not at all”) to 7 (“to a very great extent”).
Marketing agility
Proactiveness

α=0.86
We can spot the first indicators of new market threats. 0.80
We are often the first to seize new market opportunities. 0.83
We can anticipate new opportunities for market growth. 0.81
We create new preferences by informing customers about new benefits of our products. 0.69

Responsiveness
α=0.81

We can respond to changes in demand without overstocking or losing sales. 0.67
We can respond quickly to supply volume fluctuations by having suppliers in many regions of the world. 0.69
When an unexpected threat emerges, we are able to adjust through resource reconfiguration. 0.75
We can react to fundamental changes with respect changing the competitor landscape. 0.82

Flexibility
α=0.80

We can market a wide variety of products within our portfolio. 0.69
We can offer different products through minor modifications to existing ones. 0.75
We can adjust what we offer to match market needs. 0.79

Speed
α=0.87

We can meet customer's changing needs faster than our competitors. 0.79
We compress time from product concept to marketing to respond quickly to the changes in customer needs. 0.75
We can quickly change our product mix in response to changing market opportunities. 0.87
We are fast at changing activities that do not lead to the desired effects. 0.78

Innovation capability
Product innovation

α=0.88
We continuously transform market knowledge and ideas into new products. 0.71
Our product innovation keeps us ahead of the market. 0.86
We can constantly introduce new products ahead of competition. 0.87
Our firm introduces new products faster than our competitors. (New) 0.79

Marketing innovation
α=0.87

Managers always come up with novel marketing approaches. 0.78
We regularly review our marketing programs to ensure all market segments are effectively reached. 0.80
Top managers constantly explore potential new market opportunities. 0.75
We constantly implement innovative marketing programs. 0.81

Process innovation
α=0.87

We constantly benchmark our operating systems to world-class standards. 0.80
We invest heavily in developing new operating systems. 0.78
Work processes are constantly updated to increase productivity. 0.75
We adjust processes to changing market demands. (New) 0.81

The extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the statements. Likert scale: 1(“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”).
Market turbulence

α=0.86
In our markets, customer preferences change quickly. 0.71
New customers we serve are different from our traditional customers. 0.73
It is very difficult to predict demand for our products. 0.55

Restaurant preference
α=0.80

The friendliness of service personnel 0.70
The availability of healthy meals 0.80
The cleanliness of the place 0.86
The presentation of the meal 0.52

Relative to your competitors, in the last three years (or shorter if you are new to the industry) how do you rate your firm's performing on: 1: much worse 2: worse 3: somewhat worse 4:
on par 5: somewhat better 6: better 7: much better

Financial performance
α=0.75

Cost 0.66
Profitability 0.85

Note: Loadings are standard loadings from CFA. α=Cronbach's alpha.

References

Iacocca Institute (1991). 21st century enterprise strategy: An industry-led view. Vol. 1/2.
Bethlehem, PA: Iacocca Institute.

Accardi-Petersen, M. (2011). Agile marketing. Berkeley, CA: Apress.
Ambrosini, V., & Bowman, C. (2009). What are dynamic capabilities and are they a useful

construct in strategic management? International Journal of Management Reviews,
11(1), 29–49.

Ambrosini, V., Bowman, C., & Collier, N. (2009). Dynamic capabilities: An exploration of

how firms renew their resource base. British Journal of Management, 20, s9–s24.
Arend, R. J., & Bromiley, P. (2009). Assessing the dynamic capabilities view: Spare

change, everyone? Strategic Organization, 7(1), 75–90.
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction in

social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173–1182.

Barreto, I. (2010). Dynamic capabilities: A review of past research and an agenda for the
future. Journal of Management, 36(1), 256–280.

Baum, R. J., & Wally, S. (2003). Strategic decision speed and firm performance. Strategic
Management Journal, 24(11), 1107–1129.

J. Zhou et al. Industrial Marketing Management xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

9

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0040


Bessant, J., Francis, D., Meredith, S., Kaplinsky, R., & Brown, S. (2001). Developing
manufacturing agility in smes. International Journal of Technology Management, 22(1),
28–54.

Blome, C., Schoenherr, T., & Rexhausen, D. (2013). Antecedents and enablers of supply
chain agility and its effect on performance: A dynamic capabilities perspective.
International Journal of Production Research, 51(4), 1295–1318.

Braunscheidel, M. J., & Suresh, N. C. (2009). The organizational antecedents of a firm's
supply chain agility for risk mitigation and response. Journal of Operations
Management, 27(2), 119–140.

Camisón, C., & Villar-López, A. (2014). Organizational innovation as an enabler of
technological innovation capabilities and firm performance. Journal of Business
Research, 67(1), 2891–2902.

Chandy, R. K., & Tellis, G. J. (2000). The incumbent's curse? Incumbency, size, and ra-
dical product innovation. The Journal of Marketing, 64(3), 1–17.

Chang, S., Gong, Y., Way, S. A., & Jia, L. (2013). Flexibility-oriented hrm systems, ab-
sorptive capacity, and market responsiveness and firm innovativeness. Journal of
Management, 39(7), 1924–1951.

Day, G. S. (2011). Closing the marketing capabilities gap. Journal of Marketing, 75(4),
183–195.

Drnevich, P. L., & Kriauciunas, A. P. (2011). Clarifying the conditions and limits of the
contributions of ordinary and dynamic capabilities to relative firm performance.
Strategic Management Journal, 32(3), 254–279.

Easterby-Smith, M., Lyles, M. A., & Peteraf, M. A. (2009). Dynamic capabilities: Current
debates and future directions. British Journal of Management, 20, s1), s1–s8.

Eckstein, D., Goellner, M., Blome, C., & Henke, M. (2015). The performance impact of
supply chain agility and supply chain adaptability: The moderating effect of product
complexity. International Journal of Production Research, 53(10), 3028–3046.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic
Management Journal, 21(10/11), 1105–1121.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with un-
observable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1),
39–50.

Gelhard, C., von Delft, S., & Gudergan, S. P. (2016). Heterogeneity in dynamic capability
configurations: Equifinality and strategic performance. Journal of Business Research,
69(11), 5272–5279.

Gligor, D. M., Esmark, C. L., & Holcomb, M. C. (2015). Performance outcomes of supply
chain agility: When should you be agile? Journal of Operations Management, 33–34,
71–82.

Gupta, S., McLaughlin, E., & Gomez, M. (2007). Guest satisfaction and restaurant per-
formance. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 48(3), 284–298.

Hayes, A. F. (2012). Process: A versatile computational tool for observed variable med-
iation, moderation, and conditional process modeling. Retrieved from http://www.
afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf.

Helfat, C. E., Finkelstein, S., Mitchell, W., & Peteraf, M. (2007). Dynamic capabilities.
Understanding dynamic change in organizations. Oxford: Blackwell.

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2003). The dynamic resource-based view: Capability
lifecycles. Strategic Management Journal, 24(10), 997–1010.

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2009). Understanding dynamic capabilities: Progress along
a developmental path. Strategic Organization, 7(1), 91–102.

Helfat, C. E., & Winter, S. G. (2011). Untangling dynamic and operational capabilities:
Strategy for the (n) ever - changing world. Strategic Management Journal, 32(11),
1243–1250.

Hoek, R. I. V., Harrison, A., & Christopher, M. (2001). Measuring agile capabilities in the
supply chain. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 21(1–2),
126–148.

Homburg, C., Grozdanovic, M., & Klarmann, M. (2007). Responsiveness to customers and
competitors: The role of affective and cognitive organizational systems. Journal of
Marketing, 71(3), 18–38.

Jacobs, M., Droge, C., Vickery, S. K., & Calantone, R. (2011). Product and process mod-
ularity's effects on manufacturing agility and firm growth performance. Journal of
Product Innovation Management, 28(1), 123–137.

Jaworski, B. J., & Kohli, A. K. (1993). Market orientation: Antecedents and consequences.
The Journal of Marketing, 57(3), 53–70.

Jiménez-Jiménez, D., & Sanz-Valle, R. (2011). Innovation, organizational learning, and
performance. Journal of Business Research, 64(4), 408–417.

Karna, A., Richter, A., & Riesenkampff, E. (2016). Revisiting the role of the environment
in the capabilities–financial performance relationship: A meta - analysis. Strategic
Management Journal, 37(6), 1154–1173.

Kritchanchai, D. (2004). Assessing responsiveness of the food industry in Thailand.
Industrial Management & Data Systems, 104(5), 384–395.

Lawson, B., & Samson, D. (2001). Developing innovation capability in organisations: A
dynamic capabilities approach. International Journal of Innovation Management, 5(3),
377–400.

Lee, R., Lee, J.-H., & Garrett, T. C. (2017). Synergy effects of innovation on firm per-
formance. Journal of Business Research.. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.08.
032 In press, corrected proof.

Liao, S.-h., Fei, W.-C., & Chen, C.-C. (2007). Knowledge sharing, absorptive capacity, and
innovation capability: An empirical study of taiwan's knowledge-intensive industries.
Journal of Information Science, 33(3), 340–359.

Lichtenthaler, U. (2009). Absorptive capacity, environmental turbulence, and the com-
plementarity of organizational learning processes. Academy of Management Journal,
52(4), 822–846.

Lin, R.-J., Chen, R.-H., & Chiu, K. K.-S. (2010). Customer relationship management and
innovation capability: An empirical study. Industrial Management & Data Systems,
110(1), 111–133.

Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common method variance in cross-

sectional research designs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 114–121.
Makkonen, H., Pohjola, M., Olkkonen, R., & Koponen, A. (2014). Dynamic capabilities

and firm performance in a financial crisis. Journal of Business Research, 67(1),
2707–2719.

Matthyssens, P., Pauwels, P., & Vandenbempt, K. (2005). Strategic flexibility, rigidity and
barriers to the development of absorptive capacity in business markets: Themes and
research perspectives. Industrial Marketing Management, 34(6), 547–554.

Moorman, C., & Rust, R. (1999). The role of marketing. Journal of Marketing, 63, 180–197.
Morgan, N. A., Katsikeas, C. S., & Vorhies, D. W. (2011). Export marketing strategy im-

plementation, export marketing capabilities, and export venture performance.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 40(2), 271–289.

Nasution, H. N., Mavondo, F. T., Matanda, M. J., & Ndubisi, N. O. (2011).
Entrepreneurship: Its relationship with market orientation and learning orientation
and as antecedents to innovation and customer value. Industrial Marketing
Management, 40(3), 336–345.

National Bureau of Statistics of China (2014). China statistical yearbook. Beijing: China
Statistics Press.

Nemkova, E. (2017). The impact of agility on the market performance of born-global
firms: An exploratory study of the ‘tech city’ innovation cluster. Journal of Business
Research, 80, 257–265 Supplement C.

Overby, E., Bharadwaj, A., & Sambamurthy, V. (2006). Enterprise agility and the enabling
role of information technology. European Journal of Information Systems, 15(2),
120–131.

Pavlou, P. A., & El Sawy, O. A. (2011). Understanding the elusive black box of dynamic
capabilities. Decision Sciences, 42(1), 239–273.

Poolton, J. (2006). Agile marketing for the manufacturing-based sme. Marketing
Intelligence & Planning, 24(7), 681–693.

Preacher, K., & Hayes, A. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods,
40(3), 879–891.

Protogerou, A., Caloghirou, Y., & Lioukas, S. (2012). Dynamic capabilities and their in-
direct impact on firm performance. Industrial and Corporate Change, 21(3), 615–647.

Reio, T. G. (2010). The threat of common method variance bias to theory building. Human
Resource Development Review, 9(4), 405–411.

Roberts, N., & Grover, V. (2012). Investigating firm's customer agility and firm perfor-
mance: The importance of aligning sense and respond capabilities. Journal of Business
Research, 65(5), 579–585.

Rothwell, R. (1992). Successful industrial innovation: Critical factors for the 1990s. R&D
Management, 22(3), 221–240.

Runyan, R., Droge, C., & Swinney, J. (2008). Entrepreneurial orientation versus small
business orientation: What are their relationships to firm performance? Journal of
Small Business Management, 46(4), 567–588.

Sambamurthy, V., Bharadwaj, A., & Grover, V. (2003). Shaping agility through digital
options: Reconceptualizing the role of information technology in contemporary firms.
MIS Quarterly, 27(2), 237–263.

Sandberg, B. (2002). Creating the market for disruptive innovation: Market proactiveness
at the launch stage. Journal of Targeting, Measurement & Analysis for Marketing, 11(2),
184–196.

Sandvik, I. L., & Sandvik, K. (2003). The impact of market orientation on product in-
novativeness and business performance. International Journal of Research in Marketing,
20(4), 355–376.

Schilke, O. (2014). On the contingent value of dynamic capabilities for competitive ad-
vantage: The nonlinear moderating effect of environmental dynamism. Strategic
Management Journal, 35(2), 179–203.

Setia, P., Sambamurthy, V., & Closs, D. J. (2008). Realizing business value of agile it
applications: Antecedents in the supply chain networks. Information Technology and
Management, 9(1), 5–19.

Sharifi, H., & Zhang, Z. (1999). A methodology for achieving agility in manufacturing
organisations: An introduction. International Journal of Production Economics, 62,
7–22.

Sherehiy, B., Karwowski, W., & Layer, J. K. (2007). A review of enterprise agility:
Concepts, frameworks, and attributes. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics,
37(5), 445–460.

Stadler, C., Helfat, C. E., & Verona, G. (2013). The impact of dynamic capabilities on
resource access and development. Organization Science, 24(6), 1782–1804.

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of
(sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13),
1319–1350.

Teece, D. J. (2012). Dynamic capabilities: Routines versus entrepreneurial action. Journal
of Management Studies, 49(8), 1395–1401.

Teece, D. J. (2014). The foundations of enterprise performance: Dynamic and ordinary
capabilities in an (economic) theory of firms. The Academy of Management
Perspectives, 28(4), 328–352.

Teece, D. J., Peteraf, M. A., & Leih, S. (2016). Dynamic capabilities and organizational
agility: Risk, uncertainty and entrepreneurial management in the innovation
economy. Uncertainty and Entrepreneurial Management in the Innovation Economy (April
7, 2016), 58(4), 13–35.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic man-
agement. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509–533.

Theoharakis, V., & Hooley, G. (2003). Organizational resources enabling service re-
sponsiveness: Evidence from Greece. Industrial Marketing Management, 32(8),
695–702.

Trkman, P., & McCormack, K. (2009). Supply chain risk in turbulent environments—A
conceptual model for managing supply chain network risk. International Journal of
Production Economics, 119(2), 247–258.

Tsai, K.-H., Chou, C., & Kuo, J.-H. (2008). The curvilinear relationships between

J. Zhou et al. Industrial Marketing Management xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

10

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0115
http://www.afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf
http://www.afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0180
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.08.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.08.032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0365


responsive and proactive market orientations and new product performance: A
contingent link. Industrial Marketing Management, 37(8), 884–894.

Tzokas, N., Kim, Y. A., Akbar, H., & Al-Dajani, H. (2015). Absorptive capacity and per-
formance: The role of customer relationship and technological capabilities in high-
tech smes. Industrial Marketing Management, 47, 134–142.

Vickery, S. K., Droge, C., Setia, P., & Sambamurthy, V. (2010). Supply chain information
technologies and organisational initiatives: Complementary versus independent ef-
fects on agility and firm performance. International Journal of Production Research,
48(23), 7025–7042.

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2004). The development and validation of the organisational
innovativeness construct using confirmatory factor analysis. European Journal of
Innovation Management, 7(4), 303–313.

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2007). Dynamic capabilities: A review and research agenda.
International Journal of Management Reviews, 9(1), 31–51.

Wilden, R., & Gudergan, S. P. (2015). The impact of dynamic capabilities on operational
marketing and technological capabilities: Investigating the role of environmental
turbulence. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(2), 181–199.

Wilden, R., Gudergan, S. P., Nielsen, B. B., & Lings, I. (2013). Dynamic capabilities and
performance: Strategy, structure and environment. Long Range Planning, 46(1),
72–96.

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal,
24(10), 991–995.

Wu, L.-Y. (2010). Applicability of the resource-based and dynamic-capability views under
environmental volatility. Journal of Business Research, 63(1), 27–31.

Yu, W., Ramanathan, R., & Nath, P. (2014). The impacts of marketing and operations
capabilities on financial performance in the Uk retail sector: A resource-based per-
spective. Industrial Marketing Management, 43(1), 25–31.

Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship and dynamic
capabilities: A review, model and research agenda. Journal of Management Studies,
43(4), 917–955.

Zhang, D. Z. (2011). Towards theory building in agile manufacturing strategies—Case
studies of an agility taxonomy. International Journal of Production Economics, 131(1),
303–312.

Zhao, X., Lynch, J. J. G., & Chen, Q. (2010). Reconsidering baron and kenny: Myths and
truths about mediation analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2), 197–206.

Zhou, S. S., Zhou, A. J., Feng, J., & Jiang, S. (2017). Dynamic capabilities and organi-
zational performance: The mediating role of innovation. Journal of Management &
Organization, 1–17.

Zollo, M., & Winter, S. G. (2002). Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic
capabilities. Organization Science, 13(3), 339–351.

J. Zhou et al. Industrial Marketing Management xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

11

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30765-4/rf0435

	The relationship between marketing agility and financial performance under different levels of market turbulence
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Marketing agility
	Dynamic capabilities view
	Marketing agility as a dynamic capability
	Innovation capability as an ordinary capability

	Model and hypotheses development
	Marketing agility and financial performance
	Marketing agility and innovation capability
	Innovation capability and financial performance
	The mediating role of innovation capability
	The moderating role of market turbulence
	Model overview

	Methodology
	Sample and data collection
	Measures
	Reliability and validity
	Common method variance bias test

	Analysis and results
	Discussion
	Theoretical contributions
	Managerial implication

	Limitations and future research
	Final measurement instruments
	References




