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Abstract

The competitiveness of businesses depends on the resources and capabilities
that businesses are possessing, developing, and exploiting, including dynamic
capabilities. In turn, competitiveness positively affects the business perfor-
mance. However, whether there is an impact of dynamic capabilities on busi-
ness performance is still unclear. Moreover, research on the mediating role of
entrepreneurial orientation and innovation in the relationship of dynamic ca-
pabilities and business performance is rare. The research objective of this study
is to check the impact of dynamic capabilities on business performance and the
mediating role of entrepreneurial orientation as well as innovation in the rela-
tionship of dynamic capabilities and business performance. The PLS-SEM me-
thod is used. The research sample with 405 observations was collected using
non-probability method. The respondents were managers of tourism small
and medium businesses. Research results show that dynamic capabilities di-
rectly and indirectly impact the performance of small and medium-sized tour-
ism businesses in the South Central Coast region of Vietnam through entre-
preneurial orientation and innovation.

Keywords

Dynamic Capability, Innovation, Entrepreneurial Orientation,
Business Performance, Tourism Business

1. Introduction

Over the past decade, a number of researchers have examined the concept of

dynamic capabilities (DYC) as central to the strategies and methodologies of
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business competitive advantage and value creation (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000;
Teece et al., 1997; Helfat & Peteraf, 2009; Teece, 2007). Many studies suggest that
DYC has a direct impact on business performance (BPF) (Helfat & Peteraf, 2003).
However, some studies show that there is no direct impact of business capabili-
ties on BPF (Wang & Ahmed, 2007; Prange & Verdier, 2011; Kamboj & Rah-
man, 2015; Susanti & Arief, 2015). Many researchers remain skeptical about this
matter and the evolving concepts of DYC (Winter, 2003; Zahra et al., 2006).
Therefore, the objective of this paper is to try to examine the relationship be-
tween businesses’ DYC and their performance. In addition, entrepreneurial orien-
tation (ENO) is a strategic approach that significantly promotes various innova-
tions in businesses. It is considered an important driver to facilitate innova-
tion-related information and superior BPF (McGrath, 2013). However, the ex-
amination of the mediating role of business entrepreneurial orientation and in-
novation in relationship between DYC and BPF is still exceedingly rare in re-
search. To fill in this gap is also an objective of this study. Finally, small and me-
dium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are mostly dynamic businesses, occupying an
important position in the Vietnamese economy and the tourism industry is con-
sidered one of the key economic sectors in the trend of sustainable development,
and marine tourism is a source of competitive advantage for Vietnam. This
study, therefore, determines scope and space for the research are small and me-
dium-sized tourism businesses in the provinces of the South-Central Coast of
Vietnam (VSCC).

2. Literature Review
2.1. Resource-Based Theory

According to Pearce and Robinson (2013), the basic premise of resource-based
theory (RBV) is that an organization is different from the rest, because it pos-
sesses a “unique” set of resources that it have the capacity to exploit. The RBV
model suggests that the resources a business possesses are the main determi-
nants of its productivity and success. These resources are the source of sustaina-
ble competitive advantage for businesses. Leadership, organizational structure,
management systems, management practices, organizational culture... are re-

sources that create value, and are competitive competencies.

2.2. Business Performance

Medalla (2005) defines BPF as reflecting the ability and efficiency of businesses
in using resources such as human resources, finance and facilities to achieve
business goals. Lam & Lee (2008) define performance as the outcome of a busi-
ness and measured according to financial or non-financial indicators. Murphy et
al. (1996) believe that BPF is a multidimensional concept. Gavrea et al. (2011)
said that achievement is the expression of completing the goals and results of

work; accordingly, performance is defined as the ability of a business to exploit
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its environment to access and use limited resources.

Currently, there are many definitions and systems for measuring BPF. BPF is
a system that helps businesses plan, measure and control the results of their ac-
tivities to achieve goals and create value for stakeholders (Maisel, 2001). It is the
basis for converting business strategy content into implementation conditions
(Kaplan & Norton, 1993). BPF is a set of criteria to quantify the effectiveness and
efficiency of operational aspects in a business (Neely et al., 1995).

Up to now, there have been many approaches to measuring business perfor-
mance. In this study, subjective measurement approach is used to measure the
performance of businesses. Subjective measures are perceptions collected from
organizational members and stakeholders. Furthermore, many studies have shown
that subjective measures reliably reflect objective performance outcomes (Bae &
Lawler, 2000; Luo & Park, 2001; Peng & Luo, 2000).

2.3. Dynamic Capabilities

Dynamic capabilities are the ability of a business to integrate, build and reconfi-
gure its internal and external capabilities to cope with rapidly changing business
environments (Teece et al., 1997). Easterby-Smith & Prieto (2008) argue that
DYC are the capabilities that an organization uses, especially to cope with changes
in the external environment. DYC are considered the ultimate and they provide
the basis for companies to create sustainable competitive advantages (Eisenhardt
& Martin, 2000). DYC represents a type of higher-order capability that influences
the speed with which a firm can respond to environmental changes (Easter-
by-Smith et al., 2009; Winter, 2003). These are repetitive, patterned choices and
habits that provide the ability for a business to purposefully create, expand, or
modify its resource base (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009). They include the ability to
sense (Sensing), the ability to grasp (Seizing) and the ability to reconfigure (Re-
configuring) (Teece, 2007). Sensing refers to a business’s ability to recognize
opportunities in the market before its competitors. This skill can be developed
by using data, analytics, and technology to scan emerging trends, uncover cus-
tomer needs and identify threats from competitors. Sensing requires businesses
to invest in their resources. Seizing is a business’s learning process, reflected by
the ability to create internal knowledge, collect external knowledge, and assimi-
late internal and external knowledge through knowledge sharing to create capac-
ity (Cepeda & Vera, 2007; Easterby-Smith et al., 2009). Reconfiguring refers to
the creation and integration of capabilities acquired internally or externally. It is
the transformation of existing capabilities, that is, changing the form or appear-
ance of existing capabilities in the enterprise (Teece, 2007) and redeploying or

recombining existing capabilities (Ahuja & Katila, 2001).

2.4. Innovation

To date, there is still no unified concept of innovation. Damanpour (1996) ar-

gues that innovation is the successful implementation of unique ideas to develop
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an organization’s products, processes, and management systems; while Mero-
no-Cerdan & Lépez-Nicolas (2013) argue that innovation is the implementation
of new processes in industry organizational practices, in business at work or in
external relations. At the same time, Jiménez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle (2011) said
that innovation is the adaptation and application of new ideas and behaviors.
Improving organizational structure and design has an impact on organizational
innovation and improves internal organizational coordination and cooperation
(Azar & Ciabuschi, 2017; Krasnicka et al., 2016). On the other hand, Alpkan et
al. (2010) argue that innovation is considered an indispensable component of
competitiveness that is included in the organizational structure, production
process, product introduction, as well as marketing strategy in a business.

The purpose of innovation is to take advantage of the latest conditions and
opportunities formed in the environment and be used to create new values and
gain competitive advantage (Porter, 1985; Nonaka & Kenney, 1991; Damanpour
& Schneider, 2006; Dobni, 2008; Thakur et al., 2012). Organizations engage in
innovation activities that enhance organizational value, increase profits, enhance
BPF, and reduce organizational costs. In addition, innovation also aims to im-
prove workplace satisfaction as well as labor productivity and access to know-
ledge resources (Vega-Jurado et al., 2009).

Thus, innovation is a multidimensional concept with a wide scope such as
strategy, organizational structure, processes and behaviors. In this study, the con-
cept of innovation is inherited from the research of Azar & Ciabuschi (2017).
Innovation is the improvement of products/services, finding new ways of doing

business, trying new ideas to improve BPF.

2.5. Entrepreneurial Orientation

The original concept of ENO was proposed by Miller (1983) and Covin & Sle-
vin (1989), including three aspects of innovation, risk taking and initiative. This
concept was later developed by Lumpkin & Dess (1996) by adding two other
dimensions such as competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. Innovation is an
attitude that reflects the tendency to provide support and participate in the gen-
eration of new ideas, creative processes, and changes in existing practices and
technologies (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Proactivity is the tendency of a person or
a business to actively seek opportunities, show initiative, take action and try to
create changes. Courageous risk-taking reflects the tendency to devote resources
to activities or projects that have a significant likelihood of failure, but that will
yield large returns if successful (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Competitive aggres-
siveness reflects how to communicate with competitors, dare to enter the mar-
ket and realize strategy faster than competitors. This is a form of business re-
sponse to avoid losing competition and making marketing efforts to attract cus-
tomer attention and maintain the business’s market segment. Finally, the au-
tonomy dimension shows a significant and positive influence on business per-

formance. This means that the role of the owner or manager is quite autonom-
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ous and essential in leading the organization to improve business performance.
Additionally, autonomy causes owners or administrators to leave their com-
fortable positions and encourages them to look for other ideas to generate new

ideas.

3. Research Model
3.1. Hypothesis

1) Dynamic capabilities and firm performance

There is a relationship between DYC and BPF (Teece et al., 1997; Makadok,
2001; Najib et al., 2017). Furthermore, Mauludin et al. (2013) argue that DYC
are necessary in formulating strategies in complex and rapidly changing envi-
ronments, high demands for innovation, and efforts to improve organizational
capabilities to overcome dynamism. DYC are organizational habits that must be
acquired through very high-style learning, repetitive mastery, or repetition (Gao
et al., 2014). Based on the above background and theoretical research, the goal of
this study is to examine the relationship between innovation and DYC as well as
the relationship between innovation and BPF. From there, the research hypothe-
sis is stated as:

Hypothesis H1: Dynamic capabilities have a positive impact on business per-
formance.

Hypothesis Hla: Sensing has a positive impact on business performance.

Hypothesis H1b: Seizing has a positive impact on business performance.

Hypothesis Hlc: Reconfiguration has a positive impact on business perfor-
mance.

2) Dynamic capabilities and entrepreneurial orientation

Zahra et al. (2006) believe that the development of DYC is strongly associated
with the ENO. The results of the study by Abdelkareem et al. (2022) shows that
ENO has a meaningful impact on DYC of SMEs in Egypt. Jantunen et al. (2005)
also found that ENO combined with DYC enhances the international perfor-
mance of businesses in Finland. From the above foundations, the research hy-
pothesis developed is:

Hypothesis H2: Dynamic capabilities have positive impact to entrepreneurial
orientation.

3) Dynamic capabilities and innovation

One study found that innovation has a positive relationship with business
performance, including profits, market share, and sales growth (Deshpande et
al., 1993). Furthermore, Craig and Dibrell (2006) demonstrated that innovation
is an important requirement for business performance as well as competitive-
ness. Similarly, Baldwin & Johnson (1996) show that innovation has a significant
effect on various measures of firm performance. From there, the research hypo-
thesis developed is:

Hypothesis H3: Dynamic capabilities have positive impact to innovation.

4) Entrepreneurial orientation and business performance
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Research results by Wahyuni and Sara (2019) and Utami & Wilopo (2018)
show that ENO has a meaningful impact on the performance of SMEs. In addi-
tion, studies by (Kraus et al., 2012; Stam & Elfring, 2008; Wiklund & Shepherd,
2005) also show that ENO has a positive impact on the performance of busi-
nesses. From there, the research hypothesis was built as:

Hypothesis H4: Entrepreneurial orientation has a positive impact on business
performance.

5) Innovation and business performance

Studies have found that innovation has a positive relationship with perfor-
mance (Omri, 2015; Rosenbusch et al., 2011; Koellinger, 2008). Furthermore,
Craig and Dibrell (2006) demonstrated that innovation is an important require-
ment for the performance and competitiveness of businesses. Similarly, research
by Baldwin & Johnson (1996) shows that innovation has a significant influence
on various measures of BPF. Furthermore, Salavou (2002), based on asset re-
turns, shows that product innovation is an important determinant of BPF. In-
novation helps businesses economically, creates competitive advantages and can
positively affect BPF (Fallah & Lechler, 2008; Talke et al., 2011). The positive role
of innovation on performance has been supported by many empirical studies
(Calantone et al., 2002; Keskin, 2006). Therefore, the research hypothesis devel-
oped is:

Hypothesis H5: Innovation has a positive impact on business performance.

6) The mediating role of innovation and entrepreneurial orientation

Hypothesis H6: Entrepreneurial orientation plays a mediating role in the rela-
tionship between dynamic capabilities and business performance.

Hypothesis H7: Innovation plays a mediating role in the relationship between
dynamic capabilities and business performance.

7) The effect of business size, type, and field on path coefficients of the
structural model

Hypothesis H8a: Size of businesses moderates the path coefficients of the struc-
tural model.

Hypothesis H8b: Types of businesses moderates the path coefficients of the
structural model.

Hypothesis H8c: Fields of businesses moderates the path coefficients of the

structural model.

3.2. Proposed Research Model

The proposed research model is presented in Figure 1 below.

4. Research Method
4.1. Sample

The study used direct interviews using questionnaires with a 5-level Likert scale

sent to leaders of tourism SMEs, including travel companies, hotels, restaurants
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Entrepreneurial
Orientation
(ENO)

Sensing
(SEN)

Hla(+)

Dynamic
Capabilities
(DYC)

Business
Performance
(BPF)

Seizing
(SEZ)

Hlce(+)

Reconfiguring Innovation
(REC) (INN)

Figure 1. Proposed research model. Source: The authors.

and tourism transportation companies in (VSCC). There were 430 surveys dis-
tributed. The results were 413 surveys, of which 8 were invalid surveys and 405
questionnaires were used. Data were processed using SmartPLS 4 software. The
research sample was classified by business types, business fields, and business

sizes.

4.2.Scales

The initial scale inherited the original scales including 30 observed variables, in-
herited from previous studies (see Table 1).

The initial scale was supplemented and completed by discussion with a group
of experts including 9 people who are leaders of tourism businesses, state man-

agement officials and university lecturers.

4.3. Data Processing Method

The PLS-SEM method was performed. Assessing lower order reflective (LOC)
measurement models is performed for testing: 1) reliability of indicators by out-
er loadings and cross loadings; 2) reliability and validity of constructs by compo-
site reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE); 3) discriminant valid-
ity by the HTMT and Fornell-Larcker indices. For the formative measurement
model, the evaluation is performed for testing: a) the degree of convergence by
redundancy analysis; b) the reliability of indicators by outer weights; c) the level
of multicollinearity by outer multicollinearity statistics (Outer VIF); d) discri-
minant validity by the HTMT and Fornell-Larcker indices. Evaluation of the
structural model was performed by multicollinearity testing, evaluating R £, ¢4
model fit, determining path coefficients, assessing direct and indirect effects, and

performing multigroup analysis (MGA).

5. Results
5.1. Frequency

The research sample with 405 observations was collected using a convenient

method combined with snow ball. In particular, the types of businesses include
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Table 1. Scales of constructs.

Codified  Number of
No Construct L. Reference
Construct indicators

1 Sensing SEN 5 Hang et al. (2022)

Hang et al. (2022);

2 Seizi SEZ 5
eizing Shafia et al. (2016)

Hang et al. (2022);
3 Reconfiguration REC 5 Chen & Zheng (2022);
Takahashi et al. (2016)

Entrepreneurial .
3 . . ENO 6 Gonzalez-Benito et al. (2007)
Orientation
4 Innovation INN 4 Ali & Wambua (2021)
Business o
5 BPF 5 Yildiz & Karakas (2012)
Performance

Source: The authors.

sole proprietorships (Typ1l) account for 30.1%, limited liability companies (Typ2)
account for 45.2%, joint stock companies (Typ3) account for 11.4% and Others
(Typ4) account for 13.3%. Business size with under 50 people (Sizl) accounts for
46.9%, from 50 to 100 people (Siz2) accounts for 53.1%. Regarding business
fields, hotels (FLD1) account for 25.5%, restaurants (FLD2) account for 47.9%,
travel businesses (FLD3) account for 10.4% and transportation businesses (FLD4)
account for 16.5% (see Table 2).

5.2. Descriptive

The mean of the scales is high and varies from 3.868 to 4.014. The standard dev-
iation of the scales ranges from 0.552 to 0.669. That means the scales have mod-
erate standard deviation. This shows that there are no substantial differences
between the opinions of the respondents. The mean of indicators ranges from
3.35 to 4.05 (see Tables 3(a)-(c)). The results show that the coefficient of varia-
tions (CV) of over 65% of observations is smaller than 0.15. This means the ex-

tent of variability in relation to the mean of the sample is low.

5.3. Evaluation of the Measurement Models for Lower
Order Constructs (LOC)

1) Assessment of reflective indicators

The results of validity assessment of the scales show that the outer loadings of
all indicators are greater than 0.7, except RECI1, the outer loading of which is
0.607; CEN3, the outer loading of which is 0.682; and SEZ1, the outer loading of
which is 0.661. However, because the outer loading is greater than 0.4 and the
AVE coefficient of the latent construct REC = 0.590 > 0.5, that of SEZ is 0.584,
and of that of SEN is 0.597 > 0.5 (see Table 4), the variables CEN3, SEZ1 and
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Table 2. Frequency of observation.

Characteristics Frequency Rate (%)
Sole proprietorships 122 30.1
Limited liability companies 183 45.2
Business type Joint stock companies 46 114
Others 54 13.3
Total 405 100
Under 50 people 190 46.9
Business size From 50 to 100 people 215 53.1
Total 405 100
Hotel businesses 102 25.5
Restaurants 194 47.9
Business field Travel businesses 42 10.4
Transportation businesses 67 16.5
Total 405 100

Source: The results of data processing.

REC1 are accepted (Hair et al., 2013). This means the observed variables all
converge to the basic concepts in the scales, and the scales achieve the reliability
of each index (see Figure 2).

The result of collinearity statistics (VIF) shows all indicators of measurement
models are smaller than 5. Thus, the models of each component have met the
requirements of multicollinearity (see Table 4).

2) Construct reliability and validity

The analysis results show that the HTMT index of the all variables is equal to
or less than 0.9 (see Table 5). In addition, the results of evaluating the discrimi-
nant value according to the Fornell-Larcker criteria show that the square roots of
AVE are larger than the coefficients in the same column (see Table 5). Thus, the
scales achieve the discriminant validity. Cross loading test results also show that
the criteria are acceptable. Bootstrapping to evaluate the HTMT index was per-
formed with a sample size of 5000. The results show that the confidence intervals
of the HTMT do not contain the value 1. Thus, indicators measuring one latent
construct do not measure other latent constructs.

3) Cross loadings

Cross loading test results also show that the indicators are accepted because
the loadings are larger than cross loadings (see Table 6).

4) Discriminant validity

Discriminant validity was assessed using the HTMT and Fornell-Larcker cri-
teria. The analysis results show that the HTMT index of the variables is less than
0.85 (see Table 7). In addition, the results of the evaluation of the discriminant

validity according to Fornell-Larcker criteria show that the square roots of AVE
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Table 3. (a) Mean and standard deviation of indicators. (b) Mean and standard deviation
of indicators. (¢) Mean and standard deviation of indicators.

(a)
Scale BPF Scale SEN
Indicators ~ Mean Std. Deviation Indicators Mean Std. Deviation
BPF1 3.975 0.583 SEN1 3.995 0.659
BPF2 3.921 0.688 SEN2 3.400 0.678
BPF3 3.879 0.578 SEN3 3.936 0.721
BPF4 3.857 0.659 SEN4 3.968 0.541
BPF5 3.928 0.634 SEN5 4.042 0.527
BPF 3.912 0.628 SEN 3.868 0.625
Source: The results of data processing.
(b)
Scale SEZ Scale REC
Indicators ~ Mean Std. Deviation Indicators Mean Std. Deviation
SEZ1 3.835 0.740 REC1 4.000 0.535
SEZ2 3.899 0.642 REC2 3.988 0.742
SEZ3 3.862 0.703 REC3 4.025 0.716
SEZ4 3.869 0.521 REC4 4.005 0.621
SEZ5 3.917 0.540 REC5 4.052 0.730
SEZ 3.903 0.629 REC 4.014 0.669
Source: The results of data processing.
()
Scale ENO Scale INN
Indicators  Mean Std. Deviation Indicators Mean Std. Deviation
ENO1 3.946 0.537 INN1 3.941 0.641
ENO2 3.938 0.561 INN2 3911 0.708
ENO3 3.926 0.491 INN3 3.909 0.587
ENO4 3.948 0.549 INN4 3.901 0.685
ENO5 3.951 0.602 INN 3.916 0.655
ENO6 4.002 0.569
ENO 3.952 0.552

Source: The results of data processing.
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Table 4. Collinearity statistics.

Indicators VIF Indicators VIF Indicators VIF Indicators VIF
BPF1 3.112 SEN1 1.875 SEZ1 1.262 REC1 1.230
BPF2 2.276 SEN2 1.609 SEZ2 1.382 REC2 2.143
BPF3 4.593 SEN2 1.665 SEZ3 2.315 REC3 1.809
BPF4 3.351 SEN3 1.421 SEZ4 2.307 REC4 1.901
BPF5 3.270 SEN4 1.922 SEZ5 3.841 REC5 1.509
INN1 3.146 SEN5 2.387 ENO2 2.978 ENO5 2.256
INN2 1.917 INN4 2.954 ENO3 3.907 ENO6 2.513
INN3 3.274 ENOI1 3.049 ENO4 1.660

Source: The results of data processing.

Table 5. Construct reliability and validity.

Consract CFomachs CURES Uity variane
alpha (rho_a) (rho_c) extracted (AVE)
BPF 0.899 0.912 0.925 0.711
INN 0.904 0.928 0.932 0.775
ENO 0.903 0.904 0.926 0.675
REC 0.821 0.832 0.877 0.590
SEN 0.829 0.836 0.880 0.597
SEZ 0.821 0.838 0.874 0.584

Source: The results of data processing.

are all larger than the coefficients in the same column (see Table 7). Thus, the
scales achieve discriminant validity from HTMT and Fornell-Larcker criteria.
Complete Bootstrapping to evaluate the HTMT index are performed with a sam-
ple size of 5000. The results show that the confidence intervals of HTMT do not
contain the value 1. Thus, the scales have a high degree of discriminant validity.
That is, indicators that measure one latent construct do not measure other latent

constructs.

5.4. Evaluation of the Measurement Models for the Higher
Order Constructs (HOC)

The evaluation of the construct measurement model of the latent construct DYC
was performed using a two-stage embedding method. The results of redundancy
analysis for the latent variable DYC show that the beta coefficient is 0.816, the R
coefficient is 0.665 and the adjusted R* is 0.665 (see Figure 3). The results of
testing multicollinearity statistics (VIF) between the indicators of the formative
model show that the VIF values of the indicators are all less than 5 (see Table 4).
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Table 6. Cross loadings of indicators.

BPF ENO INN REC SEN SEZ
BPF1 0.876 0.291 0.691 0.183 0.455 0.315
BPF2 0.798 0.314 0.702 0.318 0.532 0.312
BPF3 0.864 0.315 0.633 0.223 0.415 0.295
BPF4 0.787 0.301 0.523 0.248 0.347 0.263
BPF5 0.885 0.358 0.834 0.323 0.614 0.386
ENO1 0.289 0.852 0.187 0.468 0.397 0.378
ENO2 0.289 0.831 0.207 0.421 0.376 0.359
ENO3 0.314 0.862 0.237 0.378 0.368 0.398
ENO4 0.352 0.731 0.206 0.478 0.411 0.409
ENO5 0.328 0.811 0.233 0.356 0.322 0.324
ENO6 0.271 0.835 0.286 0.365 0.321 0.351
INN1 0.758 0.230 0.911 0.276 0.555 0.314
INN2 0.562 0.054 0.792 0.036 0.348 0.091
INN3 0.824 0.366 0.919 0.288 0.575 0.331
INN4 0.694 0.252 0.895 0.243 0.445 0.293
REC1 0.382 0.607 0.360 0.607 0.461 0.445
REC2 0.189 0.369 0.101 0.826 0.364 0.447
REC3 0.137 0.280 0.114 0.776 0.408 0.318
REC4 0.283 0.403 0.245 0.876 0.470 0.422
REC4 0.283 0.403 0.245 0.876 0.470 0.422
REC5 0.202 0.287 0.156 0.729 0.314 0.331
SEN1 0.515 0.363 0.507 0.291 0.785 0.267
SEN2 0.580 0.296 0.567 0.243 0.711 0.421
SEN3 0.259 0.373 0.210 0.622 0.682 0.349
SEN4 0.382 0.288 0.391 0.370 0.803 0.282
SEN5 0.497 0.408 0.493 0.487 0.868 0.353
SEZ1 0.252 0.295 0.181 0.367 0.257 0.661
SEZ2 0.294 0.413 0.247 0.434 0.408 0.750
SEZ3 0.288 0.316 0.207 0.378 0.317 0.771
SEZ4 0.264 0.213 0.240 0.251 0.246 0.706
SEZ5 0.336 0.425 0.290 0.465 0.365 0.911

Source: The results of data processing.

Table 7. HTMT and fornell-larcker criteria.

HTMT Fornell-Larcker

BPF INN ENO REC SEN SEZ BPF INN ENO REC SEN SEZ
BPF 0.843
INN 0.877 0.817 0.881
ENO 0.413 0.292 0.377 0.274 0.822
REC 0.358 0.295 0.586 0.312 0.256 0.505 0.768
SEN 0.654 0.636 0.514 0.635 0.575 0.559 0.450 0.528 0.773
SEZ 0.431 0.338 0.502 0.606 0.511 0.378 0.307 0.454 0.512 0.430 0.764

Source: The results of data processing.
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Figure 2. Path coefficients of LOC model. Source: The results of data processing.
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0.427 (0.000)
SEN 0.307 (0.000)
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SEZ
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0.816 (0.000) > 1.000 (0.000) DYCF

DYCF

Figure 3. Formative model of the latent construct “Dynamic capabilities”. Source: The results of data processing.

The results of evaluating the statistical significance of the weights by bootstrap-
ping with a sample size of 5000 show that all indicators for the formative model
have a significance level of p value < 0.05.

The results of testing the reliability of the constructs in HOC show that the
outer weights of the constructs in the formative model are greater than zero with
p value < 0.05, except REC with p value = 0.401. However, outer loading of REC
is 0.681 > 0.5, REC could be accepted (Hair et al., 2011). At the same time, the
outer loadings of the constructs in the reflective model are all greater than 0.7
with p value < 0.05. Thus, the scales in the HOC model meet reliability (see Ta-
ble 8).

5.5. Assessment of the Structural Model

1) Collinearity statistics (VIF)
Analysis for the outer model shows that the VIF coefficients of the latent con-

structs and other variables in the higher-order model are all less than 5. With the
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Table 8. Results of evaluation of HOC.

HOC  LOC WCZ?;:S Pvalue T statistics 1<?al:1t;:g VIF
SEN 0.798 0.000  32.957 0.637 1.456
DYC  SEZ 0.310 0.000  12.704 0.953 1.424
REC 0.063 0401 16667 0.681 1.608
INN1 0.310 0000 59721 0.911 3.146
INN2 0.210 0000 30962 0.793 1.917
INN
INN3 0.332 0000  87.568 0.918 3.274
INN4 0.275 0000 62813 0.894 2.954
ENOI 0.209 0.000  46.246 0.853 3.049
ENO2 0.201 0000  39.871 0.831 2.978
ENO3 0.208 0000 48712 0.863 3.907
ENO
ENO4 0,230 0000 26698 0.731 1.660
ENOS 0.192 0000 33862 0.811 2.256
ENO6 0.182 0000 33883 0.834 2513
BPF1 0.234 0.000 50504 0.877 3.112
BPF2 0.249 0,000  43.347 0.797 2.276
BPF  BPF3 0.220 0.000  48.193 0.864 4.593
BPF4 0.187 0000 32903 0.787 3.351
BPE5 0.292 0000 72378 0.885 3.270

Source: The results of data processing.

inner model, the VIF values are all less than 3 (see Table 8). Thus, the models
have met the requirement of multicollinearity.

2) Construct reliability and validity

The results of construct reliability assessment show that the Cronbach’s alpha
of all constructs is greater than 0.7 and the composite reliability (CR) is greater
than 0.7. This means that the scales have high reliability and explain ability for
the research concepts in the model. Extracted variance (AVE) of all scales satisfy
the condition greater than 0.5. This proves that the scales are all convergent (see
Table 9).

3) Discriminant validity

Discriminant validity is assessed using the HTMT and Fornell-Larcker crite-
ria. The analysis results show that the HTMT index of the latent variables is
less than 0.85. In addition, the results of the evaluation of the discriminant va-
lidity according to Fornell-Larcker criteria show that the square roots of AVE
are all larger than the coefficients in the same column. Thus, the structural mod-
el achieves discriminant validity from HTMT and Fornell-Larcker criteria (see
Table 10).
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Table 9. Construct reliability and validity.

s Composite Composite Average
Cronbach’s Ly s .
Constructs reliability reliability variance extracted
alpha

(rho_a) (rho_c) (AVE)
BPF 0.899 0.912 0.925 0.711
ENO 0.903 0.904 0.925 0.675
INN 0.904 0.927 0.932 0.776

Source: The results of data processing.

Table 10. Discriminant validity by HTMT and Fornell-Larcker criteria.

HTMT Fornell-Larcker
Construct Construct
BPF ENO INN BPF ENO INN
BPF BPF 0.843
ENO 0.413 ENO 0.377 0.822
INN 0.877 0.292 INN 0.817 0.273 0.881

Source: The results of data processing.

4) Coefficient of determination (R?)

The results of data processing show that the structural model with the depen-
dent variable BPF has an R* of 0.704 which is considered to be moderately de-
terministic (<0.75) and the independent variables only explain 70.4% of variabil-
ity of the dependent variable. The structural model with the dependent variable
ENO has an R? of 0.277. Thus, the independent variables explain 27.7% of the
variation in the dependent variable, which is considered to be also moderately
deterministic (>0.25 and <0.75). Model The structural model with the dependent
variable INN has an R” of 0.303. Thus, the independent variables explain 30.3%
of the variation in the dependent variable, which is considered to be also deter-
ministic in the average (see Table 11).

5) Effect size of independent variables on dependent variables

Assessing the importance of the independent variables f* shows that the im-
pact of INN on BPF, DYC on ENO as well as INN on BPF is strong (f* > 0.35).
The effects of ENO on BPF and DYC on BPF are not statistically significant (see
Table 12).

6) Evaluation of the predictive relevance (Q?)

The results of Bindfolding analysis show that, among the component models,
the model related to DYC has no predictive relevance, with Q* equal to 0; the
predictive relevance of BPF was moderate with Q* of 0.481 (<0.5) and the pre-
dictive relevance of ENO and INN was low with Q2 < 0.25 (see Table 13).

7) Bootstrapping

To evaluate the significance and statistical impact of the regression coeffi-
cients, bootstrapping technique with sample number N = 5000 is used. The re-

sults of direct impact assessment, indirect impact and overall impact estimate are
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Table 11. R? statistics.

R-square Adjusted R-square Description
by

Construct Original Original

P value T value P value T value Hair et al.
sample sample (2013)
BPF 0.704 0.000 27.701 0.702 0.000 27.409 Moderate
ENO 0.277 0.000 6.250 0.275 0.000 6.194 Moderate
INN 0.303 0.000 6.819 0.301 0.000 6.763 Moderate
Source: The results of data processing.
Table 12. £ statistics.
Original Sample
Path & P P value T value Impact
sample mean
DYC -> BPF 0.036 0.040 0.118 1.563 No impact
DYC -> ENO 0.383 0.393 0.000 4.421 Strong
DYC -> INN 0.434 0.449 0.000 4,631 Strong
ENO -> BPF 0.029 0.032 0.104 1.625 No impact
INN -> BPF 1.187 1.204 0.000 6.107 Strong
Source: The results of data processing.
Table 13. Q? statistics.
Q? Predictive
Construct SSO SSE
(Q? = 1-SSE/SSO) relevance
BPF 2025.000 1050.790 0.481 Moderate
No predictive
DYC 1215.000 1215.000 0.000
relevance
ENO 2430.000 1994.338 0.179 Low
INN 1620.000 1255.160 0.225 Low

Source: The results of data processing.

presented in Table 14.

According to the results of the structural model assessment, DYC, ENO and
INN directly influence the dependent variable BPF (see Figure 4). The path
coefficient of DYC -> BPF is 0.141, with p value < 0.05. DYC -> ENO has a coef-
ficient of 0.526, with a p-value < 0.05. DYC -> INN has a coefficient of 0.550,
with a p-value of 0. ENO -> BPF has a coefficient of 0.109 with a p-value < 0.05.
INN -> BPF has a coefficient of 0.710, with a p-value < 0.05.

5.6. Assessing the Mediating Role of Variables in the Model

The results of the study of specific indirect effects show that DYC directly and
indirectly affects BPF through both ENO and INN. The total indirect impact of
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Table 14. Path coefficients of structural model.

Original Original
Paths 8 T value P value Paths 8 T value P value
sample sample
DYC -> BPF 0.141 3.180 0.001 ENO -> BPF 0.109 3.388 0.001
DYC -> ENO 0.526 12.417 0.000 INN -> BPF 0.710 19.013 0.000
DYC -> INN 0.550 13.601 0.000
Source: The results of data processing.
ENO1 ENO2 ENO3 ENO4 ENO5 ENO6
b4 B4
0.853 (0.000) 0.863 (0.000) 0.811 (0.000)  0.834 (0.000)
0.831 (0.000)
0.731 (0.000)
/
BPF1
0.526 (0.000) 0.109 (0.001)
REC 0.877 (0.000)  BPF2
-
0.063 (0.401) _ 0.797 (0.000)
SEN  ——0.786 (0.000) 0.141 (0.001) 0.864 (0.000)» BPF3
0.310 (0.000) 0.787 (0.000)
SEZ - 0?35 0 00? BPF4
DYC 0.550 (0.000) 0.710 (0.000) BPF 2850000
BPF5
INN
/ 0.793 (0.000)
0.91 1‘(0.000) / 0.918 (0.'000) 0.894 (0.000)
INN1 INN2 INN3 INN4

Figure 4. Path coefficients of the structural model.

DYC on BPF is 0.448. In particular, the direct transmission through ENO is
0.057 and through INN is 0.391 (see Table 15).

5.7. Model Fit

Results of data processing show that the SRMR coefficient of the saturated mod-
el and the estimated model are equal to 0.081 and 0.082 respectively (approx-
imately 0.80) (Henseler et al., 2014) (see Table 16) and criteria GoF = (Average
of AVE)*(Average of R)A0.5 = 0.47 > 0.36 (Akter et al., 2011) (see Table 17).
Thus, the estimated model meets the requirements of compatibility of survey
data with market data.

5.8. Multigroup Analysis (MGA)

The multigroup analysis allows us to evaluate if pre-defined data groups have
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Table 15. Direct, indirect and total effect.

Dependent
Variable Entrepreneurial . Business
. . Innovativeness
Effect Orientation Performance
(INN)
Independent (ENO) (BPF)
variable
D . Direct 0.526 0.550 0.141
ynamis
capabilities Indirect 0.000 0.000 0.448
(DYC) Total 0.526 0.550 0.589
Entrepreneurial Direct 0.000 0.000 0.109
Orientation Indirect 0.000 0.000 0.000
(ENO) Total 0.000 0.000 0.109
Direct 0.000 0.000 0.710
Innovativeness .
Indirect 0.000 0.000 0.000
(INN)
Total 0.000 0.000 0.710

Source: The results of data processing.

Table 16. Fitness of the research model.

Saturated model

Estimated model

SRMR 0.081 0.082
d_ULS 1.132 1.147
d_G 0.560 0.559
Chi-square 1195.379 1197.653
NFI 0.792 0.791
Source: Results of data processing.
Table 17. GoF criteria.
Construct R? AVE
BPF 0.704 0.711
ENO 0.277 0.675
INN 0.303 0.776
Average 0.426 0.721
GoF 0.470

Source: Results of data processing.

significant differences in their group-specific parameter estimates. The results of
the multigroup analysis (MGA) performed with the MICOM technique show
that the path coefficient of DYC -> ENO has a difference under the impact of

business with under 50 people and business with people from 50 to 100 (see Ta-

ble 18).
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The results of assessing the impact of business fields show that the path coeffi-
cient of DYC -> BPF, DYC -> INN, DYC -> BPF and ENO -> BPF has differ-
ences under the impact of business fields (see Tables 19-21).

The results of assessing the impact of business types show that the path coeffi-
cient of DYC -> INN has a difference under the impact of business types (see
Table 22).

Table 18. Effect of business size.

Under 50 people—From 50 to 100 people

Paths Under 50 From 50 to 100 .
Difference P value
people people
DYC -> ENO 0.615 0.445 0.17 0.034

Source: Results of data processing.

Table 19. Effect of business fields.

Hotel businesses—Restaurants
Paths

Hotel businesses Restaurants Difference P value

DYC -> BPF 0.200 0.006 0.194 0.042

Source: Results of data processing.

Table 20. Effect of business fields.

Hotel businesses—Travel businesses

Paths
Hotel businesses  Travel businesses  Difference P value

DYC -> INN 0.411 0.723 -0.312 0.031

Source: Results of data processing.

Table 21. Effect of business fields.

Restaurants—Transportation businesses

Paths Transportation
Restaurants P Difference P value
businesses
DYC -> BPF 0.006 0.257 -0.251 0.034
INN -> BPF 0.812 0.592 0.220 0.020

Source: Results of data processing.

Table 22. Effect of business types.

Sole proprietorships—Limited liability companies

Paths Sole Limited liability _
. . . Difference P value
proprietorships companies
DYC -> INN 0.020 0.222 -0.201 0.009

Source: Results of data processing.
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6. Discussions

This research is based on relationship of business performance and dynamic ca-
pabilities whose components are sensing ability, seizing ability and reconfigura-
tion ability. The research results show that dynamic capabilities have a direct
and positive impact on the performance of small and medium-sized tourism
business at the South-Central Coast region of Vietnam with a beta coefficient of
0.141. The research results allow us to confirm that businesses that make a mod-
el shift from conventional production to models based on appropriate dynamic
capabilities will improve their performance. The results of hypothesis testing in-
dicate that the ability to sensing, seizing and reconfigure is a predictor of moti-
vational ability to influence business performance. The results corroborate the
findings of Osisioma et al. (2016), Li & Liu (2014), Woldesenbet et al. (2011),
Karagouni et al. (2012), Wu (2010), Pandza and Holt (2007), and Lumpkin &
Dess (1996). In addition, dynamic capabilities also have a direct and positive
impact on innovation and entrepreneurial orientation with beta coefficients of
0.550 and 0.552 respectively. This result is consistent with the findings of Desh-
pande et al. (1993), Craig and Dibrell (2006), Baldwin and Johnson (1996), Ab-
delkareem et al. (2022), and Jantunen et al. (2005).

The results the study also confirm the mediating role of innovation and en-
trepreneurial orientation in the relationship between dynamic capabilities and
performance of small and medium-sized tourism businesses in the South-Central
Coast region, Vietnam. This result reinforced the findings of Deshpande et al.
(1993), Craig and Dibrell (2006), and Baldwin and Johnson (1996). Thus, the
dynamic capabilities of a business also have an indirect impact on business per-
formance with a beta coefficient of 0.448; in which through entrepreneurial
orientation with a beta coefficient of 0.057 and through innovation with a beta
coefficient of 0.391. This shows that the influence of innovation is of greater sig-
nificance.

The results of MGA with MICOM technique show that there are differences
in the path coefficients of the structural model under the moderation of the de-
mographic variables indicating, business sizes, types of businesses, and business
fields. In general, for businesses with people under 50, the DYC -> TENO path
coefficient is lower than those with people from 50 to 100. Hotels have a higher
DYC -> BPF path coefficient than those of Restaurants, Hotels have a lower
DYC -> INN path coefficient than those of Travel companies, and Restaurants
have a lower DYC -> BPF path coefficient, but a higher INN -> BPF path coeffi-
cient than those of Transportation companies.

7. Conclusion

Firstly, the research results show that 13 research hypotheses are accepted (see
Table 23). Thus, the results do not change compared to theory, previous related
studies as well as expert opinions and suggestions of the authors. The objectives

of the research are achieved.
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Table 23. Result of testing the research hypotheses.

No

1
2

o N N

10

11

12

13

Hypothesis

H1
Hla
H1b
Hlc
H2
H3
H4
H5

He

H7

H8a

H8b

H8c

Relationship between variables and concepts Beta P value Conclusion
Dynamic capabilities -> Business performance 0.131 0.000 Accepted
Sensing -> Dynamic capabilities 0.705 0.000 Accepted
Seizing -> Dynamic capabilities 0.190 0.000 Accepted
Configuration -> Dynamic capabilities 0.269 0.000 Accepted
Dynamic capabilities -> Entrepreneurial orientation 0.532 0.000 Accepted
Dynamic capabilities -> Innovativeness 0.527 0.000 Accepted
Entrepreneurial orientation -> Business performance 0.110 0.000 Accepted
Innovativeness -> Business performance 0.718 0.000 Accepted
Entrepreneurial orientation plays a mediating role in the
relationship between dynamic capabilities and business 0.000 Accepted
performance
Entrepreneurial orientation plays a mediating role in the
relationship between dynamic capabilities and business 0.000 Accepted
performance
Size of businesses moderates the path coefficients of the

<0.05 Accepted
structural model
Types of businesses moderates the path coefficients of the <0.05 Partially
structural model ' accepted
Fields of businesses moderates the path coefficients of the <0.05 Partially
structural model ' accepted

Source: The results of data processing.

Secondly, many studies suggest that DYC have a direct impact on business
performance (Helfat & Peteraf, 2003; Zott, 2003). But others are still skeptical
about this conclusion (Wang & Ahmed, 2007; Prange & Verdier, 2011; Rehman
& Saeed, 2015; Susanti & Arief, 2015; Winter, 2003; Zahra et al., 2006). The re-
sults of this study show that DYC has a direct and indirect impact on the busi-
ness performance of tourism SMEs.

Finally, this study fills in the gaps such as confirming the impact of DYC on
business performance, testing the mediating role of Entrepreneurial orientation
and innovation on the impact of employees on the performance of small and me-
dium tourism businesses in the South-Central Coast region of Vietnam. Building
a formative model to test the relationship between the concept of DYC and the

components of DYC is a new point of this study.

8. Implications

Firstly, to improve the performance of small and medium-sized tourism busi-
nesses in the South Central Coast region of Vietnam, businesses need to devel-

op DYC with the ability to sensing, seizing and reconfiguring business processes
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and systems to respond quickly to changes in today’s dynamic, complex and
uncertain operating environment.

Secondly, innovation is a factor that greatly affects business performance with
a beta coefficient of 0.718. Therefore, businesses need to see this as an aspect of
corporate culture and openness to new ideas. It should be noted that innovation
comes from accumulated knowledge and experience and can be incremental
technical change or an increase in technical opportunities.

Thirdly, regarding the impact of DYC on ENO, small size businesses need to
be focused; concerning the impact of DYC on BPF, the hotels need to be fo-
cused, related to the impact of DYC on innovation, travel companies need to be
focused, related to the impact of DYC on BPF, transportation companies need to
be focused, related to the impact of innovation on BPF, travel companies need to
be focused, and regarding the impact of ENO on BPF, limited liability compa-
nies need to be focused.

Finally, entrepreneurial orientation can be measured at both the organization-
al and individual levels. Individuals who are less risk-averse, have an innovative
mindset and tend to be competitive often have higher entrepreneurial ability and
are more successful when starting a business. Therefore, businesses need to have
human resource management practices that motivate and encourage the entre-

preneurial spirit outside as well as inside the business (Intrapreneurship).

9, Limitations and Future Research

This study only tests and measures the impact of 3 elements of dynamic capabil-
ities in the form of a formative model, instead of 5 elements and other and other
subjective internal factors of businesses such as capacity building and innova-
tion. Furthermore, the important objective external factors affecting business’
DYC such as business cooperation networks, institutions... have not been stu-

died. Therefore, future studies can expand other concepts in the research model.

Acknowledgements and Financial Disclosure

The authors would like to thank the anonymous referees for their useful com-

ments, which allowed them to increase the value of this article.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any
commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential con-

flict of interest.

References

Abdelkareem, R., Battour, M., & Al-Awlaqi, M. (2022). Entrepreneurial Orientation, Dy-
namic Capabilities, and Business Processes Performance: Evidence from Egyptian SMEs.
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-1557654/v1

Ahuja, G., & Katila, R. (2001). Technological Acquisitions and the Innovation Perfor-

DOI: 10.4236/0jbm.2024.121028

465 Open Journal of Business and Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2024.121028
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-1557654/v1

V.T.Phong, V. T. Tam

mance of Acquiring Firms: A Longitudinal Study. Strategic Management Journal, 22,
197-220. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.157

Akter, S., D’Ambra, J., & Ray, P. (2011). An Evaluation of PLS Based Complex Models:
The Roles of Power Analysis, Predictive Relevance and GOF Index. In AMCIS 2011
Proceedings (Paper 151).

Ali, Z. M., & Wambua, P. P. (2021). Dynamic Capabilities and Performance of Selected
Commercial Banks in Nairobi City County, Kenya. International Academic Journal of
Human Resource and Business Administration, 3, 273-298.

Alpkan, L., Bulut, C., Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., & Kilic, K. (2010). Organizational Support
for Intrapreneurship and Its Interaction with Human Capital to Enhance Innovative
Performance. Management Decision, 48, 732-755.
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741011043902

Azar, G., & Ciabuschi, F. (2017). Organizational Innovation, Technological Innovation,
and Export Performance: The Effects of Innovation Radicalness and Extensiveness. /n-
ternational Business Review, 26, 324-336. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2016.09.002

Bae, J., & Weber, J. (2000). Organizational and HRM Strategies in Korea: Impact on Firm
Performance in an Emerging Economy. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 502-517.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1556407

Baldwin, J. R., & Johnson, J. (1996). Business Strategies in Innovative and Non-Innovative
Firms in Canada. SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4120

Calantone, R., Cavusgil, S. T., & Zhao, Y. (2002). Learning Orientation, Firm Innovation
Capability, and Firm Performance. Industrial Marketing Management, 31, 515-524.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00203-6

Cepeda, G., & Vera, D. (2007). Dynamic Capabilities and Operational Capabilities: A
Knowledge Management Perspective. Journal of Business Research, 60, 426-437.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.01.013

Chen, S., & Zheng, J. (2022). Influence of Organizational Learning and Dynamic Capabil-
ity on Organizational Performance of Human Resource Service Enterprises: Modera-
tion Effect of Technology Environment and Market Environment. Organizational Psy-
chology, 13, Article 889327. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.889327

Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1989). Strategic Management of Small Firms in Hostile and
Benign Environments. Strategic Management Journal, 10, 75-88.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107

Craig, J., & Dibrell, C. (2006). The Natural Environment, Innovation, and Firm Perfor-
mance: A Comparative Study. Family Business Review; 19, 275-288.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2006.00075.x

Damanpour, F. (1996). Organizational Complexity and Innovation: Developing and Test-
ing Multiple Contingency Models. Management Science, 42, 693-716.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.42.5.693

Damanpour, F., & Schneider, M. (2006). Phases of the Adoption of Innovation in Organ-
izations: Effects of Environment, Organization and Top Managers. British Journal of
Management, 17, 215-236. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00498.x

Deshpande, R., Farley, J. U., & Webster Jr., F. E. (1993). Corp Characteristics of Innova-
tion and Innovation Adoption in Public Organizations: Assessing the Role of Managers
Orate Culture, Customer Orientation, and Innovativeness in Japanese Firms: A Qua-
dradic Analysis. The Journal of Marketing, 5, 23-37.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299305700102

DOI: 10.4236/0jbm.2024.121028

466 Open Journal of Business and Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2024.121028
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.157
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741011043902
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.2307/1556407
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4120
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00203-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.01.013
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.889327
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2006.00075.x
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.42.5.693
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00498.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299305700102

V.T.Phong, V. T. Tam

Dobni, C. B. (2008). Measuring Innovation Culture in Organizations: The Development
of a Generalized Innovation Culture Construct Using Exploratory Factor Analysis. Eu-
ropean Journal of Innovation Management, 11, 539-559.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810911156

Easterby-Smith, M., & Prieto, I. M. (2008). Dynamic Capabilities and Knowledge Man-
agement: An Integrative Role for Learning? British Journal of Management, 19, 235-249.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2007.00543.x

Easterby-Smith, M., Lyles, M. A., & Peteraf, M. A. (2009). Dynamic Capabilities: Current
Debates and Future Directions. British Journal of Management, 20, S1-S8.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00609.x

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, A. (2000). Dynamic Capabilities: What Are They? Strategic
Management Journal, 21,1105-1121.
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11<1105::AID-SMJ133>3.0.CO;2-
E

Fallah, M., & Lechler, T. G. (2008). Global Innovation Performance: Strategic Challenges
for Multinational Corporations. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management,
25,58-74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2008.01.008

Gao, T., Tian, Y., & Yu, Q. (2014). Impact of Manufacturing Dynamic Capabilities on
Enterprise Performance—The Nonlinear Moderating Effect of Environmental Dynam-
ism. Journal of Applied Sciences, 14, 2067-2072.
https://doi.org/10.3923/jas.2014.2067.2072

Gavrea, C,, Ilies, L., & Stegerean, R. (2011). Determinants of Organizational Performance:
The Case of Romania. Management & Marketing Challenges for the Knowledge Socie-
ty, 6,285-300.

Gonzalez-Benito, O., Gonzalez-Benito, J., & Munoz-Gallego, P. A. (2007). Role of Entre-

preneurship and Market Orientation in Firms’ Success. European Journal of Market-
ing, 43, 500-522. https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560910935550

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed, a Silver Bullet. Journal
of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19, 139-151.
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2013). Partial Least Squares Structural Equation
Modeling: Rigorous Applications, Better Results and Higher Acceptance. Long Range
Planning, 46, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.Irp.2013.01.001

Hang, Y., Sarfraz, M., Khalid, R., Ozturk, I., & Tariq, J. (2022). Does Corporate Social
Responsibility and Green Product Innovation Boost Organizational Performance? A
Moderated Mediation Model of Competitive Advantage and Green Trust. Economic
Research-Ekonomska IstraZivanja, 35, 5379-5399.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2026243

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2003). The Dynamic Resource-Based View: Capability Li-
fecycles. Strategic Management Journal, 24, 997-1010. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.332

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2009). Understanding Dynamic Capabilities: Progress
along a Developmental Path. Strategic Management, 7, 91-102.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127008100133

Henseler, J., Dijkstra, T. K., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., Diamantopoulos, A., Straub, D.
W. et al. (2014). Common Beliefs and Reality about Partial Least Squares: Comments
on Rénkko & Evermann (2013). Organizational Research Methods, 17, 182-209.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114526928

Jantunen, A., Puumalainen, K., Saarenketo, S., & Kyldheiko, K. (2005). Entrepreneurial

DOI: 10.4236/0jbm.2024.121028

467 Open Journal of Business and Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2024.121028
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810911156
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2007.00543.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105::AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105::AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2008.01.008
https://doi.org/10.3923/jas.2014.2067.2072
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560910935550
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2026243
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.332
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127008100133
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114526928

V.T.Phong, V. T. Tam

Orientation, Dynamic Capabilities and International Performance. Journal of Interna-
tional Entrepreneurship, 3, 223-243. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-005-1133-2

Jiménez-Jiménez, D., & Sanz-Valle, R. (2011). Innovation, Organizational Learning, and
Performance. Journal of Business Research, 64, 408-417.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010

Kamboj, S., & Rahman, Z. (2015). Marketing Capabilities and Firm Performance: Litera-
ture Review and Future Research Agenda. International Journal of Productivity and
Performance Management, 64, 1041-1067.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-08-2014-0117

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1993). Putting the Balanced Scorecard to Work. Harvard
Business Review, 71, 134-147.

Karagouni, G., Protogerou, A., & Caloghirou, Y. (2012). The Impact of Autotelic and
Dynamic Capabilities on the Performance of Knowledge-Intensive, Low-Tech Ven-
tures. International Journal of Innovation and Regional Development, 5, Article 210225.
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJIRD.2013.055249

Keskin, H. (2006). Market Orientation, Learning Orientation, and Innovation Capabili-
ties in SMEs: An Extended Model. European Journal of Innovation Management, 9,
396-417. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060610707849

Koellinger, P. (2008). The Relationship between Technology, Innovation, and Firm Per-
formance—Empirical Evidence from E-Business in Europe. Research Policy, 37, 1317-
1328. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.04.024

Krasnicka, T., Gléd, W., & Wronka-Poépiech, M. (2016). Management Innovation and Its
Measurement. Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management, and Innovation (JEMI), 12,
95-122. https://doi.org/10.7341/20161225

Kraus, S., Rigtering, J. P., Hughes, M., & Hosman, V. (2012). Entrepreneurial Orientation
and the Business Performance of SMEs: A Quantitative Study from the Netherlands.
Review of Managerial Science, 6, 161-182. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-011-0062-9

Lam, T. Y., & Lee, S. K. (2008). CEO Duality and Firm Performance: Evidence from Hong
Kong. Corporate Governance, 8, 299-316. https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700810879187

Li, D.-Y., & Liu, J. (2014). Dynamic Capabilities, Environmental Dynamism, and Com-
petitive Advantage: Evidence from China. Journal of Business Research, 67, 2793-2799.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.08.007

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the Entrepreneurial Orientation Con-
struct and Linking It to Performance. Academy of Management Review, 21, 135-172.
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632

Luo, Y., & Park, S. H. (2001). Strategic Alignment and Performance of Market-Seeking
MNCs in China. Strategic Management Journal, 22, 141-155.
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200101)22:2<141::AID-SMJ151>3.0.CO;2-O

Maisel, L. S. (2001). Performance Measurement Practices Survey Results. American In-
stitute of Certified Public Accountants.

Makadok, R. (2001). Toward a Synthesis of the Resource-Based and Dynamic-Capability
Views of Rent Creation. Strategic Management Journal, 22, 387-401.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.158

Mauludin, H., Alhabsji, T., Idrus, S., & Arifin, Z. (2013). Market Orientation, Learning
Organization and Dynamic Capability as Antecedents of Value Creation. JOSR Journal
of Business and Management (IOSR-JBM), 10, 38-48.
https://doi.org/10.9790/487X-1023848

DOI: 10.4236/0jbm.2024.121028

468 Open Journal of Business and Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2024.121028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-005-1133-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-08-2014-0117
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJIRD.2013.055249
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060610707849
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.04.024
https://doi.org/10.7341/20161225
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-011-0062-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700810879187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.08.007
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200101)22:2%3C141::AID-SMJ151%3E3.0.CO;2-O
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.158
https://doi.org/10.9790/487X-1023848

V.T.Phong, V. T. Tam

McGrath, R. G. (2013). The End of Competitive Advantage. Harvard Business Review
Press.

Medalla, E. M. (2005). Competition Policy in East Asia. Routlege.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203312353

Merono-Cerdan, A. L., & Lopez-Nicolas, C. (2013). Understanding the Drivers of Orga-
nizational Innovations. The Service Industries Journal, 33, 1312-1325.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.815736

Miller, D. (1983). The Correlates of Entrepreneurship in Three Types of Firms. Manage-
ment Science, 29, 770-791. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770

Murphy, G. B., Trailer, J. W., & Hill, R. C. (1996). Measuring Performance in Entrepre-
neurship Research. Journal of Business Research, 36, 15-23.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(95)00159-X

Najib, M. F., Kartini, D., Suryana, Y., & Sari, D. (2017). Market Orientation, Buyer-Supplier
Relationship and Firm Performance with Dynamic Capabilities as an Intervening Va-
riable: A Research Model. International Journal of Business and Globalisation, 19, 567-582.
https://doi.org/10.1504/1JBG.2017.087300

Najib, M. F., Saefuloh, D., & Mulyawan, I. (2020). Innovation and Dynamic Capabilities
among Traditional Market Traders: How It Affect Business Performance. In Proceed-
ings of the International Conference of Business, Economy, Entrepreneurship and Man-
agement (ICBEEM 2019) (pp. 149-157). SciTePress.
https://doi.org/10.5220/0009959801490157

Neely, A., Gregory, M., & Platts, K. (1995). Performance Measurement System Design: A
Literature Review and Research Agenda. International Journal of Operations & Produc-
tion Management, 15, 80-116. https://doi.org/10.1108/01443579510083622

Nonaka, L., & Kenney, M. (1991). Towards a New Theory of Innovation Management: A
Case Study Comparing Canon, Inc. and Apple Computer, Inc. Journal of Engineering
and Technology Management, 8, 67-83. https://doi.org/10.1016/0923-4748(91)90005-C

Omri, W. (2015). Innovative Behavior and Venture Performance of SMEs: The Moderat-
ing Effect of Environmental Dynamism. European Journal of Innovation Management,
18,195-217. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-02-2013-0015

Osisioma, H. E., Nzewi, H. N., & Mgbemena, I. C. (2016). Dynamic Capabilities and Per-
formance of Selected Commercial Banks in Awka, Anambra State, Nigeria. European
Journal of Business and Social Sciences, 4, 98-110.

Pandza, K., & Holt, R. (2007). Absorptive and Transformative Capacities in Nanotech-
nology Innovation Systems. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 24,
347-365. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2007.09.007

Pearce, J., & Robinson, R. (2013). Strategic Management: Strategy Formulation Implemen-
tation and Control (13th ed.). McGraw-Hill/Irwin.

Peng, M. M., & Luo, Y. (2000). Managerial Ties and Firm Performance in a Transition
Economy: The Nature of Micro-macro-Link. Academy ofManagementjournal, 43,
486-501. https://doi.org/10.2307/1556406

Porter, M. (1985). The Competitive Advantage: Creating and Sustaining Superior Per-
formance. The Free Press.

Prange, C., & Verdier, S. (2011). Dynamic Capabilities, Internationalization Processes and
Performance. Journal of World Business, 46, 126-133.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2010.05.024

Rehman, K. U., & Saeed, Z. (2015). Impact of Dynamic Capabilities on Firm Perfor-

DOI: 10.4236/0jbm.2024.121028

469 Open Journal of Business and Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2024.121028
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203312353
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.815736
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(95)00159-X
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBG.2017.087300
https://doi.org/10.5220/0009959801490157
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443579510083622
https://doi.org/10.1016/0923-4748(91)90005-C
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-02-2013-0015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2007.09.007
https://doi.org/10.2307/1556406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2010.05.024

V.T.Phong, V. T. Tam

mance: Moderating Role of Organizational Competencies. Sukkur Institute of Business
Administration, 2, pp.

Rosenbusch, N., Brinckmann, J., & Bausch, A. (2011). Is Innovation Always Beneficial? A
Meta-Analysis of the Relationship between Innovation and Performance in SMEs.
Journal of Business Venturing, 26, 441-457.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.12.002

Salavou, H. (2002). Profitability in Market-Oriented SMEs: Does Product Innovation Mat-
ter? European Journal of Innovation Management, 5, 164-171.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060210436736

Shafia, M. A., Shavvalpour, S., Hosseini, M., & Hosseini, R. (2016). Mediating Effect of
Technological Innovation Capabilities between Dynamic Capabilities and Competi-

tiveness of Research and Technology Organizations. Technology Analysis & Strategic
Management, 28, 811-826. http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ctas20
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2016.1158404

Stam, W., & Elfring, T. (2008). Entrepreneurial Orientation and New Venture Perfor-
mance: The Moderating Role of Intra- and Extra Industry Social Capital. Academy of
Management Journal, 51, 97-111. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.30744031

Susanti, A. A., & Arief, M. (2015). The Effect of Dynamic Capability for the Formation of
Competitive Advantage to Achieve Firm’s Performance (Empirical Study on Indone-
sian Credit Co-Operatives). Advanced Science Letters, 21, 809-813.
https://doi.org/10.1166/as1.2015.5885

Takahashi, A. R. W., Bulgacov, S., Semprebon, E., & Giacomini, M. M. (2016). Dynamic
Capabilities, Marketing Capability and Organizational Performance. Brazilian Business
Review, 14, 466-478. https://doi.org/10.15728/bbr.2017.14.5.1

Talke, K., Salomo, S., & Kock, A. (2011). Top Management Team Diversity and Strategic
Innovation Orientation: The Relationship and Consequences for Innovativeness and
Performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 28, 819-832.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00851.x

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating Dynamic Capabilities: The Nature and Micro Foundations
of (Sustainable) Enterprise Performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28, 1319-1350.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Manage-
ment. Strategic Management Journal, 18, 509-533.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509:: AID-SMJ882>3.0.CO;2-Z

Thakur, R., Hsu, S. H. Y., & Fontenot, G. (2012). Innovation in Healthcare: Issues and
Future Trends. Journal of Business Research, 65, 562-569.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.02.022

Utami, A. K., & Wilopo, S. (2018). Effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation toward Compet-
itive Advantage and Business Performance. RJOAS, 7, 140-149.
https://doi.org/10.18551/rjoas.2018-07.15

Vega-Jurado, J., Gutiérrez-Gracia, A., & Fernandez-de-Lucio, I. (2009). Does External
Knowledge Sourcing Matter for Innovation? Evidence from the Spanish Manufacturing
Industry. Industrial and Corporate Change, 18, 637-670.
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtp023

Wahyuni, N. M., & Sara, I. M. (2019). The Effect of Entrepreneurial Orientation Va-
riables on Business Performance in the SME Industry Context. Journal of Workplace
Learning 32, 35-62. https://doi.org/10.1108/JWL-03-2019-0033

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2007). Dynamic Capabilities: A Review and Research

DOI: 10.4236/0jbm.2024.121028

470 Open Journal of Business and Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2024.121028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060210436736
http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ctas20
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2016.1158404
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.30744031
https://doi.org/10.1166/asl.2015.5885
https://doi.org/10.15728/bbr.2017.14.5.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00851.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.02.022
https://doi.org/10.18551/rjoas.2018-07.15
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtp023
https://doi.org/10.1108/JWL-03-2019-0033

V.T.Phong, V. T. Tam

Agenda. International Journal of Management Reviews, 9, 31-51.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2007.00201.x

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2005). Entrepreneurial Orientation and Small Business Per-
formance: A Configurational Approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 20, 71-91.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.01.001

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding Dynamic Capabilities. Strategic Management jour-
nal, 24,991-995. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.318

Woldesenbet, K., Ram, M., & Jones, T. (2011). Supplying Large Firms: The Role of Entre-
preneurial and Dynamic Capabilities in Small Businesses. International Small Business
Journal, 30,493-512. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611396390

Wu, L. Y. (2010). Applicability of the Resource-Based and Dynamic-Capability Views
under Environmental Volatility. Journal of Business Research, 63, 27-31.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.01.007

Yildiz, S., & Karakas, A. (2012). Defining Methods and Criteria for Measuring Business
Performance: Comparative Research between the Literature in Turkey and Foreign.
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 58, 1091-1102.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.1090

Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship and Dynamic Ca-
pabilities: A Review, Model, and Research Agenda. Journal of Management Studjes, 43,
917-955. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x

Zott, C. (2003). Dynamic Capabilities and the Emergence of Intra-Industry Differential
Firm Performance: Insights from a Simulation Study. Strategic Management Journal,
24,97-125. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.288

DOI: 10.4236/0jbm.2024.121028

471 Open Journal of Business and Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2024.121028
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2007.00201.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.318
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611396390
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.1090
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.288

	The Impact of Dynamic Capabilities on Performance of Small and Medium Tourism Businesses: A Study for the South-Central Coast Region, Vietnam
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature Review
	2.1. Resource-Based Theory
	2.2. Business Performance
	2.3. Dynamic Capabilities
	2.4. Innovation
	2.5. Entrepreneurial Orientation

	3. Research Model
	3.1. Hypothesis
	3.2. Proposed Research Model

	4. Research Method
	4.1. Sample
	4.2. Scales
	4.3. Data Processing Method

	5. Results
	5.1. Frequency
	5.2. Descriptive
	5.3. Evaluation of the Measurement Models for Lower Order Constructs (LOC)
	5.4. Evaluation of the Measurement Models for the Higher Order Constructs (HOC)
	5.5. Assessment of the Structural Model
	5.6. Assessing the Mediating Role of Variables in the Model
	5.7. Model Fit 
	5.8. Multigroup Analysis (MGA)

	6. Discussions
	7. Conclusion
	8. Implications
	9. Limitations and Future Research
	Acknowledgements and Financial Disclosure
	Conflicts of Interest
	References

