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Abstract
In recent years, technological changes and new paradigms, emerging countries such as Turkey, where
micro and small scale organizations dominated is also crucial. If so, organizations must be ready for both
opportunities and threats in the face of these developments. The study focused on the questions that
“What will the impact of collective leadership on the organization's innovative value creation” and “how
do technological turbulence affect this relationship?”. Data from 372 questionnaire forms collected from
the Turkish organizations received an incentive through TUBITAK and KOSGEB. The data and models
analyzed using AMOS and SPSS. According to this study, the positive relationship between collective
leadership and innovative value creation about the internal dynamics of the organization examined.
Furthermore, the positive effect of technology turbulence also examined innovative value creation. It also
examined the negative moderation effect of technology turbulence between collective leadership and
innovative value creation. We think that these findings contribute to literature that examines the
relationship between collective leadership, technology turbulence and innovative value creation.
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1.

Introduction
Destructive technologies (information and communication technologies, artificial intelligence,

energy, and genetics) have emerged in recent years. Radical innovations that these technologies have
affected human behavior, market structures, and the culture of organizations (Geels, 2002). Organizations
such as Amazon, Skype, and Uber, as a result of the development of information and communication
technologies and the Internet, will be able to revolutionize existing industries by providing revolutionary
innovations and offering business models (Gassmann et al., 2016). Amazon is the largest bookseller in
the world without having any store. Uber has become the world's largest taxi transportation company
without having its car and taxi driver (Gassmann et al., 2016). Skype is also the world's largest telecom
operator in the world without having any telecom operator infrastructure. Radical innovations are also
profoundly changing the meaning of the traditional concept of competition (Casadesus-Masanell &
Ricart, 2010). These innovations are transforming sectors into competitive situations of organizations and
are becoming to affect their sustainability (Lee et al., 2011; Ocasio, 1997; Wirtz et al., 2010). In this case,
the traditionally existing sectors change, and the lives of the organizations involved in these sectors
endangered.

2.

Problem Statement
The chances of survival of organizations that do not react to the threats and opportunities brought

by the changes in the sociotechnical environment and cannot produce appropriate strategies for adapting
to these changes (Heracleous & Werres, 2016). It does not exist today successful and global organizations
such as Nortel (1895 — 2013) and Worldcom (1983 - 2006) because of the wrong strategy timely
(Heracleous & Werres, 2016). Technological advances such as the increasing globalization of the
business environment (Lee, Shin, & Hong, & Kim, 2011) or Web 2.0 (Wirtz et al., 2010) drive
organizations to renew and transform the established value logic. In today's world, where the open
environment becomes even more transparent, organizations can update the value logic to adapt to
environmental changes. They can survive and need to create innovative value. Organizations that cannot
keep up with change will have no chance to live, but organizations that react towards change will
continue their lives. Developing countries have lower technology industries than in developed countries
(Zawislak et al., 2013). Environmental turbulence brings by a short product life cycle, a dynamic market
structure with rapid inputs and outputs, rapid know-how loss, and rapid change in customer expectations.
These changes can be opportunities for organizations or threats. In particular, organizations with high
structural inertia cause risk their lives by being helpless in the face of technological developments.

3.

Research Questions
Organizations in developing countries (transition economies) have close ties with organizations in

developed countries. Especially communication channels in the world evolved, accelerated, and
facilitated. These kinds of developments also affect organizations in developing countries more.
Especially in recent years, technological changes and new paradigms, emerging countries such as Turkey,
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where micro and small scale organizations dominated is also crucial. If so, organizations must be ready
for both opportunities and threats in the face of these developments. The impact of this situation is
increasing, especially in the business lines of evolving technologies. In the world conditions where
competition is increasing, and profitability is reducing. Furthermore, technological innovation paradigms
that bring industry transformations, how organizations in developing countries can change this is
becoming a matter of importance that will keep up. In this context, “What will the impact of collective
leadership on the organization's innovative value creation” and “how do technological turbulence affect
this relationship?” uncertainties are gaining importance in terms of management.
3.1. Literature Review
The open and robust dialogue environment explains collective leadership within the organization,
and the organization has a homogeneous perspective (Doz & Kosonen, 2010; Lewis et al., 2014). In
complex and dynamic environments where change is high, uncertainties and risks are also very
significant. As business model innovations affect the value structure of the organization, the decisions
taken within the scope of these innovations can be complicated and risky decisions for employees in the
organization. For the decisions taken by senior management to be successful, it is important to be owned
by the whole organization and to produce arguments that will support these decisions. Organization
employees as a whole produce argument that will support the decision-making process of top
management entails collective commitment in the organization. Collective leadership is one of the keys to
the operation of carrying out changes. The most crucial factor in accelerating innovative value creation is
the provision of collective leadership in organizations that want to react quickly to changes in the external
environment. Collective leadership is mostly the ability of the top management team to integrate with the
organization and understand each other and trust each other. In cases where trust, empathy, and dialogue
increased between managers and individuals in the organization, personal agendas eliminated and
received in terms of adaptation to dynamic changes from the external environment. Strategic decisions
taken by the whole organization as a single whole (Doz & Kosonen, 2010).
Conceptually technological turbulence is defined as irregular and unpredictable rapid technical
fluctuations in the environment where organizations operate (Didonet et al., 2012). Emerging markets are
the target market for the implementation of radical innovations and disruptive technologies (Stuart &
Christensen, 2002). While strong technological turbulence promotes product innovation in developed
countries (Dosi et al., 2015), emerging markets become a natural customer of disruptive technologies
(Vezzoli et al., 2015). These technologies play a crucial role in creating service-based value in developing
countries (Reynoso et al., 2015).
3.2. Theoretical Framework
In this study, the theory of dynamic capabilities explains our basic questions and is the basis for
the hypotheses created. The theory of dynamic abilities emphasizes that organizations need to respond
dynamically to competitive environments with intrinsic capabilities such as collective leadership (Teece
& Pisano, 1994). The theory of dynamic capabilities is interested not only in the selection of resources
and the preservation of a competitive advantage but also in the collection, development, and renewal of
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resources. According to this theory, these capabilities must be identified, used, and renewed by the
organization. Teece et al. (1997, p. 516) describe dynamic capabilities as “the ability to integrate, build,
and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly changing environments.” In parallel
with other scholars in the field, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000, p. 1105) identified dynamic capabilities in a
range of specific and definitive process sequences such as product development, strategic decisionmaking, and alliance.
Dynamic capabilities are the concepts of innovative value creation, business models and strategy,
and related to each other. The strength of the dynamic capabilities of the organization is essential in
shaping business model design and thus creating value for the organization (Teece, 2018). Accordingly,
the organization needs to develop capabilities and structures such as decentralized decision structure,
creative organizational culture to facilitate innovative value creation (Bock et al., 2012). Accordingly,
collective leadership as dynamic capabilities depends on the organizational structure of an organization.
3.3. Hypothesis Development
Organizations create innovative value; in other words, updating value logic, human, physical, and
capital resources to serve new value creation purposes (Zott & Amit, 2010). Innovative value creation in
organizations initiates through new technologies, process innovation, and product innovation
(Chesbrough, 2010). Organizations with high perception are in a better position to initiate the innovative
value creation process (McCann et al., 2009). Organizations not only need to obtain information from the
external environment but also include the ability to identify opportunities by acquiring new knowledge
and develop an action plan for opportunities (Teece, 2007). External sources, such as changes in
consumer demand, competition, and market information, including general economic market data, are
inspired by innovative value creation. (Doz & Kosonen, 2008). Organizations' ability to perceive changes
in the external environment is essential for creating innovative value, especially in fast-changing
situations (Teece, 2010). Therefore, to successfully launch these changes and encourage innovative value
creation, management must create collective wisdom and synergy among all employees (Doz & Kosonen,
2010). Achtenhagen et al. (2013) connects the success of innovative value creation to collective
leadership mainly along with guidance and a sense of mutual commitment among employees. To
demonstrate and explain these relationships, two primary hypotheses determined in this study.
Hypothesis 1: Collective leadership positively affects the organization's innovative value creation.
Technological turbulences bring irregular and unpredictable rapid changes in the environment
where organizations operate, accompanied by rapid changes in customer expectations, bring and shorten
the product life cycle. Specifically, it requires investment to create innovative value related to products or
services. In a state of intense technological turbulence, this issue presents opportunities and poses a threat
to organizations. Organizations are more likely to create innovative value in the face of threats than
opportunities from the environment (Saebi et al., 2017). In this case, technology turbulence is an
opportunity for organizations that have not yet taken action or a threat to organizations that have just
made their investments. Technological turbulence has a moderating effect on the relationship between
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collective leadership and innovative value creation in terms of technological fluctuation brings threats and
opportunities from the environment.
Hypothesis 2: Technology turbulence has a moderating effect on the relationship between
collective leadership and the organization's innovative value creation (Figure 01).

Technological
Turbulence
Hypothesis 2

Collective Leadership

Hypothesis 1

Innovative Value
Creation

Model for Collective Leadership and Innovative Value Creation

4.

Purpose of the Study
In the academic literature, such studies conducted in Brazil and China, but these countries are only

in the developing class. Our country is the bridge that connects western and eastern civilization.
Therefore, it associates with both the West and the East for centuries. Its institutional environment
influenced by relations with both cultures. Similarly, our organizations also affected by this situation.
Since it is a developing country with the intersection of different geographies and cultures, carrying out
this work in organizations in our country will make serious contributions to the academic literature.

5.

Research Methods
5.1. Sampling and Data Collection
Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK) and the Presidency of

Small and Medium Enterprises Development and Support Administration (KOSGEB) give to the private
sector in Turkey R&D innovation coordinates their incentives.
In this context, any organization must fill out a detailed project proposal form to benefit from
incentives. The project proposal form includes not only data on technical content, but also data on
commercialization and sustainability of the proposed innovation idea after the project. Therefore, with the
idea that they will have the most information about the research topic, the research data for this study
based on innovation from state sources in various sectors of the Turkey industry. So it was decided to
gather data from people who work in enterprises that deserve to receive incentives that applying for
incentives through TUBITAK and KOSGEB.
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A link to the question form portal sent via email to the owner and senior management of 7509
businesses in these lists, and the question answered forms were delivered to us online. In the process, 891
questionnaire forms answered.
However, 519 questionnaire forms containing incomplete responses and outlier responses were
excluded from the sample, so that the data obtained does not decrease the validity and reliability levels.
As a result, responses from 372 enterprises considered as sampling, and the research model tested
with this sample. This number is an acceptable sample at a 95% reliability level (Gürbüz & Şahin, 2016).
Table 1 specifies the characteristics of the organization that are responding.
Table 1. General Characteristics of Responding Organizations
Profile
Category
National / Local
Area of activity
International / Global
Information Technology
Defense
Manufacturing
Industry
Wholesale / Retail
Others
Micro (10 >=)
Small (50 >= ve > 10)
Size
Medium (250 >= ve > 50)
Big ( > 250)
Young (0 < 9 )
Age
Old (>9)

Frequency
121
251
118
21
133
45
55
84
95
112
81
84
288

Ratio (%)
32.53
67.47
31.72
5.65
35.75
12.1
14.78
22.58
25.54
30.11
21.77
22.58
77.42

5.2. Reliability and Validity Measures
Content Validity (Content Validity) is an indication of whether the items of the scale provide a
representative sampling of the component intended to be measured. Our research aims to cover the
subjects targeted to be measured.
Each factor in the measurement model developed based on the relevant article, and the subject is
pre-tested by experts. The validity of the content accepted due to the consensus of relevant questions and
factors during the pilot test stages. Variables for these scales are given in Table
Convergent validity measured by factor loads, Cronbach alpha value, composite reliability value,
and average extracted variance values (Hair et al., 2014).
The structural equation model created in this context shows that all variables except CL8, OP4,
IVC3, and IVC4 have a factor load of 0.7 and above (Table 2). Although the value of AVE and CR is
above 0.5 and 0.7, respectively. These variables (CL8, OP4, IVC3 ve IVC4) also used in the structural
equation model.
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Table 2. Measures and Validation
Items

Loadings

Collective Leadership (Alpha = 0.912 ; CR = 0.931; AVE = 0.572)
1. There is a mutual communication between management and employees in our organization.

0.844

2. The senior management evaluates the ideas produced by the employees in the decisions

0.791

3. There is an open information sharing environment in our organization.

0.794

4. Our employees clearly express their ideas everywhere.

0.779

5. Our employees think that they are taken care of and understood by their top management.

0.736

6. All our employees know the objectives, priorities, and strategies of our organization.

0.703

7. The messages that top management gives to employees are precise and clear.

0.715

8. Our employees are the most crucial resource for our business.

0.673

Technology Turbulence (Alpha = 0.849 ; CR = 0.819; AVE = 0.535)
1. Technology is changing very quickly.

0.795

2. Technological changes create great opportunities.

0.846

3. Technological discoveries lead to the emergence of new product ideas.

0.788

Innovative Value Creation (Alpha = 0.844 ; CR = 0.844; AVE = 0.535)
1. We have updated our resources and processes for innovative value creation.

0.914

2. We have acquired new resources and processes related to innovative value creation.

0.878

3. Apart from our existing stakeholders, we have also developed new collaborations.

0.575

4. Apart from our current market, we have developed products and services for new markets.

0.449

As a result of correlation analysis for discriminant validity, the extracted average variance value of
each diagonal of matrix (see in Table 3) must be higher than the square root of correlation between the
factors (Hair et al., 2014; MacKenzie et al., 2011). Table 3 shows the presence of discriminant validity.

Table 3. Construct correlations and discriminant validity
TF
TF
0.810
IVC
0.393
CL
0.422

IVC

CL

0.731
0.495

0.756

The accepted value of the Goodness of Fit Index for the sample number (372) and the number of
variables (15) describes in Table 4 (Hair et al., 2014; MacKenzie et al., 2011). In this context, the values
observed in the model are consistent with the values specified in academic literature.
Table 4. Goodness of Fit Index
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Indices

Fits

Value

X2/df

1< X2/df=<3

1.959

RMSEA

<0.06

0.051

SRMR

<0.08

0.037

GFI

>0.95

0.926

TLI

>0.95

0.957

CFI

>0.95

0.963
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6.

Findings
According to the regression Model 1 (see in Table 5) in question, Hypothesis 1 is supporting the

degree of meaning of 1‰. Hypothesis 2 was also tested using Model 2 (see in Table 5) and Model 3 (see
in Table 5) for the moderator effect of the Technology Turbulence between Collective Leadership and
Innovative Value Creation. In this model, the Collective Leadership x Technology Turbulence (CLxTT)
added to Model 3 for testing the interaction effect. In this model, the CLxTT variable was significantly
significant in 5%. Hypothesis was accepted in the degree of meaning, at 2, 5%. Collective leadership and
technological turbulence have a positive effect on innovative value creation. The interaction effect, called
CLxTT, is minus.
Table 5. Regression and Interaction Moderation Analysis
Innovative Value Creation (IVS)
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Firm Size

0.05

0.047

0.042

Firm Age

0.055

0.067

0.062

Collective Leadership

0.467***

0.39***

0.363***

0.203***

0.191***

Technology Turbulence
CLxTT

- 0.097*

F

34.112***

31.007***

25.847***

R2

0.211***

0.244***

0.261***

* Significant at 5 %; ** Significant at 1 %; *** Significant at 1‰

7.

Conclusion
Organizations are legitimate with the value they interact with their environment (Czinkota et al.,

2014). Technological turbulence and the new value paradigms offered by fluctuations affect the
legitimacy of organizations by radically changing the value relationships provided by organizations.
Therefore organizations need to update the values they offer to the environment according to emerging
technologies and innovations to ensure their sustainability in their environment. Significant models to be
proposed in issues related to the adaptation of organizations to the environment, maintain their
legitimacy, responding to environmental changes, and sustainability will be essential.
Organizations can conduct environmental analysis and position themselves in their environment
and make better decisions about how to behave against competitive conditions and threats, and
competitively develop strategies. In this study, collective leadership had a significant impact on creating
innovative value as a result of defeating structural stability within the organization. Technological
turbulence has a positive effect on innovative value creation. However, the relationship between
technological turbulence, collective leadership, and innovative value creation is weakening.
In this study, the relationship between collective leadership and innovative value creation about
the internal dynamics of the organization examined. Especially in this context, balancing between the
structural inertia of organizations and outside opportunities are crucial for predicting proactively
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unpredictable changes in the environment and react quickly to these changes (Weber & Tarba, 2014). The
additional constructs (sensing changes in the external environment and resource management of the
organization) are better to explain the concept of innovative value creation and the moderation effect of
technology turbulence. Doz and Kosonen (2010) stated that structural inertia arising from defending the
status quo within the organization is a significant challenge encountered during innovative value creation.
Doz and Kosonen (2010) combined the capabilities of collective leadership as well as strategic sensitivity
and resource fluidity called these capabilities strategic agility.
In cases of technological turbulence, defeating structural inertia is of great importance for the
sustainability of organizations. To maintain their sustainability, organizations need to meet new customer
demands by adapting their resources and capabilities to changes in the environment (Buchanan et al.,
2009; Glick et al., 1990). Organizations need to update their value creation logic to ensure its
sustainability (Bock & George, 2011). In this study, it is crucial to examine the relationship between the
performance of the organization of innovative value creation concept. In addition to technological
turbulence, the intensity of competition is considered to be particularly important in terms of external
influences that may come from the environment. Especially in subsequent studies, testing the effect of
moderating relationships of competitive intensity will contribute to academic writing. Testing the model
to be created under the mentioned issues according to the size and scales of organizations (micro, small,
medium, and large-scale) is essential for observing the moderation effect on the proposed new model.
Technological turbulence brings opportunities and threats. In this study, the concept of
technological turbulence as a constraint discussed in general. In this regard, the moderation effect
observed in general. Special moderation effects on threats and opportunities from the environment cannot
work. Another issue is that organizations are operating in our country, mainly as R&D centers generally
work in the field of IT, defense industry, and production. In particular, the defense and production
industries are one of the areas with a high entry barrier, which requires capital investment. Therefore,
organizations in these areas cannot be easy to defeat the status quo within themselves. In the next work,
especially for the defense and production industry will be vital for the contribution of the results of the
study to academic literature.
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