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Abstract: Despite large-scale financial support of the government, there is increasing criticism
about the inefficiency of public R&D investment that fails to lead directly to technological inno-
vation of technology-based start-ups. This paper analyzes the factors that influence technological
innovation in Korean technology-based start-ups based on the resource-based view (RBV). The
empirical analysis combines ordinary least squares and ordered probit analysis of data collected
from 248 technology-based start-ups in Korea. The analysis results statistically confirm the effects
of technological capabilities and entrepreneurship on technological innovation. First, a start-up’s
technological capabilities measured by patents and technological competitiveness have significant
positive effects on technological innovation, while the effect of having an in-house R&D department
for technological innovation is not significant. Second, entrepreneurship has a significant positive
effect on the technological innovation of a start-up, and this positive effect has a moderating effect
that further promotes the positive effect of technological competitiveness on technological innovation.

Keywords: technological capabilities; entrepreneurship; innovation; start-ups; RBV

1. Introduction

A technology-based start-up is a company that achieves profitability through re-
search and development (R&D), new knowledge, and new market development. Recently,
technology-based start-ups have been expected to play a key role in expanding employ-
ment through the creation of new jobs by replacing or expanding existing markets [1].
In Korea, as jobless growth and stagnant job creation continue, the government, seeking
to create jobs through technology-based start-ups, supports various R&D subsidies for
driving technological innovation. As a result, R&D investments for start-ups in Korea have
increased at an annual average of 10.9% over the last five years, more than the 6.2% growth
rate of the national R&D investment [2]. The government continues to expand its R&D
investments into technology-based start-ups, but questions remain as to whether its effec-
tiveness is guaranteed. Moreover, despite large-scale financial support of the government,
there is increasing criticism about the inefficiency of public R&D investment that fails to
lead directly to technological innovation of technology-based start-ups.

This paper thus analyzes the factors that influence technological innovation in Korean
technology-based start-ups. Previous empirical analyses have focused on technological
capabilities and entrepreneurship, investigating the characteristics of human capital and
knowledge capital as important determinants of technological innovation by technology-
based start-ups [3–11]. Many studies report that corporate performance is likely to be
influenced by various factors, such as the manager’s competence, leadership, and especially
entrepreneurship, which affects the way a company develops its ideas and formulates a
business plan and has a significant impact on its performance [7,12–17].
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Among related theories on firm performance, the theoretical usefulness of the resource-
based view (RBV) has been widely recognized to provides a useful framework for analyz-
ing such entrepreneurial firms as technology-based start-ups [11]. According to RBV, if
technological capabilities and leadership resources meet the requirements for sustained
competitive advantage, they can have a positive impact on the technological innovation
of start-ups. To identify factors that influence the technological innovation of technology-
based start-ups, we analyzed such factors based on the RBV. Specifically, technological
capabilities and entrepreneurship are measured for technology-based start-ups and the
effects of these factors on technological innovation are verified. The empirical analysis
combines ordinary least squares (OLS) and ordered probit analysis of data collected from
248 technology-based start-ups in Korea.

The paper is organized as follows: first, we review previous research on start-ups
and explore an outline of the RBV. Next, based on the existing literature, we establish
our hypothesis about the effect of technological capability and entrepreneurship on the
technological innovation of technology-based start-ups. After that, we describe the data,
variables, research models, and analytical methods used and then present the results of this
study. Concludingly, we derive managerial and policy implications from discussing the
results of the study.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Start-Ups Research

Innovation allows businesses to meet market demand, manufacture products using
appropriate technologies, and meet future demand. Innovation in technology-based start-
ups can be a source of long-term profits through the successful introduction of new products
in the market [18]. This is because innovation contributes greatly to a company’s sales
growth and competitive advantage [19].

As factors influencing technological innovation in technology-based start-ups, com-
pany and industry characteristics are considered important. Firm characteristics include
size, cash flow, product diversification, firm-specific R&D-related capabilities, and division
of innovative labor. Business characteristics include the industry’s market concentration,
demand, and technical opportunities.

Although previous studies are meaningful in that they provide empirical analyses
of the factors affecting technological innovation, there are many forms of measurement
and determinants of technological innovation. What is most important for analyzing the
factors that influence technological innovation is to measure how new knowledge con-
tributes to technological development; for example, based on innovation count, innovation
calculations as an indicator of innovation [20] or patents [21].

However, the economic value of innovation output is not homogeneous and is difficult
to adopt for purposes of comparing companies and industries. In the case of patents, most
of them are not used commercially and only a few contribute to the development of major
technologies. In recent years, different ways of measuring innovation have been applied.
For example, ref. [22] used three measures of R&D concentration, training concentration,
and product technology concentration to analyze innovation; ref. [23] used new product
sales and product innovation indices to measure innovation performance; and ref. [24] used
new product sales, exports, and new patents to measure innovation performance while
analyzing the impact of government R&D grants on innovation performance. Measuring
technological innovation and analyzing the factors that influence them is important to
derive insights on successful technology-based start-ups.

The fundamental purpose of technology-based start-ups is to create wealth through
the commercialization of technology. In this regard, it is necessary to identify the deter-
minants of technology start-up performance and to promote such factors effectively to
maximize performance. To date, the area of technology-based start-ups performance has
been actively studied. Specifically, various performance indicators and influencing factors
of technology-based start-ups have been considered. For instance, ref. [25] analyzed factors
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that influence the intention of self-employed and small business owners in Greece to start a
new venture. Applying planned behavioral theories, the authors considered factors such as
demographics, personal interests, subjective norms and values, and perceived control. They
found that personal attention and perceived sense of control are strong influencers, and that
subjective norms and values intervene directly or indirectly with personal interest, while
demographic factors are insignificant but present. In addition, their findings regarding the
founding intention had 61% explanatory power. Meanwhile, ref. [26], applying structural
equations to a model of the planned behavioral theory, performed an empirical analysis on
the founders of 133 new technology-based companies in Italy. They found that perception
influences the intention to start a business, personal competence and psychological charac-
teristics determine attitudes toward entrepreneurial behavior, and environmental support
and perceived control are also considerations. Moreover, the authors considered technical,
procedural, and managerial competences as factors of individual competence. They found
that in relation to promoting the intention of start-ups, individual competence and the
environment influence attitude and perceived control, respectively. In particular, they
identified technological capabilities as a major determinant of individual competence and
confirmed that empirical factors related to technology, such as the founder’s patents and
his/her technology development experience, influence the intention of technology-based
start-ups.

After analyzing existing technology start-up performance studies, ref. [9] presented
four dimensions to measure performance, as follows. First, performance can be quantified
by objective indicators (as measured by the number excluding the subjectivity of evalua-
tors), as well as subjective indicators (as evaluated based on the judgment of evaluators).
Second, performance can be divided into dichotomous, multilayered performance, which
measures two or more levels of performance, as well as continuous performance, which
is measured by the continuous variable itself. Third, performance can be divided into
financial performance such as sales, operating profit, and ROI (return on investment), as
well as nonfinancial performance such as employee satisfaction, knowledge sharing system,
and product improvement. Fourth, performance can also be considered as the achievement
of a goal, in which case performance can be measured by checking the degree to which the
actual result matches the originally set expectations and goals.

More recently, start-ups have been studied in open innovation scholarship [27–35].
Although these previous studies identified various factors that affect technology start-ups
and technological innovation, they have limitations in that an analysis based on theory or
a conceptual framework that can systematically explain the causal relationship between
these factors was not performed. To make up for this research gap, this study performs an
empirical analysis based on the RBV.

2.2. Resource-Based View

Among factors that influence corporate innovation, the theory that pays particular
attention to the importance of resources held by organizations is the RBV [3,4,10,36–38].
In the RBV that was applied to start-up research [11,13,39–44], “resources” is a concept
that encompasses various forms of assets, capabilities, procedures, and characteristics, as
well as knowledge and information used to achieve an organization’s goals. Resources
enable the planning and implementation of strategies [3,4,45]. These resources are pre-
cious (valuable), currently rare and unavailable to competitors (rare), not easily imitated
(inimitable), and cannot be traded or replaced by other resources that the competitors
have (nontradable/nonsubstitutable), representing the so-called “VRIN” properties [3].
If a particular organization has a value-creating strategy that cannot be used by its com-
petitors today and in the future, it is considered as having a “competitive advantage”. An
organization that enjoys a competitive advantage that has VRIN attributes is considered to
possess a “sustained competitive advantage” [3]. With an effective combination and proper
deployment of internally held resources, an organization can improve its performance and
sustain its competitive advantage. Creating a sustainable competitive advantage leads to
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collective learning that is unique to a particular organization, thereby becoming part of a
company’s core competence, which facilitates the integration and coordination of various
types of resources, production skills, and technologies (i.e., core competence) [46].

According to the RBV, organizational performance is based not on external factors that
competitors can easily access, but on the ability to retain specific resources or create new
ones internally [3]. Organizations can be thought of as bundles of disparate resources, with
different distributions of resources, and such differences persist over time [47]. Organiza-
tions have different types of resources. Specifically, according to [48], an organization’s
resources include financial resources and physical assets, such as facilities and raw mate-
rials, fame, brand image, product quality, and human-based resources, such as technical
know-how and knowledge resources (e.g., organizational culture, employee training, loy-
alty, and others). According to [3], physical capital resources include physical skills, plant,
equipment, geography, and accessibility of raw materials, while human capital includes re-
sources to train, experience, and make judgments, as well as intelligence, relationships, and
insights. Meanwhile, organizational capital resources include formal reporting structures,
formal and informal planning, control and coordination systems, and informal relations
within and outside the organization [49]. Among these various types of resources, which
one can improve organizational performance is a key theme that the RBV seeks to explore.

Meanwhile, the new growth theory [50–52], which emphasizes the importance of
technological innovation in a production function (e.g., f = a · (L, K) model), assumes that
a corporation is a series of transformations of input factors into outputs. In this sense,
corporate R&D can be explained by the differences in technological efficiency. According
to [53], in addition to labor and capital as inputs, endogenous factors, such as techno-
logical innovation and knowledge, play an important role in improving the growth and
productivity of a company. In particular, human capital and knowledge capital are key
drivers of technological progress and continuous productivity gains. Knowledge capital
is accumulated through R&D as a source of new value added, and as the accumulation
increases, the innovation cost decreases. Especially, human capital is the capital acquired
and embodied in human beings through education or skill training. As the human capital
of a company increases, the effects of technological progress, productivity improvement, ex-
perience accumulation, and learning-by-doing are disseminated, creating a spillover effect.
Therefore, the accumulation of human capital by individual workers does not diminish
marginal productivity from a firm’s perspective, even if diminishing returns occur. In other
words, an increasing return to scale can occur [51,52].

According to the RBV, human resources refer to the labor force that embodies technical
capacity. In other words, human resources can be seen as knowledge capital embodied
in human capital. In the past, traditional resources (i.e., natural resources and technical
resources) were necessary for an organization’s competitive advantage. However, these
resources have limitations in that they can be easily imitated by firms and easily replaced
by other resources [3,36,38]. Meanwhile, knowledge, experience, skills of technicians,
managerial skills, and the culture of professional R&D personnel are considered important
factors for successful innovation [54,55]. As such, start-ups with high-quality human
resources have the ability to harmonize internal and external knowledge and demand and
achieve better performance [43,56,57].

3. Methodology
3.1. Hypotheses Development
Technological Capabilities and Innovation

Intellectual capital factors that affect technological innovation are related to technologi-
cal capabilities. Technological capabilities serve as the foundation for creating a sustainable
competitive advantage that would enable a company to absorb and utilize external tech-
nical knowledge or create new knowledge by itself [7,58–60]. The ability of companies to
acquire and use technology, solve technical problems, and procure and deploy technical
personnel can directly contribute to success in technological innovation [7,61,62]. The
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ability to obtain patents and systematically manage them is important as well [63]. Clearly,
technology start-ups particularly depend on technology for their success or failure [5,8].
Technological capabilities are difficult for competitors to imitate and replace as it exists in
the form of patents, legal and institutional guarantees, or intangible assets that are tacitly
inherent to an organization [46,64]. Thus, developing technological capabilities can provide
a foundation for creating long-term competitive advantages for technology start-ups that
lack financial resources.

In previous studies, various criteria were suggested to measure technological capa-
bilities. In this study, in-house R&D department [65], patents [66–68], and technological
competitiveness [69,70] were used.

First, in-house R&D department refers to the form and status of the company’s R&D,
which reflects how innovation activities are managed. In the beginning, many companies
generally do not set up separate laboratories, operate R&D and management personnel
in a systematic manner, or set up a research lab in a way that creates a growth path for
more specialized research. In Korea, it is recommended to set up a dedicated R&D research
institute to support the technological capabilities of small and medium enterprises (SMEs).
The country endeavors to provide various government R&D supports by certification
processes that give additional points to SMEs based on whether their in-house R&D
department is founded and operated. Firms that have established structures with an R&D-
only status reflect the top management’s commitment to technological innovation and, in
fact, these firms enjoy advantages in terms of sales and profits, as compared with those that
do not [71].

Second, patents represent objective and measurable technical competencies, and they
are the most commonly used variables. Despite the disadvantage of ignoring tacit knowl-
edge, patents are often used as the most intuitive quantitative indicator of the accumulation
of technical knowledge [7,63]. Recently, not only companies’ patents but also the use and
application of patents [72] and their influence and technology life cycles [67] have been
considered as subvariables of the technology related to patents. Ref. [7], who considered
both the number and quality of patents as representing technological capabilities, found
that the technological capabilities and financial resources of early technology-based start-
ups in the product development stage had a positive effect on performance. Ref. [73] also
found that R&D investment and technological capabilities, as measured by patents, are
positive factors for corporate performance.

Third, technological competitiveness means subjective judgment when assessing the
competitiveness of a company’s technological capabilities in comparison with other compa-
nies. Technological competitiveness can generally be measured in objective and subjective
ways and can be classified into ownership-based and knowledge-based resources [74].
Ref. [69], who analyzed the effect of technological competitiveness on the performance
of technology-based start-up companies, argued that the subjective evaluation of tech-
nological competitiveness has a greater impact than objective technological capabilities.
Based on the above discussions and the previous studies [11,13,39–44], we propose the
following hypotheses regarding the effect of a start-up company’s technological capabilities
on technological innovation.

H1. Technological capabilities have a positive effect on technological innovation.

H1a. R&D organization has a positive effect on technological innovation.

H1b. Holding a patent has a positive effect on technological innovation.

H1c. Higher technological competitiveness has a positive impact on technological innovation.

3.2. Entrepreneurship and Technological Innovation

As entrepreneurship is critical for new job growth and development of new industries,
interest in entrepreneurship has increased since the global financial crisis as a means to
enhance innovation and flexibility in the economy [75]. Entrepreneurship is an area that
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has been analyzed and developed by various researchers since [76]. Its positive effect on
entrepreneurship has been confirmed [6,7,9]. An entrepreneur works with his/her partners
to directly invest money, goods, and technology, attract outside investments, and share
some of the responsibilities of a successful start-up. An entrepreneur hires and delegates
work that he/she cannot perform directly. New start-ups particularly have a large number
of employees and do not have an organizational decision-making system. In this respect,
entrepreneurship and leadership skills have great influence on entrepreneurial perfor-
mance [7,16,17]. Entrepreneurship is the driving force toward innovative and challenging
technologies and, as such, is a key variable [7,77,78]. Moreover, the technological capa-
bilities, background, and experience of entrepreneurs are directly related to a company’s
technical and managerial performance [5,77,79,80].

In particular, interest in technology (or technological) entrepreneurship, which is
high-value-added entrepreneurship, has been increasing [69]. Research on technology
entrepreneurship takes a somewhat different view. For instance, ref. [81] defined technol-
ogy entrepreneurship as high levels of potential technology-intensive commercialization
opportunities by aggregating resources (e.g., capacities, capital, and high-growth/high-risk
management) based on structured decision-making skills. Ref. [82] also defined it as the
process by which entrepreneurs seek opportunities and combine organizational resources,
technical systems, and strategies. Nevertheless, the term “technology entrepreneurship” is
still often recognized as applicable only to early technology-based start-ups or is often used
to refer to the act of setting up a technology start-up itself. Ref. [83] explained that three
prejudices exist when discussing technology entrepreneurship: first is focusing on start-ups,
second is focusing on individual entrepreneurs, and third is the excessive obsession with
opportunity exploration. According to [83], who analyzed 93 technical start-up studies and
extracted six representative definitions, technology entrepreneurship is, first, organized
and managed by technology-based companies [84]. Second, it provides a solution to a prob-
lem [85]. Third, it represents the establishment of new technology ventures [86]. Fourth,
entrepreneurs use resources and structures to secure new technological opportunities [87].
Fifth, it is an effort to explain difficult data, an understanding to continue technical efforts,
and a steady and cooperative commitment to achieving technological change [88]. Sixth,
it is a project promoted by various actors related to technology, and in terms of process,
it causes a change toward new technical paths [89]. Based on this analysis, ref. [83] pro-
posed that technology entrepreneurship is a series of projects that aim to integrate and
effectively use personal and collective assets that are intricately associated with advances
in scientific and technical knowledge for the purpose of creating and maintaining corporate
entrepreneurship. According to this definition, technology entrepreneurship focuses on
the use of technology assets for the survival and competitive advantage of a company, a
concept that can be applied equally to a start-up or a large company.

In general, entrepreneurship consists of innovation, risk taking, and enterprising.
The influence of individual components varies somewhat depending on the researcher.
The author of [90] revealed that progressiveness had a positive effect on the emotional
commitment of employees, and refs. [78,91] found that innovation has a positive effect on
product competitiveness, financial performance, and technology development. Meanwhile,
leadership is considered an administrative and managerial resource for efficiently man-
aging the skills of start-ups. Thus, technology entrepreneurship could have the effect of
moderating the relationship between technological competitiveness and technological inno-
vation. Based on the above discussion and prior research [12–15], we propose the following
hypotheses regarding the effect of entrepreneurship on the technological innovation of a
start-up company.
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H2. Entrepreneurship has a positive impact on the technological innovation of start-ups.

H3. Entrepreneurship, as a moderating variable, further promotes the positive relationship between
the technological competitiveness and innovation of a start-up company.

3.3. Empirical Model and Variables

The research model is expressed by the following linear equation, which we solve by
a regression process:

Y(Innovation) = β0 + β1(InhouseR&D) + β2(Patents) + β3(TechCompetitiveness)+
β4(Entrepreneur) + β5(TechCompetitiveness) ∗ (Entrepreneur) + β6Controlvariables + ε

3.3.1. Technological Innovation

Using a five-point Likert scale, technological innovation is measured through the
subjective perception of the level of innovation of products and services produced by
start-ups. In quantifying subjective perception, one takes into account the limitations of the
methodology for the objective performance measurement of start-ups [92,93] and accepts
the argument of previous research about the necessity of a comprehensive consideration
of various performance indicators [94–97]. Thus, technological innovation was measured
by five questions concerning the status and performance of products and services in the
market [62,78]. Specifically, the questions comprise market creation, functional diversity,
market convergence, industry competitiveness, technology innovation of products and
services.

3.3.2. Technological Capabilities

Based on the RBV research [11,13,39–44], R&D organization, technological competi-
tiveness, and patents were examined to measure technological capabilities of start-ups:

First, a dummy variable, in-house R&D department, was set at 1 for companies with
an in-house R&D department and 0 for those without an affiliated R&D institute, dedicated
R&D organization, or R&D personnel. This was performed to identify the effect of the
presence of an R&D department in a start-up on the firm’s performance.

Second, the numbers of patents were measured depending on whether the company
currently owns industrial property rights and patents. In addition to the patents registered
by a start-up company, patents in the application process were also counted.

Third, technological competitiveness, defined as the subjective evaluation of a com-
pany’s technology acquisition and alliance ability, technical problem-solving ability, and
technology acquisition and utilization ability, was measured based on its level relative to
its competitors by applying a five-point Likert scale.

3.3.3. Entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurship has been previously identified as a factor affecting performance. In
previous studies, innovation, risk taking, and progressiveness were generally regarded as
elements of entrepreneurship [6,7,9,76]. Embracing this view, eight items—four for inno-
vation, one for risk-taking orientation, and three for forward thinking—were introduced
and measured on a five-point Likert scale, and entrepreneurship was operationally de-
fined as the average of these eight items, such as creativity and innovation, teamwork and
competence, resource acquisition and driving force, overall view, risk-taking propensity,
environmental response, systematic accessibility, and ability to gather resources.

3.3.4. Control Variables

First, R&D intensity [63,72,98–102] was used an indicator of how active an organization
is in creating knowledge and the influx of external knowledge [103]. It indicates the extent to
which an organization is engaged in technological innovation relative to its size. Specifically,
R&D intensity can be measured in terms of labor inputs, based on the number of R&D
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personnel compared with the total number of employees. In terms of capital inputs, it can
be measured as the ratio of R&D investment to sales. Ref. [63] explained that the impact
of R&D intensity is different for each industry, but it is the most positive factor in terms
of sales and operating profit. The R&D intensity variables of this study were defined in
operational terms. Specifically, R&D labor intensity is the average number of R&D workers
divided by the total number of employees between 2013 and 2015, while R&D capital
intensity is the average R&D investment divided by the average turnover between 2013
and 2015.

Second, a company’s growth is a process that involves solving the problems faced by
the organization [104]. In relation to the organization life cycle theory, efforts were made
to discover and systematically develop the necessary competencies for each growth stage
of a company [105,106]. From this viewpoint, entrepreneurship performance may vary
depending on a company’s growth stage [106–110]. As a control variable, the company’s
growth stage was based on the company’s age (an objective indicator) and the company
perception (a subjective indicator). Specifically, a firm’s age was measured from its founding
year to the year the survey was conducted. In addition, the growth stage that a company
subjectively perceives was determined with reference to [111]. Each growth stage, including
infant stage, initial growth stage, high growth stage, mature stage, decline stage, was coded
as a dummy variable.

Third, the factors that influence a start-up’s performance may vary by industry. Tech-
nology start-ups are sensitive to changes in their industrial environment and are partic-
ularly affected by market competition, industrial life cycles, market size, and barriers
to entry [17,112,113]. In several previous studies [107,114–116], external environmental
factors have been suggested as determinants of the performance of start-up companies.
Moreover, discriminatory relationships in management activities were identified based
on the type of business. Among technology-based start-ups, manufacturing companies
and knowledge service companies were determined to have different value chains in the
development, production, and delivery of products and services. As such, these sectors
were included as dummy variables, with the manufacturing industry taking the value of 1
and the knowledge service industry taking the value of 0.

3.4. Data and Methods

The SMBA and the Entrepreneurship Promotion Agency classify companies with
fewer than seven years of experience in the manufacturing and knowledge services sectors
as technology-based start-ups [117]. A survey was conducted for these technology-based
start-ups to secure relevant data for empirical analysis. The extensive survey was designed
to identify entrepreneur characteristics and technological capabilities as factors influencing
the performance of technological innovation. In this paper, the companies surveyed were
limited to such companies (i.e., those defined as technology-based start-ups by the SMBA),
and the detailed list was extracted from the Korean company yearbook of 2017 [118].
Among the total 441,528 companies in the database, companies defined as technology-
based start-ups were extracted proportionately to the 71 industries, 7 levels of firm age,
and 17 regions in the database. While a total of 9,134 companies were selected as target
companies for the survey, 251 responses, with a recovery rate of 2.7%, were collected
through a survey via facsimile, internet, mobile, and e-mail. Accordingly, 248 responses
were used for analysis, excluding three suspicious answers from the recovered samples.
This survey procedure was conducted for one month from 26 September to 26 October
2016. Appendix A (Tables A1 and A2) shows the results of reliability and validity of the
scale as well as descriptive statistics of key variables.

Regarding analytical methods, OLS regression analysis was used for hypothesis testing.
In addition, considering that the dependent variables were measured on a 5-point scale, we
analyzed the data using the ordered probit model.
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4. Results

According to the results of the multiple regression analysis (Table 1) for testing the
hypotheses of this study, the sign and statistical significance of the regression coefficients
from the OLS models ( 1©, 2©, and 3©) and the ordered probit models ( 4©, 5©, and 6©) are
consistent. Multicollinearity was found to be high between the technological competitive-
ness and entrepreneurship variables. Thus, two variables were created using the z-score
standardized interaction terms (technological capabilities × entrepreneurship). To verify
the multicollinearity between explanatory variables, the mean variance inflation factor
(mean VIF) between explanatory variables was checked.

Table 1. Analysis Results.

Model

OLS Ordered Probit

H1 H2 H3 H1 H2 H3

β

(s.e)
β

(s.e)
β

(s.e)
β

(s.e)
β

(s.e)
β

(s.e)

In-house R&D 0.08
(0.14)

0.06
(0.13)

0.06
(0.13)

0.27
(0.19)

0.22
(0.19)

0.20
(0.19)

Patents 0.13 *
(0.12)

0.11 *
(0.12)

0.12 *
(0.12)

0.38 *
(0.17)

0.33 *
(0.17)

0.37 *
(0.17)

Technological
Competitiveness

0.44 ***
(0.05)

0.29 ***
(0.06)

0.28 ***
(0.06)

0.58 ***
(0.08)

0.41 ***
(0.09)

0.40 ***
(0.09)

Entrepreneurship 0.30 ***
(0.06)

0.31 ***
(0.06)

0.42 ***
(0.09)

0.47 ***
(0.09)

Technological
Competitiveness

× Entrepreneurship

0.18 ***
(0.04)

0.27 ***
(0.06)

R&D Labor Intensity 0.03
(0.00)

0.03
(0.00)

0.04
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

R&D Capital Intensity 0.07
(0.01)

0.05
(0.01)

0.04
(0.01)

0.01
(0.01)

0.01
(0.01)

0.01
(0.01)

Initial Growth Stage 0.05
(0.12)

0.06
(0.12)

0.07
(0.12)

0.11
(0.17)

0.14
(0.17)

0.20
(0.17)

High Growth Stage 0.04
(0.18)

0.01
(0.17)

0.00
(0.17)

0.13
(0.25)

0.02
(0.25)

−0.02
(0.25)

Mature Stage 0.03
(0.54)

0.05
(0.52)

0.04
(0.51)

0.36
(0.74)

0.60
(0.74)

0.59
(0.74)

Decline Stage −0.14 *
(0.20)

−0.08
(0.20)

−0.09
(0.19)

−0.57 *
(0.28)

−0.31
(0.29)

−0.36
(0.29)

Firm Age −0.04
(0.03)

−0.04
(0.03)

−0.04
(0.03)

−0.03
(0.04)

−0.03
(0.04)

−0.03
(0.04)

Manufacturing Industry −0.03
(0.10)

−0.03
(0.09)

−0.02
(0.09)

−0.08
(0.14)

−0.08
(0.14)

−0.05
(0.14)

Constant (0.17) (0.16) (0.16)

Observations 248 248 248 248 248 248

F-value/LR chi2 12.60 *** 14.29 *** 14.81 *** 115.55 *** 138.56 *** 156.50 ***

R2(Adj. R2)/Pseudo R2 0.37(0.34) 0.42(0.39) 0.45(0.42) 0.08 0.10 0.11

Notes: Results in the OLS model are standardized. Standard errors are in parentheses and * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

The results of the analysis are as follows. First, with regard to the technological
capabilities of the start-up companies, patents and technological competitiveness have
statistically significant positive effects on technological innovation. However, the effect
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of having an in-house R&D department for technological innovation is not statistically
significant. Thus, Hypothesis 1a is rejected, and Hypotheses 1b and 1c are supported. This
means that patents and technological competitiveness are important factors of technological
capabilities, which has a positive effect on technological innovation [7,11,13,39–44,69,73].
On the contrary, the reason for rejecting Hypothesis 1a can be interpreted as follows. In
Korea, the government has been heavily involved in encouraging R&D of technology-
based start-ups by providing financial support to SMEs and venture companies. Most
of the government’s financial incentives are subject to the establishment of an in-house
R&D organization. The government’s way of supporting R&D is likely to lead to moral
hazards in setting up a nominal R&D organization for technology-based start-ups in Korea.
Second, entrepreneurship has a statistically significant positive effect on the technological
innovation of a start-up company, and this positive effect has a moderating effect that
further promotes the positive effect of technological competitiveness on technological
innovation. Thus, Hypotheses 2 and 3 are supported. Meanwhile, comparing the size
of the standardized regression coefficient (Beta), entrepreneurship (0.31), technological
competitiveness (0.28), and patent (0.13) showed the greatest effect of entrepreneurship on
technological innovation. These findings support previous studies that showed a positive
impact of entrepreneurship on technological innovation [1,6,7,9,12–17,77,78,90,91,119–121].

5. Discussion

The empirical analysis of this paper confirmed the effects of technological capabil-
ities and entrepreneurship on technological innovation. First, we confirmed the effect
of technological capabilities on the technological innovation of a technology-based start-
up [11,13,39–44]. According to the RBV, the resources of an organization that contributes
to corporate innovation brings added value and are so unique or scarce that potential
competitors now or in the future are unable to obtain them. Moreover, they are not easily
imitated or secured by competitors and have attributes that cannot be traded or replaced
(i.e., VRIN) [3]. The results of this study are based on both the technological competitive-
ness of knowledge-based resources as measured by subjective recognition [74] and on
patents held by companies, which are objective measures of the company’s technological
capabilities [74]. However, the empirical analysis shows that it is difficult for a company to
establish an in-house R&D organization for purposes of technological innovation.

Second, we confirmed the influence of entrepreneurship on the company’s technologi-
cal innovation. With creating new technologies, inducing product and process innovation,
and opening up new markets, an entrepreneur is the source of creative destruction and the
most important factor in promoting a corporate development in the process of creating
change and determining the success or failure of entrepreneurship [1,12–15]. The results of
this study show that entrepreneurship has a positive effect on a company’s technological
innovation and the extent of its influence can be greater than that of technological capability.
Moreover, results show that with a high level of entrepreneurship, a firm’s technological
capabilities can promote positive effects on technological innovation.

6. Conclusions

This paper presented a linear regression analysis on the data of 248 Korean technology-
based start-ups. The analysis was performed to accept or reject technological capabilities
and entrepreneurship hypotheses regarding the technological innovation of these compa-
nies. A statistical connection between factors influencing technological innovation and
their likely roots for start-up companies was sought. The results show a sharp direction in
the way organizational resources should be managed to pursue technological innovation
of technology-based start-ups. Specifically, technological capabilities and entrepreneurship
are measured for technology-based start-ups and the effects of these factors on technologi-
cal innovation are verified. From these results, we can derive theoretical implications to the
current knowledge development on start-ups research, especially in terms of the relation-
ship among the RBV, human capital, and entrepreneurship. In other words, causal linkages
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between innovation and resources of technology-based start-ups may be moderated by
entrepreneurship, which raises the necessity of constructing a conceptual framework for
integrating the factors affecting the innovation performance of the start-ups.

The results of the paper may also be useful if conditions are extrapolated to other
countries or scenarios. Based on our empirical results, we can derive several managerial
and policy implications as follows: First, managerial implications, especially for startups
and entrepreneurs, include the necessity to reinforce the technological capabilities of a
sustainable competitive start-up. Specifically, technological competitiveness and patents
have a positive effect on the company’s technological innovation performance; thus, it is
important for startups and entrepreneurs to invest in these areas. Accordingly, realizing this
potential for technological innovation will help technology-based start-ups to drive growth
with competitive advantage in the long term. Moreover, as the urgency of promoting
entrepreneurship has been universally recognized in the business sector, start-ups’ need to
introduce various educational programs for entrepreneurship has been expanded.

Second, as for the government policy implications of the paper, it is necessary to fur-
ther develop ways to formulate and measure the knowledge service industry’s innovation
activities that are not physically identifiable. The existing government R&D evaluation
system for measuring technological innovation activities, such as R&D personnel and orga-
nization, patents, and R&D intensity, is currently focused on the manufacturing industry.
As such, limitations exist as to the ways of measuring the implicit, informal, and tacit
knowledge-creation activities of the knowledge service industry. Thus, in the future, a more
innovative government R&D evaluation system should be formed, with further promotion
of the risk-taking culture associated with entrepreneurship. As entrepreneurs are at the
core of company growth, and they promote the development of the business sector in the
process of seeking and creating various changes, recently, various public and nonprofit
private organizations have conduced numerous activities to enhance entrepreneurship
in society. The entrepreneurship of individual managers is influenced by the values of
both the business sector and society and is closely related to the socio-economic environ-
ment and legal and institutional conditions. Therefore, with regard to the spread and
revitalization of entrepreneurship, the government should pursue more consistent policy
directions such as the diversification of investment fund recovery methods and provision
of re-challenge opportunities for failed attempts. Furthermore, efforts should be made to
establish the relevant legal and institutional foundations so that managers can succeed by
their entrepreneurial trials.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Validity and Reliability of Measures.

Variables Items
Factor
Load-
ing

Eigenvalue Percent of
Variance

Cronbach’s
Alpha

Product
Innovation

1© Market creation of products and services 0.82

3.61 72.21 0.90
2© Functional diversity of products and services 0.88
3© Market convergence of products and services 0.81

4© Industry competitiveness of products and services 0.85
5© Technology innovation of products and services 0.88

Technical
Competitiveness

1© Ability to acquire technology and cooperate with
competitors 0.89

2.31 76.99 0.852© Technical problem-solving ability 0.91
3© Ability to secure and utilize technicians compared

with competitors 0.83

Entrepreneurship

1© Creativity and innovation 0.70

4.31 53.87 0.89

2© Teamwork and competence 0.74
3© Resource acquisition and driving force 0.81

4© Overall view 0.44
5© Risk-taking propensity 0.75

6© Environmental response 0.80
7© Systematic accessibility 0.70

8© Ability to gather resources 0.85

Notes: Factor loading cut-offs are over 0.4 [122–125].

Table A2. Descriptive Statistics of Key Variables.

Variable No. of Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Technological Innovation 248 3.15 0.91 1 5

In-house R&D department 248 0.15 0.36 0 1

Patents 248 0.77 0.42 0 1

Technological
Competitiveness 248 3.74 0.84 1 5

Entrepreneurship 248 3.81 0.63 1.57 5

R&D Labor Intensity 248 0.42 0.34 0 1

R&D Capital Intensity 248 0.01 0.07 0 0.75

Infant Stage 248 0.22 0.41 0 1

Initial Growth Stage 248 0.56 0.50 0 1

High Growth Stage 248 0.12 0.33 0 1

Mature Stage 248 0.01 0.09 0 1

Decline Stage 248 0.09 0.28 0 1

Firm Age 248 4.01 1.70 0 8

Manufacturing Industry 248 0.52 0.50 0 1
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41. Dziurski, P.; Sopińska, A. Does industry matter? Drivers and barriers for open innovation in high-tech and non-high-tech
industries—Evidence from Poland. Int. J. Manag. Econ. 2020, 56, 307–323. [CrossRef]

42. Kim, H.; Kim, E. How an Open Innovation Strategy for Commercialization Affects the Firm Performance of Korean Healthcare IT
SMEs. Sustainability 2018, 10, 2476. [CrossRef]

43. Marullo, C.; Casprini, E.; Di Minin, A.; Piccaluga, A. ‘Ready for Take-off’: How open innovation influences startup success. Creat.
Innov. Manag. 2018, 27, 476–488. [CrossRef]

44. Torkkeli, M.T.; Kock, C.J.; Salmi, P.A.S. The “open innovation” paradigm: A contingency perspective. J. Ind. Eng. Manag. JIEM
2009, 2, 176–207. [CrossRef]

45. Bryson, J.; Ackermann, F.; Eden, C. Putting the Resource-Based View of Strategy and Distinctive Competencies to Work in Public
Organizations. Public Adm. Rev. 2007, 67, 702–717. [CrossRef]

46. Hamel, G.; Prahalad, C.K. Competing for the Future; Harvard Business Press: Boston, MA, USA, 1994.
47. Penrose, E.T. The Theory of the Growth of the Firm; John Wiley & Sons: New York, NY, USA, 1959.
48. Grant, R.M. The Resource-Based Theory of Competitive Advantage. Calif. Manag. Rev. 1991, 33, 114–135. [CrossRef]
49. Kim, I.-S.; Cho, M.-H. An Exploratory Study on the Evaluation Fields and Indicators of Research Capability in Research

Institutes. Available online: https://kaps.or.kr/?p=29&page=310&viewMode=view&reqIdx=2112020204217326 (accessed on 30
March 2022).

50. Aghion, P.; Howitt, P. A model of growth through creative destruction. Econometrica 1992, 60, 323–351. [CrossRef]
51. Lucas, R. On the mechanics of economic development. J. Monet. Econ. 1988, 22, 3–42. [CrossRef]
52. Stokey, N. Human capital, product quality, and growth. Q. J. Econ. 1991, 106, 587–616. [CrossRef]
53. Romer, P. Endogenous technological change. J. Polit. Econ. 1990, 98, S71–S102. [CrossRef]
54. Hall, R.H. The Strategic Analysis of Intangible Resources. Strateg. Manag. J. 1992, 13, 135–144. [CrossRef]
55. Vrakking, W.J. The Innovative Organization. Long Range Plan. 1990, 23, 94–102. [CrossRef]
56. Grilli, L.; Mrkajic, B.; Giraudo, E. Industrial policy, innovative entrepreneurship, and the human capital of founders. Small Bus.

Econ. 2022. [CrossRef]
57. Spender, J.C.; Corvello, V.; Grimaldi, M.; Rippa, P. Startups and open innovation: A review of the literature. Eur. J. Innov. Manag.

2017, 20, 4–30. [CrossRef]
58. Bettis, R.A.; Hitt, M.A. The New Competitive Landscape. Strateg. Manag. J. 1995, 16, 7–20. [CrossRef]
59. Henderson, R.M.; Clark, K.B. Architectural Innovation: The Reconfiguration of Existing Product Technologies and the Failure of

Established Firms. Adm. Sci. Q. 1990, 35, 9–31. [CrossRef]
60. Tushman, M.L.; Anderson, P. Technological Discontinuities and Organizational Environments. Adm. Sci. Q. 1986, 31, 439–465.

[CrossRef]
61. White, M.A.; Bruton, G.D. The Management of Technology and Innovation: A Strategic Approach; Thomson South-Western: Mason,

OH, USA, 2007.
62. Zahra, S.A. Technology Strategy and New Venture Performance: A Study of Corporate-sponsored and Independent Biotechnology

Ventures. J. Bus. Ventur. 1996, 11, 289–321. [CrossRef]
63. Schoenecker, T.; Swanson, L. Indicators of Firm Technological Capability: Validity and Performance Implications. IEEE Trans.

Eng. Manag. 2002, 49, 36–44. [CrossRef]
64. Kogut, B.; Zander, U. What Firms Do? Coordination, Identity, and Learning. Organ. Sci. 1995, 7, 502–518. [CrossRef]
65. Kim, L. Building Technological Capability for Industrialization: Analytical Frameworks and Korea’s Experience. Ind. Corp. Chang.

1999, 8, 111–136. [CrossRef]
66. Archibugi, D.; Pianta, M. Measuring Technological Change through Patents and Innovation Surveys. Technovation 1996, 16,

451–468. [CrossRef]
67. Coombs, J.E.; Bierly, P.E. Measuring Technological Capability and Performance. RD Manag. 2006, 36, 421–438. [CrossRef]
68. Tsai, K. The Impact of Technological Capability on Firm Performance in Taiwan’s Electronics Industry. J. High Technol. Manag. Res.

2004, 15, 183–195. [CrossRef]
69. Kwon, M.; Jung, H. The effect of entrepreneurs’ characteristic, technological capabilities and network on firm performance of

technology-based start-ups. Asia-Pac. J. Bus. Ventur. Entrep. 2012, 7, 7–18.
70. Lee, J.; Huh, J.; Jang, G. A Comparative Study on Success Factors of High-tech Ventures: China Versus Korea. J. Bus. Res. 2007, 22,

313–343.
71. Reichert, F.M.; Zawislak, P.A. Technological Capability and Firm Performance. J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 2014, 9, 20–35. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206321993576
http://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211003137
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2022.102519
http://doi.org/10.2478/ijme-2020-0024
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10072476
http://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12272
http://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.2009.v2n1.p176-207
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00754.x
http://doi.org/10.2307/41166664
https://kaps.or.kr/?p=29&page=310&viewMode=view&reqIdx=2112020204217326
http://doi.org/10.2307/2951599
http://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3932(88)90168-7
http://doi.org/10.2307/2937948
http://doi.org/10.1086/261725
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250130205
http://doi.org/10.1016/0024-6301(90)90204-H
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-022-00611-y
http://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-12-2015-0131
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250160915
http://doi.org/10.2307/2393549
http://doi.org/10.2307/2392832
http://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(95)00128-X
http://doi.org/10.1109/17.985746
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.7.5.502
http://doi.org/10.1093/icc/8.1.111
http://doi.org/10.1016/0166-4972(96)00031-4
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2006.00444.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.hitech.2004.03.002
http://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-27242014000400002


J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2022, 8, 156 15 of 16

72. Hall, L.; Bagchi-Sen, S. A Study of R&D, Innovation, and Business Performance in the Canadian Biotechnology Industry.
Technovation 2002, 22, 231–244.

73. Acha, V. The Role of Technological Capabilities in Determining Performance: The Case of the Upstream Petroleum Industry. In
Proceedings of the DRUID Conference on Industrial Dynamics, Hillerod, Denmark, 6–8 January 2000.

74. Miller, D.; Shamsie, J. The Resource-Based View of the Firm in Two Environments: The Hollywood Film Studios from 1936 to
1965. Acad. Manag. J. 1996, 39, 519–543.

75. Lee, W.J. Ways to activate start-ups in the era of creative economy. Sci. Technol. Policy 2013, 23, 10–21.
76. Miller, D. The Correlates of Entrepreneurship in Three Types of Firms. Manag. Sci. 1983, 29, 770–791. [CrossRef]
77. Chandler, G.N.; Jansen, E. The Founder’s Self-Assessed Competence and Venture Performance. J. Bus. Ventur. 1992, 7, 223–236.

[CrossRef]
78. Park, S. A study on Determinants of the Performance of Technology Venture. Master’s Thesis, Chung-Ang University, Seoul,

Korea, August 2010. Available online: http://www.riss.kr/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&
control_no=fbbb42e673ff37a6ffe0bdc3ef48d419&outLink=K (accessed on 30 March 2022).

79. Kim, C.K. Analysis of Factors Influencing the Early Performance of Technology-Based Start-Ups. Ph.D. Thesis, Korea Polytechnic
University, Siheung, Korea, February 2015. Available online: http://www.riss.kr/link?id=T13665681&outLink=K (accessed on 30
March 2022).

80. Baron, R.A. Counterfactual Thinking and Venture Formation: The Potential Effects of Thinking about What Might Have Been. J.
Bus. Ventur. 2000, 15, 79–91. [CrossRef]

81. Dorf, R.C.; Byers, T.H. Technology Ventures: From Idea to Enterprise; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 2005.
82. Shane, S.; Venkataraman, S. Guest Editors’ Introduction to the Special Issue on Technology Entrepreneurship. Res. Policy 2004, 32,

181–184. [CrossRef]
83. Bailetti, T. Technology Entrepreneurship: Overview, Definition, and Distinctive Aspects. Technol. Innov. Manag. Rev. 2012, 2012,

5–12. [CrossRef]
84. Nicholas, S.P.; Armstrong, N.E. Engineering Entrepreneurship: Does Entrepreneurship have a Role in Engineering Education?

IEEE Trans. Antennas Propag. 2003, 45, 134–138. [CrossRef]
85. Venkataraman, S.; Sarasvathy, S.D. Strategy and Entrepreneurship: Outlines of an Untold Story. Darden Bus. Sch. Work. Pap. 2001.

[CrossRef]
86. Jones-Evans, D. A Typology of Technology-Based Entrepreneurs: A Model Based on Previous Occupational Background. Int. J.

Entrep. Behav. Res. 1995, 1, 1–26. [CrossRef]
87. Liu, T.-H.; Chu, Y.-Y.; Hung, S.-C.; Wu, S.-Y. Technology Entrepreneurial Styles: A Comparison of UMC and TSMC. Int. J. Technol.

Manag. 2005, 29, 92–114. [CrossRef]
88. Jelinek, M. Thinking technology” in mature industry firms: Understanding technology entrepreneurship. Int. J. Technol. Manag.

1996, 11, 799–813.
89. Garud, R.; Karnøe, P. Bricolage Versus Breakthrough: Distributed and Embedded Agency in Technology Entrepreneurship. Res.

Policy 2003, 32, 277–300. [CrossRef]
90. Kim, H.-S. Empirical Analysis of the Factors for Leaping the Valley of Death and the Darwinian Sea: Focusing Technolgy Based

Start-Up. Master’s Thesis, Hanyang University, Seoul, Korea, February 2016. Available online: http://hanyang.dcollection.net/
public_resource/pdf/200000428816_20220514003513.pdf (accessed on 30 March 2022).

91. Song, J.-H. A Study on Influential Effect of Learning Motivation and Volition to Entrepreneurship and Company Performances
according to Technology Based Entrepreneur. Master’s Thesis, Chung-Ang University, Seoul, Korea, 2010.

92. Cooper, A.C. The Founding of Technologically-Based Firms; The Center for Venture Management: Milwaukee, WI, USA, 1971.
93. Robinson, R.B., Jr.; Pearce, J.A. Product Life-Cycle Considerations and the Nature of Strategic Activities in Entrepreneurial Firms.

J. Bus. Ventur. 1986, 1, 207–224. [CrossRef]
94. Helms, M.M.; Dibrell, C.; Wright, P. Competitive Strategies and Business Performance: Evidence from the Adhesives and Sealants

Industry. Manag. Decis. 1997, 35, 689–703. [CrossRef]
95. Phillips, P.A. Strategic Planning and Business Performance in the Quoted UK Hotel Sector: Results of an Exploratory Study. Int. J.

Hosp. Manag. 1996, 15, 347–362. [CrossRef]
96. Romanelli, E. Environments and Strategies of Organization Start-up: Effects on Early Survival. Adm. Sci. Q. 1989, 34, 369–387.

[CrossRef]
97. Stearns, T.M.; Carter, N.M.; Reynolds, P.D.; Williams, M.L. New Firm Survival: Industry, Strategy, and Location. J. Bus. Ventur.

1995, 10, 23–42. [CrossRef]
98. Deeds, D.L. The Role of R&D Intensity, Technical Development and Absorptive Capacity in Creating Entrepreneurial Wealth in

High Technology Start-ups. J. Eng. Technol. Manag. 2001, 18, 29–47.
99. Deeds, D.L.; De Carolis, D.M.; Coombs, J.E. Firm-specific Resources and Wealth Creation in High-technology Ventures: Evidence

from Newly Public Biotechnology Firms. Entrep. Theory Pract. 1998, 22, 55–73. [CrossRef]
100. Kumar, V.; Kunar, U.; Persaud, A. Building Technological Capability through Importing Technology: The Case of Indonesian

Manufacturing Industry. J. Technol. Transf. 1999, 24, 81–96. [CrossRef]
101. Madanmohan, T.; Kumar, U.; Kumar, V. Import-led Technological Capability: A Comparative Analysis of Indian and Indonesian

Manufacturing Firms. Technovation 2004, 24, 979–993. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770
http://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(92)90028-P
http://www.riss.kr/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&control_no=fbbb42e673ff37a6ffe0bdc3ef48d419&outLink=K
http://www.riss.kr/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&control_no=fbbb42e673ff37a6ffe0bdc3ef48d419&outLink=K
http://www.riss.kr/link?id=T13665681&outLink=K
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(98)00024-X
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00104-X
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/520
http://doi.org/10.1109/MAP.2003.1189659
http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.275186
http://doi.org/10.1108/13552559510079751
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJTM.2005.006006
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00100-2
http://hanyang.dcollection.net/public_resource/pdf/200000428816_20220514003513.pdf
http://hanyang.dcollection.net/public_resource/pdf/200000428816_20220514003513.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(86)90015-7
http://doi.org/10.1108/00251749710186531
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0278-4319(96)00034-5
http://doi.org/10.2307/2393149
http://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(94)00016-N
http://doi.org/10.1177/104225879802200303
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007728921126
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(03)00030-0


J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2022, 8, 156 16 of 16

102. Smook, R.A.F.; Van Egmond, E.L.C. Measuring Construction Productivity, Technological Performance, Capabilities and Competi-
tiveness. In Proceedings of the CIB World Building Congress, Wellington, New Zealand, 2–6 April 2001; pp. 1–12.

103. Cohen, W.; Levinthal, D. Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective on Learning and Innovation. Adm. Sci. Q. 1990, 35, 128–152.
[CrossRef]

104. Greiner, L.E. Evolution and Revolution as Organization Grow. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1972, 50, 37–46.
105. Kazanjian, R.K. Relation of Dominant Problems to Stages of Growth in Technology Based New Firms. Acad. Manag. J. 1988, 31,

257–279.
106. Kazanjian, R.K.; Drazin, R. A Stage-contingent Model of Design and Growth for Technology Based New ventures. J. Bus. Ventur.

1990, 5, 137–150. [CrossRef]
107. Choi, J.Y. Characteristics of Network and Performance of Technology Based Start-ups. J. Entrep. Ventur. Stud. 2010, 13, 87–108.
108. Qian, G.; Li, L. Profitability of Small-and Medium-sized Enterprises in High-Tech Industries: The Case of the Biotechnology

Industry. Strateg. Manag. J. 2003, 24, 881–887. [CrossRef]
109. Robinson, K.C.; McDougall, P.P. Entry Barriers and New Venture Performance: A Comparison of Universal and Contingency

Approaches. Strateg. Manag. J. 2001, 22, 659–685. [CrossRef]
110. Song, C.-S.; Park, J.-P. An Study on the Effectiveness of Venture Firm Supporting Policies in Korea. Korean Corp. Manag. Rev. 2013,

20, 215–240.
111. Small and Medium Business Administration (SMBA) and Korea Venture Business Association. 2015 Survey of Korea Venture Firms;

SMBA: Seoul, Korea, 2015.
112. Li, H.; Atuahene-Gima, K. The Adoption of Agency Business Activity, Product Innovation, and Performance in Chinese

Technology Ventures. Strateg. Manag. J. 2002, 23, 469–490. [CrossRef]
113. Zahra, S.A.; Bogner, W.C. Technology Strategy and Software New Ventures’ Performance: Exploring the Moderating Effect of the

Competitive Environment. J. Bus. Ventur. 2000, 15, 135–173. [CrossRef]
114. Hansen, E.L. Entrepreneurial Networks and New Organization Growth. Entrep. Theory Pract. 1995, 19, 7–19. [CrossRef]
115. Song, K.-S. A Study on the Characteristics of the Firms in Korean Business Incubators. J. Entrep. Ventur. Stud. 2000, 3, 73–103.
116. Suh, C.-S. A Study on Dynamic Management-Patterns of Korean Ventures. Ph.D. Thesis, Hoseo University, Asan, Korea,

December 2002. Available online: http://www.riss.or.kr/search/download/FullTextDownload.do?control_no=bdc9e882d67555
f2ffe0bdc3ef48d419&p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&p_submat_type=b51fa0b5ced94fec&fulltext_kind=dbbea9ba84e4b1bc&
t_gubun=&convertFlag=&naverYN=&outLink=&nationalLibraryLocalBibno=KDM200320211&searchGubun=true&colName=
bib_t&DDODFlag=&loginFlag=1&url_type=&query=&content_page= (accessed on 30 March 2022).

117. Small and Medium Business Administration (SMBA) and Korea Institute of Startup & Entrepreneurship Development. 2015
Startup Statistics; SMBA: Seoul, Korea, 2016.

118. Korea Contents Media. The Korea Strategic Marketing Tool professional (SMTp) 2017; Korea Contents Media: Seoul, Korea, 2016.
119. Burgelman, R.A. Intraorganizational Ecology of Strategy Making Organizational Adaptation: Theory and Field Research. Organ.

Sci. 1991, 2, 239–262. [CrossRef]
120. Shin, Y.-I. Effects of Technology Based Entrepreneur’s Characteristics on Business Performance. Master’s Thesis, Hanbat National

University, Daejeon, Korea, February 2011.
121. Zahra, S.A. Predictors and Financial Outcomes of Corporate Entrepreneurship: An Exploratory Study. J. Bus. Ventur. 1991, 6,

259–285. [CrossRef]
122. Comrey, A.L.; Lee, H.B. A First Course in Factor Analysis, 2nd ed.; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 1992.
123. Hair, J.F.; Tatham, R.L.; Anderson, R.E.; Black, W. Multivariate Data Analysis, 5th ed.; Prentice-Hall: London, UK, 1998.
124. Stevens, J.P. Applied Multivariate Statistics for the Social Sciences, 2nd ed.; Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 1992.
125. Tabachnick, B.G.; Fidell, L.S. Using Multivariate Statistics, 5th ed.; Pearson Education Inc.: Boston, MA, USA, 2007.

http://doi.org/10.2307/2393553
http://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(90)90028-R
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.344
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.186
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.233
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(98)00009-3
http://doi.org/10.1177/104225879501900402
http://www.riss.or.kr/search/download/FullTextDownload.do?control_no=bdc9e882d67555f2ffe0bdc3ef48d419&p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&p_submat_type=b51fa0b5ced94fec&fulltext_kind=dbbea9ba84e4b1bc&t_gubun=&convertFlag=&naverYN=&outLink=&nationalLibraryLocalBibno=KDM200320211&searchGubun=true&colName=bib_t&DDODFlag=&loginFlag=1&url_type=&query=&content_page=
http://www.riss.or.kr/search/download/FullTextDownload.do?control_no=bdc9e882d67555f2ffe0bdc3ef48d419&p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&p_submat_type=b51fa0b5ced94fec&fulltext_kind=dbbea9ba84e4b1bc&t_gubun=&convertFlag=&naverYN=&outLink=&nationalLibraryLocalBibno=KDM200320211&searchGubun=true&colName=bib_t&DDODFlag=&loginFlag=1&url_type=&query=&content_page=
http://www.riss.or.kr/search/download/FullTextDownload.do?control_no=bdc9e882d67555f2ffe0bdc3ef48d419&p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&p_submat_type=b51fa0b5ced94fec&fulltext_kind=dbbea9ba84e4b1bc&t_gubun=&convertFlag=&naverYN=&outLink=&nationalLibraryLocalBibno=KDM200320211&searchGubun=true&colName=bib_t&DDODFlag=&loginFlag=1&url_type=&query=&content_page=
http://www.riss.or.kr/search/download/FullTextDownload.do?control_no=bdc9e882d67555f2ffe0bdc3ef48d419&p_mat_type=be54d9b8bc7cdb09&p_submat_type=b51fa0b5ced94fec&fulltext_kind=dbbea9ba84e4b1bc&t_gubun=&convertFlag=&naverYN=&outLink=&nationalLibraryLocalBibno=KDM200320211&searchGubun=true&colName=bib_t&DDODFlag=&loginFlag=1&url_type=&query=&content_page=
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2.3.239
http://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(91)90019-A

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Start-Ups Research 
	Resource-Based View 

	Methodology 
	Hypotheses Development 
	Entrepreneurship and Technological Innovation 
	Empirical Model and Variables 
	Technological Innovation 
	Technological Capabilities 
	Entrepreneurship 
	Control Variables 

	Data and Methods 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

