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Abstract

Nowadays, competition, which is increasing under
the influence of globalization, has caused enterpri-
ses to expand beyond their borders in order to sur-
vive. Increased global uncertainty and unexpected
disruptive events foster the emergence of innovati-
on while making organizations vulnerable. It is thou-
ght that enhanced "“organizational learning capabili-
ties” of enterprises in crisis environments, especially
those caused by unexpected disruptive events such
as pandemics, wars, or major economic crises, will
positively impact their product innovation potential
through the mediating and moderating effects of re-
silience capacity. The purpose of the current resear-
ch was to make a contribution to the literature in the
field by clarifying how the impact of “organizational
learning capabilities” on “product innovation” va-
ries according to “organizational resilience” during
crisis periods, particularly in exporting firms that are
greatly affected by volatile conditions, and to guide
the development of these firms. To test the propo-
sed conceptual model, a field research was done on
employees of exporting enterprises operating un-

der the Istanbul Textile and Apparel Exporters' As-
sociation (ITKIB) in Istanbul province. Factor analy-
sis, validity, reliability, and correlation analyses were
done on the data using SPSS, whereas mediation
and moderation analyses were performed in SPSS
Process Macro V.4. The empirical findings obtained
from the field research reveal that “organizational le-
arning” significantly and positively impacts “product
innovation”, “organizational learning” positively im-
pacts “organizational resilience”, “organizational re-
silience” significantly and positively correlates with
“product innovation”, and “organizational resilien-
ce” does not moderate the impact of “organizatio-
nal learning” on “product innovation”, but has a full
mediating effect.
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1. Introduction

Nowadays, organizations established to operate
in any sector or line of business have to compete
to create value in their fields. Innovation is an ext-
remely effective tool to successfully compete in
strategic terms. The significance of the concept of
innovation is strengthened by competition that inc-
reases with globalization and the world changing
with rapidly developing technologies. These rapid
advancements, which also cause changes in custo-
mer needs, necessitate organizations to innovate
and offer novel products. It is impossible for organi-
zations that seek to survive in a globally competitive
environment to ignore customer needs. Research in
the field of innovation has recently increased since
managing innovation from a strategic perspective
effectively increases the advantages it can provide
in competition.

Studies conducted in both developed and deve-
loping economies to date have demonstrated that
organizations that improve their organizational ca-
pabilities will achieve significant competitive advan-
tages both today and in the future. Studies condu-
cted in both developed and developing economies
to date indicate that theorists argue that organiza-
tions that improve their organizational capabilities
will gain significant competitive advantages both
today and in the future (Teece et. al., 1997; Zahra,
et al, 2006; Teece, 2007; Salunke et. al, 2011; We-
erawardena & Mavondo, 2011; Huang et. al.,2012;
Coskun&QOzyilmaz, 2016 ). In this regard, through
strategic human resources management, enterpri-
ses can ensure the necessary coordination by orga-
nizing their “organizational learning capabilities” in
a way to display superior performance and contribu-
te to creating competitive advantages by exhibiting
superior performance. This issue is especially impor-
tant for exporting enterprises whose structures are
both labor-intensive and rapidly changing with tech-
nological developments.

Organizations’ capabilities and the added values
they obtain directly and indirectly affect their ability
to create a difference, expand the existing markets,
or ensure sustainable competitive advantages in new
markets. “Organizational learning capability” takes
place among the most essential elements of compe-
tition in this era of rapidly changing environmental
conditions and unpredictable crises. Among these
capabilities, "organizational learning” is important
since it facilitates and contributes to development
and change, while “organizational resilience” is cru-
cial since it ensures survival and continued play un-
der all conditions. Furthermore, several researchers
have stated that the impact of external crisis factors
on organizational resilience, as well as elements
such as resource reconfiguration and proactive
adaptation mechanisms, have not been adequately
addressed (He et al., 2023; Fiksel, 2006; McManus et.

al., 2008; Al, 2025). Numerous researches in the lite-
rature have indicated the significance of innovation
together with organizational learning (Ozdevecioglu
& Bickes, 2015; Sinnetgioglu, 2018; Migdadi, 2021;
Ormeci&Ocal, 2023; Seker et. al., 2024) and resi-
lience (Akgiin&Keskin, 2014; Garrido-Moreno et al.,
2024). Moreover, domestic and international resear-
ch has mostly focused on the effects of “organizati-
onal learning capability” on firm performance (Jimé-
nez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle, 2011; Kalmuk & Acar,
2016; Sevin¢&Efe, 2018; Ghasemzadeh et. al,2019;
Migdadi, 2021; Kozcu&Ozmen, 2023) or its media-
ting effect on diverse variables (Kendir et. al, 2019;
Ormeci&Qcal, 2023; Yaylaci et.al.,, 2024). However,
no research has examined the role of “organizatio-
nal resilience” in the effect of “organizational lear-
ning capabilities” on “product innovation”. The cur-
rent study is unique since it eliminates the said gap
in the literature by concentrating on how the effect
of "organizational learning capabilities” on "“produ-
ct innovation” varies by "“organizational resilience”
within the framework of dynamic capabilities theory.
This theory enables organizations to maintain their
competitive advantages, particularly during perio-
ds of uncertainty and crisis, through their processes
of perception, capture, and transformation (Teece,
2007; Al, 2025,709). It is considered that the present
work will make a contribution to the literature in this
respect, as well as because the data were mostly col-
lected during the pandemic, allowing for a clearer
analysis of the situation within an enterprise during
a crisis.

The study's theoretical section explains the concepts
of "organizational resilience”, "organizational lear-
ning”, and “product innovation”, and the relations-
hips between the concepts above. The characteristi-
cs of this capability and the effects of “organizational
resilience” on improving the “product innovation”
performance of organizations are explained by es-
tablishing causal relationships. The methodology
section presents the conceptual model of the re-
search, the hypotheses formulated in line with this
model, and the findings of the analyses performed
to test these hypotheses. The final section includes
recommendations for the industry and academia in
accordance with the analysis results.

2. Conceptual Framework

2.1. Organizational Learning

“Organizational learning” is a construct enabling
the development of organizations and also a neces-
sity for them (Altintag, 2024, 459). Cyert and March
(1963), Cangelosi and Dill (1965), and Argyris and
Schoen (1978) conducted the first important studies
in this field. Rapid growth has been observed in this
field both in academia and in practice since the abo-
ve-mentioned studies (Akgin et al., 2002, 57). In stu-
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dies on “organizational learning”, different authors
defined "organizational learning” in different ways.
As specified by Argyris and Schoen (1978), “organi-
zational learning” is associated with the experien-
ce gained from mistakes and aims to continuously
expand the existing organizational knowledge base
(Scribner et al., 1999, 131). According to Hedberg
(1981), "organizational learning” refers to identif-
ying novel approaches and understandings by de-
veloping a common understanding and conceptu-
al schemes within the organization and among its
members (Fiol & Lyles, 1985, 804). Huber (1991, 89)
defined "organizational learning” as “the transfer
of knowledge within the organization that will cause
changes in employee behaviors.” Guns and Anund-
sen (1998) expressed organizational learning as the
whole of employees' daily learning activities. On the
contrary, Hodgkinson (2000) defined organizational
learning” as “the accumulation of knowledge obta-
ined by developing approaches that enable mutual
learning among employees in an organization” (Bes-
ler & Tonus, 2017, 73). According to the definition by
Hsu and Fang (2009), “organizational learning” is the
ability to possess current information and process it
(Kozcu & Ozmen, 2023, 484). Therefore, researchers
in the literature have not agreed on the definition of
"organizational learning”, and the definitions focus
on similar points.

The current work is based on Armstrong's definition
of "organizational learning”. As indicated by Armst-
rong (2017), “organizational learning” is a process
and "a coordinated systemic change through struc-
tural and cultural mechanisms that groups and indi-
viduals can access to build and utilize organizational
memory and to improve long-term organizational
capacity” (Armstrong, 2017, 202-203).

Concerning how learning occurs at the organizati-
onal level, Huber (1991) associated this activity with
a four-stage process. Knowledge acquisition, infor-
mation distribution, information interpretation, and
organizational memory constitute the four stages
(Ghasemzadeh et al., 2019, 291). The stage of know-
ledge acquisition, the first step of the “organizati-
onal learning” cycle, begins with the collection of
information from internal and external sources and
includes the acquisition of new knowledge (Hu-
ber, 1991, 100). It is necessary and sufficient for the
acquired knowledge to be new to the organization
(Durna, 2005, 75). At the stage of information dist-
ribution, the knowledge acquired is shared among
various organizational departments and employees
(Nawaz & Tian, 2022, 964). Thus, access to the acqu-
ired knowledge is provided to all employees, faci-
litating knowledge transfer among employees and
different departments (Davenport et al., 1998, 46).
The stage of information interpretation occurs when
employees give meaning to the new knowledge
acquired and distributed, transforming it into sha-
red new knowledge within the organization (Jimé-

nez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle, 2011, 409). The old and
new knowledge of the enterprise are combined and
systematized at the stage in question (Yildirnim, 2015,
152). Organizational memory, the "organizational
learning” cycle’s final stage, is related to the stora-
ge of the acquired systematic knowledge within the
organization (Sézen, 2017, 74-75). Organizational
memory is a concept related to how knowledge is
embedded in the organization (Fiol & Lyles, 1985,
804). The “organizational learning” cycle is comple-
ted in this way.

2.1.1.Dimensions of organizational lear-
ning

Researchers have defined the sub-dimensions of
“organizational learning capability” in different
ways. The present study addressed “organizational
learning” as a five-dimensional concept, as in the re-
search by Chiva and Alegre (2009), in the form most
commonly used in the literature. The above-men-
tioned sub-dimensions include experimentation,
risk-taking, interaction with the external environ-
ment, dialogue, and participative decision-making,
respectively (Agras & Kiling, 2015, 61).

The experimentation dimension is regarded as the
most important dimension impacting “organizatio-
nal learning capability” (Chiva & Alegre, 2009, 326).
The dimension in question is based on innovation
and testing of new ideas. Experimentation involves
questioning how work is done in the enterprise, see-
king new ways to do things, and making changes to
relevant processes (Onag & Tepeci, 2016, 54).

The risk-taking dimension describes the ability to
tolerate uncertainty, ambiguity, and errors (Kozcu &
Ozmen, 2019, 528). As Sitkin (1996) states, failure is
a basic requirement for effective organizational lear-
ning. The significance of risk-taking and accepting
mistakes brings about benefits, such as risk toleran-
ce, directing attention to problems and trying to
solve them, recognizing and interpreting problems
easily, and diversity in organizational responses (Sit-
kin, 1996, 541).

It is possible to define interaction with the exter-
nal environment as the scope of an organization’s
interaction and relations with the external environ-
ment. The environments where organizations opera-
te and the characteristics of these environments, as
well as organizations’ efforts to evolve with the chan-

ging external environment, take an essential part in
learning (Chiva & Alegre, 2009, 328).

The dialogue dimension refers to a collective inqu-
iry into the communication and processes that cons-
titute daily experience in organizational relations-
hips. This dimension focuses on transforming the
quality of shared thinking and the language used,
on which all interactions are based (Querubin, 2011).
Dialogue must be uninterrupted both within the or-
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ganizational units of which employees are a part and
between these units for organizational learning to
occur in organizations (Avc et al., 2010, 98).

The dimension of participative decision-making
describes the involvement of organizational mem-
bers in decision-making processes. Through partici-
pative decision-making, the rate at which knowledge
possessed by organizational members is revealed
increases, which contributes to the organization's
learning capacity (Agras, 2013, 75).

2.2. Organizational Resilience

The "organizational resilience” concept, which has
arisen as an essential strategic step for successful
competition in a business environment that is con-
tinuously changing nowadays (Garrido-Moreno et.
al., 2024:2), has been primarily studied in psychology
and at the individual level in the field of social scien-
ces (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, 244). In management
science, the concept of “organizational resilience”
began to be studied with Meyer's work conducted
in 1982 and Weick's work performed in 1993 (An-
narellli & Nonina, 2016, 3). Researchers in different
disciplines have highlighted the concept of resilien-
ce, expressing the ability to adjust to the altering
external environment, as a possible framework for
coping with turbulent circumstances, which ensures
organizational development and innovation (Akgin
& Keskin, 2014, 6918).

It is possible to divide definitions in the literature
on "organizational resilience” into two categories
(Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, 244). The first of these
categories addresses the concept as it is used in
physics. The advocates of this view state that “orga-
nizational resilience” is the ability of organizations to
recover and resume their activities after unexpected
and adverse situations that disrupt their activities
(Van der Vegt et al., 2015, 973). The second category
refers to organizations developing novel capabili-
ties and creating new opportunities to adapt to any
situation. The advocates of this view characterized
"organizational resilience” as the ability to develop
and put into practice positive and adaptive beha-
viors that act quickly to overcome situations faced
by the organization with minimal pressure (Al-Ayed,
2019, 180). This usage is referred to as the transfor-
mational perspective (Kumbali, 2018, 59).

Hamel and Vélikangas (2003) asserted that “organi-
zational resilience” is usually regarded as a desirable
organizational property to cope with diverse adver-
sities during turbulent times (Ma et al., 2018, 247).
Burnard and Bhamra (2011) expressed “organizati-
onal resilience” as a characteristic that emerges in
an organization and focuses on efforts to respond
to environmental turbulence and destructive events
by reducing an organization's weaknesses and re-
newing its effectiveness (Karakdse et al., 2020, 155).

Duchkek (2014) placed “organizational resilience”
on the axes of "organizational learning”, knowled-
ge management, and dynamic capabilities. Duch-
kek conceptualized “organizational resilience” as
enterprises’ ability to predict events that develop
in the external world, cope with unexpected events,
and learn from these through “organizational lear-
ning” (Duchkek, 2014, 144).

Although researchers have not agreed on the de-
finition of "organizational resilience”, the idea that
“organizational resilience” capacity represents a
dynamic capability has been frequently mentioned
(Karakose et al., 2020, 155). Additionally, diverse de-
finitions stress the ability of organizations that pos-
sess this quality to survive by quickly grasping and
coping with any situation that affects their way of
doing business (Ruiz-Martin et al., 2018, 15). As a dy-
namic capability, “organizational resilience” means
the dynamic adaptation developed in response to
any unexpected situation. “Organizational resilien-
ce” expresses the ability to predict, withstand, cope
with, and ultimately adapt to future adversities by re-
combining available resources to become stronger
and more resourceful (Conz & Magnani, 2020, 407).
“Organizational resilience” expresses the response,
adaptation, and transformation that organizations
display to economic, political, social, and environ-
mental uncertainties and crises (Durmus, 2025, 50).
An organization's ability to recover from a disrupti-
ve event or major crisis and maintain its resilience
depends on its structure, operational systems, and
management processes. In this context, organizati-
onal resilience is defined as an organization's ability
to anticipate potential threats, effectively cope with
adverse events, and adapt to changing conditions
(Duchek, 2020, 220; Al, 2025, 710).

2.2.1. Dimensions of organizational resi-
lience

The “organizational resilience” sub-dimensions are
used in diverse ways in the literature. To dimension
and measure the construct, Mallak (1998) examined
“organizational resilience” under six dimensions:
solution-seeking, avoidance, critical understanding,
role dependence, source reliance, and resource ac-
cess (Kantur & iseri—Say, 2015, 458). McManus et al.
(2008) examined "organizational resilience” as a th-
ree-dimensional construct: situation awareness, ma-
nagement of keystone vulnerabilities, and adaptive
capacity. The “organizational resilienc”e model su-
ggested by Lee et al. (2013) consists of four factors:
resilience ethos, situation awareness, adaptive ca-
pacity, and management of keystone vulnerabilities
(Al-Ayed, 2019, 180). The present research addres-
sed “organizational resilience” capacity under three
main dimensions and ten sub-dimensions, as in the
study by Lengnick-Hall et al. (2011), in the form com-
monly used in the literature. The said dimensions
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are cognitive, behavioral, and contextual resilience
(Lengnick-Hall, 2011, 244).

2.2.1.1. Cognitive elements of organizatio-
nal resilience

The dimension of the cognitive elements of “organi-
zational resilience” comprises two sub-dimensions:
conceptual orientation and constructive sense-ma-
king. In conceptual orientation, organizations can
foster a positive, constructive conceptual orientati-
on through a strong sense of purpose, core values,
a genuine vision, and intentional use of language.
Combined with a strong sense of core values and
purpose and identity, conceptual orientation en-
courages an organization to establish frameworks
that ensure problem-solving and action, rather than
those that threaten rigidity or increase dysfunctio-
nal commitment (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, 246).
Constructive sense-making is organizations’ ability
to interpret and make sense of new situations when
faced with unfamiliar situations and circumstances
(Ma et al., 2018, 252). The main idea of sense-ma-
king is that it is an achievement arising from attemp-
ts to create order in reality and retrospectively make
sense of what has happened (Weick, 1993, 635).
The ability to conceptualize novel and appropria-
te solutions determines "organizational resilience”
(Amabile, 1988). Organizations that can interpret
and make sense of the unexpected situations they
encounter become resilient by developing ways to
monitor, simulate, and use new information to predi-
ct future events from the external environment (Ka-
rakdse, 2019, 26).

2.2.1.2. Behavioral elements of organizati-
onal resilience

The behavioral elements of “organizational resilien-
ce” reveal the components of the ability to take ac-
tion based on what is acquired owing to cognitive
elements (Lengnick-Hall & Beck, 2005, 751). These
elements are grouped under four headings: learned
resourcefulness, original/unscripted agility, practical
habits, and behavioral preparedness (Akgiin & Kes-
kin, 2014, 6920).

Learned resourcefulness refers to individuals’ and
organizations’ ability to display do-it-yourself beha-
viors in order to respond to unexpected situations
(Subasgi & Yildiz, 2022, 101). Originality and initiative
to benefit from an emergency are combined in the
said behaviors. The competencies and skills, leading
to learned resourcefulness, develop with practice
and experience (Lengnick-Hall, 2011, 246). Original/
unscripted agility is the ability to pursue a course of
action that differs substantially from what is conside-
red the norm within an organization. It describes a
structure that adopts unexpected and timely respon-
ses to changes in the environment that influence the

organization (Garg et al., 2019, 309). An organiza-
tion must develop a broader range of competitive
tactics to counter emerging unexpected situations
and challenges with the increased uncertainty of the
organization’s environment. Such organizations are
more adept at original/unscripted agility (Miller &
Chen, 1996, 432). Practical habits mean that resi-
lience depends on developing beneficial, practical
habits, particularly repetitive, over-learned routines
providing the first reaction to an unpredictable th-
reat (Akgin & Keskin, 2014, 6920). Practical habits
correlate closely with genuine organizational values.
They represent a set of values that form the basis for
developing daily behaviors that transform an organi-
zation's beliefs and intended strategies into action,
based on the cognitive foundations of resilience. In
case an organization develops values leading to ha-
bits of inquiry instead of assumption, routines of col-
laboration, and a tradition of flexibility instead of ri-
gidity, it is more likely to act intuitively (Lengnick-Hall
etal., 2011, 246). Behavioral preparedness, as used
in psychology, refers to the behavior of individuals to
reduce their anxiety with certain preparedness sta-
tes in the face of a threat they may encounter in the
real world (Notebaert et al., 2016, 166). Likewise, for
an organization to benefit from unexpected situati-
ons, it must be able to make quick assessments and
adjust to a complex and rapidly changing environ-
ment that it cannot control. This cycle causes organi-
zations to experience constant anxiety (Hammonds,
2002, 3). Hence behavioral preparedness expresses
the tendency of an organization to take necessary
precautions and take action against any unexpected
threat before the necessity emerges (Akgln & Kes-
kin, 2014, 6920).

2.2.1.3. Contextual elements of organizati-
onal resilience

Contextual conditions supporting resilience are
based on relations in and outside the organization
for facilitating effective reactions to environmental
complexities. The contextual elements of “organi-
zational resilience” are gathered under four sub-di-
mensions: psychological safety, deep social capital,
diffused power and accountability, and broad re-
source networks. The aforementioned factors, when
combined, foster resource supply lines and inter-
personal connections, leading to the ability to act
promptly under uncertain and surprising circumstan-
ces (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, 247). Psychological
safety represents a shared belief among employees
that interpersonal risk-taking within organizations
is safe. This trust originates from mutual trust and
respect among employees (Edmondson, 1999, 354).
In working environments where employees feel psy-
chologically unsafe, they may be at risk of being ig-
norant when seeking information, inadequate when
asking for help, negative when providing feedback,
or unsuccessful when receiving feedback (Sevimli,
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2021, 33). In case individuals perceive psychologi-
cal safety, they become more willing to take the
risks in question. An environment of psychological
safety should be created because "organizational
resilience” necessitates taking interpersonal risks
(Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, 247). Deep social capi-
tal represents the sum of the actual and potential
resources that are embedded in, obtained through,
and produced from the relations that individuals or
organizations possess (Golgeci & Kuivalainen, 2020,
64). Researchers have highlighted that deep social
capital develops from respectful interactions within
an organizational community. Respectful interacti-
ons are ongoing, face-to-face dialogues based on
honesty, trust, and self-respect (Branicki et al., 2019,
1267). As indicated by Adler and Kwon, respectful
interaction creates closeness based on knowledge
sharing and represents a key factor that enables
collaborative perception. Thus, deep social capital
offers considerable benefits in the development of
contextual conditions supporting resilience (Turgut
& Begenirbasg, 2014, 148). These benefits can be lis-
ted as the growth of intellectual capital with increa-
sed possibility of employee tacit knowledge sharing,
facilitating resource exchange and cross-functional
collaboration, and establishing a support and re-
source network (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, 247).

Diffused power and accountability are related
to creating "organizational resilience”. Resilient
organizations are usually not managed hierarchi-
cally (Baykal, 2018, 41). Management in the form of
self-managed holographic structures, where each
organizational member has both discretion and
responsibility in achieving organizational interests
and where each department is a miniature version
of the entire organization, is more appropriate (Mor-
gan, 1997). Practices, such as diffused power and
accountability, which involve employee participation
in decision-making, can increase resilience (Ngoc Su
etal., 2021, 8). Access to broad resource networks
represents the sum of the tangible and intangible
resources an organization currently possesses or
could potentially obtain. Organizations with access
to broad resource networks can expand the scope of
applicable actions in the face of unexpected chan-
ges and offer various interpretations for applying
the said resources in alternative ways (Karakdse et
al., 2020, 157).

2.3. Product Innovation

In the Turkish Language Association’s dictionary,
"yenilik” and "yenilesim” are given as Turkish equ-
ivalents of the word “innovation.” The Guide to
Foreign Words of the same organization defines
innovation as the presentation of novel methods
in cultural, social, and administrative environments
to adapt to changing circumstances (https://sozluk.
gov.tr/, Data accessed: May 21, 2020, Time: 16:38).

However, since both terms do not correspond to the
meaning of the word “innovation,” it is commonly
used as "inovasyon" in Turkish.

Product innovation indicates improving the exis-
ting features of a company's products to meet cus-
tomer demands. Product innovation is characterized
as changes made to a product's functional features,
technical specifications, and components, which will
ensure easy usage (Zehir et al., 2018, 30).

In product innovation terminology, it is sufficient to
define “product innovation” as developing a new
product. “Product innovation” aims to make usage
easy for users, enable the use of more functional
products, and enhance quality of life (Besler & To-
nus, 2017, 53).

According to Damanpour, “product innovation” en-
compasses the development and delivery of novel
or considerably improved products that meet con-
sumers' needs and expectations (Damanpour, 1996,
698). Initiatives, methods, techniques, and processes
for incremental enhancements of available services
and products are included in “product innovation”.
It encompasses making evolutionary modifications
to products that use prevailing technologies and or-
ganizational capabilities (Rainey, 2015, 26). "Product
innovation” is defined as the design of novel pro-
ducts that meet unmet current and future customer
needs, exceeding their expectations, or the deve-
lopment or improvement of existing products in this
direction (Barutcugil, 2020, 23).

“Product innovation” can be divided into two
groups: goods and services innovation. Whether the
elements subject to innovation are tangible or intan-
gible is the primary reason for the distinction betwe-
en goods and services innovation. Whereas produ-
cts, including physical goods, are tangible, services
are intangible (Ozdemir & Sénmez, 2018, 19).

“Product innovation” focuses on enhancing the stra-
tegic position and product delivery capabilities of an
organization via leadership and creativity. “Product
innovation” involves a few important aspects:

* Investigating new product needs.
¢ Identifying the appropriate direction and suita-
bility for novel products.

e Creating a suitable game plan for the whole
management system for the development and
commercialization of novel products.

e Choosing novel product opportunities for in-
vestment.

e Developing organizational capabilities to pro-
duce successful novel products.

e Creating novel products and performing novel
product development

(Rainey, 2015, 147).

Innovation provides solutions to organizational prob-

lems, contributing to enterprise survival, market lea-
dership, and increased profits in the long run (Orlici
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et al,, 2011, 62). Innovation refers to a necessity for
enterprises that strive to compete in environments
where change is common, unpredictable, and cons-
tant. Innovation, which forms a source of competiti-
ve advantage and therefore survival, is an essential
concept for organizations in coping with alterations
in the external environment (Kaya & Altindag, 2019,
145). "Product innovation” is challenging due to the
complexity of the business environment, the varying
needs of customers and markets, the effect of com-
petition, and the requirements of understanding the
present and predicting the future (Rainey, 2015, 5).

Akgliin and Keskin (2014) investigated the role of
variables related to “organizational resilience ca-
pacity” on the innovation performance of firms and
revealed that “product innovation” mediates the
correlation between firm performance and resilien-
ce capacity (Akglin & Keskin, 2014,). The concept
of "organizational resilience”, established on an
organization's adaptation skills and capacity, over-
laps with the dynamic capabilities theory. The initial
stage in the development of dynamic capabilities
theory began with Penrose in 1959 and was clarified
by Barney in 1991 with the emergence of the resour-
ce-based view (Sahin&Kaplan, 2017, 106-107). When
the resource-based view became insufficient to exp-
lain how today's organizations can adapt to rapidly
changing environments, this inadequacy led to the
emergence of dynamic capabilities theory (Kasap,
2019, 6).

Since it is possible to characterize "organizational
resilience” as the ability to maintain continuity in
response to environmental change, this definition
expresses the level of the ability to respond to en-
vironmental uncertainty in an organizational sense,
adapt to change, and adjust to alterations (Oztirk,
2018,72). Eisenhardt and Martin's definition of dyna-
mic capabilities is as follows: Dynamic capabilities
are processes by which a firm uses its resources to
match, or even create, market change (specifically,
the processes of integrating, restructuring, acqui-
ring, and releasing resources). Therefore, dynamic
capabilities are organizational and strategic routines
that firms create to obtain new resource configurati-
ons in response to market emergence, collision, divi-
sion, growth, and death (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000,
1107). In this context, the concept of organizational
resilience, which is actually built upon an organizati-
on's adaptability skills and capacity, coincides with
the dynamic capabilities theory. Since organizational
resilience can be defined as the ability to mainta-
in continuity in response to environmental change,
this definition expresses the level of organizational
ability to respond to environmental uncertainties,
adapt to change, and adjust to it (Oztirk, 2018, 72).
Teece et al. (1997) expressed dynamic capabilities as
an enterprise’s ability to build, integrate, and restru-
cture its external and internal capabilities in order to
react promptly to altering environmental conditions.

Thus, dynamic capabilities refer to the ability of an
organization to obtain novel and innovative forms
of competitive advantage, considering its path de-
pendencies and market positions (Teece et al., 1997,
510).

Based on the literature, the dynamic capabilities
theory effectively explains an organization's “produ-
ct innovation” capabilities.

3. Research Methodology
3.1. Research Model and Hypotheses

Studies performed to date agree on the idea that
enterprises improving their organizational capabi-
lities will achieve a competitive advantage both at
present and in the future. “Organizational resilien-
ce” correlates closely with the ability and capability
of an organization to return to a stable condition
following a disruption. Furthermore, rather than re-
acting to problems with the existing product, an or-
ganization should take proactive steps and develop
new products to ensure its continued development
despite adversities and turbulence, offering novel
and improved products. An extended ability to es-
tablish novel opportunities prior to disruptive events
(e.g., anticipate novel and improved products) ne-
cessitates the dynamic aspect of resilience within
the framework of “product innovation” (Akgin &
Keskin, 2014, 6918).

In 1997, Teece et al. claimed that enterprises should

develop dynamic capabilities to gain and sustain a
competitive advantage, especially in dynamic and
turbulent environmental conditions (Garcia-Morales
et al., 2006, 26). In their study carried out in 2006,
Garcia-Morales defined "organizational learning”
and innovation as the dynamic capabilities that or-
ganizations utilize to adapt to quickly altering exter-
nal environments (Garcia-Morales et al., 2006, 22).
On the other hand, in their study conducted in 2000,
Eisenhardt and Martin stated that “organizational
learning” and superior organizational innovation are
dynamic capabilities integrating and restructuring
competencies to adjust to a rapidly altering external
environment. They also highlighted the necessity of
dynamic capabilities in adapting to quickly changing
environments by arguing that dynamic capabilities
represent a set of particular and definable proces-
ses, including innovation and strategic decision-ma-
king (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000, 1117).

Since the dynamic capabilities theory allows orga-
nizations to respond to environmental alterations
by reshaping or adapting themselves, the dynamic
capabilities theory forms the basis for the model of
the current work. The conceptual model for the re-
search is given below. The proposed model argues
that "organizational resilience” fully mediates the
impact of “organizational learning” on “product in-
novation”.
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Figure 1. Research Model

Research Hypotheses

* H,: “Organizational learning” significantly and
positively affects “product innovation”.

* H,: "Organizational learning” significantly and
positively affects “organizational resilience”.

* H,: “Organizational resilience” significantly and
positively affects “product innovation”.

* H,: "Organizational resilience” mediates the
effect of "organizational learning” on “product

innovation”.

* H,: The impact of “organizational learning” on
“product innovation” varies according to “orga-
nizational resilience”.

3.2. Research Method

The main hypothesis and sub-hypotheses were es-
tablished in line with the literature review and the
research model developed. To determine whether
the hypotheses were supported, the study attemp-
ted to numerically reveal the relationships betwe-
en the variables using a quantitative method. The
main population included employees of exporting
enterprises operating under the Istanbul Textile
and Apparel Exporters' Association (ITKIB) in Istan-
bul province. Since, it was not possible to reach all
registered businesses, the sample size of the study
was calculated at a 95% confidence level and deter-
mined as follows. Based on a total 31,795 registered
businesses in the Ready-Made Clothing/Textile/Le-
ather sector, the valid sample size was calculated as
380. Data was collected from 382 participants for the
study. Responses were collected based on a 5-point
Likert scale using a survey as a data collection met-
hod. The study was conducted in accordance with
the Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the
Istanbul Beykent University Social Sciences Ethics
Committee (No.060821-62).

Based on the data obtained from the study, a pilot
study was conducted when the number of data re-
ached 100. Factor analysis, validity, and reliability
analyses were applied to the survey scales using
the SPSS program. Data collection continued based
on the results obtained from these analyses. After a
number of surveys as an adequate sample size in the
population were collected, factor analysis, validity
and reliability analyses, correlation analyses, and

mediation and moderation analyses were applied
to the conceptual model of the research using SPSS
Process Macro. The data collected using the met-
hods above yielded meaningful, valid, and reliab-
le results. Additionally, mediation and moderation
analyses were conducted using the SPSS PROCESS
V.4 plugin. Afterward, the results obtained from the
study were explained, and an evaluation was perfor-
med based on these results to assess the impacts of
“organizational learning” and to present new the-
oretical and managerial recommendations that will
make a contribution to the literature.

3.3. Scales Used in the Study

A comprehensive literature review on the subject
was performed, paying attention to the fact that the
survey scales to be used in the research were up-
to-date and obtained from internationally accepted
sources. Scales, which included statements consis-
tent with the theoretical and operational definitions
of the variables and whose validity and reliability had
been confirmed in research conducted to date, were
preferred.

For the purpose of measuring the "organizational
learning” variable, the study employed a scale de-
veloped by Chiva and Alegre in 2009, whose vali-
dity and reliability studies have been conducted
and which is commonly employed in the literature.
This scale comprises five dimensions and 14 items.
To measure the “organizational resilience” variable,
the present work used a scale developed by Leng-
nick-Hall et al. in 2011, whose validity and reliability
have been tested and which is frequently utilized in
the literature. The scale in question includes three
main dimensions, ten sub-dimensions, and 43 items.
Two of the 43 items were excluded from the scope
of the current study since they conceptually overlap-
ped with the “Organizational Learning Capability”
Scale. The 41 items of the scale were used. To me-
asure the "product innovation” variable, the current
study preferred a scale developed by Vila and Kus-
ter in 2007, which has been tested for validity and
reliability and is commonly utilized in the literature.
The said scale comprises four main dimensions and
24 items. The present study used the scale’s section
related to the “product innovation” dimension. The
“Product Innovation” Scale contains five items.
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4. Results
4.1. Sampling

The frequency analysis of the demographic chara-
cteristics of the employees in the ready-to-wear/
textile/leather export sector who took part in the
research showed that 66.8% of the participants were
female, and 33.2% were male. Of these individuals,
2.4% had a doctorate degree, 17% had a master's
degree, 63.1% had a bachelor's degree, 12% had an
associate degree, 4.5% had a high school degree,
and 1% had a primary school degree. According to
their workplace titles, 21.5% of the participants were
employees, 6% were low-level managers, 47.4%
were mid-level managers, and 24.9% were senior
managers. Considering the participants’ length of
service in the sector, 57.6% have worked for 15 ye-
ars and more, 16.2% for 11-15 years, 15.2% for 6-10
years, 9.2% for 1-5 years, and 1.8% have worked for
less than 1 year.

In line with the statistical remedies suggested by
Podsakoff et al. (2012), common method bias was
assessed using Harman's single-factor test, in which
all study variables were loaded onto a single factor

Table 1. Reliability Levels

(Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2012). The results indicated
that the single factor accounted for 47.9% of the
total variance. Although this value approaches the
commonly accepted threshold of 50%, it does not
exceed it, suggesting that common method bias is

unlikely to pose a serious threat to the validity of the
study findings (Harman, 1960, 65-66).

4.2. Validity and Reliability Measures

Cronbach's alpha analysis was carried out to test
the reliability of the scales employed in the resear-
ch. Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient is a value
examined in Likert scales to determine whether the
items are consistent with each other and whether
these items measure a hypothetical variable (Can-
bolat, 2023, 2440). The analysis results in Table 1
demonstrate that Cronbach’s alpha reliability coef-
ficient was computed to be 0.925, 0.977, and 0.867
for the “Organizational Learning Capability” Scale,
"Organizational Resilience” Scale, and “Product In-
novation” Scale, respectively. These values demons-
trate that the scale has internal consistency and a
high level of reliability.

Scales and Dimensions Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha
Organizational Learning 14 0.925
Experimentation 2 0.921
Risk Taking 2 0.814
Interaction with the external environment 3 0.794
Dialogue 4 0.849
Participative decision making 3 0.938
Organizational Resilience 38 0.977
Cognitive Dimension 10 0.945
Conceptual orientation 4 0.938
Constructive sense-making 4 0.898
Strategic sense-making 2 0.793
Behavioral Dimension 14 0.953
Original/Unscripted agility 9 0.948
Practical Habits 3 0.880
Behavioural Preparedness 2 0.849
Contextual Dimension 14 0.941
Psychological Safety 4 0.937
Deep social capital 6 0.935
Broad resource networks 4 0.928
Product Innovation 5 0.867
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4.3. Exploratory Factor Analysis

The current section contains the findings of the
exploratory factor analysis for the "Organizational
Learning Capability," "Organizational Resilience,"
and "Product Innovation" scales employed in the
study. Table 2 lists the values of the Kaiser-Meyer-Ol-
kin (KMQO) and Bartlett's test of sphericity, which are

statistical methods commonly utilized to assess the
adequacy of the data sample. The obtained values
showed that the KMO values of all study variables
were above 0.8, and Bartlett's test of sphericity was
also significant. The results above reveal that the
study data set is appropriate for factoring. Tables 3,
4, and 5 contain the factor analysis findings.

Table 2. KMO Values and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Results for All Variables

Variables

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Approx. Chi-Square df

Organizational Learning .903 3.791.096 21 .000
Organizational Resilience .968 17.586.635 903 .000
Product Innovation .823 944.677 10 .000

4.3.1. Factor analyses of the organizatio-
nal learning capability scale
The factor analysis of the “Organizational Learning

Capability Scale” demonstrated that the total exp-
lained variance of the five-component structure was

81.367%, and the five-component factor structure
agrees with the original scale. Table 3 shows the sca-
le structure. In line with the results in Table 3, each
item on the “Organizational Learning Capability
Scale” had factor loadings in the range of 0.597 -
0.856.

Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Organizational Learning Capability Scale

Experimen-

tation

People here receive support and

Factors

Interaction
with the
external en-
vironment

Participati-
ve decision
making

Risk Taking

Dialogue

encouragement when presenting new 799
ideas

Initiative often receives a favourable

response here so people feel encouraged .783

to generate new ideas

People are encouraged to take risks in
this organization

856

People here often venture into unknown
territory

.855

It is part of the work of all staff to collect,
bring back and report information about
what is going on outside the company

.758

There are systems and procedures
for receiving, collating and sharing
information from outside the company

.829

People are encouraged to interact with
the environment: competitors, customers,
technological institutes, universities,
suppliers etc

.644

Employees are encouraged to
communicate

617

There is a free and open communication
within my work group

.847
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Managers facilitate communication 746

Cross-functional teamwork is a common 597
practice here '

Managers in this organization frequently 294
involve employees in important decisions '

Policies are significantly influenced by the 829
view of employees ’

People feel involved in main company 836
decisions .

4.3.2. Factor analyses of the organizatio- and the three-component factor structure agrees
nal resilience scale with the original scale. Table 4 displays the scale

structure. According to the results presented here,
The factor ana|ysis results of the ”Organizationa| Re- the factor |oadings of each item on the "Organiza_
silience Scale” show that the total explained varian-  tional Resilience Scale” varied between 0.517 and
ce of the three-component structure was 81.241%, (.884.

Table 4. Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Organizational Resilience Scale

Factors

Cognitive Behavioral Contextual
Dimension Dimension Dimension

Preparedness
Psychological
Safety

Deep Social
Broad Resource
Networks

Practical Habits
Behavioural

o
£
—
@©
-
0]
n
=
0}
wn

Conceptual
Orientation
Constructive
Strategic
Sense-making
Original/ Unsc-
ripted Agility

We have a strong sense of purpose,
core values and a genuine vision in our 706
organization

We have strong core values coupled with
a sense of purpose and identity, which
encourage us to frame conditions in ways
that enable problem solving and action 705
rather than in ways that lead to either
threat rigidity or dysfunctional escalation of
commitment in our organization.

We have a prevailing vocabulary that implies
capability, influence, competence, consistent 709
core values and a clear sense of direction in ’
our organization

We have a highly visible moral purpose
that enables us to motivate employees,
to perceive opportunities, and to unleash 626
physical and psychological resources in our
organization.

We have an attitude that balances the
contradictory forces of confidence and
expertise against scepticism, caution .517
and a search for new information in our
organization.

We have a mindset that requires a solid
grasp on reality and a relentless desire to 586
question fundamental assumptions in our ’
organization.
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We have a mindset that empowers
interpretation of the world and a positive

explanations.

. . . 712
perception of experiences in our
organization.
We focus on situation-specific interpretations
and judgements rather than programmed .586

We use a common language (i.e. words,
images and stories) to construct meaning,

than emphasise standardisation and the
need for control.

T . 733
describe situations, and imply both under-
standing and emotion in our organization.
We encourage ingenuity and look for
opportunities to develop new skills rather 547

People engage in disciplined creativity to
devise unconventional, yet robust, responses
to unprecedented challenges in our
organization.

.543

People combine originality and initiative to
capitalise on an immediate situation in our
organization.

.589

We have an ability to follow a dramatically
different course of action from that which is
the norm in our organization.

.803

People engage in non-conforming strategic
repertoires (those that depart from the
industry’s norms) rather than simple
strategic repertoires (those that tend to be
preoccupied with a single type of action)

to make counter-intuitive moves in our
organization.

756

We have a complex and varied action
inventory that enables us to follow a
dramatically different course of action from
that which is the norm in our organization.

.801

We have a number and diversity of
competitive actions available to adopt
unexpected and timely responses to market
shifts in our organization.

.668

We rely on the development of useful,
practical habits, especially repetitive,
over-learned routines that provide the first
response to any unexpected threat in our
organization.

.538

We take actions and make investments
before they are needed to ensure that we are
able to benefit from situations that emerge
in our organization

612

We have the ability to spot an opportunity
that other firms without our competencies
might miss in our organization

.578

We develop values that lead to traditions

responses.

of flexibility rather than rigidity in our 659
organization.

We have habits that intuitively behave in

ways that open the system and create robust 518
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We deliberately unlearn obsolete

competencies in our organization

information or dysfunctional heuristics in our 874
organization.

We quickly discard behaviours that constrain

us because it is for us to develop new 746

People perceive their work environment as
being conducive to taking interpersonal risks,
the risk of being seen as ignorant by asking
questions or seeking information, in our
organization.

844

People perceive their work environment as
being conducive to taking interpersonal risks,
the risk of being seen as incompetent as a
result of asking for help, admitting mistakes
or experimenting, in our organization.

.884

People perceive their work environment as
being conducive to taking interpersonal risks,
the risk of being seen as negative  when
offering critical feedback, in our organization.

878

People perceive their work environment as
being conducive to taking interpersonal
risks, the failure to seek feedback for fear of
imposing on someone’s time or goodwill, in
our organization.

.864

We have respectful interactions within an

organization.

T . 700
organisational community.
We have face-to-face, ongoing dialogues 739
rooted in trust, honesty and self-respect. ‘
We have informed and disclosure-oriented 648
intimacy '
People exchange resources as they recognise 758
their interdependence. :
People have an orientation and are able to

o i 678

share tacit information.
We have cross-functional collaboration in our 752

People forge relationships with others who

.555
can share key resources.
We use relationships with supplier contacts
and strategic alliances to secure needed 652
resources to support adaptive initiatives.
We ensure that bonds with various
environmental agents are maintained,
. ) . . .659
thereby reinforcing social capital beyond the
firm’'s boundaries.
We promote organizational slack .595
In the component of cognitive resilience, a new di- “Behavioral preparedness” sub-dimension were

mension was formed by separating two questions
from the "constructive sense-making" sub-dimensi-
on. This dimension was named “strategic sense-ma-
king.” In the component of behavioral resilience, all
questions (2 questions) from the “Learned resour-
cefulness” sub-dimension and 2 questions from the

combined into the “Original/unscripted agility” di-
mension. One question was deleted from the "Prac-
tical habits” sub-dimension; thus, 3 questions rema-
ined in this sub-dimension. Two questions remained
in the "“Behavioral preparedness” sub-dimension.
The component of contextual resilience was elimi-
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nated since the 4 questions in the “Diffused power
and accountability” sub-dimension were deleted. In
the article from which the scale was developed and
adopted, unlike the initial design, the variables of
conceptual orientation, constructive sensemaking,
learned resourcefulness, psychological safety, and
dispersed power and accountability were combined
into a single factor. The factor structure obtained in
the current study differs significantly from the samp-
le from which the scale was developed. This is due
to two main reasons: (i) differences in context and
sample, (i) methodological choices, and more strin-
gent item-elimination criteria. In the current study's
sample, two items from "constructive sensema-
king" clustered separately because they captured a
forward-looking, goal-vector framing rather than im-
mediate interpretive processes, forming a new and
theoretically consistent dimension called "strategic
sensemaking." In behavioral resilience, the items
from "learned resourcefulness" and two items from
"behavioral preparedness" merged into a single
factor of "extraordinary agility," reflecting common
behavioral patterns such as rapid trial-and-error un-
der uncertainty, generating solutions with scarce

Table 5. Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Product Innovation Scale

resources, and quickly exploiting windows of op-
portunity. In contrast, the "Distributed Power and
Responsibility" items did not support the factor stru-
cture due to low variance/distinctiveness and weak
loadings/community in the organizational context
of the current sample and were removed from the
model based on analytical criteria. All these decisi-
ons were justified by exploratory factor analysis and
loading threshold checks. Consequently, the model
demonstrates a higher fit with theoretical expectati-
ons and the statistical properties of the data.

4.3.3. Factor analyses of the product inno-
vation scale

The factor analysis results of the “Product Innovation
Scale” demonstrate that the total explained varian-
ce of the single-component structure was 65.945%,
and the factor structure consisted of a single compo-
nent, in line with the original scale. Table 5 displays
the scale structure. According to the results in Table
5, the factor loadings of each item on the “Product
Innovation Scale” ranged from 0.736 to 0.851.

Items Factors

Superiority( &/ordifferentiation) over other competing products .851
Degree to which the product adapts to customer needs/tastes .846
Degree to coherence between product price and the result it brings 736
Perceived technological sophistication of the product 811
Perceived novelty/originality of the product .810

4.3. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation
Analysis

Pearson’s correlation analysis was performed to
make sense of the correlations between the overall
scale scores and the sub-dimension variables in the
study. Correlation analysis is employed to identify
the strength and direction of the linear correlation
between two variables. Pearson’s correlation coeffi-
cient (r) can take positive or negative values betwe-
en -1 and +1 (Pallant, 2020, 144). As specified by

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis

Mukaka (2012), the correlation coefficient (r) varying
between 0 and 0.3 represents a “weak” correlation;
the correlation coefficient that varies between 0.3
and 0.5 means a “low” correlation; the correlation
coefficient in the range of 0.5-0.7 displays a “mode-
rate” correlation; the correlation coefficient ranging
from 0.7 to 0.9 refers to a "high” correlation; the cor-
relation coefficient varying between 0.9 and 1 rep-
resents a “very high” correlation (Mukaka, 2012, 71).
This study evaluated correlation coefficients based
on the study by Mukaka (2012).

Variables
Organizational N N E _
Learning (1) ™ ™

oVl Ln o~ (;k()\
Experimentation (2) X e N S —
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As seen in Table 6, all correlations between the ove-
rall scale scores and all sub-dimension variables,
both among themselves and with each other, were
significant. There was a statistically significant positi-
ve and moderate correlation (r=.571**) between the
"Organizational Learning Capability Scale” and the
“Product Innovation Scale”. A statistically significant
positive and high correlation (r=.879**) was iden-
tified between the “Organizational Learning Ca-
pability Scale” and the “Organizational Resilience
Scale”. It can also be stated that there was a statis-
tically significant positive and moderate correlation
(r=.663**) between the "Organizational Resilience
Scale” and the Product Innovation scale. Hypothe-
ses H1, H2, and H3 were accepted based on the fin-
dings presented above.

The research found that the average for the “Or-
ganizational Learning Capability Scale” was 3.77 =
.775, the average for the “Organizational Resilience

Scale” was 3.90 £ .774, and the average for the "“Pro-
duct Innovation Scale” was 4.21 + .669. The scales’
average values were computed by dividing the sum
of the sample data by the sample size and finding
a single value representing the sample in the best
way. The value of standard deviation is found by
taking the square root of the mean of the squared
deviations from the mean. The said value shows the
data’s closeness to the mean. The obtained results
demonstrate that our data were close to the mean
and were homogeneously distributed.

4.4. Regression Analyses

In this part of the study, linear regression analyses
were conducted to reveal the effects of independent
variables on dependent variables and the results are
shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Regression Analysis Results of the Effect of Independent Variables on Dependent Variables

H Model N B Es:li'r Std. B ) F Adj:;ted Result

H, 1 OLLPl 382 0492 0036 0571 00007 183,950 0,324  Supported
H, 2 OL_OR 399 0,844 0,024 0,879 0,000**  1287,610 0,772 Supported
H, 3 OR_PI 399 0.596 0,034 0,663 0,000** 298,195 0,438  Supported

OL=0Organizational Learning; OR=Organizational Resilience; PI=Product Innovation; *p<0,05 **p<0,01
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When the results of Model 1 in Table 7 are exami-
ned, it is seen that the established model is statisti-
cally significant (F-statistic = 183.950; p = 0.000). Ac-
cording to the model results, 32.4% of the change
in product innovation is explained by organizational
learning (R2 = 0.324). A 1-unit increase in organizati-
onal learning increases product innovation by 0.571
units (Beta = 0.571). Hypothesis H1 is supported.

When the results of Model 2 are examined, it is seen
that the established model is statistically significant
(F-statistic = 1287.610; p = 0.000). According to the
model results, 77.2% of the change in organizational
resilience is explained by organizational learning (R2
= 0.772). A 1-unit increase in organizational learning
increases organizational resilience by 0.879 units
(Beta = 0.879). Hypothesis H2 is supported.

When the results of Model 3 are examined, it is seen
that the established model is statistically significant
(F-statistic = 298.195; p = 0.000). According to the
model results, 43.8% of the change in product inno-
vation is explained by organizational resilience (R2

Table 8. Mediation Analysis

= 0.438). A 1-unit increase in organizational learning
increases organizational resilience by 0.663 units
(Beta = 0.663). Hypothesis H3 is supported.

4.5. Mediation and Moderation Analyses

Mediation and moderation analyses were carried
out with the SPSS PROCESS V.4 plugin. The media-
tion analysis was examined using Model 4, whereas
the moderation analysis was examined by utilizing
Model 1. In line with the test of Hayes, the indirect
impact of X on Y significantly indicates the media-
tion variable. Confidence intervals present the fin-
dings. There is a significant mediation effect when
a zero value is absent between the BootULCI and
BootLLCl values (Hayes, 2022). There is no p-value in
the model in question (Celik & Uzuncarsili, 2023, 13).
In this test, the confidence level for all confidence
intervals in the output is 95.0000, whereas 5.000 is
the number of bootstrap samples for the percentile
bootstrap confidence intervals.

Hy- Boot Boot
. Coeff
pot' Model 4 Effect Type oefic Boot Se LLCI ULCl
hesis
Total Effect 492 .036 13,563 .000 421 564 Supported
H, OL*OR-PI Direct Effect -.044 .069 629 .530 -.180 .093 (F.u”.
mediation
indirect Effect 622 070 483 756 effect)

As seen in Table 8, during the analysis, the indepen-
dent variable (X) of “Organizational Learning” (OL)
and the independent variable (Y) of “Product Inno-
vation” (Pl) were taken as the mediators (M) of “Or-
ganizational Resilience” (OR) in Model 4. In the mo-
del testing Hypothesis H4, the BootLLCI value was
0.483, and the BootULCI value was 0.756. No zero
was found between the two values. Moreover, since
P =.0530 > .05, the effect became insignificant, and
it was concluded that there was a full mediation vari-
able. Hypothesis H4 was accepted in line with these
findings. “Organizational Resilience” (OR) fully me-

Table 9. Moderation Analysis

L\

diates the impact of “Organizational Learning” (OL)
on "“Product Innovation” (PI).

The moderation analysis was initiated after this po-
int. The primary goal of the moderation analysis is to
discover how the variable selected as a moderator
impacts the strength of the correlation between the
independent and dependent variables (Conbolat,
2023, 2441). In the above-mentioned test, similar
to the mediation test, the confidence level for all
confidence intervals in the output is 95.0000, whi-
le 5.000 is the bootstrap sample size for percentile
bootstrap confidence intervals. The results in Table

Boot Boot
:ec;ti-s Model 1 Effect Type Coeffc Boot Se LLCI uLCl
Constant 2.051 425 4.825 .000 1.215 2.887
OL(X) -.096 156 -.620 536 -.402 .209 Not
H,  OL*OR-PI s q
ORW) 594 132 4500 000 334 0853 >upporte
Int_1 .014 .036 .0379 705 -.058 .085

Note: R2 =.440; R2-chng= .000; P=.705 > .05, Se.: Standard Error
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9 demonstrate that all predictor variables included
in the regression analysis explained approximately
44% (R2=.440) of the variance in “product innova-
tion”. According to the results of the test(s) of hig-
hest order unconditional interaction(s), R-sq= .440;
R2-chng= .000. Additionally, since P=.705 > .05, it

Table 9. Hypothesis Test Results and Acceptance-Rejection Table

was concluded that there was no moderator variab-
le. The findings above indicate that hypothesis H5
was rejected. Hence the effect of “Organizational
Learning” (OL) on “Product Innovation” (Pl) does
not vary according to “Organizational Resilience”
(OR).

H, “Organizational learning” significantly and positively affects “product innovation”. Supported
H, “Organizational learning” significantly and positively affects “organizational resilience”.  Supported
H, “Organizational resilience” significantly and positively affects “product innovation”. Supported

4 "product innovation”.

“Organizational resilience” mediates the impact of “organizational learning” on

Supported (full
mediation effect)

$  "organizational resilience”.

The effect of “organizational learning” on “product innovation” varies with

Not Supported
(Moderator Effect)

5. Conclusion

The present work investigated how the effects of the
"organizational learning capabilities” of employees
working in textile and apparel exporting enterprises
in Istanbul province during crisis periods on “produ-
ct innovation” varied according to “organizational
resilience”. “Organizational learning capabilities”
increase knowledge capacity. Since "organizational
learning capabilities” enhance creative performan-
ce and support adaptation to the external environ-
ment, they contribute to a more realistic prediction
of potential opportunities and threats caused by
environmental uncertainty and change (Ormeci &
Ocal, 2023, 33; Ozer Targaloz, 2024, 335).

Hence the present research concentrated on “or-
ganizational learning capabilities”, in particular. The
study results showed that “organizational learning
capabilities” significantly and positively affect “pro-
duct innovation” in these enterprises. In this respe-
ct, the research results are similar to those of a study
conducted by Ormeci and Ocal in 2023 which also
found a positive and significant relationship betwe-
en organizational learning capabilities and techno-
logical innovation capabilities.The findings of the
research conducted by Ozdevecioglu and Bickes on
the 500 largest and the second 500 largest industrial
enterprises of Turkey in 2015 also reveal that there
is a significant and positive relationship between or-
ganizational learning and innovation. Also, Migdadi
(2021) found in his study, examining the relations-
hips between organizational learning ability, innova-
tion, and organizational performance in service sec-
tor enterprises in Jordan (2021), that organizational
learning ability affects innovation.

While some studies in the literature report that
export leads to innovation or R&D expenditures,
others assert that the correlation between export
and innovation is bidirectional. Since the impact of
"organizational learning capabilities” on “product
innovation” was going to be assessed, the study

specifically included exporting enterprises. Because
the export firms are more intensely exposed to inno-
vation processes that improve their performance. In
addition, the effect of “organizational learning” on
“product innovation” and the intensity and direction
of the said impact vary according to “organizational
resilience”. The variation in this impact according to
"organizational resilience” will cause differences in
“product innovation” capacities in companies with
different levels of “organizational resilience”. The
obtained findings indicated a highly significant, po-
sitive relationship between “organizational learning
capabilities” and “organizational resilience”. In ot-
her words, “organizational learning” positively affe-
cts “organizational resilience”.

Orth and Schuldis (2021) also found, in their study
which is investigating the impact of organizational
learning abilities and inability to learn of enterprises,
on their “organizational resilience” during the Co-
vid-19 pandemic that “organizational learning capa-
bility"” of enterprises had a positive effect on “orga-
nizational resilience”. It is essential that enterprises
have skills, such as learning capability and resilience,
to display a positive performance and maintain their
current position, particularly in crisis environments
and under volatile market conditions. As a result
of the analyses conducted in the study, the "Dist-
ributed Power and Responsibility" dimension of or-
ganizational resilience was removed from the scale
based on statistical criteria. However, this situation
may also reflect the contextual characteristics of the
study's sample. It is expected that exporting firms
will tend to centralize their operational processes by
providing tighter control in order to respond quickly
to crises. Under these conditions, the distribution of
power and responsibility may be perceived as risky.
Centralized leadership structures are more common
in cultural contexts with high power distances, es-
pecially under conditions of uncertainty. Therefore,
the lack of empirical support for this dimension may
indicate a context-specific manifestation of organi-
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zational resilience during crises, rather than a con-
ceptual inadequacy of the structure. According to
the general research findings, “organizational resi-
lience” also positively affects “product innovation”.
Parallel to the findings above, empirical and theo-
retical research has also shown that resilient orga-
nizations preserve sufficient flexibility, adaptability,
and creativity for survival in a business environment
where intense competition and chaos prevail (Chen,
Liu, & Zhou, 2021, 48899, Cited by: Tolay & Gller-
ylz, 2022, 3033). Furthermore, the research results
indicated that “organizational resilience” fully me-
diates the impact of “organizational learning” on
"product innovation”, and the effects of “organiza-
tional learning” on “product innovation” do not vary
according to the level of “organizational resilience”.
No matter how high the learning capability of en-
terprises may be, the transformation of accumula-
ted knowledge into innovation during crisis periods
depends critically on the establishment of a resilient
organizational structure. Without such resilience, le-
arning remains a valuable resource, yet its potential
to generate innovative outcomes cannot be fully re-
alized under conditions of heightened uncertainty.
From a dynamic capabilities perspective, organi-
zational resilience can be viewed as a higher-order
capability that enables organizations to reconfigure
and mobilize learning-based resources, thereby sus-
taining innovation in turbulent environments.

The findings obtained also agree with the dynamic
capabilities theory, which we used as the basis. The
dynamic capabilities theory argues that enterprises
should develop and renew their innovative cultures
and innovation capacities to increase their “organi-
zational resilience”. Kozcu and Ozmen (2023) had
seen that in their study which is investigating both
the indirect effect of organizational learning ability
on organizational performance through the media-
ting effect of organizational resilience and the direct
effect of organizational learning ability on organiza-
tional performance in the manufacturing sector, ta-
king into account the moderating effect of market
turbulence,there is no direct positive effect of orga-
nizational learning ability on organizational perfor-
mance and no indirect effect of organizational lear-
ning ability on organizational performance through
organizational resilience.

As can be seen, numerous studies exist in both do-
mestic and international literature invetigating the
correlation between "organizational learning” and
"innovation”. While very few, there are also studies
investigating the effects of these two variables, or
different variables, on "organizational resilience”.
However, no research exists in any sector investi-
gating how the impact of organizational learning
capabilities on product innovation varies according
to organizational resilience. However, it is crucial for
export sector companies, particularly those most af-
fected by the crisis, to develop their organizational

resilience during such periods. This further enhan-
ces the significance of this study.

It is believed that the findings of the present work
make a contribution to relevant theory and research
in this respect. The proactive strategies of exporting
enterprises, in particular, significantly contribute to
their performance. Accordingly, it would be benefi-
cial for managers of export enterprises operating in
the textile sector in Istanbul province, who participa-
ted in the research, to adapt to variable and uncerta-
in environmental conditions by taking the initiative.
In the textile and apparel export sector, the findings
suggest that managers can enhance organizational
resilience through practical measures such as incre-
asing supply chain flexibility and investing in digita-
lization. Practices including supplier diversification,
closer coordination with logistics partners, and da-
ta-driven production planning help transform orga-
nizational learning into product innovation during
crisis periods. Such practices are particularly critical
in the textile and apparel industry, where short pro-
duct life cycles, volatile demand, and global supply
chain dependencies intensify the need for resilien-
ce-driven innovation. By improving “organizational
learning capabilities” through diverse practices in
enterprises, it is possible to impact the innovation
levels of enterprises by increasing their “organizati-
onal resilience”. This, in turn, will positively and indi-
rectly affect the performance of enterprises.

The fact that the research was done solely on emp-
loyees of export enterprises operating under the
Istanbul Textile and Apparel Exporters' Association
(ITKIB) in Istanbul province constitutes its limitation.
Furthermore, the literature review found no similar
studies using all the variables in this study together.
Conducting future research with different sample
groups and in more dynamic and diverse sectors,
e.g., the finance sector, may contribute to the re-
sults. Moreover, the model can be expanded by
including different variables, such as performance
and sustainability. The research data were collected
through a survey, and the findings were analyzed by
employing different techniques. It would be bene-
ficial to examine the subject with different research
methods in terms of contribution to sector professi-
onals and academia.

The research results support the existing literature
on the relationship between organizational learning
and product innovation, and contribute to the lite-
rature due to the paucity of existing studies on the
relationship between organizational learning and
organizational resilience. The study is entirely origi-
nal in its examination of the impact of organizatio-
nal resilience on product innovation, the impact of
organizational learning on product innovation, and
the mediating and moderating roles of organizati-
onal resilience, and aims to offer a new perspective
for future research.



Restructuring Through Organizational Resilience During the Crisis Period: The Effects of Organizational
Learning Capabilities on Product Innovation in Exporting Firms

References

Agdras, S. (2013). Rekabetci Davranislarin Olusmasinda Orglitsel
Yeteneklerin Etkileri: Tirkiye'deki Otel Isletmelerine Yonelik Bir
Arastirma, Dlzce Universitesi, Yayimlanmamis Doktora Tezi,

Agras, S., & Kiling, 1. (2011). Rekabetci Davranislarin Olugsmasinda
Orgitsel Yeteneklerin Etkileri: Akdeniz Ve Ege Bélgesi Otellerine
Yonelik Bir Arastirma. Diizce Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi,
5(1), 50-80.

Al, B. (2025). Coklu Kriz Caginda Orgiitsel Dayaniklilik: Yapay Zeka
Temelli Model Onerisi. Reflektif Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 6(2), 707-
733. https://doi.org/10.47613/reflektif.2025.238

Al-Ayed, S. I. (2019). The impact of strategic human resource ma-
nagement on organizational resilience: an empirical study on hos-
pitals. Verslas: Teorija Ir Praktika/Business: Theory and Practice,
20, 179-186.

Altintas, F. F. (2024). Orgitsel Ogrenme Boyutlari Arasinda iliskisel
Yapilarin Anlamli Fark  Analizi. Journal Of Social, Humanities And
Administrative Sciences (Joshas), 6(25), 459-469.

Akgiin, A. E., Lynn, G. S., & Reilly, R. (2002). Multi-dimensionality
of learning in new product development teams. European Jour-
nal of Innovation Management.

Akgln, A. E., & Keskin, H. (2014). Organisational Resilience Capa-
city and Firm Product Innovativeness and Performance. Internati-
onal Journal of Production Research, 52(23), 6918-6937.

Amabile, T. M. (1988). A model of creativity and innovation in or-
ganizations. Research in organizational behavior, 10(1), 123-167.

Annarelli A, Nonino F (2016) Strategic and operational manage-
ment of organizational resilience: Current state of research and
future directions. Omega, 62, 1-18. https://doi. org/10.1016/].
omega.2015.08.004

Argyris, C. and Schén, D.A. 1978), Organizational Learning: A
Theory of Action Perspective, Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA.

Armstrong M. (2017). Armstrong'un Stratejik insan Kaynaklari El
Kitabi, Nobel Yayinevi, 6. Baski, Istanbul.

Avci, U., Kiling, I., & Okumus, F. (2010). Ogrenme duzeyleri arasi
iliski: Otel isletmelerinde bir alan arastirmasi. Ege Academic Re-
view, 10(1), 95-115.

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive
advantage. In Economics Meets Sociology in Strategic Manage-
ment, 203-227. Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Barutcugil, I. (2020). Stratejik Inovasyon Yonetimi, Kariyer Yayin-
cilik, Istanbul.

Baykal, E. (2018). Promoting resilience through positive leader-
ship during turmoil. International Journal of Management and
Administration, 2(3), 34-48.

Besler, S.f_ & Tonus, H.S. (2017). Yonetimde Giincel Yaklagimlar,
Anadolu Universitesi Yayinlari, Eskisehir.

Branicki, L., Steyer, V., & Sullivan-Taylor, B. (2019). Why resilience
managers aren't resilient, and what human resource management
can do about it. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 30(8), 1261-1286.

Canbolat, M. A. (2023). I Stresinin Isgéren Performansina Etki-
sinde Kurumsal Aidiyetin Duzenleyici Roli. Nevsehir Haci Bek-
tas Veli Universitesi SBE Dergisi, 13(4), 2435-2448. https://doi.
org/10.30783/nevsosbilen.1308035

Cangelosi, V. E., & Dill, W. R. (1965). Organizational learning: Ob-
servations toward a theory. Administrative science quarterly, 175-
203. https://doi.org/10.2307/2391412

Chiva, R., & Alegre, J. (2009). Organizational Learning Capability
and Job Satisfaction: An empirical Assessment in the Ceramic
Tile Industry. British Journal of Management, 20(3), 323-340.

Conz, E., & Magnani, G. (2020). A dynamic perspective on the
resilience of firms: A systematic literature review and a framework
for future research. European Management Journal, 38(3), 400-
412.

Coskun, O. F, & Ozyilmaz, A. (2016). Sirdiiriilebilir Rekabet Avan-

tajinin Temel Yetenekler Ve Dinamik Kabiliyetler Acisindan Deger-
lendirmesi. Atatiirk Universitesi Iktisadi ve idari Bilimler Dergisi,
30(4). 725-750.

Cyert, R., & March, J. (1963). Behavioral theory of the firm. Prenti-
ce-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Celik, D. ve Uzuncarsili, U. (2023). “Is the effect of organizatio-
nal ambidexterity and technological innovation capability on firm
performance mediated by competitive advantage? An empirical
research on Turkish manufacturing and service industries”, Sage
Open, 13/4. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244023120

Damanpour, F. (1996). Organizational Complexity and Innovation:
Developing and Testing Multiple Contingency Models. Manage-
ment Science, 42(5), 693-716.

Davenport, T. H., De Long, D. W., & Beers, M. C. (1998). Succes-
sful knowledge management projects. MIT Sloan management
review, 39(2), 43-57.

Duchek, S. (2020). Organizational resilience: a capability-based
conceptualization. Business Research, 13(1),215-246. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s40685-019-0085-7

Durna, U. (2005). Bilgiye Dayali Orgiitlerin Temel Orglitsel Nite-
likleri Yetenekleri. Ankara Universitesi SBF Dergisi, 60(2), 71-96.

Durmus, S. (2025). Orgitsel dayaniklilik kavrami: Bibliyometrik bir
analiz. Business & Management Studies: An International Journal
(BMI), 13(1), 49-69. https://doi.org/10.15295/bmij.v13i1.2484

Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behavi-
or in work teams. Administrative science quarterly, 44(2), 350-383.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic Capabilities:
What are They? Strategic Management Journal, 21(10-11), 1105-
1121.

Fiol, C. M., & Lyles, M. A. (1985). Organizational Learning. Aca-
demy of Management Review, 10(4), 803-813.

Fiksel, J. (2006). Sustainability and resilience: toward a systems
approach, Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy, 2(2) 14-21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2006.11907980

Garcia-Morales, V. J., Llorens-Montes, F. J., & Verdd-Jover, A. J.
(2006). Antecedents and Consequences of Organizational Inno-
vation and Organizational Learning in Entrepreneurship, Industri-
al Management & Data Systems.

Garg, A., Tonmoy, F.,, & Mohamed, S. (2019). Reliability evaluation
of resilient safety culture using fault tree analysis. In in The 8th In-
ternational Conference on Construction Engineering and Project
Management, 303-312.

Garrido-Moreno, A., Martin-Rojas, R., & Garcia-Morales, V. J.
(2024). The key role of innovation and organizational resilience
in improving business performance: A mixed-methods approach.
International Journal of Information Management, 77, 102777.

Ghasemzadeh, P, Nazari, J. A., Farzaneh, M., & Mehralian, G.
(2019). Moderating role of innovation culture in the relations-
hip between organizational learning and innovation perfor-
mance. The Learning Organization, 26(3), 289-303, https://doi.
org/10.1108/TLO-08-2018-0139

Golgeci, I., & Kuivalainen, O. (2020). Does social capital matter
for supply chain resilience? The role of absorptive capacity and
marketing-supply chain management alignment. Industrial mar-
keting management, 84, 63-74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmar-
man.2019.05.006

Guns, B. & Anundsen, K. (1998). The faster learning organization,
San Francisco, Jossey-Bass.

Hamel, G., & L. Valikangas. (2003). The Quest for Resilience. Har-
vard Business Review, 8(9),52-63.

Hammonds, K. H. (2002). The strategy of the fighter pilot. Fast
Company, 59, 98-105.

Harman, H. H. (1960). Modern factor analysis, Vol. 3, pp. 65— 66).
Univer. Chicago Press.

Hayes, A. F. (2022). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and
conditional process analysis: A regression-based approach. Gu-
ilford publications.



Derya Celik / Aybige Ozer Kocak

He, Z., Huang, H., Choi, H., & Bilgihan, A. (2023). Building organi-
zational resilience with digital transformation. Journal of Service
Management, 34(1), 147-171. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-06-
2021-0216

Hedberg, B. 1981), "How organizations learn and unlearn", in
Nystrom, P.C. and Starbuck, W.H. Eds), Handbook of Organizatio-
nal Design, Vol. I, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Hodgkinson, M.(2000). Managerial perception of barriers to be-
coming a learning organization, The Learning Organization, 7(3).
156-166.

Hsu, Y. H., & Fang, W. (2009). Intellectual capital and new product
development performance: The mediating role of organizational
learning capability. Technological Forecasting and Social Chan-
ge, 76(5), 664-677. https://doi.org/10.1016/].techfore.2008.03.012

Huang, K. F, Wu, L. Y., Dyerson, R., ve Chen, C. F. (2012). How
Does a Technological Firm Develop Its Competitive Advantage?
A Dynamic Capability Perspective, Engineering Management,
IEEE. Transactions on, 59 (4), 644-653. https://doi.org/10.1109/
TEM.2011.2176340

Huber, G. P. (1991). Organizational Learning: The Contributing
Processes and the Literatures. Organization Science, 2(1), 88-115.

Jiménez-Jiménez, D., & Sanz-Valle, R. (2011). Innovation, organi-
zational learning, and performance. Journal of business research,
64(4), 408-417. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusres.2010.09.010

Kalmuk, G., & Acar, A. Z. (2016). Pazar ve Kalite Oryantasyonu ile
Firma Performansi Arasindaki iliskide Orgiitsel Ogrenme Yetene-
Jinin Ara Degisken Rolui. Eurasian Business & Economics Journal,
1, 226-236. https://doi.org/10.17740/eas.econ.2016-MSEMP-21

Kantur, D., & Say, A. I. (2015). Measuring organizational resilience:
A scale development. Journal of Business Economics and Finan-
ce, 4(3), 456-472.

Karakose, M. A., imamoglu, S. Z., & ince, H. (2020). Doénustimel
ve Adaptif Liderlik Tarzlarinin Orgitsel Dayaniklilik Kapasitesinin
Gelistirilmesindeki Rolii: Kavramsal Bir Model Onerisi. Dogus Uni-
versitesi Dergisi, 21(1), 153-169.

Kasap, M. (2019). Dinamik Yeteneklerin ve Personel Glclendir-
menin Orgiitsel Performans Uzerindeki Etkileri: Gliney Marmara
Bolgesinde Faaliyet Gosteren Sanayi Kuruluslari Uzerine Bir Aras-
tirma, Canakkale On sekiz Mart Universitesi, Yayimlanmamis Dok-
tora Tezi, Canakkale.

Kaya, C., ve Altmd_ag, E., (2019). Teknoloji, inovasyon ve Girisimci-
lik, Beta Yaymnlar, Istanbul.

Kendir, V., Sinsoysal, B., Orcanli, K., & Boztoprak, H. (2019). “Or-
gt Kiltird ile Orgitsel Yenilikgilik Arasindaki lliskide Orgiitsel
Ogrenmenin Araci Rolii” Kafkas University, Journal Of Economi-
cs & Administrative Sciences Faculty/Kafkas Universitesi iktisadi
ve idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 10(20), 881-908. https://doi.
org/10.36543/kauiibfd.2019.037

Kozcu, G. Y., & Ozmen, O. (2019) Organizational Leanjing Capa-
bility: A Review of Empirical Research. Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi
Isletme Fakdltesi Dergisi, 20(2), 521-535.

Kozcu, G. Y., & Ozmen, O. (2023). Organizational Learning Ca-
pability, Organizational Resilience, Organizational Performance,
And Market Turbulence: A Moderated Mediation Model. Yonetim
Bilimleri Dergisi, 21(49), 482-503.

Kumbali, H.C. (2018). Org&t Yapisina gére Bilgi Yonetimi ve Or-
gutsel Dayaniklilik lligkisi, Pamukkale Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitlist, Yayimlanmamis Doktora Tezi, Denizli.

Lee A, Vargo J, Seville E (2013) Developing a tool to measure and
compare organizations' resilience. Natural hazards review, 14 (1),
29-41. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)NH.1527- 6996.0000075
Lengnick-Hall, C. A., & Beck, T. E. (2005). Adaptive fit versus ro-
bust transformation: How organizations respond to environmen-
tal change. Journal of Management, 31(5), 738-757.
Lengnick-Hall, C. A., Beck, T. E., & Lengnick-Hall, M. L. (2011). De-
veloping a capacity for organizational resilience through strategic

human resource management. Human resource management re-
view, 21(3), 243-255.

Ma, Z., Xiao, L., & Yin, J. (2018). Toward a dynamic model of or-
ganizational resilience. Nankai Business Review International, 9
(3), 246-263.

Mallak, L. A. (1998). Measuring resilience in health care provider
organizations. Health manpower management, 24(4), 148-152. ht-
tps://doi.org/10.1108/09552069810215755

McManus S, Seville E, Vargo J, Brunsdon D (2008). A facilitated
process for improving organizational resilience. Natural Ha-
zards Review, 9(2), 81-90. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)1527-
6988(2008)9:2(81)

Meyer, A. D. (1982). Adapting to environmental jolts. Ad-
ministrative science quarterly, 27(4), 515-537. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2392528

Migdadi, M. M. (2021). Organizational learning capability, innova-
tion and organizational performance. European Journal of Inno-
vation Management, 24(1), 151-172.

Miller, D., & Chen, M. J. (1996). The simplicity of competitive re-
pertoires: An empirical analysis. Strategic management journal,
17(6), 419-439.

Morgan, G. (1997). Images of organization, 2nd ed. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Mukaka, M. M. (2012). A guide to appropriate use of correlation
coefficient in medical research. Malawi medical journal, 24(3), 69-
71.

Nawaz, A., & Tian, R. (2022). The impact of authentic leadership
on project success: the mediating effect of organizational lear-
ning and innovation. International Journal of Managing Projects
in Business, (ahead-of-print).

Ngoc Su, D., Luc Tra, D., Thi Huynh, H. M., Nguyen, H. H. T, &
O’'Mahony, B. (2021). Enhancing resilience in the Covid-19 crisis:
lessons from human resource management practices in Vietnam.
Current Issues in Tourism, 24(22), 3189-3205.

Notebaert, L., Clarke, P. J., & MaclLeod, C. (2016). Does attentio-
nal bias to threat ameliorate or exacerbate the detrimental effect
of trait anxiety on behavioural preparedness for real-world dan-
ger?. Australian Journal of Psychology, 68(3), 166-177.

Onag, O., & Tepeci, M.(2016) Orgiitsel Ogrenme Kabiliyetinin Or-
glitsel Yenilikgilik Araciligiyla Yeni Uriin ve isletme Performansina
Etkisi. istanbul Universitesi isletme Fakdiltesi isletme iktisadi Ensti-
tlst Yonetim Dergisi, 27(80), 80-95.

Ormeci, B., & Ocal, H. (2023). Org(jtsel O@renme Yeteneginin
Teknolojik inovasyon Yetenegi Ve Firma Performansi Arasindaki
iliskide Aracilik Rolt: izmir Kobi Firmalari Uzerinde Bir Arastirma.
Management and Political Sciences Review, 5(1), 32-54.

Orth, D., & Schuldis, P. M. (2021). Organizational learning and
unlearning capabilities for resilience during COVID-19. The Lear-
ning Organization, 28(6), 509-522.

Oriicy, E. Kilic, R., & Savas, A. (2011). KOBI'lerde inovasyon Stra-
tejileri ve Inovasyon Yapmayi Etkileyen Faktorler: Bir Uygulama.
_()zdemir, L., & Sénmez, U. R. V. (2018). Orgiitsel Kiiltiiriin Uriin
Inovasyonu Uzerinde Etkisine Yonelik Bir Arastirma. Visionary
E-Journal/Vizyoner Dergisi, 9(21).

Ozdeve_cio@lu, M., & Bickes, M. (2015). Orgiitsel Ogrenme Ve ino-
vasyon lliskisi: Blylk Olcekli Isletmelerde Bir Arastirma. Erciyes
Universitesi iktisadi Ve idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi Dergisi(39), 19-45.
Oztiirk, A. (2018). Saghk sektoriinde Hizmgt Yenilikgiligine Dair Ye-
nilikgi Egilimler ile Orgitsel Dayaniklilik Iligkilerinin Incelenmesi,
Kocaeli Universitesi, Yayimlanmamis Doktora Tezi, Kocaeli.
Pallant, J. (2020). SPSS survival manual: A step by step guide to
data analysis using IBM SPSS. McGraw-hill education (UK).

Penrose, E. T. (1959). The Theory of the Growth of the Firm. New
York: John Wiley

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P.
(2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical
review of the literature and recommended remedies. E-Journal of
Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sour-



Restructuring Through Organizational Resilience During the Crisis Period: The Effects of Organizational
Learning Capabilities on Product Innovation in Exporting Firms

ces of method bias in social science research and recom- men-
dations on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 63,
539-569. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452.

Querubin, C. (2011, September). Dialogue: Creating shared me-
aning and other benefits for business. In Proceedings of the 55th
Annual Meeting of the ISSS-2011(Vol. 55, No. 1), UK: Hull.

Rainey, D. L. (2015). A Holistic Model for Linking Sustainability,
Sustainable Development, and Strategic Innovation in the Con-
text of Globalization. In Handbook of Research on Sustainable
Development and Economics, 222-247, 1GI Global.

Ruiz-Martin, C., Lépez-Paredes, A., & Wainer, G. (2018). What we
know and do not know about organizational resilience. Internati-
onal Journal of Production Management and Engineering, 6(1),
11-28.

Salunke, S., Weerawardena, J., & McColl-Kennedy, J. R. (2011).
Towards a model of dynamic capabilities in innovation-based
competitive strategy: Insights from project-oriented service firms.
Industrial Marketing Management, 40(8), 1251-1263. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2011.10.009

Scribner, J. P, Cockrell, K. S., Cockrell, D. H., & Valentine, J. W.
(1999). Creating Professional Communities in Schools Through
Organizational Learning: An Evaluation of a School Improvement
Process. Educational Administration Quarterly, 35(1), 130-160.

Sevimli, M. S., & Cemberci, M. (2021). Relationship of Corporate
Governance with Organizational Resilience in the Changing Wor-
Id. Journal of International Trade, Logistics and Law, 7(1), 32-40.

Seving, H., & Efe, M. N. (2018). Orgﬂtseluég}renme yeteneklerinin
firma performansi tzerine etkileri. 1gdir Universitesi Sosyal Bilim-
ler Dergisi, (14), 478-497

Sitkin, S. B. (1996). ‘Learning through failure’. In M. Cohen and L.
Sproull (eds), Organizational Learning. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Sozen, HC (2017). Yonetimde Guncel Yaklagimlar Kitap Boluimd,
Anadolu Universitesi Yayinlari, Eskisehir.

Subasl, H., & Yildiz, N. G. (2022). Attachment relationships and
learned resourcefulness levels of institutionalized adolescents.
Pegem Journal of Education and Instruction, 12(1), 100-114.

Stnnetgioglu, S. (2018). Restoran isletmelerinde 6rgitsel 6gren-
me, inovasyon ve kurumsal cevrecilik arasindaki iliskilerin incelen-
mesine ydnelik bir arastirma. Manas Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi,
7(3). 801-821.

Sahin, K., & Kaplan, T. (.2017)4 Kaynak Tabanli Gériisten Dinamik
Yeteneklere Tarihsel Bir Inceleme. Uluslararasi Ekonomi ve Yenilik
Dergisi, 3(2), 105-131.

Seker, C., Oriicii, E., & Onbicak, A. E. (2024). Org[jtlerde inovas-
yon, drgiitsel dgrenme iliskisinde yapay zeka kaygisinin rolii. islet-
me Arastirmalar Dergisi, 16(1), 328-345.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic Capabili-
ties and Strategic Management. Strategic Management Journal,
18(7), 509-533.

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature
and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise performance.
Strategic management journal, 28(13), 1319-1350. https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.640

Turgut, E., & Begenirbas, M. (2014). i|i§kise| Sosyal Sermayenin
Yenilik¢i Davranisa Etkisinde Ortiilii Bilgi Paylasimi Davranisinin
Aracilik Rolti. Nigde Universitesi iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakdiltesi
Dergisi, 7(1), 146-160.

Turk Dil Kurumu S6zIugd, Glncel Turkge SozIik ve Yabanci Sézle-
re Karsiliklar Klavuzu, https://sozluk.gov.tr/, Erisim tarihi: 21 Mayis
2020, Saat: 16:38

Van Der Vegt, G. S., Essens, P, Wahlstrom, M., & George, G.
(2015). Managing risk and resilience. Academy of Management
Journal, 58(4), 971-980.

Vila, N., & Kuster, I. (2007). The importance of innovation in in-
ternational textile firms. European journal of marketing, 41(1/2),
17-36. https://doi.org/10.1108/030905607 10718094

Weick, K. E. (1993). The collapse of sensemaking in organizations:
the Mann Gulch disaster. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(4),

628-652. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393339

Weerawardena, J., & Mavondo, F. T. (2011). Capabilities, Inno-
vation and Competitive Advantage, Industrial Marketing Mana-
gement, 40 (8), ss.1220-1223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmar-
man.2011.10.012

Yaylaci, E., Serhat, E.R. A. T., Balcioglu, Y. S., & Ginalan, M. (2024).
Firma Yenilikciliginin Firma Performansina Etkisinde Orgiitsel
Ogrenmenin Araci Roll. SSD Journal, 9(47), 28-38. https://doi.
org/10.5281/zenodo.14131891

Yildirim, E. (2015). Orgiitsel 6grenmenin énciilii olarak érgiitsel
zeka: Teori ve bir uygulama. Sosyal Ekonomik Arastirmalar Dergi-
si, 10(20), 145-170.

Zahra, S.A., Sapienza, H.J. and Davidsson, P. (2006), Entrepreneur-
ship and Dynamic Capabilities: A Review, Model and Research
Agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 43, 917-955. https://
doi.org/10.1111/).1467-6486.2006.00616.x

Zehir, C., Karaca, D., Basar, D. (2018). The Relationship Between
Organizational Culture Management Innovation, Product Inno-

vation and New Product Market Performance, Journal of Global
Strategic Management, 12(2), 27-36.




