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ABSTRACT
The present study was conducted in Iran and aimed to analyze the relationships among
technology acquisition & exploitation, organizational innovation, and organizational
performance. We selected 80 knowledge-intensive organizations as statistical
population of the study. Executive managers, senior managers, operational managers,
and R&D managers of the companies were considered as appropriate respondents for
this study. After the distribution of 320 questionnaires among the respondents, 280
usable questionnaires were gathered. The analysis was done utilizing Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) methodology by LISREL software. The factors analysis and
the findings show that technology acquisition & exploitation has a significant positive
influence on both organizational innovation and organizational performance. Further,
organizational innovation has a significant positive impact on organizational
performance.
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INTRODUCTION
The business environment is becoming increasingly dynamic, complex and unpredictable (Davoudi & Fartash,
2012; Coopers, 1997; Shcherbakov et al., 2017), where technology, globalization, knowledge and changing
competitive approaches impact on overall performance (Hitt et al., 2001; Scott, 2000). Change is the reason why
many firms are seeking new ways of conducting business to create wealth (Stopford, 2001). Technology
management is also on the most important issues of organizational in order to cope with dynamic situation of
markets and organized management of technology as a source of competitive advantage is of great importance for
many organizations. Technology management and generally technology management system consists of some
modules. Two of them was selected as the most important modules for iranian companies during a survey with 50
R&D managers. In this paper we’re going to examine the role of two called modules of technology management on
organizational performance and organizational innovation.
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Contribution of this paper to the literature

•

Researchers have studied organizational performance in many studies; but no study has been studied the
relationship among technology acquisition & exploitation, organizational innovation and organizational
performance at the same time.
This study shows how to improve organizational performance by improving technology acquisition &
exploitation.
The results of the current study show that organizational innovation can be also improved by increasing in
the level of technology acquisition & exploitation.
The findings of this study confirm that technology acquisition & exploitation will also affect organizational
performance positively through improving organizational innovation.

•
•
•

LITERATURE REVIEW
In this section of article we discuss three area of literature related to this paper. First discuss technology
management and its modules. Then we cover organizational innovation and performance.

Technology Management
The role of technology as a source of competitive advantage for industries especially manufacturing industries
is widely confirmed by both governments and academics. In order to realise this competitive advantage, it is
essential to understand both the specific technologies, and the ways in which organizations can best organize
technology (Phaal et al., 2001).
Technology management define the effective identification, selection, acquisition, development, exploitation
and protection of technologies (including product, process and even infrastructural) needed to attain, maintain a
business position and performance in alignment with the firm’s objectives (Phaal et al., 2004; Gregory, 1995;
Galiullin et al., 2017; Kirillova et al., 2017).
Since about 1980 technology management has been inclined towards strategic issues such as integrating
technology strategy with marketing and other corporate strategies (Drejer, 1996). Mitchell (1985) has developed a
matrix linking strategic technology areas to business areas. Further, Wet (1996), developed two-dimensional matrix,
linking markets, products, processes and technologies, leading to market-focused technology planning. Bitondo &
Frohman (1981), Birnbaum (1984), McGee & Thomas (1989), Pavitt (1990), Stacey & Ashton (1990), Abetti (1994),
Matthews (1992) are the examples of approaches to the development of technology management strategies
However, no particular approach has been widely accepted.
Effective implementation of a technology management requires organizing the associated processes at the
operational level (lowest level); ‘‘A strategy is only of value if mechanisms for its implementation and renewal are
in place’’ (Gregory, 1995). There are some technology management framework & systems such (Phaal et al., 2001;
Dilek et al., 2009; Badawy, 1998, Ozgur, 1999).
We selected two framework of Dilek et al. (2009) and Gergory (1995) for examining MOT 1 system as in Figures
1 and 2.
These two frameworks both focus on 5 main modules of identification, selection, acquisition, exploitation and
protection. According to our survey we decided to choose two modules of acquisition and exploitations as a
representative of MoT system in our conceptual model.
Technology management process framework Gregory (1995) has suggested that management of technology is
comprised of five generic modules (see Figure 1):
(1) Identification of technologies which are (or may be) of importance to the business.
(2) Selection of technologies that should be supported by the organization.
(3) Acquisition and assimilation of selected technologies.
(4) Exploitation of technologies to generate profit, or other benefits.
(5) Protection of knowledge and expertise embedded in products and manufacturing systems.

1

Management of technology
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Figure 1. Gregory MOT framework (Gregory, 1995)

Figure 2. Phaal MOT framework (Dilek et al., 2009)

Technology Acquisition
Impact of acquisitions on the innovation performance ﬁrms is undeniable. This evaluation is important from
the organizational learning and innovation perspective, and aids to clarify how organizations absorb and use
external knowledge. Some concepts of technological change propose that innovativeness is an outcome of increases
in its knowledge base (Griliches, 1984; Griliches, 1990; Pakes, 1984; Henderson R, Cockburn, 1996). Acquisitions
can be motivated by the willing to access to distribution channels, to gain entry into new markets, or to obtain
ﬁnancial synergies or market power (Lubatkin, 1983; Balakrishnan, 1988; Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991; Capron,
1998; Ahuja & Katıla, 2001). Impact of acquisitions on the ﬁrm’s innovation output can be understood in the context
of the technological inputs provided by the acquisition (Ahuja & Katıla, 2001).
Acquisitions can affect the subsequent innovation capacity through two possible mechanisms. First, an
acquisition of another ﬁrm can be viewed as an absorption of the acquired ﬁrm’s knowledge base into the acquiring
ﬁrm’s knowledge base (Ahuja & Katıla, 2001; Jemison & Sitkin, 1986; Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991).

Technology Exploitation
Proper timing of exploitation is important for ﬁrms specially high-technology firms (Katila & Mang, 2003). In
hi-tech industries windows of opportunity close quickly, and obtaining early access to know-how or resources that
enable fast exploitation can make the difference between ﬁnishing ﬁrst and dropping out (Reinganum, 1989;
Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 1996).
Previous research has shown that realizing technological opportunities can obtain resources for exploitation
most effectively through collaboration (e.g. Mitchell & Singh, 1996). Companies that collaborate early can establish
n access to vital resources. Collaborating early can also free the firm’s own resources for a range of uses
(Mosakowski, 1991).
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Figure 3. Research proposed model

Organizational Performance
The concept of performance has been described as follows (Brumbach, 1988): It means both behaviors and
results. Behaviors emanate from the performer and transform performance from abstraction to action.
Organizational performance consists of the obvious behaviors that people do in their jobs that are relevant to
the goals of [their] organization (Campbell et al., 1990). Organizational performance is of interest to organizations
because of the importance of high productivity in organizations (Hunter & Hunter, 1980). Performance definitions
emphasis on behaviors rather than outcomes (Murphy, 1989), because a focus on outcomes could lead employees
to find the easiest way to attain desire results, that is likely to be intentional or strongly desirable to the organization
because other important behaviors will not be performed. Campbell et al. (1993) state that, performance consists of
the behaviors that employees actually engage in which can be observed. Despite the strictly behavioral definitions
of Organizational performance, Motowidlo et al., (1997) state that rather than solely the behaviors themselves,
performance is behaviors with an evaluative aspect. This definition is in agreement with the dominant methods
used to measure Organizational performance, namely performance ratings from supervisors and peers (Newman
et al., 2004). Although Motowidlo et al. (1997) highlight this evaluative idea in defining the performance domain,
they still maintain that job performance is behaviors and not results (Newman et al., 2004). One further element of
performance is that the behaviors must be in agreement with goals of the organization (Campbell et al., 1993).

Organizational Innovation
Innovation has a connotation of “newness”, “success”, and “change” (Assink, 2006) and can be defined as “the
generation, development, and adaptation of an idea or behavior, new to the adopting organization” (Damanpour,
1996). Cumming (1998) states “innovation is conceived as a means of changing an organization, either as a response
to changes in the external environment, or as a pre-emptive action to influence the environment”. From another
view, innovation is something that is invented for the first time and is a commercial success (Kumar et al., 2000;
Fartash & Davoudi, 2012). Innovation involves the adoption of new products or processes to increase
competitiveness and overall profitability. It involves new methods of identifying needs of new and existing clients
(Rogers, 1995). Innovation is one of the principal challenges to the management of firms. Hitt et al. (2001) state that
innovation is critical to enable firms to compete in domestic and global markets. The importance of innovation for
firms and start-up is encapsulated when they state that head to head competition with established players is bound
to result in failure due to resource shortcomings, scale diseconomies, and questionable reputation. They state that
innovation is the key to competition as competitors cannot easily mimic innovativeness (Fartash & Davoudi, 2012;
Lee et al., 2001; Khuziakhmetov & Gabdrakhmanova, 2016; Khuziakhmetov & Nasibullov, 2016; Kurbanov et al.,
2016).
Many authors (i.e. Tidd et al., 2005) regarded innovation as a key factor for a company to sustain and grow on
the long run. In despite of the successful implementation of innovations, only a few companies understand what
is necessary for successful innovation. Shepherd and Ahmed (2000) say that the ways in which firms achieve these
challenges depends on the nature of the business they are in, the dynamic forces of the market in which they
operate, and the resources and skills that can be applied to ensure their business objectives are met. According to
Pratali (2003), managing innovation involves two simultaneous, interrelated fundamental objectives of
competitiveness: improving product quality (a prerequisite to success), and improving the company’s overall
technological quality (a prerequisite to lasting success) (Davis, S.M., and Moe, 1997; Cottam et al., 2001).
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Table 1. Description of the respondents
Item

Gender
Age

Education

Organizational Status

Description
Male
Female
Below 30
31-40
41-50
Above 51
STP
Bachelor
Master
PhD
Executive managers
Senior managers
Operational managers
Research & Development managers

Frequency
154
126
59
83
75
63
12
89
166
13
86
78
64
52

Percentage
55%
45%
21%
30%
27%
22%
4%
32%
60%
4%
30%
29%
23%
18%

RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES
Taking into account the above mentioned literature, Figure 3 shows the conceptual model of the study which
involved the relationship among technology acquisition & exploitation, organizational innovation, and
organizational performance.
H1: Technology acquisition & exploitation has a significant positive influence on organizational innovation.
H2: Technology acquisition & exploitation has a significant positive influence on organizational performance.
H3: Organizational innovation has a significant positive influence on organizational performance.

METHODOLOGY
Statistical Population
Statistical population in this research includes 80 knowledge-intensive organizations in Iran. Executive
managers, operational managers, senior managers, and research & development managers of companies were
considered as appropriate respondents for this study. After the distribution of 340 questionnaires among the
respondents, 280 usable questionnaires were gathered. Table 1 illustrates the descriptive statistics of the
respondents.

Instrument
In order to collect the necessary data, a questionnaire was used to test the hypotheses of the study. The
questionnaire consists of four sections. The first part includes 4 questions about demographic information of the
respondents (Table 1). In the second part, we used 5 questions developed by TechRepublic company to measure
technology acquisition & exploitation. In the next part, we used 5 questions to measure organizational innovation
of companies (www.techrepublic.com). We extracted these 5 questions from the original scale developed by
Gratton (2000). Further, in the next part, we used 5 questions developed by Campbell et al. (1993) and Armstrong
& Baron (1998) to measure organizational performance. We used five-point Likert type scale for all the items.
Response categories range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Reliability and Validity
The summary statistics of formal survey are shown in Table 2. For reliability evaluation we utilized Cronbach’s
alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability of the scales are more than 0.7 (α>0.7), which indicates the scales
demonstrate good reliability.
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Table 2. The summary statistics of formal survey
Dimensions of conceptual model of research
T.A.E.1
T.A.E.2
T.A.E.3
T.A.E.4
T.A.E.5
Technology Acquisition & Exploitation
O.INNO.1
O.INNO.2
O.INNO.3
O.INNO.4
O.INNO.5
Organizational Innovation
PRF.1
PRF.2
PRF.3
PRF.4
PRF.5
Organizational Performance

Mean
4.5071
4.6821
4.4536
4.2607
4.3964
…..
4.4964
4.6143
4.4964
4.5071
4.4536
…..
4.1500
4.3143
4.1643
4.2643
4.2250
…..

Table 3. The structural model fitness indices

Fitness Indices
Chi-Square/df
P-value
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
Normed Fit Index (NFI)
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
Incremental Fit Index (IFI)
Relative Fit Index (RFI)
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI)

Std. Deviation
0.81647
0.66319
0.84114
1.09735
0.95226
…..
0.82955
0.70924
0.84666
0.83384
0.82826
…..
1.20884
1.03754
1.17690
1.06499
1.14351
…..

α

0.755

0.764

0.882

Measure of Index
1.9031
0.0000
0.057
0.96
0.98
0.98
0.98
0.95
0.93
0.90

For evaluating the validity of the questionnaires, we used construct validity (Moon & Kim, 2001). Construct
validity determines the extent to which a scale measures a variable of interest (Moon & Kim, 2001). In this research
we used factor analysis for considering the structure of research. Confirmatory factor analysis was used to
investigate the construction of the questionnaire. Factor analysis depicted that all the mentioned criteria are
measured in these questionnaires. Based on Joreskong & Sorbom (1989), Chi-Square/df≤3, RMSEA ≤ 0.10, NFI,
NNFI, CFI, GFI, AGFI, and RFI > 0.9, and 0 <IFI< 1 show that the measurement model provides a reasonable fit to
the data (Joreskong & Sorbom, 1989) (Table 3).

RESULTS
This study tends to investigate the relationships among technology acquisition & exploitation, organizational
innovation, and organizational performance in Iran. The relationships among research variables were tested using
the SEM technique that is explained below. For testing our hypotheses, we performed our structural model
applying 5 questions of technology acquisition & exploitation, 5 questions of organizational innovation, and 5
questions of organizational performance. Table 4 shows the questions of research variables. Further, it shows the
status of the respondents’ answers to each question in a Likert scale.
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Table 4. Status of respondents’ answers to each question

Questions
First part: Technology Acquisition & Exploitation
Second part: Organizational Innovation
1
Third part: Organizational Performance
1: Technological need & required budget are available
3
2: Relative value of acquisition vs. other products and services been established
2
3: Your company has a management of technology system and all MOT procedures are
3
defined clearly
4: Technology acquisition & exploitation is analyzed and a recommendation complete
5
periodically
5: There is strong tendency to align technology system procedures with other
4
organizational perspective
1: Employees pay close attention to change management -communicate, involve and
3
train
2: Employees don’t follow fashion & do their own thing.
1
3: Employees ensure that what you do fits the strategy, culture and circumstances of the
3
organization.
4: Employees keep things simple over complexity
2
5: Employees don’t rush – it will take longer than they think.
2
1: Success depends on what the organization is and needs to be in its performance
13
culture.
2: Organizational Performance only interested in things you can do something about
9
and get a visible improvement.
3: Organizational Performance focus on changing behaviour rather than paperwork.
10
4: Organizational Performance focus on development not pay.
8
5: Organizational Performance focus on changing behaviour rather than paperwork.
12

LikertScale
2

3

4

5

9
3

13
10

73
52

182
213

5

31

64

177

27

30

46

172

12

33

51

180

7

22

64

184

6

13

60

200

9

20

62

186

7
8

29
25

51
71

191
174

28

24

54

161

12

30

60

169

28
18
20

30
29
26

50
62
57

162
162
165

Figure 4. Structural equation model for core competencies
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Figure 5. T-value test
Table 5. The result of the hypothesis test
No
H1
H2
H3

Hypotheses
Technology Acquisition & Exploitation→ Organizational Innovation
Technology Acquisition & Exploitation→ Organizational Performance
Organizational Innovation→ Organizational Performance

Path coefficient
0.70
0.46
0.29

t-value
7.99
4.60
2.88

Results
Accept
Accept
Accept

Figure 4 shows the results of the SEM analysis of the study. Moreover, Figure 5 shows the t-value of the analysis.
Based on the results of SEM analysis, the three hypotheses of the study are confirmed.
Table 5 summarizes the hypotheses test result in terms of path coefficient (standardized) and t-value in
significance level of 0.05.

DISCUSSION
The aim of the present study is to investigate the relationships among technology acquisition & exploitation,
organizational innovation, and organizational performance of 80 knowledge-intensive organizations of Iran.
Previous studies have examined the relationships among these variables with other variables; however, lack of
sufficient research, studying the relationships among these three variables, especially in Iran, was the reason this
research was carried out. Further, because of the positive consequences of organizational innovation, examining
factors lead to increasing the level of this factor is an important issue for managers of organizations which was
another reason this research was carried out.
The findings show that, in the context of Iranian organizations, results confirmed the findings of previous
studies about research variables. All three hypotheses of research verified and it shows in Iranian knowledgeintensive organizations, technology acquisition & exploitation has a significant positive role on organizational
innovation. Further, technology acquisition & exploitation has a significant positive role on improving
organizational performance. Moreover, organizational innovation has also a significant positive role on improving
organizational performance.

CONCLUSION
The results of the current study showed that in order to improve organizational performance, managers of
organizations can focus on management of technology, specially, technology aquisition & exploitation. Further,
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managers of organizations can also improve the organizational performance by improving in the level of
organizational innovation.
Further, it is important to note that organizational innovation can be also affected positively by technology
acquisition & exploitation. Therefore, technology acquisition & exploitation, and organizational innovation are
important factors need to be considered by managers of organizations and business owners to achieve competitive
advantages.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
1. The authors appreciate the support of the managers and the personnel of selected organizations in filling
out the questionnaires and accomplishing this study.
2. The work is performed according to the Russian Government Program of Competitive Growth of Kazan
Federal University.

REFERENCES
Abetti, P. A. (1994). Impact of technology on functional roles and strategies: illustrative cases in the USA, Japan and
France, and lessons learnt. International Journal of Technology Management, 9(5), 529-46.
Ahuja G., & Katila R. (2001). Technological acquisitons & the innovation performance of acquiring firms: a
longitudinal study. Strategic Management Journal, 22, 197–220. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.157
Armstrong, M. & Baron, A. (1998). Performance Management. London: The new realities, IPD.
Assink, M. (2006). Inhibitors of disruptive innovation capability: a conceptual model. European Journal of Innovation
Management, 9(2), 215-233. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060610663587
Badawy, M. K. (1998). Technology Management education: alternatives models. California: Management Review,
40(4), 94-115. https://doi.org/10.2307/41165966
Balakrishnan, S. (1988). The prognostics of diversifying acquisitions. Strategic Management Journal, 9(2), 185–196.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250090208
Birnbaum, P. H. (1984). Strategic management of industrial technology: a review of the issues. IEEE Transactionson
EngineeringManagement, 31(4), 186-91. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.1984.6447536
Bitondo, D., & Frohman, A. (1981). Linking technological and business planning. Research Management, 24(6), 19-23.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00345334.1981.11756696
Brumbach, G. B. (1988). Some ideas, issues and predictions about performance management. Public Personnel
Management, 17(4), 387–402. https://doi.org/10.1177/009102608801700404
Campbell, J. P., McCloy, R. A., Oppler, S. H., & Sager, C. E. (1993). A theory of performance. In N. Schmitt & W. C.
Borman (Eds.) Personnel selection in organizations. pp. 35-70. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1990.tb01561.x
Campbell, J. P., McHenry, J. J., & Wise, L. L. (1990). Modeling job performance in a population of jobs. Personnel
Psychology, 43, 313-333.
Capron L., Dussauge P., & Mitchell W. (1998). Resource redeployment following horizontal acquisitions in Europe
and
North
America,
1988–1992.
Strategic
Management
Journal,
19(7),
631–661.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199807)19:7<631::AID-SMJ963>3.0.CO;2-9
Chatterjee, S. (1991). Gains in vertical acquisitions and market power: theory and evidence. Academy of Management
Journal, 34(2), 436–448. https://doi.org/10.2307/256450
Coopers, L. (1997). How to Innovate with Trust and Passion. London: Coopers and Lybrand.
Cottam, A., Ensor, J., & Band, C. (2001). A benchmark study of strategic commitment to innovation. European Journal
of Innovation Management, 4(2), 88-94. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060110390594
Cumming, B. S. (1998). Innovation overview and future challenges. European Journal of Innovation Management, 1(1),
21-30. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601069810368485
Damanpour, F. (1996). Organizational complexity and innovation: developing and testing multiple contingency
models. Management Science, 42(5), 693-716. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.42.5.693
Davis, S. M., & Moe, K. (1997). Bringing innovation to life. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 14(5), 338-361.
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363769710179383
Davoudi, S. M. M., & Fartash, K. (2012). Organizational Learning: A Key to Achieve Organizational Success and to
Prevent Orgnizational Downfall. Spectrum: A Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 1(2), 34-55.

1505

Fartash et al. / Technology Acquisition & Exploitation, Organizational Innovation and Performance
Dilek, C., Robert, Phaal., & David, P. (2009). Understanding technology management as a dynamic capability : A
framework for technology management activities. Technovation, 20, 237-246.
Drejer, A. (1996). The disipline of management of technology, based on considerations relating to technology.
Technovation, 17(5), 253-265. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(96)00107-1
Eisenhardt, K., & Schoonhoven, C. (1996). Resource-based view of strategic alliance formation: strategic and social
effects in entrepreneurial ﬁrms. Organization Science, 7, 136–150. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.7.2.136
Fartash, K., & Davoudi, S. M. M. (2012). Innovation Management with Emphasis on Technological Innovation
System. ArthPrabhand: A Journal of Economics and Management, 1(4), 1-14.
Galiullin, I. R., Shinkevich, A. I., Novikov, A. A., Novikova, E. V., Kurbanov, R. A., Gurbanov, R. A., & Shireva, I.
V. (2017). Service Enterprises’ Non-Price Competition Economic Aspects: Macro and Meso Level of
Research.
Eurasian
Journal
of
Analytical
Chemistry,
12(7),
1159-1168.
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejac.2017.00241a
Gratton, L. A. (2000). Real step change. People Management. 16 March, 27–30.
Gregory, M. J. (1995). Technology management – A process approach. Proceedings of Institution of Mechanical
Engineers, 209, 347-356. https://doi.org/10.1243/PIME_PROC_1995_209_094_02
Griliches, Z. (1984). Introduction. In R&D, Patents and Productivity, Griliches Z (ed). University of Chicago Press:
Chicago, IL; 1–20. https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226308920.001.0001
Griliches, Z. (1990). Patent statistics as economic indicators: a survey. Journal of Economic Literature, 28(4), 1661–1707.
https://doi.org/10.3386/w3301
Haspeslagh, P. C., & Jemison, D. B. (1991). Managing Acquisitions: Creating Value Through Corporate Renewal. Free
Press: New York.
Henderson, R., & Cockburn, I. (1996). Scale, scope, and spillovers: the determinants of research productivity in drug
discovery. RAND Journal of Economics, 27(1), 32–59. https://doi.org/10.2307/2555791
Hitt, M. A., Ireland, R. D., Camp, M. S., & Sexton, D. L. (2001). Guest editors introduction to the special issue
strategic entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial Strategies for wealth creation. Strategic Management Journal, 22,
479– 491. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.196
Hunter, J. E., & Hunter, R. F. (1984). Validity and utility of alternative predictors of job performance. Psychological
Bulletin, 96, 72-98. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.96.1.72
Jemison, D. B., Sitkin, S. B. (1986). Corporate acquisitions: a process perspective. Academy of Management Review,
11(1), 145–163.
Joreskong, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1989). LISREL 7: A guide to the program and application, 2Ed, Chicago: SPSS
Software.
Katıla, R., & Mang, P. Y, (2003). Exploiting technological opportunities: the timing of collaborations. Research Policy,
32, 317–332.
Khuziakhmetov, A. N., & Gabdrakhmanova, R. G. (2016). Creativity in joint activity of teacher and student in the
learning process. IEJME - Mathematics Education, 11(4), 735-745.
Khuziakhmetov, A. N., & Nasibullov, R. R. (2016). Dialectics of correlation of the school student personality
socialization and individualization in pedagogical theory and practice. IEJME - Mathematics Education, 11(4),
475-487.
Kirillova, E. A., Kurbanov, R.A., Svechnikova, N. V., Zul’fugarzade, T. E., & Zenin, S. S. (2017). Problems of Fighting
Crimes on the Internet. Journal of Advanced Research in Law and Economics, 8(3), 849-856.
Kumar, N., Scheer, L., & Kotler, P. (2000). From market-driven to market driving. European Management Journal,
18(2), 129-142. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(99)00084-5
Kurbanov, R. A., Nikonova, E. I., Gurbanov, R. A., Svechnikova, N. V., Tumarov, K. B., & Marin, E. M. (2016).
Anthropological Methods of Formation of University Students’ Spiritual and Moral Culture. International
Journal of Environmental and Science Education, 11(18), 11807-11817.
Lee, C., Lee, K., & Pennings, J. M. (2001). Internal capabilities, external networks, and performance: a study on
technology-based ventures. Strategic Management Journal, 22, 615– 640. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.181
Lubatkin, M. (1983). Mergers and the performance of the acquiring ﬁrm. Academy of Management Review, 8(2), 218–
225.
Matthews, W. H. (1992). Conceptual framework for integrating technology into business strategy. International
Journal of VehicleDesign, 13(5-6), 524-32.

1506

EURASIA J Math Sci and Tech Ed
McGee, J., & Thomas, H. (1989). Technology and strategic management progress and future directions. R&D
Management, 19(3), 205-213. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.1989.tb00642.x
Mitchell, G. R. (1985). New approaches for the strategic management of technology. Technol. Soc. 7, 227–239.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-791X(85)90027-2
Mitchell, W., & Singh, K. (1996). Entrenched success: the reciprocal relationship between interﬁrm collaboration
and business sales growth. The Proceedings of Academy of Management Conference, New York, United
States. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.1996.4978166
Moon, J. W., & Kim, Y. G. (2001). Extending the TAM for a world with web context. Information and management, 38,
217-30. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-7206(00)00061-6
Mosakowski, E. (1991). Organizational boundaries and economic performance: an empirical study of
entrepreneurial
computer
ﬁrms.
Strategic
Management
Journal,
12,
115–133.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250120204
Motowidlo, S. J., Borman, W. C., & Schmit, M. J. (1997). A theory of individual differences in task and contextual
performance. Human Performance, 10, 71-83. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002_1
Murphy, K. R. (1989). Dimensions of job performance. In R. F. Dillon and J. W. Pellegrino (Eds.) Testing: Theoretical
and Applied Perspectives. pp. 218-247. New York: Praeger.
Newman, D. A., Kinney, T., & Farr, J. L. (2004). Job performance ratings. In J. C. Thomas (Ed.), Comprehensive
handbook of psychological assessment, Volume 4: Industrial and organizational assessment, pp. 373-389.
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.
Ozgur, A. (1999). A Process Model for Technology Management, M.S Thesis, Bogazici University, Istanbul, Turkey.
Pakes, A., & Griliches, Z. (1984). Patents and R&D at the ﬁrm level: a ﬁrst look. In R&D, Patents and Productivity,
Griliches Z (ed). University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL.
Pavitt, K. (1990). What we know about the strategic management of technology. California Management Review, 32(3),
17-26. https://doi.org/10.2307/41166614
Phaal, R., Farrukh, C., & Probert, D. (2004). Technology roadmapping - A planning framework for evolution and
revolution. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 71, 5-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/S00401625(03)00072-6
Phaal, R., Farrukh, C. J. P., & Probert, D. R. (2001). Technology management process assessment: a case study:
International
Journal
of
Operations
&
Production
Management,
21(8),
1116-1132.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000005588
Pratali, P. (2003). Strategic management of technological innovations in the small to medium enterprise. European
Journal of Innovation Management, 6(1), 18-31. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060310456300
Reinganum, J. (1989). The timing of innovation: research, development and diffusion. In: Schmalensee, R., Willig,
R. (Eds.), Handbook of Industrial Organization. North-Holland, Amsterdam, 849–908.
Rogers, E. (1995). Diffusion of Innovations. Free Press, New York.
Scott, M. C. (2000). Re inspiring the Corporation. Wiley, Chichester.
Shcherbakov, V. S., Ashmarina, S. I., Suraeva, M. O., Kurbanov, R. A., Belyalova, A. M., Gurbanov, R. A., &
Torkunova, J. V. (2017). Iteration as a Regulatory Function of Education Management. Eurasian Journal of
Analytical Chemistry, 12(7), 1211-1219. https://doi.org/10.12973/ejac.2017.00246a
Shepherd, C., & Ahmed, P. K. (2000). From product innovation to solutions innovation: a new paradigm for
competitive
advantage.
European
Journal
of
Innovation
Management,
3(2),
100-106.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060010322293
Stacey, G. S., & Ashton, W. B. (1990). A structured approach to corporate technology strategy. International Journal
of Technology Management, 5(4), 389-407.
Stopford, J. (2001). Should strategy makers become dream weavers? Harvard Business Review, 79(1), 165-169.
Tidd, J., Bessant, J., & Pavitt, K. (2005). Managing Innovation: IntegratingTechnological, Market and Organizational
Change, 3rd ed., Wiley, Chichester, UK.
Website: TechRepublic, Technology Acquisition Process, (2002). www.techrepublic.com
Wet, G. De. (1996). Corporate strategy and technology management: creating the interface, Proceedings of the 5th
International Conference in the Management of Technology (IAMOT), Miami, pp. 510-518.

http://www.ejmste.com
1507

