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Abstract The purpose of this study was to identify the antecedents of organizational
innovativeness, which in turn influence firm performance that is composed of new product
development performance and overall firm performance. We collected responses from C-level
executives, and conducted a structural equation model analysis. Results revealed that
organizational memory and market orientation influence organizational innovativeness, which in
turn influence new product development performance and overall firm performance. However,
interestingly, new product development performance was not found to affect overall firm
performance. Based on these results, we have confirmed the importance of market orientation
and organizational memory for organizational innovativeness. Practical implications related to
the results are provided.
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