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This research examines the factors influencing innovative business 
performance by analysing how technological opportunism, supervisor support 
for innovation, innovation engagement, and organisational innovation culture 
affect managerial and organisational decision-making in innovation contexts. 
Employing a decision-analytic perspective and structural equation modelling 
using Smart PLS 3, quantitative data from the manufacturing industry were 
analysed. The findings indicate that technological opportunism impacts 
innovative business performance both directly and indirectly, highlighting the 
critical role of technology-related decision-making and adoption strategies. 
Additionally, the results demonstrate that supervisor support for innovation 
plays a crucial role in encouraging employees to participate in innovation 
activities, thereby enhancing overall innovation outcomes. The study also 
emphasises that an organisational culture promoting experimentation and 
inclusive decision-making cultivates an environment supportive of creativity 
and innovation. By combining insights from innovation management and 
decision sciences, the research suggests that effective innovation performance 
relies not solely on resource availability but on the quality of technological, 
supervisory, and cultural decision-making embedded within the organisation. 

 
1. Introduction 

In today’s business environment, prioritizing innovation is critical for senior decision makers, 
managers, and administrators seeking to enhance innovation outcomes and pursue entrepreneurial 
initiatives. Despite its recognized importance, the ability to predict innovative business performance 
remains limited [16; 32]. Similarly, there is a paucity of knowledge regarding the antecedents of 
business innovation performance and related constructs [18; 45]. Strategic engagement in innovation 
reinforces the attainment of organizational goals and sustains competitiveness. Achieving this 
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requires organizations to continually leverage technological advancements [70]. Nonetheless, the 
various pathways through which technology can enhance innovative business performance remain 
underexplored. For example, technological opportunism has been suggested as a potential key driver 
of innovative business outcomes, yet it has received limited empirical attention. While studies have 
recognized technological opportunism as a significant contributor to organizational performance [6], 
its specific role in driving innovative business performance has not been definitively established.  

In addition, supervisor support has been identified as a vital factor in improving both individual 
and organizational outcomes [47]. Investigating how supervisor innovative support may influence 
business innovation performance represents an important, yet largely untested, avenue of research. 
Moreover, scholarly gaps exist concerning potential mediating and moderating factors that could 
further elucidate the mechanisms predicting business innovative performance. Consequently, this 
area warrants urgent empirical investigation. To address these gaps, the current study proposes the 
following research questions:  

RQ1: To what extent can technological opportunism and supervisor innovative support contribute 
to business innovation performance?  

RQ2: Does innovation engagement mediate the relationship between technological opportunism, 
supervisor innovative support, and business innovation performance?  

RQ3: What role does innovation culture play in influencing business innovation performance, both 
directly and indirectly?  

By addressing these questions, this research seeks to extend the existing literature on the 
mechanisms that underpin business innovation performance.  

 
2. Literature Review 

2.1 Theoretical Model 
The Resource-Based View (RBV) Barney [13] provides a robust theoretical foundation for this 

study. RBV conceptualizes organizations as distinctive bundles of resources, which can be leveraged 
to achieve competitive advantages. Researchers exploring innovation performance and related 
constructs have employed RBV to elucidate how intangible resources contribute to organizations’ 
innovation outcomes [12; 37; 66]. The framework effectively explains how the accumulation and 
deployment of organizational resources facilitate innovative capabilities. Accordingly, the theoretical 
model of the present research examines the mechanisms shaping business innovative performance 
by analyzing the interaction among an organization’s intangible resources, including technological 
opportunism, supervisor support for innovation, innovation engagement, and innovation culture.  

2.2 Business Innovative Performance 
According to Neely and Hii [43], business innovative performance can be understood as the 

formulation of processes that cultivate an orientation towards innovation and enhance the outcomes 
of innovation-related activities. The prosperity and advancement of an organization are largely 
contingent upon its capacity to generate novel ideas and provide innovative solutions within its 
business environment. Contemporary organizations are expected to actively motivate their 
workforce and furnish the necessary resources to foster creativity and facilitate readiness for change. 
For instance, a manufacturing enterprise may enhance its performance through the acquisition of 
patents for distinctive products [75].  

Business innovative performance is instrumental in broadening organizational opportunities and 
optimising overall operational effectiveness [29]. The process of innovation enriches managerial 
practices by integrating diverse perspectives, advanced technological knowledge, and extensive 
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collaborative networks, thereby transforming conceptual ideas into actionable business 
opportunities. External sources of knowledge and strategic partnerships are crucial in supporting the 
enhancement of innovative performance [10]. Such approaches not only expand the scope of 
business prospects but also substantially contribute to improved overall performance [39]. The 
effectiveness of business innovative performance is closely linked to the domain of innovation 
management, which encompasses the governance and optimization of innovation processes within 
an organization.  

Innovation functions as a driver for strategic organizational actions, enabling the expansion of 
capabilities and the enhancement of firm size, and is therefore critical to organizational success. 
Strategic planning is particularly essential for small enterprises seeking to elevate their innovation 
performance [72]. Eco-organizational innovation represents a pivotal element of business innovative 
performance, enhancing both financial outcomes and competitive positioning within the market. This 
dimension encompasses product, process, and organisational innovations, which correspond to 
environmental dynamism, market-oriented practices, and adhocracy cultures. Achieving innovation 
ambidexterity is vital, as it allows organisations to balance exploratory and exploitative innovation 
activities to optimise results [5].  

Consequently, business innovative performance is fundamental for managerial effectiveness and 
the competitive positioning of organisations. Prioritizing innovation is essential for managers, 
administrators, and firms aiming to strengthen innovation outcomes and pursue entrepreneurial 
ventures. However, leaders must judiciously balance multiple organisational priorities to ensure 
comprehensive attention across all operational domains. Active engagement with innovative 
enterprises and the exploration of advanced innovation practices are crucial for fostering a robust 
innovation culture. Best practice literature highlights that the allocation of resources to innovation 
activities generates competitive advantages, facilitates knowledge creation, and encourages 
experimentation. Empirical evidence indicates that organisations embracing innovation exhibit 
superior capability in achieving strategic objectives and sustaining competitiveness [72]. Sustained 
business innovative performance is critical for long-term organisational growth and viability. 
Nonetheless, various factors may constrain innovation potential, including market challenges, 
established competitors, and limited access to finance. Such barriers can impede product innovation 
and necessitate continuous advancement through process innovation. Therefore, organisations must 
strategically seek external partners to augment innovative performance via technological and 
financial support, thereby mitigating potential constraints and maintaining operational continuity. 
For example, firms in Ecuador have employed structured educational and training initiatives to 
cultivate their innovative capacities [75].  

2.3 Technological Opportunism 
Contemporary business organisations are increasingly challenged to adapt to the rapid evolution 

of business structures and operational processes. Research has consistently highlighted that 
technology plays a pivotal role in shaping business performance and organisational effectiveness. 
While prior studies emphasize the significance of technology, there remains a need to examine the 
broad spectrum of technological opportunities, referred to as “technological opportunism.” 
Traditional enterprises are investing in technology to enhance e-business processes, thereby 
improving performance and adapting to both global and local market fluctuations. The expansion of 
e-business offers IT-enabled capabilities that support business operations and facilitate growth within 
competitive markets [62, 69]. Technological utilization promotes information sharing, coordination 
across supply chains, and the provision of digital services to stakeholders, thereby fostering 
competitive advantages in procurement, channel management, service delivery, and overall 
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stakeholder engagement [3].  
According to Li et al. [6], technological opportunism provides firms with avenues for growth, 

competitive positioning, and the enhanced capitalization of business operations. Complementing this 
perspective, studies have emphasize the importance of focusing on the development of individual e-
business processes rather than treating the entire technological system as a monolithic entity [69]. 
Following Srinivasan et al. [62], this study defines technological opportunism as an organisational 
approach that facilitates the rapid identification and adoption of technological advancements that 
are appropriate for the business context. The practical application of technological opportunism 
aligns closely with the principles of resource orchestration theory [6], which highlights the strategic 
development of e-business capabilities to integrate inter-firm processes and enhance organisational 
value and performance. Empirical evidence suggests that leveraging e-business processes allows 
firms to identify and exploit technological innovations and business opportunities effectively. 
Consequently, technological opportunism should not be confined to a single operational process but 
rather integrated across procurement, channel management, delivery, and supply chain activities, 
thereby maximizing the benefits of technology and enhancing organisational performance in 
competitive global markets.  

The significance of technological opportunism is further supported by research indicating that 
firms capable of exploiting technological opportunities are better positioned to analyse markets and 
implement disruptive innovations that transform business operations [69]. Emphasizing technological 
opportunities encourages firms to adopt proactive strategic approaches [62; 74]. Technology 
mitigates uncertainties in interactions, facilitates proactive engagement with market-oriented 
strategies, and maintains the organization in a continuous state of learning and improvement, 
thereby enhancing competitiveness. This underscores the necessity of developing processes that 
integrate technological responsiveness with market orientation, ensuring more efficient, effective, 
and adaptive business operations.  

2.4 Supervisor Innovative Support 
Supervisor support encompasses the facilitation, recognition, and endorsement provided by an 

immediate managerial authority. Prior research has emphasized the critical role of supervisor support 
in influencing both individual and organisational outcomes [2; 56; 73]. These studies indicate that 
support from supervisors instils confidence in employees and acknowledges their contributions, 
ultimately enhancing performance outcomes [46; 73]. Building on this conceptual foundation, the 
present study operationalises supervisor innovative support as the provision of assistance, 
facilitation, and recognition by immediate supervisors towards subordinates’ innovative ideas and 
initiatives. Drawing upon established empirical evidence regarding the beneficial effects of supervisor 
support Joel et al. [34], it is posited that supervisor innovative support will foster employee 
engagement and, in turn, positively influence business innovative performance. Accordingly, the 
following hypothesis was tested:  
H1: There is an association between Innovation Culture and Business Innovative Performance. 
H2: There is an association between Innovation Engagement and Business Innovative Performance. 
H3: There is an association between Supervisor Innovative Support and Innovation Engagement. 
H4: There is an association between Supervisor Innovative Support and Business Innovative 
Performance. 
H5: There is an association between Technology Opportunism and Innovative Engagement. 
H6: There is an association between Technology Opportunism and Business Innovative Performance. 

2.5 Mediation of Innovation Engagement    
Employee engagement is widely recognized as a critical factor in enhancing individual, work-
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related, and organisational outcomes [21]. Engagement is conceptualized as a psychological state 
characterised by energy, absorption, and dedication towards work tasks [4; 58]. Drawing on this 
understanding, the present study defines innovation engagement as the degree of employees’ 
immersion, dedication, and vigour in activities related to innovation. Previous research has 
emphasised the importance of innovation in strengthening organisational outcomes [76]. This 
emphasis has become increasingly pertinent in the context of rapid technological advancement and 
heightened competitive pressures within contemporary business environments [35]. Additionally, 
empirical studies have identified innovation engagement as a crucial factor in fostering organisational 
performance [40]. Despite this, there remains limited understanding regarding its potential mediating 
role in the context of social and technology-related organisational studies, highlighting a significant 
research gap. Prior investigations have demonstrated that innovation-related constructs often 
function as intervening variables [67], and several studies have also explored how different facets of 
engagement mediate various organisational relationships [38; 74]. Accordingly, the present study 
posits that innovation engagement may serve as a mediator in the examined relationships. Based on 
this premise, the following hypotheses were tested:  
H7: The relation between Technology Opportunism and Business Innovative Performance is mediated 
by Innovation Engagement. 
H8: The relation between Supervisor Innovative Support and Business Innovative Performance is 
mediated by Innovation Engagement. 

2.6 Innovation Culture and Its Moderation 
In today’s rapidly evolving environment, characterized by technological advancements, shifting 

customer expectations, and intensified global competition, organisations face mounting pressure to 
transform their operational and business models to secure sustainable competitive advantage. A 
strong organisational culture has been shown to exert significant effects, including enhanced 
employee commitment, organisational citizenship behavior, and ambidextrous leadership, all of 
which contribute to improved organisational performance [64]. Research suggests that fostering 
innovation within business processes and operations represents a key strategy for adapting to 
dynamic environments and achieving sustainable competitive advantage [1; 44; 53].  

However, integrating innovation into organisational processes is challenging without cultivating a 
culture underpinned by shared values and beliefs. Such a culture encompasses activities and support 
mechanisms that facilitate open communication, the exchange of ideas, and the generation of novel 
solutions, thereby encouraging employees to develop creative outcomes [15; 20; 71]. Innovation 
culture is conceptualized as a collective set of values and beliefs that foster openness to novel ideas 
and encourage innovation within organisations [17]. Previous studies have emphasised its critical role 
in enhancing organisational outcomes [14; 51]. A culture that actively promotes innovation also 
reinforces employee empowerment, accountability, and the sustainable pursuit of innovative 
initiatives [52; 57]. Evidence indicates that when employees are engaged and committed to 
innovation-related activities, organisational performance improves [19; 33]. Consequently, 
innovation culture serves a dual function: it drives organisational-level innovation while 
simultaneously harnessing employees’ psychological resources, particularly engagement, thereby 
supporting organisational competitiveness and adaptability [3; 46]. Based on this rationale, the 
following hypothesis was tested:  
H9: The relation between Innovation Engagement and Business Innovative Performance relationship 
is moderated by Innovation Culture.  
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Fig.1: Research Model 

3. Sampling 
To test the model of the current study shown in Figure 1, the data were collected from managerial 

personnel within manufacturing firms in Bahrain. Information regarding these firms was sourced from 
comprehensive online business databases and analytical resources. From an initial pool of 186 firms, 
120 leading manufacturing companies with advanced technological capabilities were selected. Email 
invitations were sent to the targeted managers, complemented by individual visits and telephonic 
follow-ups where feasible, in order to optimise the response rate. Employing a cross-sectional 
research design, a total of 360 questionnaires were distributed, of which 311 were returned 
completed. Following rigorous data screening and validation procedures, 257 responses were 
retained for final analysis and interpretation. This corresponds to a valid response rate of 71.3 per 
cent, which is considered satisfactory for survey-based research [60].  

3.1 Instrumentation 
The study operationalised innovation engagement using the 9-item UWES [59]. Technological 

opportunism was evaluated through an 8-item scale adapted from Srinivasan et al. [62], whereas 
supervisor innovative support was measured with a three-item scale from [48]. Innovation culture 
was assessed using a 4-item scale developed by Martins and Terblanche [42], and innovative business 
performance was captured via a nine-item scale adapted from [7; 41]. 

 
4. Data Analysis 

SEM was employed using Smart PLS 3 Ringle et al. [55] to examine the relationships among 
technological opportunism, supervisor innovative support, innovation engagement, innovation 
culture, and business innovative performance. Partial least squares SEM (PLS-SEM) has gained 
considerable recognition and is increasingly adopted as a methodological approach for testing 
structural models. Recent studies indicate that PLS-SEM is emerging as a compelling alternative for 
complex analytical procedures [8].  

4.1 Common Method Variance 
In behavioural research, CMV arises when measurement error stems from the data collection 

method rather than the constructs themselves [49]. As self-administered surveys can introduce such 
bias [49; 61], this study implemented procedural remedies recommended by [50] and [68]. To assess 
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CMV, the Harman single-factor test and principal component factor analysis were conducted, 
revealing a cumulative variance of 43.693%, with the largest factor accounting for 14.419%, well 
below the 50% threshold [36]. This indicates that CMV does not pose a significant threat to the study’s 
findings. 

4.2 Assessment of Measurement Model 
The measurement model was evaluated using the two-step approach proposed by [9]. Initially, 

validity and reliability were assessed. Factor loadings exceeding 0.50 were deemed acceptable 
Bagozzi and Yi [11], with items below this threshold removed; in this study, only IE8 was excluded 
[26].  

 
Fig.2: Measurement Model 

Reliability was assessed via composite reliability, requiring a minimum of 0.70 [23], and the 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) was examined with a threshold of 0.50 [22]. Results confirmed that 
the model achieved satisfactory reliability and validity. Full details are provided in Table 1 and Figure 
2. 
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Table 1 

Reliability and Validity Assessment (n=280) 

Construct Loading CR AVE 
Innovative Business Performance  0.942 0.645 
IBP1 0.724   
IBP2 0.786   
IBP3 0.753   
IBP4 0.879   
IBP5 0.864   
IBP6 0.883   
IBP7 0.880   
IBP8 0.846   
IBP9 0.557   
Innovative Culture  0.850 0.586 
IC1 0.819   
IC2 0.762   
IC3 0.776   
IC4 0.701   
Innovation Engagement  0.899 0.531 
IE1 0.769   
IE2 0.828   
IE3 0.699   
IE4 0.513   
IE5 0.785   
IE6 0.772   
IE7 0.762   
IE9 0.650   
Supervisor Innovative Support  0.874 0.699 
SIS1 0.893   
SIS2 0.874   
SIS3 0.732   
Technological Opportunism  0.906 0.547 
TO1 0.702   
TO2 0.703   
TO3 0.818   
TO4 0.769   
TO5 0.790   
TO6 0.752   
TO7 0.656   
TO8 0.714   
Note: *IE8 was deleted due to low factor loading.    

4.3 Assessment of Discriminant Validity   
In this study, discriminant validity was evaluated using the HTMT as proposed by [30]. The 

recommended threshold for HTMT varies across the literature, with Rb [54] suggesting a value of 

0.85, while other scholars recommend 0.90 [25; 65]. Based on these criteria, the present study 

demonstrates adequate discriminant validity. Detailed HTMT results are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 

(HTMT Criteria) Discriminant Validity 

 IC IE IBP SIS TO 
IC ==     
IE 0.530 ==    
IBP 0.667 0.879 ==   
SIS 0.571 0.893 0.852 ==  
TP 0.500 0.877 0.817 0.856 == 

4.4 Assessment of Structural Model 
In the present study, both direct and indirect relationships were examined. The model was 
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evaluated using a bootstrapping procedure with 5,000 resamples, applying a significance criterion of 
p ≤ 0.05 in accordance with [28].  

To evaluate the indirect relationships, a bootstrapping procedure with 5,000 resamples was 
employed [28]. The study’s hypotheses were grounded in prior literature, with direct paths 
conceptualised between technological opportunism, supervisor innovative support, and innovative 
business performance via innovation engagement. The analysis revealed that innovation engagement 
significantly mediated the relationship between technological opportunism and innovative business 
performance (β = 0.174, t = 3.543, p < 0.001). Similarly, innovation engagement also mediated the 
association between supervisor innovative support and innovative business performance (β = 0.126, 
t = 4.232, p < 0.001). Additionally, the results indicated a significant moderating effect of innovation 
culture on the relationship between innovation engagement and innovative business performance (β 
= 0.105, t = 3.631, p < 0.001), highlighting the role of a supportive organisational culture in 
strengthening the impact of engagement on innovation outcomes.  

 
Fig.3: Structural Model 

The results indicate that all proposed direct hypotheses were statistically significant and are 
therefore reported as supported. Detailed findings for the direct hypotheses are displayed in Figure 
3 and Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Structural Model 

Relationship    β   STDEV T Value P value Decision 

IC-> IBP  0.263 0.053 4.947 0.000  Accepted 
IE -> IBP 0.339 0.075 4.523 0.000  Accepted 
SIS-> IE 0.370 0.054 6.900  0.000  Accepted 
SIS -> IBP 0.171 0.056 3.045 0.002  Accepted 
TO ->  IE 0.511 0.056 9.175 0.000  Accepted 
TO -> IBP 0.231 0.072 3.232 0.001  Accepted 
TO->IE->IBP 0.174 0.049 3.543  0.000  Mediated 
SIS->IE->IBP 0.126 0.030 4.232 0.000  Mediated 
IE*IC->IBP 0.105 0.029 3.631 0.000  Moderated 

4.5 Assessment of R2 (Square) and Q2 (Square) 
In this study, the coefficient of determination (R²) was used to quantify the variance explained in 

the endogenous constructs, while Q², following [24; 63], assessed the model’s predictive relevance.  

Table 4 

Variance in Endogenous Variable R-Square 

Endogenous Variables R-Square Adjusted R Square 

Innovation Engagement  0.666 0.664 

Innovative Business Performance  0.756 0.752 

 

These indicators provide insight into the model’s forecasting capability [31]. Q² was computed 
using the blindfolding procedure in Smart PLS, with values above zero indicating that exogenous 
constructs meaningfully predict endogenous variables [27]. Results, presented in Tables 4 and 5, 
confirm that the model exhibits satisfactory explained variance and predictive relevance. 

Table 5 

Predictive Relevance 

Endogenous Variable SSO SSE Q2 =(1-SSE/SSO) 

Innovation Engagement 2240.000 1471.778 0.343 

Innovative Business Performance 2520.000 1339.351 0.469 

4.6 Effect Size Assessment    
The impact of the independent variables was further evaluated through the assessment of effect 

size (f²). Effect sizes of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 are conventionally interpreted as small, medium, and large 
effects, respectively. The results of the effect size analysis for the current study are summarised in 
Table 6. 

Table 6 

Effect Size 

Independent Variable IE Effect Level IBP Effect Level 

Innovation Culture   0.202 Medium 
Innovation Engagement   0.149 Near to Medium 
Supervisor Innovative Support 0.205 Medium 0.149 Weak 
Technology Opportunism 0.391 Strong 0.078  Weak 

5. Discussion 
The findings of this study underlines the pivotal roles of innovation culture, innovation 
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engagement, supervisor innovative support, and technological opportunism in enhancing innovative 
business performance. The analysis of H1 revealed a positive and statistically significant association 
between innovation culture and innovative business performance (β = 0.263, t = 4.947, p < 0.001), 
corroborating prior research [14; 51; 64], highlighting the crucial contribution of a supportive 
innovation culture to organisational outcomes. Similarly, H2 indicated a significant relationship 
between innovation engagement and innovative business performance (β = 0.339, t = 4.523, p < 
0.001), thereby addressing an empirical gap and supporting the assertions of [67].  

Supervisor innovative support demonstrated a significant positive effect on both innovation 
engagement (β = 0.370, t = 6.900, p < 0.001) and innovative business performance (β = 0.171, t = 
3.045, p = 0.002), as shown in H3 and H4. These results underscore the instrumental role of 
supervisors in fostering employee engagement and enhancing organizational innovation outcomes, 
while simultaneously reinforcing previous findings on the broader impact of supervisor support [2; 
56; 73]. Technological opportunism emerged as a strong determinant in promoting both innovation 
engagement (H5: β = 0.511, t = 9.175, p < 0.001) and innovative business performance (H6: β = 0.231, 
t = 3.232, p = 0.001).  

Innovation engagement significantly mediates the effects of technological opportunism and 
supervisor innovative support on innovative business performance (H6 and H7).This highlights 
innovation engagement as a key intervening mechanism that transforms organizational and 
supervisory inputs into enhanced innovation outcomes, corroborating previous research on the 
mediating potential of engagement [38; 74]. Specifically, proactive technological adoption and 
supervisory facilitation, recognition, and support stimulate innovation engagement, which in turn 
strengthens business innovative performance. In essence, innovation engagement functions as a 
latent driver that underpins the development and prediction of innovative business outcomes. 
Finally, the moderating effect of innovation culture was supported in H9, indicating that the 
relationship between innovation engagement and innovative business performance is contingent 
upon the level of innovation culture within the organization (β = 0.105, t = 3.631, p < 0.001). This 
finding reinforces the strategic importance of cultivating a culture that promotes innovation to 
maximize the impact of employee engagement on organizational innovation outcomes.  

 
6. Theoretical Implications 

Drawing upon the principles of the RBV Barney [13], this study has addressed notable gaps in 
understanding how technological opportunism and supervisor innovative support contribute to 
enhancing innovation engagement, which in turn serves as a mediating mechanism for predicting 
innovative business performance. The study also addresses a research gap by investigating how 
innovation culture moderates and strengthens the link between innovation engagement and 
innovative business performance. 

 
7. Practical Implications 

From a practical perspective, the findings underscore the importance for organizations to adopt 
an integrated approach that combines leadership, culture, employee engagement, and technological 
systems to optimize innovative business performance. The study highlights that organizations must 
remain vigilant regarding technological developments within their sector, as timely recognition and 
adoption of these advancements can significantly enhance innovation outcomes. Implementing and 
maintaining advanced information systems that support innovation processes is critical, and 
organizations are encouraged to establish dedicated teams or units responsible for this function. 
Furthermore, initiatives that facilitate knowledge sharing and technology updates can enable firms 
to capitalize efficiently on emerging technological opportunities. Supervisor support is also identified 
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as a crucial factor, not only in routine work activities but specifically in fostering employees’ 
innovative efforts. To achieve this, organizations require managers and supervisory staff who are 
technologically competent. For small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) that may face challenges 
in recruiting such personnel, investment in targeted training programmes is recommended. These 
programmes can enhance the capacity of both managerial staff and SME owners to support 
innovation effectively. Additionally, the findings suggest that SMEs should actively cultivate 
innovation engagement among employees to strengthen business innovative performance. SME 
owners may consider collaborating with managers and supervisors to develop strategies that foster 
greater employee involvement in innovation and innovative practices within the workplace.  

 
8. Limitations and Future Recommendations 

Firstly, the research was restricted to the manufacturing sector, which may constrain the 
generalisability of the findings to other contexts. Future studies are therefore encouraged to 
investigate similar relationships across diverse occupational sectors, particularly those with a strong 
focus on innovation and technological adoption. Secondly, employing a longitudinal research design 
is recommended to capture the dynamic nature of the variables and to better establish causal 
relationships over time. Moreover, the study did not incorporate contextual variables that may 
influence the prediction of innovative business performance, such as competitive pressure, 
regulatory environment, or organizational structure. Future investigations aiming to extend the 
proposed model are encouraged to include such factors. Finally, subsequent research could explore 
how other organizational characteristics or mechanisms might moderate or mediate the relationships 
examined in this study, thereby offering deeper insights into the determinants of innovative business 
performance.  
 
References 
[1] Aboramadan, M., Albashiti, B., Alharazin, H., & Zaidoune, S. (2020). Organizational culture, 

innovation and performance: a study from a non-western context. Journal of Management 
Development, 39(4), 437-451. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-06-2019-0253  

[2] Shuck, B., & Reio Jr, T. G. (2014). Employee engagement and well-being: A moderation model 
and implications for practice. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 21(1), 43-58. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051813494240  

 [3] Mardani, A., Nikoosokhan, S., Moradi, M., & Doustar, M. (2018). The relationship between 
knowledge management and innovation performance. The Journal of High Technology 
Management Research, 29(1), 12-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hitech.2018.04.002  

 [4] Khalifa, G. (2019). Intervening role of supervisor trust and leader-member exchange: an 
investigation into the role of supervisor support on employee innovative behaviour. Journal 
of Association of Arab Universities for Tourism and Hospitality, 17(3), 46-67. 
https://doi.org/10.21608/JAAUTH.2020.40843.1070 

[5] Al-Hanakta, R., Hossain, M. B., Pataki, L., & Dunay, A. (2023). Eco-innovation influence on 
business performance in Jordanian micro, small and medium enterprises operating in the food 
processing sector. Plos one, 18(2), e0281664. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0281664  

[6] Li, L., Chen, L., Yan, J., Xu, C., & Jiang, N. (2023). How does technological opportunism affect 
firm performance? The mediating role of resource orchestration. Journal of Business 
Research, 166, 114093. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114093  

 [7] Garza, R., & Lopez, A. (2020). Measuring innovation culture: a Synthesis of the innovation 
culture construct and identification of its research clusters. Multidisciplinary Business 
Review, 13(1), 42-55. https://doi.org/10.35692/07183992.13.1.5 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-06-2019-0253
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051813494240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hitech.2018.04.002
https://doi.org/10.21608/jaauth.2020.40843.1070
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0281664
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114093
https://doi.org/10.35692/07183992.13.1.5


Decision Making: Applications in Management and Engineering 

Volume 8, Issue 2 (2025) 554-570 

566 

 
 

 

[8] Gorai, J., Kumar, A., & Angadi, G. R. (2024). Smart PLS-SEM modeling: Developing an 
administrators' perception and attitude scale for apprenticeship 
programme. Multidisciplinary Science Journal, 6(12), 2024260-2024260. 
https://10.31893/multiscience.2024260 

[9] Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review 
and recommended two-step approach. Psychological bulletin, 103(3), 411. 
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411  

[10] Apanasovich, N., Heras, H. A., & Parrilli, M. D. (2016). The impact of business innovation modes 
on SME innovation performance in post-Soviet transition economies: The case of Belarus. 
Technovation, 57, 30-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2016.05.001  

[11] Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models. Journal of the 
academy of marketing science, 16(1), 74-94. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327 

[12] Bakar, L. J. A., & Ahmad, H. (2010). Assessing the relationship between firm resources and 
product innovation performance: A resource‐based view. Business Process Management 
Journal, 16(3), 420-435. https://doi.org/10.1108/14637151011049430  

[13] Barney, J. B. (2001). Resource-based theories of competitive advantage: A ten-year 
retrospective on the resource-based view. Journal of management, 27(6), 643-650. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630102700602  

[14] Bourdeau, S., Aubert, B., & Bareil, C. (2021). The effects of IT use intensity and innovation 
culture on organizational performance: the mediating role of innovation intensity. 
Management Research Review, 44(2), 359-380. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-02-2020-0068  

[15] Büschgens, T., Bausch, A., & Balkin, D. B. (2013). Organizational culture and innovation: A 
meta‐analytic review. Journal of product innovation management, 30(4), 763-781. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12021  

[16] Cabrilo, S., Grubic Nesic, L., & Mitrovic, S. (2014). Study on human capital gaps for effective 
innovation strategies in the knowledge era. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 15(3), 411-429. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-05-2014-0058  

[17] Capon, N., Farley, J. U., Lehmann, D. R., & Hulbert, J. M. (1992). Profiles of product innovators 
among large US manufacturers. Management science, 38(2), 157-169. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.38.2.157  

[18] Carvache-Franco, O., Carvache-Franco, M., & Carvache-Franco, W. (2022). Barriers to 
innovations and innovative performance of companies: a study from Ecuador. Social Sciences, 
11(2), 63. https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci11020063  

[19] De Jong, J., & Den Hartog, D. (2010). Measuring innovative work behaviour. Creativity and 
innovation management, 19(1), 23-36. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8691.2010.00547.x  

[20] Dobni, C. B. (2008). Measuring innovation culture in organizations: The development of a 
generalized innovation culture construct using exploratory factor analysis. European journal 
of innovation management, 11(4), 539-559. https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810911156  

[21] Kwon, K., Jeong, S., Park, J., & Yoon, S. W. (2024). Employee development and employee 
engagement: a review and integrated model. Career development international, 29(2), 169-
184. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-04-2023-0117  

[22] Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 
variables and measurement error. Journal of marketing research, 18(1), 39-50. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104  

[23] Gefen, D., Straub, D., & Boudreau, M.-C. (2000). Structural equation modeling and regression: 
Guidelines for research practice. Communications of the association for information systems, 
4(1), 7. https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.00407  

https://doi.org/10.31893/multiscience.2024260
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2016.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637151011049430
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630102700602
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-02-2020-0068
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12021
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-05-2014-0058
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.38.2.157
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci11020063
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8691.2010.00547.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810911156
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.00407


Decision Making: Applications in Management and Engineering 

Volume 8, Issue 2 (2025) 554-570 

567 

 
 

 

[24] Geisser, S. (1974). A predictive approach to the random effect model. Biometrika, 61(1), 101-
107. https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/61.1.101  

[25] Gold, A. H., Malhotra, A., & Segars, A. H. (2001). Knowledge management: An organizational 
capabilities perspective. Journal of management information systems, 18(1), 185-214. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2001.11045669  

[26] Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A Primer on Partial Least Squares 
Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). 
https://digitalcommons.kennesaw.edu/facbooks2014/39/  

[27] Shela, V., Ramayah, T., Aravindan, K. L., Ahmad, N. H., & Alzahrani, A. I. (2023). Run! This road 
has no ending! A systematic review of PLS-SEM application in strategic management research 
among developing nations. Heliyon, 9(12). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e22476  

[28] Streukens, S., & Leroi-Werelds, S. (2016). Bootstrapping and PLS-SEM: A step-by-step guide to 
get more out of your bootstrap results. European management journal, 34(6), 618-632. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2016.06.003 

[29] Hameed, W. U., Nisar, Q. A., & Wu, H.-C. (2021). Relationships between external knowledge, 
internal innovation, firms’ open innovation performance, service innovation and business 
performance in the Pakistani hotel industry. International journal of hospitality management, 
92, 102745. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102745  

[30] Rönkkö, M., & Cho, E. (2022). An updated guideline for assessing discriminant 
validity. Organizational research methods, 25(1), 6-14. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428120968614 

[31] Schellaert, W., Martínez-Plumed, F., & Hernández-Orallo, J. (2025). Analysing the 
predictability of language model performance. ACM Transactions on Intelligent Systems and 
Technology, 16(2), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1145/3706118 

[32] Hult, G. T. M., Hurley, R. F., & Knight, G. A. (2004). Innovativeness: Its antecedents and impact 
on business performance. Industrial marketing management, 33(5), 429-438. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.08.015  

[33] Janssen, O. (2000). Job demands, perceptions of effort‐reward fairness and innovative work 
behaviour. Journal of Occupational and organizational psychology, 73(3), 287-302. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317900167038  

[34] Joel, O. O., Moses, C. L., Igbinoba, E. E., Olokundun, M. A., Salau, O. P., Ojebola, O., & Adebayo, 
O. P. (2023). Bolstering the Moderating Effect of Supervisory Innovative Support on 
Organisational Learning and Employees’ Engagement. Administrative Sciences, 13(3), 81. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci13030081  

[35] Kraus, S., Jones, P., Kailer, N., Weinmann, A., Chaparro-Banegas, N., & Roig-Tierno, N. (2021). 
Digital transformation: An overview of the current state of the art of research. Sage Open, 
11(3), 21582440211047576. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211047576  

[36] Kumar, B. (2012). Theory of planned behaviour approach to understand the purchasing 
behaviour for environmentally sustainable products. 
https://ideas.repec.org/p/iim/iimawp/11469.html 

[37] Laosirihongthong, T., Prajogo, D. I., & Adebanjo, D. (2014). The relationships between firm’s 
strategy, resources and innovation performance: resources-based view perspective. 
Production Planning & Control, 25(15), 1231-1246. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2013.819593  

[38] Li, Z., Liao, G., & Albitar, K. (2020). Does corporate environmental responsibility engagement 
affect firm value? The mediating role of corporate innovation. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 29(3), 1045-1055. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2416  

https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/61.1.101
https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2001.11045669
https://digitalcommons.kennesaw.edu/facbooks2014/39/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2016.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102745
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428120968614
https://doi.org/10.1145/3706118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317900167038
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci13030081
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211047576
https://ideas.repec.org/p/iim/iimawp/11469.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2013.819593
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2416


Decision Making: Applications in Management and Engineering 

Volume 8, Issue 2 (2025) 554-570 

568 

 
 

 

[39] Maffini Gomes, C., Kruglianskas, I., & Scherer, F. L. (2009). Company size effect in innovative 
performance. Journal of technology management & innovation, 4(4), 14-31. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0718-27242009000400002  

[40] Mahdi, R., Sukarman, S. S., & Yok, M. C. K. (2015). Fostering creativity through innovation 
engagement in science and technology education: Case study of Universiti Teknologi MARA 
students. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 167, 256-260. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.12.671 

[41] Manual, O. (2005). The measurement of scientific and technological activities. Proposed 
guidelines for collecting an interpreting technological innovation data, 30(162), 385-395.  

[42] Lam, L., Nguyen, P., Le, N., & Tran, K. (2021). The relation among organizational culture, 
knowledge management, and innovation capability: Its implication for open 
innovation. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 7(1), 66. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010066 

[43] Neely, A., & Hii, J. (1998). Innovation and business performance: a literature review. The Judge 
Institute of Management Studies, University of Cambridge, 1(57). 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/264870158  

[44] Noefer, K., Stegmaier, R., Molter, B., & Sonntag, K. (2009). A great many things to do and not 
a minute to spare: Can feedback from supervisors moderate the relationship between skill 
variety, time pressure, and employees' innovative behavior? Creativity Research Journal, 
21(4), 384-393. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410903297964  

[45] Oke, A. (2013). Linking manufacturing flexibility to innovation performance in manufacturing 
plants. International Journal of Production Economics, 143(2), 242-247. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2011.09.014  

[46] Pai, P., Tsai, H.-T., & Zhong, J.-Y. (2022). Enhancing IT industry employees’ service innovation 
performance: Antecedents and outcomes of service innovation engagement. European 
Journal of Marketing, 56(8), 2455-2483. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-11-2020-0842  

[47] Pattnaik, S. C., & Panda, N. (2020). Supervisor support, work engagement and turnover 
intentions: evidence from Indian call centres. Journal of Asia Business Studies, 14(5), 621-635. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-08-2019-0261  

[48] Peeters, M. C., Buunk, B. P., & Schaufeli, W. B. (1995). Social interactions, stressful events and 
negative affect at work: A micro‐analytic approach. European Journal of Social Psychology, 
25(4), 391-401. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420250404  

[49] 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. 
Journal of applied psychology, 88(5), 879. https://psycnet.apa.org/buy/2003-08045-010  

[50] Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social 
science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual review of psychology, 
63(1), 539-569. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452  

[51] Ramdan, M. R., Abd Aziz, N. A., Abdullah, N. L., Samsudin, N., Singh, G. S. V., Zakaria, T., Fuzi, 
N. M., & Ong, S. Y. Y. (2022). SMEs performance in Malaysia: The role of contextual 
ambidexterity in innovation culture and performance. Sustainability, 14(3), 1679. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14031679  

[52] Rao, V. (2016). Innovation through employee engagement. Asia Pacific Journal of Advanced 
Business and Social Studies, 2(2), 337-345. https://apiarpublications.com/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/APCAR_BRR710_BUS1-9.pdf  

[53] Ratnawati, Soetjipto, B. E., Murwani, F. D., & Wahyono, H. (2018). The role of SMEs’ innovation 
and learning orientation in mediating the effect of CSR programme on SMEs’ performance and 
competitive advantage. Global Business Review, 19(3_suppl), S21-S38. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0718-27242009000400002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.12.671
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010066
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/264870158
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410903297964
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2011.09.014
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-11-2020-0842
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-08-2019-0261
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420250404
https://psycnet.apa.org/buy/2003-08045-010
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14031679
https://apiarpublications.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/APCAR_BRR710_BUS1-9.pdf
https://apiarpublications.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/APCAR_BRR710_BUS1-9.pdf


Decision Making: Applications in Management and Engineering 

Volume 8, Issue 2 (2025) 554-570 

569 

 
 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150918757842  
[54] Rb, K. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. In. 

https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1370285712542985862 
[55] Ringle, C., Da Silva, D., & Bido, D. (2015). Structural equation modeling with the SmartPLS. 

Bido, D., da Silva, D., & Ringle, C. (2014). Structural Equation Modeling with the Smartpls. 
Brazilian Journal of Marketing, 13(2). https://ssrn.com/abstract=2676422  

[56] Hammer, L. B., Dimoff, J., Mohr, C. D., & Allen, S. J. (2024). A framework for protecting and 
promoting employee mental health through supervisor supportive behaviors. Occupational 
health science, 8(2), 243-268. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-023-00171-x 

[57] Sanyal, M. K., Biswas, S. B., & Ghosh, R. (2016). Implication of Performance Appraisal process 
on Employee Engagement Mediated Through the Development and Innovation Oriented 
Culture: A Study on the Software Professionals of IT Companies in West Bengal. Proceedings 
of the First International Conference on Intelligent Computing and Communication, 277-294. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-2035-3_29 

[58] Schaufeli, W. B. (2010). Defining and measuring work engagement: Bringing clarity to the 
concept. Work engagement: Recent developments in theory and research, 10-24. 
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1570009751090291328  

[59] Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). The measurement of work engagement 
with a short questionnaire: A cross-national study. Educational and psychological 
measurement, 66(4), 701-716. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471  

[60] Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2016). Research methods for business: A skill building approach. 
john wiley & sons. https://management.njit.edu/sites/management/files/MGMT%20316-
002%20%20Casal.pdf  

[61] Spector, P. E. (2006). Method variance in organizational research: truth or urban legend? 
Organizational research methods, 9(2), 221-232. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284955  

[62] Srinivasan, R., Lilien, G. L., & Rangaswamy, A. (2002). Technological opportunism and radical 
technology adoption: An application to e-business. Journal of marketing, 66(3), 47-60. 
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.66.3.47.18508  

[63] Stone, M. (1977). An asymptotic equivalence of choice of model by cross‐validation and 
Akaike's criterion. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 39(1), 44-
47. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1977.tb01603.x  

[64] Okatta, C. G., Ajayi, F. A., & Olawale, O. (2024). Enhancing organizational performance through 
diversity and inclusion initiatives: a meta-analysis. International Journal of Applied Research in 
Social Sciences, 6(4), 734-758. https://doi.org/10.51594/ijarss.v6i4.1065  

[65] Teo, T. S., Srivastava, S. C., & Jiang, L. (2008). Trust and electronic government success: An 
empirical study. Journal of management information systems, 25(3), 99-132. 
https://doi.org/10.2753/MIS0742-1222250303  

[66] Valaei, N., Rezaei, S., Bressolles, G., & Dent, M. M. (2022). Indispensable components of 
creativity, innovation, and FMCG companies' competitive performance: a resource-based 
view (RBV) of the firm. Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration, 14(1), 1-26. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJBA-11-2020-0420  

[67] Van Zyl, L. E., Van Oort, A., Rispens, S., & Olckers, C. (2021). Work engagement and task 
performance within a global Dutch ICT-consulting firm: The mediating role of innovative work 
behaviors. Current Psychology, 40(8), 4012-4023. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-
00339-1 

[68] Viswanathan, M., & Kayande, U. (2012). Commentary on “common method bias in marketing: 
Causes, mechanisms, and procedural remedies”. Journal of Retailing, 88(4), 556-562. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150918757842
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1370285712542985862
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2676422
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-2035-3_29
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1570009751090291328
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://management.njit.edu/sites/management/files/MGMT%20316-002%20%20Casal.pdf
https://management.njit.edu/sites/management/files/MGMT%20316-002%20%20Casal.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284955
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.66.3.47.18508
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1977.tb01603.x
https://doi.org/10.2753/MIS0742-1222250303
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJBA-11-2020-0420
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00339-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00339-1


Decision Making: Applications in Management and Engineering 

Volume 8, Issue 2 (2025) 554-570 

570 

 
 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2012.10.002  
[69] Voola, R., Casimir, G., Carlson, J., & Anushree Agnihotri, M. (2012). The effects of market 

orientation, technological opportunism, and e-business adoption on performance: A 
moderated mediation analysis. Australasian Marketing Journal, 20(2), 136-146. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2011.10.001  

[70] Wang, F., Wong, W.-K., Wang, Z., Albasher, G., Alsultan, N., & Fatemah, A. (2023). Emerging 
pathways to sustainable economic development: An interdisciplinary exploration of resource 
efficiency, technological innovation, and ecosystem resilience in resource-rich regions. 
Resources Policy, 85, 103747. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2023.103747  

[71] West, M. A., & Richter, A. W. (2024). Climates and cultures for innovation and creativity at 
work. In Handbook of organizational creativity (pp. 211-236). Psychology Press. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003573326  

[72] Wilson, G. A. (2022). 3 ways for businesses to fuel innovation and drive performance. 
https://theconversation.com/3-ways-for-businesses-to-fuel-innovation-and-drive-
performance-174276  

[73] Yahya, F., Abbas, G., Ahmed, A., & Hashmi, M. S. (2020). Restrictive and supportive 
mechanisms for female directors’ risk-averse behavior: evidence from South Asian health care 
industry. Sage Open, 10(4), 2158244020962777. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020962777  

[74] Yu, K., Song, J., Yoon, S., & Kim, J. (2014). Learning organization and innovative behavior. 
European Journal of Training and Development, 38(1), 75-94. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-
04-2013-0040 

[75] Yuniarty, Y., So, I. G., Abdinagoro, S. B., & Hamsal, M. (2022). Impact of the Extended Digital 
Eco-Dynamic on Innovation Performance: An Empirical Study on Small E-Businesses in 
Indonesia. Frontiers in psychology, 13, 864530. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.864530  

[76] Zhang, Y., Khan, U., Lee, S., & Salik, M. (2019). The influence of management innovation and 
technological innovation on organization performance. A mediating role of sustainability. 
Sustainability, 11(2), 495. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11020495  

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2012.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2011.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2023.103747
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003573326
https://theconversation.com/3-ways-for-businesses-to-fuel-innovation-and-drive-performance-174276
https://theconversation.com/3-ways-for-businesses-to-fuel-innovation-and-drive-performance-174276
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020962777
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-04-2013-0040
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-04-2013-0040
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.864530
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11020495

