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Abstract: Learning and knowledge creation are acknowledged as crucial drivers associated with
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and innovation capability (IC). Absorptive capacity (AC) harmonizes
internal innovation-building activities with external opportunities, while organizational learning
capabilities (OLC) foster entrepreneurial cognitive skills and innovation capabilities. This study aims
to (1) predict the impact of absorptive capacity and organizational learning on IC and (2) to estimate
the mediation effect of OLC and AC on the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and
innovation capabilities. Drawing upon the dynamic capability theory, the study had applied a cross-
sectional survey targeting Algerian firms to test the hypotheses. The study findings indicate that EO
is positively associated with innovation capability. Besides, even though both OLC and AC partially
increase EO’s interaction impact on innovation capability as a mediation role, suggesting that the
more a firm is entrepreneurially oriented, the more learning and knowledge creation processes are
involved in the interaction relationship. This study’s core focus is to overcome the substantial role
of learning and knowledge creation processes as an intangible proactive resource that fosters the
EO mindset to get involved in innovation activities. It has been discovered that AC and OLC as a
connectedness mechanism links external knowledge and internal learning processes to accompany
EO readiness during innovation development.

Keywords: entrepreneurship orientation; organizational learning capability; innovation capability;
absorptive capacity; dynamic capability view

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship orientation is the corporate-level construct seeking to capture and
exploit any emerged opportunity proactively [1,2]. Therefore, it is a psychological construct
that reflects the intention of top management toward entrepreneurial opportunities in
the light of risks and uncertainty [3]. Top-management’s EO influences the strategic
direction and choices in establishing organizational culture and practices related to the
learning process and exploring new opportunities [4,5]. In the era of modernization and
globalization, innovation and creative ideas take a pivotal role in business success [6].
Indeed, the strategic decision that encourages firms to begin an entrepreneurial project is
an essential driver leading to increasing innovation capabilities [7,8].

The present study aims to extend entrepreneurship research by assuming that dynamic
capabilities play a strategic role in converting EO into improved innovation activities. Teece,
Pisano [9] thought that dynamic capabilities allow firms to reconfigure existing resources
and capabilities. Identifying which capabilities qualify as vibrant to upgrade and recon-
figure the entire business process, the strategic management scholars have acknowledged
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that absorptive capacity (AC) is a primary dynamic capability [5,10]. AC represents “an
ability to recognize the value of new information, assimilate it and apply it to commercial
ends” [11]. It is thereby a dynamic capability that associated and helped entrepreneurial ac-
tivities to handle uncertain situations much more effectively and efficiently by establishing
knowledge that is missing relevant to the searched-for opportunity [5]. The study argues
that AC facilitates the interaction impact of EO’s on innovation activities to overcome the
restrictions and explore opportunities [12].

Innovation capability is highly influenced by the extent of entrepreneurial opportu-
nities access and their attitudes to deal with risks and uncertainty [13]. In light of the
dynamic capability view, scholars have shown that the relationship between EO and in-
novation capability is varied and influenced by other intermediate factors [14]. These
include organizational and environmental factors. Learning orientation is an inherent
power capability [15]. It is a crucial source for developing firms’ innovation capability [16]
and strengthen EO behavior [17]. The literature has suggested that EO is a behavior that
leads firms to proactively act with the emergence of a particular opportunity, innovatively
adopt with business changes and deal with high risk and uncertainty to satisfy the de-
sired objectives [18]. In this sense, EO is a strategic mindset of an entrepreneur to spread
knowledge and a spirit of sensing and realizing opportunities [19].

Therefore, a firm’s EO is able to influence the capability of innovation activities through
learning, creation of new ideas, routines and practices, the flow of information, upgrading
processes and product design [16]. At the same time, studies such as [14,20] have suggested
acquiring knowledge and practices to be leveraged across innovation activities through
learning and spirituality of EO is not always applicable. Thus, such mechanisms between
these constructs might not be working in certain circumstances such as in developing
economies. In a changing business environment, organizational learning capability (OLC)
enables firms to up-to-date create new ideas, develop skills and practices [21], which in
turn lead to force corporate activities in innovative ways leading to enhance innovation
capacities, especially area like new product development, lifecycle and processes [22].

For example, Dess, Ireland [23] viewed organizational learning as two-dimension
experimental and acquisition learning. Experimental learning helps firms extend, transform
and exploit existing internal knowledge, whereas acquisition learning is considered a firm’s
competencies to access external knowledge [24]. So far, studies that examined EO and
innovation capabilities through the support of OLC are quite rare and suggested for further
examination. The study predicts that EO and OLC are associated and complement each
other, resulting in more significant opportunities to create valuable knowledge that makes
them the leading markets. Due to the lack of studies that examined the link between EO
and OLC especially in the context of developing countries like Algeria, thus, we assume
that EO will increase the learning orientation to continuously enhance activities that are
based on innovation.

In doing so, this study contributes to the literature from three perspectives. First,
this study emphasizes how the EO and OLC influence the IC of large and medium firms
in the Algerian context. Most past studies [15,19,25,26] introduced several models, and
theories to predict innovation performance and its associated outcomes were ignoring
other factors like learning orientation or adopted knowledge. Therefore, examining EO’s
interrelationships as a strategic asset and OLC as an internal enabler driver of knowledge
may inspire entrepreneurs’ attitudes. Second, emphasizing learning mechanisms as a link
between EO and IC, the study results will contribute to the body of entrepreneurship
literature by providing evidence about these interrelationships and how they complement
each other to increase innovation activities. The results will accommodate managers on
creating valuable resources such as knowledge, skills, practices and know-how through
the leveraging of learning orientation. Third, in choosing Algeria as the context of this
study, results will strengthen the literature beyond those conducted in developed countries
where EO and OLC are varied and primarily different due to the differences in terms of the
psychological side of entrepreneurs, firms resources, economic facilities and markets [19,27].
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This study’s empirical evidence will also offer crucial managerial guidance to firms in other
transitional contexts trying to enter the global market economy.

In order to empirically validate the theoretical assumptions. The study analyses
the close interaction that occurred when firms are entrepreneurially oriented to improve
innovation-building activities. Drawing upon DCT, the study developed a theoretical
model to link EO with AC, arguing it as a major dynamic capability required to enhance
innovation capabilities. In doing so, the study emphasizes Miller’s [28] call to develop
theories of related disciplines such as entrepreneurship and strategic management to
promote which resources and capabilities support entrepreneurial processes.

Researchers have conceptually expected that dynamic capabilities are the “key for
linking EO to opportunities exploitation and their subsequent outcomes” [29], which still
required further investigation. Furthermore, following Barreto [30], claims that it must be
determined whether dynamic capabilities like AC’ directly lead to performance outcomes and
the boundary conditions must be understood. However, while the majority of past studies
(such as Engelen, Kube [5]) examine different performance measures related to EO-AC, the
literature shows a lack of studies that focused on how AC is associated with EO in improving
innovation capabilities. Thus, the study concludes with a new model that aims to extend EO
research and elaborate these critical gaps by empirically testing the hypotheses.

This study is arranged in the following sections—first, the authors begin by introduc-
ing and discussing the theoretical background. Secondly, the paper discusses the detailed
hypotheses development. In the third section, the article addresses the research method-
ology, while the fourth section emphasizes data analysis. The last section includes the
discussion of the finding, conclusion and the limitations of the study.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development

Entrepreneurship orientation (EO) has emerged as a primary construct within en-
trepreneurship and strategic literature [29,31]. Miller and Friesen [32] introduced the
characteristics of entrepreneurially oriented firms in three well-known dimensions, namely
(1) be innovative to explore new opportunities, (2) be proactive to market entry before
rivals, and (3) be risk-taking to introduce new products. The resource-based view (RBV)
advocates that internal resources and capabilities act as key determinants of EO. However,
RBV researchers have acknowledged certain shortcomings of the theory, which probably
tends to be the case for many entrepreneurially oriented corporations [33]. Therefore, the
DCT was applied to extend the RBV lens and answer the question concerning what kind of
resources might be meaningful when the environment is continuously uncertain [30]. From
the DCT lens, these existing resources were reconfigured, constituting dynamic capabilities.
A lack of studies has been observed on examining the association link between dynamic
capabilities and EO. An ongoing debate in the DCT research field is whether organizational
skills can be dynamic capabilities [5]. Several strategic researchers have agreed on the
importance of absorptive capacity (AC) as a dynamic capability [5,10]. AC is defined as “an
ability to recognize the value of new information, assimilate it, and apply it to commercial
ends” [11], based upon the existing knowledge in the firm.

AC is the core example of dynamic capability embedded within firms’ routines and
culture, leading to combining capabilities in a novel way to complement each other. It
is “the firm’s ability to create and deploy the knowledge necessary to build other orga-
nizational capabilities (e.g., marketing, distribution, and production)” [10]. Zahra and
George [10] introduced four dimensions that constitute AC—acquisition, assimilation,
transformation and exploitation, as the main comprehensive pillars that cover the overall
activities identified in AC definition. Acquisition refers to the activities associated with
external sources of knowledge such as suppliers, consultants, competitors, public networks
and trade fairs [34]. Assimilation is the process capability to interpret, analyze and under-
stand externally acquired knowledge [5]. Simultaneously, transformation emphasized the
improvements in routines that promote existing learning with acquired and assimilated
ones to develop new knowledge [10,35]. Finally, exploitation is the use and leverage of the
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established expertise for commercial ends [11,36]. Therefore, AC constitutes two sides that
interact and complement each other. Knowledge access sources (e.g., information, data,
and reports) are externally dealt with and are internally recombined and these pieces of
new knowledge are applied with existing ones to develop new products, new techniques,
processes, routines and practices [11,37].

A considerable number of studies have agreed with the notion that AC has a direct im-
pact on improving innovation activities [38–40]. Nevertheless, Lee, Leong [41] empirically
examined, and found a non-significant effect of, knowledge acquisition on technological
innovation. According to Aljanabi [40], AC can facilitate technological innovation and
estimate the value created by determining the rapidity and frequency of innovation ac-
tivities. Within this context, prior studies [42,43] suggested that innovation capabilities
highly depend on the capacity of an organization to create new skills and practices facili-
tated by the integration of external knowledge with the internal knowledge base. Hung,
Lien [44] suggested that firms seek to achieve a high level of innovation capabilities through
facilitating knowledge integration between individuals and groups. Hence, building ab-
sorptive capacity and leveraging new knowledge is a prerequisite for accessing external
sources’ innovation [40]. AC becomes a crucial capability to ensure continuous innovation
through building internal capabilities and reconfiguring competencies to deal with market
uncertainty. Consequently, well-established AC leads to an increase in the capacity of
knowledge generation and innovation capability performance [45]. A recent empirical
study by Aljanabi [40] emphasized the direct and indirect impact of AC on technological
innovation, and the results show that AC directly impacts product and process innovation.

To conclude, AC is embedded within all innovation activities stages, especially at
product development phases [46]. Therefore, AC is the process of acquiring new knowledge
that is needed for commercial ends, responding to the changes that occurred among
different business environment partners.

Lumpkin and Dess [47] argued that entrepreneurially oriented firms are much more
able to succeed than non-entrepreneurially oriented firms due to their capabilities to pursue
market opportunities continuously. AC is the central capability that gave entrepreneurially
oriented firms the key to access new information and knowledge about these opportunities
through several channels [37]. The acquired new information is the core focus of AC to
generate new ones [5]. In counterpart, EO firms with poor AC usually struggle to explore
new opportunities due to a lack of knowledge access and evaluation and due to inappropri-
ately dealing with existing knowledge [5], which inhibits the relationship between EO and
innovation capabilities. Furthermore, high AC increases innovation activities and speed,
developing new products and services responding to market opportunities [48].

Researchers have suggested two approaches to dealing with AC and EO. The first
approach explored AC as a determinant of EO. Zahra, Filatotchev [49], for example, viewed
AC as the critical determinant that improves the capacity to explore and exploit new
opportunities. In contrast, the second approach introduced AC as a moderating role in
the EO–firm performance relationship. Particularly, Hayton and Zahra [50] examined
the impact of AC’s moderating role between external venturing activities and firm per-
formance (e.g., revenue growth and new product development). Moreover, Zahra and
Hayton [51] and Engelen, Kube [5] used AC as a moderating role to estimate EO’s impact
on different performance measures. Recent empirical findings by Zhai, Sun [48] indicate
that AC strengthens EO’s technological innovation effect. Besides, studies such as Wales,
Gupta [52] found that EO improves financial returns at lower AC levels and reduces the
performance decline at a high AC level. The study also demonstrated that a higher level of
EO accompanied by a higher lever AC resulted in different performance measures [52].

However, estimating higher EO outcomes and consequences that accompanied higher
AC on innovation capabilities is an important theoretical and practical gap. Examining the
mediating role of AC on the relationship between EO and innovation capabilities is overlooked
in the literature. Following Aljanabi’s [40] study, which examined the mediating role of AC
on the relationship between EO and technological innovation, this study tests and extends
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the theory in another context. The lack of studies motivates us to conduct this research
by proposing AC as having a mediating role in the EO–IC relationship. In addition, the
literature still struggles to provide a clear image of and evidence about how EO complements
AC and how they interact with each other, especially during the AC knowledge creation
processes and then to what extent that AC is able to influence EO activities. Proactiveness
and innovativeness, which constitute EO, rely on the success of AC’s knowledge creation
processes. A review of past studies by Kube [5] found that the relationship between EO,
IC, and absorptive capacity was poorly addressed. This critical gap should be examined by
introducing AC as a mediator between EO and innovation capability.

This paper aims to understand how the four AC dimensions interact with EO (e.g.,
innovativeness, proactiveness and risk-taking) as a mechanism for leveraging new practices
and skills to enhance innovation capabilities. Referring to Zahra and George [10] and Covin
and Slevin [33], the study extends the EO and AC models and intends to test the following
proposed hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. EO is positively associated with absorptive capacity.

Hypothesis 2. Absorptive capacity positively influences innovation capability.

Hypothesis 3. Absorptive capacity mediates the relationship between EO and innovation capability.

The entrepreneurship literature has shown that those firms that are entrepreneurially
oriented are characterized by innovativeness to introduce new products, proactiveness to the
market, and risk-taking to explore new opportunities [52], enabling them to fit customers’
and market’s requirements through innovation [53,54]. A shred of empirical evidence has
suggested that EO is one of the pivotal resources embedded with significant power over the
adaptability to business changes consisting of paths to success in innovative ways [55].

Innovation in novel ways leads to the creation of new ideas and development of
actual practices that overcome the risk-taking associated with proactive strategies to extend
business growth [13]. Previous studies [4,56] have defined and measured EO by different
dimensions depending on the research and the theoretical base’s context. However, Miller’s
three dimensions that measure EO were proposed in 1987—innovativeness, risk-taking, and
proactiveness [4]. These dimensions were mainly tested by massive studies that validated
the EO construct concept [1]. Innovativeness refers to creating new ideas, developing skills,
leveraging new techniques and upgrading product design and processes [57]. In doing so,
innovation in novel ways allows firms to generate new knowledge and transform it across
the organizational hierarchy. This leads to developing new products and enhancing the
innovation performance of different activities [7].

Proactiveness refers to the attitudes of entrepreneurs to taking actions in advance to
be the leading market strategy by introducing new products, using new processes and
technologies, and to being the pioneer in responding to customer needs, which leads to
transcending rivals [57]. Firms that proactively respond to the market demands, customer
needs, and competitors’ actions can always take advantage of the market opportunities
by first introducing their products and services [15]. Therefore, a proactive strategy plays
a vital role in accessing business opportunities before rivals, exploiting and making it
difficult for a competitor to understand them [58]. The third dimension is risk-taking,
which means the investment risk to generate high economic reward is usually influenced
by the attitudes and mindsets of entrepreneurs to yield great wealth [56]. This behavior
can be explained from two points of view, namely technology and the market.

From the technological side, risk-taking means the extent to which firms are ready to
invest in technological innovation or projects expecting high reward accompanied by increased
risk and uncertainty, which depend on the mindset of the entrepreneur and their attitudes [58].
The entrepreneur believes investing in new technology would improve innovation capability
and business performance considering all circumstances that might occur [59]. Risk-taking
encourages firms to experiment and move from a stable environment to a high uncertainty
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environment by learning, acquiring, and absorbing new ideas, opportunities and know-
how to ultimately predict economic benefits [60]. From a market perspective, it reflects an
organization’s willingness to challenge the uncertainty risk of handling new markets and
customers [59]. Under this tendency, firms usually act in advance to predict the market’s
future scenarios and then seek, explore and sense newly emerged opportunities to have a
first-mover advantage, thereby resulting in huge benefits [40].

Some researchers [15,59,61] believe that entrepreneur attitude could directly influence
the innovation activities of products, processes and management, and they proposed
innovation as an indicator of EO in their studies. EO can improve the firm’s proactiveness
decisions, transfer risk-taking uncertainty into opportunities, and innovatively apply new
ideas and practices [1,62]. At the same time, these three main pillars of EO are addressed
to maximize the benefits of innovation capabilities and to continuously improve the core
competitiveness of an organization. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4. Entrepreneurship orientation positively influences innovation capability.

An inspired entrepreneur’s primary purpose is to explore and exploit business op-
portunities. This inspiration can occur once entrepreneurs continuously learn how to
search, recognize and absorb potential valuable knowledge [15]. Organizational learning is
acknowledged as an essential strategic factor that facilitates knowledge acquisition and uti-
lization [56]. Studies observed that a high-level entrepreneurial mindset is always looking
for learning and knowledge as a vital competitive advantage source. Notably, these studies
by Keh, Nguyen [63] and Sapienza, De Clercq [64] confirmed that entrepreneurs’ proactive
strategies acquired, utilized and shared knowledge more intensively.

Another empirical study by Wang [60] found that learning commitment mediated the
relationship between EO and UK firm’s performances. Firms that strategically proactive
and innovatively manage their business operation usually possess a strong culture of
learning and sharing information, which helped those firms yield and develop actual
knowledge to capture opportunities faster than their competitors [15]. Therefore, OL
enables entrepreneurs to own a strategic mindset to create wealth and build their dynamic
capabilities [12]. EO engages in high learning orientation, which is the primary source of
knowledge and quick adaptation in a fast-paced business environment.

Besides, engaging in organizational learning can help firms control high uncertainty
by providing a clear image and information about the entire business situation and its
relevant opportunities or threats, allowing firms to quickly decide, adopt and gain ad-
vantages [65]. In transitional economies, such as in the Algerian context, entrepreneurs
are highly recommended to learn and acquire knowledge before deciding any strategic
decision since they suffer from fewer resources and less capital [16]. Therefore, this study
predicts that EO will engage in learning activities to create new knowledge and develop
entire business processes, including innovation activities [60]. To take advantage of en-
trepreneurial opportunities, learning activities are the fundamental key to combining actual
knowledge, practices, skills and know-how with newly developed ideas in a single unique
organ, which reflect the reliable organizational learning capabilities that, in turn, take risks
to invest and capture opportunities [16].

Organizational learning is how organizational factors interact and complement each
other, such as routines, know-how, ideas and skills, which lead to formulating a special
unique learning process that results in different outcomes at managerial, operational, and
functional levels [16]. This could be the primary source of innovation [16]. OLC is the
critical source of creative ideas, practices and skills that foster employee performance and
management capabilities to innovatively increase business performance across the learning
process [65]. Past studies have highlighted that OL acquires the possibility of improving
innovation capabilities [15]. Learning is an essential factor that fosters managerial, prod-
uct and process capacities to understand the business changes and respond to market
demands [16]. This can occur once these factors are innovatively integrated.
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Learning orientation is one of the leading guides that provides a straightforward
platform for future business operations by distinguishing tasks, determining procedures,
and the firms’ final vision for the future [65]. OL helps top management observe, explore
and develop management tasks’ weakness and employees’ skills and encourages them
to innovate in novel ways. OLC can be seen from developing new products and designs
because of its activities involved in the learning processes [66]. A study by Hult, Hur-
ley [67] pointed out that OLC is the learning that brings new ideas, creating valuable
knowledge concerning products, processes and know-how, which are highly associated
with innovation outcomes. Empirical findings by Alegre and Chiva [15] revealed that
OLC directly impacts innovation capabilities and encourages EO to enhance innovation
activities. Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle [65] empirically tested the impact of OL on
both innovation and firm performance. The study found that OL positively influences
innovation capability, which increases the performance of firms.

Learning capabilities can be viewed as organizational creativity that seems to be a com-
plementary asset to entrepreneurs [14]. OL refers to the learning process of how and why
we need to conduct the business? It creates new ideas and upgrades business processes [14],
aiming to leverage the culture of learning and collaboration among all organizational partners,
which leads to the generation of valuable knowledge from different sources [68], therefore
is extremely supportive of innovation activities via novel ideas and skills. Authors Lakhani,
Lifshitz-Assaf [69] stated that open innovation is a vital motivator source for firms willing
to learn and exceed uncertainty. Studies have suggested that OL influences firm perfor-
mance [15,16,70]. Learning processes enable new product development [71,72] and facilitate
new projects [73,74] and the upgrading of processes [27]. This led to innovation in novel ways
and thus enhances both business and innovation performance.

An empirical study by Keskin [75] found that organizational learning orientation posi-
tively impacts innovativeness and mediates the relationship between market orientation and
innovativeness. A recent empirical study by Shaher and Ali [76] revealed and emphasizes a
positive direct impact of EO on organizational learning orientation and innovation performance
(e.g., product, processes, and marketing innovation). The study also found a positive mediation
impact of OL between EO and innovation performance [76]. OLC plays an essential role in
fostering EO to capture opportunities and in understanding business trends [77]. This can
happen when OLC provides reliable platforms to leverage creative ideas, know-how, upgrade
employees’ skills and practices, reconfigure business processes, and improve entrepreneurs’
competencies, which probably leads to improvement of EO innovativeness.

Furthermore, the learning process capacity focuses on upgrading and leveraging
new practices, especially at functional levels [78], allowing firms to have first-mover
advantages by presenting new products and services before rivals. Thus, it reflects that
OLC somewhat empowers EO proactiveness to introduce and explore new products
and markets. Additionally, following the dynamic capability lens, the learning process
capability is an enabling source of a firm’s dynamic capacity to deal with high risk business
projects [79]. The more a firm acquires solid dynamic capabilities, the more it intentionally
searches for challenging, high-risk investments to maximize high return [77].

This association between OLC and EO reflects the close interaction of these capabilities
to complement each other. An empirical study [77] emphasizes the interface between OLC,
EO, and small business performance. The study used EO and OLC interchangeably as a
mediator to predict the business performance of small firms. The findings indicated that
OLC does not mediate the EO–business performance relationship while EO does mediate
the relationship [77]. The study argued that firms could develop EO by increasing invest-
ment in the resources needed to improve learning process capability [77]. Therefore, firms
should adopt and develop effective learning mechanisms that might lead to stimulation of
EO activities. Thus, EO is highly impacted by the extent to which learning orientation is
developed and leveraged across firms’ boundaries. However, it is not clear how learning
capability stimulates EO activities to build innovation capability as a critical solution, which
is overlooked in the entrepreneurship and innovation management literature. Hence, this
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study assumes that OLC increases EO (e.g., innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking)
impact on innovation capabilities. Thus, these lines of arguments lead us to the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5. Entrepreneurship orientation is positively associated with organizational learning
capability.

Hypothesis 6. Organizational learning capability positively influences innovation capability.

Hypothesis 7. Organizational learning capability mediates the relationship between entrepreneur-
ship orientation and innovation capability.

Following the above hypotheses, this study investigates the relationship between
entrepreneurship orientation, absorptive capacity, organizational learning, and innovation
capability (Figure 1).
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3. Research Methods
3.1. Sampling Technique and Data Collection

This research intends to address the effects of entrepreneurship orientation on a firm’s
innovation capabilities. The theoretical model, presented in (Figure.1), illustrates the
interrelationships between the framework constructs, taking into account the proposed
hypotheses above in the literature review. Selecting the appropriate respondents is an
important step for accessing accurate data to test the specific relationships between all the
corresponding variables of the research model.

This study targets top managers and entrepreneurs to conduct an empirical investigation
focuses on medium and large firms. The study’s scope covers six major large industrial zones
in Algeria: Alger, Setif, Bejaia, Oran, Constantine, and Boumerdes. The population of the study
was 9451 firms registered in KOMPASS (https://dz.kompass.com, accessed on 25 March 2021).

https://dz.kompass.com
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Applying the random sampling technique, the study sample size was 370 [80]. However, due
to the low response rate and missing survey issues, to overcome this problem, researchers such
as Kotrlik and Higgins [81] recommended adding 40% to the sample size. The author sends
500 questionnaires (in a dual language, along with a cover letter explaining the importance
of the study and its main ethical/scientific goals); only 194 completed surveys were gathered
with complete data, representing a response rate of 37.4%.

This research conducts a pilot study to ensure the validity and content quality of the
items. Therefore, the authors invited two academic experts in entrepreneurship studies
and three professional managers working in the electronic firms’ industry. Following
the academic experts’ comments and the feedback of managers, the questionnaire’s final
draft was then made. After that, 14 managers operating in electronic firms were also
asked to participate in a pilot study. The obtained results indicated an adequate internal
consistency and acceptable composite reliability of all the constructs, ranging from 0.763
to 0.848. The final version of the survey was established before being distributed to the
respondents. The constructs were measured using a seven-point Likert-type scale, ranging
from “1” representing “strongly disagree” to “7” representing “strongly agree.” Table 1
below represent firms and respondent’s demographic data.

Table 1. Background of respondents and firms.

Respondent’s Profile Frequency Percentage (%)

Industry type
Electrical and electronic 53 27.3
Chemistry and plastic 26 13.4

Agri-food 31 15.9
Food and mineral industry 42 21.6
Construction and habitat 18 9.2
Energy and environment 24 12.3

Education
Diploma 37 19.1

Undergraduate 92 47.4
Postgraduate 65 33.5

Years of experience
1 to 5 years 62 31.9

5 to 10 years 74 38.2
More than 10 years 58 29.8

Firm’s age
1-5 years 29 14.9
6-10years 55 28.4

10 -15 years 72 37.1
More than 15 38 19.6

Position
Manager 94 48.4

Chief executive officer 78 40.2
General manager 22 11.3

Number of employees
Between 50 to 100 34 17.5

100 to 250 57 29.4
251 to 500 74 38.2

More than 500 29 14.9

3.2. Measurement of Variables

The measurement tool applied to estimate variables of this study was adapted from
past studies to the Algerian industry context to fit the study’s objective. Entrepreneurship
orientation was measured using three well-known dimensions, namely innovativeness,
proactiveness and risk-taking. adopted from [33] and [15]. Innovation capability was
measured by using five items adopted from Ferreira, Coelho [13]. Organizational learning
capability was estimated by using five items adopted from [14]. Absorptive capacity is
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composed of four dimensions; acquisition and assimilation measured by four items, while
three items estimated transformation and exploitation. ACAP was based on studies carried
out by [10,11,26].

4. Data Analysis

The study uses the Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) to
predict and assess the measurement and structural models [82]. The study is aware of non-
response bias. Thus, an independent samples t-test was performed to detect any possibility
of non-response bias (the differences between early and late respondents who might share
the same characteristics). The study found that Levene’s test for equality of variance was
higher than the 0.05 of all constructs that fulfilled the significance level requirement based
on [83], suggesting that this study is free of non-response bias. To ensure the validity of
the overall relationships in the model, examining if there are any measurement errors is
important, through checking whether it is free of common method variance (CMV) by
applying a full collinearity test. The estimated observed values of variance inflation factors
(VIFs) generated for all factors must be below 3.3 [84]; the results indicated that the model
was free of CMV.

4.1. Validity and Reliability Assessment

The study applied PLS-SEM to test convergent validity and discriminant validity of
the measurement tool. Convergent validity was tested by checking the indicator’s outer
loading, factor loading, composite reliability, and average variance extracted (AVE). As
shown in Table 2, all item loadings were higher than 0.70 [85]. Likewise, all constructs’
composite reliability was higher than 0.70 [86], while AVE values were bigger than 0.50, as
suggested by [87].

The study tested the discriminant validity through the Fornell and Larcker Criterion
to examine the comparison of correlation between endogenous variables with the square
root of the AVE of the constructs itself. As shown in Table 3, the diagonals’ bolded values
were higher than the values in their respective row and column, thus indicating that the
measures used in this study were discriminant. The cross-loading criterion was also tested
and results stated that outer loading exceeded cross-loading for all constructs, and the
results remained valid. Additionally, the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ratio developed by
Henseler, Ringle [82] was also examined to further check that the model is well-examined.
The values presented in parentheses in Table 3. are less than 0.85 and thus met the criterion
of HTMT.85 [88], indicating that discriminant validity was achieved. The confidence
interval does not show a value of 1 on any of the variables [82], which means discriminant
validity is confirmed.

Table 2. Convergent outcomes of the study.

Constructs

1st Order 2nd Order Items Loadings CA CR AVE

Acquisition

ACQ 1 0.889

0.920 0.944 0.807
ACQ 2 0.866
ACQ 3 0.931
ACQ 4 0.906

Assimilation

AS 1 0.886

0.926 0.948 0.819
AS 2 0.890
AS 3 0.935
AS 4 0.908
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Table 2. Conts.

Constructs

1st Order 2nd Order Items Loadings CA CR AVE

Exploitation
EX 1 0.913

0.814 0.890 0.732EX 2 0.887
EX 3 0.757

Transformation
TR 1 0.920

0.912 0.944 0.850TR 2 0.919
TR 3 0.926

Absorptive Capacity

Acquisition 0.573

0.909 0.922 0.465
Assimilation 0.813
Exploitation 0.821

Transformation 0.844

Innovation
INN 1 0.853

0.724 0.846 0.648INN 2 0.841
INN 3 0.712

Proactiveness
PR 1 0.916

0.921 0.950 0.863PR 2 0.940
PR 3 0.930

Risk-Taking
RT 1 0.927

0.894 0.934 0.825RT 2 0.873
RT 3 0.924

Entrepreneurship Orientation
Innovativeness 0.795

0.913 0.930 0.580Proactiveness 0.929
Risk-Taking 0.929

Organizational Learning Capability

OLC 1 0.887

0.941 0.955 0.808
OLC 2 0.928
OLC 3 0.912
OLC 4 0.911
OLC 5 0.856

Innovation Capability

IC 1 0.900

0.942 0.956 0.811
IC 2 0.908
IC 3 0.897
IC 4 0.886
IC 5 0.912

Table 3. Farnell and Locker Criterion and HTMT ratio.

ACQ AS EX TR INN RT PR OLC IC

ACQ 0.843

AS 0.621
(0.802) 0.782

EX 0.534
(0.746)

0.652
(0.573) 0.774

TR 0.567
(0.413)

0.238
(0.434)

0.492
(0.824) 0.816

INN 0.463
(0.458)

0.628
(0.683)

0.563
(0.814)

0.634
(0.483) 0.841

RT 0.683
(0.745)

0.649
(0.784)

0.724
(0.704)

0.546
(0.582)

0.392
(0.673) 0.769

PR 0.325
(0.679)

0.424
(0.267)

0.246
(0.487)

0.458
(0.626)

0.524
(0.348)

0.436
(0.478) 0.834

OLC 0.472
(0.378)

0.452
(0.374)

0.562
(0.469)

0.602
(0.487)

0.547
(0.568)

0.236
(0.526)

0.621
(0.478) 0.862

IC 0.428
(0.478)

0.364
(0.573)

0.724
(0.758)

0.283
(0.236)

0.234
(0.682)

0.461
(0.734)

0.082
(0.308)

0.284
(0.624) 0.847
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4.2. Structural Model Analysis

The structural path in Figure 2 and tabulated results in Table 4. showed a positive
and significant relationship between EO and ACAP (β1 = 0.491, t = 12.717, p < 0.001),
indicating that H1 is supported. Furthermore, the results showed that ACAP positively
and significantly influenced IC (β4 = 0.562, t = 11.12, p < 0.001), signifying that H2 was
supported. Moreover, EO has a positive and significant effect on IC (β3 = 0.191, t = 4.27,
p < 0.001), denoting that H4 is maintained. Next, the EO path was positive and statistically
significant on OLC (β2 = 0.391, t = 6.65, p < 0.001), inferring that the hypothesis H5 is
retained. Besides, OLC has a significant and positive effect on IC (β5 = 0.180, t = 2.75,
p < 0.001), which means H6 is supported.
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Table 4. Structural model results.

H Relationship Beta t-Value p-Value R2 ƒ2 Decision

H1 EO -> ACAP 0.491 12.717 0.000 * 0.241

0.607

0.153

0.317 Supported
H2 ACAP -> IC 0.562 11.126 0.000 * 0.55 Supported
H4 EO -> IC 0.191 4.276 0.000 * 0.087 Supported
H5 EO -> OLC 0.391 6.659 0.000 * 0.18 Supported
H6 OLC -> IC 0.180 2.753 0.003 * 0.093 Supported

Note: * p < 0.001 (1 tailed).

4.3. The Effect Size

The effect size (f2) of endogenous variables on a particular exogenous one explains to
what extent these variables are connected and influence the dependent variable, simultane-
ously showing the model’s strength [85]. In the empirical study, variables might possess f2

values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35, which are considered small, medium, and large effect sizes,
respectively [89]. As tabulated in Table 4, EO’s effect size on both ACAP and OLC was
medium, whereas EO and OLC’s effect on IC was small. The study shows that ACAP has a
large effect size on the IC. Besides, the variance explained by indigenous on exogenous
variables was predicted and tested. Following Cohen [89], R2 values between 0.02 and
0.13 are weak, whereas values ranging between 0.13 to 0.26 are considered moderates,
while values above 0.26 are substantial. Table 4 and Figure 2 stated that R2 of exogenous
variables ACAP, OLC, and IC were 24.1%, 15.3%, and 60.7%, respectively. Hence, the
variance explained by the endogenous variable on ACAP, OLC and IC was moderate for
ACAP and OLC and substantial for IC, suggesting it was the most reliable relationship
with all dependent variables.

The study also tested the effect of control variables, namely the company age, based
on years of operation, and their size (number of employees). Results show that firm
size (β = 0.168, t = 2.37, p > 0.05) was statistically significant, indicating that these firms
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acquire considerable resources and investment power to advance technological innovation
capabilities. Whereas the firm’s age (β = 0.126, t =1.654, p < 0.10) was significant, years
of operation were essential to acquire enough experience and knowledge to facilitate
innovation capabilities.

4.4. Testing Mediation Effect

Using [90,91]’s approach, the study examined the mediation effect of ACAP and
OLC between entrepreneurship orientation (EO) and innovation capability (IC). The result
tabulated in Table 5 shows that EO’s indirect impact on IC has a beta value of 0.276 and a
t-value of 8.243, respectively. As recommended by [92], the variance accounted for (VAF)
that determines the indirect effect size concerning the total effect was calculated. In this
study, the VAF= direct effect/total effect has a value of 0.276/0.537 = 0.513, indicating
that 51.3% of the EO effect on IC is explained via the existence of the mediation effect of
ACAP. Since the VAF is greater than 20% but less than 80%, inferring that ACAP partially
mediates this relationship, H3 is supported. The same goes for the mediation hypothesis
(H7), where the VAF of the EO on IC has a value of 0.318/0.537 = 0.592, indicating that
OLC partially mediates the relationship between EO and IC. Thus, H7 is supported.

Table 5. Indirect effect results.

H Relationship Std- B t-Value p-Value Confidence Interval
Decision

2.50% 97.50%

H3 EO -> ACAP -> IC 0.276 8.243 0.000 ** 0.221 0.327 Supported
H7 EO -> OLC -> IC 0.318 5.886 0.001 ** 0.034 0.106 Supported

Variance Accounted for (VAF) of the Mediator Variable for ACAP and OLC

IVs Mediator DV Indirect
effect

Total
effect VAF (%) Type

EO ACAP IC 0.276 0.537 51.3 Partially
EO CLO CI 0.318 0.537 59.2 Partially

Note IVs: independent variable, DV: dependent variable, EO: entrepreneurship orientation, ACAP: absorptive
capacity, OLC: organizational learning capability, IC: innovation capability. ** p < 0.001 (1 tailed).

By applying PLS-SEM and through blindfolding procedures suggested by [93], the
study predicts the model’s relevance (Q2). Values greater than zero or near to 1 indicate that
the research model is relevant, demonstrating interrelationships’ power [86]. Q2 Values
presented in Table 6 show that absorptive capacity, organizational learning capability,
and innovation capability were 0.217, 0.148, and 0.478, respectively, all greater than zero,
showing the strong connectedness among exogenous constructs estimating that the core
issue of the study was empirically relevant.

Table 6. Results of the predictive relevance of the research model.

Variables Predictive Relevance Q2

Absorptive capacity (ACAP) 0.217
Organizational learning capability (OLC) 0.148

Innovation capability (IC) 0.478

5. Discussion

Following the dynamic capability view, this study tested and extended the RBV
theory’s body by developing an argument concerning EO, AC, and OLC’s pivotal role in
fostering innovation capabilities. Mainly for firms, (1) acquiring sophisticated AC aims
to support innovation-building activities and thereby to respond to the call of Engelen,
Kube [5] for further examination on the critical role of AC in the EO research stream, and
(2) organizational learning acts as a primary source for creating knowledge and developing
skills to improve innovation capabilities, hence responding to Alegre and Chiva’s [15] call
for more research on the association impact of OLC in the context of EO. Past studies [7,94]
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illustrated an insignificant association impact between EO and innovation. This study
has the opposite findings. The findings show that the capability of innovation activities is
highly reliant on EO.

Research streams on the association impact of EO–AC have been debated and studied
from several perspectives and methodologies [5]. Most studies emphasized the relationship
between EO–firm performance from different measures introducing various moderating
and mediating factors. These studies have overlooked AC’s importance as either determi-
nant or intermediary factors on EO–IC’s relationship and their outcomes on organizational
capabilities [5]. Thus, this study fills this gap by empirically testing the hypothesis and
extending the body of entrepreneurship and dynamic capability literature. The first hy-
pothesis (H1) revealed that EO positively impacts AC, confirming that H1 is supported.
This means that those entrepreneurially oriented firms are more aware of the importance of
empowering activities associated with AC during knowledge creation processes that need
to be exploited for commercial ends [10,11]. This finding supports and provides further
evidence for the DCT lens by assuming the need to achieve close interaction between
EO–AC—thus confirming the first hypothesis, which is evident since EO attitudes are
characterized by innovativeness, proactiveness and risk-taking [28]. Therefore, the process
of knowledge creation tends to be embedded within EO behaviors. This could foster AC as
the vital pillar of successful EO [5].

Past research on AC and its impact on organizational outcomes has been contradictory
and missing. The findings of Lee, Leong [41] revealed an insignificant relationship between
AC and technological innovation. In comparison, Aljanabi [40] confirms a positive impact
of AC on the process and product innovation. These inconclusive results could increase the
debate about the validity of DCT and its assumptions about AC as a dynamic capability
to improve EO–firm performance, leading to a call for further examination. However, this
study’s findings indicated that AC has a significant and positive effect on innovation capability,
thereby supporting H2. The reasons behind the estimation impact of AC on IC are the
importance of possessing external knowledge sources through AC activities. This leads to
reconfiguring existing knowledge and practices with newly acquired ones and recombining
them to formulate new skills, know-how, and practices that needed to be applied for product
and process innovation. Due to these advantages associated with AC, it can be seen why
firms rely on it to source and leverage external knowledge for commercial ends.

Following the theoretical assumptions of this research, the findings of the third hypoth-
esis (H3) indicated that AC partially mediates the relationship between EO and IC. This
suggesting that the firm’s capacity to absorb and exploit external knowledge much more
beneficial to support EO, which in turn led to developing the capacity of innovation activities.
However, our study contradicts the study findings [95]. This means that AC helps firms’ EO
to determine and exploit their business opportunities based on the capacity of innovation
activities. Therefore, owning knowledge is an essential catalyst for pursuing successful EO.
The findings also show the critical role of external knowledge and its impact in restructuring
the internal knowledge base to fit the business changes. These capabilities are embedded
within the organizational culture and appeared in the business processes and structure.

The study findings indicated that EO positively impacts innovation capabilities, hence
H4 supported. This means that EO demonstrated strong attention to developing IC [15].
Firms that are entrepreneurially oriented viewed innovation as a key strategic solution
for introducing new products and entering the markets with high risk-taking [55]. Since
EO is a proactive risk-taking strategy seeking to exploit business opportunities, innova-
tion is the foremost vital pillar that EO must stand on. This leads to developing firms’
capacities, joining the new venture and extending its market share. EO is a new promise
that makes firms able to enhance their innovation capacities to deal with entrepreneurial
opportunities. Studies have found that EO is one of the primary sources of innovation
capabilities [5,40]. The results provide evidence on EO’s importance in streaming and
developing organizational capabilities as advocated by the DCT lens.
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For the fifth hypothesis, the study found that EO positively impacts OLC, inferring
that H5 was supported. The study findings provide significant insight into the debate about
EO’s role in engaging and improving learning processes to increase the capacity to address
business opportunities and support innovation capabilities. Therefore, entrepreneurially
oriented firms believe that learning processes and acquiring relevant knowledge are essen-
tial in dealing with uncertainty by fostering and reconfiguring internal capabilities to fit
external business changes. EO, therefore, covers the central theme of OLC to encounter
and respond to the external environment.

The findings show that OLC possesses a significant positive impact on IC, hence
H5 was supported. The results prove that OLC helps firms acquire and develop the
existing knowledge base and practices, which pushes firms forward to build innovation
capacities and served as an essential organizational catalyst [15]. OLC plays a significant
role in advancing learning processes concerning businesses and practices, yielding unique
valuable knowledge over time, thus improving and innovating new ideas, techniques,
procedures and designs. These could dramatically lead to advancing new businesses,
techno-innovation products, and a sense of business opportunities [38].

Results also provide indirect support for hypothesis H7. However, the mediating
effect of OLC on the relationship between EO and innovation capabilities is found to be
partial. There is a positive relationship between EO and OLC; there is a positive relationship
between OLC and innovation capability. Finally, the direct effect of EO on innovation
capability is significant. These results support H7 by illustrating a partial mediating
role of OLC on the relationship between EO and innovation capability. This mediation
relationship is also relevant in understanding the impact of EO on the innovation process
and performance outcomes. This study’s findings support past research and extend the
EO–IC research stream [15].

This study demonstrates that AC and OLC can improve firms’ strategic attitudes to rein-
force EO practices and then advance innovation capabilities from a managerial perspective.
AC and OLC provide insightful knowledge, know-how and skills to help EO by increasing the
innovation of ideas and introducing innovative opportunities. This study is empirically-based
research responding to several calls to elaborate and support dynamic capability theory to
examine the interrelationships between constructs from another context and in dynamic
environmental conditions. The study stands on past studies that investigated the relationships
between research model variables. Yet, few attempts have been made to address the link
between OLC and EO, which lacks understanding of how learning orientation promotes en-
trepreneurial opportunities. This study emphasizes these constructs as ambiguous, occurring
in the literature for understanding the role of OLC and absorptive capacity concerning EO
and innovation capacities, more particularly in the emerging economies where conditions and
firms’ capabilities differ and are under development. To conclude, this study tries to explain
these issues by elaborating on how these capabilities are created, developed, and leveraged
from the entrepreneurship and innovation perspective.

6. Conclusions, Implications and Limitation of the Study

This study emphasized the importance of absorptive capacity and organizational
learning as beneficial and critical EO solutions to facilitate innovation capabilities [5,15].
The study consists of several points that might lead to support of EO and competitive
advantages. The strategic and management entrepreneurship scholars have agreed that
EO is one of the primary sources of exploring and transferring opportunities into commer-
cial ends [1,5]. This can happen when EO strategies are based on reconfiguring existing
dynamic capabilities to fit the observed and explored opportunities. Therefore, EO de-
velopment has relied on IC. While dynamic capability and entrepreneurship researchers
agree that EO is a vibrant and essential source for analyzing opportunities, innovation
capabilities are the fundamental solution that bridges and accompanies EO to grasp it.
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Moreover, this study suggests that firm EO continuously keeps responding to the
external environment by providing innovative products, which confer EO’s potential role in
developing important capabilities. This could improve the learning process and absorption
capacities to deal with relevant knowledge and information associated with the emerging
opportunities. Therefore, this research confirms that AC is a dynamic and critical capability
developed to benefit from innovation activities stages. This study concluded that acquiring
knowledge might be useless and not beneficial for firms. However, improving innovation
activities highly depends on the absorptive capacity to turn and bridge the link between
external and internal knowledge base into outcomes [42]. Therefore, the capability of
innovation activities relies on absorptive capacity. Hence, the more the absorptive capacity
is merged within EO activities, the more EO’s increased IC impact. AC is the primary
source that EO stands on with its four knowledge creation steps for commercial ends.
Absorptive capacity enables the cognitive skills of EO in dealing with opportunities, either
observed or unobserved.

This study also intends to discover EO’s role in improving innovation capability
through the support of organizational learning capability. EO is a proactive strategy that
seeks to address business opportunities [1,59] innovatively. This study argued that the
firm’s innovation capabilities are highly associated with OLC by integrating the new ideas,
routines and skills into business processes and design, thus enhancing the entire business
operation. This could also lead to enabling EO proactive behavior to seek external business
opportunities. Therefore, OLC can be more effective as a driving force of IC. Besides, OLC
and EO complement each other, which means that OLC possesses a strategic role in EO’s
lens [15]. In our study, we have found that OLC mediates the relationship between EO
and innovation capability. Results suggest that OLC increases EO’s impact on a firm’s
innovation capability by supporting an entrepreneur’s knowledge and skills to upgrade,
reconfigure, and advance business operation techniques.

Besides, OLC encourages and provides a clear image of business opportunities that
EO must capture and exploit. This study suggests that the relationship between EO and
innovation capability depends on organizational factors that facilitate organizational learning
processes [15]. Organizational learning is considered a fundamental innovation source, as
new ideas and practices are essential to developing new products and processes. This study
contributes to the entrepreneurship literature by offering evidence of the crucial role of OLC
in fostering EO goals, such as increasing firm innovation capability and performance. EO
is not always able to influence the innovation capacity if OLC is ignored or not taken into
consideration. OLC is a crucial factor that seeks to promote IC and EO. The literature also
highlighted several points of view and inconclusive results about the relationship between
EO and innovation capability, suggesting that intermediate links must be involved, such as
organizational learning, to improve EO’s impact on innovation outcomes.

The study frame is based on a dynamic capability perspective to enrich the en-
trepreneurship literature dealing with absorptive capacity and organizational learning as
the central dynamic capabilities sources. This leads to promotion and support of EO activi-
ties and enhances their proactive strategies to observe opportunities and expand businesses.
The study offers further evidence from emerging countries where government policies,
stakeholders and firms are less experienced in emphasizing EO as an essential potential
source to predict innovation capabilities and advance small businesses. Furthermore, this
study used a DCT lens to explain and check the differences of EO and its outcomes on
innovation activities between well-developed and emerging ones. It established literature
from the EO emerging context compared to the developed context, where sources, con-
ditions and cultures differ, making results and generalizable ideas and arguments about
the importance of EO, ACAP, and OLC for innovation outcomes. Furthermore, the study
extended the RBV lens, establishing the importance of organizational resources as a vital
pillar for creating competitive advantages in emerging countries.
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This study suggests that policymakers should emphasize developing sources of knowl-
edge (data) and its smooth access for all stakeholders much more. Policymakers should
provide technological platforms and training workshops that facilitate innovation activities
and empower EO cognitive skills. This study explains the need to develop entrepreneurial
drivers such as knowledge creation and interpersonal skills created and developed by
absorptive capacity and learning orientation, fostering entrepreneurial activities for inno-
vation outcomes.

The study also consists of several restrictions and limitations. The study proposed some
points that must be discussed in the subsequent analyses. So far, there has been a lack of
empirical studies investigating EO and OLC’s cumulative impact on innovation outcomes [16].
This could yield inconclusive results and perceptions on the nature of the relationship between
EO and OLC within various contexts and cultures. Hence, future studies must focus on this
study by incorporating other organizational and contextual factors between EO, OLC and
innovation capability [15]. This study also applied a cross-sectional survey technique where
the data have been collected at one point in time. Thus, it is suggested to use a longitudinal
approach to capture the development of innovation and its outcomes across a specific period.
Then we can confirm the importance of EO on innovation outcomes in the light of OLC.
Furthermore, the study covers a specific geographic area (the Algerian context), and it is not
certain whether it can be generalized for other neighboring countries such as Tunisia or not,
as well as for other developing countries.
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94. Ferraresi, A.A.; Quandt, C.O.; Dos Santos, S.A.; Frega, J.R. Knowledge management and strategic orientation: Leveraging

innovativeness and performance. J. Knowl. Manag. 2012, 16, 688–701. [CrossRef]
95. Chang, S.; Gong, Y.; Way, S.A.; Jia, L. Flexibility-oriented HRM systems, absorptive capacity, and market responsiveness and firm

innovativeness. J. Manag. 2013, 39, 1924–1951. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12126
http://doi.org/10.1177/875697280303400303
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2011.04.001
http://doi.org/10.1108/14601060610707849
http://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.7.030
http://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12219
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2007.09.003
http://doi.org/10.1108/JRF-10-2017-0170
http://doi.org/10.1177/001316447003000308
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
http://doi.org/10.4018/ijec.2015100101
http://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-10-2013-0128
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2011.10.001
http://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
http://doi.org/10.3758/BF03206553
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1108/13673271211262754
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312466145

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development 
	Research Methods 
	Sampling Technique and Data Collection 
	Measurement of Variables 

	Data Analysis 
	Validity and Reliability Assessment 
	Structural Model Analysis 
	The Effect Size 
	Testing Mediation Effect 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions, Implications and Limitation of the Study 
	References

