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Abstract

:

The post-pandemic age has heightened the importance of digitalizing organizational practices and fostering innovation for SMEs to ensure resilient business operations in a volatile work environment. This research paper examines the impact of digital transformation leadership on the digitalization of business practices and the development of innovative business models while considering the roles of organizational agility and knowledge transfer. A survey of 270 employees from SMEs in Lebanon was conducted using the convenience sampling technique. Data analysis was performed quantitatively through Partial Least Squares—Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The results reveal that adopting digital transformation leadership fosters organizational agility, enabling effective digital transformation and business model innovation with a robust knowledge transfer system. This study contributes to the fields of digital transformation and innovation, and offers practical insights for SME managers navigating uncertainties and market volatility in the post-pandemic period.






Keywords:


digital transformation; leadership; business model innovation; organizational agility; knowledge transfer; post-pandemic












1. Introduction


Peter Drucker once said: “A time of turbulence is a dangerous time, but its greatest danger is a temptation to deny reality” (Drucker 1993). Due to the emergence of contemporary digital technologies, organizational environment and business processes are hastily changing as a result of the advances in the internet, artificial intelligence, big data, and other technology-mediated tools and techniques, along with the rapid changes in customer preferences and exceptional disruptions generated by the COVID-19 pandemic (Bag et al. 2023). Hence, firms are expected to realize this reality, explore the prospects evolving from digital technologies, and promote agility in order to be able to swiftly cope with the dynamic environment and meet the considerable changes in the market. In this sense, SMEs in Lebanon are required to pursue digitalization practices despite the challenges related to data shortage, lack of technological capabilities, and brain drain (Skafi et al. 2020), because the Lebanese economy is greatly dependent on SMEs (Nasrallah and El Khoury 2022). This issue has become more critical in the post-pandemic age; SMEs are supposed to learn from the unprecedented pandemic experience, which caused operational disruptions and alerted SMEs to the need to become more agile and highly proactive (Zakhem et al. 2022). In spite of these hitches, applying digitalization in the workplace, especially at the level of SMEs, encompasses several benefits, including transparency, higher customer satisfaction, greater ability to compete in the market, better access to data, improved facilities and services, support for eco-friendliness, and efficient supply chain processes (AlNuaimi et al. 2021; Vrechopoulos et al. 2022; Valdez-Juárez et al. 2023). According to McGrath and McManus (2020), managers sometimes decide to extensively capitalize on digitalization on a wide scale, then unfortunately face disappointments and remain within the preliminary stage without any progress. This usually happens due to a gap between strategy formulation and strategy implementation (Li 2020). In other words, the major pitfall here is the absence of organizational leaders who have a digital transformation leadership vision, especially at the level of SMEs, where capabilities and skill sets are usually limited (Dethine et al. 2020).



Within the Industry 4.0 paradigm, organizations have abundant tools and techniques to digitalize their practices and achieve innovation-driven business models (Grandinetti et al. 2022; Kohnová and Salajová 2023). However, this does not mean that firms can easily transform their processes and develop sustainable business models in a straightforward manner, because successful digitalization requires firms to address the challenges that generally arise due to the accelerated technological change, level of dedication among employees, skill sets of keen technological players, as well as other environmental factors that shape the digital transformation planning and implementation phases (Scuotto et al. 2022). Nonetheless, when firms run technological changes and build innovative business models while disregarding the importance of building all-inclusive plans and strategies, failure becomes certain (Bresciani et al. 2021a; Andersen et al. 2022). Consequently, organizational leaders are supposed to concoct an agile organization that fosters digital mindsets and quickly responds to the dynamic digital environment by developing innovative business models that create value and help the firm meet the rapid changes taking place in the marketplace (Vial 2019; Ammirato et al. 2022).



In today’s rapidly evolving business environment, digital transformation has become a critical driver of success and survival for organizations worldwide (Moghrabi et al. 2023). As companies embark on their digital transformation journey and business model innovation, the role of leadership in guiding and orchestrating this change has gained considerable importance (Sainger 2018). SMEs in Lebanon, as in many other unstable economies, face unique challenges in adopting digital technologies and adapting their business models to stay competitive in an increasingly globalized and digital marketplace. Investigating the nexus between digital transformation leadership and organizational agility is particularly relevant in this context, as it can provide insights into how SMEs can effectively navigate the complexities of digital disruption.



By examining the extent to which effective digital transformation leadership influences organizational agility, this study seeks to uncover practical strategies and practices that can empower SMEs in Lebanon to embrace digital transformation more effectively. Moreover, understanding how enhanced organizational agility drives further digital transformation and business model innovation can help SMEs to craft effective strategies that ensure sustainable growth and success in the long term.



The findings of this study carry useful implications for policymakers, business leaders, and stakeholders in Lebanon’s SME sector, offering guidance on fostering a culture of digital innovation and agility. As the business environment continues to be reshaped by technological advancements and market uncertainties, a deeper understanding of the nexus between digital transformation leadership, organizational agility, digital transformation, and business model innovation is vital for SMEs to thrive and remain competitive in the digital age.



Accordingly, this research aims to contribute to the extant understanding of the practices that expedite and smoothen the digitalization process and innovation in SMEs by analyzing the nexus between leadership, organizational agility, and knowledge transfer. Moreover, by providing empirical data from Lebanon which is less examined by scholars, this study expands the geographic scope of the literature. In this sense, this paper seeks to answer the following questions: “To what extent does digital transformation leadership influence organizational agility?” and “How does this influence impact the successful adoption of digital practices and the development of innovative business models within Lebanese SMEs?” In order to answer these questions, several sub-questions arise. To what degree does the leadership style affect organizational agility? What is the impact of organizational agility on digital transformation and the development of innovative business models? And how does knowledge transfer enhance the value creation of innovative models?



The purpose of this research is to understand the factors that shape the success of digital transformation and the development of innovative business models in SMEs within the Lebanese context following the major obstacles and the unconventional digital experience encountered during the COVID-19 pandemic (Zakhem et al. 2022; Gyurák Babeľová et al. 2022), especially the high contribution of SMEs to the recovery process and economic growth in Lebanon (Bakhouche 2022). The novelty of this research paper lies in its exploration of the nexus between digital transformation leadership, organizational agility, and knowledge transfer in the context of Lebanese SMEs. While previous research has investigated the impact of digital transformation leadership on digital transformation (AlNuaimi et al. 2022), this study takes a pioneering approach by delving into the relatively unexplored area of business model innovation. It seeks to uncover how effective leadership in digital transformation can drive innovative changes in business models within the challenging environment of Lebanese SMEs, characterized as it is by economic constraints and limited technological capabilities. The study further aims to address prominent gaps in the literature related to the roles of digital transformation leadership vision, organizational agility, and knowledge transfer in fostering value proposition and business model innovation.



To address the aforementioned research questions, this paper focuses on the consonance among different elements which have not been addressed before, particularly within the Lebanese context. Examining the impact of critical events such as the digital transformation and the creation of innovative business models in the post-pandemic age entails extensive and comprehensive examination which can serve as a guideline for a long period of time.



In view of this, the present research tackles several eminent gaps in the literature which have been highlighted by previous scholars: (1) the role of digital transformation leadership vision in fostering a sense of agility (AlNuaimi et al. 2022; Giacosa et al. 2022); (2) the role of organizational agility in responding to digitalization needs (AlNuaimi et al. 2022; Mangalaraj et al. 2023); (3) the role of organizational agility in the development of innovative business models (Colovic 2022; Scuotto et al. 2021); and the presence and shielding role of knowledge transfer (Tajpour et al. 2022; Arsawan et al. 2022).



Hence, this study aims to fill these literature gaps and in the process to develop a framework for academics who are interested in expanding their horizons in areas related to value proposition and digital transformation. Similarly, the resulting findings can be used by practitioners (mainly SME managers) to advance their understanding of this topic and enhance their digitalization and business model practices in order to quickly adapt to the environmental changes in the post-pandemic period. This research paper encompasses six additional sections: a literature review, methodology, results, discussion, conclusions and implications, and finally limitations/recommendations for future analyses.




2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses Development


2.1. Digital Transformation Leadership (DTL) and Digital Transformation (DTR)


Digital transformation refers to the deliberate alterations which take place as a result of the advances emerging in computer-related technologies (Bresciani et al. 2021b). At the firm level, digital transformation is defined as the tendency of firms to move toward the adoption and utilization of data analytics, mobile-mediated technologies, cloud computing, social media, and artificial intelligence while conducting business processes and serving customers (Tabrizi et al. 2019; Brock and Von Wangenheim 2019; Jedynak et al. 2021). In this sense, Nasiri et al. (2020) viewed digital transformation as an approach through which organizations undertake makeovers to their culture, operations, and procedures to fulfill the requirements brought about by dynamic market changes through the incorporation of digital tools and technologies. Other common definitions of digital transformation include the espousal of various technologies and innovations resulting in the production of unusual structures, activities, and arrangements that partially or totally replace traditional rules (Mangematin et al. 2014; Scuotto et al. 2020; Vaska et al. 2021).



According to Frankwick et al. (1994), management is the main source of defining and shaping an organization’s belief system; thus, when organizations are expected to change, leaders are supposed to take the initiative and respond. Because digital transformation entails substantial changes in organizational arrangements, it needs to gain legality and the acceptance of the firm’s overall belief system in order to be successful (Hinings et al. 2018; Zhou and Li 2010). This is to say that when firms uphold a digital culture and digitalize their supply chain processes, it requires the approval and gratification of the leaders who finance, promote, and drive various stakeholders to take action toward making the new technology-driven business processes more useful and applicable (Chierici et al. 2020; Nadkarni and Prügl 2021).



Scholars have highlighted the role of leadership in enhancing Industry 4.0 and the digital age. For instance, Priyono et al. (2020) state that leaders’ role in helping digitalization to succeed encompasses pursuing technological trends, formulating strategies, and leading the organization towards the proper implementation of new technologies. In addition, Bresciani et al. (2021b) emphasize that “digital leaders” are those who have a technology-oriented mindset and create cooperative networks for finding and applying digital competencies. Transformational leaders are those who seek to build up others, promote trust, and assume the role of moral agents to serve the needs of the workgroup (Bass and Avolio 1990; Krishnan 2001). Thus, digital leadership is the output of a successful combination of the transformational leadership approach and the digital mindset (Mihardjo et al. 2019).



New Institutionalism Theory provides a framework for understanding how leadership affects digital transformation. This theory helps to understand organizational behavior by concentrating on the compelling and enabling influences of formal and informal regulations on individual and group behavior (March and Olsen 1983). This theory clarifies how organizations deal with their environment in order to survive and flourish amidst fierce competition (Suchman and Edelman 1996; Martínez-Ferrero and García-Sánchez 2017). According to this theory, three pillars shape organizations and their collective practices in response to environmental changes. The first is the coercive pillar, which primarily originates from the government and the rules of law. The second is the cognitive or imitative pillar, which predominantly stems from the decision-maker’s reliance on other firms’ behavior. The third is the normative pillar, which depends on the social expectations generated by professionals and other actors. These pillars can be used to understand the role of leadership in fostering and implementing digital technologies in the workplace. Leaders may respond to change by adopting digitalization as a response to governmental rules, such as during the COVID-19 pandemic when social distancing was a legal requirement (coercive), as an imitation of other competing firms who have proven to be successful in implementing technologies and gaining a competitive edge in the market (mimetic), or in fulfilment of the needs and preferences of customers, employees, suppliers, consultants, and other stakeholders (normative). Based on the above, the extant literature pinpoints the positive relationship between transformational leadership and a firm’s innovative and technological capabilities.




2.2. Digital Transformation Leadership (DTL) and Business Model Innovation (BMI)


A business model refers to the fashion through which a firm develops, acquires, and delivers value (Zott et al. 2011). It essentially demonstrates the organizational strategic direction (Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart 2010), portraying the rationality behind the existence of the business and the approach through which the business operates and delivers value to its various stakeholders (Battistella et al. 2017). From a configurational perspective, the business model is a set of components including a value proposition, key activities, customer segments, revenue streams, key resources, and the amalgamation among them (Foss and Saebi 2017). Business model innovation encompasses the process of synthesizing a novel value system or undertaking changes to the organization’s current system (Zott and Amit 2010). Business model innovation is different from process or product innovation in that the former involves undertaking changes to the firm’s supply chain activities and operational processes, rather than merely to the product and its features (Visnjic et al. 2016). This definition complies with Casadesus-Masanell and Zhu (2013), who proclaim that business model innovation entails the search for new ways that capacitate the firm to create greater value by discovering unconventional ways to generate revenue and create a unique value proposition for its various stakeholders. The drivers of business model innovation are numerous. For instance, an organization may pursue business model innovation in response to the pressure exerted by the firm’s environment, moves taken by the rivals, or a change in customers’ tastes, preferences, and expectations (Schneider and Spieth 2013; Teece 2018). Moreover, internal influences play a role in prompting business model innovation. These factors include technological upgrades adopted by the firm (Calia et al. 2007), organizational agility (Doz and Kosonen 2010), and the firm’s improvement of its competences (Seelos and Mair 2007). According to Battistella et al. (2017), business model innovation emerges as a tactic to overcome challenges in the firm’s processes and routines, and necessitates substantial modification in the management and standard operational procedures.



Research has focused on the important function of leaders in developing and enhancing business model innovation (Chesbrough 2007; Snihur and Zott 2020). More specifically, leaders are the major players in sharing an innovative vision with their subordinates, leading the strategic change process in a non-stop manner, and putting business model innovation into action (Chesbrough 2010; Galanti et al. 2023). In parallel, the major impediment for businesses to innovate their practices is the lack of leadership innovation (Chesbrough 2007). In compliance with the aforementioned, DiBella et al. (2023) state that a firm builds value when its leaders are innovative and oriented toward sustainability, especially at the level of SMEs, where the owner is the main decision-maker.



The relationship between digital transformation leadership and business model innovation can be defended by the Path–Goal theory. According to the Path–Goal theory, the behavior of leaders is deemed an essential source of influence, change, inspiration, and motivation for subordinates (House and Mitchell 1975; Schriesheim and Glinow 1977). This theory necessitates the presence of learning leaders in the firm who are always eager to spread a culture that appreciates learning and pursues supportive and achievement-directed behavior (Silverthorne 2001). In addition, a major focus of the path–goal theory is on the responsibility of leaders to help subordinates eliminate barriers and improve their confidence (Dare and Saleem 2022). By projecting this theory on the aforementioned relationship, we assume that digital transformation leaders are those who act for the sake of promoting digitalization, fostering an innovative and technology-driven culture, motivating employees to be innovative in discovering and implementing technological change, and helping subordinates to remove sources of fear and barriers to change. In this sense, employees will be more confident in their capabilities and motivated toward generating unusual ideas, which can serve as a foundation for novel business models.




2.3. Digital Transformation Leadership (DTL) and Organizational Agility (OAG)


In today’s digital economy, the only competitive advantage is an organization’s potential to quickly cope with change (Ireland and Webb 2007; Hidayat et al. 2022). Organizational agility refers to a firm’s ability to responsively adapt and effectively adjust its strategies to react to shifts in markets, technological advancements, trends, and rivalries (Harraf et al. 2015; Felipe et al. 2017).



In order for an organization to embrace original and institutional change, a high level of organizational commitment is required, including resources, skills, and competencies that leverage the firm towards mobilization (Hannan and Freeman 1984), which is a typical leadership act (Greenwood and Hinings 1996). Organizations are supposed to enhance and shield their legitimacy when suggesting change by pursuing practices and developing leaders with the desire and the necessary qualities or attributes (Weritz 2022; Tina Dacin et al. 2002). Leadership is essential for fostering organizational agility. More specifically, agility is successfully accomplished when leaders have the skill of converting their organization’s unfavorable situations and unsuccessful strategic decisions into more pragmatic, efficient, and responsive ones (Ahammad et al. 2020). Organizational agility is an illustration of proper communication, non-stop improvement, flexibility, and the existence of organizational teams characterized by self-awareness, maturity, enthusiasm, self-discipline, and improvisation (Stettina and Heijstek 2011). These attributes necessitate the presence of leaders who share power, responsibilities, and decision-making among their subordinates in order to ensure that team trust and motivation are in place (Klein et al. 2006). This becomes highly critical during challenging times, such as the COVID-19 pandemic and post-pandemic, where team trust and motivation are essential for business continuity (Babapour Chafi et al. 2022; Onesti 2023). Thus, the leadership style within an organization plays an important role in developing and enhancing organizational agility.



This relationship can be reinforced by New Institutionalism Theory, in which the skills of leaders are assumed to be the basis for elevating change at the institutional level. According to Nadler and Tushman (1990), these leadership skills comprise being charismatic (i.e., developing a vision and enabling subordinates), instrumental (i.e., organizing, overseeing, and rewarding), and institutional (i.e., making sure that changes are successfully put in place). Based on this, it can be seen that these attributes are strongly related to the characteristics of transformational leaders who exhibit a high level of drive towards enhancing their followers’ values, emotions, and behaviors (Bass and Avolio 1993). Thus, transformational leaders augment organizational agility by creating successful relationships with subordinates and triggering them to put their organizational interests over their personal interests to ensure that operations become more effective in a dynamic, changing, and uncertain environment. This reconciles with the idea of Veiseh and Eghbali (2014), who state that transformational leaders are those who always make sure that their subordinates are well prepared to take necessary actions in response to the challenges of a fragile work setting. In other words, organizations which enjoy a high level of agility are assumed to have transformational leaders who regularly follow trajectories directed towards accepting change and improvement. Based on the above, the following hypotheses are derived.



Hypothesis 1. 

Digital transformational leadership positively affects a firm’s agility.






2.4. Organizational Agility (OAG) and Digital Transformation (DTR)


As previously mentioned, organizational agility is defined as an organization’s capacity to quickly adapt and purposively bend its strategic direction to react to changes in technology, market trends, and competition (Harraf et al. 2015; Felipe et al. 2017). Such organizational reactions come as a response to environmental changes and are deemed vigorous in reorganizing and/or restructuring organizational hierarchies and business operations (Mugenyi et al. 2022). This means that change decisions are not merely based on internal efficiency-driven goals, but by environmental factors to which a firm responds in order to maintain legitimacy (Stone and Brush 1996). According to Liu et al. (2011) and Gupta et al. (2020), digital transformation is the fruit of institutional constraints. This reconciles with Bresciani et al. (2021b) who state that the choice of digitalizing organizational practices is most likely to be triggered by isomorphic factors including government, competitors, and customers. Organizational agility is highly critical in SMEs (Chan et al. 2019), especially in the post-pandemic age where digital transformation in crucial for business continuity (Ahmed et al. 2022). Thus, organizational change is a fundamental factor for digital transformation and can be an impediment for digitalization if not tackled correctly (Hanelt et al. 2021). For this reason, organizations are required to upgrade their structure, customary methods, and strategic tactics to become more agile and responsive (Faro et al. 2022). Agility entails elevating current processes by instigating new practices and inputs along with instrumentally reshaping the organizational structure and operational standards (Troise et al. 2022). This means that an agile organization approaches digital transformation more easily by enabling change functions across the entire organization to pursue the optimal combination of technology concepts.



The agility–digitalization relationship can be fortified by New Institutionalism Theory. As previously stated, this theory encompasses three pillars that shape organizations and their collective practices in response to environmental changes: coercive, imitative, and normative (March and Olsen 1983). As per Bresciani et al. (2021b), the decision to digitalize is most likely to be triggered by isomorphic factors including government, rivals, and customers. Moreover, from the new institutionalism perspective, Greenwood and Hinings (1996) state that agile firms emphasize the utilization and progress of knowledge structures in order to be able to deliver value (normative) and to smooth the capacity of taking prompt response toward competitors in a dynamic environment (imitative). In addition, Ghasemaghaei et al. (2017) proclaim that the application of data analytics augments agility, which in turn helps the firm attain higher levels of aptness between data, staff member utilization, firm operations, and customer needs. Based on the above, we assume that organizational agility is the prerequisite for the proper implementation of digital transformation.



Hypothesis 2. 

Organizational agility positively affects digital transformation.






2.5. Organizational Agility (OAG) and Business Model Innovation (BMI)


When a firm observes an opportunity or a threat, it is required to improve its ability and modify its business model in an adequate and well-timed manner in order to be able to sustain its presence in the marketplace (Teece and Linden 2017). As previously stated, organizational agility incorporates the capacity of a firm to simplify the exploration and utilization of pertinent knowledge needed to develop new products/services or to respond to competitors’ actions (Cegarra-Navarro et al. 2016; Darvishmotevali et al. 2020). The notion of organizational agility and its impact on the overall effectiveness of a firm are not new within the realm of strategic management (Mikalef and Pateli 2017). For example, Chakravarty et al. (2013) assert that agility is strongly fashioned by a firm’s technological competencies and is deemed a fundamental driver for organizational performance. In addition, Lu and Ramamurthy (2011) state that agility involves two main dimensions which are highly symbiotic: market capitalizing agility and operational adjustment agility. The first dimension entails a firm’s capability to take action toward the opportunities that arise in the external environment by constantly observing and quickly augmenting its products or services to meet changing customer needs, wants, and preferences (Lu and Ramamurthy 2011). According to Mikalef and Pateli (2017), this form or agility is derived by context-driven decisions and a growth-directed spirit to meet the rapid changes in the organizational environment. This complies with Chakravarty et al. (2013), who stress the importance of this form of agility in increasing the firm’s level of opportunity recognition. The second dimension comprises the firm’s internal ability to reformulate its processes to promptly address and react to market changes, thereby fostering a culture that supports change, encouraging trial-and-error approaches, and provisioning improvisation for the sake of achieving a unique/innovative value proposition (Sambamurthy et al. 2003). Likewise, Idrees et al. (2022) proclaim that organizational agility serves as an ultimate organizational element in helping firms to develop innovative products, services, and business processes. In addition, agility is viewed as the foundation for creating sustainable and innovative business models which serve as a recovery key for SMEs in the post-pandemic period (Priyono et al. 2020).



New Institutionalism Theory supports the theoretical underpinning for the organizational agility–business model innovation relationship. For instance, Liao et al. (2019) assert that business model innovation is the product of change signs derived from the environment. Similarly, Schneider and Spieth (2013) affirm that the origination of innovative business models comes as a following move to competitors’ successful actions or changing customer inclinations. By projecting the above to the three dimensions of New Institutionalism Theory mentioned before, we uphold the notion that business model innovation is the fruit of imitating prosperous competitors (i.e., imitative dimension) or believing in the importance of satisfying customers’ changing needs and wants (i.e., normative dimension). Moreover, Seelos and Mair (2007) view the firm’s technologies and flexible internal developmental capabilities as the basis for shaping innovative business models. This enhances the idea that the normative dimension of New Institutionalism Theory is one of the key foundations for understanding the agility–business model innovation relationship.



Hypothesis 3. 

Organizational agility positively affects business model innovation.






2.6. The Moderating Role of Knowledge Transfer (KTR)


Knowledge transfer is a vital factor for firms to survive (Argote et al. 2000). It is defined as the process of disseminating useful content and/or knowledge to others and delivering inputs that essentially aid in the problem-solving practice (Ringberg and Reihlen 2008). From a technology-driven perspective, Garavelli et al. (2002) viewed knowledge transfer as the interactive process between cognitive systems which encompasses the codification and analysis of the subjects being involved in the sharing process. Knowledge transfer assumes a critical function in sustaining the operations of technology-directed companies and helping them attain a competitive edge in the market (Donnelly 2019). Moreover, in order to meet the environmental challenges, organizations are expected to strengthen their body of knowledge and pool of knowledge resources (Sánchez Ramírez et al. 2022). In this context, knowledge transfer is deemed to be the foundation for producing sustainable deliverables (Santos-Vijande et al. 2012). This is affirmed by Johnson (2017), who asserts that knowledge is the bedrock for securing and preserving a unique value proposition in the market. In addition, the amalgamation of knowledge into a firm’s current business model allows the firm to develop unique processes that can be a fundamental source of innovation and sustainability (García-Piqueres et al. 2019; Ul-Durar et al. 2023; Nosratabadi et al. 2023).



Although the subject of knowledge transfer and its impact on innovation is highly important, few research studies have tackled the contributions of knowledge transfer in crafting innovative business models (Ammirato et al. 2022). Social media has become a source of knowledge transfer that helps firms to gain insights into consumers’ unique preferences, tastes, and expectations in order to create a unique value proposition (Azeem et al. 2021). This is because organizations’ agility in acquiring and disseminating knowledge is the fruitful output of knowledge sharing and integration among individuals, which can be strongly facilitated by social media tools (Nisar et al. 2019). In this regard, Nonaka et al. (2000) contend that the vital element underlying knowledge innovation is the act through which organizational members externalize tacit knowledge gained from living experience and disseminate it to other organizational members to make use of. Thus, knowledge innovation is the essence of all innovative undertakings, including business model innovation (Li et al. 2022). This aligns with the study of Bashir and Farooq (2019), who assert that knowledge sharing has a considerable impact on a firm’s capacity to formulate, enhance, implement, reshape, and innovate its business model in a dynamic and sustainable manner. Based on the literature, we suggest that the readiness of knowledge transfer buffers a firm’s ability to develop and enhance an innovative business model.



Hypothesis 4. 

Knowledge transfer moderates the relationship between organizational agility and business model innovation.







3. Methodology


3.1. Sampling and Data Collection


This research work deploys the convenience sampling method and follows a quantitative approach for data collection and analysis. With regard to the sample size, G*power software (3.1.9.7) was used in this study, adopting a statistical power of 80% and effect size of 0.01 based on the recommendations of Faul et al. (2007) and Hair et al. (2017), along with a Min R2 = 0.10 and α = 0.01 considered substantial. The resulting calculated range was between 131 and 180, meaning that any sample size that exceeds 180 participants is considered to be acceptable for analyzing the results and reaching generalizable conclusions.



A questionnaire was administered online and data were collected based on a cross-sectional time horizon from employees of Small to Medium Enterprises (SMEs) in Lebanon. The purpose behind addressing employees working for SMEs is that these firms account for an important part of the Lebanese economy and faced extreme difficulties meeting the technology-related challenges resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. The employees were employed in various sectors, including manufacturing, financial/insurance, pharmaceutical, information technology, food and beverage, and education. The consent of the owners/managers of the participating SMEs was obtained in advance based on a clear explanation of the purpose/objective of the study and the credentials of the researchers. Moreover, in order to ensure the adequacy, validity, and reliability of the research instrument and its respective items, a pilot test was administered on a 30-employee scale and the necessary amendments were taken into account prior to running the actual data collection process.



SMEs constitute 90% of the business sector and secure almost 50% of the job opportunities in Lebanon; moreover, the largest proportion of SMEs pertains to microenterprises (73%) which employ less than ten full-time equivalent employees (Nasrallah and El Khoury 2022). Despite SMEs being essential to the Lebanese business sector, studying the SME market faces hurdles related to the limited availability of both financial and non-financial data (Matta 2018). For this reason, data were collected from 31 SMEs operating in Lebanon following a convenience sampling technique. A total of 270 questionnaires were successfully disseminated in February 2023 across SMEs located in the nine different governorates in Lebanon, and data were collected over a period of 24 days. The decision to distribute 270 questionnaires was based on careful consideration of the research objectives, the target population, the usual response rates received in previous studies targeting SME employees (e.g., Lythreatis et al. 2019; Bouzakhem et al. 2023), and the desired level of statistical power. To justify this sample size, the principles of statistical significance and representativeness were taken into account. The overall response rate was 77.4% (i.e., the number of returned questionnaires was 209); out of these 209 questionnaires, seven responses were removed for the purpose of avoiding bias and research error (e.g., due to ineligible participants or incomplete records). Anonymity and confidentiality were assured to all participants to ensure that truthful information was collected. For the sake of ensuring the accuracy of the model, collinearity was confirmed with VIF < 3.3, thereby eliminating concerns related to method bias (Kock 2015; Podsakoff et al. 2003). In addition, classification data such as age and sex were deemed as exogenous factors. Moreover, participants were informed of the purpose of the study and of their right to withdraw at any time, making their participation totally voluntary.




3.2. Measurements


The items of the questionnaire were measured using a Likert five-point scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. The basis for the questionnaire items adopted in this study was derived from established research and validated scales which are widely used in the fields of digital transformation, leadership, organizational agility, innovation, and knowledge transfer. Digital transformation leadership was measured based on six items adapted from Chen and Chang (2013). For organizational agility, six items were selected from the study conducted by Cegarra-Navarro et al. (2016). Digital transformation and business model innovation were measured with reference to the five-item and seven-item scales developed by Nasiri et al. (2020) and Bouwman et al. (2019), respectively. Finally, knowledge transfer was adopted from the three-item scale of Li et al. (2022). The items on the questionnaire are presented in the Appendix A. Moreover, the validity and reliability of the measures were tested and are reported below.




3.3. Analysis


In order to test and analyze the research model of the study (Figure 1), PLS-SEM was used due to the presence of latent variables in the aforementioned model. Moreover, normal distribution was not a concern, and statistical significance could be attained with a smaller sample (Hair et al. 2017).



The evaluation of the proposed theoretical model employed the PLS-SEM technique, which is widely used in social sciences, information systems, and business research (Hair et al. 2017). PLS-SEM accommodates reflective, formative, and composite models (Dijkstra and Henseler 2015), making it applicable in various research settings (descriptive, exploratory, confirmatory, explanatory, and predictive), as noted by Henseler (2018). This software was utilized as it is known for handling models efficiently, including constructs, indicators, and their relationships (Bari et al. 2023; Li et al. 2023; García-Machado et al. 2023). It allows for evaluating both measurement models (relationships between indicators and constructs) and structural models (relationships between constructs).





4. Results


A description of the respondents’ information is provided in Table 1. Moreover, Table 2 reflects the outer loadings used to measure the strength of the relationship between the observed variables and the latent factors. In order to proceed with further analysis, reliability and validity tests were used to assess the quality of the measurement model. In this regard, Table 2 indicates the Cronbach’s Alpha, Rho Average, and Composite Reliability (CR) values used as measures of internal consistency, in addition to the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) used to assess convergent validity. Furthermore, Table 3 reflects the Heterotrait–Monotrait ratios (HTMT), which are used to evaluate discriminant validity among measures by estimating the correlation among the constructs. As shown in Table 2, the outer loadings of all constructs incorporated in the research model are found above 0.7. Moreover, the Alpha, Rho A, and Composite Reliability all came across the threshold above 0.7 and below 0.9 (Jöreskog 1971; Diamantopoulos et al. 2012; Hair et al. 2019; Dijkstra and Henseler 2015). In addition, the AVE is above 0.5, demonstrating satisfactory convergent validity in conjunction with the HTMT levels in Table 3, which are all below 0.85 (Henseler et al. 2015; Hair et al. 2017). These results indicate that the model is qualified enough to proceed with further data analysis.



The structural model of the study was analyzed and the results were confirmed, as indicated in Table 4 and Figure 2. In this regard, indices such as the normal fit (NFI = 0.917), the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR = 0.025), and VIF values are all below the value of 3, which infers no multicollinearity issues. Furthermore, the values of R2 and Q2 denote sound results concerning the in-sample relevance and predictive power (Hair et al. 2019; Henseler et al. 2014). Accordingly, the results presented in Table 4 reflect a fit statistical model.



As per the results illustrated in Table 4, the direct and significant positive impact of digital transformation leadership (DTL) on organizational agility (OAG) is proven (β = 0.213, t = 4.682), indicating support for Hypothesis 1. Likewise, the relationship between organizational agility (OAG) and each of digital transformation (DTR) and business model innovation (BMI) is found to be statistically significant (β = 0.372, t = 5.725 and β = 0.215, t = 2.747, respectively), indicating support for Hypotheses 2 and 3. Finally, the moderation effect of knowledge transfer (KTR) is found to be significant (β = 0.348), resulting in acceptance of Hypothesis 4.




5. Discussion of Results


In accord with the aim of investigating the impact of digital transformation leadership on organizational agility, Hypothesis 1 was supported, showing consensus with extant literature (AlNuaimi et al. 2022; Giacosa et al. 2022) while reflecting unique implications in the Middle East region and specifically in Lebanon. This reconciles with New Institutionalism Theory, which assumes that the skills of leaders are the basis for elevating change at the level of institutions, as SMEs need the presence of transformational leaders who promote change and make sure that their subordinates are well prepared to take the necessary actions in response to the challenges in a fragile work setting.



This is further related to the positive impact of organizational agility on digital transformation, as indicated in Hypothesis 2. Our current findings show compliance with the existing literature, e.g., Troise et al. 2022 and Ghasemaghaei et al. 2017, implying that organizational agility facilitates and expedites the transition toward the digitalization of SME operations. Agility helps SMEs to achieve greater alignment among data, employee utilization, business operations, and customer requirements. Embedded in New Institutionalism Theory, an agile organization is better equipped to embark on digital transformation, as it empowers change functions throughout the entire enterprise to actively pursue the most advantageous amalgamation of technological facilities.



Likewise, Hypothesis 3 is supported, stating that organizational agility enhances business model innovation within the context of SMEs in Lebanon. Notably, a few scholars have found similar results in different contexts (Chakravarty et al. 2013; Liao et al. 2019). Within the realm of New Institutionalism Theory, organizational agility serves as a key to business model innovation, implying that within an agile SME characterized by a technology-driven and growth-oriented mindset, subordinates become increasingly motivated to identify opportunities and actively engage in generating customer value through innovative business models.



Our current findings additionally suggest that the linkage between organizational agility and business model innovation can be influenced by knowledge transfer, resulting in the acceptance of Hypothesis 4. Linked to the framework of this research paper, the results show that knowledge transfer undertakes a moderating effect, meaning that the presence of SME members who are willing to disseminate useful content to others and deliver inputs that help in the problem-solving process can strengthen the impact of organizational agility on the development of innovative business models, a result that is consistent with the extant literature (e.g., Li et al. 2022; Bashir and Farooq 2019).



This study’s findings validate all four hypotheses, fortifying a resolute alignment with the prevailing literature and accentuating the indispensable role of digital transformation leadership in stimulating organizational agility within SMEs. The research underscores the impact of agility on digital transformation and business model innovation within the context of Lebanese SMEs, reinforcing its standing as a facilitator for adaptability and growth in the post-pandemic era. Adherence to New Institutionalism Theory reinforces the impact of the argument, unveiling the role of transformative leaders in propelling change and empowering subordinates to confront adversities head-on in a continually changing work environment.




6. Conclusions and Implications


This study adds academic value to the existing literature by shedding light on the practices of SMEs that facilitate a successful transition towards digital transformation and the creation of innovative business models in the post-pandemic age. Importantly, it fills a gap in the research field, as no previous studies have specifically addressed this context before. Thus, this research helps in exploring the implications of leadership and digital transformation within SMEs, particularly in the post-pandemic Middle East region and Lebanon. As a part of the research topic titled: “Innovation Management of Organizations in the Digital Age”, this paper derives useful results. New Institutionalism Theory is employed in this research work to prove how “digital leaders” who assume a technology-oriented mindset, create cooperative networks for finding and applying digital competencies, seek to build up others, provoke trust, and serve as moral agents can help SMEs to develop an agile culture which in turn facilitates the transition toward digitalizing their operations. Moreover, the results of this study emphasize that the absence of agility jeopardizes a firm’s ability to create and sustain innovative business models that deliver a unique value proposition to the customers. This has become more critical in the post-pandemic age, where SMEs are supposed to find means to digitalize their practices, become more innovative in a highly competitive market, and respond to rapid changes in a volatile environment. The results of this study emphasize the vitality of SME leaders’ characteristics in considerably hindering or enhancing the firm’s overall ability to cope with and enable digital change as well as eliciting the organizational members’ ability to capture, develop, and deliver unique value to the customers and other stakeholders. These conclusions are linked to the Path–Goal Theory, indicating that the process of knowledge transfer serves a moderating role on the aforementioned relationship. This means that having SME members who are enthusiastic about sharing valuable information with others and providing input to aid in problem-solving practices will ultimately enhance the influence of organizational agility on the advancement of innovative business models.



These outcomes hold insights for SME managers aiming to enhance their responsiveness to the insecure environment which is surrounded by evolving competitors, unstable economic and health conditions, and a rapid pace of technological advancements, particularly within the Lebanese context. Linked to New Institutionalism Theory, SME leaders are the key players for elevating change through their transformational characteristics. These leaders amplify organizational agility by creating successful connections with subordinates and prompting them to prioritize organizational interests in order to become more operative in a vigorous, changing, and indeterminate work environment in the post-pandemic era. Such transformational leaders make their subordinates well-prepared to respond to the changes in a fragile environment by following trajectories directed toward making their organizations more agile and fortified. When SME leaders concoct an agile culture, digital transformation becomes easier and smoother. Moreover, in an agile SME where leaders have a technology-driven and growth-oriented mindset, subordinates become more encouraged to recognize opportunities and participate in creating value for customers through innovative business models. Moreover, knowledge transfer is found to be crucial for SMEs which aim to expedite the art of enhancing their advantage and value creation by formulating simultaneous and supportive changes to their business model. Hence, the findings of this study provide empirical evidence regarding the post-pandemic digital transformation trend for SMEs.



The role of SME managers and organizational systems in fostering a culture of agility and knowledge sharing stands as the bedrock for SMEs’ success in navigating the challenges posed by the post-pandemic era. As the Lebanese economy grapples with fragility amid a confluence of unstable economic, social, and political conditions, the imperative of embracing digital transformation and innovation becomes undeniable. By strategically implementing tactics that prioritize a digital inclination and encourage knowledge exchange among employees, managers empower SMEs to stay at the forefront of emerging technologies and effectively address the fast-paced changes in the market landscape. This approach not only bolsters SMEs’ performance, it allows them to create unique and innovative value propositions that resonate with customers, thereby positioning these businesses as key contributors to the economic revival of Lebanon. Therefore, placing SME managers and organizational systems at the core of the digital transformation agenda constitutes a compelling argument that will usher in a new era of prosperity and resilience for SMEs in Lebanon.



In simple words, we stress the role of SME managers and organizational systems (i.e., systematic knowledge transfer) in providing the vital culture and work setting for the agility pillar that in turn enables a smooth transition for SMEs to adopt digital change and create an innovative business model to better handle market changes, uncertainty, and fierce competition, nourishing the Lebanese economy which has become highly fragile as a result of the pandemic and the unstable economic, social, and political conditions in the region.



Due to the comparatively small number of employees working for SMEs in Lebanon, managers can implement tactics and take initiatives that are deployed toward fostering a digital inclination along with sufficient knowledge sharing among organizational members. This can greatly help SMEs meet their needs with regard to emerging technologies, improve their performance, create innovative and unique value to the customers, and overcome the size-related limitations they usually face while doing business in the current volatile environment.



Based on the aforementioned findings, this paper answers the two main research questions posed in the introduction: To what extent does digital transformation leadership impact organizational agility? Our findings indicate a clear positive relationship, with effective leadership enhancing the agility of organizations in adapting to change. Additionally, the study explains how this positive influence contributes to the successful adoption of digital practices and the development of innovative business models within Lebanese SMEs. The results affirm that organizational agility plays a vital role in facilitating both the integration of digital practices and the creation of innovative business models, fostering growth and resilience in these small businesses.



In summary, this research presents a framework for the centrality of digital transformation leadership, organizational agility, and knowledge transfer in shaping SME success. Its contributions bridge theory and practice, providing a roadmap for SMEs to navigate the digital era and embrace innovation-driven paradigms. With far-reaching implications for organizational growth and economic advancement, this research holds promise for fostering vibrant, innovation-centric SME ecosystems, propelling Lebanon’s economy towards a trajectory of enduring prosperity in the post-pandemic age.




7. Limitations and Future Research


The current research is associated with a number of limitations. Remarkably, the research model can be further analyzed by deploying other relevant factors such as organizational culture, human resource strategy, empowerment, coping mechanisms, and employee pushback. Future research can further expand the generalizability of the results by conducting a longitudinal data collection approach to examine the variations in time and the subsequent changes in SMEs’ digital transformation and business model innovation progress. This can practically provide a more comprehensive understanding of the effectiveness of the aforementioned digitalization strategy. Alternatively, future studies could follow a qualitative methodology and conduct interviews with SME decision-makers to gain insights into the challenges that impede the digital transformation process in the post-pandemic age.
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Appendix A


Questionnaire items:





	
Digital Transformation Leadership




	
1.

	
Our leaders inspire all members with the digital transformation plans for our organization.




	
2.

	
Our leaders provide a clear digital transformation vision for the organization’s members to follow.




	
3.

	
Our leaders motivate team members to work together for the same digital transformation goals.




	
4.

	
Our leaders encourage all members to achieve digital transformation goals for our organization.




	
5.

	
Leaders in my organizations act by considering the digital transformation beliefs of all members.




	
6.

	
Our leaders stimulate all members to think about digital transformation ideas.




	
Organizational Agility




	
7.

	
We can rapidly respond to customers’ and government’s needs.




	
8.

	
We can rapidly adapt production, process, and activities to meet demand fluctuations.




	
9.

	
We can cope with problems from suppliers and partners rapidly.




	
10.

	
We rapidly implement decisions to face market and government changes.




	
11.

	
We continuously search for forms to reinvent or redesign our organization.




	
12.

	
We see the market and government changes as opportunities for rapid capitalization and growth.




	
Digital Transformation




	
13.

	
In my organization, we aim to digitalize everything that can be digitalized.




	
14.

	
In my organization, we collect large amounts of data from different sources.




	
15.

	
In my organization, we aim to create more robust networking with digital technologies between the different business processes.




	
16.

	
In my organization, we aim to enhance an efficient customer interface with digitality.




	
17.

	
In my organization, we aim at achieving information exchange with digitality.




	
Business Model Innovation




	
18.

	
In my organization, business model innovation requires enhancing the components of the entire business model.




	
19.

	
In my organization, business model innovation requires evaluating and changing in the business model components.




	
20.

	
In my organization, the business model changes have helped us gain a competitive advantage.




	
21.

	
In my organization, business model innovation is derived from the strategy.




	
22.

	
In my organization, business model innovation is driven by market needs and circumstances.




	
23.

	
In my organization, there is/are team(s) that are involved in business model experimentation and innovation.




	
24.

	
In my organization, in-depth analysis takes place before starting to change the business model.




	
Knowledge Transfer




	
25.

	
In my organization, knowledge sharing contributes to the improvement of our knowledge level.




	
26.

	
In my organization, sharing knowledge with colleagues is faster than doing work on our own.




	
27.

	
I am always willing to share my knowledge with my colleagues.









References


	



Ahammad, Mohammad F., Keith W. Glaister, and Emanuel Gomes. 2020. Strategic agility and human resource management. Human Resource Management Review 30: 100700. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ahmed, Adeel, Sabeen Hussain Bhatti, Ismail Gölgeci, and Ahmad Arslan. 2022. Digital platform capability and organizational agility of emerging market manufacturing SMEs: The mediating role of intellectual capital and the moderating role of environmental dynamism. Technological Forecasting and Social Change 177: 121513. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



AlNuaimi, Bader Khamis, Mehmood Khan, and Mian M. Ajmal. 2021. The role of big data analytics capabilities in greening e-procurement: A higher order PLS-SEM analysis. Technological Forecasting and Social Change 169: 120808. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



AlNuaimi, Bader K., Sanjay Kumar Singh, Shuang Ren, Pawan Budhwar, and Dmitriy Vorobyev. 2022. Mastering digital transformation: The nexus between leadership, agility, and digital strategy. Journal of Business Research 145: 636–48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ammirato, Salvatore, Roberto Linzalone, and Alberto Michele Felicetti. 2022. The value of system dynamics’ diagrams for business model innovation. Management Decision 60: 1056–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Andersen, Troels Christian Korsgaard, Annabeth Aagaard, and Mats Magnusson. 2022. Exploring business model innovation in SMEs in a digital context: Organizing search behaviours, experimentation and decision-making. Creativity and Innovation Management 31: 19–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Argote, Linda, Paul Ingram, John M. Levine, and Richard L. Moreland. 2000. Knowledge transfer in organizations: Learning from the experience of others. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 82: 1–8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arsawan, I. Wayan Edi, Viktor Koval, Ismi Rajiani, Ni Wayan Rustiarini, Wayan Gede Supartha, and Ni Putu Santi Suryantini. 2022. Leveraging knowledge sharing and innovation culture into SMEs sustainable competitive advantage. International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management 71: 405–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Azeem, Muhammad, Munir Ahmed, Sajid Haider, and Muhammad Sajjad. 2021. Expanding competitive advantage through organizational culture, knowledge sharing and organizational innovation. Technology in Society 66: 101635. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Babapour Chafi, Maral, Annemarie Hultberg, and Nina Bozic Yams. 2022. Post-pandemic office work: Perceived challenges and opportunities for a sustainable work environment. Sustainability 14: 294. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bag, Surajit, Pavitra Dhamija, Rajesh Kumar Singh, Muhammad Sabbir Rahman, and V. Raja Sreedharan. 2023. Big data analytics and artificial intelligence technologies based collaborative platform empowering absorptive capacity in health care supply chain: An empirical study. Journal of Business Research 154: 113315. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bakhouche, Abderazak. 2022. Assessing the innovation-finance nexus for SMEs: Evidence from the Arab Region (MENA). Journal of the Knowledge Economy 13: 1875–95. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bari, Muhammad Waseem, Irum Shahzadi, and Muhammad Fayyaz Sheikh. 2023. Management strategies to mitigate knowledge hiding behaviours: Symmetric and asymmetric analyses. Knowledge Management Research and Practice, 1–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bashir, Makhmoor, and Rayees Farooq. 2019. The synergetic effect of knowledge management and business model innovation on firm competence: A systematic review. International Journal of Innovation Science 11: 362–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bass, Bernard M., and Bruce J. Avolio. 1990. Developing transformational leadership: 1992 and beyond. Journal of European Industrial Training 14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bass, Bernard M., and Bruce J. Avolio. 1993. Transformational leadership and organizational culture. Public Administration Quarterly 17: 112–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Battistella, Cinzia, Alberto F. De Toni, Giovanni De Zan, and Elena Pessot. 2017. Cultivating business model agility through focused capabilities: A multiple case study. Journal of Business Research 73: 65–82. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bouwman, Harry, Shahrokh Nikou, and Mark de Reuver. 2019. Digitalization, business models, and SMEs: How do business model innovation practices improve performance of digitalizing SMEs? Telecommunications Policy 43: 101828. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bouzakhem, Najib, Panteha Farmanesh, Pouya Zargar, Muhieddine Ramadan, Hala Baydoun, Amira Daouk, and Ali Mouazen. 2023. Rebuilding the Workplace in the Post-Pandemic Age through Human Capital Development Programs: A Moderated Mediation Model. Administrative Sciences 13: 164. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bresciani, Stefano, Francesco Ciampi, Francesco Meli, and Alberto Ferraris. 2021a. Using big data for co-innovation processes: Mapping the field of data-driven innovation, proposing theoretical developments and providing a research agenda. International Journal of Information Management 60: 102347. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bresciani, Stefano, Kun-Huang Huarng, Arvind Malhotra, and Alberto Ferraris. 2021b. Digital transformation as a springboard for product, process and business model innovation. Journal of Business Research 128: 204–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brock, Jürgen Kai-Uwe, and Florian Von Wangenheim. 2019. Demystifying AI: What digital transformation leaders can teach you about realistic artificial intelligence. California Management Review 61: 110–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Calia, Rogerio C., Fabio M. Guerrini, and Gilnei L. Moura. 2007. Innovation networks: From technological development to business model reconfiguration. Technovation 27: 426–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Casadesus-Masanell, Ramon, and Feng Zhu. 2013. Business model innovation and competitive imitation: The case of sponsor-based business models. Strategic Management Journal 34: 464–82. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Casadesus-Masanell, Ramon, and Joan Enric Ricart. 2010. From strategy to business models and onto tactics. Long Range Planning 43: 195–215. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cegarra-Navarro, Juan-Gabriel, Pedro Soto-Acosta, and Anthony K. P. Wensley. 2016. Structured knowledge processes and firm performance: The role of organizational agility. Journal of Business Research 69: 1544–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chakravarty, Anindita, Rajdeep Grewal, and Vallabh Sambamurthy. 2013. Information technology competencies, organizational agility, and firm performance: Enabling and facilitating roles. Information Systems Research 24: 976–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chan, Calvin ML, Say Yen Teoh, Adrian Yeow, and Gary Pan. 2019. Agility in responding to disruptive digital innovation: Case study of an SME. Information Systems Journal 29: 436–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, Yu-Shan, and Ching-Hsun Chang. 2013. The determinants of green product development performance: Green dynamic capabilities, green transformational leadership, and green creativity. Journal of Business Ethics 116: 107–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chesbrough, Henry. 2007. Business model innovation: It’s not just about technology anymore. Strategy & Leadership 35: 12–17. [Google Scholar]

	



Chesbrough, Henry. 2010. Business model innovation: Opportunities and barriers. Long Range Planning 43: 354–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chierici, Roberto, Debora Tortora, Manlio Del Giudice, and Barbara Quacquarelli. 2020. Strengthening digital collaboration to enhance social innovation capital: An analysis of Italian small innovative enterprises. Journal of Intellectual Capital 22: 610–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Colovic, Ana. 2022. Leadership and business model innovation in late internationalizing SMEs. Long Range Planning 55: 102083. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dare, Philip Saagyum, and Atif Saleem. 2022. Toward Success While Tackling the Change in A Pandemic Age: Path-Goal Theory Leadership as a Win-Win Gadget. Frontiers in Psychology 13: 944145. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Darvishmotevali, Mahlagha, Levent Altinay, and Mehmet Ali Köseoglu. 2020. The link between environmental uncertainty, organizational agility, and organizational creativity in the hotel industry. International Journal of Hospitality Management 87: 102499. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dethine, Benjamin, Manon Enjolras, and Davy Monticolo. 2020. Digitalization and SMEs’ export management: Impacts on resources and capabilities. Technology Innovation Management Review 10: 18–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Diamantopoulos, Adamantios, Marko Sarstedt, Christoph Fuchs, Petra Wilczynski, and Sebastian Kaiser. 2012. Guidelines for choosing between multi-item and single-item scales for construct measurement: A predictive validity perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 40: 434–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



DiBella, Jose, Nigel Forrest, Sarah Burch, Jennifer Rao-Williams, Scott Morton Ninomiya, Verena Hermelingmeier, and Kyra Chisholm. 2023. Exploring the potential of SMEs to build individual, organizational, and community resilience through sustainability-oriented business practices. Business Strategy and the Environment 32: 721–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dijkstra, Theo K., and Jörg Henseler. 2015. Consistent partial least squares path modeling. MIS Quarterly 39: 297–316. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Donnelly, Rory. 2019. Aligning knowledge sharing interventions with the promotion of firm success: The need for SHRM to balance tensions and challenges. Journal of Business Research 94: 344–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Doz, Yves L., and Mikko Kosonen. 2010. Embedding strategic agility: A leadership agenda for accelerating business model renewal. Long Range Planning 43: 370–82. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Drucker, Peter Ferdinand. 1993. Managing in Turbulent Times. London: Routledge. [Google Scholar]

	



Faro, Benjamin, Babak Abedin, and Dilek Cetindamar. 2022. Hybrid organizational forms in public sector’s digital transformation: A technology enactment approach. Journal of Enterprise Information Management 35: 1742–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Faul, Franz, Edgar Erdfelder, Albert-Georg Lang, and Axel Buchner. 2007. G* Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods 39: 175–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Felipe, Carmen M., José L. Roldán, and Antonio L. Leal-Rodríguez. 2017. Impact of organizational culture values on organizational agility. Sustainability 9: 2354. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Foss, Nicolai J., and Tina Saebi. 2017. Fifteen years of research on business model innovation: How far have we come, and where should we go? Journal of Management 43: 200–27. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Frankwick, Gary L., James C. Ward, Michael D. Hutt, and Peter H. Reingen. 1994. Evolving patterns of organizational beliefs in the formation of strategy. Journal of Marketing 58: 96–110. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Galanti, Teresa, Clara De Vincenzi, Ilaria Buonomo, and Paula Benevene. 2023. Digital Transformation: Inevitable Change or Sizable Opportunity? The Strategic Role of HR Management in Industry 4.0. Administrative Sciences 13: 30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Garavelli, A. Claudio, Michele Gorgoglione, and Barbara Scozzi. 2002. Managing knowledge transfer by knowledge technologies. Technovation 22: 269–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



García-Machado, Juan J., Włodzimierz Sroka, and Martyna Nowak. 2023. PLS-SEM model on business demand for technological services and R&D and innovation activities. Technological and Economic Development of Economy 29: 1–22. [Google Scholar]

	



García-Piqueres, Gema, Ana-M. Serrano-Bedia, and Marta Pérez-Pérez. 2019. Knowledge management practices and innovation outcomes: The moderating role of risk-taking and proactiveness. Administrative Sciences 9: 75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ghasemaghaei, Maryam, Khaled Hassanein, and Ofir Turel. 2017. Increasing firm agility through the use of data analytics: The role of fit. Decision Support Systems 101: 95–105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Giacosa, Elisa, Francesca Culasso, and Edoardo Crocco. 2022. Customer agility in the modern automotive sector: How lead management shapes agile digital companies. Technological Forecasting and Social Change 175: 121362. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grandinetti, Roberto, Marco Bettiol, and Eleonora Di Maria. 2022. Contexts of Consumption and Their Evolution in the Digital Age: Beyond the Service-Dominant Logic. Administrative Sciences 12: 121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Greenwood, Royston, and Christopher R. Hinings. 1996. Understanding radical organizational change: Bringing together the old and the new institutionalism. Academy of Management Review 21: 1022–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gupta, Shaphali, Agata Leszkiewicz, V. Kumar, Tammo Bijmolt, and Dmitriy Potapov. 2020. Digital analytics: Modeling for insights and new methods. Journal of Interactive Marketing 51: 26–43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gyurák Babeľová, Zdenka, Natália Vraňaková, and Augustín Stareček. 2022. Moderating Effect of Industry 4.0 on the Performance of Enterprises in the Constrains Related to COVID-19 in the Perception of Employees in Slovakia. Administrative Sciences 12: 183. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hair, Joseph F., Jeffrey J. Risher, Marko Sarstedt, and Christian M. Ringle. 2019. When to use and how to report the results of PLS-SEM. European Business Review 31: 2–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hair, Joseph F., Marko Sarstedt, Christian M. Ringle, and Siegfried P. Gudergan. 2017. Advanced Issues in Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. [Google Scholar]

	



Hanelt, André, René Bohnsack, David Marz, and Cláudia Antunes Marante. 2021. A systematic review of the literature on digital transformation: Insights and implications for strategy and organizational change. Journal of Management Studies 58: 1159–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hannan, Michael T., and John Freeman. 1984. Structural inertia and organizational change. American Sociological Review 49: 149–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harraf, A., I. Wanasika, K. Tate, and K. Talbott. 2015. Organizational agility. Journal of Applied Business Research (JABR) 31: 675–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Henseler, Jörg. 2018. Partial least squares path modeling: Quo vadis? Quality & Quantity 52: 1–8. [Google Scholar]

	



Henseler, Jörg, Christian M. Ringle, and Marko Sarstedt. 2015. A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 43: 115–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Henseler, Jörg, Theo K. Dijkstra, Marko Sarstedt, Christian M. Ringle, Adamantios Diamantopoulos, Detmar W. Straub, David J. Ketchen Jr., Joseph F. Hair, G. Tomas M. Hult, and Roger J. Calanton. 2014. Common beliefs and reality about PLS: Comments on Rönkkö and Evermann 2013. Organizational Research Methods 17: 182–209. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hidayat, Saiful, Margono Setiawan, Fatchur Rohman, and Ananda Sabil Hussein. 2022. Development of Quality Digital Innovation by Optimally Utilizing Company Resources to Increase Competitive Advantage and Business Performance. Administrative Sciences 12: 157. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hinings, Bob, Thomas Gegenhuber, and Royston Greenwood. 2018. Digital innovation and transformation: An institutional perspective. Information and Organization 28: 52–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



House, Robert J., and Terence R. Mitchell. 1975. Path-Goal Theory of Leadership. Washington, DC: Washington University Seattle Department of Psychology. [Google Scholar]

	



Idrees, Hisham, Josef Hynek, Jin Xu, Ahsan Akbar, and Samrena Jabeen. 2022. Impact of knowledge management capabilities on new product development performance through mediating role organizational agility and business model innovation as moderator. Frontiers in Psychology 13: 950054. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ireland, R. Duane, and Justin W. Webb. 2007. Strategic entrepreneurship: Creating competitive advantage through streams of innovation. Business Horizons 50: 49–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jedynak, Monika, Wojciech Czakon, Aneta Kuźniarska, and Karolina Mania. 2021. Digital transformation of organizations: What do we know and where to go next? Journal of Organizational Change Management 34: 629–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Johnson, Matthew P. 2017. Knowledge acquisition and development in sustainability-oriented small and medium-sized enterprises: Exploring the practices, capabilities and cooperation. Journal of Cleaner Production 142: 3769–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jöreskog, Karl G. 1971. Simultaneous factor analysis in several populations. Psychometrika 36: 409–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Klein, Katherine J., Jonathan C. Ziegert, Andrew P. Knight, and Yan Xiao. 2006. Dynamic delegation: Shared, hierarchical, and deindividualized leadership in extreme action teams. Administrative Science Quarterly 51: 590–621. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kock, Ned. 2015. Common method bias in PLS-SEM: A full collinearity assessment approach. International Journal of e-Collaboration (IJEC) 11: 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kohnová, Lucia, and Nikola Salajová. 2023. Impact of Industry 4.0 on Companies: Value Chain Model Analysis. Administrative Sciences 13: 35. [Google Scholar]

	



Krishnan, Venkat R. 2001. Value systems of transformational leaders. Leadership & Organization Development Journal 22: 126–32. [Google Scholar]

	



Li, Feng. 2020. Leading digital transformation: Three emerging approaches for managing the transition. International Journal of Operations & Production Management 40: 809–17. [Google Scholar]

	



Li, Xiangqian, Qiang Qiang, Li Huang, and Cunquan Huang. 2022. How Knowledge Sharing Affects Business Model Innovation: An Empirical Study from the Perspective of Ambidextrous Organizational Learning. Sustainability 14: 6157. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, Xingwei, Jiachi Dai, Xiaowen Zhu, Jingru Li, Jinrong He, Yicheng Huang, Xiang Liu, and Qiong Shen. 2023. Mechanism of attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control influence the green development behavior of construction enterprises. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications 10: 1–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Liao, Suqin, Zhiying Liu, and Chaoliang Ma. 2019. Direct and configurational paths of open innovation and organisational agility to business model innovation in SMEs. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management 31: 1213–28. [Google Scholar]

	



Liu, Day-Yang, Shou-Wei Chen, and Tzu-Chuan Chou. 2011. Resource fit in digital transformation: Lessons learned from the CBC Bank global e-banking project. Management Decision 49: 1728–42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lu, Ying, and K. (Ram) Ramamurthy. 2011. Understanding the link between information technology capability and organizational agility: An empirical examination. MIS Quarterly, 931–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lythreatis, Sophie, Ahmed Mohammed Sayed Mostafa, and Xiaojun Wang. 2019. Participative leadership and organizational identification in SMEs in the MENA Region: Testing the roles of CSR perceptions and pride in membership. Journal of Business Ethics 156: 635–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mangalaraj, George, Sridhar Nerur, and Rahul Dwivedi. 2023. Digital transformation for agility and resilience: An exploratory study. Journal of Computer Information Systems 63: 11–23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mangematin, Vincent, Jonathan Sapsed, and Elke Schüßler. 2014. Disassembly and reassembly: An introduction to the Special Issue on digital technology and creative industries. Technological Forecasting and Social Change 83: 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



March, James G., and Johan P. Olsen. 1983. The new institutionalism: Organizational factors in political life. American Political Science Review 78: 734–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martínez-Ferrero, Jennifer, and Isabel-María García-Sánchez. 2017. Coercive, normative and mimetic isomorphism as determinants of the voluntary assurance of sustainability reports. International Business Review 26: 102–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Matta, Johnny M. 2018. M/SMEs in Lebanon: Status, Strategy and Outcomes. Ministry of Economy & Trade. Available online: https://www.economy.gov.lb/media/11222/smes-in-lebanon-180412-–19-website.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2023).

	



McGrath, Rita, and Ryan McManus. 2020. Discovery-Driven. Harvard Business Review 98: 124–33. [Google Scholar]

	



Mihardjo, Leonardus, Sasmoko Sasmoko, Firdaus Alamsjah, and Elidjen Elidjen. 2019. Digital leadership role in developing business model innovation and customer experience orientation in industry 4.0. Management Science Letters 9: 1749–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mikalef, Patrick, and Adamantia Pateli. 2017. Information technology-enabled dynamic capabilities and their indirect effect on competitive performance: Findings from PLS-SEM and fsQCA. Journal of Business Research 70: 1–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Moghrabi, Issam AR, Sameer Ahmad Bhat, Piotr Szczuko, Rawan A. AlKhaled, and Muneer Ahmad Dar. 2023. Digital Transformation and Its Influence on Sustainable Manufacturing and Business Practices. Sustainability 15: 3010. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mugenyi, Andrew Ronnie, Charles Karemera, Joshua Wesana, and Michaël Dooms. 2022. Institutionalization of organizational change outcomes in development cooperation projects: The mediating role of internal stakeholder change-related beliefs. Administrative Sciences 12: 60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nadkarni, Swen, and Reinhard Prügl. 2021. Digital transformation: A review, synthesis and opportunities for future research. Management Review Quarterly 71: 233–341. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nadler, David A., and Michael L. Tushman. 1990. Beyond the charismatic leader: Leadership and organizational change. California Management Review 32: 77–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nasiri, Mina, Juhani Ukko, Minna Saunila, and Tero Rantala. 2020. Managing the digital supply chain: The role of smart technologies. Technovation 96: 102121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nasrallah, Nohade, and Rim El Khoury. 2022. Is corporate governance a good predictor of SMEs financial performance? Evidence from developing countries (the case of Lebanon). Journal of Sustainable Finance & Investment 12: 13–43. [Google Scholar]

	



Nisar, Tahir M., Guru Prabhakar, and Lubica Strakova. 2019. Social media information benefits, knowledge management and smart organizations. Journal of Business Research 94: 264–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nonaka, Ikujiro, Ryoko Toyama, and Noboru Konno. 2000. SECI, Ba and leadership: A unified model of dynamic knowledge creation. Long Range Planning 33: 5–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nosratabadi, Saeed, Thabit Atobishi, and Szilárd Hegedűs. 2023. Social Sustainability of Digital Transformation: Empirical Evidence from EU-27 Countries. Administrative Sciences 13: 126. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Onesti, Gianni. 2023. Exploring the Impact of Leadership Styles, Ethical Behavior, and Organizational Identification on Workers’ Well-Being. Administrative Sciences 13: 149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podsakoff, Philip M., Scott B. MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon Lee, and Nathan P. Podsakoff. 2003. Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology 88: 879. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Priyono, Anjar, Abdul Moin, and Vera Nur Aini Oktaviani Putri. 2020. Identifying digital transformation paths in the business model of SMEs during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity 6: 104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ringberg, Torsten, and Markus Reihlen. 2008. Towards a socio-cognitive approach to knowledge transfer. Journal of Management Studies 45: 912–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sainger, Garima. 2018. Leadership in digital age: A study on the role of leader in this era of digital transformation. International Journal on Leadership 6: 1. [Google Scholar]

	



Sambamurthy, Vallabh, Anandhi Bharadwaj, and Varun Grover. 2003. Shaping agility through digital options: Reconceptualizing the role of information technology in contemporary firms. MIS Quarterly 27: 237–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sánchez Ramírez, Sergio, Fátima Guadamillas Gómez, Mª Isabel González Ramos, and Olga Grieva. 2022. The Effect of Digitalization on Innovation Capabilities through the Lenses of the Knowledge Management Strategy. Administrative Sciences 12: 144. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Santos-Vijande, María Leticia, José Ángel López-Sánchez, and Juan Antonio Trespalacios. 2012. How organizational learning affects a firm’s flexibility, competitive strategy, and performance. Journal of Business Research 65: 1079–89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schneider, Sabrina, and Patrick Spieth. 2013. Business model innovation: Towards an integrated future research agenda. International Journal of Innovation Management 17: 1340001. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schriesheim, Chester, and Mary Ann Von Glinow. 1977. The path-goal theory of leadership: A theoretical and empirical analysis. Academy of Management Journal 20: 398–405. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Scuotto, Veronica, Domitilla Magni, Rosa Palladino, and Melita Nicotra. 2022. Triggering disruptive technology absorptive capacity by CIOs. Explorative research on a micro-foundation lens. Technological Forecasting and Social Change 174: 121234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Scuotto, Veronica, Elisa Arrigo, Elena Candelo, and Melita Nicotra. 2020. Ambidextrous innovation orientation effected by the digital transformation: A quantitative research on fashion SMEs. Business Process Management Journal 26: 1121–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Scuotto, Veronica, Melita Nicotra, M. Del Giudice, Norris Krueger, and Gian Luca Gregori. 2021. A microfoundational perspective on SMEs’ growth in the digital transformation era. Journal of Business Research 129: 382–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Seelos, Christian, and Johanna Mair. 2007. Profitable business models and market creation in the context of deep poverty: A strategic view. Academy of Management Perspectives 21: 49–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Silverthorne, Colin. 2001. A test of the path-goal leadership theory in Taiwan. Leadership & Organization Development Journal 22: 151–58. [Google Scholar]

	



Skafi, Mahmoud, Manal M. Yunis, and Ahmed Zekri. 2020. Factors influencing SMEs’ adoption of cloud computing services in Lebanon: An empirical analysis using TOE and contextual theory. IEEE Access 8: 79169–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Snihur, Yuliya, and Christoph Zott. 2020. The genesis and metamorphosis of novelty imprints: How business model innovation emerges in young ventures. Academy of Management Journal 63: 554–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stettina, Christoph Johann, and Werner Heijstek. 2011. Necessary and neglected? An empirical study of internal documentation in agile software development teams. Paper presented at the 29th ACM International Conference on Design of Communication, Pisa, Italy, October 3–5; pp. 159–66. [Google Scholar]

	



Stone, Melissa Middleton, and Candida Greer Brush. 1996. Planning in ambiguous contexts: The dilemma of meeting needs for commitment and demands for legitimacy. Strategic Management Journal 17: 633–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Suchman, Mark C., and Lauren B. Edelman. 1996. Legal rational myths: The new institutionalism and the law and society tradition. Law & Social Inquiry 21: 903–41. [Google Scholar]

	



Tabrizi, Behnam, Ed Lam, Kirk Girard, and Vernon Irvin. 2019. Digital transformation is not about technology. Harvard Business Review 13: 1–6. [Google Scholar]

	



Tajpour, Mehdi, Elahe Hosseini, Maliheh Mohammadi, and Behrooz Bahman-Zangi. 2022. The effect of knowledge management on the sustainability of technology-driven businesses in emerging markets: The mediating role of social media. Sustainability 14: 8602. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Teece, David J. 2018. Business models and dynamic capabilities. Long Range Planning 51: 40–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Teece, David J., and Greg Linden. 2017. Business models, value capture, and the digital enterprise. Journal of Organization Design 6: 1–14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tina Dacin, M., Jerry Goodstein, and W. Richard Scott. 2002. Institutional theory and institutional change: Introduction to the special research forum. Academy of Management Journal 45: 45–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Troise, Ciro, Vincenzo Corvello, Abby Ghobadian, and Nicholas O’Regan. 2022. How can SMEs successfully navigate VUCA environment: The role of agility in the digital transformation era. Technological Forecasting and Social Change 174: 121227. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ul-Durar, Shajara, Usama Awan, Arup Varma, Saim Memon, and Anne-Laure Mention. 2023. Integrating knowledge management and orientation dynamics for organization transition from eco-innovation to circular economy. Journal of Knowledge Management. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Valdez-Juárez, Luis Enrique, Elva Alicia Ramos-Escobar, and Edith Patricia Borboa-Álvarez. 2023. Reconfiguration of Technological and Innovation Capabilities in Mexican SMEs: Effective Strategies for Corporate Performance in Emerging Economies. Administrative Sciences 13: 15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vaska, Selma, Maurizio Massaro, Ernesto Marco Bagarotto, and Francesca Dal Mas. 2021. The digital transformation of business model innovation: A structured literature review. Frontiers in Psychology 11: 539363. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Veiseh, Seidmehdi, and Neeman Eghbali. 2014. A study on ranking the effects of transformational leadership style on organizational agility and mediating role of organizational creativity. Management Science Letters 4: 2121–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vial, Gregory. 2019. Understanding digital transformation: A review and a research agenda. The Journal of Strategic Information Systems 28: 118–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Visnjic, Ivanka, Frank Wiengarten, and Andy Neely. 2016. Only the brave: Product innovation, service business model innovation, and their impact on performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management 33: 36–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vrechopoulos, Adam, Chris Lazaris, and Stavros Theodoratos. 2022. Choosing Optimal Omnichannel Coupon Redeeming Options in Multiple Channel Settings. Administrative Sciences 12: 131. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Weritz, Pauline. 2022. Hey Leaders, It’s Time to Train the Workforce: Critical Skills in the Digital Workplace. Administrative Sciences 12: 94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zakhem, Najib Bou, Panteha Farmanesh, Pouya Zargar, and Abdulnasser Kassar. 2022. Wellbeing during a pandemic: An empirical research examining autonomy, work-family conflict and informational support among SME employees. Frontiers in Psychology 13: 890265. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zhou, Kevin Zheng, and Caroline Bingxin Li. 2010. How strategic orientations influence the building of dynamic capability in emerging economies. Journal of Business Research 63: 224–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zott, Christoph, and Raphael Amit. 2010. Business model design: An activity system perspective. Long Range Planning 43: 216–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zott, Christoph, Raphael Amit, and Lorenzo Massa. 2011. The business model: Recent developments and future research. Journal of Management 37: 1019–42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Admsci 13 00185 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Theoretical model. 
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Figure 2. Path diagram. Notes: * 0.05, ** 0.01, *** 0.001. 
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Table 1. Respondents’ information.
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Variable

	
Frequency

	
Percentage






	
Gender

	
Male

	
108

	
53.5%




	
Female

	
94

	
46.5%




	
Age

	
18–25

	
41

	
20.3%




	
26–35

	
75

	
37.1%




	
36–45

	
64

	
31.7%




	
46 and above

	
22

	
10.9%




	
Educational Level

	
High school

	
8

	
4%




	
Bachelor

	
105

	
52%




	
Master

	
52

	
25.7%




	
PhD

	
33

	
16.3%




	
Other

	
4

	
2%
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Table 2. Measurement model.






Table 2. Measurement model.





	
Constructs

	
Indicators

	
Outer Loadings

	
Alpha

	
Rho A

	
CR

	
AVE






	
Digital Transformation Leadership

	
DTL1

	
0.816

	
0.752

	
0.831

	
0.758

	
0.729




	
DTL2

	
0.841




	
DTL3

	
0.845




	
DTL4

	
0.956




	
DTL5

	
0.711




	
DTL6

	
0.824




	
Organizational Agility

	
OAG1

	
0.851

	
0.863

	
0.851

	
0.854

	
0.722




	
OAG2

	
0.813




	
OAG3

	
0.872




	
OAG4

	
0.745




	
OAG5

	
0.799




	
OAG6

	
0.701




	
Digital Transformation

	
DTR1

	
0.863

	
0.880

	
0.895

	
0.847

	
0.581




	
DTR2

	
0.823




	
DTR3

	
0.815




	
DTR4

	
0.708




	
DTR5

	
0.877




	
Business Model Innovation

	
BMI1

	
0.750

	
0.812

	
0.882

	
0.851

	
0.573




	
BMI2

	
0.809




	
BMI3

	
0.832




	
BMI4

	
0.848




	
BMI5

	
0.755




	
BMI6

	
0.717




	
BMI7

	
0.862




	
Knowledge Transfer

	
KTR1

	
0.891

	
0.781

	
0.769

	
0.710

	
0.645




	
KTR2

	
0.886




	
KTR3

	
0.705
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Table 3. Heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) ratio.
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	DTL
	OAG
	DTR
	BMI





	DTL
	
	
	
	



	OAG
	0.723
	
	
	



	DTR
	0.611
	0.625
	
	



	BMI
	0.703
	0.619
	0.732
	



	KTR
	0.675
	0.730
	0.571
	0.721










[image: Table] 





Table 4. Structural model and hypothesis testing.






Table 4. Structural model and hypothesis testing.





	
Effects

	
Relations

	
β

	
t-Statistics

	
Ƒ2

	
Decision






	
Direct

	

	

	

	

	




	
H1

	
DTL → OAG

	
0.213

	
4.682 ***

	
0.131

	
Supported




	
H2

	
OAG → DTR

	
0.372

	
5.725 ***

	
0.145

	
Supported




	
H3

	
OAG → BMI

	
0.215

	
2.747 **

	
0.078

	
Supported




	
Interaction

	

	

	

	

	




	
H4

	
OAG*KTR → BMI

	
0.348

	
1.171 *

	
0.161

	
Supported




	
R2OAG = 0.36/Q2OAG = 0.17

R2DTR = 0.55/Q2DTR = 0.28

R2BMI = 0.62/Q2BMI = 0.41

SRMR: 0.025; NFI: 0.917

* 0.05, ** 0.01, *** 0.001.
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