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Sustainable business model innovation (SBMI) has recently drawn great interest among academia and in
practice. However, notwithstanding the surge in related academic and non-academic literature, a validated
measurement scale for SBMI is not yet available. This study attempts to fill the gap by proposing a scale for
SBMI, using an initial sample of 20 respondents (for qualitative enquiry), followed by a quantitative valida-
tion (using two sample sets of 130 and 200 SMEs from Saudi Arabia). The findings provided a 10-item scale,
conceptualized under three factors, namely: sustainable value proportion innovation, sustainable value crea-
tion and delivery innovation, and sustainable value capture innovation. The study provides important impli-
cations for SME owners and managers, by highlighting that SBMI will result in enhanced SME performance
as well as a competitive advantage.
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Introduction their processes for creating, delivering and capturing value, hence

The World Economic Forum identified environmental and social
risks as crucial factors leading to major financial losses and system-
atic risks globally. The trajectory of global warming is predicted to
rise by two degrees by the year 2050, leading to increased spread of
infectious diseases, large migration patterns, water shortages and
even biodiversity loss (Deloitte, 2020). Growing awareness of envi-
ronmental concerns like global warming, climate change and melting
glaciers are known to exert harmful impacts on the global population
(Goni et al., 2021; Chofreh et al., 2020). Organizations need to tackle
these new economics and environment-based challenges systemati-
cally, holistically, and radically (Bocken & Van Bogaert, 2016), by
reconfiguring business models towards sustainable innovation
approaches (Boons & Liideke-Freund, 2013). This quest in embedding
social factors with business model innovation (BMI) processes can be
termed sustainable business model innovation (SBMI) (Bocken &
Geradts, 2020). In the recent past, governments and environmental
bodies have been the main motivators that push organizations
towards a more sustainable approach. Organizations must change
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becoming more environmentally, socially, and profitably sustainable
(Shakeel et al., 2020). Adopting sustainable business models (SBMs)
seems the only viable solution to meet such goals (Munoz-Torres
etal, 2019).

Researchers have viewed SBMI from different perspectives, in
terms of concept definitions (Geissdoerfer et al., 2018), taxonomies
(Ludeke-Freund et al., 2018), classifying archetypes (Bocken et al.,
2014) and dimensions (Joyce & Paquin, 2016). Given its substantive
links to topics including business models, BMI, and sustainable com-
pany development, SBMI is gaining traction (Shakeel et al., 2020).
BMI considers an organization’s innovation as an avenue for creating,
delivering, and capturing value (Teece, 2010). SBMI considers value
in a larger sense - economic, social, and environmental - with a shift
in focus away from customers and shareholders towards a multi-
party stakeholder (society) (Bocken et al., 2013; Schaltegger et al.,
2016; Massa et al., 2017).

Despite widespread interest, the concept of SBMI remains unex-
plored and at a nascent stage of development (Liideke-Freund &
Dembelk, 2017). SBMI exists as an emergent topic, yet unlike other
fields, lacks empirically validated components, while its terminology
and definitions can be compared with different fields (Shakeel et al.,
2020). Previous studies have sought to incorporate sustainability
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within research through the integration of business models and sus-
tainable development frameworks (Franca et al., 2017). Bocken et al.
(2014) used a triple bottom line concept to formalize the categoriza-
tion of BMI. Scholars have also extended the scope of business models
through the addition of two aspects: social factors and the environ-
ment (Joyce & Paquin, 2016). Recently, Shakeel et al. (2020), based on
a systematic review, developed an SBMI framework consisting of
three components: innovations in sustainable value proportion, crea-
tion and delivery, and capture.

Much of the earlier work on SBMI is conceptual and qualitative in
nature. Shakeel et al. (2020) call for more research on SBMI to classify
its components, and the metrics associated with each component.
Despite the importance of the existing measures used to capture
SBMI, no commonly agreed and systematically validated measure-
ment instrument for this concept exists. This study attempts to
address the lack of measurement through the development and
assessment of a novel scale, which could go a long way in advancing
research on SBMI. The study contributes to the existing literature on
SBMI in the following ways:

First, a comprehensive scale has been developed to measure
SBMIL To ensure methodological rigor, the well-accepted scale devel-
opment procedure of Hinkin (1995) was followed. To start, the litera-
ture supporting the conceptualization of SBMI was reviewed,
followed by the framework. The initial pool of items was generated
using a qualitative pre-test. Next, this pool was validated with a sam-
ple of 130 SMEs, and then the final scale was validated using a second
sample of 200 SMEs from the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

The second contribution of this study lies in its endeavour to
enhance the existing literature on SBMI and SME performance. Sev-
eral studies have investigated the link between BMI and organiza-
tional performance (Bashir & Verma, 2019; Foss & Saebi, 2017;
Dunford et al., 2010; Zott & Amit, 2008). To the best of the authors’
knowledge, this study is one of the first to investigate the relationship
between SBMI and performance in SMEs. Third, the study contributes
to the extant body of literature on SBMI and competitive advantage.
Fourth, the study brings in a new perspective to explain SBMI, viz.
the dynamic capability perspective. A firm possessing dynamic capa-
bilities has greater propensity to move towards an effective and sus-
tainable form of business.

The rest of the paper is structured in five sections. The second sec-
tion covers the extant literature on SBMI. The third section elaborates
on the research methodology used for scale development and is
divided into four subsections: item generation, content validity,
exploratory factor analysis, and psychometric property evaluation.
Section 4 highlights the nomological validity assessment. Section 5
contains the discussion, theoretical and practical implications, limita-
tions and directions for future studies.

Literature review
Dynamic capability theory

Success in the global marketplace can be achieved by developing
and coordinating a firm’s resources to address dynamic situations in
the market. A firm can align its resources, including business models
(BMs) more effectively, considering consumer requirements in the
presence of dynamic capabilities. Such firms need to be flexible, to
act on opportunities by making appropriate changes in culture and
the organization. Different firms have different sets of dynamic capa-
bilities. One firm may be good at innovation, while another may be
good at identifying opportunities and exploiting them. Strong
dynamic capabilities signify possession of better resources than com-
petitors, which helps in gaining sustained competitive advantage.
Firms with strong dynamic capabilities are able to create or modify
resources, assets and capabilities, to address changing market condi-
tions and customer demands. This helps in providing value to the
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customer over a longer time horizon. Setting up BMs during the ini-
tial phase depends equally on intuition and science (Teece, 2018). It
is a part of dynamic capability which cannot be fully routinized
(Teece, 2012), e.g., organizational processes. Dynamic capabilities
cannot be easily replicated as they are built around history, routines,
culture, and unique managerial characteristics (Teece, 2014). This
uniqueness acts as a basis of sustained competitive advantage in
firms.

Business models

Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart (2010, p. 100) observed that: “Strat-
egy has been the primary building block of competitiveness over the
past three decades, but in the future, the quest for sustainable advan-
tage may well begin with the business model”. Having rare capabili-
ties helps in creating competitiveness by linking BMs with strategy.
BMs “...describe the design or architecture of the value creation,
delivery, and capture mechanisms [a firm] employs. The essence of a
business model is in defining the manner by which the enterprise
delivers value to customers, entices customers to pay for value, and
converts those payments to profit” (Teece, 2010, p. 172). A BM essen-
tially identifies customers’ latent needs, the resources required to
address those needs, and the capturing of value from important busi-
ness functions (Teece, 2018). It needs to strike a balance between
value creation, delivery and capture to be sustainable. BM elements
need to be coherent, internally aligned (Ritter, 2014), and in line with
the broader model for management used (Birkinshaw & Ansari,
2015). Good BMs are scalable across different market segments and
help in differentiating firms from their competitors.

Sustainable business models

A company cannot be considered sustainable if it delivers an eco-
friendly product, but uses a technology that harms the environment.
The entire process needs to be sustainable, with a focus on surround-
ings and the entire ecosystem within which a firm operates. The
term sustainable business models (SBMs) describes the process of
organizations’ transformation to more sustainable economic systems
(Rashid et al., 2013; Wells, 2013). SBMs are “business models that
incorporate pro-active multi-stakeholder management, the creation
of monetary and non-monetary value for a broad range of stakehold-
ers, and hold a long-term perspective” (Geissdoerfer et al., 2018, p.
403). Today, such models are widely researched given their potential
to provide competitive advantages (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Nidu-
molu et al., 2009). SBMs have a “global market perspective and take
into account new industrialized countries” (Garetti & Taisch, 2012, p.
88). The definitions in extant literature portray SBMs as modifications
to BMs, adding features and objectives. Changes can be made in terms
of goals and/or value propositions, creation, delivery, and capture
intended to create sustainability (Richardson, 2009). These are
changes that can be made in the BM, to products and services, or at
the base level (Bocken et al., 2014; Bocken & van Bogaert, 2016).
SBMs emphasise stakeholder benefits and values, and not only cus-
tomer/ shareholder value. Most researchers have defined SBMs as
modifications to conventional BMs, with added propositions, value
creation or value capture (Geissdoerfer et al., 2018). Bocken et al.
(2014) categorized SBMs as the base of the pyramid, product-service
systems, and a circular business model. Organizational design is a
“critical managerial change lever” with the “dynamic capabilities of
sensing, seizing, and transforming needed to execute SBMI process”
(Minatogawa et.al., 2022, pp. 2-3).

The dynamic capabilities framework reflects the interdependence
between BMs and strategy. Dynamic capabilities and strategy coa-
lesce to form a sustainable BM, which steers organizational change,
and facilitates a level of profits sufficient to maintain and improve
organizational resources and capabilities. In firms with dynamic
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capabilities, BMs can be modified swiftly and effectively to meet
changing market conditions. Dynamic capabilities play a significant
role to improve organizational competitiveness by designing BMs
linked to strategy. Dynamic capabilities coupled with effective strate-
gies help formulate the BM, which transforms the organization
(Teece, 2018).

Business model innovation

Business model innovation (BMI) signifies innovation in creating,
delivering and capturing value, thus attracting a customer base and
enhancing profitability (Teece, 2010). According to Foss & Saebi
(2017, p. 201), BMI reflects “designed, novel, and non-trivial changes
to key elements of a firm’s business model and/or the architecture
linking these elements”. Technological innovations help corporations
to be competitive (Simsek et al., 2022; Perelygina et al., 2022; Wirtz
et al.,, 2016; Zott et al., 2011) by providing novel products and chan-
nels of revenue (Chesbrough, 2010; Massa et al., 2017). Sometimes
firms engage in BMI to meet environmental demands (Colovic, 2022).
A BM needs to address customer needs profitably (Rumelt, 2012).
The capacity of managers to enhance a BM has a fundamental role in
dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2007). This signifies designing the initial
model, reframing the model, and/or replacing the model over time. A
successful BM begins with deep insights into the customer’s needs
and by looking into already existing models. Technology is an enabler
for novel BMs. In highly developed economies, absolutely novel BMs
are improbable, although not impossible. Most “new” BMs are similar
to existing ones, and involve a combination of existing models or an
improvement on existing ones. Choice of BMs depends upon how
strong an organization’s dynamic capabilities are (Teece et al., 2016).
For instance, organizations with strong dynamic capability do not
hesitate to innovate their BMs, which involves radical changes in
resources or activities.

Strategy deals with how a firm will compete (Teece, 2018). One
factor leading firms to seek BMI is the emergence of new technology
(Kraus et al. 2019; Teece et al. 2016). The concept of dynamic capabil-
ities posits that strategic resources lose value with time, as competi-
tors catch up with them (Teece, 2018). Firms that are able to modify
their capabilities better than their competitors are able to gain a sus-
tained competitive advantage (Teece, 2007).

Sustainable business model innovation

SBMI involves “the conceptualisation and implementation of sus-
tainable business models. This can comprise the development of
entirely new business models, the diversification into additional busi-
ness models, the acquisition of new business models, or the transfor-
mation from one business model to another” (Geissdoerfer et al.,
2018, p. 407). SBMI is one of the ways through which competitive
advantage can be produced, by addressing the problems of environ-
ment and society simultaneously (Massa et al., 2017). It deals with

Table 1
Sustainable business model innovation definitions.
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changing business practices, by integrating such factors with basic
business practice (Costa et al., 2022; Stal et al., 2022; Foss & Saebi,
2017). Predominantly, SBMI can be found in one of four ways: sus-
tainable start-ups; transformation to a sustainable BM; diversifying a
sustainable BM; and acquiring a sustainable BM (Geissdoerfer et al.,
2018, p. 407). Sustainable start-up refers to new firms where sustain-
able business models (SBMs) are produced. Any change in an existing
business to make it sustainable is known as SBM transformation. An
organisation establishing an additional SBM, without major changes
in its existing BM, is considered to practise SBM diversification.
Changes can also be made simply by integrating/acquiring a new BM
into the organization, i.e.,, SBM acquisition. BMs that aim to be sus-
tainable innovate to produce “significant positive and/or significantly
reduced negative impacts for the environment and/or society,
through changes in the way the organisation and its value-network
create, deliver value and capture value (i.e., create economic value)
or change their value propositions” (Bocken et al. 2014, p. 44). Sus-
tainability, although difficult, makes the transformation process
more desirable. Technological factors feature significantly in such
processes, with innovation being necessary for the alignment of
motives with revenue sources in providing sustainability options
(Rashid et al., 2013). As stated by Roome & Louche (2016, p. 12), SBMI
is a “process through which, new business models are developed by
businesses and their managers, how companies revise and transform
their business model in order to contribute to sustainable develop-
ment”.Table 1 presents definitions of SBMI from the extant literature.

Dynamic capabilities provide a feasible explanation for the suc-
cess or failure of BMIs (Teece et al., 1997; Winter, 2003). Strong
dynamic capabilities make it easy for firms to modify their BM (Teece,
2018). For firms pursuing SBMI, dynamic capabilities play a signifi-
cant role (Inigo et al., 2017). They help to sense, seize, and transform
opportunities. For SBMI,reflects awareness of sustainability issues
and realizing them as business opportunities (McWilliams & Siegel,
2011). Seizing means using resources to meet sustainability opportu-
nities and create value, by converting them into SBMs. Finally,
transforming is the planned conversion of a firm’s capabilities to
incorporate sustainability in the BM (Teece, 2018).

Research methodology

This study follows the scale development procedure suggested by
Hinkin (1995), as it is deemed one of the most reliable and widely
used scale development processes. It consists of five steps: (1) item
generation; (2) content validity; (3) exploratory factor validation; (4)
psychometric property assessment; and (5) nomological validity.
Items developed were mapped with similar constructs from litera-
ture, qualitative insights and a combination of inductive and deduc-
tive methodologies were employed (Tanwar & Prasad, 2017). 20 in-
depth interviews were conducted. The respondents were SME own-
ers (12), and faculty members (8). Interviews lasted for 40—60 min

Stubbs and Cocklin (2008, p.103)

A sustainable business model is “a model where sustainability concepts shape the driving force of the firm and its decision making [so

that] the dominant neoclassical model of the firm is transformed, rather than supplemented, by social and environmental priorities.”

Schaltegger et al. (2012, p.112)
Bocken et al. (2013, p.484)
broader range of stakeholders.”
Wells (2013, p.65)
sustainability”
Upward and Jones (2015, p.98)

Sustainable business models “create customer and social value by integrating social, environmental, and business activities”
“Sustainable business models seek to go beyond delivering economic value and include a consideration of other forms of value for a

A business model for sustainability “would assist in the achievement of sustainability [by] following major principles [. . .] for

A (strongly) sustainable business model “is the definition by which an enterprise determines the appropriate inputs, resource flows, and

value decisions and its role in ecosystems, [in a way that] sustainability measures [which] are those indicators that assess the outputs
and effects of business model decisions [...] might be claimed as successfully sustainable.”

Geissdoerfer et al. (2018, p.1219)

“[W]e define a sustainable business model as a simplified representation of the elements, the interrelation between these elements, and

the interactions with its stakeholders that an organisational unit uses to create, deliver, capture, and exchange sustainable value for, and
in collaboration with, a broad range of stakeholders.”
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Fig. 1
Scale development procedure.
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on average, and revolved around issues in the implementation of dif-
ferent types of SBMIs across SMEs in Saudi Arabia.

Next, the items generated were structured into a questionnaire for
data collection. First, we ran exploratory factor analysis (EFA), to test
the factor structure and validate the scale. According to Marsh et al.
(2014), EFA is less restrictive than confirmatory factor analysis (CFA),
allowing ite to load onto respective factors, and cross-load with
others, which ensures the robustness of a scale. As per the scale
development procedure, EFA was followed by CFA and nomological
validity assessment on a second dataset of 200 SMEs (Hinkin, 1995).
CFA was conducted using Smart PLS 3 (following Ringle et al., 2005).
PLS has become a widely used method to estimate path coefficients
with a limited sample size and non-normality over the last decade
(Hair et al., 2011). Finally, to check for nomological validity, items for
competitive advantage and SME performance were added into the
questionnaire. Fig. 1 summarizes the methodology applied in the
study.

Step 1: Item Generation

To generate items for the scale we interviewed 20 respondents,
comprised of 14 males and 6 females. Of the 20 respondents, eight
were PhDs, four were postgraduates, six were graduates and two
were diploma holders. 10 were aged between 45—50 years, six were
40—44 years, and four were aged between 35-39 years. SBMI was
conceptualized as a three-dimensional construct based on the works
of Shakeel et al. (2020). The in-depth interviews generated 12 items:
three for sustainable value proportion innovation, five for sustainable
value creation/delivery innovation, and four for sustainable value
capture innovation. The items in each construct were limited in num-
ber, as past research has concluded that increased item numbers
reduce respondent validity (Bednar & Westphal, 2006). To enhance
face validity, items were mapped to pre-existing works as shown in
Table 2.

Step 2: Content Validity

Content validity describes how far measures represent a construct
(Haynes et al., 1995). The items shown in Table 2 were checked by an
independent panel, consisting of ten experts in the field, to assess
face and content validity. Of these 10 experts, five were academi-
cians, and five were SME owners. Taking a cue from Netemeyer et al.
(1996), subject specialists were supplied with definitions of each con-
struct. Each item was evaluated against three levels: ‘completely

* Qualitative Pre-test
* n=5 Academicians; n=5 SME Owners
» Content Validity Calculation (CVR)

» Sample 1= 130 SMEs
* Initial [tem analysis (Quantitataive With EFA)

NN N

“HU50 T iete o Collecting confirmation Sample = 200 SMEs
» indicator reliability, composite reliability, convergent validity and
discriminant validity

» Nomological validity testing
* Relationship with SME Performance
» Relationship With Competitive Advantage

NN

representative’, ‘somewhat representative’, and ‘not representative’
(Lin & Hsieh, 2011). Each item’s content validity ratio (CVR) was in a
range of between .75 and 1.00, with nine experts terming all the
items essential for the scale. Therefore, the scale’s content validity
was established (Almanasreh et al., 2019; Bose et al., 2022).

Step 3: Exploratory Factor Analysis

EFA sample

Data were collected from SMEs located in Saudi Arabia for two
main reasons. First, SMEs are regarded as the backbone of the whole
Gulf region, as they account for nearly 60% of the gross domestic
product and 80% of the workforce (PWC, 2016). The context of SMEs
is important given the ambitious 2030 vision of the Kingdom, which
aims to raise the contribution of SMEs towards GDP to 35% (from
20%). The vision further aims to focus on sustainable solutions for
SMEs across the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (Saudi Vision, 2030, 2016).
Therefore, these two factors signify an appropriate research context.
The sampling frame used was taken from the general authority of sta-
tistics of Saudi Arabia. To widen the scope of generalizability of the
findings, a multi-industry sample design was adopted (as suggested
by Katsikea et al., 2011). The sample for this study was taken in two
stages. In the first stage, we followed a stratified sampling to identify
manufacturing and service businesses that had made some sustain-
able innovations in their BMs in the past five years. Next, SMEs from
each stratum were selected based on convenience sampling. We con-
tacted the SME owners and managers by telephone between Novem-
ber and December 2021 to seek cooperation for participation in the
study. The respondents were assured of anonymity of identity and
confidentiality of their responses. The entire process was scrutinized
and approved by the Ethics Committee of Qassim University.

400 questionnaires were distributed to SMEs across different
industries. After a few reminders, 140 responses were received by
the authors, 10 responses were discarded due to incompleteness,
which resulted in a response rate of 32.5%. The final 130 responses
were used for factor analysis. Table 3 highlights the demographics of
the sample collected. Only those respondents involved in the strate-
gic orientation of their company were recruited. The final sample
was a combination of 34.6% senior managers and 65.3% middle man-
agement and was considered appropriate as observed in past BMI



M. Bashir, A. Alfalih and S. Pradhan

Table 2
Mapping items to literature.
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Dimensions Sample Respondent Voices

Generated Items

Item Mapping
S: Spieth, P., & Schneider, S. (2016);
C: Clauss, T. (2017)

We have been focussing on customers who are
environmentally aware/ responsible. (E.g. they
want to shift to green products) (SR3)

70% of our product portfolio has incorporated
sustainability (e.g. Biodegradable products/
recycled products, solar products, rechargeable
batteries) in one form or the other. (SR5)

We have changed our advertising to incorporate
elements of environment responsibility. (e.g.
We save more water than we consumer, Bulk
of our energy requirements are fulfilled
through solar energy) (SR7)

Sustainable Value Proportion

Shifting our focus to sustainable resources has
helped in enhancing the core competences of
the firm. (SR9)

Ethical sourcing, efficient technologies and pro-
duction practices have helped us in being more
sustainable (SR17)

We have developed sustainability standards to be
followed by our suppliers. (SR16)

we have been making efforts to localise sustain-
able supply chains, by shifting from roads to
rail or from air to sea.

We encourage sustained public engagement by
key employees to access and evaluate latent
sustainable needs. (SR11)

Sustainable value creation and
Delivery Innovation

Focus of the firm has shifted to a diverse set of
resources, people and investments to be resil-
ient in the long run. (SR19)

Sustainable Value Capture
Innovation

Focussing on sustainable products have helped us
in charging premium price to customers who
seek sustainable products. (SR13)

Regular training of employees and upgradation of
machineries has gone a long way in keeping
the manufacturing costs low. (SR17)

We charge premium prices for our differentiated
market offering (SR7)

Our focus has shifted towards (SVP1)
customers who seek sustainability

Our products and service offerings have
become sustainable over the years (SVP2)

We re-positioned ourselves to be
‘sustainable’ (SVP3)

We make regular efforts to make our core
competencies and resources more sus-
tainable. (SVC1)

We make regular efforts to convert internal
value creation activities to be more
sustainable. (SVC2)

We make regular efforts to partner with
firms that focus on sustainability (SVC3)

We make regular efforts to make our
distribution channels sustainable. (SVC4)

We make regular efforts to evaluate new
competencies that need to be developed
to adapt to changing sustainable market
requirements (SVC5)

We regularly try to replace short-term
sources of revenues with sustainable
(long-term) recurring revenue models
(e.g., leasing) (SRC1)

Our profit margins have increased by offer-
ing sustainable products (SRC2)

We make regular efforts to reduce
manufacturing costs by incorporating
sustainable practices. (SRC3)

Differentiated sustainable products help us
in charging higher premiums. (SRC4)

Target customers have changed (S)

The product and service offering has
changed (S)

The firm’s positioning in the market has
changed (S)

The firm’s core competences and
resources have changed (S)

Internal value creation activities have
changed (S)

Roles and involvement of partners in the
value creation process have changed (S)
Distribution has changed (S)

We constantly reflect on which new com-
petencies need to be established in
order to adapt to changing market
requirements. (C)

We recently complemented or replaced
one-time transaction revenues with
long-term recurring revenue models (e.
g. Leasing). (C)

We recently developed new revenue
opportunities (e.g. additional sales,
cross-selling). (C)

We actively seek opportunities to save
manufacturing costs (C)

We regularly utilize opportunities, which
arise through price differentiation.

studies (Clauss, 2017). 67% of the SMEs were from the manufactur-
ing sector and 32.3% were service based. 60% of the SMEs selected
were functional for more than 10 years and 40% were in business
for more than 20 years. 87% of the SMEs selected had local market
orientation, 6.9% global and 5.4% regional. The ownership structure
consisted of 91% private, 3% government and 6% mixed ownership
(Table 3).

Exploratory factor analysis

Data were tested for univariate normality. The skewness values
ranged between —2 and +2, and kurtosis was between —7 and +7 for
all constructs, implying univariate normality of the data (Hair et al.,
1998; Yousaf et al., 2020). Next, EFA was conducted based on princi-
pal component analysis and varimax rotation, using SPSS 20. The Kai-
ser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value at .85 indicated that the sample was
appropriate for factor analysis. Additionally, Bartlett’s test of spheric-
ity, based on the X2 value, showed the data’s suitability for factor
analysis. The findings revealed a 3-factor solution, with 65% variance
being explained. However, taking cues from Field (2005) and Hair et
al. (1998), items with a factor loading greater than .35 on other fac-
tors, and with communalities less than .50 were dropped. This
resulted in the removal of two items (SVC5 and SRC4). EFA was run
again on the revised list of items, and the findings for factor solution
are highlighted in Table 4.

Step 4: Psychometric property evaluation

Sample for CFA

A second set of data was gathered from the same population used in

Study 1. SMEs who had not participated in the first survey were used
for data collection. Around 600 questionnaires were distributed, out of
which 220 were received back. 20 responses were deleted due to miss-
ing information, and the remaining 200 were used for analysis, resulting
in a 28.5% response rate. This sample contained 40% respondents from
top management and 60% from middle management, focussing on man-
agers responsible for setting their company’s strategic orientation. The
sample consisted of around 64.5% SMEs from the manufacturing indus-
tries, while 35.5% represented service organizations. 47% of the firms
employed up to 50 people, 19% between 51-100, 15% between 101
—150, 10% between 151—-200 and 9% employed between 200—249. 65%
of the SMEs were up to 10 years old, 18% were 11-20, 9% were 21-30,
and 8% were 31—40 years old. 90% of the SMEs selected had a local mar-
ket orientation, and 93% of SMEs had private ownership. Table 5 pro-
vides a snapshot of the sample demographics used for CFA.

Confirmatory factor analysis

Smart PLS 3 was used to check the factor structure in Table 4 and
to verify the measurement model, following Ringle et al. (2015).
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Table 3
Sample for EFA.
Category Frequency Percentage
Position
Top Manager 45 34.6
Middle Manager 85 65.3
Manufacturing SMEs 88 67.6
Service Based SMEs 42 323
No. of Employees
5-50 19 14.6
51-100 24 184
101-150 47 36.1
151-200 29 223
200-249 11 8.4
Firm Age
1-10 Years 49 37.6
11-20 Years 36 27.6
21-30 Years 31 23.8
31-40 14 10.7
Market Orientation
Local 113 86.9
Regional 6 4.6
Global 11 8.4
Ownership Structure
Private Sector 118 90.7
Government Sector 4 3
Mixed Ownership 8 6.1

Henseler et al. (2014) suggest that PLS is suitable in checking mea-
surement model specifications. To derive standard error across each
estimation within this measurement model, we used non-parametric
bootstrapping with 5,000 samples (Hair et al., 2011). The scale was
tested for indicator reliability, composite reliability, convergent valid-
ity, and discriminant validity. The factor loadings ranged from 0.718
to 0.854, significantly over the recommended indicator reliability
cut-off of 0.4 (Bagozzi & Baumgartner, 1994). The composite reliabil-
ity (CR) findings were between 0.846 and 0.911, which was consider-
ably higher than the 0.6 cut-off value (Bagozzi et al., 1999). The
average variance extracted (AVE) across each variable exceeded .50,
and most factor loadings were greater than .70, indicating convergent
validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Cronbach’s alpha, AVE and CR for
each construct are shown in Table 6.

Furthermore, discriminant validity can be claimed, as the AVE’s
square root (Table 7) exceeds diagonal elements for the correspond-
ing row in every construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). However, Hens-
eler et al. (2015) found that Fornell & Larcker’s (1981) discriminant
validity assessment approach fails to uncover discriminant validity
for structural equation models based on variance. They therefore put

Table 4
Rotated component matrix.
Items Item Acronym  Factor Loading
1 2 3
Sustainable Value Proportion SVP1 .846
Innovation SVP2 710
SVP3 743
Sustainable Value Creation and SvC1 .861
Delivery Innovation sve2 .769
sva3 .698
SvCc4 .769
Sustainable Value Capture Inno- ~ SRC1 793
vation SRC2 .710
SRC3 .810
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Table 5
Sample for CFA.
Category Frequency Percentage
Position
Top Manager 80 40
Middle Manager 120 60
Manufacturing Firms 129 64.5
Service-Based 71 35.5
No. of Employees
5-50 94 47
51-100 38 19
101-150 30 15
151-200 20 10
200-249 18 9
Firm Age
1-10 Years 130 65
11-20 Years 36 18
21-30 Years 18 9
31-40 16 8
Market Orientation
Local 180 90
Regional 12 6
Global 8 4
Ownership Structure
Private Sector 186 93
Government Sector 6 3
Mixed Ownership 8 4

forward a different approach to assessment: heterotrait-monotrait
(HTMT). HTMT is more robust, and has a 0.85 cut-off (Henseler et al.,
2015; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2017). Values for all constructs were
under this cut-off, implying evidence to support discriminant
validity.

Nomological validity

SBMIs in SMEs

BMIs have been demonstrated to lead to higher profits compared
to product or process innovations (Ma et al., 2018; Foss & Saebi,
2017; Zott et al., 2011). BMI, being a key resource, makes it easier for
firms to make changes in processes, design etc. for cost reduction,
higher value creation and growth in performance (Balboni et al.,
2019). SBMIs have the added advantage of being more resilient and
less risky (Choi & Wang, 2009), and being conducive to diversification
and value co-creation (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Nidumolu et al., 2009;
Tukker & Tischner, 2006). SMEs can modify their strategies and BMs
to create value (Aspara et al., 2010).

SBMIs are highly desired by SMEs across the globe, due to their
positive social and environmental effects, propensity for long-term
survival (Islam et al., 2022) and profitability (Caldera et al., 2019).
According to a Harvard Business Review study, the top 100 world-
wide sustainable companies had higher average sales growth, return
on assets, profit before taxes, and cash flows than control companies
(Whelan & Fink, 2016). Furthermore, mounting evidence shows that
companies who were committed to sustainability performed better

Table 6
Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability and average variance extracted (AVE).

Dimension Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Average Variance

Reliability Extracted (AVE)
SRCI 0.758 0.846 0.581
svdl 0.771 0.854 0.594

SVPI 0.773 0.868 0.688
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Table 7
Discriminant validity.

SBMI_  SRCI sva SVPI

SBML.  0.697
SRCI 0.904 0.762
NYel 0.9 0719 077

SVPI 0.865 0.682  0.664  0.829

than normal during the 2008 recession, resulting in an average of
$650 million in additional market capitalization per company (Whe-
lan & Fink, 2016). The process of SBMI broadly intends to reduce
adverse environmental and social influence (Faber et al., 2005). Con-
siderable numbers of studies have addressed ‘lean thinking’, a widely
adopted strategic approach used by SMEs in achieving sustainability
(Battistella et al., 2018). Co-evolving ‘lean and green thinking’ in
SMEs has led to successful and sustainable business practice, which
increases profitability. In SMEs, BMIs are critical (Salavou & Avloni-
tis, 2008), as innovation and new opportunities help to improve firm
performance and growth (Schneider and Spieth, 2013; Jantunen et
al., 2005). This becomes even more crucial for SMEs that focus on
internationalization. Such SMEs can innovate by making changes in
their product or service offerings and BMs, taking account of the mar-
ket to which they intend to cater (Onetti et al, 2012; Child et
al., 2017). SME performance across markets depends on how creative
and innovative BMs can be (Bianchi et al., 2017). Based on the above
arguments we hypothesize that:

H;: Sustainable BMI leads to better SME firm performance

Competitive advantage allows firms to perform better than com-
petitors (Porter, 1980). Cost leadership and differentiation help in
gaining a competitive advantage (Lechner & Gudmundsson, 2014).
BMI is one way to get differentiated and unique products, through
changes in product features and design (Porter, 1980). Cost leader-
ship strategies help in performance by a reducing associated costs
(Porter, 1980) in SMEs (Parnell, 2008). When SMEs move across geo-
graphical boundaries, their BMs need to be modified (Cavalcante et
al., 2011; Child et al., 2017) to achieve cross-market sustained com-
petitive advantages (Wirtz et al., 2016), in the face of uncertainty and
changing market dynamics (Achtenhagen et al.,2013). Thus, BMI or
SBMI stems from organizational strategy (Casadesus-Masanell &
Ricart, 2010). SBMI helps SMEs seize new opportunities through bet-
ter value creation and delivery (Yang et al., 2017; Evans et al., 2017).
An updated and sustainable BMI helps in greater value creation and
attracts more customers, in SMEs (Hacklin et al., 2018), facilitating
competitive advantage (Bashir & Verma, 2017). Hence, we hypothe-
size that:

H,: SBMI leads to competitive advantage in SMEs

SME performance was measured relative to that of direct compet-
itors using a five-item scale adopted from the works of Venkatraman

Table 8
Items Used for Nomological Validity Assessment.
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Table 9
Nomological validity.
B T Statistics P Values
SBMI -> CA 0.72 11.956 0
SBMI -> SME_ 0.416 5.258 0

& Ramanujam (1986). A sample item is: “Relative to our competitors,
our financial performance was much better”. Measurement of com-
petitive advantage took place through an eight-item scale from Lee et
al. (2015). The scale has 5 items relating to differentiation strategy,
with 3 further items relating to cost-based strategies. A sample item
for differentiation is: “We successfully differentiate ourselves from
others through cost-effective design: brand, appearance, feature,
etc.” A sample item for cost-based strategy is: “Manufacturing costs
are lower than that of our competitors”. Table 8 highlights the list of
all the items used to assess nomological validity.

The relationship was tested using the second order measure of
SBMII. Before testing the hypotheses, model fit indices were checked,
with a standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) value of
0.075, considered a good fit (Byrne, 2013). The results demonstrate
that SBMI significantly positively impacted SME Performance
(B = 416, t = 5.28). Further, the relationship between SBMI and com-
petitive advantage was also significant (8 = 0.72, t = 11.95) (Table 9).
Fig. 2 provides a snapshot of the structural model.

Discussion

SBMI literature has been attracting interest over the past decade
from academicians and managers alike. The importance of SBMI for a
firm’s profitability and sustainability cannot be refuted. However,
despite such widespread interest, the overall concept and empirical
validation of the components of SBMI is at a nascent stage and
requires further elaboration. This paper has endeavoured to address
this issue by developing a reliable and valid scale to measure SBMI.
A mixed approach employing qualitative and quantitative stages of
enquiry, based on the process followed by Hinkin (1995), was used as
a guideline to propose a 10-item, three-dimensional scale for mea-
suring SBMI. The three dimensions are: sustainable value proportion
innovation; sustainable value creation and delivery innovation; and
sustainable value capture innovation. The items for the scale were
generated from in-depth interviews from 20 respondents. The items
were further validated across two different samples of 130 and 200
SMEs, using exploratory factor and confirmatory factor analysis,
respectively. The scale, thus developed, addresses a major gap in
existing SBMI research.

We generated three items to measure sustainable value proposi-
tion innovation. These are our focus has shifted towards customers

S.No. Construct Items

Source

1. SME Performance

Relative to our competitors our financial performance was much better
Relative to our competitors, the market share of our organization was much better

Venkatraman &
Ramanujam (1986).

Relative to our competitors, the sales growth of our organization was much better.
Relative to our competitors, the product development of our organization was much better
Relative to our competitors, the development of our organization was much better

2. Competitive Advantage Our new products and service development offer superior benefits to customers
We make great efforts in building a strong brand name

Lee et al. (2015).

We successfully differentiate ourselves from others through effective advertising and promotional campaigns
We successfully differentiate ourselves from others through effective design (ex. Brand & store identity)

We constantly offer overall differential advantage

Internal operation system has decreased the cost of our products
Manufacturing costs are lower than that of our competitors
We constantly offer low opening costs than our competitors
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Fig. 2
Structural model.
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who seek sustainability; our products and service offerings have
become sustainable over the years; and we have positioned ourselves
to be sustainable. The results highlighted that these items were sig-
nificantly consistent across samples, suggesting that these three
items can be used to measure sustainable value proportion innova-
tion.

Within sustainable value creation and delivery innovation, four
items have significant internal consistency with one another. These
are we make regular efforts to make our core competencies and
resources more sustainable; we make regular efforts to convert inter-
nal value creation activities to be more sustainable; we make regular
efforts to partner with firms that focus on sustainability; and we
make regular efforts to make our distribution channels sustainable.
However, item SVC5 - we make regular efforts to evaluate new com-
petencies that need to be developed to adapt to changing sustainable
market requirements - was deleted because of poor factor loading
and lack of internal consistency (Field, 2005; Hair et al. 1998).

Furthermore, we used four items to measure sustainable value
capture innovation. However, only three items showed high internal
consistency with one another. These are we regularly try to replace
short-term sources of revenues with sustainable (long-term) recur-
ring revenue models (e.g., leasing); our profit margins have increased
by offering sustainable products; and we make regular efforts to
reduce manufacturing costs by incorporating sustainable practices.
However, item SRC4 was deleted because of poor factor structure.
Therefore, it was established that these three items could be used to
measure sustainable value capture innovation.

The model was tested for nomological validity, and this presented
interesting findings. Research suggests that BMI returns outweigh
the returns from innovating in terms of products and process (Massa
& Tucci, 2013; Bashir & Verma, 2019). This is because BMI helps firms
in reconfiguring one of multiple components within their BM with
the changing external environment (Chesbrough, 2010; Sosna et al.,
2010). Our results for Hypothesis 1 suggest that SBMI directly and
positively affected SME performance. We suggest that in SMEs,
reconfiguration of BMI by incorporating sustainability in any of the
components of their BMs will enhance profitability. These findings
corroborate the findings of Caldera et al. (2019), and Schneider and

0.416

Spieth (2013) that the positive social and environmental effects of
SBMI might result in a higher chance of profitability.

We posited that SBMI could lead to competitive advantage in
SMEs. Rather than innovating at an incremental level, SMEs should
reconfigure their BMs by incorporating social and environmental
dimensions, which will give them a competitive advantage with
respect to their rivals. SMEs with an updated and sustainable BM
have greater value creation and attract more customers (Hacklin et
al., 2018), which facilitates a competitive advantage (Bashir & Verma,
2017).

Implications for theory

This study extends extant literature in three broad areas: i.e.,
SBMI, SME performance and competitive advantage. First, a compre-
hensive measurement scale for SBMI has been developed. Thereby,
this study is one of the first attempts to contribute conceptually and
methodologically to empirical SBMI research. Previous studies have
conceptualized SBMI in a different manner; for instance, Upward &
Jones (2016) provide an SBM ontology-based framework. However,
their conceptualization fails to integrate sustainability and innova-
tion. Meanwhile, Franca et al. (2017) created a strategic sustainable
development framework. Bocken et al. (2014) developed archetype
sets using value proportion, generation/delivery and capture, which
are components of BMI. All these conceptualizations have signifi-
cantly enhanced the body of SBMI research, but most are based on
systematic reviews and case-based analysis. This study provided an
opportunity to empirically validate SBMI. To develop a scale for SBMI,
a rigorous methodological procedure was followed, which promises
to aid future empirical studies in this area.

Second, the study has contributed to the extant SBMI and SME
performance literature. Several studies have investigated the link
between BMI and organizational performance (Bashir & Verma,
2019; Foss & Saebi, 2017; Dunford et al., 2010; Zott & Amit, 2007). To
our knowledge, however, this study is one of the first that analyses
the relationship between SBMI and performance in SMEs.

Third, the study contributes to the literature on SBMI and compet-
itive advantage. In the current hypercompetitive environment,
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business outcomes are quite uncertain. Given the ever-evolving busi-
ness environment, and changes in customer demands and preferen-
ces, firms need to be highly proactive in innovation. BMI has been
established to assist organizations in achieving a competitive advan-
tage (Peteraf & Barney, 2003; Amit & Zott, 2012; Bashir, Nagshbandi
& Farooq, 2020; Nagshbandi & Kamel, 2017; Teece, 2010).

Fourth, the study is an attempt to explain SBMI using a dynamic
capability perspective. The higher the dynamic capabilities in an
organization, the greater their propensity to move towards an effec-
tive and sustainable form of business. Literature has established that
SBMI results in a sustained competitive advantage (Amit & Zott,
2012; Bashir, Nagshbandi & Farooq, 2020). Thus, the study contrib-
utes to the existing theoretical base by explaining sustained competi-
tive advantage and SBMI in SMEs through the dynamic capability
approach.

Managerial implications

The study offers various practice-based implications, in addition
to the scale’s relevance for academic research. First, managers can
use this scale to identify relevant sustainability issues and stimulate
ideas for SBMI. Once ideas for SBMI are identified, this scale can also
be used to allocate resources across the three components of SBMI,
viz. innovations in sustainable value proportion, sustainable value
creation/delivery and sustainable value capture.

Second, managers can use this scale for the general evaluation of
their firm’s BM during strategic planning. The scale can also be used
to extend control mechanisms while implementing SME business
strategy. SMEs represent over 70% of worldwide waste pollution
(Revell et al., 2010). Therefore, governments globally are placing
pressure on SMEs to move towards sustainable BMs. Managers can
use this scale as a benchmarking tool, to identify significant sources
of competitive advantage of competitor SMEs who follow a sustain-
able BM. Furthermore, managers can utilize the measurement scale
for self-evaluation of their SME’s sustainable innovation strategy.

Third, the findings of this study conclude that SBMI results in
enhanced SME performance. Therefore, managers should actively
look to reconfigure any one component (or all three) of their BMs
(innovating in sustainable value proportion, in generating and deliv-
ering sustainable value and in capturing sustainable value), by focus-
ing more on sustainable solutions that reduce environmental impact.
From the perspective of dynamic capabilities, being flexible with
existing resources to meet ever-changing market conditions and cus-
tomer demands would help in driving sustained profits. The related
positive social and environmental effects increase the chances of
profitability (Caldera et al., 2019). In addition, it is asserted that
adverse impacts on environment and society can be reduced through
SBMI (Faber et al., 2005). Furthermore, including the very essence of
sustainable practices would help improve corporate reputation, and
consequently profitability (Pradhan, 2016; Pradhan, 2018).

Fourth, it is suggested that Chief Strategy Officers should actively
consider SBMI within potential competitive advantage sources. Tak-
ing cues from the resource-based firm perspective, path dependency
and social complexity, which are associated with SBMI, might give
SMEs a sustainable competitive advantage (Keiningham et al., 2020;
Phangestu et al., 2020; Bashir & Verma, 2019; Barney, 1991). When
SMEs pursue internationalization, they make changes to their exist-
ing BMs. Therefore, amidst the context of sustainability concerns,
selecting an SBMI could prove to be a strategic move by SMEs that
intend to internationalize.

Study limitations and further research
The research findings presented should be viewed taking into

consideration certain limitations. First, the results of this study are
based on samples taken from SMEs in Saudi Arabia, which is
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culturally different from most of the world. Research suggests that
there might be differences in BMI across cultures like China, which
has higher organizational complexity (Clauss, 2017), or across other
developed or developing nations. Therefore, future studies should try
to validate the framework with a diverse sample from across the
globe, to allow generalization of the results. Second, this scale is
designed to measure general SBMI. Unique SBMI cannot be captured
using this scale. Third, emphasis has been placed on the role of SBMI
on SME performance and competitive advantage. However, there can
be other factors which influence SBMI: events like the outbreak of
COVID-19, industry lifecycle (Sabatier et al., 2012), further regulatory
insights with respect to sustainability (Baden-Fuller & Haefliger,
2013; Drucker, 1984) and even competition within industries (John-
son et al., 2008). Future studies should seek to cover these factors.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influ-
ence the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgment

The Author(s) gratefully acknowledge Qassim University, repre-
sented by the Deanship of “Scientific Research, on financial support
for this research under the number (10292-cbe-2020-1-3-1) during
the academic year 1442AH | 2020 AD".

References

Achtenhagen, L., Melin, L., & Naldi, L. (2013). Dynamics of business models — strategiz-
ing, critical capabilities and activities for sustained value creation. Long Range Plan-
ning, 46(6), 427-442.

Almanasreh, E., Moles, R., & Chen, T. F. (2019). Evaluation of methods used for estimat-
ing content validity. Research in Social and Administrative Pharmacy, 15(2), 214-
221.

Amit, R.,, & Zott, C. (2012). Creating value through business model innovation. Sloan
Management Review, 53(3), 41-49.

Aspara, J., Hietanen, ]., & Tikkanen, H. (2010). Business model innovation vs replication:
Financial performance implications of strategic emphases. Journal of Strategic Mar-
keting, 18(1), 39-56.

Baden-Fuller, C., & Haefliger, S. (2013). Business models and technological innovation.
Long Range Planning, 46(6), 419-426.

Bagozzi, R. P., & Baumgartner, H. (1994). The evaluation of structural equation models
and hypothesis testing. Principles of Marketing Research, 1(10), 386-422.

Bagozzi, R. P.,, Wong, N., & Yi, Y. (1999). The role of culture and gender in the relation-
ship between positive and negative affect. Cognition & Emotion, 13(6), 641-672.
Balboni, B., Bortoluzzi, G., Pugliese, R., & Tracogna, A. (2019). Business model evolution,
contextual ambidexterity and the growth performance of high-tech start-ups.

Journal of Business Research, 99, 115-124.

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Man-
agement, 17(1), 99-120.

Bashir, M., & Verma, R. (2017). Why business model innovation is the new competitive
advantage. IUP Journal of Business Strategy, 14(1), 7.

Bashir, M., & Verma, R. (2019). Internal factors & consequences of business model inno-
vation. Management Decision, 57(1), 262-290.

Bashir, M., Nagshbandi, M. M., & Farooq, R. (2020). Business model innovation: A sys-
tematic review and future research directions. International Journal of Innovation
Science, 12(4), 457-476.

Battistella, C., Cagnina, M. R., Cicero, L., & Preghenella, N. (2018). Sustainable busi-
ness models of SMEs: Challenges in yacht tourism sector. Sustainability, 10
(10), 3437.

Bednar, M. K., Westphal, ]. D., Ketchen, D. ]., & Bergh, D. D. (2006). Surveying the corpo-
rate elite: Theoreticaland practical guidance on improving response rates and
response quality in topmanagement survey questionnaires. Research methodology
in strategy and management: 3 (p. 37e56). Bradford,UK: Emerald Group Publishing
Limited.

Bianchi, C., Glavas, C., & Mathews, S. (2017). SME international performance in Latin
America: The role of entrepreneurial and technological capabilities. Journal of Small
Business and Enterprise Development, 24(1), 176-195.

Birkinshaw, J., Ansari, S., Foss, N. J., & Saebi, T. (2015). Understanding management
models: Going beyond “what” and “why” to “how” work gets done in organiza-
tions. Business model innovation: The Organizational Dimension (pp. 85—103).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bocken, N. M., & Geradts, T. H. (2020). Barriers and drivers to sustainable business
model innovation: Organization design and dynamic capabilities. Long Range Plan-
ning, 53,(4) 101950.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0017

M. Bashir, A. Alfalih and S. Pradhan

Bocken, N. M., Short, S. W,, Rana, P., & Evans, S. (2014). A literature and practice review
to develop sustainable business model archetypes. Journal of Cleaner Production,
65,42-56.

Bocken, N., & van Bogaert, A. (2016). Sustainable business model innovation for positive
societal and environmental impact, sustainable development research at ICIS: Taking
stock and looking ahead. (pp. 107—119). the Netherlands: Datawyse/Universitaire
Pers Maastricht.

Bocken, N. M. P., Short, S., Rana, P., & Evans, S. (2013). A value mapping tool for sustain-
able business modelling. Corporate Governance, 13, 482-497.

Boons, F., & Lideke-Freund, F. (2013). Business models for sustainable innovation:
State-of-the-art and steps towards a research agenda. Journal of Cleaner Production,
45,9-19.

Bose, S., Pradhan, S., Bashir, M., & Roy, S. K. (2022). Customer-based place brand equity
and tourism: A regional identity perspective. Journal of Travel Research, 61(3), 511-
527.

Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural equation modeling with EQS: Basic concepts, applications,
and programming. Routledge.

Caldera, H. T. S., Desha, C., & Dawes, L. (2019). Evaluating the enablers and barriers for
successful implementation of sustainable business practice in ‘lean’ SMEs. Journal
of Cleaner Production, 218, 575-590.

Casadesus-Masanell, R., & Ricart, J. E. (2010). From strategy to business models and
onto tactics. Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 195-215.

Cavalcante, S., Kesting, P., & Ulhei, J. (2011). Business model dynamics and innovation:
(re) establishing the missing linkages. Management Decision, 49(8), 1327-1342.
Chesbrough, H. (2010). Business model innovation: Opportunities and barriers. Long

Range Planning, 43(2-3), 354-363.

Child, J., Hsieh, L., Elbanna, S., Karmowska, ], Marinova, S., Puthusserry, P., &
Zhang, Y. (2017). SME international business models: The role of context and expe-
rience. Journal of World Business, 52(5), 664-679.

Chofreh, A. G., Goni, F. A., Klemes, J. J., Malik, M. N., & Khan, H. H. (2020). Development
of guidelines for the implementation of sustainable enterprise resource planning
systems. Journal of Cleaner Production, 244, 118655.

Choi, J., & Wang, H. (2009). Stakeholder relations and the persistence of corporate
financial performance. Strategic Management Journal, 30(8), 895-907.

Clauss, T. (2017). Measuring business model innovation: Conceptualization, scale
development, and proof of performance. R&D Management, 47(3), 385-403.

Colovic, A. (2022). Leadership and business model innovation in late internationalizing
SMESs. Long Range Planning, 55,(1) 102083.

Costa, E., Wells, P., Wang, L., & Costa, G. (2022). The electric vehicle and renewable
energy: Changes in boundary conditions that enhance business model innovations.
Journal of Cleaner Production, 333, 130034.

Deloitte. (2020). Embedding sustainability into core strategy and business operations.
Retrieved from https://www?2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/
strategy/deloitte-au-con-embedding-sustainability-into-core-strategy-and-busi
ness-operations.pdf (Accessed on 15 August, 2021)

Drucker, P. F. (1984). Converting social problems into business opportunities: The new
meaning of corporate social responsibility. California Management Review, 26(2),
53 pre-1986.

Dunford, R., Palmer, I., & Benveniste, J. (2010). Business model replication for early and
rapid internationalisation: The ING direct experience. Long Range Planning, 43(5-
6), 655-674.

Evans, S. Vladimirova, D., Holgado, M., Van Fossen, K., Yang, M., Silva, E. A, &
Barlow, C. Y. (2017). Business model innovation for sustainability: Towards a uni-
fied perspective for creation of sustainable business models. Business Strategy and
the Environment, 26(5), 597-608.

Faber, N, Jorna, R., & van Engelen, J. (2005). The sustainability of ‘sustainability’ — a
study into the conceptual foundations of the notion of ‘sustainability’. Journal of
Environmental Assessment Policy and Management, 7(1), 1-33.

Field, A. (2005). Discovering statistics using SPSS (2nd Ed.). SAGE.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unob-
servable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1),
39-50.

Foss, N. J., & Saebi, T. (2017). Fifteen years of research on business model innovation:
How far have we come, and where should we go? Journal of Management, 43(1),
200-227.

Franca, C. L, Broman, G., Robert, K. H., Basile, G., & Trygg, L. (2017). An approach to
business model innovation and design for strategic sustainable development. Jour-
nal of Cleaner Production, 140, 155-166.

Garetti, M., & Taisch, M. (2012). Sustainable manufacturing: Trends and research chal-
lenges. Production Planning & Control, 23(2-3), 83-104.

Geissdoerfer, M., Vladimirova, D., & Evans, S. (2018). Sustainable business model inno-
vation: A review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 198, 401-416.

Goni, F. A., Gholamzadeh Chofreh, A., Estaki Orakani, Z., Klemes, ]. J., Davoudi, M., &
Mardani, A. (2021). Sustainable business model: A review and framework develop-
ment. Clean Technologies and Environmental Policy, 23(3), 889-897.

Hacklin, F., Bjorkdahl, J., & Wallin, M. W. (2018). Strategies for business model innova-
tion: How firms reel in migrating value. Long Range Planning, 51(1), 82-110.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C,, Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (1998). Multivariate
data analysis, 5(3), 207-219.

Hair, J. F,, Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal of
Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-152.

Haynes, S. N., Richard, D., & Kubany, E. S. (1995). Content validity in psychological
assessment: A functional approach to concepts and methods. Psychological Assess-
ment, 7(3), 238.

Henseler, J., Dijkstra, T. K., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., Diamantopoulos, A.,
Straub, D. W., & Calantone, R. ]J. (2014). Common beliefs and reality about

10

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 7 (2022) 100243

PLS: Comments on Ronkko and Evermann (2013). Organizational Research
Methods, 17(2), 182-209.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discrimi-
nant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Acad-
emy of Marketing Science, 43(1), 115-135.

Hinkin, T. R. (1995). A review of scale development practices in the study of organiza-
tions. Journal of Management, 21(5), 967-988.

Inigo, E. A., Albareda, L., & Ritala, P. (2017). Business model innovation for sustainabil-
ity: Exploring evolutionary and radical approaches through dynamic capabilities.
Industry and Innovation, 24(5), 515-542.

Islam, A., Wahab, S. A, & Latiff, A. S. A. (2022). Annexing a smart sustainable business
growth model for small and medium enterprises (SMEs). World Journal of Entre-
preneurship, Management and Sustainable Development, 18(2), 1-24.

Jantunen, A., Puumalainen, K., Saarenketo, S., & Kyldheiko, K. (2005). Entrepreneurial
orientation, dynamic capabilities and international performance. Journal of Interna-
tional Entrepreneurship, 3(3), 223-243.

Johnson, M. W., Christensen, C. C., & Kagermann, H. (2008). Reinventing your business
model. Harvard Business Review, 86(12), 50-59.

Joyce, A., & Paquin, R. L. (2016). The triple layered business model canvas: A tool to
design more sustainable business models. Journal of Cleaner Production, 135, 1474~
1486.

Katsikea, E., Theodosiou, M., Perdikis, N., & Kehagias, J. (2011). The effects of organiza-
tional structure and job characteristics on export sales managers’ job satisfaction
and organizational commitment. Journal of World Business, 46(2), 221-233.

Keiningham, T., Aksoy, L., Bruce, H. L, Cadet, F., Clennell, N., Hodgkinson, I. R, &
Kearney, T. (2020). Customer experience driven business model innovation. Jour-
nal of Business Research, 116, 431-440.

Kraus, S., Roig-Tierno, N., & Bouncken, R. B. (2019). Digital innovation and venturing:
An introduction into the digitalization of entrepreneurship. Review of Managerial
Science, 13(3), 519-528.

Lechner, C., & Gudmundsson, S. V. (2014). Entrepreneurial orientation, firm strategy
and small firm performance. International Small Business Journal, 32(1), 36-60.

Lee, Y. K, Kim, S. H., & Seo, M. K. (2015). Franchise core competency and its relationship
with environmental uncertainty, competitive advantage, and financial perfor-
mance: An empirical assessment of food-service franchise firms. Asia Pacific Journal
of Tourism Research, 20(10), 1151-1173.

Lin, J. S. C,, & Hsieh, P. L. (2011). Assessing the self-service technology encounters:
Development and validation of SSTQUAL scale. Journal of Retailing, 87(2), 194-206.

Liudeke-Freund, F., & Dembek, K. (2017). Sustainable business model research and prac-
tice: Emerging field or passing fancy? Journal of Cleaner Production, 168, 1668-
1678.

Liideke-Freund, F., Carroux, S., Joyce, A., Massa, L., & Breuer, H. (2018). The sus-
tainable business model pattern taxonomy - 45 patterns to support sustain-
ability-oriented business model innovation. Sustainable Production and
Consumption, 15, 145-162.

Ma, Y., Yin, Q., Pan, Y., Cui, W., Xin, B., & Rao, Z. (2018). Green product innovation and
firm performance: Assessing the moderating effect of novelty-centered and effi-
ciency-centered business model design. Sustainability, 10(6), 1843.

Marsh, H. W., Morin, A. J., Parker, P. D., & Kaur, G. (2014). Exploratory structural equa-
tion modeling: An integration of the best features of exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 10(1), 85-110.

Massa, L., & Tucci, C. L. (2013). Business model innovation. The Oxford handbook of inno-
vation management: (pp.420—441)20.

Massa, L., Tucci, C. L., & Afuah, A. (2017). A critical assessment of business model research:
11 (pp. 73—104). Academy of Management Annals.

McWilliams, A., & Siegel, D. S. (2011). Creating and capturing value: Strategic corporate
social responsibility, resource-based theory, and sustainable competitive advan-
tage. Journal of Management, 37(5), 1480-1495.

Minatogawa, V., Franco, M., Rampasso, I. S., Holgado, M., Garrido, D., Pinto, H., &
Quadros, R. (2022). Towards systematic sustainable business model innovation:
What can we learn from business model innovation. Sustainability, 14(5), 2939.

Munoz-Torres, M. ], Ferndndez-Izquierdo, MA. Rivera-Lirio, ] M, &
Escrig-Olmedo, E. (2019). Can environmental, social, and governance rating agen-
cies favor business models that promote a more sustainable development? Corpo-
rate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 26(2), 439-452.

Nagshbandi, M. M., & Kamel, Y. (2017). Intervening role of realized absorptive capacity
in organizational culture—open innovation relationship: Evidence from an emerg-
ing market. Journal of General Management, 42(3), 5-20.

Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development and validation of
work—family conflict and family—work conflict scales. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 81(4), 400.

Nidumolu, R., Prahalad, C. K., & Rangaswami, M. R. (2009). Why sustainability is now
the key driver of innovation. Harvard Business Review, 87(9), 56-64.

Onetti, A., Zucchella, A, Jones, M. V., & McDougall-Covin, P. P. (2012). Internationaliza-
tion, innovation and entrepreneurship: Business models for new technology-based
firms. Journal of Management & Governance, 16(3), 337-368.

Parnell, J. A. (2008). Sustainable strategic management: Construct, parameters, research
directions. International Journal of Sustainable Strategic Management, 1(1), 35-45.
Perelygina, M., Kucukusta, D., & Law, R. (2022). Digital business model configurations in

the travel industry. Tourism Management, 88, 104408.

Peteraf, M. A., & Barney, J. B. (2003). Unraveling the resource-based tangle. Managerial
and Decision Economics, 24(4), 309-323.

Phangestu, ]., Kountur, R.,, & Prameswari, D. A. (2020). The moderating effect of
entrepreneurial leadership and competitive advantage on the relationship
between business model innovation and startup performance. Journal of Business
and Retail Management Research, 14(3), 53-61.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0033
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/strategy/deloitte-au-con-embedding-sustainability-into-core-strategy-and-business-operations.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/strategy/deloitte-au-con-embedding-sustainability-into-core-strategy-and-business-operations.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/strategy/deloitte-au-con-embedding-sustainability-into-core-strategy-and-business-operations.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0080

M. Bashir, A. Alfalih and S. Pradhan

Porter, M. E. (1980). Industry structure and competitive strategy: Keys to profitability.
Financial Analysts Journal, 36(4), 30-41.

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2011). Creating shared value. Harvard Business Review, 89
(1/2),62-77.

Pradhan, S. (2016). Impact of corporate social responsibility intensity on corporate rep-
utation and financial performance of indian firms. Business: Theory and Practice, 17
(4),371-380.

Pradhan, S. (2018). Role of CSR in the consumer decision making process. Social
Responsibility Journal, 14(1), 138-158.

PWC. (2016). Family business survey. Retrieved from https://www.pwc.com/m1/en/pub
lications/family-business-survey/middle-eastfamily-business-survey-2016.pdf.
(Accessed on June 2021).

Rashid, A., Asif, F. M., Krajnik, P., & Nicolescu, C. M. (2013). Resource conservative
manufacturing: An essential change in business and technology paradigm for sus-
tainable manufacturing. Journal of Cleaner Production, 57, 166-177.

Rasoolimanesh, S. M., Ringle, C. M., Jaafar, M., & Ramayah, T. (2017). Urban vs. rural
destinations: Residents’ perceptions, community participation and support for
tourism development. Tourism Management, 60, 147-158.

Revell, A, Stokes, D., & Chen, H. (2010). Small businesses and the environment: Turning
over a new leaf? Business Strategy and the Environment, 19(5), 273-288.

Richardson, B. J. (2009). Keeping ethical investment ethical: Regulatory issues for
investing for sustainability. Journal of Business Ethics, 87(4), 555-572.

Ringle, CM., Wende, S., & Will, A. (2005). SmartPLS 2.0 (beta). Hamburg.

Ringle, C, Da Silva, D., & Bido, D. (2015). Structural equation modeling with the Smart PLS.

Ritter, T. (2014). Alignment squared: Driving competitiveness and growth through busi-
nessmodel excellence. Frederiksberg: CBS Competitiveness Platform.

Roome, N., & Louche, C. (2016). Journeying toward business models for sustainability:
A conceptual model found inside the black box of organisational transformation.
Organization & Environment, 29(1), 11-35.

Rumelt, R. P. (2012). Good strategy/bad strategy: The difference and why it matters. Stra-
tegic Direction.

Sabatier, V., Craig-Kennard, A., & Mangematin, V. (2012). When technological disconti-
nuities and disruptive business models challenge dominant industry logics:
Insights from the drugs industry. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 79
(5), 949-962.

Salavou, H., & Avlonitis, G. (2008). Product innovativeness and performance: A focus on
SMEs. Management Decision, 46(7), 969-985.

Saudi Vision 2030. (2016). Kingdom of Saudi Arabia: vision 2030. Retrieved from
http://vision2030.gov.sa/en (Accessed on 20 April, 2020).

Schaltegger, S., Hansen, E. G., & Liideke-Freund, F. (2016). Business models for sustainability:
Origins, present research, and future avenues. Organization & Environment, 29(1), 3-10.

Schneider, S., & Spieth, P. (2013). Business model innovation: Towards an integrated
future research agenda. International Journal of Innovation Management, 17,(01)
1340001.

Shakeel, J., Mardani, A., Chofreh, A. G., Goni, F. A,, & Klemes, J. ]. (2020). Anatomy of sus-
tainable business model innovation. Journal of Cleaner Production, 261, 121201.
Simsek, T., Oner, M. A, Kunday, O., & Olcay, G. A. (2022). A journey towards a digital
platform business model: A case study in a global tech-company. Technological

Forecasting and Social Change, 175, 121372.

Sosna, M., Trevinyo-Rodriguez, R. N., & Velamuri, S. R. (2010). Business model innova-
tion through trial-and-error learning: The Naturhouse case. Long Range Planning,
43(2-3), 383-407.

11

Journal of Innovation & Knowledge 7 (2022) 100243

Stal, H. L, Bengtsson, M., & Manzhynski, S. (2022). Cross-sectoral collaboration in busi-
ness model innovation for sustainable development: Tensions and compromises.
Business Strategy and the Environment, 31(1), 445-463.

Tanwar, K., & Prasad, A. (2017). Employer brand scale development and validation: A
second-order factor approach. Personnel Review, 46(2), 389-409.

Teece, D., Peteraf, M., & Leih, S. (2016). Dynamic capabilities and organizational agility:
Risk, uncertainty, and strategy in the innovation economy. California Management
Review, 58(4), 13-35.

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations
of (sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13),
1319-1350.

Teece, D. ]. (2010). Business models, business strategy and innovation. Long Range Plan-
ning, 43(2-3), 172-194.

Teece, D. J. (2012). Dynamic capabilities: Routines versus entrepreneurial action. Jour-
nal of Management Studies, 49(8), 1395-1401.

Teece, D.]. (2014). A dynamic capabilities-based entrepreneurial theory of the multina-
tional enterprise. Journal of International Business Studies, 45(1), 8-37.

Teece, D. J. (2018). Business models and dynamic capabilities. Long Range Planning, 51
(1), 40-49.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic manage-
ment. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533.

Tukker, A., & Tischner, U. (2006). Product-services as a research field: Past, present and
future. Reflections from a decade of research. Journal of Cleaner Production, 14(17),
1552-1556.

Upward, A, & Jones, P. (2016). An ontology for strongly sustainable business models:
Defining an enterprise framework compatible with natural and social science.
Organization & Environment, 29(1), 97-123.

Venkatraman, N., & Ramanujam, V. (1986). Measurement of business performance in
strategy research: A comparison of approaches. Academy of Management Review,
11(4), 801-814.

Wells, P. E. (2013). Business models for sustainability. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Whelan, T., & Fink, C. (2016). The comprehensive business case for sustainability. Harvard
Business Review 21 October 2016.

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Jour-
nal, 24(10), 991-995.

Wirtz, B. W.,, Pistoia, A., Ullrich, S., & Gottel, V. (2016). Business models: Origin,
development and future research perspectives. Long Range Planning, 49(1),
36-54.

Yang, M., Vladimirova, D., & Evans, S. (2017). Creating and capturing value through sus-
tainability: The sustainable value analysis tool a new tool helps companies dis-
cover opportunities to create and capture value through sustainability. Research
Technology Management, 60(3), 30-39.

Yousaf, A., Mishra, A., & Bashir, M. (2020). Brand trust, institutional commitment, and
their impact on student loyalty: Evidence for higher education in India. Studies in
Higher Education, 45(4), 878-891.

Zott, C., & Amit, R. (2007). Business model design and the performance of entrepre-
neurial firms. Organization Science, 18(2), 181-199.

Zott, C, & Amit, R. (2008). The fit between product market strategy and business
model: Implications for firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 29(1), 1-
26.

Zott, C., Amit, R., & Massa, L. (2011). The business model: Recent developments and
future research. Journal of Management, 37(4), 1019-1042.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0083
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0083
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0083
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0084
https://www.pwc.com/m1/en/publications/family-business-survey/middle-eastfamily-business-survey-2016.pdf
https://www.pwc.com/m1/en/publications/family-business-survey/middle-eastfamily-business-survey-2016.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0087
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0087
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0087
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0089
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0089
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0093
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0093
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0097
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0097
http://vision2030.gov.sa/en
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2444-569X(22)00079-8/sbref0124

	Sustainable business model innovation: Scale development, validation and proof of performance
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Dynamic capability theory
	Business models
	Sustainable business models
	Business model innovation
	Sustainable business model innovation

	Research methodology
	EFA sample
	Exploratory factor analysis
	Sample for CFA
	Confirmatory factor analysis
	Nomological validity
	SBMIs in SMEs


	Discussion
	Implications for theory

	Managerial implications
	Study limitations and further research

	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgment
	References


