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Abstract

:

The purpose of this study is to analyze and verify the effects of the business strategy (financial and market) and innovation management exerted on the economic indicators and business performances of SMEs in the south-central region of Sonora in Mexico. The effect of electronic commerce and the home office in the management of innovation and corporate performance is also analyzed. In addition, a multigroup analysis was carried out to check if there are significant differences between family and non-family businesses. The sample analyzed comprises 498 SMEs with between 6 and 250 employees in the commerce sector. To collect the information, a questionnaire was developed and applied to the online SME manager through the LimeSurvey Professional platform. The field work was carried out from February to October 2021. PLS-SEM was used for the data analysis. The results report that the business strategy (financial and market) does not have significant effects on the management of innovation and on the economic indicators of SMEs. On the other hand, innovation management has positive and significant effects on the economic indicators and business performance of SMEs. It is also revealed that economic indicators have a positive and significant effect on business performance. Open innovation strategies such as electronic commerce have positive and significant effects on innovation management and corporate performance. Similarly, the home office has significant effects on innovation management. Finally, unknown SMEs were found to be the best performers in innovation management and business performance. The study contributes to the development of the theory of competitive behavior and the theory of resources and capabilities.
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1. Introduction


Traditionally, in global society, cultural, technological, and economic changes increasingly affect the competitiveness of organizations [1,2]. However, there are external factors generated by problems related to health and/or diseases, which are little visualized in organizations by decision makers. In this case, there was the emergence of the COVID-19 disease caused by the new coronavirus known as SARS-CoV-2. This pandemic has caused serious health problems, which have permeated all business sectors due to restrictions on mobility and the physical contact of people from its emergence to the present. Since 2020, the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank have reported serious economic problems (recession) in most regions due to COVID-19 and assert that it is one of the worst economic crises since the one manifested from 1930 in the United States of America. In addition, the pandemic has affected the Latin American and Caribbean (LAC) region more significantly; according to data from the World Bank [3], COVID-19 has had a significant human cost, and its economic and social effects are being felt globally. To minimize these impacts, the World Bank [3] has declared and launched a combination of new projects, the restructuring of existing projects with emergency components, and the use of our disaster financing instruments. According to data from [4], the most serious problems that companies face are in supply chains and cash flows and in the impossibility of meeting the delivery dates of goods and services. In addition, a weak final demand for imported goods and services, an increase in risk aversion in financial markets, and a decrease in confidence in business can be seen. According to other relevant data of the OECD [4], in LAC the COVID-19 crisis has been a very strong blow to micro and small companies (SMEs) that do not have the necessary resources to absorb the impact. Up to 2.7 million businesses in LAC are likely to close, most of them micro businesses, representing a loss of 8.5 million jobs.



Faced with these difficulties and adversities, companies have had to adapt to external changes for their survival, through resilience and innovation (creative thought processes). Therefore, resilient companies adopt and execute innovation-based strategies to face the challenges from a holistic perspective, starting from the theory of competitive organizational behavior (a strategic perspective of the individual behavior of the entrepreneur) [5,6], where the effectiveness of the strategy depends on managerial capacities and the level of adaptation to constant market changes [7,8,9]. This is from a resource-based view (RBV) (a perspective of innovative capacity and financial resources focused on business reaction in order to compete locally and globally through the mix of tangible and intangible resources) [10,11]. Without a doubt, these strategic actions lead companies towards strong competitiveness and a substantial improvement in their financial performance. Therefore, our study aims to verify the main business strategies that affect the management of innovation and the financial results of SMEs in the Sonora region of Mexico. We define business strategy as a long-term plan to pursue specific performance advantages based on novel products, more efficient processes, or lower costs [12]. In addition, we try to investigate the effects of electronic commerce (e-commerce) and home office transactions, which affect the innovation management and corporate performance of SMEs.



Open innovation (OI) is defined as the use of intentional inputs and outputs of knowledge to accelerate internal company innovation [13], comprising multiple incoming and outgoing knowledge streams derived from purposeful interactions with others [14]. Open innovation is spreading across industries around the world; collective intelligence stimulates companies’ open innovation, and companies improve their ability to innovate by integrating internal and external resources [15]. The adoption of OI by an organization means that its innovation management process improves, and ideas, concepts, designs, products, services, etc., flow in and out of its boundaries [16].



Open Innovation Communities (OICs) have become a crucial strategy for companies to bring together and engage geographically dispersed users to share knowledge and submit product-related ideas [17]. As information technology (IT) has spread to all industries, dynamic, open innovation capabilities that enable companies to “sense” and “seize” exit opportunities have become crucial [18], as the flows of information, technologies, and ideas are the basic elements of the innovation process [19]. The open innovation model includes various channels, such as the home office or electronic commerce [20]. While remote work used to be more a feature of multinational companies and open source communities, the pandemic forced millions of people across a wide range of industries to switch to working from home, literally overnight, prompting a struggle to adapt to remote collaboration [21].



Currently, under a pandemic scenario, these actions are considered to be disruptive innovations that strengthen business competitiveness [22]. The recent literature has scarcely studied the efficiency of business strategies and innovation management in SME-type companies, giving more space to large companies in the high-tech sector [22,23,24,25]. Therefore, this study is based on two complementary theories that help improve business competitiveness. On the one hand, there is the theory of competitive behavior where the entrepreneur makes strategic decisions through an approach based on leadership [6,10,26], and on the other hand, there is the theory of resources and capabilities based on tangible and intangible elements that are transformed into innovative strategies to achieve competitive success [6,26]. Therefore, the behavioral and social phenomena that occur in the company are linked to business competencies for the execution of a competitive strategy based on resources and capabilities [10,11,27]. For several decades, and particularly in the current scenario, the behavior of SMEs has been the focus of study for researchers and experts in the business sciences. The business strategies deployed by SMEs to be more competitive require greater financial, technological, and managerial capacity to increase the innovation activities [27,28,29]. These barriers are deeper in SMEs located in emerging or developing economies. This study responds to the current problems of family and non-family SMEs with these unique characteristics. The actions and business strategies that the directors of these SMEs are developing are based on ambidextrous innovation (radical, incremental, and open innovation) for health and financial sustainability [29,30]. With the above context, the study tries to answer the following questions: (1) what are the key elements of business strategy and innovation management that raise the economic indicators and corporate performance of SMEs? (2) What are the strategic factors of e-commerce and the home office that raise the management of innovation and the corporate performance of SMEs?



This article has been structured as follows: the first part presents the theoretical review, the empirical review, and the development of the hypotheses. Then, the methodology used and the sample and its characteristics are explained, and the variables under study are justified. Finally, the results, discussions, conclusions, and future lines of research are shown.




2. Literature Review and Hypothesis


2.1. Business Strategy (Market and Financial) and Innovation Management in SMEs


Business strategy can be described as the behavior of a company in the market, including its policies, plans, and procedures [31]. Therefore, the strategy allows for a synchronization of the investments and activities of SMEs that are necessary for the development of innovation [32]. Business strategy is a useful summary indicator for evaluating companies’ internal control strength, which is an important area for audit quality improvement among prospector-like clients [33]. Innovative capabilities are a consequence of the combination of business culture, resources, skills, and processes aimed at innovation [34]. For the innovation to be successful, financial and market strategies have to be identified [35]; an SME requires this combined strategy due to the limited resources and capacities it possesses [36]. Previous studies have widely recognized that a financial strategy results in increased investment in innovation and is one of the main causes of technological progress [37]. Moreover, the market strategy has a greater propensity to experience an innovation strategy [38]. Market orientation is consistent with the connotation of exploitation in the theory of organizational ambidexterity, that is, with emphasizing the improvement and innovation of products and processes [39]. In this sense, market-oriented companies with the capacity to innovate, focus on developing and implementing marketing skills and detecting a good market to improve their innovation [40]. The strategic objectives, as management instruments in small organizations such as SMEs, will allow them to develop their innovative capabilities [41]. Skills, learning, and organizational adjustments, together with technological innovation, determine the performance of a business, hence the relevance of the innovation process [42]. Given the theoretical context and the empirical argumentation, the following research hypotheses are proposed:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

With greater application of effective market and financial strategies, innovation management practices in SMEs are increased.






2.2. Business Strategy in the Economy and Corporate Performance of SMEs


Strategy is considered one of the main determinants of performance [43], and an important part of the literature on RBV capabilities has highlighted the value of developing organizational capabilities as a means of implementing company strategies [44]. The objective of a strategic decision is to make the best use of the skills and resources available in an organization in relation to the external variables to achieve the best possible performance [36]. From Penrose [45], strategic management research has postulated that the deployment of the capabilities that best serve to implement the strategic plans of the company produces both greater growth and better performance. The strategies are the policy and stance that an entity adopts in response to its competitive business environment and a set of values or product mix that it develops with the goal of outperforming competitors [46]. Studies affirm that the characteristics of the specific resources of the company lead to superior performance [47]. By implementing sustainability strategies, entrepreneurs can identify the value of current activities, assess what changes can be made to reduce negative impacts, and create activities that improve business performance [48] and sustain it for the needs of current and future generations [49]. These resources can be tangible or intangible [50,51,52]. Capabilities are also identified as tangible or intangible processes that facilitate the deployment of other resources and improve overall productivity [53]. Factors such as financial, organizational, marketing, technical, and reputational capabilities and resources have a direct impact on performance [47,54]. On the other hand, the dynamics of rapid change in the improvement and development of trading systems have an impact on improving performance, increasing liquidity and transparency, reducing risk, and increasing investment returns [55]. These have been reported in different ways in the literature: they decrease the risk of falling stock price [56]; improve the quality of earnings reports [57]; reduce irregularities in financial reporting [58]; mitigate bankruptcy risk [46]; and provide business continuity in a crisis [59]. Most empirical studies have shown how strategies in developed and emerging economies affect the performance of companies [60,61,62,63,64]. Consequently, the influence of business strategy is profound, fundamentally affecting the operations of companies and the design and implementation of their policies, including financial strategy, help in efficiently managing economic debt, productivity, and greater liquidity [38]. The literature provides various types of business strategy orientations, the most common being the focus on the relative emphasis a company places on the efficiency and/or effectiveness of a company’s market position [65]. Furthermore, these events have led SMEs towards resilience, and they are undertaking strategies based on their financial and physical resources to minimize the effects of the global economic crisis [66,67]. Studies developed by Bodlaj et al. [68] and Felzensztein [69] report that SMEs with financial constraints motivate the development and adoption of marketing strategies for local and global markets and are more likely to encourage innovation. For this reason, SMEs with greater financial barriers develop greater creativity and innovation. On the other hand, Hewitt-Dundas [70] mentions that the financial strategies of SMEs with a limited budget can limit marketing strategies and require a greater use of resources and capabilities to reduce costs and take advantage of opportunities to increase the profit margin in the development of new products. This strategy, based on the maximization of resources, comes from managers and is dispersed throughout the organization (from top to bottom), promoting creativity and business innovation [71] The scarcity of financial resources and other inputs caused by the COVID-19 pandemic pushed SME managers to be more resilient and to encourage innovation to fight competitively. In addition, Grözinger et al. [72] show that SMEs can develop marketing strategies and innovative actions in normal economic environments and during economic crises. From the theoretical context and the empirical argumentation, the following research hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Greater application of effective market and financial strategies increases the economic indicators of SMEs.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Greater application of effective market and financial strategies increases the results of the corporate performance of SMEs.






2.3. The Management of Innovation and Its Effects on the Economy and Corporate Performance of SMEs


Some theories and history support the view that innovation is one of the main drivers of the economic growth and development of the world economy [73]. Innovation can be seen as the degree to which an organization generates, accepts, and implements new ideas, processes, products, or services [24]. Innovation capabilities are especially important in small companies because, for these companies, it is very difficult to compete in terms of costs, and innovation allows them to reduce costs or lower their prices or improve the quality or availability of their products [34]. The more grounded the innovation capacity controlled by a company, the more successful its performance [41]. The link between innovation management and SME performance has been extensively analyzed, and in most cases, it shows the existence of significant impacts on economic and business performance [74]. Strategic innovation management is concerned with the use of appropriate strategic management techniques and measures to maximize the impact of the company’s innovation activities for business growth and performance [75]. In this same direction, Expósito and Sanchis-Llopi [76] reported that the introduction of innovation (product, process, and organization) can influence the performance of the SME, as measured by an increase in the company’s sales and a reduction in its production costs. It also generates competitiveness and employment, not only in high-tech industries but in all sectors [77], and it has become a crucial factor that helps companies stay competitive and sustainable in the long term [78]. This is particularly true in emerging markets as companies are limited in obtaining other resources for strong growth [79,80]. Innovation is considered an effective means of keeping a company competitive, even when the company faces a management crisis [81]. However, the management of innovation processes in the business can be a problem faced by company managers due to the absence of a unified model of innovation-management processes in the company [28]. Companies that manage innovation outperform companies that do not in terms of productivity levels and economic growth [82], and in the modern economy, innovation is crucial for value creation, growth, and jobs [83]. Recent studies have revealed that resilient SMEs in the face of the pandemic have developed a wide variety of innovative actions and strategies (use of technology and new marketing schemes) that are driving them to compete locally and globally [25,84]. To face these competitive environments, which are full of uncertainty, SMEs adopt the ambidexterity of innovation with improvements and changes in products and processes from an incremental and disruptive context [25]. From the theoretical and empirical review, the following hypothetical approaches were structured:



Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Greater efficient practices in innovation management increase the economic indicators of SMEs.





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

Greater efficient practices in innovation management increase the corporate performance of SMEs.






2.4. The Impact of Economic Indicators on the Corporate Performance of Companies


Previous longitudinal research has indicated that increases in sales, market share, and market position positively impact a company results [44]. Indicators such as earnings and liquidity have an effect on performance [59]. Empirical evidence has been presented that shows that operating cash flow and return on investment affect company profitability [54]. The economic impacts of SME financing reveal a significant positive effect on business performance and employment [85]. The valuable dimension of resources allows a company to improve net income and reduce net costs, which, in other words, helps companies to seize an opportunity and minimize a threat [53]. Economic performance has been identified in many business surveys as the most important factor in determining the survival and growth of SMEs [86]. A study by the World Bank [87] indicates that economic results related to financing improve the performance and growth of companies by facilitating market entry, reducing risks, and promoting innovation and entrepreneurial activity in developing economies. In addition, economic indicators help to deepen the understanding of the various economic behaviors and make decision making more precise in order to affect performance [30]. On the other hand, recent studies indicate that SMEs currently require a greater cash flow and therefore are requesting bank support and loans to cover their daily operations and to invest in their marketing processes, actions that in the medium term can lead them to a strong indebtedness, affecting their financial health and thereby reducing their corporate performance [88]. With these antecedents presented, the following hypothesis is exposed:



Hypothesis 6 (H6).

Better control of economic indicators allows the results of the corporate performance of the SME to increase. The theoretical model of the research exposes the close relationship that exists between all the constructs (competitive organizational behavior with resources and business capabilities) [6,11]. This literature-based model includes constructs that determine business competitiveness and corporate performance. Therefore, in response to threats and social phenomena inside and outside the organization, companies react and develop strategic actions. The deployment of resources and capabilities, such as financial strategies, market strategies, incremental innovation practices, and open innovation practices, allow companies to remain in global and highly competitive markets for longer periods. From the theoretical and empirical review, the following hypothetical approaches were structured (Figure 1).







3. Materials and Methods


The study is based on the use of the Structural Equation Model (SEM) with the analysis of variance technique through the Partial Least Square (PLS). This statistical technique works with blocks of variables (components) and estimates the model parameters by maximizing the explained variance of all the dependent variables (both latent and observed) [89,90]. The research is quantitative and predictive in order to present and discuss new observations. The PLS-SEM statistical technique was chosen according to the objective of the research and the nature of the constructs of the operating model of this research. In addition, PLS-SEM has been used frequently for the analysis and perspectives in business strategic management and in other disciplines related to organizational performance [91]. This section describes the subjects (SMEs) participating in the study (sample), the questionnaire used, and its validation, as well as detailing the measurement of the constructs of the theoretical research model.



3.1. Sample


The study is quantitative and predictive and the population of companies analyzed is divided by activity sector and size. The businesses selected for the study are geographically established in the central and southern region of the state of Sonora in Mexico. In this region, there are approximately 2982 micro, small, and medium commercial establishments with between 6 and 250 employees. The information on the total number of these companies was provided by the National Directory of Economic Units (DENUE) [92]. The sample size was determined so that the maximum margin of error for estimating a proportion was less than 0.04 points, with a confidence level of 95%. The technique for collecting the information was through a personal interview (online questionnaire) directed to the owner and/or manager of the SME through the LimeSurvey Professional platform. The field work was carried out during the months of February to September of the year 2021. Finally, a sample of 498 surveys was obtained. Fifty-one percent corresponds to micro companies, 25% are small companies, and 22% are medium-sized companies. The management of these companies is represented by 33% women and 67% men.




3.2. Questionnaire Validation


To validate the questionnaire, an exhaustive review of the literature, a pilot test, and the statistical validation of the constructs were considered. For content validation, the most representative theorists who developed the constructs and metrics for measuring the variables under study were considered. A pilot test was launched for 3% of the total sample to verify the consistency and coherence of the items of each construct exposed in the questionnaire through a 5-point Likert scale. Regarding statistical validation, it was chosen to verify the non-response bias, through the variance of the common method. This type of analysis is highly recommended for instruments with variables that measure the behavior, aptitudes, values, or judgment of individuals [93]. For this study, we chose to analyze the variance of the common method with the Harman one-factor test [94,95]. This procedure is carried out through an exploratory factor analysis with all the variables of the model, considering the outputs of the matrix of unrotated factors. The results show that the model is grouped into 4 main factors with a KMO: 0.871, Bartlett Sphericity Test, significant at 99% and a total explained variance of 65.19%. The first factor of the model that explains the dependent variable (entrepreneurial intentions) is 27.55%, thereby ruling out the presence of non-response bias.




3.3. Measurement of Variables


The variables used in the research were measured through first- and second-order reflective one-dimensional variables in mode A. The SEM-PLS method was chosen for this research due to the following factors: (1) the nature of the items of a reflective type; (2) it adapts to the design of the quantitative–predictive type of research; and (3) the size of the sample and the robustness of the model with first- and second-order constructs [96]. Following the recommendations of Henseler [97] and Hair et al. [96], the constructs of this study and their indicators belong to the behavioral sciences as they analyze the actions and business behaviors of the leaders of SMEs. For this type of construct, the most appropriate form of measurement should be through a reflective type of model. This type of model assumes that the variance of a block of indicators (effects) is fully explained by an unobserved variable (the common factor) and its random errors. Measurement errors are assumed to be uncorrelated with the other variables, constructs, or errors in the model. The latent variable is not directly observable. Only the pattern of correlations between the indicators provides indirect support for their existence. The direction of causality is from the construct to the measures, and the indicators also share a common theme.



For the analysis of the multidimensional constructs (second-order) the two-stage approach was used. For this, the latent variable scores were analyzed. In the first stage, the aggregate scores of the first-order dimensions are estimated, and in the second stage, these aggregate scores are used to model the second-order construct [97,98]. To analyze the statistical data of the proposed theoretical model, the method based on variance was used through the SEM-PLS. The SmartPLS Professional version 3.3.5 software was used to analyze the measurement model and the structural model. The factorial loads of all the first- and second-order constructs were very close to and above the value of 0.707 [96] (see Appendix A).



3.3.1. Business Strategy (BS)


This variable was conceptually measured in a multidimensional way from the perspective of the theory of competitive organizational behavior [6] and resilient business management capable of reacting to frequent changes [99,100]. This variable was measured under two approaches: in the ability to implement market strategies (MS) associated with the introduction of new products and services to its clients and correct administration to guarantee the necessary resources [101] (measured with 3 items) [8,9] and under the financial strategies approach (FS) (measured with 3 items) [102,103]. These strategies are related to avoiding over-investment of the companies’ cash flows and the creation of new projects that affect the liquidity of the business and that sometimes tend to adhere to unproductive investment policies [104]. The items of the questionnaire were designed under a 5-point Likert-type scale (1, completely disagree, to 5, completely agree).




3.3.2. Innovation Management (INNM)


This variable was measured in a multidimensional way with theoretical support in the models of the OECD [105] and Teece [106] as the superior strategy and key factor in detonating business capabilities in order to generate greater competitiveness and profitability [11]. The evaluation and analysis of problems can improve innovation processes and capacities [107]; a company that seeks to follow this strategy must participate in the development of new processes and propose an integrated offer of products and services to create value between companies and their customers [108]. The questionnaire collects responses from managers to indicate whether their SME had introduced innovation during the previous two years (1 = yes, 0 = no) and the degree of importance on the innovative activity. For this, a scale is used (Likert-type of 5 points with 1 = not important and 5 = very important): (1) Innovation in products (PRODINN), measured with 2 questions; (2) Innovation in processes (PROCINN), measured with 2 items; and (3) Organizational innovation (ORGINN), measured with 3 items.




3.3.3. Economic Impact (EI)


This variable was measured in a unidimensional way from the conceptual point of view, based on the factors of the competitive success of a company. The studies of the OECD [109] and the World Bank [3] have been taken as a reference to design the items to measure this construct on the financial health of the SME. For this, the managers reported in the questionnaire on the economic impacts generated in the last 2 years. This variable was measured through six items: (1) the impacts in the billing level, (2) profitability, (3) productivity, (4) the impacts in the realization of investments, (5) the level of debt, and (6) the level of liquidity. For this, a scale is used (Likert-type of 5 points, with 1 = not important and 5 = very important).




3.3.4. Corporate Performance (CP)


Objective performance measures, such as return on assets, return on sales, and return on equity, have had inherent problems due to having a short-term focus, not adjusting to risk, and being difficult to relate to a specific innovation [110]. Accounting measures are also based on historical costs and, therefore, may not accurately reflect the future [111]. In this study, the managers answered questions to classify corporate performance results based on financial performance results and measured with 4 items: (1) customer satisfaction, (2) adaptation to changes in the market, (3) speed of sales growth, and (4) increased profitability. Regarding the non-financial performance, it was measured with 3 items: (1) efficiency of production processes, (2) employee satisfaction, and (3) degree of work absenteeism, using a 5-point Likert-type scale with 1 = poor performance in the previous 2 years and 5 = high performance in the last 2 years. This variable was measured with 4 items adapted from Quinn [112] and Aras et al. [113].





3.4. Control Variables


In this section, two control variables (home office and electronic commerce) have been included in the proposed theoretical model to verify whether they have an effect on innovation management and corporate performance. In general, the inclusion of these variables in the research models strengthens them and leads to greater empirical conclusions [96,114].



3.4.1. Home Office


Home office or teleworking is not a recent practice; however, in the last two years it has increased exponentially in most companies, and in SMEs, it is no exception. From a technical point of view, teleworking is mainly characterized by the distribution of its components, the terminal at home (computer equipment) and at the office, connected through telecommunications services [115]. So, teleworking is an alternative strategy with variable work time and in different workplaces, which can lead to savings and minimize costs in the company [116]. For this study, the managers of the SMEs were asked if in the last 2 years they had adopted the home office strategy for the development of work activities in their company during COVID-19. This variable was considered a dummy, because the value of 0 was given to the companies that had not implemented the home office and the value of 1 for those that had.



The shift of workers to work from home has led to a significant result: many professionals in the labor market have developed new work and communication skills at an enormous pace and scale, thereby increasing their professional competitiveness at the local level, the national level, and, for some, even the worldwide level. This change is a leap towards higher quality virtual collaboration and better conditions for open innovation [117]. This is why the relationship between collaboration and innovation performance also applies when it comes to partnerships over greater distances [118]. Telecommuting can include the identification of goals, tasks, milestones, and progress tracking without reporting being too onerous, allowing employees the flexibility and autonomy to work; this can enable sharing and being more creative [119]. In the time of the COVID-19 crisis, organizations and individuals are becoming extraordinarily creative in finding new solutions. This is where the true exponential power of convergence is being found when different objects, technologies, disciplines, companies, industries, or talented people come together [25].




3.4.2. E-Commerce


From a conceptual point of view, electronic commerce is defined as the purchase and sale of any product or service that is carried out through the internet [120]. For SMEs, this business strategy is an action that generates competitive advantage and profitability [121]. For this study, this variable was considered as a dummy as the SME managers were asked if they had adopted electronic commerce during the last two years to face the COVID-19 pandemic. A value of 0 was given to companies that had not adopted electronic commerce and a value of 1 for those who answered that they had.



Companies running e-commerce rely on the use of open innovation to stay abreast of changes in consumer demand and technology [122]; this open innovation must be based on the development of open innovation projects that integrate external knowledge through social networks and digital platforms [19]. These tools cover a wide spectrum of needs ranging from knowledge sharing, sharing and tagging, to social networking, group creation, mind mapping, and discussion. Facebook and LinkedIn are representative examples of social networking tools that facilitate the formation of online communities among people with similar interests [16]. For years, companies have collected user input for product development, including suggestions for new products and advice on developing existing models. Vendors have often been tasked with collecting user feedback for use in the product development process. Technological advances, especially the internet, allow the acquisition of knowledge from a large population [123].



In the context of electronic commerce, consumer demands and technological changes require online businesses to be at the forefront of technological innovation and to continuously explore new innovation practices that cross their borders [13]. Feedback refers to the comments of other users on previous ideas generated by a particular user in OI; this feedback can serve as structural or procedural knowledge to help users interpret, reformulate, and reframe the problem-related generation processes and the implementation of ideas, such as understanding the constraints or key issues and allowing people to generate a high-quality idea [17]. On an internet-based platform, collaboration with external agencies, such as clients or other companies, is increasing; the greater the connection of an individual, the greater is their participation in innovation [18].






4. Results


This section reports on the results of the investigation through the PLS-SEM technique. To do this, the measurement model is first analyzed and then the structural model later. In addition, a multi-group analysis was carried out to deepen and strengthen this research.



4.1. Measurement Model


For the reliability and validity of the constructs, the analysis of the following reliability indicators was considered: Cronbach’s alpha (CA), rho_A, composite reliability (CR), convergent validity, and discriminant validity. The reliability indicators of all our values are above 0.8, the parameters recommended by [96]. In addition, it was also observed that the convergent validity through the analysis of the mean variance extracted in all the constructs exceeded the value of 50% [124]; see Table 1.



The amount of variance that a construct captures from its indicators (AVE) must be greater than the variance that said construct shares with the other indicators of the model (squared correlation between the two constructs). For there to be discriminant validity, according to the Fornell and Larcker criterion, the square root of the AVE (the values on the diagonal are the square root of the shared variance between the construct and its measures) of a construct must be greater than the correlation that you have with any other construct [91,125] (see Table 2).



In order to strengthen this section, we have added another discriminant validity test through the analysis of the heterotrait–monotrait ratio (HTMT). This indicator represents the average of the heterotrait–heteromethod correlations in relation to the average of the monotrait–heteromethod correlations [97] (see Table 3).




4.2. Structural Model


To analyze the structural model, the algebraic sign (+, –), the magnitude, the value of t, and, finally, the level of significance of the trajectory coefficients (beta value) are evaluated. This analysis was carried out through the bootstrapping resampling technique with 5000 samples. In addition, standard deviation and explained variance (R2) are shown by multiplying the value of the path coefficient and the correlation. This analysis was performed under a one-tailed Student’s t distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom.



The results of the hypothesis test of the research model are reported in Table 4. In them, it can be seen that there is empirical support for H3, H4, H5, and H6; all these structural relationships manifest a significant effect. However, empirical support could not be established for H1 and H2. On the other hand, Table 5 shows the results of the control variables introduced in the model. The results reveal that e-commerce has positive and significant effects on innovation management and on the corporate performance of SMEs. Furthermore, it can be observed that the home office only has positive and significant effects on the innovation management of SMEs in this region.



4.2.1. Indicators of Predictive Analysis of the Model


To verify the predictive quality of the theoretical model, the adjusted r2 value of the endogenous constructs was analyzed; the results report the following: INNM = 0.040, EI = 0.034, and CP = 0.213. These results report that CP as the dependent variable has a moderate predictive power and effect [126,127]. The effect size of the exogenous to the endogenous variables of the model was also analyzed through the f2 test. The data reveal that the key relationships of the model are: INNM -> CP = 0.211 (mean effect); INNM -> EI = 0.036; BS -> CP = 0.009; EI -> CP = 0.004; BS -> INNM = 0.003; and BS -> EI = 0.002, (all these relationships show a small effect) [89,128].




4.2.2. Measuring the Predictive Relevance of the Model


To evaluate the model’s predicative relevance, the Stone–Geisser test was carried out using the blindfolding technique to determine the value of Q2. Values of the reflective variables greater than zero are considered to have adequate predictive relevance [89,96]. Our model results show the following values: INNM = 0.030, EI = 0.0.018, and CP = 0.135. In addition, another measure of goodness of fit was incorporated to measure the global model; for this, the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) was considered, a value that must be below 1 [129]. Our value is 0.080, which shows that the proposed model has a good fit.





4.3. Multi-Group Analysis


This analysis allows you to test whether the predefined data groups have significant differences in the estimates of their group-specific parameters (for example, external weights, external loads, and path coefficients). SmartPLS provides results from three different approaches that are based on the boot results from each group. In this study, a nonparametric PLS-MGA analysis was used; this test requires confirmation of the measurement invariance between two groups. The groups analyzed are: G1 = non-family businesses (34% of the total sample) and G2 = family businesses (66% of the total sample). For this purpose, the configurational invariance and the compositional invariance were analyzed. The configurational invariance confirmed that in the treatment for the measurement of the data of the two groups, differences in the structure and design of the constructs do not exist. For compositional invariance, a permutation method was used with a sample of a minimum of 1000 permutations with a significance level of 5% [130]. This method compared the correlations of the original score with the empirical distribution correlations after the permutation process. The values of the correlations are very close to the value of 1, except for the Economic Impact (EI) construct; see Table 6.



In Table 7, the mean values of the constructs are shown; in them, it can be observed that the data have a very similar behavior; that is, there are no significant differences between the values of group 1 and group 2.



Table 8 allows observing the results of the PLS-MGA test on the significant differences between G1 and G2; the structural relationships where these differences have occurred are in e-commerce -> (INNM) and home office -> (CP). Therefore, it can be inferred that electronic commerce actions in SMEs in this region are decisive for improving the efficiency of management innovation practices. In addition, this analysis reveals that the home office is a business strategy that has significant effects on corporate performance.



Table 9 reports the results of the PLS-MGA through the analysis of bootstrapping with one tail; the path coefficients show that G1 (non-family companies) have a greater strength in most of the structural relationships of the model with respect to G2 (family businesses). This may lead us to the conclusion that non-family companies are mostly focused on their business strategies, on innovation management, on electronic commerce, on the home office, and on competitiveness to achieve better financial results.





5. Discussion


This section discusses the main findings of the research study based on the theory of competitive behavior and the theory based on resources and capabilities. In order to answer the objectives and questions of the investigation, the results derived from the verification of the hypotheses of the proposed theoretical model are described below.



In the first block, we present the results of H1, H2, and H3. The findings show that business strategies (financial and market) have not been differentiating elements and/or actions to increase the competitiveness of SMEs. The results show that the business strategy does not have significant effects on the management of innovation and the economic indicators of SMEs. Frequently, companies in the time of pandemic have been focusing on other types of actions that allow them to obtain results in a short time and fighting for survival in competitive markets [38,131]. In addition, we observe that business strategy has a small significant but negative effect on corporate performance; therefore, it can be inferred that SMEs are currently adopting innovative strategies such as the use of technology for their market strategies and, in addition, are suffering from a serious financial health problem [66,67]. These findings are aligned with the postulates of the theory of competitive behavior when adopting business strategies to face the external impacts derived from the economic crisis generated by the COVID-19 pandemic [6,11]. On the other hand, the managerial skills and financial capacities of the companies have strong barriers that prevent SMEs from obtaining organizational and financial benefits, which allows us to associate these findings with the theory of business resources and capabilities [10,49,108]. The literature on competitive behavior has argued that competitive success leads to the financial profitability of companies. In addition, the RBV shows that companies that execute effective financial and market strategies are mainly able to do so due to the amount of tangible and intangible resources they possess, leading them to a competitive advantage and towards more lasting economic success [6,132]. Therefore, the lower the financial capacity of the company, the lower the impact on the adoption of market strategies and innovation practices and economic indicators [68]; these problems affect competitiveness and limit the expansion to other markets [69]. One of the reasons why a significant relationship between financial and market strategies with innovation has not been found may be due to the financial limitation or capacity and the organizational uncertainty of SMEs [70]. The findings reported by Didonet and Díaz-Villavicencio [42] are similar to our results, confirming that the market strategies focused on learning from customers, suppliers, and competitors help detect opportunities and improve innovation management and increase organizational results in SMEs. However, these adversities sometimes encourage SME managers to be more creative and, of course, to promote innovation with greater emphasis [71]. Our findings are in this same direction, highlighting that the risks, organizational uncertainty, and financial insecurity have become more acute in SMEs due to the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic [72]. The efforts of SMEs to maintain financial health and develop innovative marketing strategies have led them to a critical and significant competitive organizational wear, to the point of only surviving and covering operating expenses, which seriously affects financial returns [133,134].



In the second block, the results of H4 and H5 are described and present significant and positive effects. These findings allow us to infer that SMEs in this region are in a very strong competitive struggle, and for this, they are generating new ways of working and improving their internal processes to improve innovation management [2,34]. The results allow us to infer that the innovation management has a positive and significant effect on the economic indicators; therefore, the innovation practices that SMEs are generating, in their products, processes, and management, are causing a balanced financial health. Even though in Mexico there are few financial incentives to face the global economic crisis, the organizations called SMEs are supporting this onslaught of the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, the management of innovation is an elementary factor to continue in the competitive fight because they have managed to maintain a reasonable number of sales and economic benefits that allow them to comply with their obligations [82,84]. These findings are in line with the theory of resources and capabilities, given that those responsible for managing SMEs are applying their creativity and innovation capacities to face market changes, which at present have gone from being physical markets to virtual markets [10,82,135]. The study carried out by Lendel et al. [28] highlights the importance of adopting and executing a management model and process for organizational innovation. This requires a high commitment from the employees and managers of the companies, which leads them towards competitive improvement and a more sustainable performance. Our findings are similar to those of the studies by Liu and Yoo [81], which report that intangible resources and strategic direction play a determining role in the innovative performance and financial performance of SMEs. In addition, Caballero-Morales [84] reveals that SMEs in the time of the COVID-19 pandemic were more creative and managed to develop new forms of marketing and improve and adapt products to the needs of consumers, all of which allowed them to remain in the market and obtain acceptable economic results to stabilize their operations. In addition, Lee’s [25] studies reveal that ambidextrous innovation (incremental and disruptive) in SMEs is in their daily lives due to current market demands moving towards the digital age.



In the last block (third), the result of H6 is described. The findings revealed that the economic impact had a small positive and significant effect on the corporate performance of SMEs in this region. These results allow us to infer that these companies, through the competitive behavior and business capacities of their managers, have managed to maintain a balanced financial health (level of debt, liquidity, and economic solvency), managing to cover operating expenses and costs [135,136]. These strategies have allowed the SMEs to invest in innovative actions (improvement in products, processes, and management) to strengthen their marketing processes through new sales channels, such as the use of digital platforms and social networks, actions that have allowed them to keep current customers and reach new customers in order to increase their sales and financial performance [22,61,87]. These findings align with competitive behavior theory and resource-based theory. Our findings have a certain degree of similarity with the studies developed by Chiu et al. [88], where it is argued that SMEs in most regions are at financial risk and have high levels of debt, which limits them from obtaining a surplus in their operations. On the other hand, Bongomin [86] showed that SMEs in underdeveloped regions develop unsound financial strategies, and there is a poor culture of financial health, which leads them to achieve unprofitable and sustainable economic indicators.



In addition to the main hypotheses of the model, two control variables were analyzed in order to strengthen the investigation. The findings revealed that e-commerce has been an innovative strategy for SMEs in this region to improve their innovation practices and corporate performance. Recent studies have shown that during COVID-19, SMEs adopted and applied technological innovation through the improvement of their marketing and sales processes through digital platforms and social networks [25,137]. On the other hand, as part of the innovative strategies that SMEs are implementing, the home office is an action that is allowing adaptation to new ways of working. These activities and strategic actions are leading companies to improve their innovation management processes and above all to face current global challenges [138,139].



The COVID-19 crisis may forever change the way we do business and may mark a quantum leap in work-life balance. This is true not only in the context of the established companies but also for entrepreneurs [140]. Many of the most challenging problems could benefit from the solutions of others in different parts of the world [23]; this is the power of the convergence of technologies, people, and organizations that work together for a purpose [25]. The convergence of ideas from different entities provides new energy for innovation. Previously unlikely partnerships are just one example of society coming together to face a common adversary [140] and companies have already realized that they should not work alone; so, everyone has already established alliances, collaborations or alliances with others [141]. Remote innovators rely on different types of information, i.e., technological or scientific information that is less time-sensitive than market-related information [142].



Therefore, the adoption of dynamic open innovation practices represents an organizational and financial challenge for companies [13]. Big data about society and markets will provide a new combination of technology and markets that crosses the boundaries of companies [20]. Remote work and telecommuting can motivate open innovation and the construction of new business models by introducing new information about markets and society. Companies can accurately combine customer input while allowing them to be more closely involved in the design process and product-cycle management [143].



Finally, in this section we have also considered it very important to discuss the results of the multigroup analysis included in the study. For this purpose, the categorical variable (family businesses and non-family businesses) was included, to verify its effects in the proposed theoretical model. The results have revealed that the managers of non-family businesses are the ones who have paid the greatest attention to the implementation of innovative strategies to minimize the effects of the global economic crisis [144]. The literature on efficiency in strategic decision making and risk taking in family business and non-family business SMEs has divergent conclusions [145]. It is important to state that the results of the multigroup analysis shed light that showed that family businesses and non-family businesses have suffered the blows of the COVID-19 pandemic. We can see this in the non-significant results of financial strategies and the financial strategies of the market innovation and corporate performance of the SMEs analyzed. In this study, we have considered two substantial strategic actions as part of open innovation (e-commerce and home office). The study on open innovation strategies in family business and non-family business SMEs is completely divergent [146]. Some views maintain that non-family businesses invest more resources and develop a greater capacity for innovation than family businesses [146,147]. Therefore, non-family businesses have a greater propensity and ease towards open innovation, which makes them look like companies that are more collaborative with the outside world and more open to capturing knowledge. These actions allow these types of companies to raise their innovative practices that impact financial performance [148]. These postulates are related to our findings from the multigroup analysis.




6. Conclusions


This section summarizes the findings of the study through a series of theoretical and practical conclusions and implications.



First, it is concluded that the financial strategies and markets that SMEs are currently implementing are not actions that generate competitive advantage; improvements for the management of innovation are much less a determining factor in raising corporate performance. Therefore, this first conclusion provides an important contribution to the development of competitive behavior theory and resource-based theory. Deriving from these results, the study shows the following practical implications for the improvement of SME management: (1) it is recommended that companies migrate from the traditional business model to business models based on innovation [2], and (2) it is recommended to focus the resources and capabilities in maintaining financial health and to invest in digital platforms for the commercialization and sale of goods and services [149,150].



Secondly, the results of the second block allow us to corroborate that the innovation management of SMEs during the COVID-19 pandemic has been decisive for their survival. These findings strengthen and strongly contribute to the development of the theory of resources and capabilities. Despite the fact that innovation management has significant effects on maintaining economic indicators and corporate performance, these results have allowed the following practical implications to be issued for the improvement of SME management: (1) it is important to invest in and adopt technology to automate production processes and commercialization processes [54,151]; (2) it is recommended to adopt new business models for commercialization and online sales through digital platforms, to improve e-commerce transactions [152,153]; and (3) strengthen alliances with other companies and with universities, research centers, and governments to improve the efficiency of innovation management [154,155].



The third block of the study has shown that the economic indicators presented by the SME have remained stable and have allowed a moderate influence on the results of the corporate performance. However, in the face of the COVID-19 situation, the challenges and the obstacles are strong for SMEs; so, it is important to question whether they will be able to continue withstanding the waves of the great tide called the global economic crisis. For this reason, the following practical implications are issued: (1) be financed through different methods, such as subsidies from government institutions, crowdlending, crowd factoring, and crowdfunding [88,156], and (2) SME managers are recommended to solidify their strategic plans (administrative, operational, and financial) [2,106].



The research provides an important contribution to the literature on competitive organizational behavior through the resources and capabilities deployed by SMEs. The originality and novelty of the study is reflected in analyzing the current state of SMEs in a country with an emerging and/or developing economy. The scarcity of this type of study in SMEs in this region highlights the relevance of strategic behavior analysis and innovation management as factors that trigger competitiveness and corporate performance [151]. The literature that analyzes competitive organizational behavior through resources and business capabilities emphasizes the importance of financial resources and market strategies as key strategies to trigger innovation and raise financial performance. Our determinations inform us that a lower financial capacity and inefficient market strategy do not have significant effects on innovation and corporate performance. These results are consistent with the studies carried out by González-Velasco [134] and Bodlaj et al. [68] on financial restrictions and their effects on the performance of SMEs. The research carried out by Ullah et al. [157] reports that financial strategies reinforce the postulates of the RBV theory, explaining that these actions are intangible resources that provide a higher value in the innovation and corporate performance of SMEs. In the context of our research, these results are in another direction. On the other hand, our study shows an important contribution to the literature on open innovation. The RBV has stated that SMEs are less inclined towards open innovation practices. However, it is important to note that SMEs that have fewer resources and entrepreneurial capabilities tend to be more creative and innovative. Our findings have confirmed this, with new marketing practices through technology being a key element in triggering innovation and corporate performance. Moreover, this is on the right path towards maximizing resources through the home office. These findings are similar and consistent with studies developed by [21,122,158]. In this same direction, the study carried out by Nofiani et al. [159] shows that SMEs are currently in a state plagued by uncertainty and must adapt to market situations and internal needs. To this end, they develop multiple balanced and combined ambidextrous strategies focused on innovation to sustain appropriate financial performance and survive in highly competitive markets [160,161]. The strategies of anticipation, adaptation to change, and cooperation (open innovation) to acquire external resources are adopted more frequently by the managers of SMEs in periods of economic recession [29].



Finally, given that many investigations have limitations, in this section we describe some of the limitations that came up during the investigation. The first limitation is the sample explored in the study because it is from a single specific region; therefore, in the future, it is important to consider a sample from different regions and even from other countries to develop comparative analyses. The second limitation is the responses obtained in the study because they are the subjective opinions of the managers of the companies. In Mexico, it is very difficult to obtain hard data on the innovation and economic indicators of companies. Regarding the third and last limitation, we consider that in the future the SEM technique can be used, based on covariance. On the other hand, the main future lines that are revealed are to continue analyzing the behavior of the SME and complete the proposed model. We recommend incorporating constructs that allow evaluating and verifying the effect of open innovation and business resilience, to see their behavior and financial performance in SMEs. COVID-19 has enhanced the collaborative mindset of SMEs, driven by a ‘shared cause’ that revolves around urgency. This collaborative mentality does not seem to be temporary; it is likely that most SMEs will continue like this after the crisis as they have already understood the benefits of collaboration, and this will drive further the development of open innovation.
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	Construct/Indicator
	Ítems
	Factor Loading



	Business Strategy (BS)
	
	



	Financial Strategy
	
	



	BSF1
	We have canceled planned investments
	0.847 ***



	BSF2
	We have a specific risk management plan
	0.815 ***



	BSF3
	We have adopted strategies to manage the liquidity of the company
	0.754 ***



	Market Strategy
	
	



	BSM1
	We have modified the offer of products/services to approach new clients
	0.787 ***



	BSM2
	We have had to lower the prices of products/services
	0.811 ***



	BSM3
	We have adopted digital advertising strategies
	0.874 ***



	Innovation Management (INNM)
	
	



	Product Innovation
	
	



	PRODINN1
	We have made changes or improvements to our products/services
	0.907 ***



	PRODINN2
	We have launched new products/services on the market
	0.890 ***



	Process Innovation
	
	



	PROCINN1
	We have made changes or improvements in the production processes
	0.881 ***



	PROCINN2
	We have purchased new supplies and equipment
	0.859 ***



	Organizational innovation
	
	



	ORGINN1
	We have made new changes or improvements in the organization
	0.905 ***



	ORGINN2
	We have made new changes or improvements in purchases and/or supplies
	0.911 ***



	ORGINN3
	We have made new changes or improvements in the commercial and/or sales process
	0.903 ***



	Economic Impact (EI)
	
	



	EI1
	It has suffered impacts at the billing level
	0.686 ***



	EI2
	Has suffered impacts on profitability
	0.788 ***



	EI3
	Has suffered impacts on productivity
	0.823 ***



	EI4
	It has suffered impacts in the realization of investments
	0.784 ***



	EI5
	It has suffered impacts on the level of debt
	0.684 ***



	EI6
	It has suffered impacts on the level of liquidity
	0.820 ***



	Corporate Performance (CP)
	
	



	Financial Performance
	
	



	FP1
	Customer satisfaction
	0.806 ***



	FP2
	Speed of adaptation to changes in the market
	0.854 ***



	FP3
	Speed of sales growth
	0.849 ***



	FP4
	Increased profitability
	0.799 ***



	Non-financial performance
	
	



	FNP1
	Efficiency of production processes
	0.868 ***



	FNP2
	Employee satisfaction
	0.897 ***



	FNP3
	Degree of work absenteeism
	0.807 ***







*** p < 0.001= 99% significance.
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Figure 1. Nomogram of the study. 
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Table 1. Reliability and validity of the constructs.
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	Construct
	CA
	rho_A
	CR
	AVE





	Business Strategy (BS)
	0.807
	0.808
	0.862
	0.510



	Innovation Management (INNM)
	0.913
	0.915
	0.931
	0.659



	Economic Impact (EI)
	0.864
	0.901
	0.895
	0.587



	Corporate Performance (CP)
	0.899
	0.900
	0.921
	0.624
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Table 2. Discriminant validity of the model: Fornell and Larcker criterion.
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	Constructs
	BS
	CP
	EI
	FNP
	FP
	FS
	INNM
	MS
	ORGINN
	PROCINN
	PRODINN





	BS
	0.714
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	CP
	−0.058
	0.790
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	EI
	0.057
	0.133
	0.766
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	FNP
	−0.010
	0.925
	0.121
	0.858
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	FP
	−0.091
	0.952
	0.128
	0.764
	0.827
	
	
	
	
	
	



	FS
	0.869
	0.003
	0.065
	0.034
	−0.023
	0.806
	
	
	
	
	



	INNM
	0.058
	0.427
	0.189
	0.417
	0.389
	0.085
	0.812
	
	
	
	



	MS
	0.883
	−0.102
	0.035
	−0.051
	−0.133
	0.534
	0.018
	0.825
	
	
	



	ORGINN
	0.045
	0.406
	0.167
	0.407
	0.361
	0.072
	0.934
	0.009
	0.907
	
	



	PROCINN
	0.062
	0.376
	0.223
	0.371
	0.340
	0.070
	0.914
	0.039
	0.781
	0.870
	



	PRODINN
	0.054
	0.371
	0.127
	0.343
	0.354
	0.091
	0.863
	0.006
	0.676
	0.740
	0.898
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Table 3. Discriminant validity of the model (HTMT).
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	Constructs
	BS
	CP
	EI
	INNM





	BS
	
	
	
	



	CP
	0.126
	
	
	



	EI
	0.101
	0.145
	
	



	INNM
	0.093
	0.471
	0.191
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Table 4. Model Hypothesis Test.






Table 4. Model Hypothesis Test.





	Hypothesis
	Path Coefficient
	SD
	T Value
	p Value
	F2
	Explained Variance (R2)
	Percentile

5% (CI)
	Percentile

95% (CI)
	Bias-Corrected 5% (CI)
	Bias-Corrected 95% (CI)
	Result





	H1: (BS) -> (INNM)
	0.057 n.s.
	0.052
	1.103
	0.135
	0.003
	0.33%
	−0.032
	0.143
	−0.031
	0.142
	Rejected



	H2: (BS) -> (EI)
	0.046 n.s.
	0.044
	1.030
	0.151
	0.002
	0.29%
	−0.030
	0.119
	−0.028
	0.116
	Rejected



	H3: (BS) -> (CP)
	−0.086 **
	0.045
	1.922
	0.027
	0.009
	0.49%
	−0.160
	−0.014
	−0.159
	−0.013
	Confirmed



	H4: (INNM) -> (EI)
	0.186 ***
	0.046
	4.062
	0.000
	0.036
	3.54%
	0.108
	0.260
	0.110
	0.259
	Confirmed



	H5: (INNM) -> (CP)
	0.421 ***
	0.043
	9.767
	0.000
	0.211
	17.98%
	0.349
	0.489
	0.347
	0.490
	Confirmed



	H6: (EI) -> (CP)
	0.059 *
	0.039
	1.501
	0.067
	0.004
	0.80%
	−0.006
	0.121
	−0.005
	0.124
	Partial Confirmed







*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; n.s.: not significant.
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Table 5. Results of the effect of the control variables.
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	Structural Relationship
	Path Coefficient
	SD
	T Value
	p Value





	E-commerce -> Corporate Performance (CP)
	0.172 ***
	0.040
	4.321
	0.000



	E-commerce -> Innovation Management (INNM)
	0.158 ***
	0.048
	3.304
	0.000



	Home Office -> Corporate Performance (CP)
	0.030 n.s.
	0.043
	0.707
	0.240



	Home Office -> Innovation Management (INNM)
	0.143 ***
	0.041
	3.482
	0.000







*** p < 0.001; n.s.: not significant.
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Table 6. Configurational invariance.






Table 6. Configurational invariance.





	Configurational Invariance
	Original Correlation
	Permutation Means Correlation
	5.00%
	Permutation p-Values
	Results





	Business Strategy (BS)
	1.000
	1.000
	0.999
	0.633
	Yes



	Corporate Performance (CP)
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000
	0.585
	Yes



	E-commerce
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000
	0.217
	Yes



	Economic Impact (EI)
	0.394
	0.970
	0.922
	0.004
	No



	Home Office
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000
	0.203
	Yes



	Innovation Management (INNM)
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000
	0.186
	Yes
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Table 7. Equality of means of the constructs.






Table 7. Equality of means of the constructs.





	Constructs
	Average Original Differences

G1/G2
	Difference of Means of Permutation G1/G2
	5.00%
	95.00%
	5.00%
	95.00%
	Equal Mean Values?





	Business Strategy (BS)
	−0.007
	−0.002
	−0.150
	0.156
	−0.184
	0.170
	Yes



	Corporate Performance (CP)
	0.200
	−0.006
	−0.166
	0.148
	−0.223
	0.216
	Yes



	E-commerce
	−0.193
	0.002
	−0.148
	0.167
	−0.305
	0.313
	Yes



	Economic Impact (EI)
	0.078
	−0.007
	−0.164
	0.141
	−0.223
	0.200
	Yes



	Home Office
	0.059
	−0.003
	−0.148
	0.145
	−0.145
	0.125
	Yes



	Innovation Management (INNM)
	0.237
	−0.002
	−0.157
	0.159
	−0.193
	0.192
	Yes
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Table 8. PLS-MGA.






Table 8. PLS-MGA.





	Structural Relationship
	Path Coefficient-Dif. (G1 vs. G2)
	Original p-Value (G1 vs. G2)
	New p-Value (G1 vs. G2)





	(BS) -> (CP)
	−0.091
	0.843
	0.157



	(BS) -> (EI)
	−0.205
	0.884
	0.116



	(BS) -> (INNM)
	−0.109
	0.845
	0.155



	E-commerce -> (CP)
	−0.057
	0.742
	0.258



	E-commerce -> (INNM)
	0.252
	0.993
	0.007



	(EI) -> (CP)
	0.108
	0.222
	0.222



	Home Office -> (CP)
	0.173
	0.017
	0.017



	Home Office -> (INNM)
	0.037
	0.334
	0.334



	(INNM) -> (CP)
	0.110
	0.119
	0.119



	(INNM) -> (EI)
	−0.207
	0.964
	0.036
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Table 9. PLS MGA-Bootstrap.






Table 9. PLS MGA-Bootstrap.





	Structural Relationship
	Original Path Coefficient (G1)
	Original Path Coefficient (G2)
	T Value (G1)
	T Value (G2)
	p Value (G1)
	p Value (G2)





	(BS) -> (CP)
	−0.114 **
	−0.023 n.s.
	1.640
	0.399
	0.050
	0.345



	(BS) -> (EI)
	−0.167 n.s.
	0.037 n.s.
	0.989
	0.603
	0.161
	0.273



	(BS) -> (INNM)
	−0.004 n.s.
	0.105 **
	0.041
	1.701
	0.484
	0.045



	E-commerce -> (CP)
	0.204 ***
	0.148 ***
	2.881
	2.865
	0.002
	0.002



	E-commerce -> (INNM)
	0.324 ***
	0.072 n.s.
	3.934
	1.269
	0.000
	0.102



	(EI) -> (CP)
	0.189 *
	0.081 *
	1.517
	1.565
	0.065
	0.059



	Home Office -> (CP)
	0.130 **
	0.042 n.s.
	2.182
	0.749
	0.015
	0.227



	Home Office -> (INNM)
	0.161 **
	0.124 ***
	2.267
	2.465
	0.012
	0.007



	(INNM) -> (CP)
	0.447 ***
	0.337 ***
	6.247
	5.582
	0.000
	0.000



	(INNM) -> (EI)
	0.026 n.s.
	0.233 ***
	0.222
	4.296
	0.412
	0.000







*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; n.s.: not significant.
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