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Abstract

In this article, we investigate the effect of green creativity on product innovation per-

formance through the mediating mechanism of responsible innovation. Further, we

explore the moderating impact of resource commitment on the relationship between

green creativity and responsible innovation. Utilizing a sample of 273 entrepreneurial

firms in Vietnam, we find that green creativity positively influences responsible inno-

vation. In addition, the results demonstrate that the effect of green creativity on

responsible innovation is moderated by a firm's level of resource commitment to

environmental innovation, such that the effect is more pronounced when a firm com-

mits more resources to environmental innovation. Finally, we find the effect of green

creativity on product innovation performance is mediated by responsible innovation.

The theoretical as well as practical implications of the findings are discussed.

K E YWORD S
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1 | INTRODUCTION

The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals' (SDGs) call for

firms to improve environmental sustainability through responsible

innovation has prompted manufacturing organizations to develop

green products (Ogbeibu et al., 2021; Välikangas, 2022). The commit-

ment to this framework requires that entrepreneurial firms and other

organizations take action that guarantees a sustainable future for the

planet as a whole and the people inhabiting it. Relatedly, responsible

innovation activities start with a firm's value systems and an approach

that focuses on principles-based of doing business (Du et al., 2016;

Whiteman et al., 2013). This suggests that firms should focus on meet-

ing fundamental responsibilities by enacting values and principles in

product development practices that do not harm consumers. Incorpo-

rating the SDGs into corporate strategies may help entrepreneurial

firms establish a culture of integrity that allows them not only to uphold

their basic responsibilities to consumers but also to set the stage for

responsible innovation activities in terms of new product development.

This commitment has prompted several entrepreneurial firms to

develop core strategies that reflect human capital development to

improve creativity and foster responsible innovation (Guston, 2013;

Jiang et al., 2012). Innovation is “the generation, acceptance, and imple-

mentation of new ideas, processes, products or services”
(Thompson, 1965, p. 2). Previous research indicates that innovation

should be a key mechanism for firms to achieve the SDGs (Voegtlin &

Scherer, 2017; Whiteman et al., 2013). Provided that entrepreneurial

Abbreviations: AVE, average variance extracted; CFA, confirmatory factor analysis;

CR, composite reliability; EFA, exploratory factor analysis; SDGs, Sustainable Development

Goals.
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firms are an important source of innovation, they have the social

responsibility to address sustainability concerns that relate to product

development. It has been suggested that “although no consumer

product has a zero impact on the environment, in business the terms

‘green product’ or ‘environmental product’ are used commonly to

describe those that strive to protect or enhance the natural environ-

ment by conserving energy and/or resources and reducing or eliminat-

ing the use of toxic agents, pollution, and waste” (Ottman et al., 2006,

p. 23). Our study defines green products as those that are less detri-

mental to the environment and human health and can be recycled.

Although previous literature has widely highlighted the importance

of green products (e.g., Albino et al., 2009; Sarkar et al., 2022), research

on how green creativity affects green product performance through

responsible innovation in emerging market entrepreneurial firms is

scarce. Prior research indicates that green product innovation

performance is driven by the development of products with the core

attributes that can satisfy the needs of customers and stakeholders

(Chen & Chang, 2013; Du et al., 2016). Further, extant research indi-

cates that green product innovation is now considered imperative for

many organizations (Dangelico & Pujari, 2010; Xie et al., 2019). Given

that environmental protection has become the main issue due to the

impact of businesses on the environment, entrepreneurial firms are

now developing green products to satisfy the need of the stakeholders

(Chen, 2011). In addition, business leaders believe that the integration

of green strategy in the form of green product development into their

business models is critical for meeting social needs and reducing envi-

ronmental impact (PriceWaterhouseCooper, 2014). Successful green

product development can aid entrepreneurial firms in moving toward

environmental sustainability. This shift has motivated several

companies to integrate sustainability into their core business models,

including employee training, supply chain management, and product

development (Adomako & Tran, 2022c; Khizar et al., 2022; Porter &

Kramer, 2011). Moreover, green products play an important role for

entrepreneurial firms to effectively respond to stakeholder green

pressures (Adomako et al., 2022). Thus, green product development,

responsible innovation, and sustainability have increasingly become

important corporate strategic issues for achieving competitive advan-

tage (Albino et al., 2009; Chen, 2001; Dost et al., 2019). For exam-

ple, responsible innovation, described as a new or considerably

enhanced product, service, or business model whose commercializa-

tion solves or alleviates environmental or social problems (Halme &

Korpela, 2014), has gained substantial traction in corporate board-

rooms as well as in the popular business press.

Despite the substantial effort in delineating the importance of

green products, we still lack a solid understanding of how green creativ-

ity impacts green product performance. The current study fills this gap

in our knowledge. In this study, we propose that green creativity—

defined as the act of generating and producing green ideas, approaches,

and actions (Chen & Chang, 2013)—would influence green product per-

formance through responsible innovation (i.e., how firms take care of

the future through collective stewardship of science and innovation in

the present). We further contend that the impact of green creativity on

responsible innovation is conditioned by a firm's level of resource

commitment to environmental sustainability. Thus, this article explores

the role of green creativity in green product performance through the

mediating mechanism of responsible innovation.

This article, therefore, contributes to the responsible innovation

literature in three specific ways. First, despite the substantial effort on

business outcomes of creativity (Gong et al., 2013; Rank et al., 2004),

previous research has rarely investigated the relationship between

green creativity and responsible innovation. This study seeks to

extend prior literature by examining whether and how green creativity

influences responsible innovation outcomes. By highlighting its posi-

tive influence on responsible innovation, our study strengthens the

business case of responsible innovation. Second, we find that green

creativity influences green product performance through responsible

innovation. This finding highlights the underlying mechanism for the

link between green creativity and green product performance. We

add to the extant literature by arguing that responsible innovation is a

clear pathway through which green creativity positively influences

green product performance. Third, this study seeks to explain the con-

dition under which green creativity is more or less pronounced in

responsible innovation outcomes. Third, we find that a firm's level of

resource commitment to environmental sustainability moderates the

association between creativity and responsible innovation. To the

best of our knowledge, this study is among the first to examine this

moderating effect. The finding extends the current understanding of

the conditions in which green creativity will improve responsible inno-

vation in entrepreneurial ventures.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we review the

extant literature and develop the study's hypotheses. Second, we out-

line the methodology and explain how the constructs were measured.

Third, we present the study findings. Finally, the findings are discussed,

and contributions and limitations for future research are provided.

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES

2.1 | Dynamic capabilities' perspective

The resource-based view (RBV) suggests that a firm's resources and

capabilities are valuable, rare, and inimitable, and these resources form

the basis of sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). Two

main views are advanced by the RBV theory. These are (1) firms

should be able to achieve sustainable competitive advantage through

their bundle of resources and (2) a firm's ability to adapt to and take

advantage of its dynamic environment (i.e., dynamic capabilities). The

dynamic capabilities perspective suggests that the firm's ability to

exploit its resources and capabilities is critical. Yet, it is also important

for the firm to compete to renew and develop its capabilities to face

the uncertainties surrounding the business environment (Teece

et al., 1997; Teece & Pisano, 1994). Thus, it is not a sufficient condi-

tion to have capabilities to remain competitive, but the ability to

renew and develop firm-level capabilities is a necessary condition for

achieving competitive advantage.

2 ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN
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Dynamic capabilities allow firms to respond to dynamic market

conditions by developing and renewing their resources and capabili-

ties (Winter, 2003). Additionally, dynamic capabilities help firms to go

beyond their current routines to deal with different problems (Zahra

et al., 2006). Given the unpredictable nature of the business environ-

ment, green creativity is useful for generating new ideas that can help

a firm to improvise for responsible innovation (Sauer & Bonelli, 2020).

Creativity within a firm acts to generate and produce new ideas,

approaches, and actions. Innovation, on the other hand, is considered

the way ideas are converted into a novel and authentic commercial

products, services, and firm practices (Wyer et al., 2010). It is impor-

tant to argue that creativity is critical for a firm to embark on its inno-

vation projects because creativity serves as the starting point for a

firm to commercialize its products and services (Amabile et al., 1996).

As a dynamic capability, green creativity may be an important driver

of responsible innovation. We propose that green creativity, defined

as “the development of new ideas about green products, green ser-

vices, green processes, or green practices that are judged to be origi-

nal, novel, and useful” (Amabile, 1988, p.153), is an important

predictor of product innovation performance.

In most cases, a dynamic capability originates from managerial

skills, competencies, and creativity (Teece, 2007; Teece et al., 1997)

that are mostly used to create and exploit opportunities. The develop-

ment of managerial creativity and competencies has emanated as a

sub-field of dynamic capabilities (Ferreira et al., 2020; Helfat &

Martin, 2015). As such, managerial capabilities are considered a major

driver of business model design and implementation (De Silva

et al., 2021; Hock-Doepgen et al., 2021). Given that managerial crea-

tivity and skills are derived from the characteristics of managers, they

are difficult for competitors to replicate (Teece, 2014). In addition,

because these characteristics are unique and valuable, managerial cre-

ativity can serve as an organization's foundation for responsible inno-

vation, which could ultimately lead to product innovation

performance.

2.2 | Responsible innovation

The idea of responsible innovation is an important part of new prod-

uct development, reflecting that new products should not damage the

health of consumers and the general public (Adomako & Tran, 2022a;

Voegtlin & Scherer, 2017). Instructively, innovation (i.e., the genera-

tion, acceptance, and implementation of new ideas, processes, prod-

ucts, or services) is an important mechanism for attaining these goals.

Responsible innovation is the process by which organizations and

their stakeholders generate value mutually beneficial and sustainably

(Bacq & Aguilera, 2022). Stilgoe et al. (2020) defined responsible inno-

vation as “taking care of the future through the collective stewardship

of science and innovation.” Relatedly, responsible innovation gener-

ates both private and societal values by contributing to the production

of public goods (Bacq & Aguilera, 2022). In addition, responsible inno-

vation pertains to a new or significantly improved product, service, or

business model whose introduction to the market solves or mitigates

an environmental or social issue (Halme & Korpela, 2014). Responsible

innovation can bring various competitive benefits to firms, such as

stakeholders' satisfaction and social image (Haned et al., 2014; Zhu

et al., 2019) and sustainable (social, environmental, and economic)

performance (Xie et al., 2022).

Given the importance of responsible innovation, several studies

have investigated the antecedents of responsible innovation to pro-

vide managerial implications to firms striving to boost their responsi-

ble innovation practices (e.g., Adomako & Tran, 2022a; Christofi

et al., 2022; Hadj, 2020; Zahoor et al., 2022). For example, responsible

innovation can be affected by corporate social responsibility, as it can

be viewed from the standpoint of sustainability, encompassing social,

environmental, and economic consequences (Christofi et al., 2022).

Evidence from North Africa shows that responsible innovation can be

encouraged in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) as way to

improve their corporate social responsbility (CSR) toward both inter-

nal and external stakeholders (Hadj, 2020). A further study conducted

in Ghana by Adomako and Tran (2022a) revealed that firms with

strong environmental collaboration with suppliers in planning and exe-

cuting a joint strategic approach to environmental management could

obtain knowledge about environmental management and responsibil-

ity from their suppliers, which, in turn, influences responsible innova-

tion. Furthermore, in the context of SMEs, responsible innovation can

be facilitated by alliance learning (i.e., the extent to which knowledge

is learned and acquired from alliance partners) through their absorp-

tive capacity and sense-making competency (Zahoor et al., 2022).

Although previous studies examined the factors that contribute

to responsible innovation, they did not investigate whether green cre-

ativity can serve as a facilitator. Moreover, little is known about how a

firm's resource commitment can interact with its green creativity to

promote responsible innovation and whether this promoted responsi-

ble innovation can enhance product innovation performance. Conse-

quently, this study focuses on the effect of green creativity on green

product innovation performance via the mediating role of responsible

innovation, as well as the moderating effect of resource commitment

on the relationship between green creativity and responsible innova-

tion. The proposed model and its hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.

2.3 | Green creativity and responsible innovation

Creativity is critical for generating new and relevant ideas that are

considered useful for innovation in organizations (Wyer et al., 2010).

It is considered creativity is the act of generating and producing new

ideas, approaches, and actions. On the hand, innovation is the process

that converts those ideas into novel, useful, and viable commercial

products, services, and business practices (Wyer et al., 2010). Thus,

creativity is a necessary condition for innovation to flourish (Amabile

et al., 1996). Accordingly, in our first hypothesis, we proposed that

green creativity would improve responsible innovation in entrepre-

neurial ventures. First, previous studies have underscored that green

creativity is an important antecedent of green innovation (e.g., Song &

Yu, 2018). The perception of innovation is related to the creativity

ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN 3
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climate Lin and Liu (2012), and thus, employee creativity can act as a

springboard for innovation (Amabile, 1988). Employees with green

creativity may proactively find ways to translate their creative ideas

into new green services that address changes in market preferences

(Luu, 2022). In a creative environment characterized by low levels of

external control and work pressure, employees may perceive greater

autonomy at work and consequently perform better on innovative

tasks (Liu et al., 2011). Second, green creativity focuses primarily on

generating novel and practical ideas for green products, processes,

services, and practices to tackle environmental issues (Song &

Yu, 2018). Therefore, green creativity is essential for enabling green

product and process innovation (Song & Yu, 2018). By adopting crea-

tive green solutions from their employees, organizations can create

innovative services to meet their social responsibilities and environ-

mental objectives (Song et al., 2020). Third, it has been suggested that

creativity is one of the factors that drive innovation. For example, pre-

vious research notes that “all innovation begins with creative ideas …

creativity by individuals and teams is a starting point for innovation

….” (Amabile, 1996, p. 143). Stated differently, the outcomes of green

creativity such as new ideas, or concepts, serve as the “ingredients”
for innovation. Moreover, creativity is frequently stated as the neces-

sary condition for subsequent innovation, though not a sufficient con-

dition since most ideas generated by creativity are not

commercialized (Baron & Tang, 2011; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006).

Fourth, previous scholarly development suggests that managers

exert a powerful influence on organizational cultures (Baron &

Tang, 2011; Gartner et al., 1994). For example, managerial values

are critical for defining the nature of culture and norms in an orga-

nization (Baum & Locke, 2004). This suggests that a high level of

creativity is likely to yield an organizational culture that cherishes

innovation. A culture of innovation can be established through man-

agers who show creativity in their behavior. Additionally, extant

research shows the importance of managerial creativity in the devel-

opment of new products and services (Leiblein, 2007; Snow, 2007).

Collectively, there is a theoretical ground to propose that managerial

creativity predicts innovation. Accordingly, we propose the following

hypothesis:

H1. Green creativity is positively related to responsible

innovation.

2.4 | The moderating effect of resource
commitment

Resource commitment is the devotion of financial and nonfinancial

resources that cannot be used for other purposes without incurring

costs (Osland et al., 2001). In other words, resource commitment

reflects the allocation of valuable resources in social and environmen-

tal activities (Li, 2014; Richey et al., 2005). According to the RBV

(Barney, 1991), the effective allocation of valuable, rare, and inimita-

ble resources is central to achieving competitive advantage. In other

words, the matching and commitment of resources to specific activi-

ties such as responsible innovation can yield innovation performance

(Daugherty et al., 2005). This view is supported by the resource

advantage theory that argues that the use of resources to achieve

sustainable competitive advantage is likely to yield innovation

(Chen & Chen, 2013; Hunt & Morgan, 1996). Particularly in compari-

son to other environmental practices, green innovation is a proactive

approach with a relatively long investment period and a higher

resource commitment (Wang et al., 2018). For example, in the tourism

industry context, financial and human resources are significant obsta-

cles to developing green practices in tourist hotels (Mittal &

Dhar, 2016; Siyambalapitiya et al., 2018). On the other hand, green

product design may improve firm performance for organizations that

commit more resources to green product activities (Adomako &

Tran, 2022d; Zhang & Walton, 2017). In addition, the commitment of

resources to green practices improves the effectiveness and efficiency

of green-oriented businesses (Zhang & Walton, 2017). According to

the natural RBV of the firm, resource commitment to cope with natu-

ral environmental issues has prompted the development of innovative

social and environmental responsibility initiatives.

However, investments in environmental issues incur substantial

opportunity costs because such investments divert resources from

being invested in other profitable opportunities (Ambec et al., 2013).

Thus, without sufficient resource commitment to environmental sus-

tainability, firms even with high levels of green creativity may struggle

to pursue and realize responsible innovation. We contend that firms

that commit resources to green innovation tend to convert the green

ideas that originated from creativity into responsible innovations more

rapidly and intensively than those with less resource commitment to

green innovation. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

F IGURE 1 Proposed model

4 ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN
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H2. Resource commitment positively moderates the

relationship between green creativity and responsible

innovation.

2.5 | The mediating role of responsible innovation

Previous studies have established the relationship between green cre-

ativity and product innovation performance (e.g., Chen &

Chang, 2013; Song et al., 2020). Yet, the mechanism that explains this

relationship is poorly understood. Research has revealed that the stra-

tegic application of responsible innovation gives rise to various bene-

fits, including innovative products, and new markets, and boosts

productivity (e.g., Halme & Korpela, 2014; Long & van Waes, 2021;

Owen et al., 2013). For example, responsible innovation links to intro-

ducing a new or better product that either addresses or mitigates

environmental or social problems (Halme & Korpela, 2014). In addi-

tion, responsible innovation can help inform business model innova-

tion outcomes (Long & van Waes, 2021). Responsible innovation is

considered a part of sustainable innovation (Genus &

Iskandarova, 2018; Zahoor et al., 2022) that incorporates social, envi-

ronmental, and economic rationale. It involves incorporating ethical

and social considerations into product development cycles and busi-

ness models (van Beers et al., 2020). Hence, we argue that the rela-

tionship between green creativity and product innovation

performance is mediated by responsible innovation necessitates. This

is because for creativity to yield its potential outcomes such as inno-

vation, it needs to focus on processes that satisfy the qualities of

anticipatory, thoughtful, deliberative, and responsive behavior (Owen

et al., 2013). It is also important to focus on products or outcomes of

innovation that conform to ethical principles (Van den Hoven, 2014).

To achieve environmental objectives and satisfy their social expecta-

tions and needs, firms must focus on enhancing new and novel green

ideas for green products, which can increase the probability of devel-

oping new products when these innovative ideas are implemented,

thereby enhancing green product innovation performance (Song

et al., 2020). Therefore, firms with a high level of green creativity can

effectively respond to consumer needs regarding green products,

resulting in superior product innovation performance. Accordingly, we

proposed the following hypothesis:

H3. Responsible innovation mediates the relationship

between green creativity and product innovation

performance.

3 | RESEARCH METHOD

3.1 | Sample and data

The data for this study were obtained from founders/senior managers

(i.e., chief executive officers [CEOs] and finance managers) of entre-

preneurial ventures in Vietnam. We randomly selected

600 entrepreneurial firms from the Vietnam Business Directory. The

firms were manufacturing firms that produced physical products. In

addition, to qualify for participation, a firm must employ not more

than 250 full-time workers as of the time of data collection. In addi-

tion, the firms should have introduced one green product in the last

3 years. Further, to qualify for participation, the firms should not be

part of any company group or subsidiary of a multinational company.

Finally, the firms should have the contact details of the CEO. To solicit

participation, we sent letters to each selected company's CEO. The

letters explained the purpose of the study and asked for cooperation

in completing the survey. The questionnaire maintained a language

equivalence by focusing on back-translation. It was first published in

English, then translated into Vietnamese before being retranslated

into English by bilingual writers (Nguyen et al., 2023). To obtain a high

response rate and provide reliable and accurate data, we promised the

CEOs a summary of the study's results. In addition, we promised the

CEOs anonymity.

In May 2021 (i.e., 1 month after the letters were sent), two

research assistants visited the companies, gave questionnaires to the

CEOs, and agreed on the date to collect the completed questionnaire.

After several visits to the companies, we obtained 290 completed

questionnaires. After eliminating missing values, we received 276 com-

pleted responses in wave 1. In wave 2 (i.e., 3 months after wave 1),

we contacted the finance directors/managers of the 276 firms and

handed over another questionnaire to capture the dependent variable

(i.e., green product innovation performance). The two-wave design

was used to reduce potential common method variance associated

with cross-sectional data (Podsakoff et al., 2012). After two visits to

the companies, we received 273 complete responses from wave

2. This represents a 45.5% response rate. The sample contains firms

with a mean age of 9.01 (S.D. = 6.85) years and a mean size of 23.23

(S.D. = 12.34) full-time employees. The results also show that 56%

were in the high technology industry, while 44% were operating in

the low technology industry.

To account for non-response bias, we compared early and late

respondents in terms of firm age, firm size, and industry. The results

of a t test revealed no significant differences between the two groups.

Thus, non-response bias should not be considered a substantial prob-

lem in this study.

3.2 | Measures

All the multi-item measures were captured on a 7-point Likert scale

with anchors ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.

Table 1 provides details of the measures, reliability, and validity.

3.2.1 | Green creativity

This construct reflects “the development of new ideas about green

products, green services, green processes, or green practices that are

judged to be original, novel, and useful” (Amabile, 1988; Chen &

ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN 5
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Chang, 2013). Accordingly, six items were taken from Chen and

Chang (2013) to measure green creativity.

3.2.2 | Resource commitment

We measured resource commitment to environmental innovation

with four items from Li (2014). A sample item is “We have sufficient

financial resources to invest in environmental innovation practices.”

3.2.3 | Responsible innovation

We measure responsible innovation with six items that were derived

from Adomako and Tran (2022a). Employing exploratory factor

analysis (EFA) with direct oblimin rotation, one factor was derived for

the responsible innovation scale. We deleted one item due to high

cross-loadings. The use of oblimin rotation allows an item to freely

load on multiple factors, hence showing its true impact across all

factors.

3.2.4 | Green product innovation performance

This construct was measured by adopting four items from

Atuahene-Gima et al. (2005). Finance managers/chief accountants

were asked to evaluate their companies' green product revenues,

growth in revenues from green products, the profitability of green

products, and growth in sales of green products (Adomako

et al., 2022).

TABLE 1 Measures, reliability, and validity assessment

Description of the measurement items

Factor

loadings

Green creativity: α = .89; CR = .90; AVE = .61

The members of the green product development project suggest new ways to achieve environmental goals .78

The members of the green product development project proposed new green ideas to improve environmental performance .80

The members of the green product development project promote and champion new green ideas to others .82

The members of the green product development project develop adequate plans for the implementation of new green ideas .76

The members of the green product development project would rethink new green ideas .79

The members of the green product development project would find out creative solutions to environmental problems .75

Resource commitment: α = .86; CR = .86; AVE = .61

We have sufficient financial resources to invest in environmental innovation practices .75

We have sufficient management resources to invest in environmental innovation practices .77

We have sufficient investment in software establishment (e.g., introduction of technology and human resource training) for

environmental innovation practices

.80

We have sufficient investment in hardware establishment (e.g., equipment and green material purchasing) for environmental

innovation practices

.82

Responsible innovation: α = .88; CR = .89; AVE = .57

Our company produces new products/services that demonstrate a willingness to add value to customers' wellbeing .80

On average, each year, we introduce new products/services that provide the social welfare needs of our customers .81

Industry experts would say that we are more prolific when it comes to launching products that aim at implementing resource

conservation and environmental protection

.77

Our new product offerings offer solutions for a better future .74

Our company has introduced new products/services that capture the responsible side of innovation .73

Our company is good at introducing responsible solutions to a meaningful problem .69

Environmental dynamism: α = .91; CR = .92; AVE = .79

Competitors are constantly trying out new competitive strategies .88

Customer needs and demands are changing rapidly in our industry .89

New markets are emerging for products and services in our industry .90

Product innovation performance: α = .85; CR = .86; AVE = .61

To what extent your company has achieved its product development objectives in terms of the following in the last 3 years:

Revenues from green products compared with business objectives .79

Growth in revenue from green products compared with business objectives .82

Growth in sales of green products compared with business objectives .76

Profitability of green products compared with business objectives .77

6 ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN
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3.2.5 | Control variables

We controlled for firm age, firm size, industry type, and environmental

dynamism. This is because these variables have the potential to influ-

ence the outcome variable (Adomako & Tran, 2022b). Firm age was

measured as the age since the firm was established. Firm size was

measured as the number of full-time employees. Given that data were

collected from the manufacturing industry, we included an industry

dummy as follows: 0 = high technology industry and 1 = low technol-

ogy industry. Finally, we measured environmental dynamism with

three items from Miller and Friesen (1982). The items captured mana-

gerial perceptions of the target market environment's degree of

variation.

3.3 | Common method bias assessment

Although we collected data on the dependent and independent vari-

ables from different respondents using the time-lag approach, we

tested for potential common method bias. First, we ran a Harman

one-factor test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) in which all the perceptual

items were loaded into an EFA. According to this approach, common

method bias should be a concern if a single factor emerges from the

factor analysis or factor 1 accounts for the majority of the variance.

The results of the factor analysis resulted in a solution that accounted

for 70.33% of the total variance, and factor 1 accounted for 16.23%.

Given that a single factor did not emerge, and factor 1 did not explain

most of the variance, common method bias is unlikely to be a concern

in our data.

Second, we assessed the potential influence of common method

bias using the market variable method (Lindell & Whitney, 2001).

Accordingly, we used a marker variable that was conceptually unre-

lated to at least one variable in our model to represent the potential

for common method bias. The marker variable used was “I like the red

color.” The lowest positive correlation (r = .005) between the marker

variable and product innovation performance was employed to adjust

the correlations and statistical significance. Our results show that

none of the significant correlations becomes nonsignificant after

adjusting for common method bias. Thus, common method bias is not

a serious concern in this study.

3.4 | Validity and reliability assessment

We performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess con-

struct validity. The results of the CFA are presented in Table 1. We

used well-established measures to assess the fit of our CFA model

1 (Bentler, 1990; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). These are the good-

ness of fit index (GFI), IFI Delta 2, the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), the

comparative fit index (CFI), and the root mean square error of approxi-

mation (RMSEA). The overall measurement model provides a satisfac-

tory fit to the data (χ2(129) = 303.290, p < .001; GFI = 0.91;

IFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.94, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05). The results also

revealed that all the indicators loaded significantly on their respective

constructs (p < .001), suggesting convergent validity and discriminant

validity for our measures. We also found that composite reliability

was greater than .70 and the values of average variance extracted

(AVE) were greater than the .50 threshold value (Fornell &

Larcker, 1981).

Additionally, two approaches were used to assess discriminant

validity. First, pair-wise Chi-square tests for all the latent constructs

were performed to establish whether the constrained and uncon-

strained models differed significantly. In all cases, the unconstrained

model produced a better model fit, and the results of the Chi-square

difference tests were significant (p < .001), supporting discriminant

validity. Second, we inspected the square roots of the AVE values and

found that in each case, the square root of the AVE values was

greater than the correlations of any pair of latent variables. This pro-

vides additional support for discriminant validity (Fornell &

Larcker, 1981). Table 2 provides details of the means, standard devia-

tions, and correlations of the tested variables in this study.

4 | ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE AND
RESULTS

We present the descriptive statistics and correlations in Table 2.

Before the main regression analysis, the variances involved in the

interaction were mean-centered to prevent multicollinearity (Aiken

et al., 1991). Given that the largest variance inflation factor (VIF) value

was 2.22, it was safe to conclude that multicollinearity is not a sub-

stantial issue in our analysis (Neter et al., 1996). The was also checked

against any violations of normality assumptions and outliers. The

results indicate no significant violations. Thus, the data were suitable

for regression analysis. We, therefore, utilized hierarchical regression

analysis to test our hypotheses. The results of the regression analysis

are presented in Table 3.

In Models 1–4, the dependent variable is responsible innovation.

The dependent variable in Models 5–8 is green product innovation

performance. Model 2 added green creativity, and the results in

Model 2 show that green creativity has a significant influence on

responsible innovation (β = .25, p < .01). This provides support for

H1. In Model 3, when the moderator (i.e., resource commitment) was

added to the regression equation, the influence of green creativity on

responsible innovation was still significant (β = .22, p < .01).

In Model 4, the interaction terms between green creativity and

resource commitment (i.e., green creativity � resource commitment)

were included. The interaction is positive and significant (β = .35,

p < .01). This result suggests that a firm's resource commitment posi-

tively moderates the relationship between green creativity and

responsible innovation. This provides support for H2. To establish the

direction of this interaction effect, we used convention practice for

plotting simple slopes (see Figure 2) at one standard deviation above

and below the mean of resource commitment. As anticipated, the

slope of the relationship between green creativity and responsible

innovation was strong when resource commitment is high (simple

ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN 7
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slope = 0.35, t = 3.79, p < .01), whereas the slope was weak when

resource commitment is low (simple slope = �0.03, t = �0.14,

p > .10).

The dependent variable in Models 5–8 is responsible innovation.

We test the mediation hypothesis (H3) in Models 5–8. Following the

procedure suggested by Zhao et al. (2010), we tested H3. First, the

independent variable should be related to the mediating variable. As

can be seen in Model 2, the relationship between green creativity and

responsible innovation was positive and significant (β = .25, p < .01).

Second, the mediating variable should be significantly related to the

dependent variable. The results in Model 7 demonstrate that

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics and correlations

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Firm size (employees) 23.23 12.34

2. Firm age (years) 9.01 6.85 �.11

3. Industry 0.56 0.48 �.15* �.11

4. Environmental dynamism 5.09 1.19 �.13 �.07 .22**

5. Green creativity 4.95 1.08 .15* .11 .12 .27**

6. Resource commitment 4.38 1.27 .28** .15* �.10 �.11 .10

7. Responsible innovation 5.21 0.99 �.11 �.12 .12 .13 .26** .23**

8. Green product innovation performance 5.19 1.02 �.09 �.11 .06 .22** .33** .22** .36**

Abbreviation: S.D., standard deviation.

*p < .05.

**p < .01 (two-tailed test).

TABLE 3 Regression results

Models 1–4: Responsible innovation Models 5–8: Product innovation performance

Control variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Firm size (employees) �0.05 �0.05 �0.03 �0.04 �0.06 �0.06 �0.05 �0.05

Firm age �0.06 �0.06 �0.05 �0.05 �0.08* �0.08* �0.06 �0.03

Industry 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03

Environmental dynamism 0.12* 0.11* 0.10* 0.08* 0.14** 0.13** 0.12* 0.11*

Independent variable

Green creativity 0.25*** 0.22*** 0.18*** 0.29*** 0.26*** 0.04

Moderator

Resource commitment 0.19*** 0.17*** 0.20*** 0.19*** 0.15***

Interaction

Green creativity � resource commitment 0.35*** 0.49***

Mediator

Responsible innovation 0.37*** 0.32***

Model fit statistics

F value 1.44 3.98*** 4.66*** 5.89*** 1.62 3.89*** 4.90*** 5.93***

R2 .11 .15 .18 .22 .12 .15 .17 .20

ΔR2 - .04 .03 .04 - .03 .02 .03

Largest VIF 1.11 1.07 1.29 1.33 1.29 2.19 2.11 2.22

Note: N = 273. Standardized coefficients are shown.

*p < .10.**p < .05.***p < .01.

F IGURE 2 Interaction effect of green creativity with resource
commitment to responsible innovation

8 ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN
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responsible innovation positively relates to green product innovation

performance (β = .37, p < .01). Third, the relationship between the

independent variable and the dependent variable should be nonsig-

nificant or weaker when the mediating variable is added to the

regression. The results in Model 8 reveal that when both green

creativity and responsible innovation are added to the regression

equation, responsible innovation has a positive influence on green

product innovation performance (β = .25, p < .01). In addition, the

effect of green creativity on green product innovation performance

is nonsignificant (β = .04, p > .10). These results provide support

for H3.

We also confirmed H3 by following Hayes and Preacher (2010).

Specifically, we tested the significance of the indirect effects utilizing

the Sobel test and bootstrapping. The formal two-tailed significance

test revealed that the indirect effect was significant (Sobel z = �2.14,

p = .05). We then used the bootstrapping results to confirm the Sobel

test. Accordingly, we estimated a 95% bias-corrected confidence

interval (CI) for indirect effects by bootstrapping 10,000 samples.

According to Shrout and Bolger (2002), if the results of the CI do not

contain zero, it can be concluded that the indirect effect is estab-

lished. In our case, the CI ranged from 0.03 to 0.13, crossing no zero

in CI. This suggests that the indirect effect is statistically significant in

our model, thus confirming H3.

Finally, using Preacher et al.'s (2007) SPSS macro, we examined

the conditional indirect effect of green creativity on green product

innovation performance (through responsible innovation) at the

values of the moderator (resource commitment). Accordingly, we set

high and low levels of resource commitment at one standard devia-

tion above and below the mean score of resource commitment. The

results of the PROCESS macro (Table 4) indicated that the indirect

effect of green creativity on green product innovation performance

via responsible innovation was conditional on the level of resource

commitment. The indirect effect was stronger (0.04) and significant

at a high level of resource commitment (CI ranging from 0.02 to

0.19 and not crossing zero) but was weaker (�0.01) and insignifi-

cant at a low level of resource commitment (CI ranging from �0.01

to 0.03, crossing zero). These results further provide support

for H3.

5 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Our article investigated the impact of green creativity on product

innovation performance through the mediating mechanism of

responsible innovation. We also examined the condition in which

green creativity is likely to improve responsible innovation by arguing

that a firm's level of resource commitment to environmental innova-

tion relative to its industry rivals would represent theoretically mean-

ingful boundary conditions on the responsible innovation–product

innovation performance relationship. Time-lagged data from

273 entrepreneurial firms in Vietnam supported our hypotheses. Spe-

cifically, our finding that green creativity positively relates to responsi-

ble innovation highlights the importance of the previously neglected

role of green creativity in explaining a firm's responsible behavior

(Liedong, 2021; Stilgoe et al., 2020). By integrating insights from a

dynamic capabilities perspective (Teece et al., 1997; Teece &

Pisano, 1994) and extant research (Chen, 2001; Chen & Chang, 2013),

our study argues that firms must develop creativity, which is crucial

for innovation (Halbesleben et al., 2003). Thus, our results confirm the

possibility of green creativity driving responsible innovation and new

product success (Chang et al., 2010). Our second finding (i.e., resource

commitment moderates the relationship between green creativity and

responsible innovation) provides a better understanding of the condi-

tions under which green creativity facilitates responsible innovation.

The third finding (i.e., responsible innovation is the mediator between

green creativity and product innovation performance) highlights the

mechanism through which green creativity improves product innova-

tion performance. Collectively, these findings provide several theoreti-

cal and practical implications.

5.1 | Theoretical implications

Our findings extend the existing literature in three ways. First, this

article suggests that green creativity improves responsible innovation.

The existing literature on responsible innovation (Adomako

et al., 2022; Tsai, 2009) has not explained how green creativity

enhances a firm's level of responsible innovation. Thus, we add to this

stream of research by suggesting that efforts to increase responsible

innovation should be tailored to improving the green creativity con-

cept as part of firms' long-term environmental strategies. Second, our

study extends our understanding of the boundary conditions of the

effects of green creativity. Although the effects of green creativity on

innovation have been previously investigated (Chen & Chang, 2013;

Song et al., 2020), research is lacking on the conditions under which

green creativity is more or less pronounced. We add to the existing

green creativity literature by empirically investigating the boundary

conditions of the effects of green creativity. Particularly, the finding in

TABLE 4 Moderated mediation results for green product innovation performance across levels of resource commitment

Product innovation performance

Moderator Level Conditional indirect effect SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI

Resource commitment Low (�1.23) �0.01 0.03 �0.01 0.03

High (1.23) 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.19

Note: N = 273. Results are based on 10,000 bootstrap sample.
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H2 indicates that resource commitment is such a boundary condition.

Thus, at a high level of green creativity, resource commitment may

facilitate the positive effect of green creativity in responsible innova-

tion activities. Third, we show that responsible innovation mediates

the positive relationship between green creativity and product inno-

vation performance. By this finding, we extend the innovation litera-

ture (Bustinza et al., 2022; Varriale et al. (2022) by highlighting the

mediating role of responsible innovation in the link between green

creativity and product innovation performance. The responsible inno-

vation literature has traditionally argued that innovations by firms

should take into consideration future collective stewardship (Stilgoe

et al., 2013). This suggests that firms must address societal concerns.

Despite this call, it is still not clear how the mechanism through which

ideas emanating from creativity is translated into innovations. Finally,

given that our sample comes from new and small firms, our findings

contribute to new venture development by highlighting that green

creativity is critical not only in old and large firms but also in new and

small ventures. Green creativity has been previously investigated in

large firms (Chen et al., 2016; Chen & Chang, 2013; Ogbeibu

et al., 2020). However, extant knowledge of the role of green creativ-

ity in new ventures is quite limited. Our study indicates that green

creativity is important for green product innovation performance in

new ventures.

5.2 | Practical implications

This article has two practical contributions. First, managers of new

ventures could leverage their green creativity activities to improve

green innovation performance through responsible innovation. Our

study suggests that green creativity is a relatively effective facilitator

of green product innovation performance through responsible innova-

tion. This suggests that green creativity not only overcomes green

innovation challenges but also proactively stimulates responsible inno-

vation activities and product innovation outcomes. Therefore, man-

agers in new ventures are advised to invest in green creativity to

improve green product innovation outcomes. Second, new ventures

need to improve responsible innovation activities for green product

innovation performance since there is a mediation between green cre-

ativity and green product innovation performance. Given the idea that

new products should not damage the health of consumers and the

general public, responsible innovation becomes critical for new prod-

uct development in new ventures. Thus, new processes should be

safe for employees and everyone involved, and the new product

should not pollute or harm the environment in any way. Third, we

find that green creativity has different effects on responsible inno-

vation depending on a firm's resource commitment effort. There-

fore, managers in new ventures should be aware that green

creativity may not lead to more responsible innovation when a firm

commits fewer resources to environmental innovation. It is, there-

fore, critical for managers to improve resource commitment efforts

to enhance the effects of green creativity on responsible

innovation.

6 | LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

This study has some limitations that provide new directions for future

research. First, the findings of the study are based on a Vietnamese

sample that does not address the role of green creativity in green

product innovation performance in other contexts. Vietnam has the

strong values of a collectivistic culture that offers assertiveness and

independence for entrepreneurs to embark on responsible innovation

activities. Therefore, the findings must be interpreted based on a col-

lectivistic culture where families and communities have a central role

in entrepreneurship. Accordingly, future studies can be conducted

using a multi-country setting (e.g., Europe, Latin America, and Africa)

to capture the unique and varied contextual idiosyncrasies within

which green creativity drives green product innovation performance.

Second, green product innovation performance was measured by

using self-reported data. Measuring performance in this way may be

affected by social desirability bias in responses. Future studies may,

therefore, employ triangulated methods to capture actual accounting

revenues on product performance in each firm. Finally, the cross-

sectional nature of the study precludes us from making causal claims.

Given that our dependent variable is performance, a major direction

for future research should be the exclusion of a potential endogeneity

bias (Hamilton & Nickerson, 2003). Methodologically, researchers

could attenuate this problem by utilizing longitudinal data.

Despite these limitations, our results indicate that high levels of

green creativity indirectly influence green product innovation perfor-

mance. The results also show that responsible innovation mediates

the relationship between green creativity and green product innova-

tion performance and that these relationships are amplified under

greater levels of resource commitment. Overall, the outcomes from

this study extend the innovation literature in several ways. In the

main, the study contributes to innovation theory development by pro-

viding a clearer illustration of the specific conditions in which green

creativity positively impacts responsible innovation within a develop-

ing economy context.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

This research was supported by the University of Economics Ho Chi

Minh City (UEH), Vietnam.

ORCID

Samuel Adomako https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7139-0988

Nguyen Phong Nguyen https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9724-8939

REFERENCES

Adomako, S., Simms, C., Vazquez-Brust, D., & Nguyen, H. T. (2022). Stake-

holder green pressure and new product performance in emerging

countries: A cross-country study. British Journal of Management,

34, 299–320. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12595
Adomako, S., & Tran, M. D. (2022a). Environmental collaboration, respon-

sible innovation, and firm performance: The moderating role of

stakeholder pressure. Business Strategy and the Environment, 31(4),

1695–1704. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2977

10 ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN

 10990836, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/bse.3373 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7139-0988
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7139-0988
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9724-8939
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9724-8939
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12595
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2977


Adomako, S., & Tran, M. D. (2022b). Local embeddedness, and corporate

social performance: The mediating role of social innovation orienta-

tion. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management,

29(2), 329–338. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2203
Adomako, S., & Tran, M. D. (2022c). Sustainable environmental strategy,

firm competitiveness, and financial performance: Evidence from the

mining industry. Resources Policy, 75, 102515. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.resourpol.2021.102515

Adomako, S., & Tran, M. D. (2022d). Stakeholder management, CSR com-

mitment, corporate social performance: The moderating role of uncer-

tainty in CSR regulation. Corporate Social Responsibility and

Environmental Management., 29, 1414–1423. https://doi.org/10.

1002/csr.2278

Aiken, L. S., West, S. G., & Reno, R. R. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing

and interpreting interactions. Sage.

Albino, V., Balice, A., & Dangelico, R. M. (2009). Environmental strategies

and green product development: An overview on sustainability-driven

companies. Business Strategy and the Environment, 18(2), 83–96.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.638

Amabile, T. M. (1988). A model of creativity and innovation in an organiza-

tion. Research in Organizational Behavior, 10(1), 123–167.
Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in Context. Westview Press.

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Asses-

sing the work environment for creativity. Academy of Management

Journal, 39(5), 1154–1184. https://doi.org/10.2307/256995
Ambec, S., Cohen, M., Elgie, S., & Lanoie, P. (2013). The Porter hypothesis

at 20: Can environmental regulation enhance innovation and competi-

tiveness? Review of Environmental Economics and Policy, 7(1), 2–22.
https://doi.org/10.1093/reep/res016

Atuahene-Gima, K., Slater, S. F., & Olson, E. M. (2005). The contingent

value of responsive and proactive market orientations for new product

program performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management,

22(6), 464–482.
Bacq, S., & Aguilera, R. V. (2022). Stakeholder governance for responsible

innovation: A theory of value creation, appropriation, and distribution.

Journal of Management Studies, 59(1), 29–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joms.12746

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage.

Journal of Management, 17(1), 99–120. https://doi.org/10.1177/

014920639101700108

Baron, R. A., & Tang, J. (2011). The role of entrepreneurs in firm-level inno-

vation: Joint effects of positive affect, creativity, and environmental

dynamism. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(1), 49–60. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.06.002

Baum, J. R., & Locke, E. A. (2004). The relationship of entrepreneurial

traits, skill, and motivation to subsequent venture growth. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 89(4), 587–598. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.89.4.587

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psycho-

logical Bulletin, 107(2), 238–246. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.
107.2.238

Bustinza, O. F., Opazo-Basaez, M., & Tarba, S. (2022). Exploring the inter-

play between smart manufacturing and KIBS firms in configuring

product-service innovation performance. Technovation, 118, 102258.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102258

Chang, S.-C., Tein, S.-W., & Lee, H.-M. (2010). Social capital, creativity, and

new product advantage: An empirical study. International Journal of

Electronic Business Management, 8(1), 43–55.
Chen, C. (2001). Design for the environment: A quality-based model for

green product development. Management Science, 47(2), 250–263.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.47.2.250.9841

Chen, J. K., & Chen, I. S. (2013). A theory of innovation resource synergy.

Innovations, 15(3), 368–392. https://doi.org/10.5172/impp.2013.15.

3.368

Chen, Y. S. (2011). Green organizational identity: Sources and conse-

quence. Management Decision, 49(3), 384–404. https://doi.org/10.

1108/00251741111120761

Chen, Y. S., & Chang, C. H. (2013). The determinants of green product

development performance: Green dynamic capabilities, green transfor-

mational leadership, and green creativity. Journal of Business Ethics,

116(1), 107–119. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1452-x
Chen, Y. S., Chang, T. W., Lin, C. Y., Lai, P. Y., & Wang, K. H. (2016). The

influence of proactive green innovation and reactive green innovation

on green product development performance: The mediation role of

green creativity. Sustainability, 8(10), 966. https://doi.org/10.3390/

su8100966

Christofi, M., Khan, H., & Iaia, L. (2022). Responsible innovation in Asia: A

systematic review and an agenda for future research. Asia Pacific Jour-

nal of Management, 1–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-

09839-4

Dangelico, R. M., & Pujari, D. (2010). Mainstreaming green product innova-

tion: Why and how companies integrate environmental sustainability.

Journal of Business Ethics, 95(3), 471–486. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-010-0434-0

Daugherty, P. J., Richey, R. G., Genchev, S. E., & Chen, H. (2005). Reverse

logistics: Superior performance through focused resource commit-

ments to information technology. Transportation Research Part E: Logis-

tics and Transportation Review, 41(2), 77–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.tre.2004.04.002

de Silva, M., Al-Tabbaa, O., & Khan, Z. (2021). Business model innovation

by international social purpose organizations: The role of dynamic

capabilities. Journal of Business Research, 125, 733–749. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.12.030

Dost, M., Pahi, M. H., Magsi, H. B., & Umrani, W. A. (2019). Influence of

the best practices of environmental management on green product

development. Journal of Environmental Management, 241, 219–225.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.04.006

Du, S., Yalcinkaya, G., & Bstieler, L. (2016). Sustainability, social media

driven open innovation, and new product development performance.

Journal of Product Innovation Management, 33, 55–71. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jpim.12334

Ferreira, J., Coelho, A., & Moutinho, L. (2020). Dynamic capabilities, crea-

tivity and innovation capability and their impact on competitive advan-

tage and firm performance: The moderating role of entrepreneurial

orientation. Technovation, 92, 102061. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

technovation.2018.11.004

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models

with unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Mar-

keting Research, 18(1), 39–50. https://doi.org/10.1177/

002224378101800104

Gartner, W., Shaver, K., Gatewood, E., & Katz, J. (1994). Finding the entre-

preneur in entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 18,

5–9. https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879401800301
Genus, A., & Iskandarova, M. (2018). Responsible innovation: Its institutio-

nalisation and a critique. Technological Forecasting and Social Change,

128, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.09.029
Gong, Y., Zhou, J., & Chang, S. (2013). Core knowledge employee creativity

and firm performance: The moderating role of riskiness orientation,

firm size, and realized absorptive capacity. Personnel Psychology, 66(2),

443–482. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12024
Guston, D. H. (2013). “Daddy, can i have a puddle gator?”: Creativity,

anticipation, and responsible innovation. Responsible Innovation: Man-

aging the Responsible Emergence of Science and Innovation in Society,

12, 109–118. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118551424.ch6
Hadj, T. B. (2020). Effects of corporate social responsibility towards stake-

holders and environmental management on responsible innovation

and competitiveness. Journal of Cleaner Production, 250, 119490.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119490

ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN 11

 10990836, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/bse.3373 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2021.102515
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2021.102515
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2278
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2278
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.638
https://doi.org/10.2307/256995
https://doi.org/10.1093/reep/res016
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12746
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12746
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.587
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.587
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102258
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.47.2.250.9841
https://doi.org/10.5172/impp.2013.15.3.368
https://doi.org/10.5172/impp.2013.15.3.368
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111120761
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111120761
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1452-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8100966
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8100966
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09839-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09839-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0434-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0434-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2004.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2004.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12334
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12334
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879401800301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.09.029
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12024
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118551424.ch6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119490


Halbesleben, J. R. B., Novicevic, M. M., Harvey, M. G., & Buckley, M. R.

(2003). Awareness of temporal complexity in the leadership of creativ-

ity and innovation: A competency-based model. Leadership Quarterly,

14(4/5), 433–454. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00046-8
Halme, M., & Korpela, M. (2014). Responsible innovation toward sustain-

able development in small and medium-sized enterprises: A resource

perspective. Business Strategy and the Environment, 23(8), 547–566.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1801

Hamilton, B., & Nickerson, J. (2003). Correcting for endogeneity in strate-

gic management research. Strategic Organization, 1(1), 51–78. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1476127003001001218

Haned, N., Mothe, C., & Nguyen-Thi, T. U. (2014). Firm persistence in

technological innovation: The relevance of organizational innovation.

Economics of Innovation and New Technology, 23(5–6), 490–516.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10438599.2014.895509

Hayes, A. F., & Preacher, K. J. (2010). Estimating and testing indirect

effects in simple mediation models when the constituent paths are

nonlinear. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 45, 627–660. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00273171.2010.498290

Helfat, C. E., & Martin, J. A. (2015). Dynamic managerial capabilities:

Review and assessment of the managerial impact on strategic change.

Journal of Management, 41(5), 1281–1312. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206314561301

Hock-Doepgen, M., Clauss, T., Kraus, S., & Cheng, C. F. (2021). Knowledge

management capabilities and organizational risk-taking for business

model innovation in SMEs. Journal of Business Research, 130, 683–697.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.12.001

Hunt, S. D., & Morgan, R. M. (1996). The resource-advantage theory of

competition: Dynamics, path dependencies, and evolutionary dimen-

sions. Journal of Marketing, 60(4), 107–114. https://doi.org/10.1177/
002224299606000410

Jiang, J., Wang, S., & Zhao, S. (2012). Does HRM facilitate employee crea-

tivity and organizational behavior? A study of Chinese firms. The Inter-

national Journal of Human Resource Management, 23(19), 4025–4047.
Khizar, H. M. U., Iqbal, M. J., Khalid, J., & Adomako, S. (2022). Addressing

the conceptualization and measurement challenges of sustainability ori-

entation: A systematic review and research agenda. Journal of Business

Research, 142, 718–743. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.01.029
Leiblein, M. J. (2007). Environment, organization, and innovation: How

entrepreneurial decisions affect innovative success. Strategic Entrepre-

neurship Journal, 1, 141–144. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.9
Li, Y. (2014). Environmental innovation practices and performance: Moder-

ating effect of resource commitment. Journal of Cleaner Production, 66,

450–458. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.044
Liedong, T. A. (2021). Responsible firm behavior in political markets: Judg-

ing the ethicality of corporate political activity in weak institutional

environments. Journal of Business Ethics, 172(2), 325–345. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10551-020-04503-7

Lin, C. Y. Y., & Liu, F. C. (2012). A cross-level analysis of organizational cre-

ativity climate and perceived innovation: The mediating effect of work

motivation. European Journal of Innovation Management, 15(1), 55–76.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601061211192834

Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common method

variance in cross-sectional research designs. Journal of Applied Psychol-

ogy, 86(1), 114–121. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.114
Liu, D., Chen, X. P., & Yao, X. (2011). From autonomy to creativity: A multi-

level investigation of the mediating role of harmonious passion. Journal

of Applied Psychology, 96(2), 294–309. https://doi.org/10.1037/

a0021294

Long, T. B., & van Waes, A. (2021). When bike sharing business models go

bad: Incorporating responsibility into business model innovation. Jour-

nal of Cleaner Production, 297, 126679. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jclepro.2021.126679

Luu, T. T. (2022). Fostering green service innovation perceptions through

green entrepreneurial orientation: The roles of employee green

creativity and customer involvement. International Journal of Contem-

porary Hospitality Management, 34(7), 2640–2663. https://doi.org/10.
1108/IJCHM-09-2021-1136

McMullen, J. S., & Shepherd, D. A. (2006). Entrepreneurial action and the

role of uncertainty in the theory of the entrepreneur. Academy of Man-

agement Review, 36(1), 132–152. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.

19379628

Miller, D., & Friesen, P. H. (1982). Innovation in conservative and

entrepreneurial firms: Two models of strategic momentum. Strategic

Management Journal, 3(1), 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.

4250030102

Mittal, S., & Dhar, R. L. (2016). Effect of green transformational leadership

on green creativity: A study of tourist hotels. Tourism Management, 57,

118–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.05.007

Neter, J., Kutner, M. H., Nachtsheim, C. J., & Wasserman, W. (1996).

Applied linear statistical models. Irwin.

Nguyen, N. P., Adomako, S., & Ahsan, M. (2023). The base-of-the-pyramid

orientation and export performance of Vietnamese small and medium

enterprises. Journal of Business Research, 154, 113314. https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113314

Ogbeibu, S., Emelifeonwu, J., Senadjki, A., Gaskin, J., & Kaivo-oja, J. (2020).

Technological turbulence and greening of team creativity, product

innovation, and human resource management: Implications for sus-

tainability. Journal of Cleaner Production, 244, 118703. https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118703

Ogbeibu, S., Pereira, V., Burgess, J., Gaskin, J., Emelifeonwu, J.,

Tarba, S. Y., & Arslan, A. (2021). Responsible innovation in

organizations–unpacking the effects of leader trustworthiness and

organizational culture on employee creativity. Asia Pacific Journal of

Management, 1–31.
Osland, G. E., Taylor, C. R., & Zou, S. (2001). Selecting international modes

of entry and expansion. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 19(3), 153–
161. https://doi.org/10.1108/02634500110391690

Ottman, J. A., Stafford, E. R., & Hartman, C. L. (2006). Green marketing

myopia. Environment, 48(5), 22–36. https://doi.org/10.3200/ENVT.48.

5.22-36

Owen, R., Stilgoe, J., Macnaghten, P., Gorman, M., Fisher, E., & Guston, D.

(2013). A framework for responsible innovation. In R. Owen, J. Bes-

sant, & M. Heintz (Eds.). Responsible Innovation: Managing the Responsi-

ble Emergence of Science and Innovation in Society (pp. 27–50). Wiley.

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118551424.ch2

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of

method bias in social science research and recommendations on how

to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 63(1), 539–569. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational

research: Problems and prospects. Journal of Management, 12(4), 531–
543. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638601200408

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2011). Creating shared value. Harvard Busi-

ness Review, 89(1/2), 62–77.
Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing moderated

mediation hypotheses: Theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivari-

ate Behavioral Research, 42, 185–227. https://doi.org/10.1080/

00273170701341316

PriceWaterhouseCooper. 2014. Business success beyond the short term:

CEO perspectives on sustainability. PwC 17th Annual Global CEO Sur-

vey: Sustainability. Available at: http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/ceo-

survey/2014/sustainability-perspective.jhtml

Rank, J., Pace, V. L., & Frese, M. (2004). Three avenues for future research

on creativity, innovation, and initiative. Applied Psychology, 53(4), 518–
528. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2004.00185.x

Richey, R. G., Genchev, S. E., & Daugherty, P. J. (2005). The role of

resource commitment and innovation in reverse logistics performance.

International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management,

35(3/4), 233–257. https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030510599913

12 ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN

 10990836, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/bse.3373 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00046-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1801
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127003001001218
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127003001001218
https://doi.org/10.1080/10438599.2014.895509
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2010.498290
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2010.498290
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314561301
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314561301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299606000410
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299606000410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.01.029
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.11.044
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04503-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04503-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601061211192834
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.114
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021294
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021294
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126679
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126679
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-09-2021-1136
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-09-2021-1136
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379628
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379628
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250030102
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250030102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118703
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118703
https://doi.org/10.1108/02634500110391690
https://doi.org/10.3200/ENVT.48.5.22-36
https://doi.org/10.3200/ENVT.48.5.22-36
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118551424.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638601200408
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273170701341316
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273170701341316
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/ceo-survey/2014/sustainability-perspective.jhtml
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/ceo-survey/2014/sustainability-perspective.jhtml
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2004.00185.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030510599913


Sarkar, B., Ullah, M., & Sarkar, M. (2022). Environmental and economic sus-

tainability through innovative green products by remanufacturing.

Journal of Cleaner Production, 332, 129813. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jclepro.2021.129813

Sauer, S., & Bonelli, F. (2020). Collective improvisation as a means to

responsibly govern serendipity in social innovation processes. Journal

of Responsible Innovation, 7(sup2), S44–S63. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23299460.2020.1816025

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Muller, H. (2003). Descriptive

goodness-of-fit measures. Methods of Psychological Research Online,

8(2), 23–74.
Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperi-

mental studies: New procedures and recommendations. Psychological

Methods, 7(4), 422–445. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.7.4.422
Siyambalapitiya, J., Zhang, X., & Liu, X. (2018). Green human resource man-

agement: A proposed model in the context of Sri Lanka's tourism

industry. Journal of Cleaner Production, 201, 542–555. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.305

Snow, C. C. (2007). Moderator comments: Innovation. Strategic Entrepre-

neurship Journal, 1, 101–102. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.11
Song, W., Wang, G. Z., & Ma, X. (2020). Environmental innovation prac-

tices and green product innovation performance: A perspective from

organizational climate. Sustainable Development, 28(1), 224–234.
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1990

Song, W., & Yu, H. (2018). Green innovation strategy and green innova-

tion: The roles of green creativity and green organizational identity.

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 25(2),

135–150. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1445
Stilgoe, J., Owen, R., & Macnaghten, P. (2013). Developing a framework

for responsible innovation. Research Policy, 42(9), 1568–1580. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.05.008

Stilgoe, J., Owen, R., & Macnaghten, P. (2020). Developing a framework

for responsible innovation. In The Ethics of Nanotechnology, Geoengi-

neering and Clean Energy (pp. 347–359). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.
4324/9781003075028-22

Teece, D., & Pisano, G. (1994). The dynamic capabilities of firms: An intro-

duction. Industrial and Corporate Change, 3(3), 537–556. https://doi.
org/10.1093/icc/3.3.537-a

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and micro-

foundations of (sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Manage-

ment Journal, 28, 1319–1350. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640

Teece, D. J. (2014). The foundations of enterprise performance: Dynamic

and ordinary capabilities in an (economic) theory of firms. Academy of

Management Perspectives, 28, 328e352. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.

2013.0116

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and stra-

tegic management. Strategic Management Journal, 18, 509–533.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509::AID-

SMJ882>3.0.CO;2-Z

Thompson, V. A. (1965). Bureaucracy and innovation. Administrative Sci-

ence Quarterly, 10(1), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.2307/2391646
Tsai, K. H. (2009). Collaborative networks and product innovation perfor-

mance: Toward a contingency perspective. Research Policy, 38(5),

765–778. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.12.012
Välikangas, A. (2022). The uses of grand challenges in research policy and

university management: Something for everyone. Journal of Responsi-

ble Innovation, 9(1), 93–113. https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.

2022.2040870

van Beers, C., Knorringa, P., & Leliveld, A. (2020). Can frugal innovations

be responsible innovations? In Responsible Innovation in Large Techno-

logical Systems (pp. 80–95). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/

9781003019930-6

van den Hoven, J. (2014). Responsible Innovation: A New Look at Tech-

nology and Ethics. In J. van den Hoven, B. J. Koops, H. A. Romijn, T. E.

Swierstra, & I. Oosterlaken (Eds.). Responsible Innovation vol. 1. Innova-

tive Solutions for Global Issues (pp. 3–14). Springer. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-94-017-8956-1_1

Varriale, V., Cammarano, A., Michelino, F., & Caputo, M. (2022). The role

of supplier innovation performance and strategies on the smartphone

supply market. European Management Journal, 40(4), 490–502. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.09.010

Voegtlin, C., & Scherer, A. G. (2017). Responsible innovation and the inno-

vation of responsibility: Governing sustainable development in a glob-

alized world. Journal of Business Ethics, 143(2), 227–243. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10551-015-2769-z

Wang, R., Wijen, F., & Heugens, P. P. M. A. R. (2018). Government's green

grip: Multifaceted state influence on corporate environmental actions

in China. Strategic Management Journal, 39(2), 403–428. https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.2714

Whiteman, G., Walker, B., & Perego, P. (2013). Planetary boundaries: Eco-

logical foundations for corporate sustainability. Journal of Management

Studies, 50(2), 307–336. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2012.

01073.x

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic Man-

agement Journal, 24, 991–995. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.318

Wyer, P., Donohoe, S., & Matthews, P. (2010). Fostering strategic learning

capability to enhance creativity in small service businesses. Service

Business, 4(1), 9–26. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-009-0086-2
Xie, X., Huo, J., & Zou, H. (2019). Green process innovation, green product

innovation, and corporate financial performance: A content analysis

method. Journal of Business Research, 101, 697–706. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.01.010

Xie, X., Wu, Y., & Tejerob, C. B. G. (2022). How responsible innovation

builds business network resilience to achieve sustainable performance

during global outbreaks: An extended resource-based view. IEEE

Transactions on Engineering Management, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.

1109/TEM.2022.3186000

Zahoor, N., Khan, H., Khan, Z., & Akhtar, P. (2022). Responsible innovation

in emerging markets' SMEs: The role of alliance learning and absorp-

tive capacity. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 1–35. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10490-022-09843-8

Zahra, S. A., Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship and

dynamic capabilities: A review, model and research agenda. Journal of

Management Studies, 43, 917–955. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

6486.2006.00616.x

Zhang, J. A., & Walton, S. (2017). Eco-innovation and business perfor-

mance: The moderating effects of environmental orientation and

resource commitment in green-oriented SMEs. R&D Management,

47(5), E26–E39. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12241

Zhao, X., Lynch, J. G. Jr., & Chen, Q. (2010). Reconsidering Baron and

Kenny: Myths and truths about mediation analysis. Journal of Con-

sumer Research, 37(2), 197–206. https://doi.org/10.1086/651257
Zhu, Q., Zou, F., & Zhang, P. (2019). The role of innovation for perfor-

mance improvement through corporate social responsibility practices

among small and medium-sized suppliers in China. Corporate Social

Responsibility and Environmental Management, 26(2), 341–350. https://
doi.org/10.1002/csr.1686

How to cite this article: Adomako, S., & Nguyen, N. P. (2023).

Green creativity, responsible innovation, and product

innovation performance: A study of entrepreneurial firms in an

emerging economy. Business Strategy and the Environment,

1–13. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3373

ADOMAKO AND NGUYEN 13

 10990836, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/bse.3373 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129813
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129813
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2020.1816025
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2020.1816025
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.7.4.422
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.305
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.11
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1990
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.05.008
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003075028-22
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003075028-22
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/3.3.537-a
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/3.3.537-a
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0116
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0116
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391646
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2022.2040870
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2022.2040870
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003019930-6
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003019930-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8956-1_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8956-1_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2769-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2769-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2714
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2714
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2012.01073.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2012.01073.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.318
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-009-0086-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2022.3186000
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2022.3186000
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09843-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09843-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12241
https://doi.org/10.1086/651257
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1686
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1686
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3373

	Green creativity, responsible innovation, and product innovation performance: A study of entrepreneurial firms in an emergi...
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
	2.1  Dynamic capabilities' perspective
	2.2  Responsible innovation
	2.3  Green creativity and responsible innovation
	2.4  The moderating effect of resource commitment
	2.5  The mediating role of responsible innovation

	3  RESEARCH METHOD
	3.1  Sample and data
	3.2  Measures
	3.2.1  Green creativity
	3.2.2  Resource commitment
	3.2.3  Responsible innovation
	3.2.4  Green product innovation performance
	3.2.5  Control variables

	3.3  Common method bias assessment
	3.4  Validity and reliability assessment

	4  ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE AND RESULTS
	5  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	5.1  Theoretical implications
	5.2  Practical implications

	6  LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
	ACKNOWLEDGMENT
	REFERENCES


