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Social Media Use, Corporate Entrepreneurship and Organizational

Resilience: A recipe for SMEs Success in a Post-Covid Scenario

Abstract:

The strategic use of social media tools facilitates firms' entrepreneurial capabilities, enabling them to
become more innovative, increasing their proactivity, and helping them to renew themselves
internally. In today's turbulent landscape, organizational resilience has emerged as a key variable for
responding to external challenges and facing uncertainty. In this context, our study aims to analyze the
role of social media use as an antecedent of corporate entrepreneurship and firm performance in
Spanish SMEs, while also examining the mediating role of organizational resilience in this process.
Analyzing data from a sample of 259 firms, we tested our proposed hypotheses using structural
equation modeling. The results confirm that use of social media tools positively impacts the
entrepreneurial capabilities of the SMEs examined. The findings also stress the strategic relevance of
organizational resilience, which exerts a perfect mediating impact on firm performance. These
findings have significant implications for managers, as they show the path managers must take to
benefit from social media use, become more entreprencurial and resilient, and achieve business

success in these turbulent times.

Keywords: Social Media; Corporate Entrepreneurship; Organizational Resilience; SMEs.



Social Media Use, Corporate Entrepreneurship and Organizational

Resilience: A recipe for SMEs Success in a Post-Covid Scenario
Abstract

The strategic use of social media tools facilitates firms’ entrepreneurial capabilities, enabling
them to become more innovative, increasing their proactivity, and helping them to renew
themselves internally. In today’s turbulent landscape, organizational resilience has emerged as
a key variable for responding to external challenges and facing uncertainty. In this context,
our study aims to analyze the role of social media use as an antecedent of corporate
entrepreneurship and firm performance in Spanish SMEs, while also examining the mediating
role of organizational resilience in this process. Analyzing data from a sample of 259 firms,
we tested our proposed hypotheses using structural equation modelling. The results confirm
that use of social media tools positively impacts the entrepreneurial capabilities of the SMEs
examined. The findings also stress the strategic relevance of organizational resilience, which
exerts a perfect mediating impact on firm performance. These findings have significant
implications for managers, as they show the path managers must take to benefit from social
media use, become more entrepreneurial and resilient, and achieve business success in these

turbulent times.

Keywords: Social Media, Corporate Entrepreneurship, Organizational Resilience, SMEs.

1. Introduction

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) form the backbone of the global economy. In
Europe, they represent 99.8% of all enterprises and account for about 65% of total
employment (European Commission, 2021). The strategic significance of SMEs is reflected
not only in their contribution to the gross domestic product but also to income generation,
employment, and new business creation (Nachmias and Hubschmid-Vierheilig, 2021). SME-
related issues have thus recently become a prominent research line in management (Susanto et
al., 2021).

SMEs are more vulnerable than large firms to the impact of external crisis, due to their
limited resources and lack of specialized knowledge (Klein and Kodesko, 2021). As
significant transformations occur worldwide, firms today face a competitive landscape with

high levels of volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity, a context defined as a



VUCA! environment (Troise et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2022). The concept of resilience has
gained momentum as a key strategic issue in helping firms—especially SMEs—adapt and
survive in this challenging context (Ahmed et al., 2022; Zighan et al., 2021).

Organizational resilience has emerged as an important issue in management research
(Hillmann and Guenther, 2021). It can be conceptualized as the firm’s ability to survive,
recover, and even grow after a crisis disrupts its business operations (Huang and Jahromi,
2021). Organizational resilience is the organization’s capacity to address major strategic
challenges through responsiveness and reinvention to ensure business continuity (Herbane,
2019). Resilience is thus defined as the firm’s ability to anticipate and adapt to changing
disruptions proactively, even developing new capabilities (Saad et al., 2021). Resilience is
more than mere survival; it involves adapting, being proactive, and being able to seize
opportunities in a challenging business environment. We need more knowledge to identify the
main antecedents or conditions that develop resilient firms (Xie et al., 2022).

Recent literature has highlighted two major factors in the main strategic priorities for
building SME resilience (Juergensen et al., 2020; OECD, 2021; Yu et al., 2021): (1)
promoting adoption and use of digital technologies, such as social media tools® (hereafter,
SMTs) and (2) fostering a culture of innovation and entrepreneurship to support
entrepreneurial activities inside firms. Our study analyzes both factors as major determinants
of organizational resilience.

Digitalization has advanced significantly in recent years and is opening fascinating
opportunities for firms (Secundo et al., 2021). The emergence of SMTs has completely
transformed the way firms relate to and interact with their stakeholders (Bhimani et al., 2019).
SMTs are conceptualized as “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the
ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and allow the creation and exchange of
user generated content” (Kaplan and Haenlin, 2010, p. 61). Social media platforms such as
Facebook, Instagram, YouTube, and WhatsApp give SMEs channels to increase their
competitiveness by enhancing customer relationships, expanding collaboration, and
identifying valuable ideas to develop new products (Susanto et al., 2021). These tools also
foster the development of entrepreneurial processes inside firms because they foster
collaboration, business networking, co-creation, and business innovation (Olanrewaju et al.,
2020). Although social media use plays a significant role in fostering entrepreneurship at

corporate level (Troise et al., 2021), more research on the topic is needed, especially in the

1VUCA: Volatile, Uncertain, Complex and Ambiguous.
2 SMTs: Social Media Tools.



current digital era, to understand SMTs’ full impact as enablers of entrepreneurial activities
(Elia et al., 2020; Secundo et al., 2021).

To cope with external turbulence, SMEs must take entrepreneurial initiative, reorienting
themselves and refocusing their innovation efforts (Susanto et al., 2021). As a result, the
scientific importance of analyzing corporate entrepreneurship has increased, and research on
the topic has evolved dramatically in recent years (Castriotta et al., 2021). Corporate
entrepreneurship is defined as a process that occurs inside an existing firm and leads to
various innovative activities, such as development of new products, services, technologies,
competitive strategies, and even business models (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Kuratko and
Audretsch, 2013). Corporate entrepreneurship is a strategic behavior or attitude by which
individuals inside organizations undertake new activities and are willing to depart from
routines to pursue new entrepreneurial opportunities (Garcia-Morales et al., 2014). It is
conceptualized as a dynamic capability that allows firms to address changing environments,
manage potential uncertainties rapidly, and remain competitive (Rehman et al., 2021).

Our study focuses on internal corporate entrepreneurship, which involves using the firm’s
extant resources and capabilities to improve business operations, take advantage of new
opportunities, and create new products and services (Vanacker et al., 2021). Since SMEs in
the post-COVID-19 scenario still suffer from resource constraints, we believe it is best to
focus on this type of entrepreneurial process. Following prior literature, we examine internal
corporate entrepreneurship as a multidimensional construct including the following
dimensions: proactiveness, which reflects the firm’s orientation to risk-taking initiatives;
innovativeness, which refers to the creation of new products, services, or processes; and self-
renewal, which involves strategic reorganization and dynamics of organizational change
(Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Castriotta et al., 2021).

Corporate entrepreneurship is a decisive antecedent of business transformation and firm
performance (Urbano et al., 2022). Although clear evidence exists of the positive relationship
between corporate entrepreneurship and performance, we must also examine other
organizational factors likely to influence this relationship (Isichei et al., 2020). Our study
explores the role of organizational resilience as a possible mediating variable in the
relationship. Furthermore, due to the current significance of digital technologies such as social
media platforms, more research is needed to examine the impact of fostering SMEs’
entrepreneurial activities in the digital environment (Chatterjee et al., 2022). Despite the
increased research attention to organizational resilience in recent years, the emergence of new

environmental factors has altered the scenario. Such as: the effects of COVID-19 on



organizations, the leverage of emerging technologies, new relationships between the actors in
new entrepreneurial ecosystems (Yu et al., 2021; Zighan et al., 2021); innovative business
models (Xia et al., 2022); limited resources, limited loan access, a holistic change approach
due to constant changes (Zighan and Ruel, 2021), economic crises and the high inflation in
many European countries (European Commision, 2022). Further, although organizational
resilience has been analyzed extensively in the context of large firms, these new factors affect
SMEs differently, making it critical to assess how SMEs can build organizational resilience in
the unstable post-Covid scenario (Xie et al., 2022). Finally, such assessments must be based
on empirical data to determine the main antecedents and benefits of organizational resilience
(Saad et al., 2021; Zighan et al., 2021).

Based on the foregoing, this study aims to fill the research gaps identified above by
pursuing the following objectives: (1) to examine the impact of SMT use on SMEs’
entrepreneurial activity, (2) to analyze the effect of corporate entrepreneurship behavior on
firm performance, and (3) to explore the specific role of organizational resilience in this
process, examining its relevance in the current scenario.

This paper makes three important contributions. First, it demonstrates empirically that
using SMTs helps SMEs become more entrepreneurial in the current hypercompetitive
environment by enhancing their proactiveness, innovativeness, and self-renewal processes.
Second, our findings highlight the significance of corporate entrepreneurship for SMEs by
describing its determining role as antecedent of organizational resilience. Third, the results
support the strategic significance of building organizational resilience for SMEs, as building
organizational resilience is positively and directly related to organizational performance. We
also show that resilience mediates the impact of self-renewal on performance, confirming the
key role of resilience in current uncertain and complex scenarios. The study’s untangling of
the connections among social media use, corporate entrepreneurship, organizational
resilience, and performance has important implications for theory and practice.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: the next section proposes the research
model, based on the literature review conducted, and describes the research hypotheses. We
then explain the methodology, data analysis, and discussion of the results. To close the study,
we provide conclusions, implications for theory and practice, and limitations and future

research avenues.

2. Literature review



As digital technologies (Montes et al., 2021), SMTs can encourage cooperation between
employees and managers in the organization. They can also integrate individuals and their
knowledge to develop complex innovative activity (Dominguez Gonzalez, 2022) through
collaboration that involves sharing skills and capabilities. Given our goal of complex
innovation and SMTs’ role as digital technologies (Elia et al., 2020; Montes et al., 2021),

complexity theory is a productive theoretical approach.

Numerous emerging organizational studies have built on complexity theory (Gnyawali et
al., 2010; McElroy, 2000; McKelvey, 2016), confirming its value for deepening knowledge of
digital strategies in increasingly complex co-evolutionary adaptive business ecosystems.
Complexity theory is the study of emergent order in what are otherwise very disorderly
systems. The theory argues that these systems produce spontaneous systemic bouts of
novelty, out of which new patterns of behavior emerge (McElroy, 2000). We argue that new
behavior enables organizations to self-renew and generate complex ecosystems from SMT
use by impacting self-organized criticality processes, digital platform-based ecosystems, and
dissipative structures (McKelvey, 2016; Roundy et al., 2018; Tanriverdi et al., 2010). These

impacts influence corporate entrepreneurship, resilience, and organizational performance.

Although our study incorporates complexity theory, our main theoretical focus develops
from the resource-based view (RBV) (Barney, 1991), due to the dynamic nature of the
variables analyzed in this paper (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Dominguez Gonzalez, 2022;
Helfat and Raubitschek, 2018; Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013; Martin Rojas et al., 2017,
Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Williams et al., 2017). We also draw on the theory of dynamic
capabilities, which complements the RBV, by arguing that only firms that develop dynamic

capabilities can generate sustainable competitive advantage (Teece et al., 1997).

Starting from these premises and incorporating strategic management research, the
conceptual framework for our study draws mainly on dynamic capabilities theory. Based on
this theory, we argue that SMT use helps firms to face the current VUCA environment by
driving their development of corporate entrepreneurship, increasing the interaction among the
firm’s entrepreneurial components, and intensifying organizational resilience to overcome
crisis and improve performance in organizations (Huang and Jahromi, 2021; Mention et al.,

2019; Troise et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2022).

We thus analyze how the dynamic capabilities of corporate entrepreneurship
(innovativeness, proactiveness, and self-renewal) and of resilience are crucial to achieving

excellent performance in unstable environments (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Ayala and



Manzano, 2014; Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013; Martin Rojas et al., 2017; Rehman et al.,
2021; Rodriguez-Sanchez et al., 2021; Schilke et al., 2018; Sharma and Chrisman, 1999;
Urbano et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2022; Zahra, 1993). These dynamic capabilities are strategic
assets that connect turbulent environmental changes and ongoing knowledge acquisition
promoted by SMTs to develop corporate entrepreneurship and thus strengthen the
significance of resilience. Dynamic capabilities seek to integrate, build, and reconfigure
internal and external competences to respond quickly to external changes (Dominguez

Gonzalez, 2022; Teece et al., 1997).

Dynamic capabilities attempt to capture the evolutionary nature of resources and
capabilities as intrinsically linked to dynamism of the market. They drive firms “continually
to adapt, renovate, reconfigure, and recreate their resources and capabilities in line with the
competitive environment” (Wang and Ahmed, 2007, p. 31). In fact, dynamic capabilities
enable firms both to create and to capture value by focusing on digital ecosystems and
continually innovating and redesigning their business models. Dynamic capabilities are thus a

subset of capabilities oriented to strategic change (Helfat and Raubitschek, 2018).

Our final reason for grounding this study in the theory of dynamic capabilities, which
complements the RBV, is that the variables analyzed (corporate entrepreneurship and
organizational resilience) are dynamic capabilities that strengthen entrepreneurial and

sustainable organizations.
3. Hypothesis development
3.1 The influence of social media use on dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship

Proactiveness can be defined as a managerial orientation that involves acting to anticipate
future problems, needs, or changes (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). It is a crucial component of
corporate entrepreneurship, as it suggests a forward-looking perspective to enhance firm
competitiveness. A proactive firm takes the initiative, is inclined to take risks, and is bold and
aggressive in pursuing business opportunities (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001). Proactiveness
enables firms to anticipate future demand, introducing products and services ahead of
competitors (Vanacker et al., 2021). Proactive firms can thus identify market opportunities
quickly, exert influence over them, and achieve better performance through these early mover
advantages (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). Proactive behavior involves active orientation to take
initiative and trigger change instead of waiting for change to happen (Zighan et al., 2021). As

these authors stress, proactiveness orients firms toward improving their internal capabilities in



business environments marked by dynamism and turbulence, thus fostering innovative

practices.

The emergence of digitalization and the massive adoption of social media in business
management are impacting dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship directly because they
support the processes of entrepreneurial learning, opportunity identification, and stakeholder
engagement (Secundo et al., 2021). Further, the use of social media platforms encourages
proactiveness because it enables firms to monitor the market quickly and access valuable
information immediately so that they can respond boldly and proactively to new trends
(Troise et al., 2021). These technologies enable the agile communication processes that are
critical in enabling today’s firms to sense and respond quickly to emergent market
opportunities (Gonzalez-Cruz et al., 2020). In fact, social media affordances have completely
modified not only how companies seek and gather information but also how they relate to
customers and other key stakeholders (Olanrewaju et al., 2020). Social media are shaping
organizational activities, as their use gives firms multiple advantages, enhancing brand value,
sales growth, knowledge sharing, and innovation (Tajvidi and Karami, 2021). These
platforms grant firms new forms of interaction and communication, facilitate information
flows, and provide firms with unprecedented immediate access to valuable external

knowledge, such as customer insight and feedback (Bhimani et al., 2019; Lam et al., 2016).

In today’s rapidly changing markets, organizations that can leverage digital tools to
monitor market trends and demand can achieve a knowledge-based advantage over the
competition. As social media are key tools in our digital age, their use constitutes a strategic
approach to fostering firm proactiveness and organizational learning, enabling firms to gain a

competitive edge (Lam et al., 2016; Troise et al., 2021).

Parveen et al. (2016) empirically confirmed that organizational use of social media directly
enhanced firms’ entrepreneurial orientation, improving their proactiveness. The information
about customers and competitors captured by these platforms helps firms to respond
proactively and take measures to resolve strategic issues. In the same vein, Martin-Rojas et al.
(2020) analyzed a sample of Spanish technology firms to demonstrate empirically how social
media use enhances firms’ capabilities to act proactively. Building on all the above, we

propose the following hypothesis:
H1: SMT use is positively and significantly related to proactiveness.

Innovativeness or innovation capability is a cornerstone of corporate entrepreneurship, as



no entrepreneurial journey can succeed without large doses of innovation (Zighan et al.,
2021). This capability can be defined as the firm’s tendency to engage in and support new
ideas, experimentation, and creative initiatives that may result in new products, services, or
processes (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). Innovation involves looking for new solutions to solve
emerging challenges confronting the firm. It broadly includes developing or enhancing
products and services, administrative techniques, or technologies, as well as developing
changes in strategy or organizational issues (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001). Innovation
capability can thus enrich firms’ products, services, technologies, and operational processes.
It is fundamental to improving the firm’s competitive position and long-term performance
(Vanacker et al., 2021).

Innovation has been considered a key topic in management research for decades. In the
current turbulent scenario, innovation capability or innovativeness emerges as a critical factor
enabling firms to adapt to changing market conditions and meet customer needs (Gonzalez-
Cruz et al., 2020). The adoption and use of SMTs can play a strategic role in fostering firm
innovativeness. These technologies facilitate information flow and knowledge sharing within
and across organizations, enhance interaction with customers, and improve collaboration
processes, producing improved operational efficiency and innovativeness (Lam et al., 2016).
The connectivity and openness promoted by social media use enable firms to establish
relationships and partnerships with different stakeholders, intensifying firms’ exposure to
market information and creativity and accelerating organizational processes for new product
ideation and development (Troise et al., 2021). In fact, the literature describes social media as
valuable tools for creating dynamic capabilities to sense, seize, and reconfigure knowledge
during the innovation process, helping firms to achieve competitive advantage in rapidly
changing environments (Mention et al., 2019; Olanrewaju et al., 2020).

The foregoing shows that social media and innovation are closely intertwined. Findings
from a systematic literature review on the topic (Bhimani et al., 2019) suggest that social
media platforms can be seen as both enablers and drivers of innovation strategies. In sum,
adopting these technologies represents a paradigm shift for firms, and their use has
transformed the various stages of the innovation process by strengthening firm-customer
interaction, improving external collaboration, enhancing business intelligence and knowledge
capture and sharing, enabling product co-creation, and involving internal and external
stakeholders in crowdsourcing activities (Bhimani et al., 2019; Lam et al., 2016; Secundo et
al., 2021).

To leverage social media’s full potential for innovation purposes, firms must choose the

10



right combination of platforms, actively engage customers and other actors, foster
conversations, and co-create experiences (Mention et al., 2019). In fact, firms used social
media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, and Whatsapp massively during the pandemic
to stay connected with their customer base and leverage business interactions (Susanto et al.,
2021). These interactions enabled firms to adapt quickly to emergent customer needs by
modifying their sales channels or internal processes to better meet those needs.

At the empirical level, diverse studies have confirmed the positive impact of social media
use on firms’ innovativeness. Analyzing an international sample of SMEs, Scuotto et al.
(2017) demonstrate empirically that use of social networking sites influenced firms’
innovation performance positively. Also examining SMEs, Gaglio et al. (2022) found that use
of digital tools such as social media had a positive effect on firm innovation. Corral de
Zubielqui and Jones’ (2020) analysis of a sample of Australian start-ups also empirically
confirmed the positive relationship between social media and innovation, describing how
social media helped these firms to leverage information, knowledge, learning, and other
resources to enhance innovativeness. Finally, Rakshit et al. (2022) demonstrated empirically
that SMEs’ use of SMTs during the pandemic enhanced new product development processes,

fostering SMEs’ innovation activities. Consequently, it may be asserted that:
H2: SMT use is positively and significantly related to innovativeness.

Strategic renewal or self-renewal is defined as entrepreneurial efforts within an existing
organization that result in significant changes to its business or corporate strategy or structure
(Sharma and Chrisman, 1999). Self-renewal involves system-wide changes that enhance
creative organizational learning, increase the firm’s attention to its environment, and leverage
its ability to detect opportunities and respond creatively to them (Zahra, 1993).
Conceptualized as transformation of firms by altering their foundational concepts and
rethinking their business orientation, self-renewal contributes directly to organizational
change (Rehman et al., 2021). It is thus manifested through sustained regeneration, domain
redefinition, organizational rejuvenation, and business model transformation (Castriotta et al.,
2021; Urbano et al., 2022). Renewal activities enhance a firm’s ability to compete in the
market because they entail system-wide changes (new organizational structures or redefinition
of the business concept) that enhance innovation, problem solving, and organizational
learning (Zahra, 1993).

In the current economic situation, firms must adapt to changing environmental conditions,

implementing strategic renewal by altering organizational characteristics such as their
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structure or processes (Martin-Rojas et al., 2020). Social capital has thus been highlighted as
one of the most significant factors or stimuli promoting strategic renewal (Khan et al., 2021).
These authors mention social capital as a valuable organizational resource. Derived from the
firm’s internal and external interactions and networks, social capital produces valuable
knowledge and learning. Social capital can help firms gather information, identify emergent
opportunities, or mobilize resources (Olanrewaju et al., 2020). By enabling interaction and
networking with diverse stakeholders (customers, suppliers, partners), SMTs are basic
enablers for building social capital (Smith et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2020). Through these
connections and relationships, firms can access knowledge that is useful for the market and
essential to initiating business renewal or changes in organizational core competences (Khan
et al., 2021). Social media use thus enhances business networking and social capital building
and facilitates strategic renewal processes, acting as a force driving organizational
transformation.

Bouwman et al. (2018) observed that social media use in the context of SMEs plays a
crucial role as a fundamental component of self-renewal by driving business model
innovation. Focusing on SMEs, Rehman et al. (2021) observed that information technology
capabilities supported innovation processes, helping firms to foster interdepartmental
coordination and knowledge sharing, and facilitating entrepreneurial endeavors by promoting
strategic renewal. Moreover, Martin-Rojas et al. (2020) confirmed empirically that SMT use
significatively enhanced self-renewal behaviors, helping firms to adapt quickly to current
changing markets by renewing themselves internally, altering their organizational

characteristics. Building on all the above, we propose the following hypothesis:
H3: SMT use is positively and significantly related to self-renewal.
3.2 Interrelationships among dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship

On one hand, the knowledge-based view argues that innovativeness is the organization’s
capability to develop and introduce innovations in the firm (Joshi et al., 2015). It energizes
firms and enhances their probability of survival and continued success (Ruvio et al., 2014).
On the other, proactiveness requires focusing on the future and seeking new opportunities,
which may or may not be related to the present line of operations, as they involve introducing
new products and brands ahead of the competition (Venkatraman, 1989). As an offensive
strategy of taking the lead to advance toward the future (Amabile, 1997), organizations’

proactive behavior is, in turn, a key component of innovativeness.
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By being proactive, or acting in anticipation of future problems, needs, and changes,
organizations may seek to identify opportunities in the marketplace and pursue innovative
strategies to make the opportunities real (Covin et al., 2016). This behavior encourages
innovativeness in organizations and gives them a competitive advantage. Proactiveness
facilitates innovativeness or innovation capability in several ways, by: 1) identifying new
opportunities, 2) evaluating the complementarity and fit of new opportunities in the
organization, 3) providing entrepreneurial skills to access new opportunities, and 4)
identifying new value propositions in the marketplace (Inigo et al., 2020).

In studying new alliance opportunities, Iiiigo et al. (2020) found that proactiveness enables
innovation capability for sustainable networks. They assert that proactiveness enables new or
innovative organizational routines, processes, structures, and functions that determine how
firms search for and initiate new alliance opportunities. In technology companies, the
convergence of computing, communications, and content technologies provides remarkable
market opportunities (Sambamurthy et al., 2003). Proactive organizations exploit these
opportunities to lead in providing new services, introducing more services than their
competitors (Joshi et al., 2015). We could thus argue that proactiveness increases exploration
of new market opportunities and the knowledge they involve. Greater knowledge of market
opportunities increases the stock of knowledge available to the organization, enabling it to be
more innovative and to exploit these opportunities by creating new services (Joshi et al.,
2015). Proactiveness thus enhances the organization’s capacity to acquire and absorb external
knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1989), which results in high levels of innovativeness.

According to Mintzberg’s (1979) and Joshi et al.’s (2015) identification of a curvilinear
effect of proactiveness on innovativeness with a formal organizational structure, our
hypothesis would only be possible in an innovative organization with an organic and dynamic
adhocratic structure. Such an organization would adapt to the complex knowledge to be
acquired (Mintzberg, 1979), especially in today’s change-oriented firms whose culture is open
to change (Rehman et al., 2021). That is, processing complex knowledge acquired in a
proactive organization achieves innovativeness. We thus hypothesize that, the more proactive
an organization is, the more innovativeness it can achieve.

In fact, proactiveness is a capability that stresses initiatives oriented to taking, anticipating,
and creating change and predicting evolution towards a critical situation, as well as early
preparation prior to impending and risky uncertainty (Pérez-Lufio et al., 2011). As such, firms
need proactiveness to overcome inertia by taking the initiative to exploit emerging

opportunities, experiment with change, and anticipate and act on future needs (Rauch et al.,
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2009). We thus view proactiveness as an integral antecedent of innovativeness in

organizations. All the literature cited above confirms that:

H4: Proactiveness is positively and significantly related to innovativeness.

Proactiveness involves taking initiative by anticipating future needs or changes to pursue
emerging opportunities (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). As proactive firms take control of the
current circumstances and challenge the status quo (Rehman et al., 2021), proactiveness
includes initiative and risk taking, as well as boldness and competitive aggressiveness
manifested in the orientation, decision taking, and activities of the top management team
(Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001).

Prior literature has highlighted that firms with high levels of proactiveness are more open
and flexible to change and adapt quickly to dynamic environments (Rehman et al., 2021;
Zighan et al., 2021). Renewal activities entail system-wide changes such as redefinition of the
business concept, reorganization of the firm’s procedures, and redefinition of its competitive
approach (Zahra, 1993). To detect the need for strategic renewal, firms must be attentive to
their external environment, discern forthcoming threats and opportunities, and respond
creatively to them. Proactiveness is a basic enabler of entrepreneurial behavior, as it drives
firms to make ongoing internal changes to adapt quickly to changing environmental
conditions, promoting self-renewal and strategic transformation (Martin-Rojas et al., 2017).
In sum, proactiveness helps companies develop a forward-looking perspective and an
organizational culture open to change; it increases their ability to adapt and seize new market
opportunities. Proactive and change-oriented firms are ready to self-renew strategically in a
way that conservative and rigid organizations cannot (Rehman et al., 2021).

Drawing on sample of Spanish firms from the technology sector, Martin-Rojas et al.
(2017) demonstrated empirically that proactiveness is positively and significantly related to
self-renewal. They confirmed that a proactive orientation enables firms to make strategic
changes to revise their business concept, reorganize units and divisions to increase
innovation, and increase autonomy and flexibility. Recently, Zighan et al. (2021) analyzed
this issue in a sample of Jordanian SMEs during the pandemic. Their findings reveal that the
firms analyzed developed proactive behavior and quickly implemented new organizational
practices that transformed the established organizational routines. The firms’ proactiveness
materialized in diverse self-renewal practices: team reorganization, implementation of new
communication processes, and new configuration of internal activities fundamental to

ensuring business continuity. Thus, we propose that:
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HS5: Proactiveness is positively and significantly related to self-renewal.

Self-renewal or strategic renewal activities include redefinition of a firm’s vision, mission,
business concept; reorganization of activities; and introduction of system-wide changes from
innovation (Agca et al., 2012). Both involve reformulation of strategies, redefinition of
business, and reorganization, and both reflect organizational change (Martin-Rojas et al.,
2017). Dynamic capabilities can thus play a role in strategic or self-renewal through
modification of the organization’s resource base (Agarwal and Helfat, 2009).

In the current turbulent environment, innovativeness or innovation capability has become
crucial to every organization’s strategic renewal (Du and Luu, 2020). The strategic process of
self-renewal is especially important due to the recent digital transformation of many sectors
(Lichtenthaler, 2018), especially in crisis situations such as that caused by COVID-19. Many
companies now focus increasingly on digital innovation to generate completely new solutions
to renew firms and find opportunities in the market (Remane et al., 2017; Rometty, 2016).
These solutions require greater innovativeness in companies, since environmental complexity
requires more dynamic network capital with different agents to promote the company’s
innovativeness (Martin-Rojas et al., 2020).

Studying complexity in technological companies, Martin-Rojas et al. (2020) found that
connections between environmental agents of organizations enhance innovativeness in
complex environments via learning through global and local collaborative business processes.
This activity enabled these organizations to foster their own renewal to remain competitive.
Agarwal and Helfat (2009) reached the same conclusion when studying discontinuous or
incremental strategic renewal in several organizations. They affirmed that innovativeness is
part of strategic renewal and may present companies with new challenges and opportunities
for such renewal.

Now more than ever in our global, technologically connected world, innovativeness and
learning capabilities enable strategic processes, specialized technological knowledge,
stabilized networks, and patterns of cooperation that drive successful renewal and greater
efficiency in company capabilities (Heidenreich, 2005). In fact, the current importance of
digital technologies leads firms to encourage innovativeness to support a climate of creativity
among employees and generate ideas that enable organizations to renew themselves, in turn
promoting new products/services, processes, markets, and technologies (Du and Luu, 2020).
Furthermore, innovativeness enables firms to solve myriad problems by enhancing the

company’s efficiency and renewal (Martin-Rojas et al., 2017).
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We stress that social media use—and digital technologies in general—affects not only
technology companies but all types of firms. For instance, Du and Luu (2020) stressed the
importance of innovativeness in renewing organizations in the hospitality industry.
Examining a sample of SMEs from the manufacturing sector, Rehman et al. (2021) confirmed
significant impact of proactiveness on self-renewal. Agarwal and Helfat (2009) also observed
this relationship in a variety of industries—sport, automobile, pharmaceutical, semiconductor,
television receiver, and typesetting, among others. Social media and digital technologies
enhance development of innovativeness in firms from a range of industries, and
innovativeness fosters self-renewal at a strategic level. Based on the foregoing literature, we

posit that:
H6: Innovativeness is positively and significantly related to self-renewal.

3.3 The influence of corporate entrepreneurship—self-renewal—on organizational

resilience

Organizational resilience enables companies to respond proactively to changing market
demand and disruptions, helping them to develop and leverage their capabilities to interact
with adverse disruptions (Williams et al., 2017). Furthermore, a new set of capabilities is
emerging to respond to new trends, capabilities that facilitate organizations’ reaction to
unexpected disruptions (Ortiz-de-Mandojana and Bansal, 2016). Firms demonstrate capability
for renewal by searching for opportunities and solutions that enable them to surpass their
current capacities, creating new strategies and systems and an active innovation policy that
cultivate the organization’s resilience (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005; Zighan and Ruel, 2021) to

face sudden unexpected and turbulent circumstances.

Organizational resilience is crucial in enabling firms to prosper in threatening
environments (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011), such as the current scenario following the
COVID-19 disruption. Organizations build resilience when they adopt effective strategic
postures, diagnose their environmental conditions with greater accuracy, renew themselves,
develop new capabilities, and create new opportunities (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011) to adapt
to change, survive, and achieve sustainable organizational performance. Ultimately, self-
renewal enhances organizational resilience.

Self-renewal reflects the organization’s systemic ability to create and maintain different
knowledge environments in line with the firm’s strategically intentional development process
(Zighan and Ruel, 2021). Self-renewal capability leads to continuous improvement, which

encompasses all processes of change to benefit the organization as a whole. This process is
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designed to improve the company’s problem solving and ensure effective management and
culture (Zighan and Ruel, 2021). It involves shaping and being shaped by the environment
and being constrained by market opportunities and challenges, on the one hand, and by
technological and institutional constraints and enablers, on the other (Ahen, 2014). It replaces
less-dynamic attributes of the organization with attributes with the potential to affect long-
term prospects and thus resilience substantially. We can thus conceptualize organizational
resilience as an outcome of entrepreneurial processes and self-renewal activities (Herbane,
2019).

A focus on renewal capability argues that the organization can only provide innovative
solutions to unusual situations and become resilient by experiencing a crisis (Wastell et al.,
2007), mobilizing for change, and attempting to withstand and resist the shock of change
(Bristow and Healy, 2020). Strategic self-renewal thus involves adaptation to change through
innovative design, transitioning to the future in ways that affect the firm’s success (Ahen,
2014).

The recent COVID-19 disruption has forced organizations to face strenuous circumstances
to survive. Their capacity to adapt to change, renew themselves, and overcome problems is
fostering astonishing self-awareness and self-efficacy to remain active (Bullough and Renko,
2013; Renko et al., 2020). Their adaptability may be due to previously existing resilience in
the organizations and to the new challenges that have forced them to change and adjust their
operating systems to face the new threats in their markets. These challenges have enabled
them to develop new ways of learning and new entrepreneurial capabilities to survive as
resilient organizations (Hedner et al., 2011).

According to Dey et al. (2019), self-renewal is one of these basic entrepreneurial capabilities
and fosters organizational resilience in four ways: 1) reducing or eliminating transaction costs;
2) ensuring access to scarce significant resources, institutions, and technologies through renewal
to obtain the right institutional structure and proper and ethical access to technologies; 3)
exploiting the opportunities generated by and available to firms to face a crisis (which requires
turning to new forms of business with some institutional support, such as innovation brokers,
bridge organizations, business angels, cooperatives, self-help organizations, retailers, public
organizations, social movements); and 4) whenever possible, promoting models of social media
and technology use in advance of competitors in ways that reflect the role of innovation. Based

on the foregoing, we propose that:

H7: Self-renewal is positively and significantly related to organizational resilience.
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3.4 The influence of self-renewal and organizational resilience on performance

Although resilience has already been studied as a performance outcome or result of
developing and combining individual resilience (DesJardine et al., 2019; Legninck-Hall et al.,
2011; Ortiz-de-Madojana and Bansal, 2016), and given that individual resilience is directly
and positively related to organizational performance (Anwar et al., 2021), this study considers
it as an organizational dynamic capability or inter-functional coordination between the
organization and its environment that can foster organizational performance.

Bearing in mind that this interaction between organizations and their environment is also a
dynamic process, in which entrepreneurs acquire new knowledge and improve their
technological skills to face future activities in turbulent environments (Ayala and Manzano,
2014), organizational resilience may be seen as a way of learning and growing from
environmental adversity that enables organizations to emerge stronger than they were
initially. In fact, resilience helps companies to become more flexible and adaptable and to
remain competitive and learn from the past (Rodriguez Sanchez et al., 2021). These changes,
in turn, contribute to performance, since people, groups, and/or organizations manage and
adapt to uncertainty (Lee et al., 2013).

Adaptive resilient organizations may then aim to do whatever it takes to define their goals
and achieve competitive advantages based on new uncertain situations (Ayala and Manzano,
2010). Their resilience capability enables them to take appropriate action and transform
themselves in response to unanticipated events that could threaten their continued existence
(Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Resilience capability enables the organization to reduce the
impact of an interruption by proactively activating strategies to react, reformulate processes,
and respond properly to new environments while recovering (Beuren et al., 2022). That is,
organizational resilience may improve organizations’ performance in disruptive situations.

The current post-COVID-19 scenario has produced various global crises (health, economy,
financial, etc.), exposing organizations to environmental disruptions that are difficult to
anticipate (Anwar et al., 2021) and overcome. This situation has generated rapid efforts to
better understand how resilient organizations—and even nations—might cope more
effectively with, and recover from, adversity (OECD, 2021; Yu et al., 2021).

We reinforce the idea that organizational resilience is a process rather than an outcome
(Williams et al., 2017) because it processes and leverages firm resources to ensure firms’
survival and attempts to gain competitive advantages (Teece et al., 1997). In the current
uncertain post-pandemic scenario, developing resilience could help firms become less

vulnerable to adversity, recover from crises more quickly, and be more likely to survive

18



disruptions (Anwar et al., 2021; DesJardine et al., 2019; Ortiz-de-Mandojana and Bansal,
2016).

This view of resilience shows it to be adaptability in the context of the firm’s ability to
rebound from adversity as strengthened and more resourceful. It requires understanding the
architecture of resilience through the engineering definition of robustness, as recognition of a
single stable state to which a system can return after disruption and usually improve
efficiency (Mamouni Limnios et al., 2014). Translated to a managerial perspective, this view
argues that the magnitude of disturbance the system can tolerate and survive directly impacts
the company’s organizational performance.

Organizational resilience has also been defined as a psychological or behavioral attribute
applied at the individual or collective level of behavior. This definition implies that it can be
developed by capitalizing on the cumulative psychological strengths of the firm’s human
capital (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Mamouni Limnios et al., 2014).

Based on this view of organizational resilience, we argue that the emergence of a complex
system—in a climate of open communication in which employees feel confident of their
ability to explore new options while exploiting what they know and to share information and
observations in ways that lead to quick and situation-specific responses when novel
conditions emerge (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011)—enables resilient organizations to maintain
high levels of performance in complex and competitive environments.

Further, all literature cited above shows that resilience combines complex systems
survival, systems adaptation, absorbance of disturbance, robustness, and ability to rebound
and recover from adversity (Mamouni Limnios et al., 2014). Whether or not we always
approach organizational resilience as a positive and desirable firm competence in terms of
distinctive system characteristics (robustness, recovery, efficiency, adaptation, transformation,
complexity renewal, maintenance and function of multiple system states), we argue that more
entrepreneurial firms with stronger resilience have better chances for survival now and in the
long run. In this vein, drawing on a sample of tourism firms, Suryaningtyas et al. (2019)
confirmed empirically that organizational resilience was positively and significantly
associated with organizational performance, influencing it directly. Based on the theoretical

arguments presented above and the empirical evidence introduced, we propose that:

HS8: Organizational resilience is positively and significantly related to organizational

performance.
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Crisis requires society to renew itself, albeit in a disruptive way. The pandemic has
suddenly and dramatically transformed our ways of working, living, and relating to each other
at global level (Garrido-Moreno et al., 2021). Self-renewal includes reformulating strategies
to redefine business and reorganize, reflecting organizational change (Martin-Rojas et al.,
2017). As an intrapreneurial reconsideration of traditional practices and construction of future
practices (Burstrdom and Wilson, 2015), it is critical to development the organization’s future
strategies, which may enhance the firm’s alignment of existing resources with its
environment.

Today’s organizational environment often requires firms to adapt their business model
more frequently than they used to, due fundamentally to uncertainty and ambiguity in the
current turbulent situation. Self-renewal leverages core competences and market opportunities
to innovate strategies comprehensively, ranging from products and services to operational
processes and organizational strategies that increase the organization’s competitiveness (Dung
and Giang, 2022); it enables new ideas to renovate the firm’s products/services by aligning
elements strategically. It also anchors the organization’s innovation activities (Sahi et al.,
2020).

As a strategic variable, self-renewal enables renewal of the firm’s operations strategy and
access to organizational resources for business-related projects. It establishes structures and
processes in the company by identifying and exploring new profitable opportunities for the
business (Dung and Giang, 2022). “To inspire self-renewal, companies must develop an
inspiring corporate ambition — a shared dream about the future and the company’s role in that
future — and must embed that ambition within the organization” (Ghoshal and Bartlett, 1995,
p. 153). Bearing the current situation in mind, this assertion suggests revitalization of a firm’s
operations by changing the scope of its business, market moves, or tactical activities at the
operational level to achieve flexible adaptability (Bierwerth et al., 2015; Zahra, 1993). Such
practice means that managers and workers eliminate old procedures and routines and replace
them with novel contemporary ways of making project progress.

Burstrom and Wilson (2015) support this idea, focusing on five specific renewal processes.
They argue that new design management, novel project control, distinctive system
engineering, efficient time management, and different decision-making methods stand out in
any firm and positively impact organizational performance. Although each of these renewal
processes has different characteristics and a unique impact on organizational performance, all

are closely related to organizational attempts to find new ways to compete in business and
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should thus be seen as part of an organizational self-renewal process (Burstrom and Wilson,
2015).

This process seeks to perform self-renewal activities and demands dynamic managerial
behavior. A strategy of stability is not conducive to intrapreneurial renewal activities (Zahra,
1993), which entail establishing new consistent businesses under different company names or
ideas, such as those oriented, for example, to spinoffs or independent firms (Shu et al., 2019).
Moreover, constant self-renewal enables better firm performance through more efficient
performance of tasks (Rauch et al., 2009) to implement frequent strategic and organizational
changes (Smart and Conant, 1994) and introduce new products and process technologies
faster and more efficiently to improve the firm’s chances of survival in uncertain situations
and industries (Martin-Rojas et al., 2017). As part of intrapreneurship (Antoncic and Hisrich,
2001), self-renewal is central to the survival, growth, and profitability of performance to
neutralize and overcome the negative implications of the threats to and weaknesses of
companies facing uncertain, ambiguous environments (Martin-Rojas et al., 2019). All this

evidence suggests that:
HO9: Self-renewal is positively and significantly related to organizational performance.

Building on our literature review, Figure 1 presents the research framework developed.
This framework describes how social media impact the various dimensions of corporate
entrepreneurship, enhance organizational resilience, and translate into better organizational

performance. The model includes all hypotheses described above.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model
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4. Methods

4.1 Sample and procedure

Several managers, consultants, and academics with knowledge of the variables analyzed in
this study were consulted to analyze the comprehensibility, content, and wording of the items
used in the questionnaire. After this feedback was incorporated, the questionnaire was refined
and tested in a pilot survey of a random sample of twenty general managers. Their
recommendations were also incorporated into the final questionnaire. In the current uncertain
environment, it seems crucial to explore the measures SMEs can take to face the challenges
emerging through management and strategy in operations, marketing, human resources,
R&D, and other key business areas (Garrido-Moreno et al., 2021). Strategic use of social
media can leverage the firm’s entrepreneurial orientation (innovativeness, proactiveness),
providing useful knowledge to find new opportunities for self-renewal (Martin-Rojas et al.,
2020). Entrepreneurship is strategic to generating employment and promoting knowledge and
research. The pandemic made entrepreneurship more critical to performance (Martin-Rojas et
al., 2019), as it brought market stagnation and halted multiple industries, leading companies
to seek new business opportunities and requiring them to be more resilient. Resilience reflects
the organization's ability to respond quickly, flexibly, and agilely to uncertainty and changing
environmental conditions (Ayala and Manzano, 2014; DesJardine et al., 2019; Herbane, 2019;
Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Renko et al., 2020; Williams et al., 2017).

Spain was selected for the analysis because its economy is one of the most important in
Europe. The Spanish market is relatively well developed and fully integrated into the
European Union. We chose the region of Andalusia because a homogeneous cultural, legal,
and political space makes it possible to reduce the impact of variables that cannot be
controlled empirically (Ferndndez-Pérez et al., 2014). This study used managers responsible
for SME management activities (general managers) as key informants. These managers are
charged with strategic plans and actions to achieve organizational goals and performance
improvements. They obtain information from the firm’s departments and establish the staff
behaviors expected and supported by the organization (Baer and Frese, 2003). Pretest and
prior specific questions determined that the respondents had knowledge of the variables
analyzed in the research.

A list of general managers was drawn up with the help of partial funding from the Spanish
Ministry of Science and Research and the Ministry of Economy, Innovation and Science of

the Junta de Andalucia. Andalusian SMEs with 10-250 employees were selected at random,
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following the official standards of the European Commission (2003). SMEs are the engine of
the Spanish economy. They represent 99.8% of Spanish businesses and generate 66.4% of
employment. At the time of the study, Andalusian companies constituted 15.6% of all
companies in Spain. The SABI database provides economic-financial information on more
than 1,000,000, companies (940,000 Spanish and 100,000 Portuguese). The Andalusian
companies selected from SABI had provided essential economic data (e.g., return on assets,
total assets), financial data, and contact information. We contrasted this objective information
from the official secondary database (SABI) with the subjective information obtained from
the questionnaires. From a population of 15,862 SMEs, we chose 376 companies at random
(confidence level of 95%, error of 5% [Table 1]) to which to administer the questionnaires.
During September 2020, various computer-assisted interviews were conducted and calls made
to companies to increase participation. The number of valid questionnaires obtained was 259
(response rate of 68.88%). To increase the response rate, we offered companies the results of
the study and ensured confidentiality and aggregate treatment of the information to reduce
possible desirability bias. We found no statistically significant differences between
responding and non-responding firms (e.g., comparing number of employees and annual

sales) or between early and late responders (Armstrong and Overton, 1977).

Table 1: Technical Details of the Research

Geographical location Spain (Andalusia)
Methodology Structured questionnaire
Universe of population 15,862 firms

Sample size (response size) 376 firms (259 firms, 68.88%)
Sample error 5%

Confidence level 95%, p-q=0.50; z=1.96
Period of data collection September 2020

4.2 Measures

Various multi-item scales with seven-point Likert scales were used to measure the study
constructs. These measures had been used in prior research and were adapted to this study.

Social Media: Based on previous scales (Choudhury and Harrigan, 2014; Garrido-Moreno
and Lockett, 2016; Martin-Rojas et al., 2020), this construct analyzes frequency of use (1
“Not very often,” 7 “Very often”) of the social media platforms most used by SMEs
(Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, WhatsApp) to interact with their customers during the
pandemic. Confirmatory factor analysis (x*2=21.90; Expected Cross-Validation Index

[ECVI]=0.15; Normed Fit Index [NFI]=0.97; Incremental Fit Index [IFI]=0.98; Akaike
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Information Criterion [AIC=37.90]; Estimated Non-centrality Parameter [NCP]=19.90;
Relative Fit Index [RFI]=0.92; Comparative Fit Index [CFI]=0.98) showed that the scale was
valid and reliable («=0.888). The scales for this variable were adapted to this study (Table 2).

Proactiveness: We used a four-item scale (1 “Completely disagree,” 7 “Completely
agree”) for proactiveness to measure different aspects of the construct, such as initiative in
introducing new products/services, techniques, and technologies; undertaking high-risk
projects with high revenue opportunities, acting with courage and daring to achieve the
objectives, and adopting an aggressive stance to maximize exploitation of potential business
opportunities. These items, developed by Knight (1997), were duly adapted to the present
study. Confirmatory factor analysis to validate the scale (3%=0.90; ECVI=0.07; NFI=0.99;
IF1=0.99; AIC=16.90; NCP=1.98; RFI=0.99; CFI=0.99) showed that it had adequate validity
and reliability (o= 0.868).

Innovativeness: Drawing on a previous scale (Knight, 1997; Zahra, 1993), we designed a
four-item scale (1 “Has decreased significantly,” 7 “Has increased significantly’) to measure
various aspects of spending on and number of new product/service development activities or
development of new technologies, technological innovation, R&D, technological leadership,
and innovations. Confirmatory factor analysis (%*2=22.98; ECVI=0.15; NFI=0.96; IF1=0.97;
AIC=38.98; NCP=20.98; RFI=0.89; CFI=0.97) demonstrated the scale’s validity and
reliability (a=0.860).

Self-Renewal: The study used four items developed by Zahra (1993) to measure various
aspects of self-renewal, such as reorganization of units and divisions, coordination among
business units, flexibility of structures, and training and rewarding of employees for creativity
and innovation. These items were duly adapted to the present study. A seven-point Likert
scale (1“Less emphasis,” 7 “More emphasis”) indicated the emphasis the company gave to
different actions related to such co-creation. Confirmatory factor analysis (x%=3.90;
ECVI=0.07; NFI=0.99; IF1=0.99; AIC=19.90; NCP=1.90; RFI=0.99; CFI=0.99) showed that
the scale was both valid and reliable (0=0.916).

Organizational Resilience: We used a ten-item scale (1 “Totally disagree,” 7 “Totally
agree’) to measure resilience. The items, developed by Campbell-Sills and Stein (2007), were
duly adapted to the present study. Confirmatory factor analysis led us to eliminate Items 9 and
10. Validation of the resulting scale (X22=58.13; ECVI=0.35; NFI=0.98; IFI=0.99;
AIC=90.13; NCP=38.13; RFI=0.98; CFI=0.99) showed good validity and reliability (o=
0.936).
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Organizational Performance: As in prior research, our study evaluated firm performance
(Garcia-Morales et al., 2018; Murray and Kotabe, 1999; Venkatraman and Ramunajam,
1986). The managers offered their general opinions on whether ROA, ROE, or ROS had
decreased, stayed the same, or increased after the first few months of the pandemic (1

b

“Decreased,” 2 “Stayed the same,” 3 “Increased”). These subjective measures were
contrasted with available objective measures (e.g., ROA and ROE, obtained from SABI in the
following fiscal years) to determine whether the measurement based on managers' perceptions
had convergent validity and correlated with the objective measurement. Validity would imply
that both objective and subjective measures are valid when calculating a company's
performance (Homburg et al., 1999; Palacios-Marques et al., 2015; Venkatraman and
Ramanujam, 1986). Like other studies (Garcia-Morales et al., 2018; Palacios-Marques et al.,
2015), ours showed convergent validity, obtaining high validity and reliability for the scale
(0=10.817).

Control Variables: Size has been used in previous research on these constructs (Garrido-

Moreno et al., 2021), classifying companies by number of employees (1 “Small enterprises

10-49 employees,” 2 “Medium-sized enterprises 50-249 employees™).

Table 2: Research Items

Variable | Items ‘ Description | Authors

SMED1 Facebook Garrido and Lockett (2016), Martin-
Rojas et al. (2020)
Choudhury and Harrigan (2014),

Social Media SMED2 Twitter Garrido-Moreno and Lockett (2016),
Martin-Rojas et al. (2020)
(SMED) SMED3 Instagram Choudhury and Harrigan (2014),
Garrido-Moreno and Lockett (2016)
SMED4 WhatsApp Choudhury and Harrigan (2014),

Garrido-Moreno and Lockett (2016)

In dealing with competitors, it is very common during the pandemic for our
PROAI organization to be the first business to introduce new products/services,

administrative techniques, and operations technologies to the market.

In general, during the pandemic, the top management of our organization had a

. PROA2 strong inclination to high-risk projects with high revenue (i.e., with chances of
Proactiveness .
very high returns). Knight (1997)
(PROA) PROA3 In general, the top manager of our organization believes that the current health g

crisis requires bold wide-ranging acts to achieve the organization’s objectives.
When confronted with decision-making situations involving uncertainty

PROA4 resulting from the pandemic, the organization typically adopts a bold and
aggressive posture to maximize the probability of exploiting potential
opportunities.
INNOI The organization’s spending on new product/service development activities
during the pandemic
Innovativeness INNO2 The n}lmt_)er gf new };:rodu(?dts/sc?rvices being developed and introduced by the
organization during the pandemic .
(INNO) INNO3 The organization's emphasis on developing new technologies and/or Knight (1997), Zahra (1993)
technological innovation during the pandemic
INNO4 The emphasis of the organization’s management on R&D, technological
leadership, and innovations during the pandemic
SELF1 During the pandemic, the organization is reorganizing units and divisions to
increase or maintain organizational innovation.
Self-Renewal During the pandemic, the organization is coordinating activities between the Zahra (1993
(SELF) SELF2 busines's units to deal with the situation, enhancing the organization's ahra ( )
innovation.
SELF3 During the pandemic, the organization is adopting flexible organizational
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structures to increase innovation and improve the situation.

SELF4 During the pandemic, the organization is training and/or rewarding employees
for creativity and innovation.
RESI1 My organization has been able to adapt to change following the COVID-19
disruption.
RESI2 My organization has been able to deal with whatever has followed from the
COVID-19 disruption.
RESI3 My organization has tried to see humorous side of problems and has taken
advantage of them following the COVID-19 disruption.
RESI4 Coping with the stress generated by the COVID-19 pandemic has strengthened
my organization.
o ational RESI5 My organization has tended to bounce back from difficulties or hardships
rganizationa caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. . .
Resilience (RESI) RESI6 My organization has bgen able to achieve goals despite obstacles generated by Campbell-Sills and Stein (2007)
the COVID-19 pandemic.
RESI7 My organization has been able to stay focused under the pressure caused by
COVID-19 pandemic.
My organization has not been easily discouraged by failures generated by the
RESI8 COVID-19 pandemic and has been able to handle unstable and unpleasant
situations.
RESI9 My organization has been more successful after the COVID-19 disruption.
RESI10 My organization has not succumbed to problems and has remained strong
during the pandemic.
PERFORI Garcia-Morales et al. (2018), Murray
Organizational Return on sales (ROS) and Kotabe (1999)
Performance Garcia-Morales et al. (2018), Murray
0 PERFOR2 Return on investment (ROI) and Kotabe (1999), Venkatraman and
(PERFOR) Ramunajam (1986)
PERFOR3 Return on assets (ROA) Venkatraman and Ramunajam (1986)
Size SIZE Number of employees Garrido-Moreno et al. (2021)
5. Results

LISREL 8.8 software was used to perform structural equation modeling analysis of the

proposed research model. Quality of the measurements and hypotheses was evaluated by

examining both the measurement and the structural model (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).

5.1 Measurement model

First, the psychometric properties of the measures used were analyzed using factor analysis

(Table 3). The results grouped the 27 items into six factors (principal component analysis

method and varimax rotation) that explained 74.72% of the variance. The minimum loading

of each item on a factor was 0.617. The resulting factors were organizational resilience (first

factor, explains 31.49% of the variance), self-renewal (second factor, 15.30%), social media

(third factor, 9.44%), innovativeness (fourth factor, 7.81%), proactiveness (fifth factor,

5.73%), and organizational performance (sixth factor, 4.93%).

Table 3: Rotated Component Matrix for Strategic Measures

Items 1 2 3 5 6
SMED1 0.156 0.076 0.852 0.126 0.068 0.068
SMED?2 0.104 0.104 0.898 0.130 0.042 0.076
SMED3 0.123 0.119 0.810 0.066 0.062 -0.025
SMED4 0.068 0.081 0.819 0.020 0.038 0.018
PROAI1 0.076 0.188 0.105 0.377 0.617 -0.047
PROA2 -0.003 0.199 0.028 0.300 0.818 0.127
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PROA3 0.120 0.170 0.040 0.158 0.840 0.017
PROA4 0.090 0.186 0.078 0.210 0.862 0.001
INNO1 -0.001 0.271 0.204 0.680 0.213 0.152
INNO2 0.048 0.037 0.109 0.829 0.200 0.147
INNO3 0.063 0.250 0.014 0.834 0.211 -0.016
INNO4 0.183 0.219 0.075 0.772 0.222 -0.012
SELF1 0.194 0.785 0.120 0.276 0.141 0.089
SELF2 0.220 0.869 0.111 0.212 0.177 0.087
SELF3 0.232 0.803 0.115 0.193 0.233 0.118
SELF4 0.138 0.792 0.131 0.120 0.259 -0.053
RESI1 0.731 0.184 0.059 0.036 0.003 -0.003
RESI2 0.758 0.081 0.142 0.051 0.018 0.216
RESI3 0.758 0.196 0.020 0.037 -0.064 0.093
RESI4 0.810 0.141 0.120 0.023 0.112 0.033
RESIS 0.890 0.098 0.070 0.059 0.017 0.068
RESI6 0.903 0.071 0.073 0.090 0.063 0.013
RESI7 0.881 0.020 0.047 0.043 0.119 0.043
RESI8 0.845 0.065 0.097 0.067 0.124 0.091
PERFORI1 0.152 0.110 -0.028 0.063 -0.015 0.885
PERFOR2 0.188 0.061 -0.034 0.072 -0.032 0.889
PERFOR3 0.029 -0.003 0.167 0.055 0.124 0.743
Good Fit Levels Resilience Self-Renewal | Social Media | Innovativeness | Proactiveness | Performance
Cronbach’s Alpha (0)>0.7 0=0.936 0=0.916 0=0.888 a=0.860 0=0.868 0=0.817
XZDegrees of Freedom 1*=58.13 1%=3.90 1%2=21.90 1*2=22.98 1%=0.90 -
Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) Lowest ECVI=0.35 ECVI=0.07 ECVI=0.15 ECVI=0.15 ECVI=0.07 -—-
0.95<Normed Fit Index (NFI) <1.00 NFI1=0.98 NFI=0.99 NFI=0.97 NFI=0.96 NFI=0.99 -
0.95<Incremental Fit Index (IFI) <1.00 IF1=0.99 IF1=0.99 IF1=0.98 IF1=0.97 IF1=0.99 -
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) Lowest AIC=90.13 AIC=19.90 AIC=37.90 AIC=38.98 AIC=16.90 -—
Estimated Non-Centrality Parameter (NCP) Lowest NCP=38.13 NCP=1.90 NCP=19.90 NCP=20.98 NCP=1.98 -—-
0.90<Relative Fit Index (RFI) close to 1.00 RFI=0.98 RFI=0.99 RFI=0.92 RFI=0.89 RFI=0.99 -—
0.97<Comparative Fit Index (CFI) <1.00 CFI=0.99 CFI=0.99 CFI=0.98 CFI=0.97 CFI=0.99 -
Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. A
rotation converged in six iterations.
Table 4 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlation matrices between factors
for the study variables. We find positive and significant correlations between the research
variables, as well as a positive correlation between size and various study constructs.
Table 4: Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Confidence Intervals
Variable Mean oundard 2 3 4 5 6 7
Deviations
1. Social Media 3.96 1.92 1.000 0.03-0.30 0.11-0.38 0.20-0.45 0.13-0.38 -0.02-0.26 -0.06-0.27
2. Proactiveness 4.53 1.55 0.18**  1.000 0.44-0.70  0.37-0.62 0.06-0.35 -0.06-0.25 0.01-0.35
3. Innovativeness 4.57 1.44 0.23%%% (. 55%** 1.000 0.41-0.66 0.10-0.38 0.02-0.31 -0.01-0.32
4. Self-renewal 4.78 1.65 0.26%**  0.49***  0.49***  1.000 0.29-0.56 0.14-0.43  0.04-0.35
5. Organizational Resilience 5.97 0.82 0.24%**  (.18** 0.19%* 0.36***  1.000 0.16-0.42 0.03-0.33
6. Organizational Performance  1.80 0.64 0.12%* 0.10 0.17%%* 0.15% 0.22%** 1.000 0.10-0.45
7. Size 1.35 0.47 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.15% 0.12* 0.14* 1.000

Notes: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001; n=259. Numbers above the diagonal represent the confidence interval
between each pair of constructs (95%).

Composite reliability ranged from 0.89 to 0.95 (values above the recommended

minimums, >0.70), average variance extracted (AVE) from 0.67 to 0.77 (amount of variance
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captured by a construct is greater than the amount of measurement error, AVE>0.50), and
Cronbach’s Alpha from 0.81 to 0.93 (recommended minimum >0.707 [Nunnally and
Bernstein, 1994]), indicating satisfactory levels of reliability. Each loading (A) related
significantly to its underlying factor (t-values greater than 11.80). The scales’ reliability and
internal consistency are supported by composite reliability, AVE, and Cronbach's Alpha
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010), the extent to which different attempts to
measure the same concept (convergent validity) are consistent with all multi-item constructs

(Table 5).

Table 5: Measurement Model Results

| Variable | Items | A* | R? | Adjustment Measurement
SMED1 0.92%** (36.82) 0.92 _ .
. . SMED2 0.97%* (64.72) 097  @=0-888; Compound
Social Media SMED3 0.75%%* (17.72) 0.56 Reliability=0.915
’ ’ ’ Shared Variance=0.731
SMED4 0.76*** (20.72) 0.57
PROAL1 0.71%** (14.14) 0.50 _ .
. PROA2 0.80%%%(22.27) 064  0-868; Compound
Proactiveness PROA3 0.87%%%(31.53) 075 Reliability=0.898
) ) ' Shared Variance=0.691
PROA4 0.93%** (35.57) 0.86
INNO1 0.71%** (11.80 0.50
INNO2 0.75%% E16 92; 0.56 0=0.860; Compound
Innovativeness INNO3 0'92*** (31 .81) 0.84 Reliability=0.890
' ’ ' Shared Variance=0.671
INNO4 0.88%** (27.44) 0.77
SELF1 0.86*** (27.86) 0.72 _ .
SELF2 0.97%%* (84.17) 094  @=0.916; Compound
Self-Renewal SELF3 0.90%** (37.62) 0.79 Reliability=0.931
’ ) ' Shared Variance=0.774
SELF4 0.78*** (19.92) 0.59
RESI1 0.74***(15.32) 0.54
RESI2 0.78***(18.83) 0.60
RESI3 0.81***(15.66) 0.65 _ )
Organizational RESI4 0.85%**(21.88) 0.72 “R%fi i’fﬁf"f&p;’;?d
Resilience RESI5 0.93*%**(47.16) 0.86 v -
RESI6 0.94%%%(59.00) 0.88 Shared Variance=0.729
RESI7 0.90***(35.24) 0.81
RESI8 0.86%**(26.21) 0.73
Oreanizational PERFORI 0.94%** (29.19) 0.88 0=0.817; Compound
Pfrformance PERFOR2 0.95%** (32.61) 0.90 Reliability=0.907
PERFOR3 0.72*** (12.75) 0.51 Shared Variance=0.768
Goodness of Fit Statistics Good Fit Levels Values
Degrees of Freedom (Chi-Square significance level) p>0.01 ¥*330=535.95 (p>0.01)
Estimated Non-Centrality Parameter (NCP) Lowest for comparison model NCP=205.95
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 0<RMSEA=<0.05 RMSEA=0.04
Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) Lowest for comparison model ECVI=2.67
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.97<CFI<1.00 CF1=0.98
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) 0.95<IFI<1.00 IF1=0.98
Relative Fit Index (RFI) 0.90<RFI close to 1.00 RFI1=0.95
Normed Fit Index (NFI) 0.95<NFI<1.00 NFI=0.96
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 0.97<NFI<1.00 NNFI=0.98
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) Lowest for comparison model AIC=687.95
Consistent Akaike Information Criterion (CAIC) Lowest for comparison model CAIC=1034.27

Notes: A*=Standardized Structural Coefficient; R>=Reliability; a=Alpha Cronbach; f.p. =fixed parameter; *
p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (two-tailed).
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We performed the necessary tests for discriminant validity through chi-square difference
tests. Initially, we obtained the chi-square differences between a model that restricts the
estimated correlation parameter between each pair of latent constructs to 1.0 (restricted
model) and an unconstrained model and found no perfect correlations between the constructs,
indicating discriminant validity (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). Similarly, no confidence
interval in the estimations of correlations between each pair of factors contained the value 1
for the key constructs (Table 4), confirming that each construct differed from the others
(Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The statistical values’
measurement model presented good fit (x%330=535.95 (p>0.01); NFI=0.96; NNFI=0.98;
CFI1=0.98; IFI=0.98; NCP=205.95; RFI=0.95; RMSEA [Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation]=0.04; ECVI=2.67; AIC=687.95; CAIC [Consistent Akaike Information
Criterion]=1034.27). All modification indices for beta pathways between major variables
were small, and additional paths would not significantly improve fit.

Finally, different measures were established to reduce common method bias. First, we
ensured anonymity of the surveys, randomized order of the items, communicated the study
objectives, and used previously validated scales (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff and Organ,
1986). Next, Harman's one-factor test yielded favorable results (a single component did not
explain most of the variance, the largest component only explained 30.55%, and several
components took eigenvalues>1.0). The fit was worse for the one-dimensional model than for
the measurement model (research compared the one-factor model to the measurement model).
Finally, a common latent factor (first-order factor) was added to the researchers’ theoretical
model with all measures as indicators. The differences between the indicator with the
common latent factor and the previous indicator were lower than 0.200. Based on all these
results, common method bias is not a serious problem in this study.

5.2 Structural model

To test the proposed hypotheses, we used a recursive structural model with an exogenous
latent variable (Social Media, &1), a first-grade endogenous latent variable (Proactiveness, 1),
and four second-grade endogenous latent variables (Innovativeness, m2; Self-Renewal, n3;
Organizational Resilience, n4; and Organizational Performance, 1s5). Size was used as control
variable. Covariance and asymptotic covariance matrices were used as input in SEM
estimating direct, indirect, and total effects (Table 6). The standardized path coefficients of
the structural model (Figure 2) provided evidence of the hypothesized relationships and
indicated good overall fit of the structural model (y%*330=548.57 (p>0.01); NFI=0.96;
NNFI=0.98; IF1=0.98; NCP=209.57; RFI=0.95; CFI=0.98; RMSEA=0.04).
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Table 6: Results of Proposed Structural Model (Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects)

Direct Indirect Total
Effect from To Effects® ! Effects® ! Effects®
Social Media - Proactiveness 0.16* 2.29 0.16* 2.29
Social Media -  Innovativeness 0.16* 2.25 0.09*  2.10 0.25%* 3.21
Social Media - Self-Renewal 0.20%* 317  0.13%% 3,17 (.33%** 4.93
Social Media - Organizational Resilience 0.13%*%* 340 (.13%** 3.40
Social Media - Organizational Performance 0.07*  2.54 0.07* 2.54
Proactiveness -  Innovativeness 0.55%**  6.60 0.55%** 6.60
Proactiveness - Self-Renewal 0.27%* 2.80 0.18%% 287 (.45%** 6.81
Proactiveness - Organizational Resilience 0.19%*%* 456 (.19%** 4.56
Proactiveness - Organizational Performance 0.10**  2.88 0.10%* 2.88
Innovativeness - Self-Renewal 0.33*%** 3,60 0.33%%* 3.60
Innovativeness = Organizational Resilience 0.14*%* 294 0.14** 2.94
Innovativeness - Organizational Performance 0.08*  2.40 0.08%* 2.40
Self-Renewal - Organizational Resilience 0.41*** 531 0.41%** 5.31
Self-Renewal = Organizational Performance 0.15 1.78  0.08% 231 0.23** 3.00
Organizational Resilience - Organizational Performance 0.19% 2.47 0.19% 2.47
Size - Organizational Resilience 0.08 1.06 0.08 1.06
Size - Organizational Performance 0.21%* 2.37 0.02 1.03  0.23** 2.59
Goodness of Fit Statistics Good Fit Levels Values
Y2 Degrees of Freedom (Chi-Square significance level) p>0.01 ¥?339=548.57 (p>0.01)
Estimated Non-Centrality Parameter (NCP) Lowest for comparison model NCP=209.57
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 0<RMSEA<0.05 RMSEA=0.04
Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) Lowest for comparison model ECVI=2.65
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.97<CFI<1.00 CF1=0.98
Incremental Fit Index (IFT) 0.95<IFI<1.00 IF1=0.98
Relative Fit Index (RFI) 0.90<RFI close to 1.00 RFI1=0.95
Normed Fit Index (NFI) 0.95<NFI<1.00 NFI1=0.96
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) 0.97<NFI<1.00 NNFI=0.98
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) Lowest for comparison model AIC=682.57
Consistent Akaike Information Criterion (CAIC) Lowest for comparison model CAIC=987.88

Notes: * Standardized Structural Coefficients; *p<.05;**p<.01;***p<.001(two-tailed).
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Figure 2: Results of Proposed Structural Model

The structural model enables us to support most of the hypotheses. The data confirmed an
effective relationship of social media to proactiveness (H1: y11=0.16, p<0.05), innovativeness
(H2: y21=0.16, p<0.05), and self-renewal (H3: y31=0.20, p<0.01). We also obtained a positive
impact of proactiveness on innovativeness (H4: B21=0.55, p<0.001) and self-renewal (H5:
B31=0.27, p<0.01), and self-renewal is influenced by innovativeness (H6: 32=0.33, p<<0.001).
Further, the data show an indirect effect of social media on innovativeness (0.09 p<0.05, see
Bollen [1989] for calculation rules) through proactiveness (0.16x0.55). The total influence of
social media on innovativeness is thus 0.25 (p<0.01). Comparing the magnitudes of these
effects, we observe that the global effect of social media on innovativeness is larger than the
effect of proactiveness on innovativeness. Similarly, self-renewal is influenced by social
media (0.13 p<0.01) indirectly through proactiveness (0.16x0.27),
proactiveness/innovativeness (0.16x0.55x0.33), and innovativeness (0.16x0.33). The total
influence of social media on self-renewal is thus 0.33 (p<0.001). Proactiveness also indirectly
influences self-renewal (0.18 p<0.01) through innovativeness (0.55x0.33). The total influence
of proactiveness on self-renewal is thus 0.45 (p<0.001). Comparing the magnitudes of these
effects, we observe that the global effect of proactiveness on self-renewal is larger than the

effect of social media or innovativeness.
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Further results show a positive relationship between self-renewal and organizational
resilience (H7: B43=0.41, p<0.001) and between organizational resilience and organizational
performance (H8: [s54=0.19, p<0.05). The relationship between self-renewal and
organizational performance was not significant, indicating lack of support for the last
hypothesis (H9: Bs3=0.15, p>0.05). Other indirect effects on organizational resilience come
from social media (0.13, p<0.001) through proactiveness/self-renewal (0.16x0.27x0.41),
proactiveness/innovativeness/self-renewal  (0.16x0.55x0.33x0.41), innovativeness/self-
renewal (0.16x0.33x0.41), and self-renewal (0.20x0.41); proactiveness (0.19, p<0.001)
through innovativeness/self-renewal (0.55x0.33x0.41) and self-renewal (0.27x0.41); and
innovativeness (0.14, p<0.01) through self-renewal (0.33x0.41). Comparison of the
magnitudes of these effects shows that the total effect of self-renewal on organizational
resilience is larger than the effect of social media, proactiveness, or innovativeness on
organizational resilience. We also obtain significant and indirect effects on organizational
performance of social media (0.07, p<0.05), proactiveness (0.10, p<0.01), innovativeness
(0.08, p<0.05), and self-renewal (0.08, p<0.05). In the case of self-renewal, the direct effect is
not significant, but the sum of the direct and indirect effects generates a total effect of 0.23
(p<0.01). Comparing the magnitudes of these effects shows that the total effect of social
media, proactiveness, innovativeness, and self-renewal on organizational performance is
significant and positive. Nevertheless, the effect of self-renewal on organizational
performance is larger than the effect of social media, proactiveness, or innovativeness on
organizational resilience. All effects are displayed in Table 6. As to the effects of the control
variables introduced, only the relationship between size and organizational performance was
positive and significant (0.23, p<0.01). Overall, the results confirm that the model provides a
good explanation of proactiveness (R?=0.13), innovativeness (R?=0.35), self-renewal
(R?=0.38), organizational resilience (R?>=0.18), and organizational performance (R?=0.14).

We then checked to see whether the results fulfilled the conditions defined by Baron and
Kenny (1986) for the mediation effect when determining the mediating role of a variable: (1)
The independent variable must affect the mediator in the first equation. The results for
Hypothesis 7 provide evidence of the impact of self-renewal on organizational resilience. (2)
The independent variable must be shown to affect the dependent variable in the second
equation. Hypothesis 9, on self-renewal and organizational performance, demonstrates this
condition. (3) The mediator must affect the dependent variable in the third equation.
Hypothesis 8 shows this significant effect, demonstrating the influence of organizational

resilience on performance. (4) The effect of the independent variable on the dependent
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variable must be nonsignificant when controlling for the mediator to indicate complete
mediation in the fourth equation. All these effects are recorded in Table 4 and Figure 2 of our
analysis. If these conditions hold in the predicted direction, the effect of the independent
variable on the dependent variable will be smaller in the third than in the second equation;
otherwise, mediation is partial. Since perfect mediation (Kearney and Morris, 2015) holds if
the independent variable has no effect when the mediator is controlled, perfect mediation of
organizational resilience between self-renewal and organizational performance is achieved.
Finally, we compared alternative models to confirm that the hypothesized model best
represents the data (Hair et al., 2010). Comparison of the proposed structural model (Model 1)
to alternative models shows that Model 1 is the most parsimonious, preferable, and acceptable
model, supporting relationships among the constructs analyzed (Table 7). For example,
Model 4 had a worse RMSEA (A=0.003), ECVI (A=0.10), AIC (A=27.32), and NCP
(A=28.32). The results thus confirm that Model 1 is preferred to Model 4 (Ax*=28.86) and to

the other models.

Table 7: Proposed Structural Model against Alternative Statistical Model

Model Description e Ay>  RMSEA ECVI AIC NCP

1 Structural proposed model 548.57 0.049 2.65 68257 209.57
2 W.R. Social Media to Innovativeness 55253 396  0.049 2.65 684.53 212.53
3 W.R. Social Media to Self-Renewal 55552 6.95 0.050 2.66  687.52 215.52
4 W.R. Proactiveness to Innovativeness 577.89 2932 0.052 2.75  709.89 237.89
5 W.R. Proactiveness to Self-Renewal 55379 522 0.049 2.66  685.79 213.79
6 W.R. Innovativeness to Self-Renewal 560.94 1237 0.050 2.69 69294 220.94
7 W.R. Self-Renewal to Organizational Resilience 563.87 1530 0.051 2.70  695.87 223.87
8 W.R. Organizational Resilience to Organizational Performance 550.86  2.29  0.049 2.65 682.86 210.86
9 W.R. Self-Renewal to Organizational Performance 551.01 244 0.049 2.65 683.01 211.01

Notes: W.R. = Without relationship.

6. Discussion, implications, and future research
6.1 Discussion

SMEs are currently facing an extremely turbulent and challenging business landscape. To
survive in this VUCA world, they must anticipate external changes and adapt quickly to them
(Troise et al., 2022). In this context, organizational resilience emerges as a key capability,
enabling firms to handle unexpected events effectively, recover from crisis, and even grow
despite adversity (Hillmann and Guenter, 2021). Additionally, innovation and entrepreneurial
initiatives, fueled and facilitated by SMT use (Chatterjee et al., 2022), are fundamental
variables to adapt and compete successfully in today’s digital age. Despite the significance of

the phenomena, empirical research on these issues remains scarce, and more knowledge is
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needed to better explain how SMEs can develop greater organizational resilience and which
factors impact this resilience (Xie et al., 2022). Our study seeks to fill this gap by examining
organizational resilience empirically in the context of SMEs, while also analyzing its main
antecedents in the current changing scenario. To this end, the proposed research model
analyzes how social media use impacts the different dimensions of corporate
entrepreneurship, while also enhancing organizational resilience and creating business value.
Our findings are consistent with previous literature but also yield new insights into the
impact of organizational resilience on firm performance. First, the results confirm that SMT
use significantly and positively impacts the various dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship.
This finding is consistent with evidence obtained in prior studies establishing that social
media use fosters entrepreneurship initiatives and promotes entrepreneurial orientation at
organizational level (Parveen et al., 2016; Martin-Rojas et al., 2020; Troise et al., 2021). Our
findings confirm the importance of digital technologies and social media as basic enablers of
entrepreneurial activities in SMEs in today’s highly dynamic environment (Chatterjee et al.,
2022). The results also reveal a positive impact of self-renewal on organizational resilience,
highlighting the significance of this entrepreneurial capability. Our study thus empirically
supports insights from prior research (Herbane, 2019; Xia et al., 2022; Zighan et al., 2021)
and demonstrates that entrepreneurial orientation and strategic renewal contribute to
developing SMEs’ resilience. In line with recent studies (Suryaningtyas et al., 2019; Beuren
et al., 2022), we obtained a positive impact of organizational resilience on firm performance,
confirming the crucial significance of this variable in the current competitive context. In fact,
our results reveal that organizational resilience also mediates the impact of self-renewal on
performance. Contrary to other studies that observed a positive link between self-renewal and
performance (Aidoo et al., 2021; Martin-Rojas et al., 2020), our study did not find this
relationship to be statistically significant. As explained in the previous section, the data
confirm perfect mediation of organizational resilience in the relationship between self-
renewal and organizational performance. These findings extend current knowledge of the
topic by suggesting that firms must be not only entrepreneurial but also resilient to adapt and

survive the challenges of a VUCA environment.

6.2 Theoretical contribution
As previously mentioned, our research model is grounded in dynamic capabilities theory
(Teece et al., 1997), since most of the variables studied here (entrepreneurial capabilities and

organizational resilience) reflect the capabilities of an organization that aims to be dynamic.
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Such capabilities anticipate, seize opportunities, and adapt organizations to their environment
in a way that permits them to exploit both internal and external enterprise-specific
competences and face the organization’s dynamic environment successfully (Augier and
Teece, 2009). This paper analyzes proactiveness, innovativeness, and self-renewal as
entrepreneurial capabilities. It also studies organizational resilience as a firm capability that
fosters rather than results from organizational performance (Anwar et al., 2021). These
capabilities are strategic assets that connect novel knowledge from SMTs to corporate
entrepreneurship in the context of uncertain environmental changes and thus reinforce the
importance of resilience.

Performed in the context of the digital revolution resulting from the COVID-19 disruption,
our study also shows that SMTs encourage digital ecosystems and promote dynamic
capabilities theory because dynamic capabilities enable firms to create, extend, and modify
how they make a living, even when undergoing alterations in their resources, operating
capabilities, scale and scope of business, products, customers, ecosystems, and other features
of their external environments (Helfat and Raubitschek, 2018; Lardon-Lopez et al., 2022;
Troise et al., 2022).

This paper thus extends the literature on digital technologies, entrepreneurship, and
strategic management in general by showing that social media impact organizational
performance through corporate entrepreneurship, highlighting the mediating role of
organizational resilience in the relationship between entrepreneurship and performance. We
thus highlight the following contributions to the literature:

Firstly, our findings extend the literature on information technology by confirming how
social media use helps firms not only to enhance relationships with customers but also to
improve the various dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship, such as proactiveness,
innovativeness, and self-renewal. Along the lines of prior studies (Parveen et al., 2016;
Martin-Rojas et al., 2020; Troise et al., 2021), results indicate that use of social media
platforms enables firms to capture relevant knowledge from the market, enhancing the firm’s
capabilities to act proactively and develop successful innovations. The findings also confirm
that social media use significantly enhances self-renewal behavior, helping firms to transform
internally to adapt to changing environments (Martin-Rojas et al., 2020). As these
relationships have not been examined in the context of SMEs, the study contributes to the
literature by providing significant insights to academics interested in the topic.

Secondly, the findings expand the literature on corporate entrepreneurship, as the paper

describes empirically the interrelationships among this variable’s main dimensions, as well as
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the impact of entrepreneurial behavior on firm performance. Although research on this
phenomenon has increased in recent years, we lack knowledge of the specific relations among
the dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship (Rehman et al., 2021). Our results advance this
knowledge by confirming how proactiveness directly impacts innovation capability. Proactive
firms have a forward-looking perspective and are more flexible and open to change, and this
perspective helps them to enhance their innovative orientation. Our findings also show the
positive impact of proactiveness and innovativeness on self-renewal. They suggest that
proactive firms are better able to renew themselves. Because they are aware of changing
market needs and involved in innovation, these firms can transform their processes and inner
capabilities to exploit new business opportunities (Martin-Rojas et al., 2020)

Finally, the paper provides useful insights for the strategic management literature. In the
dynamic business situation recently experienced, resilience has emerged as a key
organizational factor to help firms address environmental disruptions (Saad et al., 2021).
Since SMEs are especially vulnerable to external shocks, organizational resilience is a key
issue not only for their survival but also to enable them to adapt to changing market
conditions and transform threats into opportunities (Zighan and Ruel, 2021). Our study
confirms that organizational resilience positively impacts firm performance in the SMEs
analyzed. Our results also reveal how resilience mediates the effect of self-renewal on
organizational performance. Furthermore, we find that organizational resilience is a
fundamental prerequisite for SMEs to succeed and create business value in today’s uncertain
scenario. We not only establish a mediating role of organizational resilience in Spanish
SMESs’ performance but determine that this mediation is full and perfect (Kearney and Morris,
2015). The results thus indicate that organizational resilience is a major factor in an
organization’s long-term performance and enables firms to adapt in the face of an unexpected
crisis, turbulence, and/or adversity (Beuren et al., 2022) by improving their self-renewal and
thus their entrepreneurial vision.

6.3 Managerial implications

Our study has also significant implications for managers and policy makers. As mentioned
above, digital technologies enable or enhance unprecedented convergence of computing,
communications, content, and networking behaviors (Elia et al., 2020). They are facilitators,
mediators, or outcomes of entrepreneurial operations and the overall business model, and they
democratize entrepreneurship. Social media technologies are one of the most significant

digital technologies globally (Nambisan, 2017) and have become a vital resource for
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entrepreneurs (Olanrewaju et al., 2020). Our study findings stress the need for SMEs to make
good use of social media for marketing, customer relationship management, and information
sourcing to improve their capabilities during the opportunity-seeking stage (Troise et al.,
2021). We thus recommend that managers invest more effort in using social media, as these
media have remarkable potential as a source of new knowledge for the firm. SME managers
must leverage the full potential of these platforms, not only for marketing goals but also as
useful tools to promote connectivity and entrepreneurial behavior inside the firm.

These implications can be extended to recommend that policymakers and governments
introduce specific policies to increase SMEs’ social media use. Such policies could encourage
companies to invest in these new digital technologies, improve promotion of social media, or
design specific programs to increase appreciation of these media. In the digital era, it is
crucial that companies leverage new digital technologies and tools proactively to embrace the
digital economy (Lardon-Lopez et al., 2022).

As to entrepreneurship, managers should encourage firms’ proactiveness in acquiring
entrepreneurial skills to enable them to identify new partners with better knowledge of the
technology in greatest demand or to acquire superior tools before their competitors do
(Goodman et al., 2017). Managers should also drive innovativeness within the firm by
developing an organizational culture that promotes and supports novel ideas, experimentation,
and openness to new ideas. We study both variables as central to innovative organizational
behavior and as promoting renewal of companies (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) through pursuit
business opportunities to commit and introduce new services while also acquiring knowledge
of market opportunities (Joshi et al., 2015; Pérez-Lufio et al., 2011).

By strategically renewing their SMEs, managers demand tactical activities, engaging in
dynamic managerial behavior and processes that revitalize the firm’s operations by promoting
professional individual contribution. Managers should seek to achieve organizational renewal
by changing the scope of the firm’s business activities, making novel market moves, and
enhancing the firm’s capability exploitation (Zahra, 1993). Such self-renewal will yield high
returns in technological industries, as it renews the company’s capabilities and increases its
capacity to acquire and use new competences that improve performance (Covin and Miles,
2008; Zahra et al., 2000).

As to corporate entrepreneurship, all organizations in today’s digital society must face a
new global reality that requires increased entrepreneurial leadership (Kuratko and Audretsch,
2013). Organizations must develop and extend their corporate entrepreneurship to be more

dynamic and flexible and increase their orientation to organizational change (Martin-Rojas et
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al., 2020; Rehman et al., 2021). They must also identify opportunities in the new digital-era
market. Managers should exploit these opportunities by creating digital entrepreneurial
ecosystems (Elia et al., 2020) and searching for and learning digital strategies that enable
development of interorganizational and social collaborative networks (Ritala et al., 2021) to
gain competitive advantages.

In a post-COVID-19 scenario, companies must adapt to new technological, regulatory, and
competitive changes in the industry (Agarwal and Helfat, 2009). COVID-19 and other macro-
level events have shown that external disruptions are inevitable (Anwar et al., 2021). Our
findings show that developing organizational resilience as a capability can enable Spanish
SMEs not only to survive but to perform well throughout a crisis. The goal of managers in
such firms should be to develop organizational resilience, such that functional operations and
the flow of daily systems and processes quickly return to normal, even under adversity.

Managers must also ensure that their organizations have the skills and abilities to analyze
the maximum diversity of behavioral responses in the face of uncertain and unpredictable
conditions. To this end, they must design policies and practices that can actively
operationalize organizational resilience to obtain potential benefits from their firm’s strategic
capability (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). This paper recommends operationalizing
organizational resilience by adopting a holistic view of the organization’s capacity for
resilience as embedded in a set of organizational-level knowledge and capabilities, and
organizational routines and processes by which the organization orients itself conceptually,
acts decisively to move forward, and establishes a setting of diversity and adjustable
integration through which to overcome the potentially debilitating consequences of a
disruptive shock (Lengnick-Hall et al.,, 2011; Rodriguez-Sdnchez et al., 2021).
Operationalizing these learning routines and processes enables the firm to implement
profound organizational changes and conscious design in varying degrees when transforming
its dynamic capabilities to adapt innovatively and maintain sustained competitive advantage
over a long period of time.

Managers could develop values that lead to collaboration routines and habits of flexibility,
create open and interpersonal communication channels, provide informal and face-to-face
dialogue between individuals, seek multiple sources of information, encourage unlearning of
obsolete or dysfunctional heuristics, and promote creativity (Yang and Hsu, 2018). These
changes can reduce costs in the long run, enabling organizations to build strong dimensions of

economic and financial performance, maintain customer loyalty, and promote learning
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processes to achieve organizations’ resilience in competitive environments (Beuren et al.,

2022).

7. Conclusions, limitations, and future research

This study has examined empirically how SMEs can become more resilient and improve
their organizational performance in today’s changing markets by enhancing digitalization and
promoting entrepreneurial behaviors. Drawing on dynamic capabilities theory, we examined
the impact of social media use on the wvarious dimensions of internal corporate
entrepreneurship (proactiveness, innovativeness, and self-renewal), while also analyzing the
interactions among these dimensions and the role of organizational resilience in the process.
The results from analysis of a sample of 259 Spanish SMEs confirm the proposed research
model and highlight the crucial role of organizational resilience in value creation through
direct impact on firm performance. The findings also have significant implications for theory
and practice, providing managers with a guide or “recipe” to adapt their firms, recover
business, and succeed in our current changing environmental conditions.

Although this study is one of the first to examine empirically how social media use can
help SMEs to become more entrepreneurial and resilient, it is not without limitations. First,
the data collected were responses subject to individual interpretation by the respondents
(Podsakoft and Organ, 1986). To mitigate social desirability bias of the self-report data, we
anonymized the study questionnaires, reducing this bias even on sensitive topics (Konrad and
Linnehan, 1995). Further, Harman’s single-factor test and other tests confirmed the absence
of common method variance (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Although our contrast of objective
and subjective measures of organizational performance showed no significant differences, we
recommend that future research use measures of independent and dependent variables
obtained from different sources to reduce any additional effects of response bias (Konrad and
Linnehan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Future studies might
also incorporate new variables to measure organizational performance.

Second, we recommend performing future longitudinal studies to better capture the
dynamic nature of the variables analyzed. Our study examined the directions and possibilities
of the variables before constructing the research model, building on various prior studies and
existing theories. It also integrated temporal considerations into measurement of variables that
might be affected by such issues (Hair et al., 2010). Future research could investigate the
long-term performance of resilient SMEs after they have had a chance to absorb the pressures

of the crisis.
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Finally, the proposed hypotheses describe the relationship of social media to proactiveness,
innovativeness, and self-renewal; and the latter's direct and indirect influence on
organizational resilience and performance. Other constructs, such as organizational learning
(Garcia-Morales et al., 2018) or new business creation (Knight, 1997; Zahra, 1993), could be
incorporated to enrich the analysis. Our focus on resilience, for example, identified a
significant impact on performance, but other potential benefits and antecedents of the concept
should be analyzed. Additionally, the current importance of digital tools suggests that
additional studies are needed to deepen knowledge of the concept and role of digital
entrepreneurship. Finally, future research could focus on other countries to analyze this

phenomenon in a different geographical context.
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