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Abstract

This paper examines the role played by strategic agility and gender diversity in

enabling the creation of value for grand challenges (VCGCs) by small and

medium-sized enterprises originating from emerging markets (ESMEs).

ESMEs face significant challenges due to the dynamic environments in which

they operate and the limited support they receive from formal institutions. In

such contexts, strategic agility enables ESMEs to drive VCGCs through respon-

sible collaborative innovation. We further argue that gender diversity is an

important boundary condition that influences the effect of strategic agility on

VCGCs via responsible collaborative innovation. Utilizing 228 survey

responses from ESMEs originating from the United Arab Emirates (UAE), our

findings shed light on the vital role played by strategic agility in enhancing

ESMEs' VCGCs. Specifically, our findings indicate that responsible collabora-

tive innovation acts as an important mediating mechanism between strategic

agility and VCGCs. In addition, gender diversity emerges as an important mod-

erating factor in that, in the presence of more heterogeneous senior manage-

ment teams, the effect of strategic agility on VCGCs through the mediating

mechanism of responsible collaborative innovation is higher. These findings

contribute to the literature on dynamic capabilities, upper echelons, and grand

challenges by providing important insights into the mechanisms and boundary

conditions of VCGCs in the context of emerging market firms.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

For decades, the world has been confronted with grand
challenges—that is, “specific critical barrier(s) that, if
removed, would help solve an important societal problem
with a high likelihood of global impact through wide-
spread implementation” (George et al., 2016, p. 1881).
Grand challenges are complex, nonlinear, multifaceted,
and uncertain “wicked problems” faced by societies, and
their mitigation requires collaborative and transnational
efforts. In their simplest form, grand challenges involve
multiple issues (e.g., migration crises, natural disasters,
extreme poverty, inequality, health, and climate change);
however, increased emphasis has been placed on the
severity of environmental and social problems (Clarke &
Boersma, 2017; Lortie et al., 2017). At the same time, in
an effort to understand the nature of grand challenges
and eradicate them, the UN has formulated and
announced a number of sustainable development goals
(SDGs) that include solutions to social and environmen-
tal issues as key pillars for the achievement of peace and
prosperity for all (UN, 2015). In conjunction to this, a rel-
evant research issue pertains to how organizations can
achieve value creation for grand challenges (VCGCs)1

(El-Haddadeh et al., 2020; Jones et al., 2013).
Increasing narratives have been devoted to the nexus

of organizational activities and VCGCs (see Grodal &
O'Mahony, 2017; Hamann et al., 2020; van Zanten & van
Tulder, 2018). Prior studies suggest that organizations
possess large portfolios of resources and capabilities that
can be utilized for VCGCs through business practices
aimed at economic profit maximization (Buckley
et al., 2017; Reade et al., 2019). However, such research is
mostly characterized by conceptual studies, with a small
number of empirical efforts having mainly been made in
the context of multinational enterprises (MNEs) (El-
Haddadeh et al., 2020; Liou & Rao-Nicholson, 2021;
Topple et al., 2017). Even though MNEs may possess
large portfolios of resources and have the capabilities
necessary to overcome societal issues (Reade et al., 2019),
their activities and operations may be characterized by
unethical behaviors—as evidenced by the widespread
labor-related issues reported in global value chains coor-
dinated by MNEs (Aïssaoui & Fabian, 2021;

Soundararajan et al., 2017)—and they may be less
responsive to grassroots level challenges. Researchers
have suggested that small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) can also play a significant role in VCGCs, given
their prominence in economic development and employ-
ment creation across the world (Govindan et al., 2020;
Sinkovics et al., 2021).

In part, due to their closeness to grassroot communi-
ties and stakeholders, emerging market SMEs (ESMEs)
have a particularly huge potential in VCGCs (Leckel
et al., 2020). ESMEs are characterized by more flexible
structures, less bureaucratic procedures, and a more
innovation-oriented culture, which reduce their response
time to grand challenges (Arbussa et al., 2017). ESMEs
often possess people-centered cultures that encourage
them to engage in rapid learning and quicker decision-
making, thereby making them more agile in relation to
VCGCs for all stakeholders. They also operate in the
challenging environments that characterize emerging
markets, with weak institutional reforms, volatile envi-
ronmental conditions, and limited resources
(cf. Khanna & Palepu, 1997; Khanna & Palepu, 2010).
Given these challenges, ESMEs need to be agile in
quickly adjusting their strategies and rapidly engaging in
the iteration and experimentation of innovative ideas in
order to co-create value for all stakeholders in dynamic
environments. Thus, such firms are more likely to
develop and possess strategic agility—a meta-capability
that involves the allocation, development, and deploy-
ment of capabilities as well as the agility needed to bal-
ance such capabilities over time (Boojihawon et al., 2021;
Shams et al., 2021). Strategic agility has been identified as
enabling the development of more effective ways to cre-
ate and deliver value in the midst of environmental tur-
bulence (Doz & Kosonen, 2010; Pereira et al., 2021). As a

1Consistent with the grand challenges literature, the term VCGCs refers
to the practices that support and promote value creation in the two
distinct yet related environmental and societal areas (El-Haddadeh
et al., 2020; Jones et al., 2013). Environmental value creation involves
practices aimed at protecting the environment, including recycling, eco-
packaging, the use of eco-friendly materials, and so on; whereas social
value creation emphasizes community development initiatives like
social welfare, general well-being, and mentoring (Dhahri et al., 2021;
Nylund et al., 2021).

Practitioner points

• Grand challenges present significant leadership
and coordination challenges for firms.

• Grand challenges can be effectively addressed
through coordinated actions and nurturing
organizational capabilities.

• Emerging market-based SMEs can create value
for grand challenges by utilizing meta capabil-
ity (strategic agility), nurturing responsible col-
laborative innovation, and gender diversity.

• Gender diversity plays an important role in
enhancing the impact of strategic agility on
value creation for grand challenges.
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concrete meta-capability, strategic agility enables ESMEs
to accelerate the renewal and transformation of business
models through the realignment of any available
resources and the exploitation of any opportunities pre-
sented by changing market conditions (Nyamrunda &
Freeman, 2021). In this context, strategic agility has sig-
nificant potential for VCGCs by enabling ESMEs to
remain flexible and to quickly adapt to new ideas and
technologies, along with encompassing concerns for any
socio-economic aspects that fall beyond firm boundaries
(Bouguerra et al., 2019; Gölgeci et al., 2019). However,
the role played by strategic agility in promoting VCGCs
in ESMEs has hitherto remained underexplored (He &
Harris, 2020; Ivory & Brooks, 2018; Sinkovics
et al., 2021). Our study was therefore aimed at addressing
this gap by drawing upon insights from the dynamic
capability perspective.

The proponents of the dynamic capability perspective
(Teece, 2007, 2018) have suggested that strategic agility is
a vital dynamic capability and, more importantly, that
ESMEs must undertake strategic actions to leverage value
from it (Chan et al., 2019; Khan & Lew, 2018). Scholars
assert the effectiveness of dynamic capabilities in
dynamic environmental conditions (Barbero et al., 2017;
Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Helfat & Winter, 2011),
which enable firms to deal with societal challenges (Liu
et al., 2020). The dynamic nature of strategic agility
enables firms to reconfigure their resources and capabili-
ties within a short time frame and to be responsive and
adaptable (Khan, 2020). Moreover, it emphasizes the
emergence of dynamic capabilities via a path-dependent
process. In such a context, scholars have also suggested
strategic agility as a dynamic capability and have specifi-
cally linked it to innovation and to the adoption of new
technologies by small exporting firms (Thoumrungroje &
Racela, 2021; Zhou et al., 2019).

Given that addressing grand challenges requires coor-
dinated and collaborative efforts (cf. George et al., 2016,
p. 1880), in such contexts, responsible collaborative inno-
vation can be an important strategic action through
which the strategic agility of ESMEs leads to VCGCs.
Responsible collaborative innovation relates to the
engagement of diverse communities aimed at the pooling
of any complementary and co-specialized resources,
which, in turn, supports the development of products
and services conducive to promoting sustainable develop-
ment (Stilgoe et al., 2013; Voegtlin & Scherer, 2017). In
their efforts to engage collaboratively, strategic agility can
enable ESMEs to remain flexible and quickly adapt to
new ideas, besides successfully engaging with govern-
ment and nongovernment actors in order to develop
VCGCs (Battistella et al., 2017; Scherer & Voegtlin, 2020).
In other words, responsible collaborative innovation is a

vital mediating mechanism suited to translate the bene-
fits of strategic agility into VCGCs.

Although strategic agility is of an idiosyncratic nature,
it may also heavily rely on the strategic cognition of
diverse senior managers (Nyamrunda & Freeman, 2021).
Thus, gender diversity among senior managers is vital for
ESMEs to sense market changes and seek alternatives
(Doz, 2020; Tang et al., 2020; Xing et al., 2020). Such gen-
der diversity helps ESMEs to swiftly act and respond to
market information, while transforming their strategic
agility into responsible collaborative innovation to influ-
ence VCGCs (Nyamrunda & Freeman, 2021; Salloum
et al., 2019). As such, senior management gender diversity
could moderate the relationship between strategic agility
and VCGCs via responsible collaborative innovation.

The extant literature on grand challenges provides
limited insights into “the processes and relationships that
drive and connect articulation, actions and outcomes and
give rise to specific trajectories that either mitigate or
amplify grand challenges” (cf. Howard-Grenville, 2021,
p. 257). Thus, the multilevel perspective we advance in
our study offers novel insights in relation to addressing
the grand challenges faced by emerging markets with
their limited resources and weak formal institutions. This
perspective is also in line with scholarly suggestions indi-
cating that a multilevel perspective on a phenomenon
enables the tracing and appreciation of the interactions
that occur across levels and are critical to how grand
challenges arise and to how they might be tackled
(cf. Howard-Grenville et al., 2019, p. 357). Consequently,
our study was aimed at answering the following research
questions: (1) “How can ESME strategic agility drive
VCGCs via responsible collaborative innovation?” and
(2) “What differential effect does ESME strategic agility
have on VCGCs via responsible collaborative innovation
under different conditions of gender diversity?”

By answering these questions, our study makes three
important contributions to the dynamic capability and
grand challenges literature. First, although the extant lit-
erature largely emphasizes the importance of VCGCs
(DiVito et al., 2021; Martí, 2018), limited empirical
research has hitherto been conducted to understand the
determinants of VCGCs (Hamann et al., 2020). We
highlighted the importance of ESME strategic agility in
facilitating VCGCs, and empirically examined their rela-
tionships. To do so, we considered strategic agility as a
meta-capability capable of promoting ESMEs' VCGCs.
Second, our study shows that strategic agility does not
influence VCGCs directly; instead, we proposed and
empirically demonstrated that responsible collaborative
innovation acts as an important mediating mechanism to
link ESME strategic agility with VCGCs. Stated differ-
ently, strategic agility drives responsible collaborative
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innovation, which in turn leads to VCGCs. In doing so,
we made an important contribution to the grand chal-
lenges literature because we showed that, despite being a
meta-capability, ESME strategic agility has limited poten-
tial for VCGCs. The true value of strategic agility for
VCGCs is realized via responsible collaborative innova-
tion, which enables ESMEs to adopt responsible practices
and activities that are conducive for socio-economic ben-
efits. Third, in our study, we considered the moderating
role played by gender diversity in the strategic agility and
VCGCs relationship via responsible collaborative innova-
tion. While previous studies had highlighted the signifi-
cance of gender diversity in firm innovation activities
(e.g., Guzman & Kacperczyk, 2019; Xie et al., 2020), the
ways in which gender diversity can contribute to VCGCs
via responsible collaborative innovation in the context of
ESMEs remained unclear. Considering that innovation
usually involves team or group efforts, it was imperative
to emphasize the role played by gender diversity in delin-
eating the boundary conditions necessary for the “strate-
gic agility-responsible collaborative innovation
relationship.” Thus, our study offers a multilevel perspec-
tive by connecting the important factors and conditions
through which ESMEs can create value for grand chal-
lenges. Finally, our study empirically contributes to the
grand challenges literature by drawing insights from an
emerging market context (i.e., that of the UAE). Emerg-
ing markets are generally characterized by weaker insti-
tutional environments, which compound the challenges
faced by ESMEs. For instance, a lack of institutional sup-
port and human capital, which can create less favorable
conditions for ESMEs, can also make them more agile in
actively seeking responsible collaborative innovation in
their efforts for VCGCs.

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Grand challenges involve “ambitious but achievable
objectives that harness science, technology, and innova-
tion to solve important national or global problems and
that have the potential to capture the public's imagina-
tion” (US Office of Science and Technology Policy, 2014).
Examples of grand challenges include climate change,
poverty, inequality, pollution, infrastructure degradation,
gender inequality, and environmentally unfriendly pro-
duction (Buckley et al., 2017; Hamann et al., 2020). These
challenges are often regarded as “wicked problems” due
to their uncertainty, complexity, and multidimensionality
(Reinecke & Ansari, 2016), the addressing of which
requires coordinated and collaborative efforts (cf. George
et al., 2016, p. 1880). As such, national governments are

struggling to convert their policies into the actions
needed to mitigate grand challenges (Ferraro et al., 2015).

Research suggests that firms must take an active role
in formulating the goals and targets needed to generate
value to solve environmental and societal issues (Buckley
et al., 2017; Martí, 2018). In this regard, most existing
research (see Appendix A) has focused on the role played
by MNEs, which create norms, rules, and standardized
procedures to generate VCGCs (Liou & Rao-
Nicholson, 2021; van Zanten & van Tulder, 2018; Zhan &
Santos-Paulino, 2021). However, such role is often minor
and passive, as MNEs tend to limit their contributions to
internal actions aimed at avoiding harm (Sinkovics
et al., 2015; van Zanten & van Tulder, 2018). Further,
they employ private governance measures to greenwash
any inadequate actions (Sinkovics et al., 2020). Thus,
unlike MNEs and given their prominent role in economic
growth and wealth creation, SMEs can be perceived as
important actors in addressing grand challenges (Bocquet
et al., 2019).

In their responses to marketplace changes and oppor-
tunities, SMEs are more flexible, adaptable, agile, and
nimble than large firms; as such, they are uniquely
placed to address grand challenges. Moreover, SMEs also
leverage relational capabilities and knowledge sharing as
mechanism for developing strategic agility
(Nyamrunda & Freeman, 2021). Further, they are able to
develop innovative capabilities through adaptive compe-
tencies (Boly et al., 2014).

2.1 | Strategic agility and value creation
for grand challenges

Strategic agility is defined as “a thoughtful and purposive
interplay” of various capabilities that include: (1) strategic
sensitivity—the anticipation and sensing of external
changes, the ability to proactively integrate changes into
strategic planning and development and to disseminate
any adaptation requirements throughout the organiza-
tion for speedy actions (Doz & Kosonen, 2010;
Nyamrunda & Freeman, 2021); (2) collective
commitment—the top management's ability to collabo-
rate and make nimble strategic decisions in order to
address any emerging strategic problems (Doz &
Kosonen, 2010); and (3) resource fluidity—the capability
to flexibly reallocate and reconfigure resources and com-
petencies (Doz & Kosonen, 2010; Nyamrunda &
Freeman, 2021). With these conceptualizations, strategic
agility can be construed as a dynamic capability that is
difficult to imitate, and hence a potential source of com-
petitive advantage for ESMEs. Teece (2007) suggested
that “dynamic capabilities relate to high-level activities

4 JOURNAL OF PRODUCT INNOVATION MANAGEMENT
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that link to management's ability to sense and then seize
opportunities, navigate threats, and combine and reconfi-
gure specialized and cospecialized assets to meet chang-
ing customer needs, and to sustain and amplify
evolutionary fitness, thereby building long-run value for
investors” (p. 1344). Synthesizing these definitions, we
envisaged ESME strategic agility as a capability that is
significant for the attainment of VCGCs (measured in
terms of social and environmental performance). Our
prediction was based on the following arguments.

First, whilst emerging market firms are resource-con-
strained, they can develop strategic agility by proactively
sensing, adapting, and speedily reacting to changing envi-
ronmental conditions (Khan, 2020). The extant literature
in the context of SMEs suggests that smaller firms'
resources and dynamic capabilities are crucial for them to
survive (Khan & Lew, 2018). Existing studies indicate that
such firms are in a better position to leverage any advan-
tages stemming from their smaller size and less formal
and nimble structures (Wiklund et al., 2009), and to make
quick strategic decisions. Furthermore, SMEs utilize spe-
cialized resources and operating processes that can be tai-
lored for specific markets and customers' needs, which
gives them an advantage over larger firms (Maranto-
Vargas & Rangel, 2007). In addition, the nature of grand
challenges—such as their intractability, complexity, and
uncertainty (Ferraro et al., 2015; Howard-
Grenville, 2021)—means that an equally dynamic resource
and capability, such as strategic agility, is needed to design
sustainable solutions. In this regard, despite their resource
constraints, ESMEs are in a better position to adjust their
internal capabilities in responding to grand challenges.
For example, the extant literature suggests that some
dynamic capabilities may be vital to addressing environ-
mental issues while enhancing firm environmental perfor-
mance (Chen et al., 2015; Reyes-Santiago et al., 2019), and
that dynamic capabilities such as SME agility play a vital
role in disruptive innovation and in the adoption of new
technologies (Chan et al., 2019; Thoumrungroje &
Racela, 2021). Relatedly, recent research has argued that
strategic agility, as a meta-dynamic capability, can pro-
mote corporate sustainability by lowering production
costs, enhancing brand image, and establishing new mar-
kets (Nath & Agrawal, 2020). Scholarship also shows that
strategic agility can contribute to grand challenges, includ-
ing responsiveness during emergencies and the provision
of innovative solutions for citizens (cf. Sahasranamam &
Soundararajan, 2022). Current research suggests that inno-
vation systems are required to dynamically work with
limited resources and organizational structures by
re-configuring the resources required to address grand
challenges. In other words, agility is linked to addressing
grand challenges (Sahasranamam & Soundararajan, 2022).

Second, agile ESMEs can easily adjust their capabili-
ties to reflect the current needs of societies (e.g., by focus-
ing on ethics and social value creation), thus targeting
them to the achievement of ethical—rather than
financial—performance (Arend, 2014). This means that
strategic agility enables ESMEs to reconfigure and reallo-
cate their resources and strategies in order to engage in
actions geared toward social value creation (Zhou & Wu,
2010). Thus, although, being resource-constrained,
ESMEs may not have the clout needed to engage in social
value creation activities, their agility and flexibility
enable them to reconfigure their existing resource base
for social and environmental performance outcomes.

Third, ESMEs are often embedded in the local com-
munities in which they operate (Leckel et al., 2020), and
are therefore more familiar with the issues faced by their
stakeholders (Govindan et al., 2020). Contextually, this
provides ESMEs with a first-hand appreciation and
understanding of the social and environmental issues
commonly faced by societies. Such awareness, combined
with their agile nature, can thus be very helpful for
ESMEs to identify and respond to grand challenges
(Sinkovics et al., 2021; Soundararajan et al., 2018) and to
improve their social and environmental performance.
Accordingly, the benefits of strategic agility, coupled with
their nature, can enable ESMEs to attain competitive
advantages suited to improve their social and economic
performance. Furthermore, they enable ESMEs to
enhance their competitiveness, which leads to highly
effective decision-making suited to minimize any internal
resistance to changes aimed at overcoming emergent
challenges and to influence the attainment of VCGCs
(Del Giudice et al., 2021). Thus, we posited that:

Hypothesis 1. Emerging market SMEs' stra-
tegic agility is positively related to value crea-
tion for grand challenges.

2.2 | The mediating role of responsible
collaborative innovation

Strategic agility is the important dynamic capability “to
constantly and rapidly sense and respond to a changing
environment by intentionally making strategic moves
and consequently adapting the necessary organizational
configuration for successful implementation” (Weber &
Tarba, 2014, p. 7). It enables ESMEs to remain flexible
and to swiftly adapt to market changes and implement
any actions suited to respond to them (Ahammad
et al., 2020). The prior literature suggests that strategic
agility enables firms to achieve efficiency gains in terms
of human resource management (Ahammad et al., 2020;

ZAHOOR ET AL. 5
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Xing et al., 2020), the establishment of collaborative rela-
tionships (Debellis et al., 2021), international business
success (Demir et al., 2021; Shams et al., 2021), firm per-
formance (Kale et al., 2019; Shin et al., 2015), and
responses to grand challenges (He & Harris, 2020).

In particular, prior research on grand challenges sug-
gests that ESME can cope with complex environmental
problems through the collaborative exploration of com-
plementary and co-specialized knowledge assets and
innovation adapted to local community needs
(Knudsen & Srikanth, 2014; Olsen et al., 2016). This
points to the importance of responsible collaborative
innovation—the engagement and collaboration of diverse
stakeholders in the development of product and process
innovations that are both sustainable and societally desir-
able (Owen et al., 2021; Stilgoe et al., 2013)—as a missing
link between strategic agility and VCGCs. Therefore, and
consistent with the framework developed by Dentoni
et al. (2020), responsible collaborative innovation repre-
sents a core and distinctive mechanism through which
strategic agility can affect ESME VCGCs. This is also con-
sistent with the central notion of the dynamic capability
perspective, whereby ESMEs need dynamic capabilities
to design and implement the mechanisms (or strategic
actions) that can direct them toward the achievement of
competitive advantage (Teece, 2014, 2018), such as social
value creation. Specifically, the rationale underpinning
our proposed mediation mechanism is as follows.

First, strategic agility can enable ESMEs to pursue
responsible collaborative innovation (Oliva et al., 2019;
Pellizzoni et al., 2019). It facilitates the rapid search for
diverse stakeholders, the retrieval of any relevant knowl-
edge, and the joint development of collaborative innova-
tion solutions that are conducive to addressing any
grassroot-level problems faced by societies (Cegarra-
Navarro et al., 2016; Gali et al., 2020). As strategic agility
enables ESMEs to scan the environment for any upcom-
ing opportunities, it can lead to the realization of respon-
sible collaborative innovation, such as the development
of innovative products and processes with diverse stake-
holders. For example, strategic sensitivity enables ESMEs
to recognize any existing and latent responsible collabo-
rative innovation opportunities and to be sensitive to the
timely renewal and reconfiguration required in collabora-
tive relationships. Further, collective commitment
enables stakeholders to make bold decisions and commit
to the engagement needed to find responsible innovation
solutions (Scherer & Voegtlin, 2020). In addition, the
resource fluidity resulting from agility contributes to the
sourcing of external knowledge resources and to their
efficient deployment for responsible collaborative innova-
tion (Ivory & Brooks, 2018). Thus, those ESMEs that fail
to translate their dynamic capabilities into strategic

actions cannot expect to realize the full benefits of such
capabilities (Ray et al., 2004). Together, strategic sensitiv-
ity, collective commitment, and resource fluidity enable
ESMEs to rapidly attain the knowledge that can support
responsible collaborative innovation.

In H1, we proposed that strategic agility can drive
ESME VCGCs. However, grand challenges are complex,
uncertain, and intractable (Ferraro et al., 2015), which
means that those ESMEs that merely rely on their strate-
gic agility may be unable to attain the necessary competi-
tive advantage (Hamann et al., 2020) due to their internal
inertia and “not-invented here” syndrome. To tackle
grand challenges effectively, VCGCs require strategic
responses that involve reinforcing mechanisms suited to
coordinate and sustain the efforts made by diverse stake-
holders in response to clearly articulated problems
(George et al., 2016; Hamann et al., 2020). Thus, while
strategic agility is likely to result in value creation in rela-
tion to social and environmental performance, the related
benefits can only be maximized when it is used to
develop strategic actions through coordinated and collab-
orative efforts (George et al., 2016). Hence, this suggests
that strategic agility affects VCGCs via the mediating
mechanism of responsible collaborative innovation.

Second, responsible collaborative innovation is an
important strategic action that involves the engagement
of diverse stakeholders in the combination of resources
and the development of products and services aimed at
sustainable development and at the attainment of VCGCs
(Voegtlin & Scherer, 2017). Thus, any innovations real-
ized by collaborating with supply chain partners, compet-
itors, universities, and governments can enable ESMEs to
effectively respond to grand challenges and to create
social value. Specifically, engaging in responsible collabo-
rative innovation can build ESME legitimacy within com-
munities and reduce the potential for harm, thus
enabling VCGCs (Genus & Iskandarova, 2018;
Voegtlin & Scherer, 2017). The legitimacy gained through
responsible collaborative innovation enables ESMEs to
organize their resources and innovation activities with
diverse external partners and collaborators to the end of
creating social and environmental value (Genus &
Iskandarova, 2018; MacDonald et al., 2019). When an
ESME is strategically agile, it can rapidly adapt its organi-
zational structure and understand any market changes in
relation to the development of suitable product offerings
(Nyamrunda & Freeman, 2021). Hence, these arguments
provide support for responsible collaborative innovation
as a mediating mechanism.

To recap, as strategic agility is an important dynamic
capability for recognizing and seizing opportunities to
achieve responsible collaborative innovation (El-
Haddadeh et al., 2020; Ivory & Brooks, 2018), we argued
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that responsible collaborative innovation mediates the
relationship between strategic agility and VCGCs in
ESMEs. Thus, strategic agility helps to swiftly develop
collaborative innovation solutions consistent with the
needs of local communities that ultimately enable ESMEs
to realize VCGCs (Brammer et al., 2019; Dentoni
et al., 2020). This led us to suggest that:

Hypothesis 2. In emerging markets SMEs,
responsible collaborative innovation mediates
the positive effect of strategic agility on value
creation for grand challenges.

2.3 | The moderating role of gender
diversity

In the preceding sections, we have argued that, in the
ESME context, strategic agility and responsible collabora-
tive innovation are important in tackling grand challenges.
However, additional factors may mitigate or amplify such
challenges. In our study, we focused on one of the most
important factors (i.e., gender diversity) that may influence
strategic agility and responsible collaborative innovation
for VCGCs. Theoretically, the tenets of upper echelons the-
ory (UET) postulate that firms' activities are influenced by
their top management teams' (TMT) compositions and
characteristics (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Increasing gen-
der diversity has been suggested to play a vital role in
enhancing performance and entrepreneurial activities in
firms (Lyngsie & Foss, 2017). The extant literature adopting
the UET perspective further suggests that gender diversity
and TMT composition can encourage novel thinking in
firms, thus enhancing their growth and ability to deal with
external crises (Carpenter et al., 2004; Dwyer et al., 2003;
Puthusserry et al., 2022). This postulation underlies that
ESMEs are reflections of their TMTs and of their strategic
actions. Thus, any diversity in the characteristics of the
TMT influences its strategic choices and actions (Triana
et al., 2014), consequently affecting firm performance (Li &
Tan, 2013; Strese et al., 2018). The UET further argues that
a TMT's decisions are affected by its cognitive diversity—
with gender diversity being a good proxy for cognitive
assortment (Bromiley & Rau, 2016). Gender diversity is a
branch of the wider team diversity literature, which
describes the differences found among team members in
terms of education, skills, and gender and highlights the
role played by such differences in enhancing creativity and
innovation. Yet, limited research has hitherto been con-
ducted on when and/or how gender diversity may affect
certain performance outcomes (see Garcia Martinez et al.,
2017), as well as help dealing with grand challenges and
crises (Puthusserry et al., 2022).

The gender diversity of a TMT is defined as the degree
of parity in gender proportions found among its members
(Quintana-García & Benavides-Velasco, 2016). Prior stud-
ies suggest that gender diversity can facilitate decision-
making and help bring out the innovation and creativity
linked to other forms of diversity (Dai et al., 2018). In
gender-diverse TMTs (i.e., those in which both genders
are well represented), mutual understanding can be
established between team members, thus facilitating
information exchange (Xie et al., 2020). For example,
given that diversified management can utilize its human
and social capital for value creation, TMT gender diver-
sity can smooth out the interaction of ESMEs with exter-
nal stakeholders to promote innovation efficiency
(Bocquet et al., 2019; Ruiz-Jiménez et al., 2016). Relat-
edly, the context of our study suggests that gender diver-
sity is an unexplored boundary condition that may yield
interesting findings and implications, especially in rela-
tion to grand challenges. In particular, in the Middle
Eastern context, studies have highlighted how the inclu-
sion of women is a source of heterogeneity in senior man-
agement (Lythreatis et al., 2020).

Indeed, Middle Eastern ESMEs provide a unique
research setting because of the role played by gender diver-
sity in enhancing collaborative innovation, given the par-
ticular vulnerability of women and their marginalization
in decision-making (Budhwar et al., 2019). Ashourizadeh
and Schøtt (2013) stated that the presence of women in
management roles in the Middle East can improve gender
diversity, which improves ESME development and growth.
The inclusion of women in TMTs and boards in Middle
Eastern ESMEs can “provide additional innovation, skills,
experience, and collective willingness for better collabora-
tion and decision-making” (Salloum et al., 2019, p. 259).
Taking a cue from these authors' statement, we suggested
that a gender-diverse management team could enhance
the effect of strategic agility on collaborative innovation.
Therefore, we posited that TMT gender diversity is an
important moderating factor influencing the impact of
strategic agility on value creation for grand challenges via
responsible collaborative innovation. The following argu-
ments support such moderating effect.

First, as suggested by the social cognitive perspec-
tive, socialization experience—for example, professional
experience or participation in social collaboration—
differs between men and women (Manolova
et al., 2007). For example, female leadership is based on
a higher sensitivity to the needs of all firm members
and to a greater flexibility in their roles (Tan, 2008;
Wellalage et al., 2019). These experiences eventually
produce different strategic choices and effective
decisions aimed at making an ESME more agile (Ruiz-
Jiménez et al., 2016). In addition, the greater
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engagement of women in local communities provides
complementary informational and social benefits to any
already agile ESMEs to the end of developing successful
innovations (Neumeyer et al., 2019; Rosca et al., 2020).
Thus, team gender-diversity complements ESME strate-
gic agility in driving collaborative innovation.

Second, compared to their male counterparts,
female senior managers are better prepared to make
effective decisions (Arzubiaga et al., 2018) in groups
and social settings because they are more inclusive,
friendly, and warm, they demonstrate greater legiti-
macy, and they adopt a more open managerial style
(Dai et al., 2018). That said, women usually have a
better understanding of the market environment and
are capable of designing more effective responses to
opportunities (Ruiz-Jiménez et al., 2016). This is con-
sistent with the opinion that women trust their
instincts and intuitions, instead of merely relying on
analysis (Martinez Jimenez, 2009). In addition, as
senior managers, women are more active in institu-
tionally weak emerging markets, and hence have the
potential to influence ESME decision-making and
innovation development activities (Saeed et al., 2016;
Shoham et al., 2020; Ye et al., 2019). Despite these
characteristics, women are more risk-averse (Berger
et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2019), which suggests the
need for the presence of male counterparts who, as
risk-takers, complement the seemingly situational
shortcomings of women within the management team.
As strategic agility requires higher flexibility, collabo-
ration, risk-taking, and openness to change, a gender-
diverse management team will complement ESME
strategic agility to enhance responsible collaborative
innovation. Thus, greater diversity in ESME TMTs sug-
gests better-qualified managers and better talents
(Colovic & Williams, 2020; Dai et al., 2018) across all
genders, potentially aiding a firm's dynamic capabili-
ties (strategic agility) in jointly affecting collaborative
innovation and value creation.

Third, women have the ability to organize and inte-
grate knowledge and ideas drawn from different sources
within a team (Dai et al., 2018) in order to devise novel
solutions through a collaborative and consensual
approach. As gender diversity is construed as a form of
social diversity (Guo et al., 2017), its existence within
TMTs can help ESMEs to successfully integrate the
knowledge possessed by all team members, which is
vital to anticipating and responding to changes in mar-
ket opportunities and conditions. In effect, when
knowledge integration (from gender-diverse teams)
combines with strategic agility, ESME responsible col-
laborative innovation will be enhanced. To summarize,
we argued that ESMEs characterized by heterogeneous
TMT gender composition are more likely to swiftly

react to external changes and to socialize with diverse
stakeholders. In such a setting, ESMEs are more likely
to effectively exploit their strategic agility to interact
and exchange knowledge with stakeholders for respon-
sible collaborative innovation, thereby leading to greater
VCGCs. Accordingly, we developed the following
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3. In emerging market SMEs,
gender diversity moderates the indirect effect
of strategic agility on value creation for grand
challenges via responsible collaborative
innovation.

Indeed, by combining insights drawn from the
dynamic capability perspective (Teece, 2007) and UET
(Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick & Mason, 1984), we devel-
oped the multilevel conceptual framework shown in
Figure 1. We posited that strategic agility promotes
VCGCs, and that responsible collaborative innovation
mediates the relationship between strategic agility and
VCGCs. Further, TMT gender diversity moderates the
indirect effect of strategic agility on VCGCs via responsi-
ble collaborative innovation in ESMEs.

3 | CONTEXT AND METHODS

We tested our hypotheses on a unique sample of SMEs
operating in the UAE. This context was particularly
important for two reasons. First, the UAE is a fairly new
emerging Middle Eastern market with a rapidly evolving
economy and new opportunities for young businesses
(Godinho, 2020). According to UAE government data
(2021), SMEs account for 94% of all companies operating
in the country and provide more than 86% of the private
sector's jobs. In Dubai alone, SMEs represent nearly 95%
of all companies. Second, the UAE has made significant
progress in relation to the UN SDGs by shaping its
national agenda, establishing devoted governance, and
arranging several initiatives. In particular, the Dubai
SME campaign aims to highlight the alignment of SME
initiatives toward GCs.

Our study's sampling frame was drawn from the
Commercial Directory of the Dubai Chamber of Com-
merce and Industry (DCCI, 2018–2019). We screened the
firms in this directory to ensure that they would meet the
following criteria: (1) firms that were private and inde-
pendent and not affiliated to any group; (2) firms with
fewer than 250 employees (to be classified as ESMEs);
(3) firms for which the full contact information of the
TMT was provided; and (4) firms that needed to collabo-
rate with external partners (e.g., suppliers, customers,
research bodies, community leaders, and franchisers). A
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total of 378 firms matching these criteria were found. In
line with those of other studies (Dangelico et al., 2013;
Filser et al., 2018), we took a key informant approach to
collect data from top managers (e.g., owners, CEOs, and
senior managers), who could be expected to have first-
hand information and a comprehensive understanding of
their respective firms' activities.

We designed a questionnaire and administered it in
English, as the most common first or second language spo-
ken in most UAE organizations (Al Ariss & Guo, 2016).
Prior to the main data collection, the questionnaire was
pilot tested with ESME managers to check for clarity and
accuracy of the items in the context of the UAE. The final
questionnaire was thus designed based on their comments.
Following previous survey studies (Fang, 2008; Fang
et al., 2008), we included a screening question in the ques-
tionnaire to determine whether our sample ESMEs had

entered into collaborations with external partners. Accord-
ingly, only those respondents who answered this question
positively were considered for our study. The questionnaire
was administered using the in-person delivery and collec-
tion technique (Story et al., 2015). This data collection
technique is prominently used in emerging markets due to
the proven ineffectiveness of mail and online surveys
(Chen et al., 2014; Nakos et al., 2019) and to the need to
establish trust and social ties in order to overcome any
negative perceptions of a study. In total, 246 ESMEs agreed
to fill out our questionnaire and passed the screening pro-
cess, yielding a 65.07% response rate. Among these, 18 were
deleted due to indications of low-quality data and incom-
plete information. Thus, our final useable sample con-
tained 228 ESMEs, representing an effective response rate
of 60.32%. The sample statistics, in terms of firm size, firm
age, respondent type, and industry are reported in Table 1.

Nonresponse bias was assessed by comparing the
early and late respondent groups for study variables. The
results of the t-test were found to indicate no significant
difference between the two groups, suggesting that our
data set was not affected by nonresponse bias
(Armstrong & Overton, 1977).

3.1 | Measures

This section presents the details of the measures used in
our study. The variables were measured on a seven-point
Likert scale. A full list of the measurement items used in
our study is reported in Appendix B.

3.1.1 | Value creation for grand challenges

We measured VCGCs along the two first-order dimen-
sions of social and environmental value creation. As
argued by Martí (2018), grand challenges “are seemingly

Strategic agility Responsible 
collaborative innovation  

Value creation for 
grand challenges 

(VCGCs) 

Gender diversity 

H1 

H2 H2 

H3 

FIGURE 1 Conceptual framework of the study.

TABLE 1 Sample characteristics (N = 228).

Sample description Percentages

Firm size (employees)

Fewer than 50 78 (34.2%)

50–100 64 (28.1%)

101–250 86 (37.7%)

Firm age (years)

0–5 42 (18.4%)

6–10 66 (28.9%)

11–15 43 (18.9%)

Above 15 77 (33.8%)

Job position

Owners/CEOs 128 (56.1%)

Senior managers 100 (43.9%)

Industry

Manufacturing 119 (52.2%)

Services 109 (47.8%)

ZAHOOR ET AL. 9

 15405885, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jpim

.12661 by U
niversity O

f A
berdeen, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/02/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



intractable societal problems” (p. 970). The VCGCs
requires firms to contribute to the betterment of society
by reducing any negative external effects or creating posi-
tive ones for the natural environment and society
(Ferraro et al., 2015; Markman et al., 2019). We therefore
deemed it logical to consider social and environmental
value creation as underlying dimensions of VCGCs
(Hamann et al., 2020; Roulet & Bothello, 2021). Social
value creation focuses on the relations established by
focal firms with their local communities and social well-
being, whereas environmental performance is related to
the containment of any environmental damage and to
protection from resource exploitation (Melnyk
et al., 2003). We measured social value creation using a
five-item scale adopted from Jones et al. (2013) and Lortie
et al. (2017), and environmental performance using four
items adopted from Akhtar et al. (2018) and Lisi (2015).
These measurements help to capture the extent to which
a firm creates social good and address the natural envi-
ronment as part of VCGCs (Felício et al., 2013; Rao
et al., 2006).

3.1.2 | Strategic agility

Strategic agility is conceptualized as the ability of ESMEs
to renew themselves and remain flexible without sacrific-
ing efficiency (Doz & Kosonen, 2008). Following prior
studies (e.g., Junni et al., 2015), we operationalized strate-
gic agility along the three first-order dimensions of strate-
gic sensitivity, collective commitment, and resource
fluidity. To measure such dimensions, we used a nine-
item three-factor scale, as developed by Hock et al.
(2016). This scale is particularly relevant for ESMEs in
the UAE because it captures the intangible investments
in flexibility, nimbleness, and adaptivity (while retaining
purposefulness) in strategic decisions made in response
to market dynamism and to the opportunities it presents
(Kale et al., 2019).

3.1.3 | Responsible collaborative innovation

Responsible collaborative innovation is defined as the
development of products or services conducted through
the sharing of ideas and knowledge with external part-
ners to the end of solving or alleviating social and envi-
ronmental problems (Halme & Laurila, 2009; Ketchen
et al., 2007). It was measured using five items adopted
from Dwivedi and Weerawardena (2018), Martinez-
Conesa et al. (2017), and Mishra and Shah (2009). Our
respondents were asked to evaluate the extent to which
their respective firms relied on diverse stakeholders

(e.g., suppliers, customers, research bodies, community
leaders, franchisers, etc.) in developing social and/or
responsible products and processes. This measure is par-
ticularly important in emerging-developing countries,
wherein responsible collaborative innovation may help
ESMEs to overcome any hurdles related to weak institu-
tional structures and to muster any support available to
address grand challenges.

3.1.4 | Gender diversity

We measured TMT gender diversity—defined as the
degree of parity in gender proportions found among the
top executives of ESMEs (Quintana-García & Benavides-
Velasco, 2016)—using the index developed by Blau
(1977), which was appropriate and has been widely used
for this purpose in the literature (Harrison & Klein, 2007;
Reguera-Alvarado et al., 2017). The Blau index is mea-
sured as 1�Pn

i¼1P
2
i , where Pi is the percentage of senior

management members in each category (specifically,
male and female). The value of gender diversity ranges
from 0 (a single gender senior management) to 0.50
(an equal number of men and women in senior manage-
ment). The mean score of the gender diversity measured
in our sample was found to be 0.19, which is representa-
tive of the UAE. While women made up 52.1% of the
UAE labor force in 2019 (World Bank, 2021), the female
share of employment in senior management was 15.75%
in 2018 (World Bank, 2021). According to the Dubai
Labor Force Survey 2019, women make up 49% of the
workforce in Dubai, but only 13.3% of managerial posi-
tions (Dubai Statistics Centre, 2021).

3.1.5 | Control variables

Several other factors could have affected our study's vari-
ables. Thus, following prior studies (Arend, 2014; Hock
et al., 2016), we controlled for a number of managerial-
and firm-level variables that could affect responsible col-
laborative innovation and VCGCs. To control for
managerial-level effects, we included variables linked to
job position, managerial tenure, and managers' age. Job
position was measured by creating a dummy variable for
owners/CEOs (0) and senior managers (1). Managerial
tenure was measured by means of the years in which
each participating manager had been employed in
his/her current position (Boling et al., 2016). Managers'
age was measured in years (Oehmichen et al., 2017).

We also controlled for a number of firm-level effects.
We included firm size, which we measured as the natural
logarithm of the number of employees, and firm age,
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which we measured as the natural logarithm of the num-
ber of years since a sample firm had been founded.
Industry effect was measured by creating a dummy vari-
able set to 0 for manufacturing firms and to 1 for service
ones. Technology-focus was measured by creating a
dummy variable for high- (0) and low-technology firms
(1). R&D intensity was measured as the ratio of R&D
employees to total ones (Schmid et al., 2014). Slack
resources were based on a three-item scale that rated the
availability of uncommitted resources for specific organi-
zational activities (Troilo et al., 2014).

4 | ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

For our analysis, we used structural equation modeling
(SEM) with maximum likelihood estimation using the
AMOS 26.0 software. We took a two-step SEM approach
(Kline, 2015). In the first, we validated the measurement
model using confirmation factor analysis (CFA). Follow-
ing previous studies (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012), we assessed the
model fit by means of a range of indices that included
normed chi-square (χ2/DF), root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), standardized root-mean square
residual (SRMR), normed fit index (NFI), and compara-
tive fit index (CFI). In the second step, we tested the
hypothesized paths in a structural model.

4.1 | Measurement model results

The measurement model, which is presented in
Appendix B, showed good model fit: χ2/DF =

322.02/259 = 1.24; RMSEA = 0.03; SRMR = 0.04;
NFI = 0.93; and CFI = 0.99. Further, we validated the
model by assessing the validity and reliability of all the
constructs. First, we evaluated reliability by considering
Cronbach's alpha (CA) and composite reliability (CR). As
all the constructs' estimates for CA and CR were found to
be higher than 0.70, we were able to assume construct
reliability (Hair et al., 2018). Second, we evaluated con-
vergent validity using standardized factor loadings. The
Appendix B results show that all factor loadings were
found to be significant and higher than 0.70
(Kline, 2015), thereby confirming convergent validity. We
further assessed construct-level convergent validity by
considering the average variance extracted (AVE). We
found this to be higher than 0.50 for all constructs
(Bagozzi et al., 1991), thus suggesting that the constructs
explained more than half of their items' variance and
confirming convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Third, we assessed discriminant validity by comparing
the correlation between the latent constructs and the

square root of the AVE (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). We
found the square root of AVE to be greater than the
inter-construct correlation, thereby satisfying the condi-
tion for discriminant validity (see Table 2).

As we relied on single informant data, common
method bias (CMB) could have been a concern and thus
needed to be addressed. Accordingly, we relied on several
ex-ante and ex-post measures to assess the likelihood of
CMB. For our ex-ante measures, we followed several pro-
cedures during the questionnaire design process
(Podsakoff et al., 2003): (1) mixing the order of the ques-
tions; (2) using diverse rating scales; (3) using reverse-
coded items; (4) assuring our participants that there were
no right or wrong answers; and (5) guaranteeing com-
plete participant anonymity and confidentiality. In terms
of our ex-post measures, we assessed three competing
CFA models: (1) a method-only model wherein all items
were loading onto a single latent construct: χ2/DF = 8.53;
RMSEA = 0.18; SRMR = 0.17; CFI = 0.49; and
NFI = 0.46; (2) a trait-only model wherein each item was
loaded onto its respective latent construct: χ2/DF = 1.24;
RMSEA = 0.03; SRMR = 0.04; CFI = 0.99; and
NFI = 0.93; and (3) a method-and-trait model wherein a
common factor was linked with items in model 2: χ2/
DF = 1.14; RMSEA = 0.03; SRMR = 0.04; CFI = 0.99;
and NFI = 0.93. A comparison of the three models was
found to suggest that Models 2 and 3 were superior to
Model 1, and that Model 3 was not markedly better than
Model 2. This suggested that CMB did not describe our
data and was thus not a concern in our study.

4.2 | Structural model results

The structural model, which included the hypothesized
paths and control variables, was found to show good
model fit: χ2/DF = 1.35; RMSEA = 0.04; SRMR = 0.03;
NFI = 0.94; and CFI = 0.98. Given the significant correla-
tion found between a number of variables, we investigated
for the presence of any multicollinearity issue by using
variance inflation factors (VIFs). The highest VIF value
was found to be 1.36, much lower than the most conserva-
tive rule-of-thumb maximum threshold of 3.00 (Kutner
et al., 2004). Subsequently, we estimated seven models,
with VCGCs as the dependent variable in Models 1–2 and
6–7, and responsible collaborative innovation as the
dependent variable in Models 3–5. Models 1 and 3 were
baseline models with all the control variables. Table 3 pro-
vides the standardized parameter estimates and signifi-
cance levels for each path in the seven models we tested.

We had argued (H1) that ESME strategic agility has a
positive impact on VCGCs. Table 3 (Model 2) suggests
that ESME strategic agility does indeed positively
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influence VCGCs (β = 0.37, p < 0.01), thus providing
support for Hypothesis 1.

In H2, we had argued that responsible collaborative
innovation has a mediating effect on the relationship
between ESME strategic agility and VCGCs. To examine
the mediating effect, we followed the steps proposed by
Baron and Kenny (1986). Model 2 was found to indicate
that ESME strategic agility has a significant impact on
VCGCs (β = 0.37, p < 0.01); Model 4 was found to sug-
gest that ESME strategic agility is significantly related to
responsible collaborative innovation (β = 0.43,
p < 0.001); and Model 6 was found to indicate that
responsible collaborative innovation is significantly
related to VCGCs (β = 0.61, p < 0.001). When strategic
agility and responsible collaborative innovation were
included in Model 7 at the same time, the impact of
ESME strategic agility on VCGCs was found to disap-
pear (β = 0.13, p > 0.10), but responsible collaborative
innovation was seen to have a significant impact on
VCGCs (β = 0.58, p < 0.001). The above results suggest
that responsible collaborative innovation has a full
mediating effect on the relationship between ESME stra-
tegic agility and VCGCs. As Baron and Kenny's (1986)
approach has been criticized for not providing an
explicit test of mediation, we used Hayes's (2013) PRO-
CESS macro approach. The results for the 95% confi-
dence interval presented in Table 4—which we obtained
by means of a bootstrapping approach performed on
5000 subsamples for responsible collaborative innova-
tion (β = 0.12; LL = 0.05–UL = 0.19)—do not contain
zero, thus enabling the assumption of a mediating effect
and providing support for Hypothesis 2.

In H3, we had proposed that gender diversity mod-
erates the indirect effect of ESME strategic agility on
VCGCs via responsible collaborative innovation. The
results (Model 5) in Table 3 indicate that the interac-
tion between strategic agility and gender diversity has
a positive and significant impact on responsible collab-
orative innovation (β = 0.19, p < 0.01). Also, the 95%
confidence interval findings, which we obtained by
taking a bootstrapping approach performed on 5000
subsamples—do not contain zero (β = 0.10;
LL = 0.01–UL = 0.21) for the conditional indirect
effect of responsible collaborative innovation. These
results further confirm the moderated mediation effect
hypothesized in H3. Figure 2 illustrates that ESME
strategic agility has a more positive impact on the

TABLE 4 Results of PROCESS macro.

Estimates LL 95% CI UL 95% CI

Direct effects

Strategic agility ! VCGCs 0.20a 0.08 0.31

Strategic agility ! Responsible collaborative
innovation

0.41a 0.29 0.53

Responsible collaborative innovation !
VCGCs

0.29a 0.16 0.41

Indirect effects

Indirect effect 0.12a 0.05 0.19

Total effect 0.20a 0.08 0.31

Conditional indirect effects

Gender diversity 0.10 0.01 0.21

Low-level gender diversity 0.09a 0.03 0.17

High-level gender diversity 0.19a 0.09 0.31

Abbreviations: CI, confidence intervals; LL, lower limit; UL, upper limit; VCGCs, value creation for grand challenges.
aIndicates non-zero within the boundaries (significant).
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FIGURE 2 The moderating role of gender diversity.
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responsible collaborative innovation in the presence of
high levels of gender diversity.

4.3 | Additional analyses

To confirm the robustness of our study findings, we con-
ducted additional analyses. First, we performed a multi-
group analysis to test the moderating effect of gender
diversity (Williams et al., 2009). We thus divided the sam-
ple into two groups according to the value of the gender
diversity variable: low gender diversity (n = 143) and
high gender diversity (n = 85). The hypothesized paths in
each group were estimated separately, and the differences
in path coefficients between subsamples were observed
accordingly (Qureshi & Compeau, 2009). The results,
which are reported in Table 5, suggest that responsible
collaborative innovation has a partial mediation effect on
the relationship between ESME strategic agility and
VCGCs in the presence of low gender diversity. Con-
versely, a full mediation effect of responsible collabora-
tive innovation on the relationship between ESME
strategic agility and VCGCs can be observed in the case
of high gender diversity. This indicates that, with high
levels of gender diversity, ESMEs are better able to
exploit their strategic agility for VCGCs via responsible
collaborative innovation. Stated differently, responsible
collaborative innovation is a vital mediating mechanism
between ESME strategic agility and VCGCs in the pres-
ence of higher gender diversity in TMTs.

Second, we replicated the empirical results by testing
the independent and mediating variables on both social
performance and environmental performance. This anal-
ysis helped us to determine whether the hypothesized
mechanism is the same for each VCGCs dimension. The
results show that ESME strategic agility is significantly
related to both social (β = 0.15, p < 0.05) and environ-
mental performance (β = 0.16, p < 0.05). Also, we found
that responsible collaborative innovation is significantly
related to both social (β = 0.17, p < 0.05) and environ-
mental performance (β = 0.29, p < 0.01), while the effect
of ESME strategic agility on social (β = 0.07, p > 0.10)
and environmental performance (β = 0.04, p > 0.10)
becomes insignificant when responsible collaborative
innovation is added in the model. Thus, we concluded
that the proposed mediating mechanism is similar for
both VCGCs dimensions.

Third, we performed the same analysis based on high
and low technology industry classification. Specifically,
we split our sample into high-tech (sample size = 123)
and low-tech (sample size = 105) firms, as such classifica-
tion has important implications for firm innovativeness
(Rubera & Kirca, 2012). For the low-tech sample, weT
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found significant relationships between strategic agility
and responsible collaborative innovation (β = 0.42,
p < 0.01), strategic agility and VCGCs (β = 0.23,
p < 0.05), and responsible collaborative innovation and
VCGCs (β = 0.39, p < 0.01). However, we did not find
support for our moderating hypothesis—that is, that gen-
der diversity moderates the indirect effect of ESME strate-
gic agility on VCGCs through responsible collaborative
innovation (β = 0.03, p > 0.10). Regarding our high-tech
subsample, the results indicate significant relationships
between strategic agility and responsible collaborative
innovation (β = 0.43, p < 0.01), strategic agility and
VCGCs (β = 0.22, p < 0.05), and responsible collabora-
tive innovation and VCGCs (β = 0.30, p < 0.01). Unlike
the low-tech sample, the high-tech one confirmed that
gender diversity enhances the indirect effect of strategic
agility on VCGCs via responsible collaborative innova-
tion (β = 0.31, p < 0.01). Specific to our study, we were
able to infer that the effect of responsible collaborative
innovation on VCGCs does not differ significantly
between low-tech and high-tech firms.

Finally, there could have been a potential endogene-
ity bias between strategic agility and responsible collabo-
rative innovation—thus implying that responsible
collaborative innovation may, in fact, drive strategic agil-
ity. To assess the potential endogeneity bias caused by
any omitted variables, measurement errors, or reverse
causality, we adopted the instrumental variable approach
(Wooldridge, 2016) by selecting an instrument (internal
learning culture) directly correlated with strategic agility
but not with responsible collaborative innovation.
Accordingly, we found a significant correlation between
firm internal learning culture and strategic agility
(rw = 0.18, p < 0.01) but an insignificant one with
responsible collaborative innovation (rw = 0.03, n.s.). As
part of the estimation procedure, the Durbin–Wu–
Hausman test of the selected instrument did not show
any evidence of endogeneity. Further, we used the instru-
mental variable in a two-stage least squares (2SLS)
regression analysis, and found that strategic agility still
positively relates to responsible collaborative innovation
(β = 0.38, p < 0.001)—suggesting that any endogeneity
derived from omitted variables, measurement errors, or
reverse causality was not a serious concern for our empir-
ical analysis.

5 | DISCUSSION AND
CONCLUSION

There has been increasing interest in examining how
diverse stakeholders address grand challenges (Clarke &
Boersma, 2017; George et al., 2016). With their strong

resource constraints and limited formal home market
institutional support, ESMEs may face significant hurdles
in addressing grand challenges; an aspect on which we
know relatively little (cf. Khanna & Palepu, 1997, 2010).
The aim of our study was thus to examine how SMEs
based in environments in which formal institutions are
in a state of flux address grand challenges through coor-
dinated and collaborative efforts. The empirical context
of our study was that of SMEs originating from the UAE,
which is one of the most important emerging markets in
the Middle East.

We examined the role played by ESME strategic agil-
ity and responsible collaborative innovation in achieving
VCGCs (cf. Hamann et al., 2020). Our findings indicate
that strategic agility is positively associated with VCGCs.
More importantly, the findings of our mediation analysis
reveal that strategic agility has an indirect effect on
VCGCs via responsible collaborative innovation. This
provides support for the proposition, made by prior stud-
ies, that agile and reflexive responses promote collabora-
tive innovation aimed at achieving VCGCs (McGahan
et al., 2020; Scherer & Voegtlin, 2020). The findings also
suggest that the mediation effect of responsible collabora-
tive innovation on the strategic agility and VCGCs nexus
is dependent on the degree of TMT gender diversity. Stra-
tegic agility has a stronger effect on VCGCs via responsi-
ble collaborative innovation when ESME TMT gender
diversity is high. This finding is in line with that of Ruiz-
Jiménez et al. (2016), who suggested that higher degrees
of gender diversity can compensate for any weakness
found in some TMT members and reinforce strategic agil-
ity to generate responsible collaborative innovation.
Overall, our findings suggest that ESME strategies
(i.e., strategic agility, responsible collaborative innova-
tion, and top management composition-gender diversity)
lead to the ecological and social performance of ESMEs
and contribute to addressing grand challenges. These
findings offer important theoretical and practical
implications.

5.1 | Theoretical implications

Our study has several theoretical implications. First, it
contributes to the literature on grand challenges.
Although prior research has argued for the importance
for organizations in promoting community development
in an effort to create value for grand challenges
(Brammer et al., 2019; Hamann et al., 2020), it has
focused comparatively less on elaborating and empiri-
cally testing the process underlying the VCGCs in the
context of emerging markets. As such, our study theo-
rized and empirically investigated the role played by
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ESME strategic agility in VCGC within emerging mar-
kets. Our findings suggest that ESME strategic agility acts
as a capability suited to overcome any environmental
challenges inherited in emerging markets, while remain-
ing flexible to adapt to volatile market conditions in order
to achieve VCGCs. Their strategic agility enables ESMEs
to make rapid changes while preserving their momentum
in emerging markets through VCGCs (Rademakers
et al., 2019). Thus, by uncovering the interlinkages
between strategic agility and VCGCs in emerging mar-
kets, our study responds to the calls made to address an
important gap in the grand challenges literature
(Kistruck & Slade Shantz, 2021).

Second, our study helps to close the knowledge gap
regarding the mediating mechanisms that connect strate-
gic agility with VCGCs in ESMEs. This is in line with the
recent call for the understanding of how agility can con-
tribute to responsive innovation to the end of addressing
grand challenges (Sahasranamam & Soundararajan, 2022).
In this endeavor, we considered the mediating role played
by responsible collaborative innovation. We argued and
found that ESMEs endowed with strategic agility can bet-
ter tackle the challenges linked to working with external
partners in emerging markets and succeed in responsible
collaborative innovation. In turn, responsible collaborative
innovation enables ESMEs to find solutions for wicked
problems and for VCGCs (Dahlander et al., 2021). This is
in line with the point made by the proponents of the
dynamic capability perspective to incorporate managerial
actions in dynamic capability theorizing (Teece, 2007).
Although dynamic capabilities contain strong elements of
diagnosis, these must be connected with coherent actions
and strategies to achieve competitive advantage
(Teece, 2007, 2014). Therefore, our study suggests that
strategic agility is a meta-capability that is vital to under-
take responsible collaborative innovation-related strate-
gies, which ultimately lead to VCGCs in emerging
markets. As prior researchers had overlooked the linkages
between strategic agility, responsible collaborative innova-
tion, and VCGCs, these findings confirm that our study
extends the dynamic capability and grand challenges liter-
ature in a relevant fashion (Arslan & Tarakci, 2020;
Bertello et al., 2021).

Third, our study considered the moderating role played
by TMT gender diversity in the indirect relationship
between strategic agility and VCGCs. By combining
dynamic capability and UET, our findings suggest that the
effect of strategic agility on responsible collaborative inno-
vation is stronger in the presence of higher degrees of
TMT gender diversity (Ruiz-Jiménez et al., 2016; Xie
et al., 2020). This is consistent with the UET, in that the
characteristics of TMTs provide a unique explanation for
corporate decisions and responsiveness (Hambrick, 2007).

ESMEs with greater TMT gender diversity are better able
to exploit the advantages of strategic agility for responsible
collaborative innovation (Attah-Boakye et al., 2020). With
a more balanced participation of both genders in TMTs,
ESMEs can become more resilient and can more rapidly
cope with the volatility that can ultimately promote
responsible collaborative innovation (Kim et al., 2020).
This study combined the upper echelons and dynamic
capability perspectives, given that research on this inter-
section in its infancy (von den Driesch et al., 2015). By
linking these two perspectives, our study shows that
dynamic capabilities are more influential under conditions
of high gender diversity.

Fourth, in an attempt to address the recent call for
scholarly work on corporate governance in responsible
collaborative innovation (Bacq & Aguilera, 2022), our
study demonstrates that ESME strategies (i.e., strategic
agility, responsible collaborative innovation, and TMT
composition) lead to VCGCs. Our findings suggest that
firms should deliberately adopt such strategies to the end
of enhancing social and environmental value creation.
This resonates with the perspective that deliberate learn-
ing approaches cultivate dynamic capabilities and that
routineness and centralization impede dynamic capabili-
ties (Arndt et al., 2018). From this perspective, our find-
ings suggest that strategic agility—as a dynamic
capability—contributes to VCGCs via responsible collab-
orative innovation (Teece et al., 1997). The proponents of
UET suggest that organizations are strongly affected by
their TMTs, which shape strategic choices and actions
such as responses to external crises (Helfat &
Martin, 2014; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). Similarly, these
managerial capabilities play an important role in terms of
the sensing, seizing, and exploitation of opportunities
(Teece, 2007); we thus connected the upper echelons and
dynamic capability view in shedding light on how ESMEs
create value for grand challenges. Thus, our study com-
plements the dynamic capability perspective and links it
with UET by focusing on how ESMEs can attain VCGCs.
By integrating insights drawn from the dynamic capabil-
ity view and UET, our study offers a novel perspective on
how firms can create value for grand challenges. By
doing so, it advances a much-needed multilevel perspec-
tive and sheds important light on the mechanisms and
conditions suited to enable the effective addressing of
grand challenges in the context of emerging markets.

Finally, from an empirical perspective, our study
extends the grand challenges literature (Buckley
et al., 2017) by focusing attention on ESMEs operating in
the UAE—an emerging economy characterized by weak
institutions. Although investors are looking at emerging
economies for opportunities, these markets still face sev-
eral common challenges, including weak governance,
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poor infrastructure, issues in social well-being, and envi-
ronmental degradation. Given the role played by SMEs in
emerging economies, it is essential to understand their
importance and potential contributions to VCGCs
(Lessidrenska, 2019). Our findings indicate that strategi-
cally agile UAE SMEs may be able to take advantage of
responsible collaborative innovation in their quest for
VCGCs.

5.2 | Practical implications

Besides its theoretical contributions, our study makes
important practical ones. First, ESME managers can
boost their VCGCs by making use of the insight pertain-
ing to the influence strategic agility has on them via
responsible collaborative innovation. In the wake of soci-
etal and environmental grand challenges, whereby practi-
tioners and policymakers are increasingly resorting to
responsible collaborative innovation (Voegtlin
et al., 2022), SME managers should nurture strategic agil-
ity to promote responsible collaborative innovation and
achieve VCGCs. ESMEs could utilize the greater flexibil-
ity they possess compared to their developed country
counterparts to nurture their strategic agility to enhance
both responsible collaborative innovation and VCGCs.

Second, our study's findings indicate that, for ESMEs,
the effects of strategic agility on responsible collaborative
innovation are greater in the presence of higher degrees
of gender diversity. Specifically, this implies the impor-
tant role played by top management in unpacking
responsible collaborative innovation to meet challenges
associated with environmental and social performance.
This indicates that ESMEs should employ both men and
women in senior management positions, as gender diver-
sity seems to strengthen the mediation effect of strategic
agility on VCGCs via responsible collaborative innova-
tion. As environmental, social, and governance (ESG)
issues are gaining the increasing attention of stake-
holders, the managers of firms based in emerging mar-
kets should pay greater attention to and strengthen the
score on these dimensions in order to improve the social
reputation and value of their firms.

Third, our findings offer implications for the career
development of women in the UAE, where they are often
underrepresented in senior management teams. Thus,
women should be offered opportunities at the upper ech-
elons of ESMEs. Prior studies have highlighted that fam-
ily responsibilities interfere with women's work
commitments (i.e., that there is a work-life conflict)
(Kossek & Lautsch, 2017). In this regard, ESME man-
agers and UAE policymakers should establish mecha-
nisms aimed at reducing the barriers to the professional

career orientations of women in the country. In addition,
flexible work policies should be offered to women by
encouraging values of equity and family. The inclusion of
women in senior management teams could also create
role models for women and overcome the stereotypes of
masculinity found in emerging markets.

5.3 | Limitations and future research
directions

Despite its contributions, our study has some limitations
that provide avenues for future research. First, it was
based on cross-sectional data, which did not allow to draw
causal claims. We would therefore encourage scholars to
use longitudinal mixed-method designs to investigate the
nexus between strategic agility, responsible collaborative
innovation, and VCGCs in emerging markets. In addition,
experiential designs and random assignment techniques
could be beneficial to make causal claims. Relatedly, as we
collected data only from SMEs, it would be interesting for
future studies to collect longitudinal data from other mar-
ket and nonmarket actors. This could help to address the
limitations associated with cross-sectional data.

Second, due to the difficulties encountered in obtain-
ing secondary data, we used subjective measures to cap-
ture VCGCs. Future studies could develop a single overall
evaluation index of grand challenges for each country,
which would help in avoiding any measurement bias.

Third, while our study makes a novel contribution by
considering strategic agility, gender diversity, and respon-
sible collaborative innovation in relation to the promo-
tion of VCGCs, future studies could consider alternative
anteceding mechanisms; for example, the roles played by
human resource management practices and leadership
styles in promoting innovation to tackle grand chal-
lenges. Also, researchers could provide complementary
perspectives by combining meso-level (e.g., institutional
environment and governance structure) and macro-level
(e.g., regional and global ecosystems, digitization, and
platforms) factors to influence the strategic actions
undertaken to tackle grand challenges. Moreover, our
study focused on gender diversity as a moderator, but
there may be other contingency factors that merit future
scholarly attention; for example, the moderating effects
of corporate governance, such as board independence
and CEO duality, on the strategic agility and responsible
collaborative innovation relationship.

Finally, our research represented an effort to consider
responsible collaborative innovation for VCGC. In going
beyond, future studies could explore the implications of
open innovation for VCGCs (Dahlander et al., 2021). Spe-
cifically, they could consider open innovation in terms of
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technological, organizational, and societal developments
and attempt to uncover their implications for addressing
grand challenges (Borr�as & Edler, 2020; DiVito
et al., 2021). Relatedly, it would also be worthwhile to
investigate the role played by formal (e.g., contractual)
and informal (e.g., relational norms and trust) gover-
nance mechanisms in monitoring the activities of part-
ners in open innovation and to determine their relevance
for value creation versus value capture in addressing
grand challenges. Going forward, scholars could combine
the capabilities-based view with the governance approach
(cf. Barney, 1991; Nickerson et al., 2012; Teece
et al., 1997) and examine the creation of value for grand
challenges by different types of firms.
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Capacity and Firm Performance: The Mediating Role of Strate-
gic Agility.” International Journal of Hospitality Management
78: 276–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.09.010.

Ketchen, David J., Jr., R. Duane Ireland, and Charles C. Snow.
2007. “Strategic Entrepreneurship, Collaborative Innovation,
and Wealth Creation.” Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 1(3–
4): 371–85.

Khan, Huda. 2020. “Is Marketing Agility Important for Emerging
Market Firms in Advanced Markets?” International Business
Review 29(5): 101733.

Khan, Zaheer, and Yong Kyu Lew. 2018. “Post-Entry Survival of
Developing Economy International New Ventures: A Dynamic
Capability Perspective.” International Business Review 27(1):
149–60.

Khanna, T., and K. Palepu. 1997. “Why Focused Strategies May Be
Wrong for Emerging Markets.” Harvard Business Review 75(4):
41–3.

Khanna, T., and K. G. Palepu. 2010. Winning in Emerging Markets:
A Road Map for Strategy and Execution. Boston, MA: Harvard
Business Press.

Kim, Youngsang, Sophia Soyoung Jeong, Daphne W. Yiu, and
Jinhee Moon. 2020. “Frequent Ceo Turnover and Firm Perfor-
mance: The Resilience Effect of Workforce Diversity.” Journal
of Business Ethics 173: 1–19.

Kistruck, Geoffrey M., and Angelique Slade Shantz. 2021. “Research
on Grand Challenges: Adopting an Abductive Experimentation
Methodology.” Organization Studies 43: 1479–505. https://doi.
org/10.1177/01708406211044886.

Kline, Rex B. 2015. Principles and Practice of Structural
Equation Modeling. New York: Guilford Publications.

Knudsen, Thorbjørn, and Kannan Srikanth. 2014. “Coordinated
Exploration: Organizing Joint Search by Multiple Specialists to
Overcome Mutual Confusion and Joint Myopia.” Administra-
tive Science Quarterly 59(3): 409–41. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0001839214538021.

Kossek, Ellen Ernst, and Brenda A. Lautsch. 2017. “Work–Life
Flexibility for Whom? Occupational Status and Work–Life
Inequality in Upper, Middle, and Lower Level Jobs.” Academy
of Management Annals 12(1): 5–36. https://doi.org/10.5465/
annals.2016.0059.

Kutner, M. H., C. Nachtsheim, and J. Neter. 2004. Applied Linear
Regression Models, 4th ed. Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill
Irwin, Inc.

Leckel, Anja, Sophie Veilleux, and Leo Paul Dana. 2020. “Local
Open Innovation: A Means for Public Policy to Increase Collab-
oration for Innovation in SMEs.” Technological Forecasting and
Social Change 153: 119891. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.
2019.119891.

Lessidrenska, Teodorina. 2019. “SMEs and SDGs: Challenges and
Opportunities.” In Development Matters. Washington, DC:
OECD.

Li, Yan, and Chuan-Hoo Tan. 2013. “Matching Business Strategy
and Cio Characteristics: The Impact on Organizational Perfor-
mance.” Journal of Business Research 66(2): 248–59.

Liou, Ru-Shiun, and Rekha Rao-Nicholson. 2021. “Multinational
Enterprises and Sustainable Development Goals: A Foreign
Subsidiary Perspective on Tackling Wicked Problems.” Journal
of International Business Policy 4(1): 136–51. https://doi.org/10.
1057/s42214-020-00080-8.

Lisi, I. E. 2015. “Translating Environmental Motivations into Per-
formance: The Role of Environmental Performance Measure-
ment Systems.” Management Accounting Research 29: 27–44.

ZAHOOR ET AL. 23

 15405885, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jpim

.12661 by U
niversity O

f A
berdeen, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/02/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.26586096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314561301
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2247
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12647
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2019.0275
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2019.0275
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3583-6
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0848
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/01708406211044886
https://doi.org/10.1177/01708406211044886
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839214538021
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839214538021
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0059
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119891
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119891
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00080-8
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00080-8


Liu, Yipeng, Jong Min Lee, and Celia Lee. 2020. “The Challenges
and Opportunities of a Global Health Crisis: The Management
and Business Implications of Covid-19 from an Asian Perspec-
tive.” Asian Business & Management 19(3): 277–97.

Lortie, Jason, Gary J. Castrogiovanni, and Kevin C. Cox. 2017.
“Gender, Social Salience, and Social Performance: How
Women Pursue and Perform in Social Ventures.” Entrepreneur-
ship & Regional Development 29(1–2): 155–73. https://doi.org/
10.1080/08985626.2016.1255433.

Lyngsie, Jacob, and Nicolai J. Foss. 2017. “The More, the Merrier?
Women in Top-Management Teams and Entrepreneurship in
Established Firms.” Strategic Management Journal 38(3):
487–505.

Lythreatis, Sophie, Ahmed Mohammed Sayed Mostafa, Vijay
Pereira, Xiaojun Wang, and Manlio Del Giudice. 2020. “Servant
Leadership, CSR Perceptions, Moral Meaningfulness and Orga-
nizational Identification—Evidence from the Middle East.”
International Business Review 30: 101772. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ibusrev.2020.101772.

MacDonald, Adriane, Amelia Clarke, and Lei Huang. 2019. “Multi-
Stakeholder Partnerships for Sustainability: Designing
Decision-Making Processes for Partnership Capacity.” Journal
of Business Ethics 160(2): 409–26. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-018-3885-3.

Manolova, Tatiana S., Nancy M. Carter, Ivan M. Manev, and
Bojidar S. Gyoshev. 2007. “The Differential Effect of Men and
Women Entrepreneurs' Human Capital and Networking on
Growth Expectancies in Bulgaria.” Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice 31(3): 407–26. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.
2007.00180.x.

Maranto-Vargas, Daniel, and Rocío G�omez-Tagle Rangel. 2007.
“Development of Internal Resources and Capabilities as
Sources of Differentiation of SME under Increased Global Com-
petition: A Field Study in Mexico.” Technological Forecasting
and Social Change 74(1): 90–9.

Markman, Gideon D., Theodore L. Waldron, Peter T. Gianiodis,
and Maritza I. Espina. 2019. “E Pluribus Unum: Impact Entre-
preneurship as a Solution to Grand Challenges.” Academy of
Management Perspectives 33(4): 371–82. https://doi.org/10.
5465/amp.2019.0130.

Martí, Ignasi. 2018. “Transformational Business Models, Grand
Challenges, and Social Impact.” Journal of Business Ethics
152(4): 965–76. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3824-3.

Martinez Jimenez, Rocio. 2009. “Research on Women in Family
Firms: Current Status and Future Directions.” Family Business
Review 22(1): 53–64.

Martinez-Conesa, Isabel, Pedro Soto-Acosta, and George
Carayannis Elias. 2017. “On the Path Towards Open Innova-
tion: Assessing the Role of Knowledge Management Capability
and Environmental Dynamism in SMEs.” Journal of Knowledge
Management 21(3): 553–70. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-09-
2016-0403.

McGahan, Anita M., Marcel L. A. M. Bogers, Henry Chesbrough, and
Marcus Holgersson. 2020. “Tackling Societal Challenges with
Open Innovation.” California Management Review 63: 49–61.

Melnyk, Steven A., Robert P. Sroufe, and Roger Calantone. 2003.
“Assessing the Impact of Environmental Management Systems
on Corporate and Environmental Performance.” Journal of

Operations Management 21(3): 329–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0272-6963(02)00109-2.

Mishra, Anant A., and Rachna Shah. 2009. “In Union Lies Strength:
Collaborative Competence in New Product Development and
Its Performance Effects.” Journal of Operations Management
27(4): 324–38.

Nakos, George, Pavlos Dimitratos, and Said Elbanna. 2019. “The
Mediating Role of Alliances in the International Market
Orientation-Performance Relationship of SMEs.” International
Business Review 28(3): 603–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.
2018.12.005.

Nath, Vishnu, and Rajat Agrawal. 2020. “Agility and Lean Practices
as Antecedents of Supply Chain Social Sustainability.” Interna-
tional Journal of Operations & Production Management 40(10):
1589–611. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-09-2019-0642.

Neumeyer, Xaver, Susana C. Santos, Ant�onio Caetano, and Pamela
Kalbfleisch. 2019. “Entrepreneurship Ecosystems and Women
Entrepreneurs: A Social Capital and Network Approach.”
Small Business Economics 53(2): 475–89. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11187-018-9996-5.

Nickerson, Jackson, C. James Yen, and Joseph T. Mahoney. 2012.
“Exploring the Problem-Finding and Problem-Solving
Approach for Designing Organizations.” Academy of Manage-
ment Perspectives 26: 52–72.

Nyamrunda, Frank Charles, and Susan Freeman. 2021. “Strategic
Agility, Dynamic Relational Capability and Trust among SMEs
in Transitional Economies.” Journal of World Business 56(3):
101175.

Nylund, Petra A., Alexander Brem, and Nivedita Agarwal. 2021.
“Innovation Ecosystems for Meeting Sustainable Development
Goals: The Evolving Roles of Multinational Enterprises.” Jour-
nal of Cleaner Production 281: 125329. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jclepro.2020.125329.

Oehmichen, Jana, Alexander Schult, and Michael Wolff. 2017.
“Keeping Their Cards Close to Their Chests: How Non-
Delegating Ceos Avoid Forced Career Ends.” Human Resource
Management 56(2): 225–42. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21732.

Oliva, F�abio Lotti, Marcelo Henrique Gomes Couto, Ricardo
Fernandes Santos, and Stefano Bresciani. 2019. “The Integra-
tion between Knowledge Management and Dynamic Capabili-
ties in Agile Organizations.” Management Decision 57(8): 1960–
79. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2018-0670.

Olsen, Anders Ørding, Wolfgang Sofka, and Christoph Grimpe.
2016. “Coordinated Exploration for Grand Challenges: The
Role of Advocacy Groups in Search Consortia.” Academy of
Management Journal 59(6): 2232–55. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amj.2015.0730.

Owen, Richard, Mario Pansera, Phil Macnaghten, and Sally
Randles. 2021. “Organisational Institutionalisation of Responsi-
ble Innovation.” Research Policy 50(1): 104132. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.respol.2020.104132.

Pellizzoni, Elena, Daniel Trabucchi, and Tommaso Buganza. 2019.
“When Agility Meets Open Innovation: Two Approaches to
Manage Inbound Projects.” Creativity and Innovation Manage-
ment 28(4): 464–76.

Pereira, Vijay, Pawan Budhwar, Yama Temouri, Ashish Malik, and
Shlomo Tarba. 2021. “Investigating Investments in Agility
Strategies in Overcoming the Global Financial Crisis—The

24 JOURNAL OF PRODUCT INNOVATION MANAGEMENT

 15405885, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jpim

.12661 by U
niversity O

f A
berdeen, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/02/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2016.1255433
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2016.1255433
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2020.101772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2020.101772
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3885-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3885-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00180.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00180.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2019.0130
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2019.0130
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3824-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-09-2016-0403
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-09-2016-0403
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(02)00109-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(02)00109-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-09-2019-0642
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-9996-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-9996-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125329
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125329
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21732
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2018-0670
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0730
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0730
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2020.104132
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2020.104132


Case of Indian IT/BPO Offshoring Firms.” Journal of Interna-
tional Management 27(1): 100738.

Podsakoff, Philip M., Scott B. MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon Lee, and
Nathan P. Podsakoff. 2003. “Common Method Biases in Behav-
ioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and Recom-
mended Remedies.” Journal of Applied Psychology 88(5):
879–903.

Puthusserry, Pushyarag, Timothy King, Kristel Miller, and Zaheer
Khan. 2022. “A Typology of Emerging Market SMEs' Covid-19
Response Strategies: The Role of TMTs and Organizational
Design.” British Journal of Management 33: 603–33.

Quintana-García, Cristina, and Carlos A. Benavides-Velasco. 2016.
“Gender Diversity in Top Management Teams and Innovation
Capabilities: The Initial Public Offerings of Biotechnology
Firms.” Long Range Planning 49(4): 507–18.

Qureshi, Israr, and Deborah Compeau. 2009. “Assessing Between-
Group Differences in Information Systems Research: A Com-
parison of Covariance- and Component-Based SEM.” MIS
Quarterly 33(1): 197–214. https://doi.org/10.2307/20650285.

Rademakers, M., S. Scheepstra, and P. Stokes. 2019. “Organiza-
tional Agility and Value Creation.” Journal of Creating Value
5(2): 106–10.

Rao, Purba, Olivia la O' Castillo, Ponciano S. Intal, and Ather Sajid.
2006. “Environmental Indicators for Small and Medium Enter-
prises in the Philippines: An Empirical Research.” Journal of
Cleaner Production 14(5): 505–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2005.03.016.

Ray, Gautam, Jay B. Barney, and Waleed A. Muhanna. 2004.
“Capabilities, Business Processes, and Competitive Advantage:
Choosing the Dependent Variable in Empirical Tests of the
Resource-Based View.” Strategic Management Journal 25(1):
23–37.

Reade, Carol, Mark McKenna, and Jennifer Oetzel. 2019. “Unma-
naged Migration and the Role of MNEs in Reducing Push Fac-
tors and Promoting Peace: A Strategic Hrm Perspective.”
Journal of International Business Policy 2(4): 377–96. https://
doi.org/10.1057/s42214-019-00043-8.

Reguera-Alvarado, Nuria, Pilar De Fuentes, and Joaquina Laffarga.
2017. “Does Board Gender Diversity Influence Financial Perfor-
mance? Evidence from Spain.” Journal of Business Ethics
141(2): 337–50.

Reinecke, Juliane, and Shaz Ansari. 2016. “Taming Wicked Prob-
lems: The Role of Framing in the Construction of Corporate
Social Responsibility.” Journal of Management Studies 53(3):
299–329.

Reyes-Santiago, María del Rosario, Patricia S. S�anchez-Medina, and
René Díaz-Pichardo. 2019. “The Influence of Environmental
Dynamic Capabilities on Organizational and Environmental
Performance of Hotels: Evidence from Mexico.” Journal of
Cleaner Production 227: 414–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2019.04.245.

Rosca, Eugenia, Nivedita Agarwal, and Alexander Brem. 2020.
“Women Entrepreneurs as Agents of Change: A Compara-
tive Analysis of Social Entrepreneurship Processes in
Emerging Markets.” Technological Forecasting and Social
Change 157: 120067. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.
120067.

Roulet, Thomas J., and Joel Bothello. 2021. “Tackling Grand Chal-
lenges beyond Dyads and Networks: Developing a Stakeholder

Systems View Using the Metaphor of Ballet.” Business Ethics
Quarterly 32: 1–31. https://doi.org/10.1017/beq.2021.36.

Rubera, Gaia, and Ahmet H. Kirca. 2012. “Firm Innovativeness and
Its Performance Outcomes: A Meta-Analytic Review and Theo-
retical Integration.” Journal of Marketing 76(3): 130–47. https://
doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0494.

Ruiz-Jiménez, Jenny María, María del Mar Fuentes-Fuentes, and
Matilde Ruiz-Arroyo. 2016. “Knowledge Combination Capabil-
ity and Innovation: The Effects of Gender Diversity on Top
Management Teams in Technology-Based Firms.” Journal of
Business Ethics 135(3): 503–15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
014-2462-7.

Saeed, Abubakr, Yacine Belghitar, and Amna Yousaf. 2016. “Firm-
Level Determinants of Gender Diversity in the Boardrooms:
Evidence from Some Emerging Markets.” International Busi-
ness Review 25(5): 1076–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.
2016.01.002.

Sahasranamam, Sreevas, and Vivek Soundararajan. 2022. “Innova-
tion Ecosystems: What Makes Them Responsive during Emer-
gencies?” British Journal of Management 33(1): 369–89.

Salloum, Charbel, George Jabbour, and Catherine Mercier-suissa.
2019. “Democracy across Gender Diversity and Ethnicity of
Middle Eastern SMEs: How Does Performance Differ?” Journal
of Small Business Management 57(1): 255–67. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jsbm.12336.

Scherer, Andreas Georg, and Christian Voegtlin. 2020. “Corporate
Governance for Responsible Innovation: Approaches to Corpo-
rate Governance and Their Implications for Sustainable Devel-
opment.” Academy of Management Perspectives 34(2): 182–208.

Schmid, Thomas, Ann-Kristin Achleitner, Markus Ampenberger,
and Christoph Kaserer. 2014. “Family Firms and R&D
Behavior—New Evidence from a Large-Scale Survey.” Research
Policy 43(1): 233–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.
08.006.

Shams, Riad, Demetris Vrontis, Zhanna Belyaeva, Alberto Ferraris,
and Michael R. Czinkota. 2021. “Strategic Agility in Interna-
tional Business: A Conceptual Framework for ‘Agile’ Multina-
tionals.” Journal of International Management 27(1): 100737.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2020.100737.

Shin, Hojung, Jae-Nam Lee, Dae Soo Kim, and Hosun Rhim. 2015.
“Strategic Agility of Korean Small and Medium Enterprises and
Its Influence on Operational and Firm Performance.” Interna-
tional Journal of Production Economics 168: 181–96. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2015.06.015.

Shoham, Amir, Sang Mook Lee, Zaheer Khan, Shlomo Y. Tarba,
and Mohammad Faisal Ahammad. 2020. “The Effect of Board
Gender Diversity on Cross-Listing.” Journal of Corporate
Finance 65: 101767. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2020.
101767.

Sinkovics, Noemi, Rudolf R. Sinkovics, and Jason Archie-
Acheampong. 2020. “The Business Responsibility Matrix: A
Diagnostic Tool to Aid the Design of Better Interventions for
Achieving the SDGs.” Multinational Business Review 29(1): 1–
20. https://doi.org/10.1108/MBR-07-2020-0154.

Sinkovics, Noemi, Rudolf R. Sinkovics, and Jason Archie-
Acheampong. 2021. “Small- and Medium-Sized Enterprises and
Sustainable Development: In the Shadows of Large Lead Firms
in Global Value Chains.” Journal of International Business Pol-
icy 4: 80–101. https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00089-z.

ZAHOOR ET AL. 25

 15405885, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jpim

.12661 by U
niversity O

f A
berdeen, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/02/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.2307/20650285
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2005.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2005.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-019-00043-8
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-019-00043-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120067
https://doi.org/10.1017/beq.2021.36
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0494
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0494
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2462-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2462-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2016.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2016.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12336
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2020.100737
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2015.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2015.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2020.101767
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2020.101767
https://doi.org/10.1108/MBR-07-2020-0154
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00089-z


Sinkovics, Noemi, Rudolf R. Sinkovics, Samia Ferdous Hoque, and
Laszlo Czaban. 2015. “A Reconceptualisation of Social Value
Creation as Social Constraint Alleviation.” Critical Perspectives
on International Business 11(3/4): 340–63. https://doi.org/10.
1108/cpoib-06-2014-0036.

Soundararajan, Vivek, Dima Jamali, and Laura J. Spence. 2018.
“Small Business Social Responsibility: A Critical Multilevel
Review, Synthesis and Research Agenda.” International Journal
of Management Reviews 20(4): 934–56.

Soundararajan, Vivek, Zaheer Khan, and Shlomo Yedidia Tarba.
2017. “Beyond Brokering: Sourcing Agents, Boundary Work
and Working Conditions in Global Supply Chains.” Human
Relations 71(4): 481–509. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0018726716684200.

Stilgoe, Jack, Richard Owen, and Phil Macnaghten. 2013. “Develop-
ing a Framework for Responsible Innovation.” Research Policy
42(9): 1568–80.

Story, Vicky M., Nathaniel Boso, and John W. Cadogan. 2015. “The
Form of Relationship between Firm-Level Product Innovative-
ness and New Product Performance in Developed and Emerg-
ing Markets.” Journal of Product Innovation Management 32(1):
45–64.

Strese, Steffen, Michael Keller, Tessa Christina Flatten, and Malte
Brettel. 2018. “Ceos' Passion for Inventing and Radical Innova-
tions in SMEs: The Moderating Effect of Shared Vision.” Jour-
nal of Small Business Management 56(3): 435–52.

Tan, Justin. 2008. “Breaking the “Bamboo Curtain” and the ‘Glass
Ceiling’: The Experience of Women Entrepreneurs in High-
Tech Industries in an Emerging Market.” Journal of Business
Ethics 80(3): 547–64. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9454-9.

Tang, Shi, Sucheta Nadkarni, Li-Qun Wei, and Stephen Xu Zhang.
2020. “Balancing the Yin and Yang: TMT Gender Diversity,
Psychological Safety, and Firm Ambidextrous Strategic Orienta-
tion in Chinese High-Tech SMEs.” Academy of Management
Journal 64: 1578–604. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2019.0378.

Teece, David J. 2007. “Explicating Dynamic Capabilities: The
Nature and Microfoundations of (Sustainable) Enterprise Per-
formance.” Strategic Management Journal 28(13): 1319–50.

Teece, David J. 2014. “A Dynamic Capabilities-Based Entrepreneurial
Theory of the Multinational Enterprise.” Journal of International
Business Studies 45(1): 8–37. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2013.54.

Teece, David J. 2018. “Business Models and Dynamic Capabilities.”
Long Range Planning 51(1): 40–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.
2017.06.007.

Teece, David J., Gary Pisano, and Amy Shuen. 1997. “Dynamic
Capabilities and Strategic Management.” Strategic Management
Journal 18(7): 509–33.

Thoumrungroje, Amonrat, and Olimpia C. Racela. 2021. “Linking
SME International Marketing Agility to New Technology Adop-
tion.” International Small Business Journal 40: 801–22.

Topple, Cheree, Jerome D. Donovan, Eryadi K. Masli, and Thomas
Borgert. 2017. “Corporate Sustainability Assessments: MNE
Engagement with Sustainable Development and the SDGs.”
Transnational Corporations 24(3): 61–71.

Triana, María del Carmen, Toyah L. Miller, and Tiffany M.
Trzebiatowski. 2014. “The Double-Edged Nature of Board Gen-
der Diversity: Diversity, Firm Performance, and the Power of
Women Directors as Predictors of Strategic Change.” Organiza-
tion Science 25(2): 609–32.

Troilo, Gabriele, Luigi M. De Luca, and Kwaku Atuahene-Gima.
2014. “More Innovation with Less? A Strategic Contingency View
of Slack Resources, Information Search, and Radical Innovation.”
Journal of Product Innovation Management 31(2): 259–77.

UAE Government. 2021. “The Impact of SMEs on the UAE's Econ-
omy.” https://u.ae/en/information-and-services/business/
crowdfunding/the-impact-of-smes-on-the-uae-economy.

UN. 2015. Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustain-
able Development. New York: United Nations.

US Office of Science and Technology Policy. 2014. 21st Century
Grand Challenges. The White House, US: US Government.

van Zanten, Jan Anton, and Rob van Tulder. 2018. “Multinational
Enterprises and the Sustainable Development Goals: An Insti-
tutional Approach to Corporate Engagement.” Journal of Inter-
national Business Policy 1(3): 208–33. https://doi.org/10.1057/
s42214-018-0008-x.

Voegtlin, Christian, and Andreas Georg Scherer. 2017. “Responsible
Innovation and the Innovation of Responsibility: Governing
Sustainable Development in a Globalized World.” Journal of
Business Ethics 143(2): 227–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
015-2769-z.

Voegtlin, Christian, Andreas Georg Scherer, Günter K. Stahl, and
Olga Hawn. 2022. “Grand Societal Challenges and Responsible
Innovation.” Journal of Management Studies 59(1): 1–28.

von den Driesch, Till, Maika Eva Susanne Da Costa, Tessa
Christina Flatten, and Malte Brettel. 2015. “How CEO Experi-
ence, Personality, and Network Affect Firms' Dynamic Capabil-
ities.” European Management Journal 33(4): 245–56.

Wang, Joyce C., Lívia Mark�oczy, Sunny Li Sun, and Mike W. Peng.
2019. “She'-E-O Compensation Gap: A Role Congruity View.”
Journal of Business Ethics 159(3): 745–60. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10551-018-3807-4.

Weber, Yaakov, and Shlomo Y. Tarba. 2014. “Strategic Agility: A
State of the Art Introduction to the Special Section on Strategic
Agility.” California Management Review 56(3): 5–12.

Wellalage, Nirosha Hewa, Stuart Locke, and Helen Samujh. 2019.
“Corruption, Gender and Credit Constraints: Evidence from
South Asian SMEs.” Journal of Business Ethics 159(1): 267–80.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3793-6.

Wiklund, Johan, Holger Patzelt, and Dean A. Shepherd. 2009.
“Building an Integrative Model of Small Business Growth.”
Small Business Economics 32(4): 351–74.

Williams, Larry J., Robert J. Vandenberg, and Jeffrey R. Edwards.
2009. “Structural Equation Modeling in Management Research: A
Guide for Improved Analysis.” Academy of Management Annals
3(1): 543–604. https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903065683.

Wooldridge, Jeffrey M. 2016. “Should instrumental variables be
used as matching variables?.” Research in Economics, 70(2):
232–237.

World Bank. 2021. “Labor force, total - United Arab Emirates.”
Available from: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.TLF.
TOTL.IN?locations=AE

Xie, Luqun, Jieyu Zhou, Qingqing Zong, and Qian Lu. 2020. “Gen-
der Diversity in R&D Teams and Innovation Efficiency: Role of
the Innovation Context.” Research Policy 49(1): 103885.

Xing, Yijun, Yipeng Liu, Dev K. Boojihawon, and Shlomo Tarba. 2020.
“Entrepreneurial Team and Strategic Agility: A Conceptual Frame-
work and Research Agenda.” Human Resource Management
Review 30(1): 100696. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100696.

26 JOURNAL OF PRODUCT INNOVATION MANAGEMENT

 15405885, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jpim

.12661 by U
niversity O

f A
berdeen, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/02/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1108/cpoib-06-2014-0036
https://doi.org/10.1108/cpoib-06-2014-0036
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726716684200
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726716684200
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9454-9
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2019.0378
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2013.54
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.06.007
https://u.ae/en/information-and-services/business/crowdfunding/the-impact-of-smes-on-the-uae-economy
https://u.ae/en/information-and-services/business/crowdfunding/the-impact-of-smes-on-the-uae-economy
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-018-0008-x
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-018-0008-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2769-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2769-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3807-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3807-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3793-6
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903065683
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.TLF.TOTL.IN?locations=AE
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.TLF.TOTL.IN?locations=AE
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100696


Ye, Dezhu, Jie Deng, Yi Liu, Samuel H. Szewczyk, and Xiao Chen.
2019. “Does Board Gender Diversity Increase Dividend Pay-
outs? Analysis of Global Evidence.” Journal of Corporate
Finance 58: 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2019.04.002.

Zhan, James X., and Amelia U. Santos-Paulino. 2021. “Investing in
the Sustainable Development Goals: Mobilization, Channeling,
and Impact.” Journal of International Business Policy 4(1): 166–
83. https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00093-3.

Zhou, Jing, Felix T. Mavondo, and Stephen Graham Saunders.
2019. “The Relationship between Marketing Agility and Finan-
cial Performance under Different Levels of Market Turbu-
lence.” Industrial Marketing Management 83: 31–41.

Zhou, K. Z., and Wu, F. 2010. “Technological capability, strategic
flexibility, and product innovation.” Strategic management jour-
nal, 31(5): 547–561.

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Nadia Zahoor is a Senior Lecturer in Strategy at the
Queen Mary University of London, UK. She com-
pleted her Ph.D. in Management at the University of
Huddersfield, UK. Her research interests are on stra-
tegic alliances, global strategy, innovation, and orga-
nizational resilience. She is particularly interested in
the context of small and medium-sized enterprises in
emerging markets. Her research has been published
in mainstream journals, including Journal of World
Business, British Journal of Management, Technova-
tion, International Journal of Management Reviews,
International Business Review, International Marketing
Review, International Small Business Journal, Business
Strategy and the Environment, among others.

Huda Khan is a Senior Lecturer in Marketing and
Associate Director of Africa-Asia Centre of Sustain-
ability Research at the University of Aberdeen,
UK. Prior to joining the University of Aberdeen, Huda
has worked on a wide range of industry-led research
projects with Ehrenberg-Bass Institute of Marketing
Science (EBI) in Australia, a world class market
research center. As a Marketing Scientist with EBI,
she has worked on consultancy projects involving
well-known multinational corporations such as Unile-
ver and SC Johnsons. These projects (worth >
$100,000) involved research in a number of markets
including the United Kingdom, the United States,
Norway, Argentina, Brazil, China, Germany, and
France. Her research focuses on dynamic marketing
capabilities of emerging market firms in advanced
markets and competition between multinational firms
from advanced and emerging markets when they
enter into each other's market. Huda's research has
appeared in leading journals including International

Business Review and Annals of Tourism journals,
among others.

Francis Donbesuur is an Associate Professor in
Entrepreneurship at the University of Leicester School
of Business, UK. His research focuses on the interface
between entrepreneurship, innovation, and strategy.
He received his Ph.D. in Entrepreneurship and Strat-
egy from the University of Leeds, UK. Dr. Donbe-
suur's research has been published in leading journals
including the British Journal of Management, Techno-
vation, Journal of Business Research, Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, International Business
Review, Journal of International Management, among
others.

Zaheer Khan is a Professor in Strategy & Interna-
tional Business at Business School, University of
Aberdeen, UK. He is a Fellow of the Academy of
Social Sciences (FAcSS). His research focuses on
global technology management with a particular
focus on knowledge transfer through FDI to emerging
markets. His work has appeared in leading journals
such as the Journal of International Business Studies,
Journal of World Business, Global Strategy Journal,
International Business Review, Management Interna-
tional Review, Industrial Marketing Management, Long
Range Planning, Human Relations, British Journal of
Management, Journal of Corporate Finance, Journal of
Business Ethics, International Small Business Journal,
and Technological Forecasting & Social Change,
among others.

Tazeeb Rajwani holds a Chair in International Busi-
ness and Strategy at Surrey Business School, Univer-
sity of Surrey, UK. Prior to joining Surrey, he was a
Professor of International Business and Strategy at the
University of Essex. Focusing on nonmarket strategy,
emerging markets and corporate political activities,
his research is concerned with how firms manage dif-
ferent socio-political activities in Europe, Asia, South
America, and Africa to influence different stake-
holders and society at large. He has published in jour-
nals such as Journal of International Business Studies,
Organization Science, Journal of World Business, Jour-
nal of Management Studies, Academy of Management
Perspectives, Global Strategy Journal, International
Business Review, Management International Review,
Strategic Organization, British Journal of Management,
Journal of Business Ethics, and Journal of International
Management. He is the Associate Editor of Journal of
International Management and Co-Editor-in-Chief at
Multinational Business Review. He serves on the

ZAHOOR ET AL. 27

 15405885, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jpim

.12661 by U
niversity O

f A
berdeen, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/02/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00093-3


editorial board of British Journal Management, Jour-
nal of World Business, Journal of Management Studies,
Long Range Planning, and Journal of Business
Research.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this
article.

How to cite this article: Zahoor, Nadia,
Huda Khan, Francis Donbesuur, Zaheer Khan, and
Tazeeb Rajwani. 2023. “Grand Challenges and
Emerging Market small and medium enterprises:
The Role of Strategic Agility and Gender
Diversity.” Journal of Product Innovation
Management 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.
12661

28 JOURNAL OF PRODUCT INNOVATION MANAGEMENT

 15405885, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jpim

.12661 by U
niversity O

f A
berdeen, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [14/02/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12661
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12661

	Grand challenges and emerging market smallandmediumenterprises: The role of strategic agility and gender diversity
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
	2.1  Strategic agility and value creation for grand challenges
	2.2  The mediating role of responsible collaborative innovation
	2.3  The moderating role of gender diversity

	3  CONTEXT AND METHODS
	3.1  Measures
	3.1.1  Value creation for grand challenges
	3.1.2  Strategic agility
	3.1.3  Responsible collaborative innovation
	3.1.4  Gender diversity
	3.1.5  Control variables


	4  ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
	4.1  Measurement model results
	4.2  Structural model results
	4.3  Additional analyses

	5  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	5.1  Theoretical implications
	5.2  Practical implications
	5.3  Limitations and future research directions

	FUNDING INFORMATION
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	ETHICS STATEMENT
	REFERENCES


