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Abstract 

 

While the last two decades have witnessed a burgeoning stream of research on cross-border 

knowledge transfer (CBKT), the current literature has remained relatively silent on how CBKT 

impacts innovation of SMEs in developing economies. Drawing on the dynamic capabilities view 

(DCV), this study examines the relationship between CBKT and small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs)' innovation performance. In addition, we examined the mediating role of 

knowledge management dynamic capabilities (KMDC) in the relationship between CBKT and 

innovation performance. Empirical results using data from 370 SME owners and operators in 

Nigeria show that CBKT positively impacts the innovation performance of SMEs. We also found 

empirical support for the mediating role of KMDC on the relationship between CBKT and SMEs' 

innovation performance. Specifically, we observed that CBKT is significantly related to KMDC, 

leading to improved innovation performance among SMEs engaged in cross-border activities. This 

study advances existing literature by providing insight into the mechanisms and strategic linkages 

that support cross-border knowledge transfer and the innovation performance of SMEs in 

developing markets. The study outlines the implications for research and practice. 

 

Keywords: Knowledge transfer; innovation performance; SMEs; dynamic capability 
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1. Introduction 

In today's increasingly interconnected global economy, firms are compelled to forge international 

collaborations as a means to acquire new knowledge, nourishing their competitiveness in both 

domestic and international markets (Jandhyala & Phene, 2015; Pak & Park, 2004; Rammal et al., 

2023; Rodríguez et al., 2018). Faced with limited knowledge and expertise within their own 

boundaries, many organizations turn to external sources of knowledge and information to address 

their problems (Phelps et al., 2012; World Bank, 1999; Xie et al., 2020). This is particularly 

important for firms operating in or seeking to operate in international markets epitomized by a 

diverse range of institutional impediments (Peng, Wang, & Jiang, 2008; North, 1990). Thus, the 

ability to develop and transfer knowledge and best practices can help businesses understand 

emerging trends, neutralize new and old threats, as well as enhance firms' market competitiveness 

(see Phelps et al., 2012).  

Cross-border knowledge transfer (CBKT) is the exchange of knowledge between firms across 

geographic boundaries (Rammal et al., 2023) and can contribute incrementally to the firm's 

enhanced performance. However, previous studies have primarily focused on the role of CBKT in 

enhancing the competitive advantage and performance of established large firms (Ai & Tan, 2020; 

Pérez‐Nordtvedt et al., 2008; Sheng & Hartmann, 2019). Recognizing that innovation is the 

lifeblood of both established and new venture organizations, the ability to capitalize on CBKT can 

further amplify the effects of a firm's ability to create new products and services. Firm-level 

innovation involves the conceptualizing and exploiting of ideas that culminate in commercial 

values in the form of developing new products and services that are able to service customers' 

expectations in new ways (Nieto & Rodríguez, 2011).  
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This is notably evident in recent studies within the context of multinational companies (MNCs) 

(Kotabe et al., 2007; Liu, 2019), however, there is currently a lack of empirical research on the 

role of CBKT in enhancing the innovation performance of SMEs in developing markets. This issue 

is particularly important given that SMEs constitute a major source of job creation and innovation 

in both developed and developing economies (World Bank, 2012). In addition, SMEs are mainly 

aggregators of economic value for nations through their active involvement in international 

business relationships with large distributor/production firms (Igwe et al., 2018).  

Past studies indicates that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in particular face several 

difficulties due to their limited capacity to compete in markets such as production, marketing, and 

innovation (Villar, Alegre & Pla-Barber, 2014). In tandem with these vital contributions to nations' 

economies, these firms often grapple with institutional voids (IVs) such as lack of financial credit 

availability and weak legal enforcement mechanisms (Luo et al., 2009; North, 1990), coupled with 

limited access to scarce human capital and knowledge deficiencies, which impede their 

competitiveness (Amankwah-Amoah et al., 2019; Khanna & Palepu, 2005). For example, market 

conditions and the policy environment of the local economy differ from the foreign market (Boso 

et al., 2023). Therefore, innovation outcomes can be more effectively realized by the firms' ability 

to combine and recombine the acquired knowledge to suit the domestic environment in which they 

operate. The ability of SMEs to establish Knowledge transfer activities indicates one of their 

autonomous capacities, which ensures that they strategically use shared knowledge from 

international business associates for improving organizational survival and innovative 

performance (Khan et al., 2015). Therefore, we argue that SMEs require a better understanding of 

CBKT procedures that align with and can support their innovation capabilities. 
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Although CBKT plays an important role in promoting innovation, an appropriate knowledge 

management system alone cannot ensure improved innovation performance (Alegre et al., 2013). 

Furthermore, firms should use various types of dynamic capabilities to support the innovation 

process and respond to external demands (Teece, 2007). This highlights the need of Knowledge 

Management Dynamic Capabilities (KMDC) - defined as the firm’s capability to adapt its stock 

of knowledge-based resources, created or acquired through transfer, into a valuable asset for the 

organization. These capabilities must be changed and renewed for the organisation to maintain 

extraordinary innovation performance (Alegre et al., 2013). Ferraris et al. (2021) found that 

KMDC supports firms in upgrading existing capabilities and creating new competencies that align 

their knowledge-based resources with advancements relevant to their domestic market. In addition, 

Robertson et al. (2021) suggested that SMEs in developing economies face greater pressure to 

develop dynamic skills that enable them to recognize, seize, and adapt external knowledge 

sources—such as CBKT—to achieve higher performance in innovation. Accordingly, effective 

knowledge management has the potential to yield positive results for organizations. However, 

there remain limited scholarly insights on the role of KMDC in enhancing the CBKT-innovation 

performance relationship.  

Against this backdrop, this study aims to fill these gaps in the literature by examining the mediating 

role of KMDC on the relationship between CBKT and SMEs' innovation performance in 

developing markets. To achieve this objective, we used unique survey data from 370 SME owners 

and operators in Computer Village in Nigeria. Computer Village is West Africa's largest gadgets 

business hub with over three thousand SME operators (Salaudeen, 2022); it is the sales and 

distribution center for owners-managers and managers of small and medium enterprises in 

Nigeria's informal electronic and ICT market. In Nigeria, more than sixty-five percent of small 
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and medium enterprises operate in the informal economy. Their main business area includes 

importing products and services from foreign business partners from other countries spread across 

European, North American, and Asian countries. 

The study contributes to the existing literature. First, although literature has focused on the impact 

of CBKT on improving the performance of MNCs and established firms (Ai & Tan, 2020; Liu, 

2019; Pérez‐Nordtvedt et al., 2008; Sheng & Hartmann, 2019), little is known about enhancing the 

innovation performance in the context of SMEs in developing markets. Drawing on dynamic 

capabilities view (Teece & Pisano, 1994; Teece et al., 1997), this study provides an in-depth 

analysis of the effects of CBKT in improving firm innovation performance. By focusing on small 

firms in a developing country, our study also sheds light on mechanisms that foster effective CBKT 

to improve innovation performance in a weak institutional environment by SMEs. In addition, 

although previous studies have focused on the role of KMDC (Alegre et al., 2013; Chen, 2003), 

little is known about its role in enhancing SMEs' innovation. This study extends the existing 

literature (Ferraris et al., 2021; Robertson et al., 2021) to examine the mediating effect of KMDC 

on the relationship between CBKT and SMEs' innovation performance.  

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we present a discussion of 

the theoretical background and hypotheses. This is then followed by a description of the 

methodology and data analysis. Finally, we discuss the main findings, the implications for both 

academia and owners in SMEs, and provide limitations and future research directions. 
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2. Theoretical background  

2.1 Dynamic Capabilities View  

Resource-based view (RBV) and knowledge-based view (KBV) are commonly used to explain the 

innovation performance of firms (Andersen, 2021; Ardito et al., 2021; Martín‐de Castro, López‐

Sáez & Delgado‐Verde, 2011; Quintane et al., 2011; Terziovski, 2010). The RBV suggests that 

resources that are rare, valuable, unique, and non-substitutable are crucial for gaining a competitive 

edge (Barney, 1991). The RBV can be used to conceptualize cross-border knowledge as a rare and 

valuable resource that enhances a firm’s innovation performance. Grant (1996) presented a KBV 

of the firm as an extension of the RBV as it focuses on considering knowledge as the most valuable 

resource in the company. However, the static nature of this perspective led to a more dynamic 

view (Villar, Alegre & Pla-Barber, 2014). 

We adopt the dynamic capabilities view (DCV), which helps to resolve a few issues that the RBV 

and KBV do not. DCV suggests that firms' innovation performance rests upon their ability to 

exploit and renew existing capabilities while also developing new ones (Teece & Pisano 1994; 

Teece et al. 1997). Dynamic capabilities define how firms can integrate, create, and continually 

configure internal and external capabilities/resources to adapt to the changing environment (Teece 

et al., 1997). Dynamic capabilities suggest that the firm's knowledge resources get deployed to 

perceive environmental dynamics and opportunities that can be seized and solved to facilitate the 

firm's economic value (Chen et al. 2022). We argue that the dynamic capabilities of the firm’s 

knowledge represent the ability to integrate (acquire) and reconfigure (adapt) heterogeneous firm 

resources, especially knowledge from regionally bound internal and external networks, within the 

changing environment and to ensure the strategic renewal of the firm. Thus, integrating dynamic 
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capabilities and interfirm collaborative knowledge can enhance firms' innovation and competitive 

advantage (Faccin et al. 2019) as it reflects the ability of the firm to transform inputs through 

productive tasks and to create valuable or innovative outputs. 

The adoption of DCV in the knowledge management literature supposes that when the firm 

appropriately manages its knowledge resources and KM processes, it becomes a strategic resource 

for maneuvering its competitive advantages and innovating for higher performance (Osorio-

Londoño et al. 2021). Indeed, the merely possessing knowledge and knowledge-based resources 

is not sufficient for achieving a competitive advantage or higher levels of performance in the 

present dynamic and highly competitive business economy (Grant, 1996; Grant & Phene, 2022). 

Therefore, the firm’s acknowledgment and adoption of dynamic capabilities support its routines 

by enforcing organizational capabilities that result in innovative performance (Bocken & Geradts, 

2020). Although the existing literature emphasizes the importance of DCV for SMEs, there is still 

a lack of research on the implications and adoption patterns of DCV among SMEs in developing 

markets (Weaven et al., 2021). 

Hence, the configuration of dynamic capabilities enriches the understanding of firms' KMDC, 

which involves knowledge development processes, multifaceted combinations, and use under 

different prevailing contingencies (Ferraris et al., 2019). Furthermore, there is still a lack of 

understanding regarding the embeddedness of DC in justifications of the complementary roles 

played by KMDC and CBKT on IP in relation to SMEs in developing economies. The developing 

economy's SMEs are subject to various risks associated with the international business supply 

chain, global competitiveness, and limited access to valuable product knowledge, owing to their 

business dealings with large foreign partners (Adomako et al., 2019). This may require the SMEs 
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to shift from existing capabilities to developing new, valuable capabilities that supply them with 

better access to foreign partner knowledge and keep them adaptive to the external environment.  

2.2 Hypotheses Development 

2.2.1 Cross-border Knowledge Transfer and KM Dynamic Capability 

CBKT is the exchange of knowledge between firms across geographic boundaries (Rammal et al., 

2023). Firms should seek CBKT, according to Khan (2016), as long as it can be applied to the 

company's existing knowledge. In other words, the purpose of a firm's strategic recruitment of 

CBKT is to attain certain goals that contribute to the overall development of the firm's 

performance. Although possessing knowledge-based assets can provide competitive edge in  

overseas markets, it also takes a unique capability to transfer knowledge effectively as knowledge 

transfer is expensive and time consuming without this capacity (Martin & Salomon, 2003; Teece, 

1977). In this regard, dynamic capacities and the host country’s culture have an impact on 

knowledge transfer capabilities. Given the need to adapt CBKT into the home firm’s existing 

knowledge, and into the home firm’s operational environment, the role of KMDC of firms 

becomes crucial (Sheng & Hartmann, 2019). Knowledge management dynamic capabilities 

(KMDC) is defined as the firm’s ability to integrate its stock of knowledge resources to the 

organizational context to improve the firm’s outcomes (Alegre et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2022) 

which is critical to the usefulness of CBKT in the firm. KMDC enhances the firm’s ability to 

identify, seize and reconfigure CBKT in ways that accomplish the performance goals of the firm 

(Chen et al., 2022). Firms may be able to create new dynamic capacities due to the shared 

knowledge in order to quickly respond to threats or seize market opportunities (Hart, 1995). 

Therefore, firms’ ability to access external knowledge resources and its internal learning 
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mechanism work synergistically to enhance resource and capability building (Lorenzoni & 

Lipparini, 1999). Ferraris et al. (2021) found that KMDC support firms in upgrading existing 

capabilities and creating new competencies that align their knowledge-based resources with 

advancements relevant to their domestic market. In addition, Robertson et al. (2021) suggested 

that SMEs in developing economies face greater pressure to develop dynamic skills that would 

enable them to recognize, seize, and adapt external knowledge sources—like CBKT—to achieve 

higher performance in innovation. Accordingly, effective knowledge management (KM) has the 

potential to yield positive results for organizations, yet there remain limited scholarly insights on 

the role of (KMDC) in enhancing the CBKT- innovation performance relationship. 

Although the dynamic capabilities of firms and their knowledge engagements have been 

extensively examined in the KM literature (Villar et al., 2014), there is still a dearth of research to 

support the link between cross-border knowledge exchange and SMEs' dynamic capabilities, 

particularly in developing nations (Guo et al., 2018). First, In the current knowledge economy, 

KMDC—the ability of the organization to transform its stock of knowledge-based resources, either 

internally or through transfer, into a useful asset for the organization—remains a vital tool for the 

success of the business (Kaur & Mehta, 2017). Second, KMDC involves the firm's ability to 

reconfigure the knowledge they have either created or gathered from external sources to explore 

environmental dynamics (Zheng et al., 2011). Thus, cross-border knowledge sharing between 

home-based SMEs and their foreign partners can lead to the SMEs' improved adaptations to the 

home industry challenges and the competitive business landscape (Forbes & Wield, 2008). 

However, such innovation outcomes can be more effectively realized by the firms' ability to 

combine and recombine the acquired knowledge to fit the domestic environment in which they 

operate. Therefore, we propose that:  
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H1: CBKT positively impact KM Dynamic capability. 

2.2.2 KM Dynamic Capability and Innovation Performance 

Firms with KM dynamic capability can adjust their KM practices based on their needs, meaning 

that organizations with KM dynamic capability often have specific and difficult-to-replicate 

configurations of KM practices (Alegre et al., 2013). Based on the framework provided by Alegre 

et al. (2013), KM dynamic capability consists of two main dimensions: internal learning 

competence and external learning competence, as they enable the reconfiguration of KM practice. 

Internal learning competence primarily originates from research and development (R&D) 

activities and the implementation of best practices developed through a firm's own cumulative 

experience. Accumulating internal knowledge is vital for value creation due to the ability to 

capitalize on new opportunities outside of a firm (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). A firm's external 

learning competence indicates its ability to reconfigure practices through knowledge 

transformation by combining existing knowledge with new knowledge gained from interactions 

with other organizations, which plays a critical role in enhancing firm’s innovation performance 

(Alegre et al., 2013; Chen, 2003). In the present knowledge-based economy, innovation outcomes 

largely depend on the capability of firms to adapt knowledge to the economic and social realities 

in which such innovations are required (Tödtling et al., 2009). Although firms require different 

types of knowledge to enhance innovation (Falasca et al., 2017), the need to continually 

reconfigure and renew existing organizational knowledge to create newer forms and levels of 

knowledge that drive innovation becomes inevitable. We propose that KM dynamic capability 

impacts innovation performance for the following reasons. First, it has been suggested by Kogut 

and Zander (1992) that firms can acquire new skills by combining their existing capabilities. 
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According to Ferraris et al. (2021), as firms continually seek new knowledge and adapt it to their 

environment, they both develop their capacities for sustenance and for improved innovation. In 

this regard, SMEs are required to absorb knowledge from external sources due to resource 

constraints (Durst & Edvardsson, 2012; Villar et al., 2014). Second, innovation results in new 

knowledge when existing knowledge is combined with new knowledge or when existing 

knowledge is applied in new ways (Zheng et al., 2011). Indeed, the relationship between KMDC 

and firm-level innovation performance reflects the extent to which firms have developed 

capabilities to innovate by absorbing and generating new knowledge that is value-driven (Mele et 

al., 2024). Furthermore, within the context of SMEs, the manner in which knowledge is adapted 

to achieve firm innovativeness in developing markets is not well explained in the literature. 

However, much of the existing works on KMDC pertain to conceptual clarifications (Easterby‐

Smith & Prieto, 2008), Therefore, we propose that:  

H2: KM dynamic capability positively influence the innovation performance of SMEs. 

2.2.3 Mediating Role of Knowledge Management Dynamic Capabilities (KMDC)  

The concept of CBKT is closely related to innovation, as knowledge transfer is characterized by 

innovation diffusion, which involves the transmission of existing products, services, and 

technologies across borders (Makkonen et al., 2018). Firms of all sizes benefit from cross-border 

knowledge, especially through acquiring rapid learning from different global economies that 

enriches the firm (Rammal et al., 2023). Although much of the literature on cross-border 

knowledge exchange has focused discussions on MNCs (Chatterjee et al., 2021), the increasing 

digitalization of information and big data analysis techniques provide a platform for SMEs to 

access knowledge that supports their innovation outcomes (Amankwah-Amoah et al., 2021; 
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Oliveira et al., 2021). Equally, boundary spanning is advanced as a strategic means through which 

SMEs, with their limited access to resources and opportunities, are able to attract knowledge from 

their foreign partners to achieve better innovation performance (Liu & Meyer, 2020). Despite the 

role CBKT plays in enhancing innovation, an effective knowledge management system 

configuration cannot guarantee better innovation performance (Alegre et al., 2013). In addition, 

firms should utilize various types of dynamic capabilities that support the innovation process and 

adapt to external pressures in a turbulent business environment (Teece, 2007). This indicates the 

role of KM dynamic capabilities as these dynamic capabilities must be adapted and renewed so 

that the organization can maintain superior innovation performance (Alegre et al., 2013). Despite 

the importance of dynamic capabilities for knowledge management, few studies have examined 

their role in innovation performance in the context of SMEs. 

KM dynamic capabilities are considered as the hub of the organization's ability to adapt its 

capabilities to a changing environment and serve as a formula to maintain a constant fit between 

these resources (Villar et al., 2014). In this regard, we propose that KMDC mediates the CBKT-

innovation performance of SMEs relationship for the following reasons. First, KMDC includes the 

three dimensions of knowledge development, knowledge (re)combination, and knowledge use 

(Zheng et al., 2011; Ferraris et al., 2019). KMDC, as a facilitating variable that refines and 

integrates knowledge sourced from external sources into the recipient firm’s environment, 

potentially serves as an organizational capability that connects CBKT with innovation 

performance. Because of its adaptive capabilities, KMDC is able to bridge the source of knowledge 

(in this case CBKT acquired from foreign firms) to the recipient of such knowledge, for example, 

SMEs in the home country (Kaur, 2022). Second, while CBKT is a necessary condition for SMEs 

in the home country to advance their innovation performance, it is not sufficient in achieving these 
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innovation outcomes (Haasis, Liefner, & Garg, 2018), as it requires KMDC to reconfigure the 

knowledge attracted and make it suitable for the home market (Villar, Alegre, & Pla-Barber, 2014). 

Despite these existing conceptual clarifications associated with the CBKT literature, the existing 

studies are characterized by a missing link that explains the mediating role of KMDC in the 

relationship between CBKT and SMEs' innovation performance. Therefore, we hypothesize that: 

H3: KMDC mediates the relationship between CBKT and SMEs’ innovation performance. 

[Insert Figure 1 about here] 

The model depicted in Figure 1 illustrates the direct and indirect relationships elucidated in the 

present study, as hypothesized previously. CBKT is directly linked to the dynamic capability of 

knowledge management (KMDC). Additionally, a direct relationship is posited between KMDC 

and the innovation performance of SMEs. We propose that KMDC mediates the relationship 

between CBKT and innovation performance. 

3.  Methods  

3.1 Research setting  

To test the main hypotheses, we selected data from the SME owners and operators in Lagos State, 

Nigeria. In general, SMEs play an important role in the economy as they account for over 90% of 

manufacturing employment opportunities and 70% of aggregate employment created annually. 

Lagos State is selected for the following reasons: first, its crucial role in Nigeria's economy, owing 

to its strategic significance. As the economic hub of Nigeria, it boasts the highest concentration of 

small, medium, and large business enterprises (Ogunyomi & Bruning 2016). Second, numerous 

major companies have their headquarters in Lagos State, which serves as the hub of commerce 
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and industry in Nigeria. Additionally, in Lagos State, there were 17 percent more SMEs than in 

the entire country. Therefore, it presents an ideal position for data collection. The SME operators 

in this line of business are clustered in an ample market space, which is popularly referred to as 

Computer Village. Computer Village is West Africa's largest gadgets business hub with over three 

thousand SME operators (Salaudeen 2022); it is the sales and distribution centre for owners-

managers and managers of small and medium enterprises in Nigeria's informal electronic and ICT 

market. The market is situated in Otigba, at Ikeja, the capital city of Lagos State, Nigeria. Onuorji 

(2021) suggests that more than twenty million imported mobile phones are sold in Computer 

Village daily. The market generates about 2 billion dollars annually, representing 2% of the 

national Gross Domestic Product. Operators in this market deal in electrical, electronic, and 

general areas of hardware and software IT products.  

3.2 Data collection and sample 

A self-administered questionnaire was used for data collection, and the measurement scales 

examined in the measurement section below were used to conduct the study. The data were 

collected during the period between March and June 2019. The population of this study includes 

owners-managers and managers of small and medium enterprises in Nigeria's informal electronic 

and ICT market which consists of 100,000 operators (Ibidunni et al., 2020). The questionnaire was 

disseminated online, and the invitations were sent via email to the selected respondents. We used 

Qualtrics as an online survey tool to design the survey due to its role in enhancing the survey's 

responses (Stress et al., 2018). We adopted a simple random procedure and selected 2,000 

electronic SMEs for use in this study. The survey web link was sent to the respondents, and 

eventually, 500 SMEs responded to the survey. After reviewing all the responses, 130 (26%) were 
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discarded due to missing data and incomplete answers. Thus, the final sample consisted of 370 

valid responses, corresponding to an acceptable response rate of 74%.  

Table 1 shows the characteristics of the study respondents. Out of the 370 respondents, 298 are 

male operators, while 72 are female. Additionally, 54 (14.6%) respondents are below 20 years, 

followed by 156 (42.2%) respondents between 21 and 30 years, 114 (30.8%) respondents between 

31 and 40 years, and 46 (12.4%) respondents are 40 years and above. Moreover, 190 (51.4%) of 

the respondents are single, 162 (43.8%) of the respondents are married, and 18 (4.9%) are either 

divorced or widowed. 120 (32.4%) of the respondents have below 5 years' experience in the 

business, 150 (40.5%) of the respondents have 5 to 10 years of experience in the business, and 100 

(27.0%) of the respondents have 10 years and above experience in the business. 

[Insert Table 1 about here] 

     We tested for non-response bias using the procedure outlined by Armstrong and Overton 

(1977). We compared the responses of the first 100 SMEs to return their responses with the last 

100 SMEs’ responses. We tested all crucial parameters of this study using the independent sample 

t-test and did not find any significant differences between the two, indicating no major concerns 

of non-response bias. In addition, we adopted Wagner and Kemmerling's (2010) method of 

comparing responses from complete and incomplete surveys for selected variables. We conducted 

t-test to analyse the data and we found that there were no significant differences between the two 

groups. This finding provides strong evidence that non-response bias does not pose a concern in 

our study. 
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3.3 Measures 

3.3.1 Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable for this study, innovation performance, measures the innovation-related 

activities of SMEs. Innovation performance of the SMEs is measured using three-items adapted 

from Kyrgidou & Petridou (2011). The instrument was conceived as a multidimensional capability 

that consists of the firms' adaptation of knowledge acquired from and knowledge-based 

relationships with their foreign associates to improve product offerings to their home market. 

Firms import new technologies from foreign markets to sell in their home country; import products 

and home-grown design models of such foreign products; or design new areas of use for existing 

products (Ibidunni et al., 2014). The innovation capability of SMEs in business with their foreign 

partners can be enhanced through various knowledge channels and the types of knowledge 

acquired to create a shift for the developing economy from consumption to production. A sample 

item from this scale is “Has your firm facilitated the introduction of new or technologically 

innovative products into the market within the last three years?” Responses were gathered on a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” 

3.3.2 Independent Variables 

The independent variable is CBKT. Our study conceived knowledge transfer of SMEs in 

international business relationships as a cross-border activity of knowledge exchange between the 

SMEs and their foreign business partners. Our aim to enhance the capacity of firms, not only to 

import knowledge but to transform and integrate knowledge as an economic good. The purpose 

we envision may be summed up as knowledge adoption for further replication to transition 

developing and emerging country SMEs to become more value-oriented in the global economy. 
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Consequently, CBKT consisted of four-items that were adapted from the scale of Liu (2019). A 

sample item from this scale is “Knowledge exchange from foreign businesses has enlarged the 

survival rate of the firm”. Responses were gathered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”  

3.3.3 Mediator Variable 

KMDC reflects the ability of firms to adapt internally created and externally acquired knowledge 

to develop innovations. Following previous studies (Villar, Alegre & Pla-Barber, 2014), KMDC 

was measured by the ability of firms to adjust and complement internal knowledge development 

and external learning competence, and it consisted of six-items using the scale developed by 

Alegre et al. (2013). We focused on the external learning competence as the firm can recombine 

their current knowledge with new information from their environment into new capabilities and 

knowledge, providing a global perspective and an insight into competitor behavior in foreign 

countries (Villar et al., 2014). In addition, SMEs are required to absorb knowledge from external 

sources due to resource constraints (Durst & Edvardsson, 2012; Villar et al., 2014). The scale 

asked questions like “this firm coordinates and integrate different innovation projects”. Responses 

were gathered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” 

3.3.4 Control Variables 

Our study used various control variables which may affect innovation performance at the owner 

and firm levels. At the owner level, we controlled for gender, educational background, and age. 

Prior studies suggested that the entrepreneur's gender, educational experience, and SMEs age may 

affect SMEs performance (Adomako & Ahsan 2022). Gender was coded as a dichotomous variable 
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where female respondents were coded with 1 and male respondents with 0. Literature suggested 

that male managers are more likely to introduce product innovations than female managers (Dohse, 

Goel & Nelson, 2019). The entrepreneur’s educational attainment was captured as 1 = O’Level, 2 

= NCE/OND, 3= HND/B.Sc, and 4 = Post Graduate, as it has been found that there is a positive 

relationship between owner’s educational level and SMEs’ performance (Gimeno et al., 1997) 

Manager’s age was coded as a continuous variable. 

 At the firm level, we controlled for both the firm age, and external collaboration. We also 

controlled firm age (Hughes et al. 2021), measured as the length in years of the firm's operations. 

Although young firms could have a dedicated and flexible management team, they may be less 

experienced in innovation, which may lead to poorer innovation performance (Van der Panne, Van 

Beers & Kleinknecht, 2003). We also controlled for external collaboration and coded using a 7-

point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 strongly agree) developed by (Santoro, Bresciani & 

Papa, 2020). Research has found that external collaborations and networks play a significant role 

in the innovation process and in supporting firm growth (Gilsing, et al., 2008). As a result of the 

ability to select various types of knowledge and technologies, utilizing multiple external 

collaboration enable firms to be more innovative (Bellantuono, Pontrandolfo & Scozzi, 2013; 

Stuart & Podolny, 1996; Van de Vrande et al., 2009)  

3.4 Common Method Bias (CBM)  

Various approaches were taken to address the common method issue in the survey design. The 

independent and dependent variables were distributed across the survey, so that the respondents 

couldn't make any associations between those variables (Nagy et al., 2024; Tantawy et al., 2024). 

As a result of being assured of their anonymity and confidentiality, the respondents who evaluated 
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the survey had high levels of education and experience in the field (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012; 

Podsakoff et al., 2003). Statistically, we test for the common bias issue by adopting Harman’s 

single-factor test (Podsakoff et al. 2003) to evaluate the possibility of common method variance 

(CMV) since the data were derived from a single context – Small and Medium Enterprises in 

Nigeria's informal electronic and ICT market to assess whether any of the variations can be 

accounted for by a single factor. All the measures in this study were loaded into an exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA), assuming that CMV is traceable to a single factor or general factor that 

accounts for above 50% of the covariance among the measures. Therefore, all the CBKT items, 

knowledge management dynamic capability, and innovation performance variables were subjected 

to factor analysis. Our analysis constrained rotation in alliance with the suggestion of Podsakoff 

et al. (2003). The findings indicated that the analysis revealed five factors with eigenvalues greater 

than 1.0, explaining a total variance of 36.50%. Among these factors, the first one accounted for 

8.41% of the variance, and no dominant factor was observed. Consequently, our study did not 

detect any evidence of CBM. 

3.5 Analysis  

We adopted the Structural equation modelling (SEM) with AMOS 28.0 to test our hypotheses. We 

used SEM followed previous studies (Chatterjee et al., 2021; Robertson, Caruana & Ferreira, 2021; 

Marozau, Aginskaja & Guerrero, 2023; Sheng & Hartmann, 2019; Simonin, 2004) over the 

regression analysis for the following reasons. First, SEM is a statistical tool for evaluating and 

validating theoretical models that identify the relationship between latent variables and observed 

variables (Xia et al., 2024) and can be used to model latent constructs along with multiple indicators 

(Kline 2015). Second, it is possible to test the entire hypothesized model simultaneously with SEM 
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(Byrne 1998). Third, the use of SEM is useful in testing the psychometric properties of 

measurements and for identifying measurement errors that might influence theoretical testing 

(Davvetas et al. 2020). Finally, the use of SEM is an effective method of understanding causal 

pathways between variables (Marozau, Aginskaja & Guerrero, 2023).  

A two-step approach was used based on the guidelines of Anderson and Gerbing (1988) to assess 

the main study hypotheses (García de Blanes Sebastián et al., 2023; Xia et al., 2024). First, the 

measurement model was checked to test the reliability and validity through confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA). Second, SEM was performed based on the measurement model to assess whether 

the model fit to our data. We adopted the following indexes to estimate the model fit: Chi Square 

(χ2) which should be insignificant and lower than 2.00 (Hair et al. 2008); Root Mean Square Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) where the value is considered favourable if it is less than or equal to 

0.08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Comparative Fix Index (CFI) with value greater than or equal 0.90 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 2012); Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) with value greater than 

or equal 0.70 (Hair et al. 2008).  

3.6 Endogeneity issue  

Our study, like any reflective or retrospective study, has design elements that need additional 

evaluation regarding endogeneity in terms of measurement error, omitted variable bias and reverse 

causality (Wooldridge, 2002). We followed previous studies to discuss these issues (Luo & Bu, 

2018; White III, Rajwani & Krammer, 2022). First, our measurement items and methods were 

designed based on prior well-designed empirical studies, as noted in the measurement section. The 

results of both construct validity and reliability indicates that a measurement error is not a 

significant issue in our study. Second, although this is a cross-sectional study, reverse causality 
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should not be an issue since the independent variable of interest (CBKT) would not be influenced 

or explained by cultivating innovations. Third, we attempted to address the potential for 

uncontrolled confounders to affect both independent and dependent variables in our model by 

accounting for industry and even country- specific features that might have an impact on SMEs 

behavior at the same time. Even after accounting for all these confounding variables, the proposed 

main and moderating effects are still significant. Finally, we also followed White III, Rajwani and 

Krammer (2022) and employed Hausman test (1978) and the results showed that there is no such 

simultaneity bias in our main variables of interest. 

4 . Results 

4.1 Assessing the Measurement Model 

Using AMOS 28.0., we adopted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to determine the reliability 

and validity of the main constructs (see Table 2). We obtained adequate model fitness values based 

on the CFA results: χ2 = 190.017 (89); CFI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.06; NFI = 0.95 and 

TLI = 0.80. We evaluated the constructs for inter-rater reliability, convergent validity and 

discriminant validity. Inter-rater reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s Alpha (CA) and 

composite reliability (CR) (see Table 3). The CA values were between 0.875 and 0.908, while the 

CR values were between 0.907 and 0.935. All the values are above the threshold limits 

recommended by Fornell and Larker (1981) and Hair et al. (1998) indicating the reliability of our 

data. We evaluated convergent validity using the average variance extracted (AVE) criteria, 

assuming that the AVE values for each item should be 0.5 and above (Hair et al., 1998). All the 

AVE values fall within 0.619 to 0.784 and thus were considered valid. The present study assessed 

the discriminant validity of the research items according to Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) 
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recommendation that the correlation between measures must not exceed the square root of AVE.  

[Insert Table 2 about here] 

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics and correlation matrix for the study variables. We also 

tested for multicollinearity by using the variance inflation factor (VIF). All the factors were lower 

than 10 (the cut-off value being 10) and that the average VIF was 1.90, indicating that 

multicollinearity was not an issue in this study (Hair et al., 2010). 

[Insert Table 3 about here] 

4.2 Assessing the Structural Model 

We adopted the SEM including all hypothesized relationships using AMOS 28.0. The structural 

model provided a good model fit as follows: (χ2/df = 192.268/74; CFI = 0.94; NFI = 0.95; TLI 

=0.93; RMSEA = 0.06; SRMR =0.04). To test our hypotheses, we used path analyses and estimated 

six different models using AMOS.28. We used KM dynamic capability as a dependant variable for 

Models 1 &2. Model 1 includes only the control variables with the industry network was significant 

(β = 0.040, p < 0.001). Model 2 includes the control variable and the cross-border KT as 

independent variable. H1 suggests that cross-border KT relates directly with KM dynamic 

capability. The analysis reveals that the relationship is significant (β = 0.045, p < 0.001), and thus, 

the hypothesis is accepted (see table 4). We also used innovation performance as a dependent 

variable for Models 3-6. Model 3 includes only the control variables with both education (β = 

0.047, p < 0.01) and industry network (β = 0.047, p < 0.001) were significant. Model 4 includes 

the control variables and the cross-border KT as independent variable. Model 5 (see table 4) 

encompassed the control variables and the KM dynamic capability as independent variable. H2 
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proposed that KM dynamic capability has a positive effect on innovation performance. The results 

shows that the relationship is significant (β = 0.060, p < 0.001); therefore, supporting hypothesis 

2. Model 6 (see table 4) is used to test the mediation effect which includes the control variables 

and adding both cross-border KT and KM dynamic capability simultaneously. H3 proposed that 

KM dynamic capability mediates the relationship between CBKT and innovation performance. The 

analysis reveals that the mediating path is significant (β = 0.065, p < 0.05), and thus supporting 

H3. 

[Insert Table 4 about here] 

4.3 Robustness Tests  

We carried out additional analyses to test the robustness of the regression results. First, we 

conducted a mediation analysis using Model 4 in Hayes (2022) PROCESS macro-4.0. The bias-

corrected confidence interval estimate was based on 5000 bootstrap samples and the results of the 

indirect effect are displayed in Table 5. We argued that KMDC mediates the relationship between 

CBKT and innovation performance. The indirect effect of KMDC was positive and significant 

excluding Zero (β = 0.08, p < 0.05; 95 % CI = [0.03, 0.11]). This result indicates that KMDC 

mediates the CBKT-in novation performance link which in line with the main findings. Second, 

we discussed the problem of reverse causality as it is critical to validate our selected model. 

Following Kenny, Kashy & Cook (2020), we interchanged both the outcome (innovation 

performance) and mediator (KMDC) variables to make the outcome (innovation performance) 

cause the mediator (KMDC) to examine the indirect consequences of reverse causal variations. We 

rerun our analysis and found that no significant relationship between innovation performance and 

KMDC with support our main analysis.  
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Third, we conducted additional analysis using other control variables that may affect innovation 

performance such as absorptive capacity and foreign partner knowledge exchange. The findings 

support the main analysis. Finally, we performed a Sobel test to examine whether the indirect effect 

of KDMC to CBKT through innovation performance is significant or not. We used Sobel test to 

evaluate whether a mediating variable has considerable potential to serve as a mediator in the link 

between X and Y (Sobel, 1987). The mediation hypothesis is accepted if the Sobel test results 

indicate a value of z ≥ 1.98 at the significance level ≤ 0.05. Table 6 shows the Sobel test results. 

The findings show that the impact of CBKT on innovation performance through KDMC provided 

a Z-value of 3.35 with a significant level ≤ 0.05 which indicates that KDMC is significantly able 

to mediate this relationship that aligns with our amin results.  

[Insert Table 5 about here] 

[Insert Table 6 about here] 

5 . Discussion  

The aim of this study was to examine the impact of CBKT on innovation performance in 

developing markets. Drawing on the literature on dynamic capabilities and the KBV, this study 

investigated the relationships among CBKT, KMDC, and SMEs' innovation performance. 

Utilizing unique data from 370 SMEs operating in Nigeria, we found that CBKT positively 

impacted SMEs' innovation performance. Additionally, KMDC positively mediates the 

relationship between CBKT and innovation performance, as KMDC serves as an organizational 

capability that links CBKT with innovation performance. Our study aligns with the assertions of 

Khan (2016), who reported that the strategic pursuit of CBKT is crucial for achieving desirable 
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outcomes that enhance firm performance incrementally. We found that CBKT positively impacts 

KMDC. This result is consistent with Sheng and Hartmann (2019), who suggest that KMDC's role 

becomes vital given the necessity to adapt CBKT into the home firm's operating environment and 

existing knowledge. Furthermore, the results highlight the criticality of knowledge adaptation into 

the domestic market in improving SMEs’ innovation performance. This finding aligns with 

Ferraris et al. (2021), who suggest that KMDC supports firms in upgrading existing capabilities 

while developing new ones, aligning knowledge-based resources with innovations relevant to the 

home market. The finding that KMDC mediates the relationship between CBKT and innovation 

performance underscores the role of KM dynamic capabilities. These dynamic capabilities must 

be adapted and renewed for the organization to maintain superior innovation performance.  

5.1 Theoretical implications 

This study offers several theoretical contributions to knowledge management and innovation 

literature. First, although existing literature suggests the role of CBKT in enhancing the innovation 

capabilities of large firms and MNCs (Liu, 2019), little is known about this role in the context of 

SMEs in developing markets. By synthesizing the literature on the dynamic capabilities view 

(Teece & Pisano, 1994; Teece et al., 1997), this study provides a more insightful analysis of the 

effects of leveraging CBKT to enhance firm innovation performance. The research context of 

Nigeria offers an opportunity to illuminate the complex relationships inherent in CBKT-oriented 

activities. 

Related to the above, our study provides fresh insights into dynamic capabilities related to 

knowledge transfer across geographic boundaries for achieving innovativeness among SMEs in 

developing markets that engage in international transactions. The unique contribution of this study 
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lies in capturing knowledge from international business relationships between SMEs in developing 

nations and their foreign counterparts, and in internalizing and localizing this knowledge as an 

interfirm learning procedure for improved innovation. Therefore, the mediating role of KMDC in 

the relationship between CBKT and innovation performance is essential for SMEs in Nigeria to 

develop new capabilities as they continue to attract knowledge from their foreign business partners 

to advance innovation in the home market. Additionally, while there have been separate 

investigations on the relatedness of KM and DC constructs, the theorization of dynamic 

capabilities of knowledge resources that synchronizes the two constructs to explain the dynamic 

business environment and pursue firm innovativeness is scantily discussed in the literature (Zheng 

et al., 2011). 

5.2 Managerial implications 

This study provides valuable managerial implications for SME managers and policymakers. Our 

findings offer significant insights for SMEs involved in innovation-driven ICT industries, as these 

capabilities require greater managerial attention to gain a competitive advantage. SMEs should 

integrate the knowledge gathered from foreign business partners into the local business economy 

to improve outcomes for their firms and industry. This strategy entails ensuring that the type of 

knowledge gathered from foreign partners is adequate to support SMEs in deciphering and 

exploring opportunities and adapting the firm’s resources and strategies to the changing 

environment. 

Organizations must also devote additional resources to identifying foreign firms and actors, 

including higher education institutions and research centers. These entities not only strengthen 

existing capabilities but also provide avenues to develop more enduring knowledge capabilities, 
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thereby enhancing innovation. Moreover, SME managers can reinforce their dynamic capabilities 

via the integration and localization of knowledge that aligns with the competitive and dynamic 

realities of their home market. Understanding how the adoption and application of CBKT might 

improve a firm's overall performance can be achieved through the dual link between KMDC and 

CBKT. While implementing CBKT is critical, it is only considered a sufficient requirement for 

firms to enhance their innovation capabilities. Therefore, managers should include KMDC in 

developing the firm’s strategy, as it connects CBKT and innovation performance. 

From a public policy standpoint, this study on the linkages among CBKT, KMDC, and innovation 

performance underscores the need to further drive SME growth, particularly through designing and 

implementing diplomatic policies that strengthen common business interests between the home 

country and countries from which these SMEs primarily import. Given that CBKT could be 

impeded by nonmarket organizations, such as regulatory agencies and other political actors 

(Jandhyala & Phene, 2015), the government plays a pivotal role in creating an enabling 

environment for cross-cultural collaborations and striving to remove regulatory impediments. 

Continuously engaging SME operators in training and developing managerial skills that support 

their international business relations is recommended to increase their economic and overall impact 

on the home economy. 

5.3 Limitations and Future Research 

This study has certain limitations that offer avenues for further research. Firstly, it focuses on a 

single country, namely Nigeria. Given the presence of over 50 countries in the African region, the 

generalizability is limited. Future research should seek to collect large datasets from other West 

African countries, such as Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, and Gambia, to determine if similar 
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observations related to knowledge management can be found in those countries. Different cultures 

have different strategies for leveraging cross-border knowledge transfer, which may impact their 

capacity to develop new goods and services and their innovation performance (Rammal et al., 

2023). Furthermore, distinct economic environments, such as developed and emerging markets, 

may involve varying degrees of uncertainty and unpredictability. This can affect the acquisition 

and utilization of new knowledge for survival and innovation performance. Secondly, because our 

study is limited to SMEs, future scholars could examine large and established firms and MNCs in 

developing markets. This may offer new perspectives and empirical support for our model, as well 

as broaden the concept of CBKT. Future studies should investigate whether CBKT and innovation 

performance are directly correlated, and how KMDC mediates this relationship in less-studied 

research contexts. 

Thirdly, there is potential for future research to examine the dynamics of CBKT, focusing on 

African-owned multinational companies on the continent. While the research findings are valuable 

within the scope of the study, future research is required to investigate institutional variables that 

create the appropriate environment to facilitate the established relationships. The role of formal 

and informal institutions should be considered strategically in further investigations. Fourthly, 

future scholars could test our model in various industry contexts, such as the service, 

manufacturing, and digitalized industries, to determine whether the relationships are strong or weak 

for SMEs and other empirical settings. 

Finally, this study utilizes cross-sectional data from surveys, which limits the possibility of 

identifying causal relationships. Future studies should use longitudinal research designs to test our 

model and examine how CBKT affects innovation performance. We hope this study will stimulate 
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further research into the challenges faced by SMEs in developing markets and foster a better 

understanding of how SMEs can enhance their innovation performance. 

5.4. Conclusion  

To conclude, we found that KMDC positively mediates the relationship between CBKT and 

innovation performance, as it serves as an organizational capability that links CBKT with 

innovation performance. We hope this study will stimulate further research into the challenges 

faced by SMEs in developing markets and advance a better understanding of how SMEs can 

enhance their innovation performance.  

 

 

  



31 

 

References 

Adomako, S. & Ahsan, M. (2022). Entrepreneurial passion and SMEs’ performance: Moderating 

effects of financial resource availability and resource flexibility. Journal of Business 

Research, 144, 122–135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.02.002  

Adomako, S., Amankwah‐Amoah, J., Danso, A., Konadu, R., & Owusu‐Agyei, S. (2019). 

Environmental sustainability orientation and performance of family and nonfamily 

firms. Business Strategy and the Environment, 28(6), 1250-1259. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2314 

Ai, Q., & Tan, H. (2020). Uncovering neglected success factors in post-acquisition reverse 

capability transfer: Evidence from Chinese multinational corporations in Europe. Journal 

of World Business, 55(3), 101053. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2019.101053 

Alegre, J., Sengupta, K. & Lapiedra, R. (2013). Knowledge management and innovation 

performance in a high-tech SMEs industry. International Small Business Journal, 31(4) 

454–470. https:// 10.1177/0266242611417472 

Aliasghar, O., Rose, E. & Chetty, S. (2019). Building absorptive capacity through firm openness 

in the context of a less-open Country. Industrial Marketing Management, 83, 81–93. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.007 

Amankwah-Amoah, J., Chen, X., Wang, X., Khan, Z., & Chen, J. (2019). Overcoming institutional 

voids as a pathway to becoming ambidextrous: The case of China's Sichuan Telecom. Long 

Range Planning, 52(4), 101871. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.02.004 

Amankwah-Amoah, J., Khan, Z., Wood, G., & Knight, G. (2021). COVID-19 and digitalization: 

The great acceleration. Journal of Business Research, 136, 602-611. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.08.011 

Andersen, J. (2021). A relational natural-resource-based view on product innovation: The 

influence of green product innovation and green suppliers on differentiation advantage in 

small manufacturing firms. Technovation, 104, 102254. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102254 

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and 

recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411–423. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411 

Ardito, L., Raby, S., Albino, V., & Bertoldi, B. (2021). The duality of digital and environmental 

orientations in the context of SMEs: Implications for innovation performance. Journal of 

Business Research, 123, 44-56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.022 

Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (2012). Specification, evaluation, and interpretation of structural equation 

models. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 40(1), 8-34. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0278-x 

Baum, J.A., Li, S.X. and Usher, J.M. (2000). Making the next move: how experiential and 

vicarious learning shape the locations of chains’ acquisitions. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 5(4), 766‐801. https://doi.org/10.2307/2667019 

Bellantuono, N., Pontrandolfo, P., & Scozzi, B. (2013). Different practices for open innovation: a 

context‐based approach. Journal of Knowledge Management, 17(4), 558-568. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-03-2013-0180 

Bocken, N. M. P. & Geradts, T. H. J. (2020). Barriers and drivers to sustainable business model 

innovation: Organization design and dynamic capabilities. Long Range Planning, 53(4), 

101950. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.101950 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.02.002
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2019.101053
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102254
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.022
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.2307/2667019
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-03-2013-0180
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2019.101950


32 

 

Boso, N., Amankwah-Amoah, J., Essuman, D., Olabode, O. E., Bruce, P., Hultman, M., ... & 

Adeola, O. (2023). Configuring political relationships to navigate host-country institutional 

complexity: Insights from Anglophone sub-Saharan Africa. Journal of International 

Business Studies, 54(6), 1055-1089. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-022-00594-8 

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K. A. Bollen & 

J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models (pp. 136–162). Beverly Hills, CA: 

SAGE Publications. 

Byrne, B. M. (1998). Structural equation modelling with LISREL, PRELIS and SIMPLIS: Basic 

concepts, applications and programming. New York, NY: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Cantwell, J. (2017). Innovation and international business. Industry and Innovation, 24(1), 41-60. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1257422 

Carmeli, A., Levi, A. & Peccei, R. (2021). Resilience and creative problem-solving capacities in 

project teams: A relational view. International Journal of Project Management, 39 (2021) 

546–556. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.03.007 

Castellani, D., Perri, A. & Scalera, V. G. (2022). Knowledge integration in multinational 

enterprises: The role of inventors crossing national and organizational boundaries. Journal 

of World Business, 57(3), 101290. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2021.101290. 

Chang, Y. C. (2003). Benefits of co‐operation on innovative performance: evidence from 

integrated circuits and biotechnology firms in the UK and Taiwan. R&D 

Management, 33(4), 425-437. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9310.00308 

Chatterjee, S., Chaudhuri, R., Vrontis, D., & Piccolo, R. (2021). Enterprise social network for 

knowledge sharing in MNCs: Examining the role of knowledge contributors and 

knowledge seekers for cross-country collaboration. Journal of International 

Management, 27(1), 100827. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2021.100827 

Chen, Y., Luo, H., Chen, J. & Guo, Y. (2022). Building data-driven dynamic capabilities to arrest 

knowledge hiding: A knowledge management perspective. Journal of Business Research, 

139, 1138–1154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.10.050   

Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective on Learning 

and Innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(1), 128–152.  

https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553 

Cui, T., Tong, Y., Teo, H.-H. & Li, J. (2020). Managing Knowledge Distance: IT-Enabled Inter-

Firm Knowledge Capabilities in Collaborative Innovation. Journal of Management 

Information Systems, 37(1), 217-250. https:// 10.1080/07421222.2019.1705504 

Davis, J. P. & Aggarwal, V. A. (2020). Knowledge mobilization in the face of imitation: 

Microfoundations of knowledge aggregation and firm-level innovation. Strategic 

Management Journal, 41, 1983– 2014. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3187 

Davvetas, V., A. Diamantopoulos, G. Zaefarian & C. Sichtmann (2020). Ten basic questions about 

structural equations modeling you should know the answers to – but perhaps you don’t.  

Industrial Marketing Management, 90, 252–263. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.07.016 

Degbey, W. Y., & Pelto, E. (2021). Customer knowledge sharing in cross-border mergers and 

acquisitions: The role of customer motivation and promise management. Journal of 

International Management, 27(4), 100858. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2021.100858 

Dohse, D., Goel, R. K., & Nelson, M. A. (2019). Female owners versus female managers: Who is 

better at introducing innovations?. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 44, 520-539. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-9679-z 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1257422
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2021.101290
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2021.100827
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2021.100858


33 

 

Duan, Y., Deng, Z., Liu, H., Yang, M., Liu, M. & Wang, X. (2022). Exploring the mediating effect 

of managerial ability on knowledge diversity and innovation performance in reverse cross-

border M&As: Evidence from Chinese manufacturing corporations. International Journal 

of Production Economics, 247, 108434. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2022.108434 

Durst, S., & Runar Edvardsson, I. (2012). Knowledge management in SMEs: a literature review. 

Journal of knowledge Management, 16(6), 879-903. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271211276173 

Dyer, J. H. and Singh, H. (1998). The Relational View: Cooperative Strategy and Sources of 

Interorganizational Competitive Advantage. The Academy of Management Review, 23(4), 

660-679. http://www.jstor.org/stable/259056 

Easterby‐Smith, M., & Prieto, I. M. (2008). Dynamic capabilities and knowledge management: an 

integrative role for learning?. British Journal of Management, 19(3), 235-249. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2007.00543.x 

Faccin, K., Balestrin, A., Martins, V. B., & Bitencourt, C. C. (2019). Knowledge-based dynamic 

capabilities: A joint R&D project in the French semiconductor industry. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, 23(3), 439–456. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2018-0233 

Falasca, M., Zhang, J., Conchar, M., & Li, L. (2017). The impact of customer knowledge and 

marketing dynamic capability on innovation performance: an empirical analysis. Journal 

of Business & Industrial Marketing, 32(7), 901-912.  https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-12-

2016-0289 

Ferraris, A., Giachino, C., Ciampi, F., & Couturier, J. (2021). R&D internationalization in 

medium-sized firms: The moderating role of knowledge management in enhancing 

innovation performances. Journal of Business Research, 128, 711-718. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.003 

Ferraris, A., Mazzoleni, A., Devalle, A. & Couturier, J. (2019). Big data analytics capabilities and 

knowledge management: Impact on firm performance. Management Decision, 57(8), 

1923–1936.  https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2018-0825 

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

variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39-50. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104 

Galati, F. & Bigliardi, B. (2019). Redesigning the model of the initiation and evolution of inter-

firm knowledge transfer in R&D relationships. Journal of Knowledge Management, 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2018-0326 

García de Blanes Sebastián, M., Sarmiento Guede, J. R., Azuara Grande, A., & Juárez-Varón, D. 

(2023). Analysis of factors influencing attitude and intention to use electric vehicles for a 

sustainable future. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 1-22. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-023-10046-6 

Gilsing, V., Nooteboom, B., Vanhaverbeke, W., Duysters, G., & Van Den Oord, A. (2008). 

Network embeddedness and the exploration of novel technologies: Technological distance, 

betweenness centrality and density. Research Policy, 37(10), 1717-1731. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.08.010 

Gimeno, J., Folta, T.B., Cooper, A.C. & Woo, C.Y. (1997) Survival of the fittest? Entrepreneurial 

human capital and the persistence of underperforming firms. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 42(4), 750–783. Available from: https://doi.org/10.2307/2393656 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2022.108434
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271211276173
http://www.jstor.org/stable/259056
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2007.00543.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2018-0233
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-12-2016-0289
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-12-2016-0289
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2018-0825
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2018-0326
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.08.010
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393656


34 

 

González-Pernía, J. L., & Peña-Legazkue, I. (2015). Export-oriented entrepreneurship and regional 

economic growth. Small Business Economics, 45(3), 505-522. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-015-9657-x  

Grant R. M. (1996). Toward a Knowledge-based Theory of the Firm. Strategic Management 

Journal, 17, 109-122. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110 

Grant, R. & Phene, A. (2022). The knowledge-based view and global strategy: Past impact and 

future potential. Global Strategy Journal, 12, 3 – 30. https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1399 

Guo, Y., Bao, Y., Stuart, B. J., Le-Nguyen, K. (2018). To sell or not to sell: Exploring sellers’ trust 

and risk of chargeback fraud in cross-border electronic commerce. Information Systems 

Journal, 28, 359– 383. https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12144 

Gutierrez-Huerter O. G., Moon, J., Gold, S. & Chapple, W. (2020). Micro-processes of translation 

in the transfer of practices from MNE headquarters to foreign subsidiaries: The role of 

subsidiary translators. Journal of International Business Studies, 51, 389–413. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-019-00234-8 

Haasis, T. I., Liefner, I., & Garg, R. (2018). The organization of knowledge transfer in the context 

of Chinese cross-border acquisitions in developed economies. Asian Business & 

Management, 17, 286-311. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41291-018-0041-y 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate Data Analysis: A 

Global Perspective. Prentice Hall and Pearson, Upper Saddle River, NJ. 

Hair, J. F., Jr., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2008). Multivariate data analysis 

(7th ed.). Pearson Education. 

Hair, J., Anderson, R., Tatham, R. & Black, W. (1998). Multivariate data analysis. 5th Edition, 

Prentice Hall, New Jersey. 

Hart, S. L. (1995). A natural-resource-based view of the firm. Academy of Management Review, 

20(4), 986-1014. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9512280033 

Hayes, A. F. (2022). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A 

regression-based approach (3rd ed.). New York, NY: The Guildford Press. 

He, Q., Ghobadian, A., & Gallear, D. (2021) Inter-Firm Knowledge Transfer between Strategic 

Alliance Partners: A Way Forward. European Management Review, 18(3), 229 – 248. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12447 

Holm, F., & Fairhurst, G. T. (2018). Configuring shared and hierarchical leadership through 

authoring. Human Relations, 71(5), 692–721. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726717720803 

Hughes, M., Hughes, P., Hodgkinson, I., Chang, Y.-Y., & Chang, C.-Y. (2021). Knowledge-

based theory, entrepreneurial orientation, stakeholder engagement, and firm 

performance. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 1– 33. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1409 

Humphrey, J. (2003). Opportunities for SMEs in developing countries to upgrade in a global 

economy. Geneva: International Labour Organization. Retrieved on 2nd August 2023 from 

https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=f5c1b9dfb3a0e9ee23c

9a0d7128ec0d088595888 

Ibidunni, A. S., Agbi, B. D. and Kehinde, B. E. (2022). Interacting Effects of Tacit Knowledge 

and Learning Orientation in Improving Firm Performance. Journal of the Knowledge 

Economy. https:// DOI: 10.1007/s13132-022-00978-z 

Ibidunni, A. S., Kolawole, A. I., Olokundun, M. A. and Ogbari, M. E. (2020). Knowledge Transfer 

and Innovation Performance of Small and Medium Enterprises: An Informal Economy 

Analysis. Heliyon, 6(8), e04740. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e04740 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-015-9657-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1399
https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12144
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-019-00234-8
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9512280033
https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12447
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726717720803
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1409
https://citeseerx/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e04740


35 

 

Ibidunni, A. S., Ogundana, O. M. and Okonkwo, A. (2021). Entrepreneurial Competencies and the 

Performance of Informal SMEs: The Contingent Role of Business Environment. Journal 

of African Business, 22(4), 468-490. http://DOI: 10.1080/15228916.2021.1874784 

Igwe, P. A., Newbery, R., Amoncar, N., White, G. R.T. & Madichie, N. O. (2018). Keeping it in 

the family: exploring Igbo ethnic entrepreneurial behaviour in Nigeria. International 

Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 26 (1), 34-53. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-12-2017-0492 

Internet World Stat (2021). The World Population and the Top Ten Countries with the Highest 

Population. Retrieved on 24 July 2022 from 

https://www.internetworldstats.com/stats8.htm 

Jandhyala, S., & Phene, A. (2015). The role of intergovernmental organizations in cross-border 

knowledge transfer and innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 60(4), 712-743. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839215590153 

Jonsson, S., & Lindbergh, J. (2010). The impact of institutional impediments and information and 

knowledge exchange on SMEs’ investments in international business 

relationships. International Business Review, 19(6), 548-561. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2010.04.002 
 

Kamer, L. (2022). African countries with the largest population as of 2020. Retrieved on 24 July 

2022 from https://www.statista.com/statistics/1121246/population-in-africa-by-

country/#:~:text=Nigeria%20has%20the%20largest%20population,second%2C%20has%

20115%20million%20inhabitants. 

Kaur, V. & Mehta, V. (2017). Exploring the Role of Knowledge Management Process Capabilities 

in Creating Competitive Advantage for Destinations. In: Integrated Approach for 

Sustainable Tourism: Issues & Challenges. Blank Prints, New Delhi 

Kaur, V. (2022). Knowledge-based dynamic capabilities: a scientometric analysis of marriage 

between knowledge management and dynamic capabilities. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 27(4), 919-952. http://DOI 10.1108/JKM-02-2022-0112 

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2020). Dyadic data analysis. New York: Guilford 

Press 

Khan, Z. (2016). Determinants of a successful cross-border knowledge transfer in franchise 

networks. Journal of Asia Business Studies, 10(2), 148-163. https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-

05-2015-0052 

Khan, Z., Shenkar, O. & Lew, Y. (2015). Knowledge transfer from international joint ventures to 

local suppliers in a developing economy. Journal of International Business Studies, 46, 

656–675. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2015.7 

Khanna, T., Palepu, K., 2005. Spotting institutional voids in emerging markets. Watertown, MA, 

U.S.A. Harvard Business School Press. 

Kline, R. B. (2015). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling. New York: Guilford 

Press 

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1992). Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the 

replication of technology. Organization Science, 3, 383–397. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.3.3.383 

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1992). Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the 

replication of technology. Organization Science, 3(3), 383-397. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.3.3.383 

http://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1080/15228916.2021.1874784
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-12-2017-0492
https://www.internetworldstats.com/stats8.htm
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839215590153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2010.04.002
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1121246/population-in-africa-by-country/#:~:text=Nigeria%20has%20the%20largest%20population,second%2C%20has%20115%20million%20inhabitants
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1121246/population-in-africa-by-country/#:~:text=Nigeria%20has%20the%20largest%20population,second%2C%20has%20115%20million%20inhabitants
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1121246/population-in-africa-by-country/#:~:text=Nigeria%20has%20the%20largest%20population,second%2C%20has%20115%20million%20inhabitants
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-05-2015-0052
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-05-2015-0052
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2015.7
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.3.3.383
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.3.3.383


36 

 

Kotabe, M., Dunlap-Hinkler, D., Parente, R., & Mishra, H. A. (2007). Determinants of cross-

national knowledge transfer and its effect on firm innovation. Journal of international 

Business Studies, 38, 259-282. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400261 

Kyrgidou, L. P., & Petridou, E. (2011). The effect of competence exploration and competence 

exploitation on strategic entrepreneurship. Technology analysis & Strategic 

Management, 23(6), 697-713.  https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2011.585040 

Lavie, D. (2006). The Competitive Advantage of Interconnected Firms: An Extension of The 

Resource-Based View. Academy of Management Review, 31(3), 638–658. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.21318922 

Liu, Y. & Meyer, K. E. (2020). Boundary spanners, HRM practices, and reverse knowledge 

transfer: The case of Chinese cross-border acquisitions. Journal of World Business, 55(2), 

100958. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2018.07.007 

Liu, Y. (2019). Promoting cross-border knowledge transfer for new product development in 

MNCs: a process view. Journal of Technology Transfer, 44, 802–821. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-017-9612-x 

Lorenzoni, G., & Lipparini, A. (1999). The leveraging of interfirm relationships as a distinctive 

organizational capability: a longitudinal study. Strategic Management Journal, 20(4), 317-

338. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199904)20:4<317::AID-SMJ28>3.0.CO;2-

3 

Luo, X., Chung, C. N., & Sobczak, M. (2009). How do corporate governance model differences 

affect foreign direct investment in emerging economies?. Journal of International Business 

Studies, 40, 444-467. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2008.66 

Luo, Y. and Bu, J., 2018. When are emerging market multinationals more risk taking?. Global 

Strategy Journal, 8(4), pp.635-664. https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1310 

MacKenzie, S.B. & Podsakoff, P.M. (2012) Common method bias in marketing: causes, 

mechanisms, and procedural remedies. Journal of Retailing, 88(4), 542–555. Available 

from: https://doi.org/10. 1016/j.jretai.2012.08.001  

Majuri, M. (2022). Inter-firm knowledge transfer in R&D project networks: A multiple case study. 

Technovation, 115, 102475. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2022.102475 

Makkonen, T., Williams, A. M., Weidenfeld, A. & Kaisto, V. (2018). Cross-border knowledge 

transfer and innovation in the European neighbourhood: Tourism cooperation at the 

Finnish-Russian border. Tourism Management, 68, 140-151. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.03.008 

Marozau, R., Aginskaja, H., & Guerrero, M. (2023). ICT-related dynamic capabilities and SMEs’ 

performance: An analysis during the economic stagnation in Belarus. The Journal of 

Technology Transfer, 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-023-10058-2 

Martin, X., & Salomon, R. (2003). Knowledge transfer capacity and its implications for the theory 

of the multinational corporation. Journal of International Business Studies, 34, 356-373. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400037 

Martín‐de Castro, G., López‐Sáez, P., & Delgado‐Verde, M. (2011). Towards a knowledge‐based 

view of firm innovation. Theory and empirical research. Journal of knowledge 

Management, 15(6), 871-874. 10.1108/13673271111179253 

McCauley, C. D. & Palus, C. J. (2021). Developing the theory and practice of leadership 

development: A relational view. The Leadership Quarterly, 803 (2021) 101456. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101456 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2011.585040
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.21318922
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-017-9612-x
https://doi.org/10.%201016/j.jretai.2012.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2022.102475
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101456


37 

 

Mele, G., Capaldo, G., Secundo, G., & Corvello, V. (2024). Revisiting the idea of knowledge-

based dynamic capabilities for digital transformation. Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 28(2), 532-563. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2023-0121 

Nagy, G., Bilgin-Wührer, Z., Akrout, H., Lioliou, E., Hofer, K. M., & Beracs, J. (2024). Achieving 

high international market performance via simple vs complex configuration of international 

managerial network ties: A set theoretic approach across two countries. Journal of Small 

Business Management, 62(1), 283-330. https://doi.org/10.1080/00472778.2022.2046014 

Narteh, B. (2008). Knowledge transfer in developed‐developing country interfirm collaborations: 

a conceptual framework. Journal of Knowledge Management, 12(1), 78-91. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270810852403 

National Bureau of Statistics (2022). Foreign Trade in Goods Statistics (Q3 2021). Retrieved on 

24 July 2022 from https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary/read/1241099 

Nieto, M. J., & Rodríguez, A. (2011). Offshoring of R&D: Looking abroad to improve innovation 

performance. Journal of International Business Studies, 42, 345-361. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.59 

North, D. C., 1990. Institutions, institutional change, and economic performance. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press 

Ogunyomi, P., & Bruning, N. S. (2016). Human resource management and organizational 

performance of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in Nigeria. The international 

Journal of Human Resource Management, 27(6), 612-634. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1033640  

Olabode, O. E., Adeola, O., & Assadinia, S. (2018). The effect of export market-oriented culture 

on export performance: Evidence from a Sub-Saharan African economy. International 

Marketing Review, 35(4), 637-660. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-08-2016-0167 

Oliveira, L., Fleury, A., & Fleury, M. T. (2021). Digital power: Value chain upgrading in an age 

of digitization. International Business Review, 30(6), 101850. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2021.101850 

Olurounbi, R. (2022). Africa’s largest economy, Nigeria, tops growth forecasts. Retrieved on 24 

July 2022 from https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/2/17/africas-largest-economy-

nigeria-tops-growth 

forecasts#:~:text=Nigeria’s%20gross%20domestic%20product%20expanded,shrinking%

201.92%20percent%20in%202020. 

Onuorji, S. (2021). 8 Facts to Know about Computer Village – Lagos Commercial Hub. Retrieved 

on 22 June 2022 from https://techbuild.africa/8-facts-computer-village-nigerias-

commercial-hub/ 

Osorio-Londoño, A. A., Bermón-Angarita, L., Rosado-Salgado, L. A. & Osorio-Toro, C. A. 

(2021). The Influence of Knowledge Management on Dynamic Capabilities. Journal of 

Information & Knowledge Management, 20(04), 2150045. 

https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649221500453 

Pak, Y. S., & Park, Y. R. (2004). A framework of knowledge transfer in cross-border joint 

ventures: An empirical test of the Korean context. Management International Review, 417-

434. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40836001  

Peng, M. W., Wang, D. Y., & Jiang, Y. (2008). An institution-based view of international business 

strategy: A focus on emerging economies. Journal of International Business Studies, 39, 

920-936. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400377 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2023-0121
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270810852403
https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary/read/1241099
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.59
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1033640
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-08-2016-0167
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2021.101850
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/2/17/africas-largest-economy-nigeria-tops-growth%20forecasts#:~:text=Nigeria’s%20gross%20domestic%20product%20expanded,shrinking%201.92%20percent%20in%202020
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/2/17/africas-largest-economy-nigeria-tops-growth%20forecasts#:~:text=Nigeria’s%20gross%20domestic%20product%20expanded,shrinking%201.92%20percent%20in%202020
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/2/17/africas-largest-economy-nigeria-tops-growth%20forecasts#:~:text=Nigeria’s%20gross%20domestic%20product%20expanded,shrinking%201.92%20percent%20in%202020
https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2022/2/17/africas-largest-economy-nigeria-tops-growth%20forecasts#:~:text=Nigeria’s%20gross%20domestic%20product%20expanded,shrinking%201.92%20percent%20in%202020
https://techbuild/
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S0219649221500453
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S0219649221500453
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S0219649221500453
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S0219649221500453
https://www.worldscientific.com/worldscinet/jikm
https://www.worldscientific.com/worldscinet/jikm
file:///C:/Users/The%20HP/Documents/Fresh%20Backup/Documents/ACADEMIC%20PAPERS/PRESENTLY%20WORKING%20ON/2022/20(04),%202150045
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649221500453
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40836001


38 

 

Pérez‐Nordtvedt, L., Kedia, B. L., Datta, D. K., & Rasheed, A. A. (2008). Effectiveness and 

efficiency of cross‐border knowledge transfer: An empirical examination. Journal of 

Management Studies, 45(4), 714-744. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00767.x 

Phelps, C., Heidl, R., & Wadhwa, A. (2012). Knowledge, networks, and knowledge networks: A 

review and research agenda. Journal of Management, 38(4), 1115-1166. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311432640 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., and Podsakoff, N. P., 2003. Common method 

biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), pp.879-903.  https://doi.org/10.1037// 

0021-9010.88.5.879  

Quintane, E., Mitch Casselman, R., Sebastian Reiche, B., & Nylund, P. A. (2011). Innovation as 

a knowledge‐based outcome. Journal of Knowledge Management, 15(6), 928-947. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111179299 

Rammal, H. G., Rose, E. L., & Ferreira, J. J. (2023). Managing cross-border knowledge transfer 

for innovation: An introduction to the special issue. International Business Review, 32(2), 

102098. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2022.102098 

Robertson, J., Caruana, A., & Ferreira, C. (2021). Innovation performance: The effect of 

knowledge-based dynamic capabilities in cross-country innovation 

ecosystems. International Business Review, 101866. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2021.101866 

Rodríguez, A., Hernández, V. & Nieto, M. J. (2022). International and domestic external 

knowledge in the innovation performance of firms from transition economies: The role of 

institutions. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 176, 121442. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121442 

Rubalcaba, L., Michel, S., Sundbo, J., Brown, S. W., & Reynoso, J. (2012). Shaping, organizing, 

and rethinking service innovation: a multidimensional framework. Journal of Service 

Management, 23(5), 696-715. https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231211269847 

Salaudeen, A. (2022). Welcome to Computer Village, Lagos. Retrieved on 22 June 2022 from 

https://www.stearsng.com/article/welcome-to-computer-village-lagos/ 

Santoro, G., Bresciani, S., & Papa, A. (2020). Collaborative modes with cultural and creative 

industries and innovation performance: the moderating role of heterogeneous sources of 

knowledge and absorptive capacity. Technovation, 92, 

102040. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.06.003 

Sawers, J. L., Pretorius, M. W., & Oerlemans, L. A. (2008). Safeguarding SMEs dynamic 

capabilities in technology innovative SME-large company partnerships in South 

Africa. Technovation, 28(4), 171-182. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2007.09.002 

Sheng, M. L., & Hartmann, N. N. (2019). Impact of subsidiaries’ cross-border knowledge tacitness 

shared and social capital on MNCs’ explorative and exploitative innovation 

capability. Journal of International Management, 25(4), 100705. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2019.100705 

Shinnar, R. S., Hsu, D. K., Powell, B. C. & Zhou, H. (2018). Entrepreneurial intentions and start-

ups: Are women or men more likely to enact their intentions? International Small Business 

Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship, 36(1), 60–80. http: DOI: 

10.1177/0266242617704277 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00767.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311432640
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111179299
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2022.102098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2021.101866
https://doi/
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231211269847
https://www.stearsng.com/article/welcome-to-computer-village-lagos/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2007.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2019.100705


39 

 

Simonin, B. (2004). An empirical investigation of the process of knowledge transfer in 

international strategic alliances. Journal of International Business Studies, 35, 407–427. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400091 

Sobel, M. E. (1987). Direct and indirect effects in linear structural equation models. Sociological 

Methods & Research, 16(1), 155-176. 

Strese, S., Gebhard, P., Feierabend, D., & Brettel, M. (2018). Entrepreneurs’ perceived exit 

performance: Conceptualization and scale development. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 33(3), 351-370. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.01.005 

Stuart, T. E., & Podolny, J. M. (1996). Local search and the evolution of technological 

capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 17(S1), 21-38. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171004 

Tantawy, A.A., Amankwah-Amoah, J. & Puthusserry, P. (2024) Institutional voids and new 

venture performance: The moderating role of founders’ political ties. European 

Management Review, 1–18. https://doi. Org/10.1111/emre.12644  

Teece, D. & Pisano, G. (1994). The dynamic capabilities of firms: an introduction. Industrial and 

Corporate Change, 3(3), 537-56. 10.1093/icc/3.3.537-a 

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and microfoundations of 

(sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319-1350. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640 

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

Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-33. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-

0266(199708)18:7<509::AID-SMJ882>3.0.CO;2-Z 

Terziovski, M. (2010). Innovation practice and its performance implications in small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) in the manufacturing sector: a resource‐based view. Strategic 

Management Journal, 31(8), 892-902. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.841 

Tödtling, F., Lehner, P., & Kaufmann, A. (2009). Do different types of innovation rely on specific 

kinds of knowledge interactions?. Technovation, 29(1), 59-71. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2008.05.002 

Usman, M., Ahmad, M. I. & Burgoyne, J. (2019). Individual and organizational learning from 

inter-firm knowledge sharing: A framework integrating inter-firm and intra-firm 

knowledge sharing and learning. Canadian Journal of Administrative 

Sciences, 36, 484– 497. https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1517 

Van De Mieroop, D., Clifton, J., & Verhelst, A. (2020). Investigating the interplay between formal 

and informal leaders in a shared leadership configuration: A multimodal conversation 

analytical study. Human Relations, 73(4), 490–515. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719895077 

Van de Vrande, V., De Jong, J. P., Vanhaverbeke, W., & De Rochemont, M. (2009). Open 

innovation in SMEs: Trends, motives and management challenges. Technovation, 29(6-7), 

423-437. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2008.10.001 

Van der Panne, G., Van Beers, C., & Kleinknecht, A. (2003). Success and failure of innovation: 

A literature review. International Journal of Innovation Management, 7(3), 309–338. 

https:// doi.org/10.1142/S1363919603000830 

Villar, C., Alegre, J., & Pla-Barber, J. (2014). Exploring the role of knowledge management 

practices on exports: A dynamic capabilities view. International Business Review, 23(1), 

38-44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.08.008 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400091
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.01.005
https://doi/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icc/3.3.537-a
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2008.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1517
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719895077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2008.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.08.008


40 

 

Wagner, S.M. & Kemmerling, R. (2010). Handling nonresponse in logistics research. Journal of 

Business Logistics, 31(2), 357-381. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2158-1592.2010.tb00156.x 

Weaven, S., Quach, S., Thaichon, P., Frazer, L., Billot, K. & Grace, D. (2021). Surviving an 

economic downturn: Dynamic capabilities of SMEs. Journal of Business Research, 128, 

109-123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.009 

White III, G.O., Rajwani, T. and Krammer, S.M., 2022. Legal distance and entrepreneurial 

orientation of foreign subsidiaries: Evidence from Southeast Asia. Journal of World 

Business, 57(6), p.101382. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2022.101382 

Wooldridge, J. M., 2002. Econometric analysis of cross section and panel data. Cambridge, MA: 

MIT Press. 

World Bank. (1999). Knowledge for Development. World Development Report 1998/99. 

World Bank. 2012. World Development Report 2013: Jobs. © Washington, DC. h 

Xia, J., Ma, X., Tong, T. W. & Li, W. (2018). Network information and cross-border M&A 

activities. Global Strategy Journal, 8, 301–323. https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1182 

Xia, T., Carayannis, E. G., Sindakis, S., Showkat, S., & Kanellos, N. (2024). Technology transfer 

for sustainable rural development: evidence from homestead withdrawal with 

compensation in Chengdu–Chongqing. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 49(1), 303-

333. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-023-10019-9 

Xiao, T., Makhija, M., & Karim, S. (2022). A knowledge recombination perspective of innovation: 

review and new research directions. Journal of Management, 48(6), 1724-1777. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211055982 

Zheng, S., Zhang, W., Wu, X., & Du, J. (2011). Knowledge-based dynamic capabilities and 

innovation in networked environments. Journal of Knowledge Management, 15(6), 1035–

1051. https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111179352  

https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2158-1592.2010.tb00156.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2022.101382
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1182
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211055982
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271111179352


41 

 

Table 1 

 

Demographic information  

 

Variables Frequency % 

Gender 

Male 298 80.5 

Female 72 19.5 

Total 370 100.0  
Age 

20 and below 54 14.6 

21-30 156 42.2 

31-40 114 30.8 

40-above 46 12.4 

Total 370 100.0 

 

Marital Status 

single 190 51.4 

married 162 43.8 

others 18 4.9 

Total 370 100.0 

 

Years of Operation 

Below 5 years 120 32.4 

5-10 150 40.5 

10 years and 

above 
100 27.0 

Total 370 100.0 
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Table 2 

Construct validity and reliability 

 

Measurement Items Factor 

Loadings 

CR AVE Cronbach 

Alpha 

Cross Border Knowledge Transfer (CBKT)  0.94 0.78 0.91 

Management conducts training for all employees on 

happenings with foreign businesses  0.82 

   

Equipping employees with knowledge acquired from 

foreign business partners encourages them to think better 0.90 

   

Knowledge exchange from foreign businesses has 

enlarged the survival rate of the firm 0.91 

   

Knowledge exchange from foreign businesses has 

helped our organization to increase the productivity of 

both quality and quantity of our products. 

 0.91 

   

Knowledge Management Dynamic Capability 

(KMDC) 

 

0.90 0.62 

0.88 

This firm has the ability to create knowledge through 

cooperation with industry associations  0.77 

   

This firm has the ability to create knowledge through 

cooperation with R&D institutions such as universities 

and technological institutes 0.85 

   

This firm is updated about competitive trends in the 

industry 0.84 

   

This firm has the ability to be positioned on the 

technological front line 0.77 

   

This firm engages in innovating new processes 0.76    

This firm coordinate and integrate different innovation 

projects. 

 0.73 

   

Innovation Performance (IP)  0.89 0.73 0.88 

We continually strive to enhance existing products with 

continuous improvements.  0.80 

   

We constantly seek to create new products and services. 0.88    

We actively seek out new business opportunities to 

exploit.  0.84 

   

AVE = average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability  
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

 

  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

  **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

  

Variables Mean S.D.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Gender 1.19 0.396 1        
Age 

2.41 0.886 
-

0.028 
1       

Firm Age 1.95 0.770 0.052 0.323** 1      
Education 

2.03 0.979 
-

0.048 
0.197** 0.149** 1     

Collaboration 
3.87 0.975 

-

0.032 
0.065 -0.015 0.004 1    

CBKT 
4.26 0.820 

-

0.058 
-0.016 -0.055 0.101 0.155** 1   

KMDC 
3.92 0.767 

-

0.058 
0.001 -0.010 0.062 0.270** 0.394** 1  

Innovation 
3.84 0.913 

-

0.053 
-0.028 -0.064 0.125* 0.284** 0.135** 0.286** 1 
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Table 4 

Results of structural model  

 
 

Dependent variables 

   KM dynamic 

capability 

  Innovation performance 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Control paths        

Gender  0.098 

(-0.93) 

0.091 

(-0.66) 

0.115 

(-0.71) 

0.115 

(-0.64) 

0.112 

(-0.51) 

0.112 

(-0.52) 

Age 0.047 

(-0.53) 

0.044 

(-0.35) 

0.055 

(-1.04) 

0.055 

(-1.00) 

0.054 

(-0.95) 

0.054 

(-0.94) 

Firm age  0.053 

(-0.07) 

0.050 

(0.33) 

0.063 

(-1.16) 

0.064 

(-1.08) 

0.061 

(-1.18) 

0.061 

(-1.18) 

Education  0.040 

(1.25) 

0.038 

(0.50) 

**0.047 

(2.80) 

0.048 

(2.62) 

0.046 

(2.58) 

0.047 

(2.57) 

Collaboration  ***0.040 

(5.35) 

***0.037 

(4.51) 

***0.047 

(5.72) 

***0.047 

(5.43) 

***0.047 

(4.48) 

***0.047 

(4.47) 

Main path        

CBKT  **0.045 

(7.46) 

 **0.056 

(1.45) 

 0.059 

(-0.73) 

Mediating path        

KMDC     **0.060 

(4.26) 

*0.065 

(3.98) 

Fit indices        

χ 2/DF 163.500/44 239.755/89 90.399/26 150.015/63 192.429/429 192.429/429 

CFI 0.91 0.91 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.95 

NFI 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.92 0.92 

RMSEA 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 

SRMR  0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 

Note: T-values are in parentheses; KT= knowledge transfer; KM= knowledge management 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 
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Table 5 

Robustness test: Mediation analysis 

 

Mediator                      Innovation Performance  

                   Indirect effect        Boot SE     BLL 95 % CI       BUL 95 % CI                           

KMDC 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.11 

 

Note: LL = lower limit; CI = confidence interval; UL = upper limit; Bootstrap sample size = 5000; 

The 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals are performed where zero is not presented; 

indicating the strength and magnitude of the mediation 
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Table 6 

Robustness analysis: Sobel Testing 

 

Indirect effect A B SEA SEB Z-value P-value 

KDMC 0.560 0.427 0.063 0.118 3.35 0.000 

 

Note: KDMC: Knowledge Management Dynamic Capabilities; A = raw (unstandardized) regression coefficient for 

the association between independent and mediator variables; B = raw coefficient for the association between the 

mediator and the dependent variables (when the IV is also a predictor of the DV); SEA = standard error of A; SEB = 

standard error of B; Z-value = Sobel Test; P-value= probability (** ≤ 0.05) 
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