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The study presented in this paper explored the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and business 
model innovation of companies in Bosnia and Herzegovina (B&H) after the COVID-19 pandemic. In particular, 
the authors aimed to analyze how the individual dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship influence business 
model innovation by using the dynamic capabilities view. The study empirically analysed a sample of 100 
companies using regression analysis. The findings revealed that each dimension of corporate entrepreneurship 
positively and significantly impacts business model innovation. Innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, 
autonomy, and competitive aggressiveness positively affected the innovation of the business model. The 
results of this study confirm that entrepreneurial initiative is a good predictor of a company’s ability to 
innovate business models. The implication for management is to deepen the understanding of how corporate 
entrepreneurship promotes and shapes an innovative business model. This increases companies’ success and 
overall well-being in B&H after the COVID-19 pandemic. 

keywords: corporate entrepreneurship, business model innovation, innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, 
autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, dynamic capabilities view.

ab
st

ra
ct

Selma Smajlović**, Alma Muratović***, Bahrija Umihanić****

Received: 14. 12. 2023. Preliminary communication 
Accepted: 1. 4. 2024. UDC  005.342:005.7](497.6)“202
DOI https://doi.org/10.30924/mjcmi.29.1.3

INFLUENCE OF CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP ON 
BUSINESS MODEL INNOVATION OF COMPANIES IN 
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA AFTER THE COVID-19 
PANDEMIC*

1. INTRODUCTION

The COVID-19 pandemic has damaged economies 
around the world, although the extent of the damage 
is difficult to assess. Economic development slow-
down is evident in developed and developing coun-
tries such as B&H. Compared to previous crises, the 
COVID-19 pandemic caused comparable shocks to 

* The research is funded by the Federal Ministry of Education and Science, B&H.
** Selma Smajlović, PhD., Assistant Professor, (corresponding author), University of Tuzla, Faculty of Economics, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Univerzitetska 8, B&H - 75000 Tuzla, Phone: +387 35 320 820, E-mail: selma.smajlovic@untz.ba
*** Alma Muratović, PhD, Associate Professor, University of Tuzla, Faculty of Economics, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Univerzitets-

ka 8, B&H - 75000 Tuzla, Phone: +387 35 320 820, E-mail: alma.muratovic@untz.ba
**** Bahrija Umihanić, Ph.D., Full Professor, University of Tuzla, Faculty of Economics, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Univerzitetska 8, B&H - 

75000 Tuzla, Phone: +387 35 320 820, E-mail: bahrija.umihanic@untz.ba 

supply and demand (del Rio-Chanona et al., 2020) 
and numerous changes in the business environment. 
These changes are primarily related to various effects 
such as government intervention, social distancing 
and the “islanding” of economies, differences in in-
dustry structure, customer behavior, technological 
progress, digital transformation, accessibility to re-
sources, and an increase in the intensity of innovation 
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in the workplace (Baghiu, 2020), as well as changing 
employee relationships and ways of working (work-
ing from home, online and face-to-face interac-
tions) (Gerdeman, 2020). For many companies, the 
lockdown and restrictions on freedom of movement 
posed a major challenge to existing business models 
(Ritter & Pedersen, 2020). In response to the COV-
ID-19 pandemic, national governments took exten-
sive measures to stabilize the economy, and com-
panies tried to adapt to the different needs of their 
employees, suppliers, and customers.

The above challenges in corporate business 
operations have forced both micro, small, and me-
dium-sized enterprises as well as large, well-estab-
lished companies to rethink their conventional way 
of operating and adopt new ways of doing business 
that enable the creation, appropriation, and distribu-
tion of new value spaces in the wake of the global 
COVID-19 pandemic (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). In 
response to the above challenges, interest in the sci-
entific study and relevance of business model inno-
vation (Baghiu, 2020; Breier et al., 2021; Clauss et al., 
2021; Kraus, Clauss, et al., 2020) as an organization’s 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic has increased. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has done more to re-
shape business models than the business world has 
since the 1990s, when the Internet and information 
and communication technologies enabled organi-
zations to fundamentally change how they do busi-
ness, suggesting that business model innovation is a 
broad field of research. Business model innovation is 
considered a critical organizational competency for 
companies facing a highly volatile environment (Zott 
& Amit, 2010) and a powerful tool to ensure business 
resilience and growth in times of pronounced insta-
bility and crisis (Lindgardt et al., 2012). The business 
model represents the fundamental core of a compa-
ny’s business logic and strategic decisions related to 
creating and appropriating value and delivery within 
the value network (Shafer et al., 2005). The business 
model is generally considered a tool to describe the 
economic activities of a company as a driver for prod-
uct sales, a service process, or the commercialization 
of new technologies (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 
2002). Since business models aim to create econom-
ic value by exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities, 
managers contribute to realizing this goal by effec-
tively combining and shaping internal and external 
resources.

 Since business models depend primarily on the 
company resources and capabilities (Barringer & Ire-
land, 2010, p. 179), managers logically face a dilemma 
when it comes to making decisions about which re-
sources and capabilities will contribute most to the 
improvement and innovation of the business model 

and ultimately lead to the success of the company 
(Poljić, 2019). Today’s successful companies find the 
answer to the dilemmas mentioned above in the 
continuous innovation process, i.e., in implementing 
so-called “creative destruction” (Schumpeter, 1934). 
Innovativeness, proactiveness, and a willingness to 
take risks are the fundamental characteristics of 
successful companies where employees invest their 
expertise and competencies, develop new products 
and services, and create new business opportunities. 
In this way, they achieve a higher level of innovation 
and consequently better competitive advantages, i.e., 
they engage in entrepreneurial activities within com-
panies, better known as corporate entrepreneurship. 
This approach explains why some companies are 
more innovative than others. Therefore, corporate 
entrepreneurship is one of the business model’s most 
important determinants of company innovation.

Corporate entrepreneurship is an important 
means of embedding innovation, increasing produc-
tivity, and revitalizing organizations (Zahra, 2015). In-
novation can mean decisive changes to the strategies, 
products, markets, organizational structures, process-
es, capabilities, or business models companies have 
had in the past (Kuratko, 2010). Entrepreneurial orien-
tation is considered an important concept of corporate 
entrepreneurship (Covin & Wales, 2012). Entrepreneur-
ial orientation refers to the operations, procedures, and 
activities by which companies or entrepreneurial ven-
tures take actions that lead to innovation and market 
entry decisions (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Entrepreneur-
ial orientation can be explained as management’s pur-
suit of entrepreneurial opportunities in the face of risk 
and lack of certainty (Krauss et al., 2005). Entrepre-
neurial orientation has five dimensions: innovativeness, 
risk-taking, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness, 
and autonomy (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Organizational 
factors such as entrepreneurial thinking and strategy 
are the most important elements for business model 
innovation and are decisive for a company’s business 
model (Kraus, Filser et al., 2020).

According to the Global Innovation Index (GII), 
Bosnia and Herzegovina (B&H) ranked 75th out of 132 
countries in 2021 (WIPO, 2021). Regarding the inno-
vative capacity of the economic sector in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, statistical data show that in the period 
2020-2022, out of the total number of companies, 
only 34.7% introduced at least one of the innovative 
activities, including product innovation, process inno-
vation or ecological innovation (Institute for Statistics 
of the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2023). 
If we also look at the total number of enterprises 
that have introduced innovations, 69.1% were small 
enterprises, 23.5% were medium-sized enterprises, 
and 7.4% were large enterprises (Institute of Sta-
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tistics of the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
2023). Bosnia and Herzegovina base their economic 
development on efficiency rather than innovation. 
The reasons for this are the low level of education of 
the population in technical sciences, difficult access 
to financial resources, and, consequently, insufficient 
investment by companies in the research and devel-
opment of new technologies, as well as the unstable 
political situation, which contributes to lower invest-
ment activity by foreign investors (Poljić, 2019). These 
factors emphasize the need to promote the activities 
of companies in terms of innovations that do not re-
quire large financial investments, enable the use of 
existing resources, and create networking of all par-
ticipants in the exchange, i.e., the innovation of busi-
ness models.

In business systems characterized by lethar-
gy towards change, centralization, and bureaucra-
cy, corporate entrepreneurship is a tool to develop 
an entrepreneurial behavior pattern and gain speed, 
proactivity, and innovation, thus contributing to or-
ganizational innovation. Given the positive impact 
of corporate entrepreneurship on innovation and 
the competitive advantage of companies, compa-
nies around the world are increasingly turning to this 
model to increase their competitive advantage.

A certain number of studies question the impact 
of corporate entrepreneurship on organizational in-
novation and disruptive business models in a given 
industry (Karimi & Walter, 2016; Kim & Park, 2022). 
Most of the research conducted so far, which aims 
to clarify and deepen the knowledge on various as-
pects of business model innovation, used qualitative 
research methods through case studies, multiple case 
studies, conceptualizations, and experiments in high-
tech industries and e-business (Zott & Amit, 2007), 
while some studies are based on the application of 
a quantitative research approach (Karimi & Walter, 
2016; Schneider & Spieth, 2013a; Smajlović et al, 2019; 
Turulja & Smajlović, 2021). Most researchers mainly 
focused on the significance of business model innova-
tion, the definition of its elements (Amit & Zott, 2001; 
Clauss, 2017; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; Spieth & 
Schneider, 2016), and the positive impact on compa-
ny performance (Cucculelli & Bettinelli, 2015; Futterer 
et al., 2018; Huang et al., 2013). There is a research gap 
regarding the impact of the different dimensions of 
corporate entrepreneurship on business model inno-
vation. Clauss et al. (2021) pointed out that research 
strategies, commitment to innovation, and entrepre-
neurial orientation can contribute to survival during a 
crisis. Therefore, the study aimed to investigate the 
influence of corporate entrepreneurship on the busi-
ness model innovation of companies in B&H after the 
COVID-19 pandemic.

This research paper is structured as follows. First, 
a literature review with a theoretical framework is 
provided. It includes the concepts of corporate en-
trepreneurship, business model and business model 
innovation, and the elaboration of the research hy-
potheses. The methodology follows in the next chap-
ter. Finally, our study’s results, discussion, contribu-
tions, and limitations are presented.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 
DEVELOPMENT

2.1. Dynamic capabilities view 

While proponents of resource-based theory (Barney, 
1991) argue that differences in company performance 
are determined by the resources, capabilities, and 
knowledge that companies possess, little attention 
has been paid to how companies develop, acquire 
new assets, and manage them over time (Teece, 
2023). The dynamic capabilities view represents a 
continuation of the resource-based view of building 
superior performance and competitive advantage, 
which focuses on resources (Barney, 1991) that have a 
dynamic character, i.e., the ability to renew resources, 
capabilities, and competencies to adapt to the chang-
ing business environment (Daraboš, 2015, p. 5). The 
dynamic capabilities theory is based on “a company’s 
ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and 
external competencies to operate in an extremely dy-
namic environment” (Teece et al., 1997, p. 516). Dy-
namic capabilities consist of perceiving and exploit-
ing opportunities to maintain competitiveness by 
enhancing, combining, protecting, and transforming 
the organization’s tangible and intangible resources 
(Teece, 2007). Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) define 
dynamic capabilities as organizational and strategic 
routines that managers use to change a company’s 
resource base and develop new strategies. Adner and 
Helfat (2003) emphasize that the dynamic capa-
bilities of managers are based on three factors: hu-
man capital, managers’ social capital, and managers’ 
knowledge. Human capital comprises the skills indi-
viduals have acquired through education, experience, 
or general knowledge acquisition (Daraboš, 2015, p. 
54), which ultimately contributes to the heterogenei-
ty of managerial skills (Adner & Helfat, 2003). 

Managers’ social capital manifests itself through 
social relationships that can promote authority, in-
fluence, and control. Managerial knowledge refers to 
managers’ beliefs and “mental models” that serve as 
the basis for decision-making (Adner & Helfat, 2003). 
For dynamic capabilities to be developed, manage-
ment must be entrepreneurial, i.e., managers must 
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seek to anticipate opportunities to create and intro-
duce new products to gain breakthrough advantages. 
It is characterized by intentional change (Hughes & 
Morgan, 2007). Risk-taking refers to accepting uncer-
tainty and risk associated with the original activity. It 
is typically characterized by the commitment of re-
sources to uncertain outcomes and activities (Hughes 
& Morgan, 2007). Autonomy is the power and auton-
omy granted to an individual or team in a company to 
develop and complete business concepts and visions 
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). In an organizational context, 
autonomy encompasses actions free from repres-
sive organizational constraints (Zellweger & Sieger, 
2012). It is a driving force for creating entrepreneurial 
value and adopting entrepreneurial initiatives (Kari-
mi & Walter, 2016). By gaining autonomy, managers 
demonstrate to employees their confidence in their 
ability to successfully perform tasks outside the con-
straints of the organization (Hughes & Morgan, 2007). 
Competitive aggressiveness mobilizes constant eval-
uation of competitors through assessment of the en-
vironment so that opportunities to examine the com-
pany’s strengths and the competitors’ weaknesses are 
pursued and exploited (Hughes & Morgan, 2007).

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) view entrepreneurial 
orientation as a multidimensional construct and em-
phasize that the dimensions that define it vary inde-
pendently depending on context and can affect per-
formance differently. Using the measurement scale 
developed by Lumpkin and Dess, the empirical study 
by Hughes and Morgan (2007) confirms the inde-
pendent effect of the individual dimensions of entre-
preneurial orientation on organizational performance. 
As this study analyses the impact of the individual di-
mensions of corporate entrepreneurship on business 
model innovation, the measurement scale developed 
by Hughes and Morgan (2007) is used to measure the 
dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship.

2.3. Business model 

Business models have been an integral part of the 
economy since pre-classical times, but the interest of 
academics and practitioners has changed over time. 
In the mid-1990s, with the advent of information and 
communication technology and the Internet revolu-
tion, the concept of business model emerged in many 
variations, such as “new business model,” “e-business 
model,” and “Internet business model,” and scholars 
and entrepreneurs associated it with Internet com-
merce, start-up businesses, and high-tech compa-
nies. In today’s competitive environment, the busi-
ness model concept is a critical element in modern 
companies’ efforts to achieve organizational success 
based on creating, appropriating, and delivering value 

make and test assumptions about new technologies 
and market trends, develop new business models, and 
tap the necessary resources within and outside the 
organization (Teece, 2023). The ability of manage-
ment to create and improve business models is the 
most important foundation of dynamic capabilities. 
Empirical findings in innovation, corporate entrepre-
neurship, and organizational behavior also contribute 
to the theoretical strength of the dynamic capabili-
ties framework (Teece, 2023). Therefore, we can con-
clude that dynamic capabilities theory can provide a 
theoretical foundation for examining the relationship 
between corporate entrepreneurship and business 
model innovation.  

             
2.2. Corporate entrepreneurship

The key issues that deserve greater attention are the 
theoretical and empirical knowledge of corporate 
entrepreneurship and its underlying entrepreneurial 
behavior (Kuratko, 2010). Corporate entrepreneurship 
is significant to a company’s attempts to capitalize 
on its existing competitive advantages and explore 
new opportunities and competencies required for 
its successful implementation (Urbano et al., 2022). 
It refers to the function, initiative, or organizational 
behavior related to those innovations that deter-
mine the development of organizations and increase 
their productivity (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; Covin & 
Wales, 2019; Karimi & Walter, 2016). According to the 
traditional conceptualization, Covin and Wales (2019) 
believe corporate entrepreneurship is an independent 
entrepreneurial activity within an organization. It is a 
strategic phenomenon in which organizations deploy 
individuals to use their resources for specific actions 
(Duygan et al., 2019).

Entrepreneurial orientation appeared as an im-
portant concept of corporate entrepreneurship (Covin 
& Wales, 2012, 2019). The most widely accepted con-
ceptualizations of entrepreneurial orientation refer to 
the conceptualization developed by Covin and Slevin 
(1989), according to which entrepreneurial orienta-
tion is characterized by a combination of innovation, 
risk-taking, and proactivity, and the conceptualization 
developed by Lumpkin and Dess (1996), according to 
which entrepreneurial orientation is a multidimen-
sional construct consisting of the dimensions of in-
novativeness, proactivity and risk-taking, autonomy 
and competitiveness, and aggressiveness. Innovative-
ness refers to an organization’s propensity to adopt 
and support new ideas, innovations, experiments, and 
creative processes that can lead to technological or 
non-technological innovation (Hughes & Morgan, 
2007; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Proactiveness refers to 
a forward-looking view in which companies actively 
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would most likely not be realized” (Teece, 2010, p. 
186). Successful business model innovation enables 
companies to survive and adapt to changes in the 
market (Kraus, Clauss, et al., 2020; Kraus, Filser, et 
al., 2020). Business model innovations can arise from 
the rediscovery of the existing value proposition, the 
existing user base, the “breaking” of the traditional 
value network, and the role of a company in the ex-
isting value chain (Margretta, 2002). This paper uses 
the measurement scale developed by Zott and Amit 
(2017), according to which business model innovation 
arises from the redefinition of one or all aspects of 
the business model, namely: a) content (adding new 
activities), b) structure (combining different activities) 
and c) management (changing parties, performing 
activities), and is found to consist of two dimensions: 
efficiency-oriented business model innovation and 
novelty-oriented business model innovation (Guo et 
al., 2017)

           
 2.5. Hypotheses development 

Corporate entrepreneurship represents one of the 
most important drivers of innovation (McFadzean et 
al., 2005). As a construct of corporate entrepreneur-
ship, entrepreneurial orientation acts as a dynamic 
capability that creates value and a value proposition 
for a company’s business model (Bouncken et al., 
2016). Prior research has mainly focused on the re-
lationship between entrepreneurial orientation and 
performance (Hughes & Morgan, 2007), innovation 
generation and adoption (Pérez-Luño et al., 2011), and 
the mediating role of business model innovation be-
tween product development performance and entre-
preneurial orientation (Ferreras-Méndez et al., 2021).

Covin and Wales (2019) noted that innovative-
ness has many manifestations beyond the introduc-
tion of new products/services (e.g., entering a new 
market or creating and developing a business strat-
egy and introducing new business models) and that 
more of what “being entrepreneurial” means should 
be the focus of future research.

Observing corporate entrepreneurship through 
four dimensions, innovation, proactivity, risk-taking, 
and autonomy, Karimi and Walter (2016) investigated 
the effect of corporate entrepreneurship dimensions 
on disruptive business model innovation and business 
performance in the newspaper industry. The positive 
impact on business model innovation was confirmed 
for the dimensions of autonomy, risk-taking, and 
proactiveness, while the impact of innovativeness 
on business innovation was not confirmed. Turulja 
and Smajlović (2021) discussed the importance of 
entrepreneurial competencies and their impact on 
the value proposition dimension of business mod-

(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). Numerous scholars 
have contributed to developing business model the-
ory and innovation (Amit & Zott, 2001; Chesbrough, 
2010; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Foss & Sae-
bi, 2018; Teece, 2010). We provide an overview of 
their research to explain further the definitions and 
elements of business models conceptualised by the 
main authors in the field under study.                  

Business models are seen as the center of in-
novation (Amit & Zott, 2001). The continuous im-
provement of the conceptualization of the business 
model and business model innovation is reflected in 
the adoption of a dynamic view of the business mod-
el and the interplay between its components (Demil 
& Lecocq, 2010), with a focus on business model in-
novation as the renewal of a company (Sosna et al., 
2010).           

2.4. Business model innovation

The literature on business model innovation can be 
classified according to these three research approach-
es: 1) requirements for business model innovation; 2) 
essential elements and processes of business model 
innovation; and 3) main outcomes of business mod-
el innovation (Schneider & Spieth, 2013b). Business 
model innovation is extremely important for manag-
ers, entrepreneurs, and researchers for the following 
three reasons (Amit & Zott, 2012):
• Firstly, business model innovations today are 

often untapped sources of future value creation 
aimed at creating new revenues and profits for 
the company or preserving existing ones.

• Secondly, it is much more difficult for compet-
itors to imitate the entire system of value cre-
ation (and all its activities) than the innovation 
activities of a product or a process in general. 
Because it is easier to lose the return achieved 
through technological innovation (product and 
process innovation), business model innovation 
is considered extremely important for gaining a 
competitive advantage for a company.

• Thirdly, managers should never underestimate 
the efforts of competitors to innovate business 
models as they are a powerful competitive tool.
A study by the Economic Intelligence Unit (EIU) 

shows that more than half of the managers surveyed 
believe that the innovation of business models is be-
coming even more important for corporate success 
than the innovation of products or services (Johnson 
et al., 2008).

On the necessity of innovating business models, 
Teece (2010) states that “business model innovation 
does not look “heroic” (however) without it, the ex-
pected “reward” for start-ups, companies and nations 
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source: Authors.

table 1. Overview of business model definitions and elements

Author Business model definition      Business model elements

Amit & Zott 
(2001)

“Business model is a representation of the 
content, structure and management of 
transactions, designed to create value by 
exploiting business opportunities” (p. 511).

• Content 
• Structure 
• Management

Chesbrough & 
Rosenbloom, 
(2002)

“Business model represents a research logic 
that connects technical potential with the 
realization of economic value” (p. 529).

• The proposition of the value
• Market segments 
• Value chain
• Income generating mechanism
• Structure of the costs
• Potential for the profit
• Company’s position in the network (connections 

with suppliers and consumers)
• Competitive strategy identification 

Margretta (2002)

“Business models are stories that explain 
how companies operate” (p. 87).

• Activities connected to creation: design, 
procurement, manufacture, etc.

• Activities connected to sales: target consumers, 
product distribution, and provision of services

Morris et al. 
(2005)

“Business model is a concise presentation 
of how an interrelated set of decision 
variables in the field of corporate 
strategy, architecture, and economic 
value is designed to create a sustainable 
competitive advantage in defined markets” 
(p. 727) 

• Value proposition
• Consumers 
• Internal processes/competencies
• External positioning 
• Economic model 
• Personal/investment factors

Johnson et al. 
(2008)

“Business models consist of four 
interconnected elements that, acting 
together, create and deliver value” (p. 52).

• The value proposition for consumers
• Profit formula 
• Key resources
• Key processes

Casadesus 
Masanell & Ricart 
(2010)

“Business model reflects a company’s 
realized strategy” (p. 195).

•	 Concrete choices (policies, assets, and 
management structures) of management and 
consequences of those choices 

Demil & Lecocq 
(2010)

“In the business model, the company’s 
resources and competencies, its 
organizational system and value 
proposition it offers create a permanent 
interaction, in such a way that they increase 
or decrease performance” (p. 230).

• Resources and competencies
• Organizational structure
• Value provision proposition

Osterwalder & 
Pigneur (2010)

“Business model represents how a company 
creates, delivers and obtains value” (p. 14).

• Consumer segments
• Value proposition 
• Distribution channels
• Consumer relations
• Revenue sources
• Key resources
• Key activities
• Key partnership network
• Cost structure 

Teece 
(2010)

“Business model describes the logic, 
data, and other evidence that supports 
a value proposition for consumers, and a 
sustainable revenue and cost structure for 
the company that delivers that value” (p. 
173).

• Technology
• Benefits for consumers
• Target market segment
• Revenue flow
• Profit-generating mechanism design 

Zott & Amit 
(2010)

The business model represents “a system of 
interconnected activities that “go beyond” 
a company and encompass its borders” (p. 
216).

• Activity system  
• Structure of activity system 
• Managing  activity system
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el innovation, which consists of the sub-dimensions 
of new channels, new markets, new offers, and new 
relationships with consumers. The authors confirmed 
that each dimension of entrepreneurial competencies 
positively impacts one of the sub-dimensions of the 
value proposition of business model innovation, with 
innovation competence positively influencing two 
sub-dimensions, namely new offers and new markets. 
Teece (2007) found that companies need risk-tak-
ing behavior to transform their business efficiently. 
Changing the essential business processes that drive 
growth, innovation activities, proactiveness, and the 
ability to make risky decisions define the degree of 
creating new and unique processes and are an impor-
tant driver of business model innovation (Asemokha 
et al., 2019). Based on the discussion presented, the 
following hypothesis was formulated:  
H1:  Corporate entrepreneurship influences business 

model innovations of companies in B&H.
 In addition to the main hypothesis, the auxiliary 

hypotheses were developed for research 
purposes:

H1.1:  Innovativeness influences business model 
innovations  

H1.2:  Risk-taking influences business model innovation
H1.3:  Proactiveness influences business model 

innovation 
H1.4: Autonomy influences business model innovation 
H1.5: Competitive aggressiveness influences business 

model innovation    

3. METHODS

The data used in this paper were collected using the 
survey method (a structured survey). The question-
naire consisted of fourteen questions, ten related 
to demographic indicators and the remaining ques-
tions to the independent and dependent variables. 
All questions in the questionnaire were closed-ended 
and captured managers’ attitudes towards represent-
ing the dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship and 
business model innovation in their companies. The 
population consisted of companies whose turnover in 
2021 was more than 8,000,000.00 BAM. The general 
managers of these companies were identified as re-
spondents. The primary data collection was conduct-
ed from July to October 2023 through field and online 
research. In this research, 154 questionnaires were col-
lected. After verifying their accuracy, the total number 
of observations analysed in this study was 100.

The variable items were adopted from the exist-
ing literature. The corporate entrepreneurship meas-
urement model was developed using the indicators 
proposed by Hughes and Morgan (2007). It consists 

of five first-order reflection dimensions: innovative-
ness, proactiveness, risk-taking, autonomy, and com-
petitive aggressiveness, which comprise eighteen 
items. Business model innovation is the second-or-
der reflective construct consisting of two first-order 
dimensions: efficiency-oriented business model in-
novation and novelty-oriented business model inno-
vation, with twenty-four manifest variables adopted 
from Zott and Amit (2007). The items were meas-
ured using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from (1) 

“strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.” Regression 
analysis was used as a statistical method to test the 
hypotheses, and the SPSS package was used as soft-
ware support.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In order to test the research hypotheses, business 
model innovation was defined as the dependent 
variable and corporate entrepreneurship as the in-
dependent variable. Business model innovation was 
operationalized based on two dimensions. The first 
innovation dimension comprised thirteen indicators, 
and the second eleven. The value of business model 
innovation resulted from the sum of the measured 
values of all associated indicators. As an independent 
variable, corporate entrepreneurship included five di-
mensions: innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, 
autonomy, and competitive aggressiveness. Each of 
these dimensions comprised a non-unified number of 
indicators, which were also measured using a Likert 
scale with seven response levels so that the value of 
each dimension represents the sum of the respond-
ent’s answers to the corresponding indicators. Table 2 
provides an overview of the socio-economic charac-
teristics of the companies in the sample.

The reliability of the measurement scales was 
checked before the calculations were carried out. In 
general, the reliability of a measurement scale indi-
cates the degree to which it is resistant to random 
error. Two indicators often used to check the relia-
bility of a measurement scale are time stability, i.e., 
the stability of the results when repeatedly applied 
to the same sample, and internal consistency. Tem-
poral stability is measured by applying the same scale 
to the same respondents twice. A higher correlation 
coefficient, based on the correlation between the re-
sults obtained in this way, subsequently confirms the 
greater reliability of the scale itself. In our study, pri-
mary data collection was carried out on a single occa-
sion, so we were not interested in stability over time.

Another way to check the reliability of the 
measurement scale is to assess its internal consist-
ency, i.e., the extent to which the values that make 
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up the scale measure the same related attribute (i.e., 
the extent to which they are related). It is measured 
in various ways, with the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
(α) being the most commonly used method. This co-
efficient represents the average correlation between 
all values of the scale and ranges between 0 and 1, 
with a value closer to 1 indicating a higher scale relia-
bility. Depending on the type of scale and its purpose, 
different approaches for an acceptable level of relia-
bility can be found in the literature. As a rule, however, 
it is not advisable to accept the reliability of a scale 
whose Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is below 0.7. The 
reliability of the measurement scales was tested us-

ing Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (see Table 3).
The values of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 

more than 0.7, listed in Table 3, confirm the reliability 
of the basic measurement scales used in the study. 
Statistical analysis was done using regression, with 
results in Table 4. Model 1 refers to the results of the 
influence of risk-taking as a dimension of corporate 
governance, Model 2 is related to the results of the 
impact of innovativeness, Model 3 to the results of 
the impact of proactiveness, Model 4 to the results of 
the impact of competitive aggressiveness, and Model 
5 refers to the results of the impact of autonomy on 
business model innovation.

Criteria/characteristic Number of 
respondents % of respondents

Economic activity

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 4 4.00
Extraction of ores and stone 4 4.00
Manufacturing industry (production) 35 35.00
Production and supply of electricity, gas, 
steam and air conditioning

3 3.00

Water supply, wastewater removal, 
waste management, and environmental 
remediation activities

7 7.00

Construction 17 17.00
Wholesale and retail trade: repair of motor 
vehicles and motorcycles

9 9.00

Transportation and storage 1 1.00
The activity of providing accommodation 
and preparing and serving food (hotel and 
catering)

1 1.00

Information and communication 4 4.00
Financial and insurance activities 1 1.00
Professional, scientific, and technical 
activities

2 2.00

Health and social protection 5 5.00
Other service activities 7 7.00

Organizational form
Joint-stock company (JSCo) 10 10.00
Limited liability company (LLC) 90 90.00

Ownership structure
Private ownership 90 90.00
State ownership 5 5.00
Mixed ownership 5 5.00

Entity/District
FB&H 53 53.00
Republic of Srpska 45 45.00
Brčko District B&H 2 2.00

table 2. Overview of characteristics of companies included in the sample

source:  Authors, based on the classification of sectors taken from the statistical classification of economic activities of 
the European Community - NACE, Rev. 2
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Measurement scale Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
calculated based on 
standardized items

Number of 
items

Risk-taking 0.868 0.869 3

Innovativeness 0.946 0.946 3

Proactiveness 0.855 0.860 3

Competitive aggressiveness 0.891 0.891 3

Autonomy 0.906 0.911 6

Business model innovations 0.960 0.964 24

table 3. Reliability statistics of the measurement scales 

Source: Authors

Source: Authors

Model summaryb

Model R Determination  
coefficient

Corrected determination  
coefficient

Standard error  
of estimate

1 0.413a 0.171 0.162 18.096
2 0.504a 0.254 0.246 17.167
3 0.580a 0.336 0.329 16.192
4 0.356a 0.127 0.118 18.570
5 0.431a 0.186 0.177 17.933

a. Predictors: (const.) risk-taking, innovativeness, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy
b. Dependent variable: Business model innovations 

table 4. Evaluating the model of the influence of corporate entrepreneurship on business model innovation

ANOVA
Model Sum of squares Df Mean square F Sig.

1

Regression part 6,605.960 1 6,605.960 20.174 0.000

Residual part 32,090.150 98 327.451

Total 38,696.110 99

2

Regression part 9,815.713 1 9,815.713 33.308 0.000

Residual part 28,880.397 98 294.698

Total 38,696.110 99

3

Regression part 13,003.277 1 13,003.277 49.598 0.000

Residual part 25,692.833 98 262.172

Total 38,696.110 99

4

Regression part 4,900.228 1 4,900.228 14.209 0.000

Residual part 33,795.882 98 344.856

Total 38,696.110 99

5

Regression part 7,181.567 1 7,181.567 22.332 0.000

Residual part 31,514.543 98 321.577

Total 38,696.110 99
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regression analysis results, proactiveness as a dimen-
sion of entrepreneurship influenced business model 
innovation with a standardized beta coefficient of 
0.580 (Sig.<0.05). All other observed dimensions of 
corporate entrepreneurship also influenced business 
model innovation. Innovativeness, with a value of the 
standardized beta coefficient β=0.504 (Sig.<0.05), 
significantly influenced business model innovation, 
while autonomy as a dimension of corporate entre-
preneurship was in third place with a standardized 
beta coefficient of 0.431 (Sig.<0.05).

Furthermore, if we consider risk-taking as a di-
mension of corporate entrepreneurship, the beta co-
efficient of 0.413 (Sig.<0.05) indicates that this dimen-
sion also has a significant influence on business model 
innovation. However, the results show that compet-
itive aggressiveness has a positive but slightly weak-
er influence on business model innovation than the 
other observed dimensions (standardized beta coef-
ficient of 0.356, Sig.<0.05). The results of this study 
confirm that corporate entrepreneurship is a good 
predictor of organizational capability for business 
model innovation. These results are consistent with 
previous research. Karimi and Walter (2016) point out 
that autonomy, risk-taking, and proactiveness are di-
rectly related to the degree of adoption of disruptive 
business model innovation. Craig et al. (2014) confirm 
that proactivity and risk-taking significantly affect 
the innovation of family and non-family businesses. 
An innovative manager helps in the creation of new 

The first model explains 17.1%, the second 25.4%, 
the third 33.6%, the fourth 12.7%, and the fifth 18.6% 
of the variance of the business model innovation. The 
statistical significance of these indicators is presented 
in the ANOVA table (Sig.<0.05) and shows that each 
of the five models analyzed achieved statistical sig-
nificance. The next step was to determine how much 
the model’s independent variables contribute to the 
dependent variable’s prediction. This is shown by the 
beta indicator (β) in the part of Table 5 that repre-
sents the standardized coefficients.

Each of the five dimensions of corporate entre-
preneurship significantly contributed to the predic-
tion of business model innovation, leading to the ac-
ceptance of the hypotheses and the conclusion that 
corporate entrepreneurship influences the innovation 
of business models in B&H after the COVID-19 pan-
demic.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Corporate entrepreneurship was observed based on 
innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, autonomy, 
and competitive aggressiveness, while business mod-
el innovation was comprised of efficiency-oriented 
and novelty-oriented business model innovation. As 
mentioned above, corporate entrepreneurship influ-
enced business model innovation in companies from 
B&H after the COVID-19 pandemic. According to the 

Model Unstandardized  
coefficients

Standardized  
coefficients t Sig.

B St. error Beta

1
(Constant) 84.651 10.111 8.372 0.000

Risk-taking 2.760 0.614 0.413 4.492 0.000

2
(Constant) 80.705 8.598 9.386 0.000

Innovation 2.903 0.503 0.504 5.771 0.000

3
(Constant) 65.157 9.255 7.040 0.000

Proactivity 3.811 0.541 0.580 7.043 0.000

4
(Constant) 91.854 10.114 9.082 0.000

Competitive aggressiveness 2.139 0.567 0.356 3.770 0.000

5
(Constant) 88.951 8.731 10.188 0.000

Autonomy 1.256 0.266 0.431 4.726 0.000

Dependent variable: Business model innovations
Source: Authors

table 5. Coefficients of the regression model



INFLUENCE OF CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP ON 
BUSINESS MODEL INNOVATION OF COMPANIES IN BOSNIA 
AND HERZEGOVINA AFTER THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

Selma Smajlović, Alma Muratović, Bahrija Umihanić

41

products and services as well as in the development 
of new market segments (Turulja & Smajlović, 2021).

The implications for management are reflect-
ed in a deeper understanding of how corporate en-
trepreneurship promotes and shapes an innovative 
business model. This increases companies’ success 
and overall well-being in B&H after the COVID-19 
pandemic. The practical contribution of this paper 
is also reflected in creating an image of a successful 
manager with a strong entrepreneurial orientation. 
This image is primarily that of a proactive and inno-
vative person who has predispositions and a desire 
to act creatively to create new products and services 
and improve processes, who has freedom of action 
and decision-making in creating new value, and who 
can take calculated risks. Possessing the dimensions 
mentioned above of corporate entrepreneurship 
contributes to the ability to innovate in the context 
of innovative business models.

Regarding the limitations of the study, we can 
classify them as follows: the time frame in which the 
study was conducted, which covers the period from 
July to October 2023, as well as the use of subjective 
judgments of the respondents in the measurement 
of the dependent and independent variables. In ad-
dition, the innovative business model and activities 
within corporate entrepreneurship were measured 
at a specific time, which may be a limitation if we 
consider that these activities and behaviours are 
dynamic. Future studies should aim to confirm the 
research carried out on a different sample or in a dif-
ferent country. In addition, future research could em-
phasize conducting a longitudinal study, which could 
help identify internal and external sources of business 
model innovation.
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UTJECAJ KORPORATIVNOG PODUZETNIŠTVA NA INOVACIJE POSLOVNOG 

MODELA PODUZEĆA U BOSNI I HERCEGOVINI NAKON PANDEMIJE COVIDA-19

sa
že

ta
k Ovaj rad istražuje vezu između korporativnog poduzetništva i inovacija poslovnog modela u kompanijama u 

Bosni i Hercegovini nakon pandemije COVIDA-19. Cilj autora je bio analizirati kako dimenzije korporativnog 
poduzetništva utječu na inovacije poslovnog modela, koristeći pristup dinamičkih sposobnosti. Primjenom 
regresijske analize, empirijski je ispitano 100 poduzeća. Rezultati su pokazali da sve dimenzije korporativnog 
poduzetništva pozitivno i značajno utječu na inovacije poslovnog modela. Inovativnost, proaktivnost, 
preuzimanje rizika, autonomija i konkurentska agresivnost imaju pozitivan utjecaj na inovacije poslovnog 
modela. Rad potvrđuje da korporativno poduzetništvo predstavlja dobar prediktor organizacijskih sposobnosti 
za inovacije poslovnog modela. Menadžerske implikacije ogledaju se u produbljivanju razumijevanja kako 
korporativno poduzetništvo potiče i oblikuje inovativni poslovni model te, na taj način, povećava uspjeh i opće 
blagostanje kompanija u Bosni i Hercegovini nakon pandemije COVIDA-19. 

ključne riječi: korporativno poduzetništvo, inovacije poslovnog modela, inovativnost, proaktivnost, preuzimanje rizika, 
autonomija, konkurentska agresivnost, pristup dinamičkih sposobnosti.


