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ABSTRACT  

 
Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) have an important role for economic 

development, especially in providing employment and income distribution, but their real 

contribution is still considered low due to inconsistencies in their performance indicators. This 

study is intended to explore subjective and objective performance indicators applied by both 

external and internal SME stakeholders. Data were collected using a comprehensive literature 

review. The results reveal that financial performance such as return on investment and return on 

assets exist as the main indicators for objective performance while creating jobs, a better life and 

wealth for families for subjective performance indicators. Further suggestions and avenues for 

future research in society 5.0 are discussed. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

Society 5.0 is a new social concept that is characterized by the use of technology in 

supporting human life and at the same time being centered on humans themselves (Harayama, 

2017; Fukuyama, 2018; Žižek, Mulej, & Potocnik, 2021). In such a knowledge-intensive society, 

technology plays an important role in building an information integration architecture—an 

architecture that allows data to be easily collected, synthesized, and then integrated with 

information in highly heterogeneous fields (Pereira & Serpa, 2018; Pereira et al, 2020; Zengin, et 

al, 2021). Technology facilitates the process of creation, development and sharing of knowledge 

to achieve harmony with all that is achieved through scientifically proven methods that have 

proven results, and innovation (Carayannis, Draper & Bhaneja, 2020). 

Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) have an important role in the economy 

(Eliasson, Hansson & Lindvert, 2012; Añón-Higón. 2015; Cucculelli, & Bettinelli, 2015; 

Ebrahimi & Mirbargkar, 2017; Baneline, 2021). The existence of SMEs in Indonesia is very 

important and is considered by the government because SMEs are able to accommodate a large 

number of workers and are a source of income for people from the lower middle economic class.  

The productivity of SMEs in an area will certainly have implications for the availability of 

jobs and of course will reduce the number of existing unemployed. SMEs are businesses that are 

able to survive shocks, as evidenced by the time of the economic crisis where many large-scale 

businesses were destroyed, but SMEs were able to survive and could even be said to be a savior 

belt from the impact of the crisis. In society 5.0, Small and Medium Enterprises become even 
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more important. Small and medium enterprises will become the center of community business 

activities.  

However, to survive, each SME unit is required to have the ability to adapt, agility, mobility, 

and react quickly and accurately to environmental changes. Adaptability is a key word in the life 

of society 5.0, which requires the fact that mutation, change and evolution are constant things that 

can be observed every day, which is also reflected by infrastructure, knowledge and skills. 

Adaptability, agility and reactivity are critical and require the implementation of industry 4.0, 

using additive techniques that use less resources for production.  

Efforts to understand the contribution of SMEs to society, the performance indicators of 

SMEs in the community situation becomes very important. In general, performance can be 

divided into two main groups, namely objective performance and subjective performance. 

Objective performance in the form of financial performance such as the rate of return on 

investment is relatively easy to measure. However, subjective performance measures are still 

relatively difficult to do and rarely used.  

To the best of our knowledge, no studies have been conducted to comprehensively identify 

subjective and objective performance indicators. Performance Measurement Systems in Small 

and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) is still an area where little research has been done (Máñez-

Castillejo et al. 2010; Eliasson, Hansson, and Lindvert 2012; Cucculelli and Bettinelli, 2015; 

Mason, et., 2015; Banelienė, 2021; Beisland, et al., 2021). Until now, empirical and theoretical 

studies in performance measurement in SMEs have not been very well known, which can be noted 

in the lack of publications when comparing the two individual topics alone (Garengo et al., 2005). 

This study aims to identify the indicators used by the company today and the possibility of their 

application in society 5.0.  

 

2. THEORETICAL BASIS  

2.1. Performance Measure  

Objective measures (eg productivity) are based on more verifiable facts. However, the results 

of previous studies have found that the power of objective information measures does not fully 

measure organizational performance in a broad perspective. Semrau, Ambos and Kraus (2016) 

suggest that it is difficult to capture all the relevant dimensions that must be covered by objective 

measures. Typically, company performance can be measured by Return on Assets (ROA), Return 

on Equity (ROAE) and Return on Investment (ROI) when archived data is available (Terzioski, 

2010). In addition, Tavassoli and Karlsson (2016). defines firm performance as the ability of an 

entity/business/company to produce results within a predetermined dimension in relation to a 

target. To avoid misguided management, organizations should focus on selecting performance 

indicators that are mostly related to their strategy.  

Another thing that managers should keep in mind during indicator selection is that they 

should relate these selected indicators to their vision, mission and business objectives (Walker, 

Chen, and Aravind, 2015). This will produce strategic performance indicators that support senior 

management in pointing towards the desired strategic direction (. Therefore, the indicators are 

very dynamic, and the selection of important profitable performance indicators is related to the 

concept of “critical success factors”. To be successful, every organization must define 

performance indicators and performance measures that are strategically relevant to the situation 

(Heckl and Moormann 2010). Subjective performance measures (eg customer satisfaction) are 

based on opinions or perceptions, which cannot be assessed or audited by an independent party 

but are collected through surveys and interviews (Singh et al., 2016). According to Gibbs et al. 

(2004), subjective measures can be used to reduce bias and reduce risk. Their results indicate that 

the subjective measure positively affects managers' satisfaction with the pay scheme. Du et al. 

(2017) provide evidence that replacing old performance measures with new ones introduces 



 

 

3 
 

JManagER 

Journal of Management, E-Business & Entrepreneurship Research 

Vol. 01 No. 02, 2022 

subjective adjustments in the decision-making process. Moreover, subjective measures are useful 

in aligning individual goals with those of the firm (Hayes et al., 2005). 

 

2.2. Existing performance measures  

 

2.2.1. Financial performance  

Financial measures have historically been the best measures to evaluate a company's 

performance, such as the physical value of sales and profits or the percentage return on equity and 

assets. External shareholders are very concerned about this kind of performance and they pressure 

companies to use financial measures for internal performance measurement (White 1996).  

Cost of goods sold/sales, residual cost as % of total sales life, Accounts Receivable 

Turnover, cash flow, inventory level, accounts receivable, net profit, sales, number of profitable 

customers, return on equity, sales per product, sales growth rate, return on assets and return on 

capital is used as a financial measure of organizational performance.  

 

2.2.2. Cost  

External stakeholders are more concerned with cost-based performance measures, so that's 

why organizations use a cost accounting system that includes efficiency and effectiveness 

measures, an attempt to link internal performance measures with external ones (White 1996). 

Neely and Platts (2005) have identified production costs, value added costs, selling prices, 

operating costs and service costs as measures of performance costs. White (1996) has identified 

relative costs to competitors, perceived relative costs of performance, production costs, capital 

productivity, labor productivity, machine productivity, total factor productivity, total product cost 

as a function of lead time, direct labor costs, labor costs indirect, percentage increase in labor, 

relative labor costs, labor productivity, labor efficiency, material costs, inventory costs, scrap 

costs, repair costs, quality costs, design costs, relative R&D costs, distribution costs, overheads 

and transactions per product as a related measure of cost strategy.  

De Toni and Tonchia (2001) have identified material costs, labor costs, machine energy 

costs, machine material consumption costs, inventory costs, machine saturation, total productivity, 

working capital productivity, value added productivity and value added productivity/employee 

costs as measures of organizational performance costs.  

 

2.2.3. Quality  

Quality is the key to the success of any organization. Customers demand quality products 

and organizations that are able to produce quality products at lower costs win the competition. 

Quality is determined mainly at three levels of input, output and throughput or process quality. 

Most organizations focus on quality because they have made promises to their customers about 

the quality of their services and products (Heckl and Moormann 2010; Badri et al. 1994).  

Bianchini, Pellegrino, and Tamagni, (2018) hve discussed eight dimensions of quality, 

namely: features, reliability, suitability, durability, serviceability, aesthetics, and perceived 

quality. Among these dimensions, conformity has empirical evidence with quality. Gosselin 

(2005) has discussed customer satisfaction, input quality, output quality, cost quality and number 

of customer complaints as quality measures.  

Yang (2016) discusses machine reliability, rework, quality system costs, customer 

satisfaction, returns, input and output quality, product reliability, and machine reliability as 

quality. According to Neely and Platts (2005) performance, features, reliability, suitability, 

technical durability, serviceability, aesthetics, perceived quality, humanity, and value are 

measures of quality. 
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2.2.4. Flexibility  

Flexibility is defined as the organization's ability to perform multiple tasks at a given level 

of resources such as, manpower, machines etc. (Love & Roper, 2015). Ciriaci,  Moncada-Paternó-

Castello, and Voigt, (2016) have discussed that material quality, output quality, new product, 

modified product, deliverability, volume mix and resource mix are the most valid measures of 

flexibility. Spithoven, Vanhaverbeje, Roijakkers,  (2013) have identified volume flexibility, mix 

flexibility, product modification flexibility, process modification flexibility and expansion 

flexibility as measures of performance flexibility.  

Sahut and Peris-Ortiz (2014) have identified perceived flexibility, flexibility relative to 

competitors, process flexibility relative to competitors, perceived relative product flexibility, 

factory response time to product mix changes, product cycle time, set-up time, time to change 

tools, change tools, assembling or moving equipment, percentage increase in the average number 

of setups per day, perceived relative volume flexibility, ability to multitask efficiently, percentage 

of programmable equipment, percentage of slack time for equipment, labor, percentage of 

products using the system pull, breakdowns caused by breakdowns and vendor lead times as 

measures related to the flexibility performance strategy of a manufacturing organization.  

 

2.2.5. Time  

Time is a very important determinant of SMEs performance. De Toni and Tonchia (2001) 

have identified manufacturing lead time, delivery lead time, maturity date performance, delivery 

frequency and production recognition rate as measures of time performance in their article. 

Chavez-Avila and Gallego-Bono (2020), have identified time to market, distribution lead time, 

delivery reliability (to clients), supply lead time, supplier delivery reliability, production lead time, 

standard operating time, actual operating time, lead time, setup time, lead time moving, inventory 

turnover, order execution time and average (flexibility) as a measure of time indicators.  

Expósito and Sanchis-Llopis, (2019) have used lead time, cycle time, time from customer's 

recognition of the need for delivery, order processing time, response time, percentage on time for 

rush work, document processing time, material lead time, mileage, cycle time decisions. , time 

lost waiting for a decision, percentage of first competitors to market, break-even point time, time 

from idea to market, average time between innovations, number of changes in the project and 

engineering time as a strategic measure of time. Foreman-Peck, (2013) has named the time 

indicator as speed in his research. 

 

2.2.4. Security  

In recent years there has been an awareness that the reliability of complex work systems in 

safely achieving organizational goals depends on the structure of the work as well as the technical 

arrangements (Fernandes & Paunov, 2015). Parmenter (2009) has identified in his book that the 

level of perception of risk and safety, the rate of accidents, the level of employee cooperation, the 

safety attitude of managers and employees, the level of physical risk of employees in the 

workplace and the level of safety information as the main measure of safety. In the UK, the main 

safety measures of performance are time lost to accidents, and accident rate (Flin and O'connor 

2000; Mearns et al. 2003).  

 

2.2.5. Employee satisfaction  

Employee satisfaction is the key to success for any organization. If employees are satisfied 

then there will be satisfied customers and overall organizational performance will increase (Giang, 

2022). Goedhuys and Veugelers, (2012) view that analysis of absenteeism, % of staff age working 

flexible hours, turnover rate, new recruits who are employee references, employee satisfaction 

per survey, effectiveness of complaint resolution, empowerment index and remaining staff tenure 

are measures -steps to check employee satisfaction in any organization.  
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2.2.8. Learning and growth  

Leaning and growth gives organizations a competitive advantage over their competitors. It 

occurs because learning organizations continue to train their employees with new technological 

advances (Nieto, & Santamaria, 2010). Olivari, (2016). mentions in his book that % age managers 

have IT literacy, %age employees have the necessary education, employees are dismissed because 

of this year's performance, employees are certified for skilled job functions or positions, 

investment for training, number of internal promotions, managers having performance 

management training, number of new staff, training time (days/year) and number of research 

papers produced are measures by which organizations can check their performance in terms of 

learning and growth.  

The more organizations that tend to engage in innovation the more they develop new 

product development projects (Prajogo, McDermott, & McDermott, 2013). 

 

2.2.9. Environment/social performance  

Organizations owe something to the society in which they operate and the realization of 

this responsibility is actually a social responsibility or we call this corporate social responsibility. 

Socially responsible organizations do take steps for the well-being of the communities in which 

they operate (Ramdan et al., 2022).  

Psychogios and Prouska, (2021) have mentioned in their book that discharges from 

production to the environment, waste and scrap generated, dollars donated to the community, 

percentage of local residents in the total workforce, number of media coverage events, number of 

photographs in newspapers, number of sponsorships undertaken by organization, number of 

environmental complaints received in a year, % of current project age that is environmentally 

friendly and environmental safety awards are tangible measures of environmental/social 

performance of manufacturing organizations.  

 

2.2.10. Customer satisfaction  

Higher customer satisfaction improves financial performance by increasing the loyalty of 

existing customers, reducing price elasticity, lowering marketing costs through word of mouth, 

reducing transaction costs, and improving organizational reputation (Rosenbusch, Brinckmann,  

& Bausch, 2011). Sok, O’Cass, and Miles,  (2016) claim that out of stock, revenue earned from 

top customers in a week, number of complaints, customer loyalty index, lost customers, new 

customers, number of customer referrals, market share in terms of customers, on-time delivery, 

product quality, number of quality assurance services issued and the frequency of orders is a 

measure of customer satisfaction.  

 

2.2.11. Delivery reliability  

Saunila (2016) has proposed perceived relative reliability, relative reliability against 

competitors, percentage of on-time delivery, due date compliance, percentage increase in the 

portion of delivered promises fulfilled. Percentage of orders with wrong quantities, schedule 

accomplishment, average delay, percentage reduction in lead time per product line, percentage 

increase in output, percentage reduction in purchase lead time and percentage reduction in average 

service turnaround per warranty claim as a measure of delivery reliability. There is little difference 

between researchers on measures of delivery reliability. 

 

In summary, there are many indicators available in the literature that can be applied to 

measure the performance of organizational processes. During the late twentieth century, most 

organizations focused more on efficiency, and less on effectiveness. Performance measurement 

serves to reduce costs rather than increase organizational profits related issues. 
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3. RESEARCH METHODS  

This study is a literature study. A systematic review of the literature on diversity 

management was carried out by: searching using relevant keywords (Merriam and Grennier, 

2021). Specific keywords such as company performance, SME performance, subjective 

performance and objective performance. To access relevant articles, the author mainly searches 

the relevant databases on Proquest, Sage Premium and Willey Online.  

This paper provides a comprehensive review of quantitative, qualitative, and theoretical 

studies published in journals and selects articles that meet the desired criteria. 

 

4. RESULT AND DISCUSSION  

From the literature search, it was found that the indicators used to measure the performance 

of SMEs include aspects of cost, finance, quality, time, flexibility, delivery reliability, security, 

customer satisfaction, employee satisfaction, social responsibility and growth and development. 

 
4.1. SME Performance Indicator Findings 

Cost indicators are mainly related to the efficiency and effectiveness of the use of available 

resources. The cost factors include labor costs as a percentage of sales, costs relative to 

competitors, quality improvement costs, overhead costs, percentage of total production costs, 

service/warranty costs, scrap costs as a percentage of sales age, materials costs, distribution costs, 

value added costs. per unit, operating costs per unit Cost of Goods Sold/Sold. All of these cost 

indicators are relative to competitors 

Financial performance indicators in the form of receivables turnover, optimal cash flow, 

optimal cash supply, smooth receivables collection, net profit, percentage of sales relative to 

competitors, number of profitable customers, return on equity, sales by product, sales growth rate, 

asset returns, and return of capital used 

The performance indicators of SMEs in the quality group include product performance, 

product features, product reliability, machine reliability, output quality, input quality, conformity 

to customer requirements, technical durability / expected life, ease of service and quality 

perceived by customers 

Performance measures in time groups include production cycle time, order processing time, 

response time required in customer service, service transfer time, waiting time, order completion 

time, entry time to market, and output time. Performance measures in this time group can be in 

comparison with competing companies, it can also be with certain benchmarks made by the 

company. 

Performance measures of SMEs in the Flexibility performance group include product 

volume flexibility. material mix flexibility, product modification flexibility, expansion flexibility, 

ability to multitask, workforce flexibility, new product development, job classification, and lot 

size flexibility. 

Delivery reliability, reliability relative to competitors, perceived delivery reliability, 

percentage of on-time deliveries, average delays, percentage of incorrect order times; percentage 

reduction in waiting time, percentage increase in age in output, percentage of on-time delivery 

and on-time delivery achievement schedule. 

Security measures include the level of perceived risk and security, accident rate, level of 

employee cooperation, employee safety attitudes, level of physical risk in the workplace, level of 

security information. 

Performance measures through customer satisfaction include customer loyalty index, 

product quality assurance, service quality, order frequency out of stock, number of customer 
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complaints lost, number of new customers, number of customer referrals, market share in terms 

of customers and on-time delivery. 

Indicators of employee satisfaction include low absenteeism, the percentage of staff working 

age with flexible hours, low employee turnover, new employee recruitment references, employee 

satisfaction every time a survey, effectiveness of completion of the empowerment index and 

tenure of staff who have quit. 

Social performance measures include the number of dollars donated to the community, the 

percentage of age of the local population in total employees, the number of media coverage events, 

the number of photos on Sponsor's paper carried out, the disposal of waste to the environment, 

waste and waste produced, the number of annual environmental complaints, the number of 

environmentally friendly projects and the number of environmental safety awards. 

Measurement of learning and growth performance in the form of information technology 

literacy owned by employees, employees with the required education, certified employees for 

positions that require special skills, number of training hours attended, number of research papers 

produced, amount of investment for training, number of internal promotions Number of staff new 

and length of time in training (days/year).  

 

5. CONCLUSION  

Performance measures of SMEs Performance related to cover aspects of cost, finance, 

quality, time, flexibility, reliability of delivery, security, customer satisfaction, employee 

satisfaction, social responsibility and growth and development. Employee performance Labor 

diversity, freedom of association, child labour, turnover rate, absenteeism, compensation & 

benefits; performance/community involvement, skills transfer, technology transfer, complaints, 

community reinvestment, philanthropy, taxes.  

An assessment of the literature on this topic recommends several directions in how business 

performance measures in small and medium-sized enterprises can be linked, coordinated and 

managed. The literature shows that subjective measurement is the best alternative to objective 

measurement in evaluating a company's business performance. It is very difficult for researchers 

to accurately estimate a company's business performance, mostly when using questionnaires sent 

by mail.  

This is because the data will be subject to measurement error due to the confidential nature 

of the data and the variance in accounting procedures between participating companies. The use 

of objective performance appraisals can increase the likelihood of having hidden errors that 

researchers must avoid in order to obtain correct performance data. Existing literature indicates 

that subjective or perception-based performance appraisals are regularly and comprehensively 

used in the study of the social sciences.  

This assessment is acceptable, because it shows a high positive correlation with the objective 

measure. However, the equivalence of assumptions between subjective and objective 

performance measures is debatable. This study proposes that future research should try to develop 

new measures and specific performance systems that can be assessed to accurately measure 

business performance.  

The new measurement and system should also be focused on SMEs and the implementation 

of subjective measurements. Moreover, it is highly recommended that future research should 

develop new appropriateness frameworks and conduct empirical tests for business performance 

indicators. This study can significantly contribute to science by examining and expanding the 

taxonomy of SME performance, and in explaining further research involving business 

performance, especially for small and medium-sized enterprises. 

 



 

 

8 
 

JManagER 

Journal of Management, E-Business & Entrepreneurship Research 

Vol. 01 No. 02, 2022 

REFERENCES  

Añón Higón, D., Manjón-Antolin, M., Máñez Castillejo, J. A., & Sanchis Llopis, J. A. (2015). 

Does R&D protect SMEs from the hardness of the cycle? Evidence from Spanish SMEs 

(1990–2009). International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 11(2), 361–376. 

Banelienė, R. 2021. Key performance indicators: contemporary challenges to industrial small and 

medium enterprises,  Proceedings of the Estonian Academy of Sciences, 70, 4, 399–406, 

https://doi.org/10.3176/proc.2021.4.05 

Beisland, L. A., Djan, K.O., Mersland, R., Randøy, T. 2021. Measuring Social Performance in 

Social Enterprises: A Global Study of Microfinance Institutions. Journal of Business Ethics 

(2021) 171:51–71 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04417-z 

Bianchini, S., Pellegrino, G., & Tamagni, F. (2018). Innovation complementarities and firm 

growth. Industrial and Corporate Change, 27(4), 657–676. 

Carayannis, E.G.; Draper, J.; Bhaneja, B. 2020. Towards Fusion Energy in the Industry 5.0 and 

Society 5.0 Context: Call for a Global Commission for Urgent Action on Fusion Energy. 

Journal Knowledge Economy,  1–14. 

Chavez-Avila, R.; Gallego-Bono, J.R. Transformative Policies for the Social and Solidarity 

Economy: The New Generation of Public Policies Fostering the Social Economy in Order 

to Achieve Sustainable Development Goals. The European and Spanish Cases. 

Sustainability 2020, 12, 4059 

Ciriaci, D., Moncada-Paternó-Castello, P., & Voigt, P. (2016). Innovation and job creation: A 

sustainable relation. Eurasian Business Review, 6(2), 189–213. 

Cucculelli, M and C Bettinelli (2015). Business models, intangibles and firm performance: 

Evidence on corporate entrepreneurship from Italian manufacturing SMEs. Small Business 

Economics, 45(2), 329–350. 

Davis, JL, R Greg Bell, G Tyge Payne and PM Kreiser (2010). Entrepreneurial orientation and 

firm performance: The moderating role of managerial power. American Journal of Business, 

25(2), 41–54. 

Dosi, G., Grazzi, M., & Moschella, D. (2015). Technology and costs in international 

competitiveness: From countries and sectors to firms. Research Policy, 44, 1795–1814. 

Ebrahimi, P., & Mirbargkar, S. M. (2017). Green entrepreneurship and green innovation for SME 

development in market turbulence. Eurasian Business Review, 7(2), 203–228. 

Eliasson K, Hansson M and Lindvert M (2012) Do firms learn by exporting or learn to export? 

Evidence from small and medium-sized enterprises. Small Business Economics 39: 453–

472. 

Expósito, A., Sanchis-Llopis, J.A. The relationship between types of innovation and SMEs’ 

performance: a multi-dimensional empirical assessment. Eurasian Business Review, 9, 

115–135 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1007/s40821-018-00116-3  

Foreman-Peck, J. (2013). Effectiveness and efficiency of SME innovation policy. Small Business 

Economics, 41(1), 55–70.  

Fernandes, A. M., & Paunov, C. (2015). The risks of innovation: Are innovating firms less likely 

to die? Review of Economics and Statistics, 97(3), 638–653. 

Ferreira, C.M.; Serpa, S. Society 5.0 and Social Development: Contributions to a Discussion. 

Manag. Organ. Stud. 2018, 5, 26–31.  

Fukuyama, M. Society 5.0: Aiming for a New Human-Centered Society. Jpn. Spotlight 2018, 1, 

47–50. 

Garcia-Morales VJ, Jimenez-Barrionuevo MM and Gutierrez-Gutierrez L (2012) 

Transformational leadership influence on organizational performance through 

organizational learning and innovation. Journal of Business Research 65(7): 1040–1050 

https://doi.org/10.3176/proc.2021.4.05
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40821-018-00116-3


 

 

9 
 

JManagER 

Journal of Management, E-Business & Entrepreneurship Research 

Vol. 01 No. 02, 2022 

Giang, N. P. 2022. Sustainability measurement indicators and correlations between performance 

indicators and sustainability information disclosure: cases of listed companies in Viet Nam. 

Turkish Journal of Computer and Mathematics Education, Vol.13No.01, 10-29  

Goedhuys, M., & Veugelers, R. (2012). Innovation strategies, process and product innovations 

and growth: Firm-level evidence from Brazil. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, 

23, 516–529. 

Golovko, E., & Valentini, G. (2011). Exploring the complementarity between innovation and 

export for SMEs growth. Journal of International Business Studies, 42, 362–380 

Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., Kilic, K., & Alpkan, L. (2011). Effects of innovation types on firm 

performance. International Journal of Production Economics, 133(2), 662–676 

Haggège, M, C Gauthier and CC Rüling (2017). Business model performance: Five key drivers. 

Journal of Business Strategy, 38(2), 6–15. 

Harayama, Y. Society 5.0: Aiming for a New Human-Centered Society. Japan’s Science and 

Technology Policies for Addressing Global Social Challenges. Interviewed by Mayumi 

Fukuyama. Hitachi Rev. 2017, 66, 8–13. 

Hervas-Oliver, J. L., Sempere-Ripoll, F., & Boronat-Moll, C. (2014). Process innovation strategy 

in SMEs, organizational innovation and performance: A misleading debate? Small 

Business Economics, 43, 873–886. 

Holroyd, C. 2020. Technological innovation and building a ‘super smart’ society: Japan’s vision 

of society 5.0. Journal of Asian Public Policy, 1–14. 

Konsti-Laakso S, Pihkala T, Kraus S (2012) Facilitating SME innovation capability through 

business networking. Creativity and Innovation Management 21(1): 93-105. 

Kraus S., Coen Rigtering JP, Hughes M, Hosman V (2012b) Entrepreneurial orientation and the 

business performance of SMEs: a quantitative study from the Netherlands. Review of 

Managerial Science 6(2): 161–182. 

Krugman, P. (2020) Arguing with the Zombies: Economics, Politics, and the Fight for a Better 

Future; W. W. Norton & Co.: New York, NY, USA,  

Lechner, C and SV Gudmundsson (2014). Entrepreneurial orientation, firm strategy and small 

firm performance. International Small Business Journal, 32(1), 36–60 

Lichtenthaler, U. (2016). Toward an innovation-based perspective on company performance. 

Management Decision, 54(1), 66–87. 

Love, J. H., & Roper, S. (2015). SME innovation, exporting and growth: A review of existing 

evidence. International Small Business Journal, 33(1), 28–48. 

Madrid-Guijarro, A., García-Pérez-de-Lema, D., & Van Auken, H. (2013). An investigation of 

Spanish SME innovation during different economic conditions. Journal of Small Business 

Management, 51(4), 578–601. 

Máñez Castillejo, J. A., Rochina Barrachina, M. E., & Sanchis Llopis, J. A. (2010). Process 

innovation and firm productivity growth. Small Business Economics, 34(2), 147–166. 

Martínez-Roman, J., & Romero, I. (2017). Determinants of innovativeness in SMEs: 

Disentangling core innovation and technology adoption capabilities. Review of 

Managerial Science, 11(3), 543–569. 

Mason, MC, J Floreani, S Miani, F Beltrame and R Cappelletto (2015). Understanding the 

impact of entrepreneurial orientation on SMEs’ performance. The role of the financing 

structure. Procedia Economics and Finance, 23, 1649–1661. 

Mavrodieva, A.V.; Shaw, R. 2020. Disaster and Climate Change Issues in Japan’s Society 5.0—

A Discussion. Sustainable, 12, 1893 

Mueller, B.; Eggers, F.; Brandimarte, L.; Diefenbach, S.; Kroschke, M.;Wirtz, J. Corporate digital 

responsibility. J. Bus. Res. 2021, 122, 875–888. 



 

 

10 
 

JManagER 

Journal of Management, E-Business & Entrepreneurship Research 

Vol. 01 No. 02, 2022 

Nemlioglu, I and Mallick, S.K. (2017), Do Managerial Practices Matter in Innovation and Firm 

Performance, European Financial Management, Relations? New Evidence from the UK, 

doi: 10.1111/eufm.12123 

Nieto, J., & Santamaria, L. (2010). Technological collaboration: Bridging the innovation gap 

between small and large firms. Journal of Small Business Management, 48(1), 44–69. 

O’Cass, A., & Sok, P. (2013). The role of intellectual resources, product innovation capability, 

reputational resources and marketing capability combinations in firm growth. International 

Small Business Journal, 32(8), 996–1018. 

Olivari, J. (2016). Entrepreneurial traits and firm innovation. Eurasian Business Review, 6(3), 

339–360. 

Pereira, A.G.; Lima, T.M.; Charrua-Santos, F. Industry 4.0 and Society 5.0: Opportunities and 

Threats. Int. J. Recent Technol. Eng. 2020, 8, 3305–3308 

Prajogo, D., McDermott, C., & McDermott, N. (2013). Innovation orientations and their effects 

on business performance: Contrasting small and medium-sized service firms. R&D 

Management, 43(5), 486–500. 

Psychogios, A. and Prouska, R. 2021. Managing People in Small and Medium Enterprises in 

Turbulent Contexts, Routlege, London, UK. 

Pucci, T, C Nosi and L Zanni (2017). Firm capabilities, business model design and performance 

of SMEs. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 24(2), 222–241. 

Ramdan, M.R.; Abd Aziz, N.A.; Abdullah, N.L.; Samsudin, N.; Singh, G.S.V.; Zakaria, T.; Fuzi, 

N.M.; Ong, S.Y.Y. 2022. SMEs Performance in Malaysia: The Role of Contextual 

Ambidexterity in Innovation Culture and Performance. Sustainability, 14, 1679. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su14031679 

Rosenbusch, N., Brinckmann, J., & Bausch, A. (2011). Is innovation always beneficial? A meta-

analysis of the relationship between innovation and performance in SMEs. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 26, 441–457. 

Saunila, M. (2016). Performance measurement approach for innovation capability in SMEs. 

Journal of Productivity and Performance, 65(2), 162–176. 

Sok, P., O’Cass, A., & Miles, M. P. (2016). The performance advantages for SMEs of product 

innovation and marketing resource–capability complementarity in emerging economies. 

Journal of Small Business Management, 54(3), 805–826. 

Saeidi, SP, S Sofian, P Saeidi, SP Saeidi and SA Saaeidi (2015). How does corporate social 

responsibility contribute to firm financial performance? The mediating role of competitive 

advantage, reputation, and customer satisfaction. Journal of Business Research, 68(2), 341–

350. 

Sahut, JM and M Peris-Ortiz (2014). Small business, innovation, and entrepreneurship. Small 

Business Economics, 42(4), 663–668. 

Semrau, T, T Ambos and S Kraus (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation and SME performance 

across societal cultures: An international study. Journal of Business Research, 69(5), 1928–

1932. 

Spithoven, A., Vanhaverbeje, W., & Roijakkers, N. (2013). Open innovation in SMEs and large 

enterprises. Small Business Economics, 41, 537–562.  

Takahashi, T. Behavioral Economics of Addiction in the Age of a Super Smart Society: Society 

5.0. Oukan J. Transdiscipl. Fed. Sci. Technol. 2018, 12, 119–122 

Tavassoli, S., & Karlsson, C. (2016). Innovation strategies and firm performance: Simple or 

complex strategies? Economics of Innovation and New Technology, 25(7), 631–650. 

Terzioski, M. (2010). Research notes and commentaries innovation practice and its performance 

implications in Small and Medium Enterprises (SMES) in the manufacturing sector: A 

Resource-based view. Strategic Management Journal, 31, 892–902. 



 

 

11 
 

JManagER 

Journal of Management, E-Business & Entrepreneurship Research 

Vol. 01 No. 02, 2022 

Triguero, A., Córcoles, D., & Cuerva, M. C. (2014). Persistence of innovation and firm’s growth: 

evidence from a panel of SME and large Spanish manufacturing firms. Small Business 

Economics, 43, 787–804. 

Walker, R. M., Chen, J., & Aravind, D. (2015). Management innovation and firm performance: 

An integration of research findings. European Management Journal, 33(5), 407–422. 

Yang, J. S. (2016). The governance environment and innovative SMEs. Small Business 

Economics, 48(3), 525–541. 

Zengin, Y.; Naktiyok, S.; Kaygın, E.; Kavak, O.; Topçuo˘ glu, E. An Investigation upon Industry 

4.0 and Society 5.0 within the Context of Sustainable Development Goals. Sustainability 

2021, 13, 2682. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052682 

Žižek, S.Š.; Mulej, M.; Potocnik, A. The Sustainable Socially Responsible Society: Well-Being 

Society 6.0. Sustainability 2021, 13, 9186. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13169186 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052682

