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Abstract 

Although numerous current studies on green consumption and sustainable enterprise development 

have been carried out, the majority of them examined the issues from customers' viewpoints. This 

study aims to explore the mechanism that shapes firm innovation decision-making in the context of 
green and sustainable development from the perspective of business awareness under the impact of 

customer expectations. The study conducted an online survey (via Google Forms) with the 

participation of 301 employees from different enterprises in the Mekong Delta, Vietnam. To restrict 
the common method biases, Cronbach’s alpha was checked by using SPSS to ensure the reliability 

of the initial scales. Based on a deductive approach and testing hypotheses through evaluating the 

measurement model and structural model using SmartPLS software, the research results determined 
the mechanism of forming firm innovation decisions in this study via the impact of customer 

expectations as a stimulating factor leading to awareness of innovation. Customer expectations were 

positively associated with perceived marketing innovation. Perceived marketing innovation was not 
only positively associated with perceived process innovation but also related to firm innovation. 

Similarly, perceived process innovation was significantly positively associated with firm innovation. 

In alignment with research findings, significant practical and academic contributions were also 

proposed. 
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1- Introduction 

The Mekong Delta (Mekong River Delta) is the southernmost region of Vietnam, also known as the Southwest 

region. This region comprises Can Tho, Long An, Dong Thap, Tien Giang, Ben Tre, Tra Vinh, Vinh Long, Hau Giang, 

An Giang, Kien Giang, Soc Trang, Bac Lieu and Ca Mau. The Mekong Delta is shaped like a peninsula, with three 

sides facing the sea (with a 700-kilometre shoreline), the west bordering Cambodia, and the north abutting Vietnam's 

Southeast economic zone, the country's largest. The Mekong Delta is located on relatively level terrain, and its 

network of rivers and canals is widely spread, making it advantageous for waterway traffic throughout the country. 

The region has an important economic position favourable for socio-economic development and trade with other areas 

[1]. Furthermore, this territory is located in the southernmost region of the nation, near Cambodia via the Gulf of 

Thailand, abutting the East Sea with a lengthy shoreline. The goal of economic development in the Mekong Delta in 

the coming years is to build a key economic region in the Mekong Delta, becoming a dynamic development region 

with a modern economic structure, contributing to the development of the Mekong Delta region to the economic 

development of the country [1, 2]. 
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Due to the rapidly developing economy, businesses in the Mekong Delta are constantly researching and finding 

solutions to increase the efficiency of their business operations. That is considered a vital condition for all businesses to 

survive in today's fiercely competitive environment [3]. In addition, improving the operational efficiency of enterprises 

is an important factor and an inevitable trend to promote competition among enterprises, otherwise, they may be left 

behind [3]. Last but not least, firm innovation from awareness to operations shows that businesses know how to take 

advantage of limited resources, thereby maximizing profits and helping the business develop sustainably in the long 

term [1]. For these reasons, improving business performance has become a top priority for every business, in which, 

innovation can be seen as a solid foundation to create a premise for sustainable development long-term sustainability 

[2]. On the other hand, to integrate into the era of globalization and integration, and to keep up with the success of the 

Industrial Revolution 4.0, Vietnamese businesses in general, and businesses in the Mekong Delta in particular, have 

been constantly changing and renewing themselves in order to integrate into global development [1]. To increase their 

competitiveness, most firms in Vietnam, particularly growing ones, have prioritized innovation activities. Innovation 

serves as a watershed moment for firms looking to establish a presence in the market and compete on a global scale [2]. 

Recognizing the critical role of improving the Mekong Delta economic region, the Vietnamese government adopted the 

objectives of developing the regional economy by 2030, including promoting business innovation towards green and 

sustainable development [4, 5]. On the other hand, Loucks [5] called for decisions related to protecting the common 

ecosystem and global climate change, with a huge role of innovation in the operational process and practical action in 

the Mekong Delta region of Vietnam. Based on the above arguments, the urgency of practical research has been clarified 

as well as the foundation for conducting research related to the mechanism of decision-making for enterprise innovation 

towards green and sustainability from a cognitive perspective in the Mekong Delta. 

In the context of enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability, specific studies on business 

innovation decisions from a cognitive perspective are still limited [6], especially in the Mekong Delta, Vietnam. 

According to Tien et al. [7], there is a conflict in the effort to reconcile the interests of society (society expects a higher 

quality of life, greener and safer) and business (minimizing costs and maximizing profits) while businesses can only try 

to come up with the best solutions to ensure benefits for all parties as well as maintain sustainable business development. 

As a result, these solutions are not always useful and reasonable when considered from an ethical perspective [7]. Along 

with the challenges of providing feasible solutions related to the green and sustainable development of enterprises, the 

requirement for synchronization in the perception of innovation of enterprises is a huge research gap to ensure 

consistency in implementing the common goals of enterprises [8]. However, Russell et al. [6] found that previous studies 

on corporate innovation (decisions to adopt digital transformation and information systems) often studied its post-

rationality without considering the awareness of innovation before adoption.  

In addition, innovation can be understood as “the implementation of a new or significantly improved product 

(goods/service) or process, a new marketing method, or a new organisational measure in practice, in the work 

organisation or in external relations” [9]. As a result, many international business scholars have asserted that innovation 

can be classified into four categories: product, process, marketing, and organisational [10-12]. Besides, recent studies 

related to enterprise innovation decision-making mostly considered decision-making based on data or the processes of 

business model innovation while customers’ expectations from the enterprise viewpoint and enterprise perceptions of 

innovation were rarely mentioned [13, 14]. On the other hand, customer expectations are often considered in relation to 

marketing innovation activities (including product design, product-related services, etc.) while innovating marketing 

activities are only a part of the decision to innovate the business or do not necessarily lead to the decision to innovate 

the business [15-17]. Therefore, the research gap identified in this case is the relationship between customer expectations 

and innovation perceptions (e.g., whether marketing innovation perceptions lead to process innovation perceptions) 

leading to business innovation decisions. 

Recognizing the above theoretical gaps in previous studies, the purpose of this study is to examine the mechanism 

of forming enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability via the nexus between customer 

expectations, perceived innovation (perceived marketing innovation and perceived process innovation), and enterprise 

innovation decision-making. As a consequence, this study tackled corporate innovation decision-making towards greens 

and sustainability using the Stimulus - Organism - Response (S-O-R) paradigm [18], in which the stimulus factor refers 

to customers’ expectations, the organism refers to perceived marketing innovation and perceived process innovation, 

and response refers to enterprise innovation decision-making. The unique point of this research is to clarify the influence 

of customer expectations on perceived innovation, which clearly shows the relationship between perceived marketing 

innovation and perceived process innovation, then forms enterprise innovation decision-making from the enterprise 

viewpoint. The findings also reveal the role of perceived innovation in making decisions towards greens and 

sustainability and provide significant implications for managers in the context of developing the Mekong Delta region. 

The remainder of the study has been separated into five sections. Section 2 is the literature review that identifies 

prior studies on the subject as well as research gaps to propose a research approach. Section 3 covers the research 

methods, whereas Section 4 gives the research findings. Section 5 discusses the research findings, while Section 6 

presents conclusions, limits, and future research prospects. 
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2- Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

2-1- Literature Review 

S-O-R framework, enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability, perceived marketing 

innovation, perceived process innovation, and customers’ expectations from the enterprise viewpoint. 

The stimulus-organism-response (S-O-R) framework is a psychological paradigm used to describe and explain 

human behaviour and intentions [18]. Stimuli include social influence, commercial messages, and situational situations 

[18]. The term "organism" refers to a person or a human's inner processes, which comprise cognitive, emotional, and 

physiological components that drive actions or behavioural intents [19]. Response is defined as the behavioural or 

cognitive effects of the interplay of external stimuli with the organism's internal processes [20]. In the context of 

enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability, previous studies applying the S-O-R framework 

mostly focused on green innovation from customers’ instead of enterprises’ viewpoints [21, 22] while enterprise 

innovation decision-making was considered to depend on enterprises’ perception or managers’ perception [23]. 

Therefore, this is one of the uniqueness of this study in explaining enterprise innovation decision-making via the S-O-

R framework. 

A systematic review was carefully conducted to provide an adequate explanation for the relationships between 

enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability, perceived marketing innovation, perceived 

process innovation, and customers' expectations from the enterprise's perspective. There were four significant findings 

were identified.  

 Internal factors, external factors, and managers’ perceptions were regarded as factors affecting enterprise 

innovation decision-making [23]. In this approach, the perception process of innovation is mainly based on the 

manager's perspective while the perception of all members of the enterprise is the foundation for making the right 

decisions [24]. In addition, this study mentioned “little interest for innovations by customers” and did not clarify 

the role of customer expectations in forming perceived innovation (perceived marketing innovation and perceived 

process innovation) [6, 23].   

 Another approach to enterprise innovation decision-making, Du et al. [14] indicated that product and process 

innovations were two dimensions of enterprise innovation decision-making. Product innovation was mainly 

influenced by customers and process innovation was impacted by suppliers [14, 25, 26]. Although this approach 

has been taken by many studies, most studies rarely consider the cognitive aspects of innovation (including 

perceptions of product and process innovations), while decision-making needs much cognitive effort [6, 14, 25, 

27, 28].  

 Related to the nexus between customer expectations and perceived marketing innovation, almost all studies 

focused on customer needs or customer satisfaction and product innovation, while marketing innovation was 

mentioned apart or not mentioned in the relationship of customer expectations due to its wide range (product, price, 

promotion, and place) [15, 27, 29-31]. 

 Regarding the nexus between perceived marketing innovation and perceived process innovation in the context of 

enterprise innovation decision-making, Kahn [32] indicated that innovation was an outcome, process, and mindset. 

If considered as an outcome, innovation encompasses manufacturing innovation, innovation in processes, 

innovation in marketing, innovation in business models, supply chain innovation, and organisational innovation 

[32]. If seen as a process, innovation encompasses both the innovation and product development processes [32]. 

If innovation is considered a mindset, it includes individual mindsets and organisational culture [32]. Despite the 

significant contributions of Kahn [32] in explaining enterprise innovation, such as outcome, process, and mindset, 

this study did not clarify the relationship between them. Marketing innovation was a wide range of alterations in 

multiple aspects such as product, pricing, distribution (place), and promotion [33]; however, previous studies rarely 

examined perceived marketing innovation in the relationship between process innovation and enterprise innovation 

decision-making [6, 32, 33].  

Based on the above gaps in literature and research objectives, the research approach was identified by investigating 

the nexus between customer expectations, perceived marketing innovation, perceived process innovation, and enterprise 

innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability. By applying the S-O-R framework to modify enterprise 

innovation decision-making, the novelty of this approach was clarified. Customer expectations refer to the stimulus 

factor, which is pre-trial views about products or services that serve as standards or reference points for assessing 

product/service performance [34-36]. Perceived marketing innovation and perceived process innovation refer to 

organisms, in which perceived marketing innovation is related to the awareness of the adoption of novel approaches to 

marketing that involve major adjustments in product design/packaging, distribution, promotion, and pricing [33]; 

perceived process innovation is connected to the recognition of the new work techniques, the real process design 

occupation, and the adoption of the change in all its complicated technological, human, and organisational parts [37]. 
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Enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability refers to response, which is considered to be a 

result of cognitive processes (perceived innovation) via the impact of customer expectations. Additionally, enterprise 

innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability is built on the benefits of the enterprise via the lens of 

awareness of marketing innovation and process innovation [38].  

2-2- Hypothesis Development 

Previous studies showed that feelings of satisfaction/dissatisfaction are caused by an association between one's 

assessment of product performance and one's expectation level [39]. In other words, the higher the level of meeting 

customer expectations about services/products, the higher the level of customer satisfaction [35]. According to Basu et 

al. [40], understanding client expectations and requirements for products/services is a key foundation for marketing 

innovation strategies connected to products/services as well as the decision-making process [41]. Although there have 

been few studies investigating the relationship between customer expectations and marketing innovation perceptions, 

previous research has shown a positive relationship between customer satisfaction and marketing innovation activities 

related to products/services, where satisfaction refers to the extent to which customer expectations are met [42, 43]. 

H1: Customer expectations are positively associated with perceived marketing innovation. 

H2: Customer expectations are positively associated with perceived process innovation. 

H3: Customer expectations are positively associated with firm innovation decision-making towards green and 

sustainability. 

The relationship between cognition and decision-making has been recognized in numerous previous studies [6, 28, 

38]. According to Lopez-Fernandez et al. [23], managers’ perceptions mediated the relationship between external and 

internal factors and enterprise innovation decision-making. In line with this, Du et al. [14] insisted that product and 

process innovations were two dimensions of enterprise innovation decision-making, while Purchase & Volery [33] 

supposed that marketing innovation was related to a wide range of alterations in multiple aspects such as product, 

pricing, distribution (place), and promotion. In the research of Kahn [32], enterprise innovation decision-making was 

not only an outcome but also a cognitive process (a mindset) via a process that comprised the ways and means through 

which innovation could occur. In light of these findings, this study assumes that perceived marketing innovation is 

considered as awareness of changes related to product, price, promotion, and distribution; thereby leading to a change 

in the perception of enterprise process innovation in the context of enterprise innovation decision-making towards green 

and sustainability. In addition, previous studies have proven the positive effect of perceived process innovation on 

enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability [30, 44].  

H4: Perceived marketing innovation is positively associated with perceived process innovation. 

H5: Perceived marketing innovation is positively associated with enterprise innovation decision-making towards 

green and sustainability. 

H6: Perceived process innovation is positively associated with enterprise innovation decision-making towards green 

and sustainability. 

Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework of enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability 
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3- Research Methodology 

3-1- Data Collection and Measurement Scales 

To avoid interviewer impacts and bias due to social desire, primary data was acquired from current enterprise 
personnel located in the Mekong Delta of Vietnam by convenience sampling using a virtual form (Google Forms) [45, 
46]. In accordance with Barclay et al. [47], the minimum size of the sample should equal ten times the total number of 

arrows in the latent variable at any location in the PLS structural model. This online questionnaire had over 500 
responders, but only 301 of them provided valid responses. Table 1 shows the respondents' profiles. Despite the use of 
the convenience sample approach, this study deemed current employees to be well-represented in the population. 

Table 1. Respondents’ profiles 

Indicator Value N/301 Percentage 

Gender 
Female 165 54.8 

Male 136 45.2 

Age group 

17-30 126 41.9 

31-40 74 24.6 

41-50 59 19.6 

>50 42 13.9 

Educational level 

Intermediate 3 1 

College 8 2.7 

University 235 78.1 

Postgraduate 55 18.2 

3-2- Analytical Procedures 

In order to avoid the common method bias, Kock & Lynn [53] introduced the whole collinearity test as a 

comprehensive technique for analysing both vertical and lateral collinearity at one time. If all VIF indexes from a 

comprehensive collinearity test are smaller than 3.3, the model is devoid of common method bias [53]. 

Cronbach's alpha was used with the SPSS programme to analyse the scales' reliability, ensuring high internal 

consistency and reliability (Table 2). Cronbach's alpha values should be greater than 0.6 [54]. The measuring model was 

analysed using SmartPLS to test convergent validity, composite reliability, and discriminant validity. The authors next 

recommend using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) to assess the structural model and 

validate the hypotheses, which corresponds to analysing the complex connections between the various indirect and direct 

consequences [55].  

Figure 2 shows the flowchart of the research methodology through which the objectives of this study were achieved. 

 

Figure 2. Research design and analytical procedures 
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Table 2. Measurement instruments 

4- Research Results 

4-1- Method Bias 

All items of the initial scales were retained after checking the scales’ reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6) (Table 2). 

In addition, all VIF values are smaller than 3.3. Hence, the common method bias was avoided and the total remaining 

items in this study (24 items) were used for analyzing the measurement model. 

4-2- Measurement Model 

Related to the convergence of measurement scales, the outer loading index should be equal to or higher than 0.6 and 

the average variance extracted (AVE) should be higher than 0.5 in the exploratory research [54]. However, the item 

FID1 was eliminated since the outer loading value of FID1 (0.561) was smaller than 0.6. Hence, the convergence of 

measurement scales was assured (Table 3). Similarly, the validity and reliability of the measurement model were 

confirmed since all Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability indexes were equal and higher than the threshold of 0.6 

[54]. Lastly, the discriminant validity of the measurement model was assured (Table 3) since Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio 

(HTMT) values were smaller than 1 [56]. 

4-3- Structural Model 

According to the research results in Table 4 and Figure 3, the direct associations between the components of the 

conceptual model were supported at a significant level of 1%, including H1 (Customer expectations are positively 

associated with perceived marketing innovation), H4 (Perceived marketing innovation is positively associated with 

perceived process innovation), H5 (Perceived marketing innovation is positively associated with enterprise innovation 

Items Descriptions 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha (α) 
Source 

Customer expectations (CE)  0.878  

CE1 Products/services have superiority in the context of green and sustainability.  

[34-36] 

CE2 Products/services are easily accessible in the context of green and sustainability.  

CE3 Products/services ensure the safety of customers in the context of green and sustainability.  

CE4 Products/services meet customer expectations in the context of green and sustainability.   

CE5 Products/services are easy to use in the context of green and sustainability.  

Perceived marketing innovation (PMI) 0.843  

PMI1 Our firm may remember events related to recent product innovations.  

[33, 38, 48] 

PMI2 
Our firm recognizes the need to innovate products to meet customer expectations in the context of green and 

sustainability. 
 

PMI3 Our firm recognizes that product innovation increases competitiveness.  

PMI4 Our firm realizes that reasonable product prices increase competitiveness.  

PMI5 Our firm recognizes fluctuations in the prices of products in the same segment.  

PMI6 Our firm recognizes the innovation of promotion and distribution activities that meet customer expectations.  

PMI7 Our firm recognizes the innovation of promotion and distribution activities that enhance competitiveness.  

Perceived process innovation (PPI) 0.850  

PPI1 
Our firm recognizes innovation in working methods that can meet customer expectations in the context of 

green and sustainability. 
 

[37, 49, 50] 

PPI2 Our firm recognizes that innovation in working methods can enhance competitiveness.  

PPI3 Our firm recognizes that technological process innovation helps raise customer expectations.  

PPI4 Our firm recognizes that technological process innovation helps improve competitiveness.  

PPI5 Our firm recognizes that process innovation is vital in the context of green and sustainability.  

Firm innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability (FID) 0.865  

FID1 Our firm decided to innovate for the immediate benefit of the business.  

[38, 51, 52] 

FID2 Our firm decided to innovate for the long-term benefit of the business.  

FID3 Our firm decided to innovate to meet customer expectations.  

FID4 Our firm decided to innovate to improve competitiveness.  

FID5 Our firm decided to innovate because it benefits the community.  

FID6 Our firm decided to innovate because we are well aware of its benefits in business marketing.  

FID7 Our firm decided to innovate because we are well aware of its benefits in enterprise processes.  
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decision-making towards green and sustainability), and H6 (Perceived process innovation is positively associated with 

enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability). As a result, the positive influences of customer 

expectations on perceived marketing innovation (β = 0.462), perceived marketing innovation on perceived process 

innovation (β = 0.670), perceived marketing innovation on firm innovation decision-making (β = 0.226), and perceived 

process innovation on firm innovation decision-making (β = 0.541), were identified. On the other hand, the direct 

association between customer expectations and perceived process innovation was rejected (p = 0.105 > 0.1) as well as 

the nexus between customer expectations and firm innovation decision-making (p = 0.818 > 0.1). Therefore, H2 

(Customer expectations are positively associated with perceived process innovation) and H3 (Customer expectations are 

positively associated with firm innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability) were not accepted.  

Table 3. Outer loadings, reliability, convergent validity, and Heterotrait-monotrait ratio results 

Variables Items Loading α CR AVE Heterotrait-monotrait ratio results 

Customer 

expectations 

CE1 

CE2 

CE3 

CE4 

CE5 

0.842 

0.811 

0.828 

0.802 

0.809 

0.878 0.910 0.670    

Firm innovation 

decision-making 

FID2 

FID3 

FID4 

FID5 

FID6 

FID7 

0.742 

0.823 

0.825 

0.748 

0.842 

0.781 

0.883 0.911 0.631 0.351   

Perceived marketing 

innovation 

PMI1 

PMI2 

PMI3 

PMI4 

PMI5 

PMI6 

PMI7 

0.600 

0.707 

0.809 

0.704 

0.719 

0.772 

0.725 

0.845 0.883 0.521 0.527 0.705  

Perceived process 

innovation 

PPI1 

PPI2 

PPI3 

PPI4 

PPI5 

0.790 

0.799 

0.801 

0.804 

0.761 

0.851 0.893 0.626 0.428 0.810 0.829 

According to the initial hypotheses, customer expectations positively impacted perceived marketing innovation as 

expected (p < 0.01), while they were not associated with both perceived process innovation and firm innovation decision-

making (p > 0.1). These findings demonstrate that although businesses understand customer expectations related to 

green and sustainable innovation, it is not enough to lead to changes in innovation processes as well as business 

innovation decisions. However, customer expectations drive perceived marketing innovation, which in turn drives 

process and decision innovation in the firm. Besides, perceived process innovation was significantly associated with 

firm innovation decision-making (β = 0.541, p<0.01).  

Table 4. Direct effects of the structural model 

Hypothesis Path relationships Estimate SD T -value P value Result 

H1 CE  PMI 0.462 0.065 7.075** 0.000 Accepted 

H2 CE  PPI 0.074 0.046 1.622n 0.105 Rejected 

H3 CE  FID 0.009 0.040 0.230n 0.818 Rejected 

H4 PMI  PPI 0.670 0.050 13.522** 0.000 Accepted 

H5 PMI  FID 0.226 0.072 3.117** 0.002 Accepted 

H6 PPI  FID 0.541 0.075 7.161** 0.000 Accepted 

Note: CE: customer expectations; PMI: Perceived marketing innovation; PPI: Perceived process innovation; FID: Firm innovation decision-making. 

SD = standard deviation; **significant at p<0.01; n not significant. 

R2
FID = 0.521, R2

PMI = 0.213, R2
PPI = 0.500. 
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Figure 3. Direct effects of the structural model 

Similar to direct effects, the indirect results of the interplay between customer expectations, perceived innovation, 

and decision-making are presented in Table 5. All the positive associations were supported at a significant level of 1% 

except the relationship of CE  PPI  FID (p > 0.1). Based on these findings, the mediating role of perceived marketing 

innovation is significant due to its positive impacts on both perceived process innovation and firm innovation decision-

making (β CE  PMI  FID = 0.104, β CE  PMI  PPI  FID = 0.167, β CE  PMI  PPI = 0.309. In addition, the mediating role of 

perceived process innovation under the impacts of perceived marketing innovation on firm innovation decision-making 

was also emphasized (β PMI  PPI  FID = 0.104). 

Table 5. Indirect effects of the structural model 

Relationships Estimate SD T -value P value Result 

CE  PMI  FID 0.104 0.038 2.767** 0.006 Accepted 

CE  PMI  PPI  FID 0.167 0.031 5.442** 0.000 Accepted 

CE  PMI  PPI 0.309 0.047 6.623** 0.000 Accepted 

PMI  PPI  FID 0.362 0.050 7.184** 0.000 Accepted 

CE  PPI  FID 0.040 0.026 1.523n 0.128 Rejected 

Note: SD = standard deviation; **significant at p<0.01; n not significant. 

5- Discussion 

According to the research findings, this study validated a holistic conceptual model to clarify the mechanism of 

shaping enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability. This mechanism can be considered in 

two periods: (1) the direct effects of stimulus factor on organism and response, and (2) the direct effects of organism on 

response. In the first period, customer expectations were regarded as a stimulus factor, which was positively associated 

with perceived marketing innovation (β = 0.460, p < 0.01). In other words, the higher the level of enterprises’ recognition 

of customer expectations, the higher they perceived marketing innovation. Nevertheless, customer expectations were 

not associated with both perceived process innovation (p = 0.105 > 0.1) and firm innovation decision-making (p = 0.818 

> 0.1). In the second period, perceived marketing innovation was associated with not only perceived process innovation 

(β = 0.670, p < 0.01) but also firm innovation decision-making (β = 0.226, p < 0.01). In addition, perceived process 

innovation has a significant association with firm innovation decision-making (β = 0.541, p < 0.01). The more enterprises 

were aware of marketing and process innovation, the more they would promote business innovation. In short, the 

mechanism of shaping enterprise innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability in this study stemmed 

from customer expectations (from the enterprise viewpoint) to the enterprises’ perception of innovation in marketing 
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related to many adjustments towards product, price, placement, and promotion (βCEPMIFID = 0.104, p < 0.01; 

βCEPMIPPIFID = 0.167, p < 0.01; βCEPMIPPI = 0.309, p < 0.01), leading to the perception of innovation in processes 

to adapt to the requirements of adjustments towards product, price, placement, and promotion, and then forming firm 

innovation decision-making (βPMIPPIFID = 0.362, p < 0.01).  

In addition, this study emphasized the significant contributions related to theoretical aspects when approaching firm 

innovation decision-making towards green and sustainability under the S-O-R model. This research is considered a case 

study in the context of green and sustainable business innovation, in which the research results have shown the suitability 

of the model in explaining the decision-making mechanism of enterprise innovation under the strong influence of social 

context (customer expectations) and the cognitive processes (perceived innovation) (R2 = 0.521). Furthermore, these 

results are the appropriate response to the call for a comprehensive model to conceptualize decision-making under the 

contextual influences of Bruch & Feinberg [28]. On the other hand, the indicators of the measurement scales related to 

firm innovation decisions were developed based on the benefits of the decisions while most previous studies often 

considered decisions based on behavioural intentions (the outcomes of behaviours or behavioural intentions) [17, 57, 

58]. This study also reaffirmed the role of awareness in the human decision-making process when faced with the impact 

of environmental factors, especially in the field of green and sustainable development, which was a top concern of 

current researchers [59, 60].  

Compared to the previous studies related to firm innovation towards green and sustainability, this study offered a 

novel and unique approach to conceptualising customer expectations and innovation perceptions from an enterprise 

viewpoint in shaping firm innovation decision-making, while Tu & Wu [61] indicated that green product and process 

innovations were the main drivers of green innovation, or Lopez-Fernandez et al. [23] found that little concern for 

innovations by customers and leaders’ perceptions were key factors in enterprise innovation decision-making. According 

to the research results, perceived innovation (perceived marketing innovation and perceived process innovation) was 

consistent with the research of Kahn [32] when considering innovation as a mindset. Nevertheless, this study is unique 

in that it not only considers innovation as a change in individual employee perception but also considers innovation 

perception in marketing and processes under the influence of customer expectations. Thus, this study is a synthesis in 

considering innovation as mindset, outcome and process. 

In terms of practical contributions, this research has provided a unique mechanism for the decision-making process 

of business innovation towards green and sustainable development that no previous research has conducted in the context 

of the development of the Mekong Delta region, Vietnam. Based on the research results, making enterprise innovation 

decisions was a process that originated from innovation awareness (including marketing and process innovation 

awareness), although the decision-making process completely did not have a direct relationship with customer 

expectations about products and services, through innovation awareness, this factor had a significant impact. Besides, 

the mediating role of marketing innovation awareness was very significant since it related to awareness of product, 

distribution, price, and promotion aspects. Although marketing innovation awareness has a direct positive impact on 

corporate innovation decisions (β = 0.226), its impact through perceived process innovation is much greater (β = 0.670). 

Overall, perceived marketing innovation was considered to be at a lower level than process innovation (the outcome of 

perceived marketing innovation was the perception of process innovation), so it would have less impact on corporate 

innovation decisions than perceived process innovation (β = 0.541). In line with this, the following practical implications 

were proposed: 

 Enhance the perception of the current workforce about enterprise product and service features such as ease of use, 

the safety of the product or service, etc. 

 Update and study customer trends and customer expectations about products/services in a green and sustainable 

context. 

 Enhance sharing and training of human resources on aspects related to product, price, distribution and promotion 

to raise awareness of the need for innovation. 

 Take advantage of the region's unique advantages to train and improve innovative thinking about products and 

ways to reach customers in the context of green and new technology. 

 Build the enterprise's own specific processes and share the need for change to fit the new context. 

 Integrate both marketing and process awareness within the framework of customer expectations through corporate 

innovation research activities. 

 Focus on developing innovation awareness for businesses, especially following the world's general goal to protect 

the environment and ensure sustainable development. 
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6- Conclusion 

Based on the original purpose of the research, the results were successful in modelling the innovative decision-

making mechanisms of businesses in the context of green and sustainable development. The study also pointed out the 

limitations of previous studies related to practical and theoretical contexts when comparing them with current research 

results. As a result, this is a typical study and has great value in explaining the mechanism of forming business innovation 

decisions in the Mekong Delta region, which has its own unique characteristics. The research has reaffirmed the role of 

current businesses in recognising customer needs, leading to the formation of innovative perceptions about marketing 

and processes to improve business innovation decisions. In addition, this study makes significant contributions both 

theoretically and practically to green and sustainable development in the current period for Vietnam and the region in 

general and the Mekong Delta in particular. Based on the research results, business managers and policymakers can 

come up with better strategies in ensuring harmony between social benefits and business benefits in synchronizing 

business innovation awareness. 

In relation to its great contributions to practice and theory, the study also faced some shortcomings. First, the cross-

sectional study can have some common method bias. Second, this study stood on the enterprise viewpoint related to 

customer expectations, so it could be affected by other external and internal factors such as competitive pressure, 

perceptions of organisational innovation, etc. Lastly, the emotional aspects were not mentioned in this study; therefore, 

this should be explored in future research. 
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