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ABSTRACT

Creativity is a crucial skill for business entrepreneurs, particularly in the aftermath of the COVID-19 
pandemic. Therefore, the objective of this research is to examine the influence of entrepreneurial 
creativity using the Cognitive Process Associated with Creativity (CPAC) scale model to examine 
its influence on business innovation and the success of small business entrepreneurs in the post 
COVID-19 context according to the concept of CPAC Model as a tool to study, together with, the 
variables on business innovation and the success of business entrepreneurs. The findings show 
that the CPAC model positively influences business innovation, which in turn contributes to 
the success of business entrepreneurs. Thus, the findings of this research suggest that business 
entrepreneurs need to use creativity so that their performance leads to business innovation and 
to business success. The results also suggest that the CPAC model be examined in other samples 
to explore the perspectives of individuals regarding the use of creativity to support the search 
for leveraging creativity for successful business operations. This research encompasses the CPAC 
model into entrepreneurship, showing how cognitive processes foster innovation and business 
success, with both theoretical and practical contributions.

Keywords: cognitive processes associated with creativity, business innovation, business success, 
small entrepreneur, creativity process
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INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurs are the lifeblood of economic growth in developing countries like 
Thailand (Yanya et al., 2011). Yet, the COVID-19 pandemic delivered a devastating 
blow, crippling businesses, threatening livelihoods, and putting survival itself at 
risk (Shafi et al., 2020; Tanchaisak & Wattanapanit, 2021). While all economies 
face challenges, this crisis forced entrepreneurs into uncharted territory, 
overwhelming the usual strategies for sustainable business (Chimoga, 2023).  
In such a situation, the ability to strive is critical. However, many entrepreneurs 
were caught unprepared, lacking the creative and flexible strategic planning 
needed to navigate the turmoil and ensure continuous growth (Nasar et al., 2022; 
Engidaw, 2022). This is a critical failure, because entrepreneurs are precisely the 
ones expected to revitalise the economy in the pandemic’s wake (Akula & Singh, 
2021). The ones who managed to survive, and even thrive, were often those who 
could think creatively—recognising opportunity in the crisis and recovering 
through innovation (Meyer et al., 2021). The researcher saw a rapid shift towards 
flexible operations, leveraging digital technologies and network relationships to 
overcome short-term disruptions (Santos et al., 2023). This forged a “new normal,” 
changing both consumer behaviour and the essential abilities required of business 
leaders (Meyer et al., 2021).

This highlights a central problem; entrepreneurial creativity is not a simple trait. 
It is a complex process that hinges on an individual’s ability to access information 
and solve problems systematically and quickly (Li-Ying & Nell, 2020; Salem & 
Beduk, 2021). It involves finding connections, thinking through solutions, and 
understanding their potential consequences—all of which depend on reliable 
information (Rumanti et al., 2022; Puhakka, 2011). At its core, entrepreneurship 
is about finding and seizing opportunities (Ratten, 2021), and the pandemic became 
a brutal impetus for entrepreneurs to “think outside the box” (Kabatunzi, 2022). 
The challenge was to have the courage to create value by transforming operations 
through innovative models, turning obstacles into new business opportunities 
(Jabeen et al., 2023; Scheidgen et al., 2021). But how, exactly, does this creativity 
work? While models like the “Four C Model” (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009) categorise 
levels of creativity, the researcher need a more practical toolkit. The CPAC Model, 
created by Miller (2014), offers just that. It breaks down creativity into actionable 
cognitive processes: brainstorming, metaphorical thinking, perspective-taking, 
imagery, incubation, and flow. Although the CPAC model has been applied to help 
small businesses during the pandemic (e.g., Naidoo, 2021; Childs et al., 2022), its 
application in entrepreneurship research remains limited. Previous studies focus 
on innovation itself, but rarely on the underlying cognitive mechanics that drive 
it. The CPAC model provides a micro-level lens to understand how entrepreneurs 
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think their way to innovation, a gap that is especially pronounced in the context 
of developing countries. CPAC extends classic creativity frameworks, such as the 
4C model, by emphasising actionable behaviours that help small entrepreneurs 
innovate during crises (Dellyana et al., 2024; He et al., 2025).

This research addresses that gap by applying the CPAC model to small business 
entrepreneurs in Thailand, a developing economy hit hard by the pandemic. 
The researcher aims to examine how these six cognitive processes influence a 
business’s ability to innovate and achieve success in the post-COVID-19 era.  
In doing so, this research makes a theoretical contribution by extending the CPAC 
framework from psychology into entrepreneurship, deepening our understanding 
of how specific thought processes foster innovation. On a practical level, it offers 
entrepreneurs and policymakers evidence-based insights on using these cognitive 
tools to build more resilient and competitive small businesses. Ultimately, this 
research moves beyond simply stating that creativity is important, and instead 
investigates the precise mental machinery that allows entrepreneurs to transform 
a creative spark into tangible business success.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Creativity Process

For decades, researchers have sought to understand the cognitive engines of 
creativity. This research is grounded in the CPAC scale, a framework developed 
by Miller (2014) that builds upon the early work of Wallas (1926). The CPAC 
model breaks down creativity into six distinct, measurable mental processes. The 
first is brainstorming, which is the process of generating a wide array of ideas 
and potential solutions in response to a challenge. The second is metaphorical 
and analogical thinking, the ability to draw links between a current problem 
and a seemingly unrelated concept or past solution, then applying that model 
to the new situation. The third process is perspective-taking, the deliberate 
effort to shift one’s viewpoint to understand a situation or design ideas in an 
entirely new way. Fourth is imagery, which involves using senses—not just 
sight, but also sound and touch—to form mental pictures and concepts, thereby 
stimulating novel connections from within. The fifth process is incubation, the 
subconscious processing of a problem where ideas mature and combine in the 
background while the individual is engaged in other activities. Finally, the sixth 
process is flow, a state of deep, focused immersion in a task, characterised by 
a sense of effortless determination and automatic engagement, as described  
by Csikszentmihalyi (1997).
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While perceptions of creativity can be highly personal (Amabile, 1990; Woodman 
& Schoenfeldt, 1990), it is universally recognised by its outcomes: ideas that are 
original, novel, and unexpected. At its core, creativity is the ability to generate 
something new and better (Henry, 1991), a skill that becomes essential when 
traditional solutions fail. The COVID-19 pandemic presented precisely this kind 
of complex, unprecedented challenge, forcing entrepreneurs to rely on their 
creative abilities to identify new paths forward. This link between creativity and 
entrepreneurship is well-established. Schumpeter (1934) positioned creativity as 
fundamental to discovering new business opportunities, a view echoed by later 
theorists like Leibenstein (1966) and Kirzner (1979). Baumol (1993) further argued 
that the innovative spark in any business venture originates from the individual 
entrepreneur’s creativity. Therefore, this research employs all six processes of the 
CPAC model to assess how entrepreneurs’ creative capacities fuel the innovations 
necessary to overcome unforeseen crises.

Business Innovation and Business Success

Small and medium enterprises (SMEs), according to the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD), are enterprises with fewer than 250 
employees, divided into micro (fewer than 10), small (10–49), and medium-sized 
(50–249). Firms with 250 or more employees are considered large. SMEs account 
for about 99% of businesses and contribute 50%–60% of value added in OECD 
economies (OECD, 2025). Given their prevalence and crucial economic role, the 
capacity of SMEs to sustain competitiveness depends largely on their ability to 
innovate. Innovation is the mechanism that translates creative ideas into market 
value. Schumpeter (1934) famously theorised that entrepreneurs are the agents 
of “creative destruction,” disrupting markets by introducing innovative methods 
or products to secure a profit. However, this advantage is temporary, continually 
eroded by competitors until the next innovation emerges. The OECD (2005) 
provides a practical definition, describing innovation as the implementation 
of a new or significantly improved product, process, marketing method, or 
organisational practice. For small businesses, creativity and innovation are not 
optional; they are vital for competing in niche markets and specialised operations  
(Yew Wong & Aspinwall, 2004; Alyahya’ei et al., 2020). They are key drivers of 
economic growth (Mazla et al., 2020), allowing entrepreneurs to enhance existing 
operations and transform ideas into more efficient, effective processes. Research 
consistently shows a strong link between innovation and positive business 
outcomes (Sahut & Peris-Ortiz, 2014).

To foster this, entrepreneurs should focus on five key elements: leadership 
that studies information and actively encourages new ideas (Saiyed, 2019); 
continuous learning through technology adoption and employee development 
(Bae & Choi, 2021; Hussain & Li, 2022); product improvement by developing  
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new offerings and service innovations (Björklund et al., 2020; Christa & Kristinae, 
2021); flexible management that can adapt to the external environment (Raišienė, 
2015); and the effective use of information and technology to drive efficiency 
(Sutrisno et al., 2023).

Ultimately, business success is about accomplishing set objectives and 
demonstrating improvement over time (Jayawarna et al., 2014; Leković & Marić, 
2015). While financial performance is a crucial indicator, a comprehensive 
view of success must also include non-financial measures like market share, 
customer satisfaction, and employee morale (Hoque, 2004; Kaplan & Norton, 
1996). Accordingly, this research adopts Yustian’s (2021) dual-factor definition, 
assessing success through both financial aspects, such as profitability and 
growth, and non-financial aspects, including owner, customer, and employee 
satisfaction. Innovation serves as the foundation for this success (Pavone, 2018). 
It is a continuous process that, while often uncertain and requiring investment, 
is a key component of superior business performance and the primary creator of 
business wealth (Drucker, 1973; Srinivasan & Hanssens, 2009).

Hypotheses and Conceptual Framework

Based on this literature, the researcher proposes the following hypotheses:

1.	 H1: Brainstorming positively influences business innovation.

2.	 H2: Metaphorical and analogical thinking positively influences business 
innovation.

3.	 H3: Perspective-taking positively influences business innovation.

4.	 H4: Imagery positively influences business innovation.

5.	 H5: Incubation positively influences business innovation.

6.	 H6: Flow positively influences business innovation.

7.	 H7: Business innovation positively influences business success.

Therefore, this research uses the six dimensions of the CPAC model to examine 
their influence on business innovation and the subsequent success of small 
business entrepreneurs. The interconnection of all variables is presented in the 
conceptual model (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of research
Source: Personal Study

Population and Sample Size

The study focused on a population of 671 small business entrepreneurs operating in 
Muak Lek Subdistrict, Saraburi Province. To ensure the robustness of the analysis, 
the sample size was determined based on the requirements for Structural Equation 
Modelling (SEM). Following the guidelines of Hair et al. (2014), a target sample 
of between 200 and 400 respondents was established. The researchers employed 
a purposive sampling method to identify participants who were either business 
owners or executives, ensuring they possessed the necessary knowledge, skills, 
and experience to provide accurate responses to the questionnaire.

Data collection was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, which necessitated 
the use of an online survey method. A questionnaire was created using Google 
Forms, and potential respondents were invited to participate via a shareable link 
or QR code. Over a six-month period from January 1 to June 30, 2021, a total of 
251 complete responses were collected, a number that meets and exceeds the 
minimum threshold for proceeding with SEM analysis.

Research Instrument

The primary research instrument was a structured questionnaire developed from 
a comprehensive review of the literature. It was divided into four distinct parts. 
The first part collected general demographic information about the small business 
entrepreneurs, including gender, age, educational level, monthly business income, 
business duration, and business type, using a closed-ended question format.

The second part of the questionnaire measured the CPAC using a scale adapted from 
Miller (2014). This section contained 30 items across six subscales: brainstorming 
(e.g., “If I get stuck on a problem, I ask others to help generate potential solutions”), 
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metaphorical and analogical thinking (e.g., “If I get stuck on a problem, I make 
connections between my current problem and a related situation”), perspective-
taking (e.g., “If I get stuck on a problem, I try to take a different perspective of the 
situation”), imagery (e.g., “If I get stuck on a problem, I visualise what the solution 
might look like”), incubation (e.g., “If I get stuck on a problem, I look for clues in 
my surroundings”), and flow (e.g., “If I am intensely working, I am fully aware of 
‘the big picture’”).

The third part assessed business innovation with five items derived from the 
work of Aragón-Correa et al. (2007), Hsiao et al. (2014), and Alyahya’ei et al. 
(2020), including statements such as “I explore non-traditional and creative ways 
of doing small business.” The fourth and final part evaluated business success 
using seven items from Fatoki (2018) and Ahmad and Seet (2009), for example,  
“I think that my business is growing.”

To ensure linguistic and conceptual accuracy, the questionnaire was translated 
from English to Thai using a standard translation and back-translation procedure 
(Brislin, 1980). This process involved two bilingual experts and was reviewed 
by a panel of academics to resolve any discrepancies. A pilot test with 30 SME 
entrepreneurs confirmed the final instrument’s clarity and comprehensibility.  
For sections two through four, responses were captured on a five-point Likert  
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

After data collection, the reliability of the entire questionnaire was calculated 
and found to be 0.80. All items demonstrated corrected item-to-total correlations 
greater than 0.30, confirming acceptable internal consistency as per the standards 
of Hair et al. (2014) and Cho and Kim (2015). The research protocol and instruments 
received formal approval from the Human Research Ethics Committee of Asia-
Pacific International University (Approval No. RRDC 2023-164, dated October 18, 
2020). All participants were informed of their rights, and the confidentiality of their 
information was strictly guaranteed.

Statistical Analysis

The data were analysed using a statistical software package. The analysis began 
with descriptive statistics, including frequency and percentage, to summarise the 
sample’s characteristics. This was followed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
to verify the underlying factor structure of the measured variables. Finally, the 
influence between variables was analysed using Path Analysis within the SEM 
framework. This approach allowed for testing the overall harmony of the research 
model with the empirical data and for evaluating the study’s hypotheses. The 
specific criteria and thresholds for these analyses, as guided by Hair et al. (2014), 
Choi and Seltzer (2010), and Kline (2016), are detailed in Table 1.
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Table 1
Model fit index and recommended values

Model Fit Index Recommended Values

CFA
|2/df < 3.00
p-value > 0.05
GFI > 0.90
AGFI > 0.90
CFI > 0.95
TLI > 0.90
RMSEA < 0.05

SEM
|2/df < 3.00
p-value > 0.05
GFI > 0.90
AGFI > 0.90
NFI > 0.95
IFI > 0.90
CFI > 0.95
RMSEA < 0.05

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index;  
CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation; NFI = Normed Fit Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index
Source: Choi and Seltzer (2010), Hair et al., (2014), Kline (2016)

RESEARCH RESULT

Data were collected from 251 small business entrepreneurs. Their demographic 
characteristics are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2
Demographic Data

Characteristic Frequency %

Gender
Male
Female

153
98

61.0
39.0

Age
Less than or equal to 30 years old
31–40 years old
41–50 years old
51 years old and above

68
85
74
24

27.1
33.9
29.5

9.6

(continued)
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Characteristic Frequency %

Educational Level
Below bachelor degree
Bachelor degree
Higher bachelor degree

128
105

18

51.0
41.8

7.2
Income per month

Less than or equal to 15,000 Baht
15,001–30,000 Baht
30,001–45,000 Baht
45,001 Baht and higher

27
180

32
12

10.8
71.7
12.7

4.8
Duration of the business operation

Less than or equal to 5 years
5–10 years
11–15 years
15 years and higher

68
94
69
20

27.1
37.5
27.5

8.0
Type of small business

Retailer/Wholesaler
Service

92
159

36.7
63.3

Source: Author’s calculations

Analysis of Correlation Coefficients

Correlation analysis revealed positive relationships among all variables, except 
for Metaphorical and Analogical Thinking (MAT), which showed no significant 
correlation with business success. As shown in Table 3, the analysis of the 
correlation between the variables found that the correlation coefficient among 
the variables was between 0.13 and 0.59. The researcher analysed the Variance 
Inflation Factors (VIF) to test the correlation coefficient between the two variables 
and found that there is a VIF value between 1.15–1.99. Ringle et al. (2015) said 
that if the VIF value does not exceed 5.00, there will be no problem of correlation 
among the variables. Additionally, the square roots of the Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) for each variable exceeded the inter-construct correlations, 
indicating satisfactory discriminant validity. As shown in the model that all 
variables have discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2009; Hair et al., 2014).  
For discriminant validity are shown in italic and diagonal in Table 3.

Table 2 (continued)
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Table 3
Correlation coefficient, VIF, and discriminant validity 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. BS 0.85
2. BI 0.17** 0.92
3. BR 0.13* 0.50** 0.86
4. MAT 0.10 0.50** 0.51** 0.87
5. PT 0.18** 0.24** 0.26** 0.23** 0.84
6. IM 0.18** 0.45** 0.37** 0.45** 0.25** 0.82
7. IN 0.31** 0.40** 0.29** 0.31** 0.28** 0.30** 0.87
8. FL 0.19** 0.59** 0.40** 0.46** 0.18** 0.35** 0.30** 0.87

VIF – 1.99 1.56 1.66 1.15 1.42 1.28 1.64

Note: BS = Business Success; BI = Business Innovation; BR = Brainstorming; PT = Perspective-taking; 
IM = Imagery; IN = Incubation; FL = Flow; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 (2-tailed)
Source: Author’s calculations

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

This research separates CPAC dimensions into six sub-dimensions which are 
BR, MAT, PT, IM, IN, and FL. Afterwards, each analysis was carried out. Sub-
dimensions were examined using CFA to delve into the unique factor structure 
and ensure the validity of the instrument. Although originally designed with an 
oblique rotation, the CPAC subscales were intended to be correlated, reflecting 
the intertwined nature of the cognitive processes underlying creativity. However, 
by conducting separate CFAs for each subscale, researchers aimed to scrutinise 
the distinctiveness of each construct and investigate potential variations in the 
factor structure across different dimensions of creativity. This approach offers a 
comprehensive examination of the CPAC instrument, shedding light on its utility 
in measuring various aspects of creativity.

CFA results indicated that one item from each of the following dimensions—
perspective-taking, imagery, incubation, and flow—should be removed (PT5, IM5, 
IN5, and FL5).  In addition, CFA results recommended to eliminate two items 
from business success (BS1 and BS7) because these items revealed the factor 
loading value were less than 0.40.  Although AVE values are ideally expected to 
exceed 0.50, the results showed lower values for BR, MAT, PT, IM, IN, FL, and BS 
(ranging from 0.31 to 0.45). According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), AVE values 
below 0.50 are acceptable if the Composite Reliability (CR) exceeds 0.60 (BR = 0.74,  
MAT = 0.75, PT = 0.71, IM = 0.68, IN = 0.76, FL = 0.75, and BS = 0.72, respectively). 
Therefore, the convergent validity of the construct remains satisfactory. The 
results of the CFA revealed that the observed variables were consistent between 
the research concept and the empirical data in which every value is in accordance 
with the conditions as shown in detail in Table 4.
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Table 4
Standardised loading, standard error (S.E.), t-value, CR, AVE, and conformity index 
values according to CFA criteria

Item
Factor Loading

CR AVE
Standardised Loading S.E. t-value

BR1 (4) 0.61 0.39 3.73*** 0.37 0.74
BR2 0.55 0.52 3.89***
BR3 0.74 – –
BR4 0.62 0.37 3.66***
BR5 0.48 0.36 3.25**

|2 = 4.70, df = 5, |2/df = 0.94, p-value = 0.45, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.98, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.01,  
RMSEA = 0.00

MAT1 (3) 0.72 0.21 5.23*** 0.38 0.75
MAT2 0.73 – –
MAT3 0.63 0.17 4.90***
MAT4 0.53 0.15 4.18***
MAT5 0.41 0.14 3.11**

|2 = 6.47, df = 5, |2/df = 1.30, p-value = 0.26, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.97, 
RMSEA = 0.03

PT1 (2) 0.70 – – 0.38 0.71
PT2 0.49 0.19 2.61**
PT3 0.65 0.29 3.12**
PT4 0.61 0.21 3.06**

|2 = 3.00, df = 2, |2/df = 1.50, p-value = 0.22, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.93, 
RMSEA = 0.05

IM1 (5) 0.75 – – 0.35 0.68
IM2 0.60 0.16 2.48**
IM3 0.56 0.18 2.52**
IM4 0.42 0.13 2.12**

|2 = 57.91, df = 45, |2/df = 0.75, p-value = 0.65, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.98, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.04, 
RMSEA = 0.00

IN1 (1) 0.78 – – 0.45 0.76
IN2 0.73 0.16 4.97***
IN3 0.62 0.11 4.56***
IN4 0.52 0.11 3.84***

|2 = 2.30, df = 2, |2/df = 1.15, p-value = 0.32, GFI = 1.00, AGFI = 0.98, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 0.99, 
RMSEA = 0.03

(continued)
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Item
Factor Loading

CR AVE
Standardised Loading S.E. t-value

FL1 (6) 0.73 – – 0.38 0.75
FL2 0.67 0.17 4.23***
FL3 0.53 0.15 3.55***
FL4 0.60 0.12 4.54***

|2 = 0.46, df = 1, |2/df = 0.46, p-value = 0.50, GFI = 1.00, AGFI = 0.99, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.03, 
RMSEA = 0.00

BI1 0.54 0.10 6.87*** 0.51 0.84
BI2 0.60 0.10 7.14***
BI3 0.57 0.10 6.84***
BI4 0.70 – –
BI5 0.67 0.18 7.95***

|2 = 57.91, df = 45, |2/df = 0.75, p-value = 0.65, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.98, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.04, 
RMSEA = 0.00

BS2 0.63 0.17 4.05*** 0.34 0.72
BS3 0.71 – –
BS4 0.55 0.15 3.96***
BS5 0.56 0.17 4.06***
BS6 0.44 0.16 3.56***

|2 = 4.24, df = 5, |2/df = 0.85, p-value = 0.52, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.98, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.02, 
RMSEA = 0.00

Note: **p-value < 0.05, ***p-value < 0.001
Source: Author’s calculations

Analysis of influences among variables using SEM

The structural model assessing the influence of CPAC processes on BI and success 
yielded a chi-square statistic (|2) of 5.30, with a degree of freedom (df) of 4,  
|2/df = 1.32, p-value = 0.60, GFI = 1.00, AGFI = 0.95, NFI = 0.99, IFI = 1.00,  
CFI = 1.00, and RMSEA = 0.04—indicating a good model fit. All values meet the 
criteria of the analysis of the consistency of the variables. Figure 2 shows the results 
of the analysis of the influence among variables using path analysis of the SEM to 
test the harmony of the research model with empirical data.

Table 4 (continued)
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Business Innovation Business Success

Brainstorming

Perspective-taking

Imagery

Incubation

Flow

Metaphorical and 
Analogical Thinking

0.20***

0.28***

0.38***

Note: *p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01

Model Fit Measurement:
|²/df = 1.32, p-value = 0.26, GFI = 1.00, AGFI = 0.95, 
NFI = 0.99, IFI = 1.00, RMSEA = 0.04

0.12**

0.11**

0.16**

0.03

 Figure 2. Model of CPAC that affect BI and the success of small business entrepreneurs.
Source: Author’s calculations

Figure 2 illustrates the influence of CPAC dimensions on BI and the subsequent 
impact on small BS. BS was positively influenced by BI (b = 0.28, p < 0.01), and 
BI was positively influenced by FL the most, equal to 0.38, followed by BR, 
equal to 0.20, with statistical significance at the 0.01 level. Incubation (b = 0.16), 
MAT (b = 0.12), and IM (b = 0.11) also showed significant positive effects on  
BI (p < 0.05). However, on the other hand, it was found that BI was not influenced 
by PT. Therefore, the influence of the CPAC scale model on BI and the success 
of small business entrepreneurs is summarised in the results of the study 
hypothesis testing of this research as shown in Table 5 below. The results 
confirm that five CPAC processes significantly influence BI, while PT does not.  
BI, in turn, positively affects BS.

Table 5
SEM results and hypothesis testing results.

Hypothesis Causal Path Path Coefficient Result

H1 BR→BI 0.20*** Accept
H2 MAT→BI 0.12** Accept
H3 PT→BI 0.03 Reject
H4 IM→BI 0.11** Accept
H5 IN→BI 0.16** Accept
H6 FL→BI 0.38*** Accept
H7 BI→BS 0.28*** Accept

Noted: **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
Source: Author’s calculations
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DISCUSSION

The study found that the CPAC scale positively influenced BI through five key 
cognitive processes: brainstorming, MAT, imagery, incubation, and flow. This 
indicates that small business entrepreneurs benefit from a creative thinking 
process that directly fuels the development of BI.

Brainstorming

The process of brainstorming proved essential, though not in the traditional sense 
of generating a vast quantity of ideas. Instead, entrepreneurs learned to focus on 
finding a few realistic and actionable ideas that could be operationalised quickly. 
This approach helps shorten decision-making time, allowing problems to be solved 
immediately without wasting resources on impractical concepts (Zayadin et al., 
2023). This realistic and rapid synthesis of ideas is consistent with Leschziner 
and Brett (2019), who describe the creative process as an independent effort 
that involves revising, evaluating, and connecting intuitive concepts. By holding 
regular brainstorming sessions, entrepreneurs can empower their employees 
to contribute creative ideas, covering everything from product development to 
marketing strategies, thereby harnessing collective creativity to drive innovation 
and growth (Childs et al., 2022).

Metaphorical and Analogical Thinking

Metaphorical and analogical thinking involves linking current challenges to 
similar past experiences and applying those insights to new contexts. When 
faced with novel problems, entrepreneurs instinctively search for solutions 
based on past experiences, combining previous methods with new approaches to 
arrive at effective ideas. This cognitive process relies on mental and intellectual 
agility, allowing a creative person to draw logical parallels from one situation 
to another to find a specific, appropriate solution (Bianchi & Verganti, 2021). 
As Childs et  al. (2022) suggest, this form of thinking is a distinct perception 
of creativity. Encouraging this mindset among employees—for instance, by 
prompting them to think of customer interactions as building relationships or 
storytelling—can spark fresh perspectives and lead to innovative solutions for  
business challenges.

Perspective Taking

Conversely, the study found that PT, as defined in the CPAC model, did not 
significantly influence BI. This may be because its primary role lies in fostering 
empathy and mutual understanding rather than directly stimulating creative 
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ideation (Abeysekera, 2013; Sahut & Peris-Ortiz, 2014). Although PT can widen 
understanding and support interpersonal relationships, it does not necessarily lead 
to the tangible, innovative outcomes that resource-constrained small businesses 
prioritise (Wiklund et al., 2019). Entrepreneurs in such environments often focus 
on urgent, practical problem-solving, leaving little room for reflective activities. 
Furthermore, PT requires cognitive flexibility that is often strengthened through 
structured training, which may not be accessible to small firms. These findings 
align with prior research suggesting that while PT enhances empathy, its direct 
effect on BI is limited and context-dependent.

Imagery

IM, the use of mental visualisation and sensory input to explore solutions, was 
another critical process. Entrepreneurs facing problems tend to trust their intuition 
and senses to find the most optimal solution. This cognitive process is rooted in 
conscious decision-making, where individuals are stimulated by ideas that arise 
from reflection and judgement through their senses. As Leschziner and Brett (2019) 
note, creative abilities are influenced by an individual’s personality and thinking 
preferences. This process draws from long-term memory and imagination, 
creating visual memories that help in problem-solving (Bhattacharya & Petsche, 
2005). Encouraging the use of mental imagery and visual aids, such as sketches, 
prototypes, or infographics, can make abstract ideas tangible, thereby enhancing 
creativity, decision-making, and innovation across the business.

Incubation

IN emerged as a critical cognitive strategy, allowing for subconscious problem-
solving during periods of mental disengagement (Rogaten & Moneta, 2015). 
By stepping away from a problem, entrepreneurs allow their brains to process 
information in the background, often leading to new insights and creative 
breakthroughs when they return with a fresh perspective. This process relies 
on the brain’s ability to make novel associations (Mansour et al., 2024). Business 
owners who cultivate this mindset believe in their ability to solve problems 
and often persist until they find a solution, viewing obstacles as a temporary 
“incubation period” rather than a final dead end (Ritter & Dijksterhuis, 2014). By 
giving employees dedicated time and space away from immediate tasks—through 
activities like walks or creative hobbies—businesses can foster a culture where 
subconscious processing leads to improved problem-solving and innovation.
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Flow

Finally, the state of FL (a deep concentration and intrinsic motivation) enables 
entrepreneurs to apply their past experiences effectively in new and challenging 
situations. When entrepreneurs are passionate about their work, they operate 
voluntarily and automatically, fully aware of the “big picture” and undeterred 
by the fear of failure. This dedication channels their creativity toward their 
goals. As Wang et al. (2023) state, the generation of creative ideas varies by 
individual, but focusing on this process greatly facilitates subsequent results. 
To foster flow, businesses should provide challenging yet achievable tasks, clear 
goals, and minimal interruptions. This environment helps employees maintain 
engagement and momentum, leading to enhanced efficiency and the development 
of valuable innovations.

The findings also confirm that BI significantly contributes to the success of small 
enterprises. For innovation to occur, entrepreneurs must cultivate five key elements. 
In the area of Leadership, it is necessary to carefully study relevant information, 
observe new trends, and support new ideas to create value-creating innovations. 
In Learning, entrepreneurs must focus on continuous learning, leveraging new 
technologies and past experiences to improve business performance, as continuous 
learning is a recognised factor in organisational success. Product improvement 
involves the continuous development of new offerings and the enhancement of 
existing products to meet evolving market demands, ensuring the business remains 
competitive and successful. In terms of Management, entrepreneurs must focus on 
flexibility, systematic planning, and adaptation to the external environment, which 
are vital for BS and sustainability. Finally, in the area of Information, promoting 
the use of information and technology makes operations convenient and efficient, 
and using this information intelligently helps create the core capabilities that 
drive BS. Therefore, business entrepreneurs who develop innovation will achieve 
success in terms of profits and growth.

Theoretical Implication

This research advances theory by extending the CPAC framework, originally rooted 
in cognitive psychology, into the domain of entrepreneurship. Prior research 
has often focused on the outcomes of innovation or general entrepreneurial 
capabilities but has seldom examined the cognitive processes that underpin 
creativity in business contexts. By empirically validating the CPAC model among 
small business entrepreneurs in a developing country, this research highlights 
the critical role of specific processes—brainstorming, imagery, incubation, 
and flow—in driving innovation and subsequent BS. This theoretical extension 
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underscores the novelty of CPAC as a structured and measurable lens through 
which entrepreneurial creativity can be understood, thereby enriching both 
creativity and entrepreneurship literature.

Practical Implication

From a practical standpoint, the findings emphasise the value of embedding 
CPAC-based approaches in entrepreneurial training and policy initiatives. Small 
business entrepreneurs can enhance their resilience and competitiveness by 
consciously fostering creativity through CPAC-driven processes such as structured 
brainstorming sessions, the use of analogical reasoning, and creating environments 
conducive to incubation and flow. For policymakers and development agencies, the 
study provides actionable guidance: incorporating CPAC elements into capacity-
building programmes can equip small entrepreneurs with practical tools for 
adapting to uncertainty, innovating sustainably, and achieving long-term success 
in post-crisis economies.

Recommendation for Future Research

Suggestions for future research are as follows. Regarding the population and 
sample, because this research focused on local-level small business entrepreneurs 
who may lack formal training and creative experience, future researches should 
consider populations engaged in inherently creative operations, such as high-
tech companies. This would ensure that the research results are more accurate  
and reliable.

Concerning the research tool, the questionnaire used in this research was adapted 
from past research developed in different contexts. Although it was tested for 
reliability and validity, future research should create measurement tools more 
appropriate to the sample’s specific characteristics. This could be achieved by 
using qualitative methods, such as in-depth interviews or focus group discussions, 
to inform the development of the instrument.

For validity checks, a limitation of this research was the inability to perform 
additional tests like Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio and marker-variable analysis 
due to software and data constraints. Future research should incorporate these 
techniques, perhaps using variance-based SEM or including marker variables 
during survey design, to provide a more rigorous assessment of discriminant 
validity and common method bias.
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Finally, regarding the research results, the finding that PT does not influence 
BI contrasts with some past research. Therefore, future researches should 
reinvestigate the CPAC model to confirm whether all its processes indeed lead to 
innovation, which remains a critical factor for BS.

CONCLUSION

This research demonstrates that the CPAC model offers a useful framework for 
explaining how entrepreneurial creativity translates into BI and success in post-
crisis environments. For small business entrepreneurs in Thailand, the processes 
of brainstorming, analogical thinking, imagery, incubation, and flow were key 
contributors to innovation, which in turn enhanced business performance. 
The study contributes by extending the CPAC framework—originally developed 
within cognitive psychology—into entrepreneurship research, highlighting 
cognitive processes as underexplored mechanisms linking creativity, innovation,  
and success.

Practically, the study provides actionable insights for small business entrepreneurs 
and policymakers, showing that fostering CPAC-driven creativity can strengthen 
resilience, competitiveness, and long-term sustainability in the aftermath of 
disruptive crises like COVID-19. Furthermore, this research reveals the advantage 
of applying SEM in validating the CPAC framework, ensuring statistical rigour. 
However, limitations must be acknowledged, as the data were collected from a 
single district, relied on self-reported measures, and some AVE values fell below 
the ideal threshold. These limitations call for future research using cross-regional 
samples and qualitative or mixed methods to capture deeper insights. Despite 
these constraints, the study significantly contributes by extending CPAC into 
entrepreneurship, offering both theoretical advancement and practical guidance 
for small businesses in post-crisis recovery. In conclusion, future research should 
validate these findings across different contexts and industries, particularly in 
high-tech sectors where creativity and innovation play a central role. Further 
exploration may also refine the role of less significant CPAC dimensions, such as 
PT, to better understand their situational impact on entrepreneurial outcomes.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This research was supported by Asia-Pacific International University. The author 
would like to thank Dr. Jebamani Anthoney and Mr. Bayu Kaumpungan from the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities, Asia-Pacific International University, Thailand for 
her assistance with proofread and comments that greatly improved the manuscript.



CPAC, Business Innovations and Business Success | 81

REFERENCES

Abeysekera, I. (2023). Innovation and business performance in Australia: Role of 
entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship in a crisis. Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 
1126313. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1126313

Ahmad, N. H., & Seet, P. S. (2009). Understanding business success through the lens of SME 
founder-owners in Australia and Malaysia. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 
Venturing, 1(1), 72–87. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEV.2009.023821

Akula, S. C., & Singh, P. (2021). Impact of Covid 19 on entrepreneurship: A systematic 
literature review. International Journal of eBusiness and eGovernment Studies, 13(1), 
1–22. 

Alyahya’ei, N., Husin, N. A., & Supian, K. (2020). The impact of innovation on the 
performance of SMEs in Oman. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and 
Change, 13(9), 961–975. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.36761.03686

Amabile, T. M. (1990). Within you, without you: The social psychology of creativity, and 
beyond. In M. A. Runco & R. S. Albert (Eds.), Theories of creativity. Sage Publications, 
Inc.

Aragón-Correa, J. A., García-Morales, V. J., & Cordón-Pozo, E. (2007). Leadership and 
organizational learning’s role on innovation and performance: Lessons from 
Spain. Industrial Marketing Management, 36(3), 349–359. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2005.09.006

Bae, B., & Choi, S. (2021). The effect of learning orientation and business model innovation 
on entrepreneurial performance: focused on South Korean start-up companies. 
Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 7(4), 245.  
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7040245

Baumol, W. (1993). Formal entrepreneurship theory in economics: Existence and bounds. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 8(4), 197–210. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0883 
-9026(93)90027-3

Bianchi, M., & Verganti, R. (2021). Entrepreneurs as designers of problems worth solving. 
Journal of Business Venturing Design, 1(1–2), 100006. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvd 
.2022.100006

Björklund, T. A., Mikkonen, M., Mattila, P., & van der Marel, F. (2020). Expanding 
entrepreneurial solution spaces in times of crisis: Business model experimentation 
amongst packaged food and beverage ventures. Journal of Business Venturing 
Insights, 14, e00197. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00197

Bhattacharya, J., & Petsche, H. (2005). Drawing on mind’s canvas: Differences in cortical 
integration patterns between artists and non‐artists. Human Brain Mapping, 26(1), 
1–14. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20104

Brislin, R. W. (1980). Translation and content analysis of oral and written materials. In H. C., 
Triandis, & J. W., Berry (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural psychology: Methodology. 
Allyn and Bacon.

Childs, P., Han, J., Chen, L., Jiang, P., Wang, P., Park, D., Yin, Y., Dieckmann, E., & 
Vilanova, I. (2022). The creativity diamond—A framework to aid creativity. Journal 
of Intelligence, 10(4), 73. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/jintelligence10040073

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1126313
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEV.2009.023821
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.36761.03686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7040245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(93)90027-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(93)90027-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvd.2022.100006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvd.2022.100006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20104
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/jintelligence10040073


82 | Wanlee Putsom

Chimoga, I. M. (2023). Exploring Sustainable Entrepreneur Creativity in Post Covid 19 
Pandemic: A Case Study of Some Selected Businesses in Zambia. International 
Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science, 7(2), 1417–1426. http://dx.doi.
org/10.47772/IJRISS

Cho, E., & Kim, S. (2015). Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: Well-known but poorly 
understood. Organizational Research Methods, 18(2), 207–230. https://doi.org/10 
.1177/109442811455599

Choi, K., & Seltzer, M. (2010). Modeling heterogeneity in relationships between initial 
status and rates of change: Treating latent variable regression coefficients as 
random coefficients in a three-level hierarchical model. Journal of Educational 
and Behavioral Statistics. 35(1), 54–91. https://doi.org/10.3102/1076998609337138

Christa, U., & Kristinae, V. (2021). The effect of product innovation on business performance 
during COVID 19 pandemic. Uncertain Supply Chain Management, 9(1), 151–158. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5267/j.uscm.2020.10.006

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). Flow and the psychology of discovery and invention. Harper 
Perennial.

Dellyana, D., Fauzan, T. R., & Putri, A. P. (2024). Creativity and Proactive Personality as 
Triggers for Entrepreneurial Alertness in Improving the Business Performance of 
the Creative Industry in Indonesia. Journal of Small Business Strategy, 34(1), 110–142. 
https://doi.org/10.53703/001c.94170

Drucker, P. F. (1973). Management: Tasks, responsibilities, practices. Harper & Row.
Engidaw, A. E. (2022). Small businesses and their challenges during COVID-19 pandemic 

in developing countries: in the case of Ethiopia. Journal of Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship, 11(1), 1. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-021-00191-3

Fatoki, O. (2018). The impact of entrepreneurial resilience on the success of small and 
medium enterprises in South Africa. Sustainability, 10(7), 2527. https://doi.org/10 
.3390/su10072527

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 
variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Hair, J. F., Gabriel, M., & Patel, V. (2014). AMOS covariance-based structural equation 
modeling (CB-SEM): Guidelines on its application as a marketing research tool. 
Brazilian Journal of Marketing, 13(2). 44–55. http://dx.doi.org/10.5585/remark 
.v13i2.2718

He, F., Naveed, R. T., Adnan, M., Çakir, V., Naseem, W., & Muneer, S. (2025). Humble 
leadership and creativity in SMEs: A pathway to achieve SDG 8 and SDG 9 in 
the industry 4.0 era. Acta Psychologica, 255, 104972. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
actpsy.2025.104972

Henry, J. (1991). Making sense of creativity. In J. Henry (Eds.), Creative Management. Sage 
Publications.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial least squares 
path modeling in international marketing. In J., Henseler, C. M., Ringle, &  
R. R. Sinkovics, New challenges to international marketing. Emerald Group Publishing 
Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014

http://dx.doi.org/10.47772/IJRISS
http://dx.doi.org/10.47772/IJRISS
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442811455599
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442811455599
https://doi.org/10.3102/1076998609337138
http://dx.doi.org/10.5267/j.uscm.2020.10.006
https://doi.org/10.53703/001c.94170
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-021-00191-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072527
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072527
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
http://dx.doi.org/10.5585/remark.v13i2.2718
http://dx.doi.org/10.5585/remark.v13i2.2718
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2025.104972
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2025.104972
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014


CPAC, Business Innovations and Business Success | 83

Hoque, Z. (2004). A contingency model of the association between strategy, environmental 
uncertainty and performance measurement: impact on organizational 
performance. International Business Review, 13(4), 485–502. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ibusrev.2004.04.003

Hsiao, H. C., Chang, J. C., & Chen, S. C. (2014). The influence of support for innovation 
on organizational innovation: taking organizational learning as a mediator. The 
Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 23, 463–472. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40299-
013-0121-x

Hussain, N., & Li, B. (2022). Entrepreneurial leadership and entrepreneurial success: the 
role of knowledge management processes and knowledge entrepreneurship. 
Frontiers in psychology, 13, 829959. http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.829959

Jabeen, F., Belas, J., Santoro, G., & Alam, G. M. (2023). The role of open innovation in 
fostering SMEs’ business model innovation during the COVID-19 pandemic.  
Journal of Knowledge Management, 27(6), 1562–1582. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM 
-05-2022-0347

Jayawarna, D., Jones, O., & Macpherson, A. (2014). Entrepreneurial potential: The role of 
human and cultural capitals. International Small Business Journal, 32(8), 918–943. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242614525795

Kabatunzi, R. E. (2022). Entrepreneurial Strategies for the Survival of Small Business 
Enterprises in Uganda. PhD dissertation, Walden University.

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1996). Linking the balanced scorecard to strategy. California 
Management Review, 39(1), 53–79. https://doi.org/10.2307/41165876

Kaufman, J. C., & Beghetto, R. A. (2009). Beyond big and little: The Four C model of creativity. 
Review of General Psychology, 13(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013688

Kirzner, I. (1979). Perception, Opportunity, and Profit: Studies in the Theory of Entrepreneurship. 
University Chicago Press.

Kline, R. B. (2016). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. The Guilford Press. 
Leibenstein, H. (1966). Allocative efficiency vs “X-efficiency”. American Economic Review, 

56(3), 392–415. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.151.3712.867-a
Leković, B., & Marić, S. M. (2015). Measures of small business success/performance–

importance, reliability and usability. Industrija, 43(2), 7–26. https://doi.org/10.5937/
industrija43-7209

Leschziner, V., & Brett, G. (2019). Beyond two minds: Cognitive, embodied, and evaluative 
processes in creativity. Social Psychology Quarterly, 82(4), 340–366. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0190272519851791

Li-Ying, J., & Nell, P. (2020). Navigating opportunities for innovation and entrepreneurship 
under COVID-19. California Management Review Insights. 

Mansour, A., Al-Tarawneh, A., Alshrouf, H., Samarah, M., & Alnajdawi, S. (2024). The impact 
of entrepreneurship factors on organization behavior and learning at Jordan 
Orange Telecommunication firm. International Journal of Data and Network Science, 
8(1), 91–100. http://dx.doi.org/10.5267/j.ijdns.2023.10.014

Mazla, M. I. S. B., Jabor, M. K. B., Tufail, K., Yakim, A. F. N., & Zainal, H. (2020). The roles 
of creativity and innovation in entrepreneurship. In International Conference on 
Student and Disable Student Development 2019 (ICoSD 2019) (pp. 213–217). Atlantis 
Press. https://doi.org/10.17687/jeb.v10i2.927

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2004.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2004.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40299-013-0121-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40299-013-0121-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.829959
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2022-0347
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2022-0347
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242614525795
https://doi.org/10.2307/41165876
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.151.3712.867-a
https://doi.org/10.5937/industrija43-7209
https://doi.org/10.5937/industrija43-7209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0190272519851791
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0190272519851791
http://dx.doi.org/10.5267/j.ijdns.2023.10.014
https://doi.org/10.17687/jeb.v10i2.927


84 | Wanlee Putsom

Meyer, K. E., Prashantham, S., & Xu, S. (2021). Entrepreneurship and the post-COVID-19 
recovery in cemerging economies. Management and Organization Review, 17(5), 
1101-1118. https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2021.49

Miller, A. L. (2014). A self-report measure of cognitive processes associated with creativity. 
Creativity Research Journal, 26(2), 203–218. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014 
.901088

Naidoo, J. J. (2021). Intercultural Exposure, Intercultural Empathy, Creative Cognitive 
Processes, and Creative Behaviour in South African Employees. PhD dissertation, 
University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg.

Nasar, A., Akram, M., Safdar, M. R., & Akbar, M. S. (2022). A qualitative assessment 
of entrepreneurship amidst COVID-19 pandemic in Pakistan. Asia Pacific  
Management Review, 27(3), 182–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2021.08.001

OECD. (2005). The measurement of scientific and technological activities: Guidelines for collecting 
and interpreting innovation data. OECD Publishing.

OECD. (2025). Enterprises by business size (indicator). OECD. https://doi.org/10.1787/31d5eeaf 
-en

Pavone, P. (2018). The relationship between innovation and success: The case study of Yoox 
Spa. Megatrend revija, 15(2), 121–140. http://dx.doi.org/10.5937/MegRev1802121P

Puhakka, V. (2011). Developing a creative-cognitive model of entrepreneurial alertness 
to business opportunities. Journal of Management and Strategy, 2(4), 85–94.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.5430/jms.v2n4p85

Raišienė, A. G. (2015). Business and management success: what course is supported by 
sustainable organization managers. Transformation in Business & Economics, 14(3), 
68–91. 

Ratten, V. (2021). COVID‐19 and entrepreneurship: Future research directions. Strategic 
Change, 30(2), 91–98. https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2392

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J. (2015). SmartPLS 3. Bönningstedt: SmartPLS.
Ritter, S. M., & Dijksterhuis, A. (2014). Creativity—the unconscious foundations of the 

incubation period. Frontiers in human neuroscience, 8, 215. http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/
fnhum.2014.00215

Rogaten, J., & Moneta, G. B. (2015). Development and validation of the short use of creative 
cognition scale in studying. Educational Psychology, 35(3), 294–314. https://doi.org
/10.1080/01443410.2013.857011

Rumanti, A. A., Rizana, A. F., Septiningrum, L., Reynaldo, R., & Isnaini, M. M. R. (2022). 
Innovation capability and open innovation for small and medium enterprises 
(SMEs) performance: Response in dealing with the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Sustainability, 14(10), 5874. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14105874

Sahut, J. M., & Peris-Ortiz, M. (2014). Small business, innovation, and entrepreneurship. 
Small Business Economics, 42, 663–668. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9521-9

Saiyed, A. A. M. (2019). The role of leadership in business model innovation: a case of an 
entrepreneurial firm from India. New England Journal of Entrepreneurship, 22(2), 
70–88. https://doi.org/10.1108/NEJE-08-2019-0040

Salem, S., & Beduk, A. (2021). The effect of creativity and innovation on entrepreneurship. 
International Journal of Academic Management Science Research, 5, 1–11.

https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2021.49
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.901088
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2014.901088
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2021.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1787/31d5eeaf-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/31d5eeaf-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.5937/MegRev1802121P
http://dx.doi.org/10.5430/jms.v2n4p85
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2392
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00215
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00215
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.857011
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.857011
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14105874
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9521-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/NEJE-08-2019-0040


CPAC, Business Innovations and Business Success | 85

Santos, S. C., Liguori, E. W., & Garvey, E. (2023). How digitalization reinvented 
entrepreneurial resilience during COVID-19. Technological Forecasting and Social 
Change, 189, 122398. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122398

Scheidgen, K., Gümüsay, A. A., Günzel-Jensen, F., Krlev, G., & Wolf, M. (2021). Crises 
and entrepreneurial opportunities: Digital social innovation in response to 
physical distancing. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 15, e00222. https://doi 
.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00222

Schumpeter, J. (1934). The Theory of Economic Development. Harvard University Press.
Shafi, M., Liu, J., & Ren, W. (2020). Impact of COVID-19 pandemic on micro, small, and 

medium-sized Enterprises operating in Pakistan. Research in Globalization, 2, 
100018. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2020.100018

Srinivasan, S., & Hanssens, D. M. (2009). Marketing and firm value: Metrics, methods, 
findings, and future directions. Journal of Marketing Research, 46(3), 293–312. 
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.46.3

Sutrisno, S., Kuraesin, A. D., Siminto, S., Irawansyah, I., & Ausat, A. M. A. (2023). The 
Role of Information Technology in Driving Innovation and Entrepreneurial 
Business Growth. Jurnal Minfo Polgan, 12(1), 586–597. https://doi.org/10.33395/
jmp.v12i1.12463

Tanchaisak, K., & Wattanapanit, N. (2021). Businesses’ Coping with COVID-19 Pandemic 
Situation in Thailand. Journal of Multidisciplinary in Social Sciences, 17(3), 1–6.

Wallas, G. (1926). The art of thought,Vol. 10. Harcourt, Brace.
Wang, C., Zhang, X., & Pan, Y. (2023). Enhancing Sustainable Arts Education: Comparative 

Analysis of Creative Process Measurement Techniques. Sustainability, 15(11), 9078. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15119078

Wiklund, J., Nikolaev, B., Shir, N., Foo, M. D., & Bradley, S. (2019). Entrepreneurship and 
well-being: Past, present, and future. Journal of Business Venturing, 34(4), 579–588. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.01.002

Woodman, R. & Schoenfeldt, L. (1990). An interactional model of creative behavior. Journal 
of Creative Behavior, 24(4), 279–289. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/258761

Yanya, M., Abdul-Hakim, R., & Abdul-Razak, N. A. (2011). Does higher entrepreneurial 
activity correlate with higher level of growth? Evidence from Thailand. In Evidence 
from Thailand (June 21, 2011). Society of Interdisciplinary Business Research (SIBR) 
2011 Conference on Interdisciplinary Business Research. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=1869352

Yew Wong, K., & Aspinwall, E. (2004). Characterizing knowledge management in the small 
business environment. Journal of Knowledge Management, 8(3), 44–61. https://doi 
.org/10.1108/13673270410541033

Yustian, O. J. M. S. L. (2021). Uncertainty of the business environment affecting business 
success due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Management Science Letters, 11(5), 1549–1556. 
https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.12.018

Zayadin, R., Zucchella, A., Anand, A., Jones, P., & Ameen, N. (2023). Entrepreneurs’ 
decisions in perceived environmental uncertainty. British Journal of Management, 
34(2), 831–848. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12612

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122398
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2020.100018
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.46.3
https://doi.org/10.33395/jmp.v12i1.12463
https://doi.org/10.33395/jmp.v12i1.12463
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15119078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/258761
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1869352
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1869352
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270410541033
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270410541033
https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2020.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12612

