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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The literature in management sciences highlights the importance of entrepreneurial orientation as a lever
to enhance productivity, competitiveness, and strengthen the position of companies. Globally, businesses are
increasingly investing in developing their innovation capabilities to meet the demands of the digital economy and
the "Smart Life" era. In this context, the absorptive capacity for knowledge, as well as the ambidexterity of
exploration and exploitation, play crucial roles. However, current research does not yet clearly specify the causal
links between these concepts. This study aims to determine how absorptive capacity influences innovation
ambidexterity, considering the mediating role of entrepreneurial orientation.

Design/methodology/approach: Based on a positivist epistemological approach, this work relies on a literature review and
the results of three exploratory studies. This leads to an explanatory model of the relationships between absorptive capacity
and innovation ambidexterity, tested on 258 entrepreneurs and project holders in the ICT sector in Tunisia, operating within a
"Smart City".

Findings: The results show that absorptive capacity enhances innovation ambidexterity, with a significant mediating role of
entrepreneurial orientation
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I. INTRODUCTION

With the rapid evolution of digital technologies, the rise of the sharing economy, and globalized competition,
companies face significant challenges, particularly in terms of innovation and adapting to changing consumer
expectations. To meet these demands, they must not only explore new markets but also optimize the life cycles of
their products and services.

The Internet of Things (10T) emerges as a strategic lever to enrich the service offering by connecting physical
and virtual objects. This perfectly aligns with the national strategy "Tunisia Digital 2025," which seeks to position
Tunisia as a key player in this digital transformation. This plan promotes support for startups and encourages
innovation. In this context, innovative entrepreneurship plays a fundamental role, especially in emerging
economies, where it becomes a key factor for competitiveness and modernization. The "Startup Act" of 2018 in
Tunisia has further consolidated this momentum by providing specific incentives for young companies, thus
contributing to the emergence of a dynamic entrepreneurial ecosystem. Nevertheless, challenges remain, such as
talent retention and the establishment of adequate infrastructure.

This study examines the relationship between absorptive capacity for knowledge and innovation
ambidexterity (exploration and exploitation), highlighting the role of entrepreneurial orientation. This theoretical
framework, still underexplored from this perspective, will be applied to the incubators of the "Smart City
Elghazala" to better understand the concept of innovation and enrich the literature on entrepreneurial
intermediation.
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A. Literature Review

The literature review reveals a wide diversity of approaches to studying absorptive capacity for knowledge,
innovation ambidexterity, and entrepreneurial orientation. This theoretical richness can, however, induce some
confusion for researchers, but it also opens interesting perspectives for both theoretical and practical contributions.

1. Knowledge absorptive capacity

Absorptive capacity is an essential competence for companies, enabling them to leverage external knowledge
to enhance competitiveness. According to Jansen and Data (2010), this capacity relies on two dimensions:
exploration and exploitation. Several factors influence this capacity, including motivation, learning style,
environment, and prior experiences.

Learning and cognition theories offer various perspectives on absorptive capacity:
1. Behavioral Theory: Focuses on rewards and punishments influencing learning.
2. Cognitive Theory: Emphasizes internal mental processes such as memory and problem-solving.
3. Constructivist Theory: Posits that learners actively construct their knowledge by combining new information
with their past experiences.
4. Socio-Constructivist Theory: Highlights the importance of social interactions in the learning process.
5. Cognitive Load Theory: Explores the impact of cognitive load on working memory in the capacity to
assimilate new information.
In short, knowledge absorptive capacity is a complex phenomenon influenced by internal and external
factors. It can be optimized through adapted learning methods, allowing companies to better capitalize on their
knowledge and innovate effectively.

2. Innovation Ambidexterity of Exploration and Exploitation

The literature review on innovation ambidexterity highlights the growing importance of this concept in
management research. Innovation ambidexterity refers to the ability of organizations to simultaneously manage
two types of activities: exploration, which involves seeking new ideas and opportunities, and exploitation, which
focuses on optimizing existing resources and competencies. These two dimensions, although in tension, are crucial
for ensuring competitiveness and sustainability in a constantly evolving environment.

a. Exploration and Exploitation Concepts

Exploration aims to innovate by developing new skills and opening up to new opportunities. It involves risks
and experimentation to cope with uncertainty. In contrast, exploitation focuses on improving existing processes,
efficiency, and maximizing available resources. These two activities, although contradictory, must be balanced
for an organization to adapt to market changes while optimizing its current strengths.

b. Balance and Management of Tensions

Innovation ambidexterity requires careful management of tensions between these two poles. This dynamic
balance is a constant challenge, as it may fluctuate according to market conditions and available resources.
Companies must establish organizational structures that reconcile innovation and operational efficiency, while
fostering a culture conducive to learning, risk-taking, and collaboration. Leadership plays a crucial role here,
guiding the organization towards a vision focused both on short-term results and long-term growth opportunities.

c. Theoretical Perspectives

Innovation ambidexterity is studied through several theories, offering distinct conceptual frameworks:

1. Organizational Ambidexterity Theory: Argues that companies must structure their processes to promote both
exploration and exploitation, a condition essential for long-term success.

2. Natural Selection Theory: Adapted from biological evolution, it suggests that organizations that balance
exploration and exploitation survive and thrive in changing environments.

3. Dynamic Capabilities Theory: Emphasizes the need for companies to develop dynamic capabilities to adapt
to uncertainty, with ambidexterity being a means of acquiring these capabilities.

4. Organizational Learning Theory: Views ambidexterity as a continuous learning process, where the company
acquires new skills while optimizing existing resources.

5. Resource Management Theory: According to this approach, companies must judiciously allocate their
resources between exploration and exploitation to maximize long-term value creation.

These theories provide complementary perspectives on managing innovation ambidexterity. By combining
exploration and exploitation, organizations can not only innovate but also improve their operational efficiency,
thereby ensuring their success in an increasingly competitive environment. Companies that can maintain this
dynamic balance are better positioned to tackle challenges related to innovation and sustainable growth.

Relationship Between Absorptive Capacity and Innovation Ambidexterity: Mediating Role of Page I 1087
Entrepreneurial Orientation
Rahma Hamdi, Lamia Ghabi



;- 1IJEBD:: ISSN: 2597-4785 (ONLINE)

(International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Business Development) ISSN: 2597-4750 (PRINTED)
Volume 07 Number 06 November 2024

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution- ShareAlike 4.0 International License.

The literature review on innovation ambidexterity highlights several paradigms that provide conceptual

frameworks for understanding how organizations manage the tension between exploration (seeking new

opportunities) and exploitation (optimizing existing resources). Here is a synthesis of the main paradigms
identified:

1. Strategic Management Paradigm: This paradigm emphasizes the importance of simultaneously integrating
exploration and exploitation into organizational strategies. It focuses on how companies design their business
models and management processes to innovate while maintaining operational efficiency.

2. Learning Organization Paradigm: This framework emphasizes continuous learning within organizations. It
shows that to remain competitive, companies must explore new territories and learn from their experiences
to quickly adapt to market changes.

3. Dynamic Capabilities Paradigm: This paradigm focuses on managing dynamic capabilities, allowing
companies to develop new skills for exploration while leveraging their existing resources for exploitation.

4. Organizational Evolution Paradigm: Inspired by biological evolution, this framework explores how
organizations evolve in changing environments. It stresses the need to find a balance between exploring new
opportunities and exploiting current resources to survive and thrive.

5. Resource Management Paradigm: This paradigm examines how organizations allocate their resources
between exploration and exploitation. It studies decision-making processes and control mechanisms that
maintain an optimal balance between these two activities.

These paradigms provide complementary perspectives on managing innovation ambidexterity. By
integrating them, researchers gain a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the complex dynamics
underlying innovation within organizations.

3. Entrepreneurial Orientation

The literature review on entrepreneurial orientation highlights several theories and paradigms that help
understand the attitudes, behaviors, and decision-making processes of entrepreneurs in various organizational
contexts. Here is a summary of the main points:

a. Characteristics of Entrepreneurial Orientation
Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) refers to a set of attitudes and behaviors associated with value creation and

innovation. It is distinguished by several key characteristics:

1. Calculated risk-taking: Entrepreneurs take thoughtful risks, weighing potential benefits against risks.

2. Innovation and creativity: Innovation is at the heart of EO, pushing individuals to propose novel solutions,
while pushing the limits of the status quo.

3. Flexibility and adaptability: EO requires an ability to adapt quickly to market changes and adjust strategies
according to circumstances.

4. Vision, Perseverance, and Action: Entrepreneurs have a clear vision and are proactive, acting quickly to bring
their ideas to fruition while demonstrating perseverance in the face of obstacles.

5.  Teamwork and Networking: Entrepreneurs know how to surround themselves with collaborators and leverage
their networks to foster innovation.

b. Effects of Entrepreneurial Orientation

Studies show that EO has positive effects on organizational performance, particularly by stimulating
innovation in complex and competitive environments (Wiklund, 2011). These effects are more pronounced in
certain organizations, such as SMEs or young and innovative companies. EO also helps overcome organizational
inertia, particularly in large companies, by promoting innovativeness, proactivity, and risk-taking (Covin, 1991).

c. Theories explaining entrepreneurial orientation

1. Effectuation theory (Saras Sarasvathy): Entrepreneurs make decisions in uncertain environments by using
available resources flexibly to create new opportunities, rather than following rigid planning.

2. Resource-based theory (Jay Barney): Competitive advantage comes from specific, rare and inimitable
resources, and EO helps to identify and exploit them in innovative ways.

3. Causality theory: Unlike effectuation, this theory emphasizes careful planning and analysis to achieve clearly
defined objectives.

4. Innovation theory (Joseph Schumpeter): Entrepreneurs are agents of change who introduce new ideas and
products, contributing to economic disruptions.

5. Entrepreneurial alert theory: Entrepreneurs are particularly sensitive to market opportunities, which they seize
before others.

6. Proactive Orientation Theory: Entrepreneurs actively influence their environment rather than simply react to
it.
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d. Entrepreneurial Orientation Paradigms

a. Economic Paradigm: The entrepreneur is seen as an engine of economic growth and wealth creation.

b. Sociological Paradigm: Entrepreneurship is influenced by the social, cultural, and institutional factors in
which entrepreneurs operate.

c. Psychological Paradigm: This paradigm examines the personality traits, motivation, and cognition of
entrepreneurs, such as risk tolerance.

d. Behavioral Paradigm: It studies the behaviors and coping strategies of entrepreneurs when faced with
challenges in their environment.

e. Cognitive Paradigm: This framework explores how entrepreneurs perceive and interpret opportunities to
make informed decisions.

Entrepreneurial orientation, through various theories and paradigms, offers a comprehensive approach to
understanding how entrepreneurs create value, innovate, and make decisions. Whether in SMEs, large companies
or start-ups, OE is proving to be a key lever for driving growth and performance, and researchers can gain a more
nuanced understanding by combining economic, social and behavioural perspectives.

B. Role of Absorptive Capacity in Supporting Innovation Ambidexterity

1. Influence of Absorptive Capacity on Innovation Ambidexterity
Absorptive capacity, defined as the ability to acquire, assimilate, and exploit external knowledge, plays a

crucial role in supporting innovation ambidexterity. Innovation ambidexterity refers to an organization's capacity

to simultaneously balance the exploration of new ideas and technologies (radical innovation) with the exploitation
of its existing resources and processes (incremental innovation). This balance is fundamental for maintaining the
long-term competitiveness of businesses.

1. Exploration and Knowledge Acquisition: Organizations with high absorptive capacity are able to capture and
integrate new external information, thereby facilitating the exploration of new markets and technologies.

2. Adaptability to Change: A strong absorptive capacity enhances firms’ responsiveness to changes in the
environment, thereby strengthening their agility in innovation.

3. Exploitation and Integration of Knowledge: The absorption of new knowledge allows for its effective
integration into existing processes, thus enhancing operational performance and supporting exploitation
activities.

4. Culture of Innovation: An organization with developed absorptive capacity is often associated with a culture
of continuous learning, valuing collaboration and risk-taking—two essential aspects for fostering
ambidexterity.

2. Relationship Between Absorptive Capacity and Innovation Ambidexterity

1. Increased Exploration: Firms with strong absorptive capacity are better positioned to innovate as they identify
and exploit new opportunities from the external environment more quickly.

2.  Knowledge Management: Ambidexterity, which requires the simultaneous management of exploration and
exploitation activities, relies on an organization’s ability to absorb, share, and effectively use knowledge.

3. Strengthening Exploitation: Effective management of existing knowledge, facilitated by strong absorptive
capacity, allows for better utilization of internal resources, thereby reinforcing the balance between
innovation and optimization.

w

. Theories Supporting the Interaction Between Absorptive Capacity and Innovation Ambidexterity

1. Organizational Learning Theory: This theory suggests that absorptive capacities enable organizations to learn
from their environment, promoting both the exploration of new opportunities and the exploitation of existing
knowledge.

2. Resource-Based View (RBV): This perspective emphasizes the importance of absorptive capacity as a
dynamic resource for creating sustainable competitive advantage. These capacities allow firms to combine
new knowledge with their resources to support ambidexterity.

3. Organizational Ambidexterity Theory: This theory asserts that firms must manage both exploration and
exploitation to remain competitive. Absorptive capacity facilitates this ambidexterity by integrating external
knowledge while optimizing internal resources.

4. Natural Selection Theory of Organizations: Inspired by biological evolution, this theory illustrates how
organizations adapt to changing environments. Organizations capable of absorbing and mobilizing new
knowledge are better positioned to survive and thrive in uncertain environments, thus promoting
ambidexterity.

The absorptive capacity for knowledge is a key factor in developing innovation ambidexterity. It enables
organizations to innovate by exploring new opportunities while effectively exploiting existing resources.
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Management theories, such as organizational learning and ambidexterity, underscore the importance of this
capacity in knowledge management and maintaining a sustainable competitive advantage.

C. Impact Of Entrepreneurial Orientation On Innovation Ambidextrity

Entrepreneurial orientation, characterized by risk-taking, creativity, and opportunity-seeking, has a
significant impact on innovation ambidexterity, which involves balancing the exploration of new ideas with the
exploitation of existing resources. Here are the main axes of this influence:

1. Influence of Entrepreneurial Orientation on Innovation Ambidexterity

a. Encouragement of Exploration and Risk-Taking: Entrepreneurial orientation stimulates the exploration
of new ideas and opportunities, promoting radical innovation, which is essential for the "exploration™
aspect of ambidexterity.

b. Culture of Innovation: Entrepreneurial organizations cultivate a culture where creativity is valued and
failure is viewed as a source of learning, facilitating ambidexterity by encouraging both exploration and
exploitation of resources.

c. Flexibility and Adaptability: Entrepreneurially oriented companies are more agile in response to market
and technological changes, enhancing their ability to reconcile innovation with the optimization of
existing processes.

d. Long-Term Vision: A long-term entrepreneurial vision encourages investments in continuous
innovation, ensuring sustainable development of ambidextrous capabilities.

e. Autonomy and Responsibility: Entrepreneurial structures promote autonomy, allowing teams to engage
simultaneously in exploration and exploitation activities.

2. Theories Explaining the Relationship Between Entrepreneurial Orientation and Innovation
Ambidexterity

a. Entrepreneurship Theory: This theory links entrepreneurial orientation to innovation, highlighting that
entrepreneurs are change agents, fostering exploration of new opportunities while effectively exploiting
existing resources.

b. Resource and Capability Theory: Entrepreneurial orientation is viewed as an organizational capability
that enables the mobilization of necessary resources for innovation, thus supporting ambidexterity.

c. Organizational Learning Theory: Entrepreneurial orientation creates an environment of continuous
learning, stimulating the exploration of innovative ideas while reinforcing the exploitation of acquired
knowledge.

d. Organizational Evolution Theory: This approach posits that entrepreneurial orientation helps
organizations adapt to market changes, thereby enhancing their capacity to combine exploration and
exploitation.

Entrepreneurial orientation promotes innovation ambidexterity by encouraging risk-taking, exploration,
adaptability, and long-term vision. Organizations adopting this approach develop a culture of innovation that is
essential for balancing the exploration of new opportunities with the optimization of existing resources.
Management theories emphasize that this orientation enhances organizations' ability to remain competitive and
innovate sustainably.

I1. METHODS

The conceptual framework of this study is based on an in-depth literature review to formulate research
hypotheses and propose an innovative conceptual model. This model explores the links between knowledge
absorption capacity, entrepreneurial orientation, and innovation ambidexterity.

The formulated hypotheses are as follows:

H1: Knowledge absorption capacity positively influences innovation ambidexterity.

H2: Entrepreneurial orientation is positively correlated with innovation ambidexterity.

H3: Entrepreneurial orientation plays a mediating role in the relationship between knowledge absorption
capacity and innovation ambidexterity.

These hypotheses highlight the key role of entrepreneurial orientation as a mediator between knowledge
absorption capacity and innovation ambidexterity. This theoretical framework thus allows for the construction of
a new conceptual model that connects knowledge absorption capacity to innovation ambidexterity (exploration
and exploitation) through entrepreneurial orientation.
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The model emphasizes the importance of integrating entrepreneurial orientation as a strategic lever to
maximize the impact of knowledge absorption on the capacity of companies to innovate while optimizing their
existing resources.
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Fig. Conceptual model linking absorptive capacity to exploration and exploitation innovation ambidexterity through
entrepreneurial orientation.

The study is based on a conceptual framework aimed at examining the causal relationships between several
explanatory variables and innovation ambidexterity (1A). To make these theoretical concepts more concrete and
validate the hypotheses through empirical data, the second part of the study adopts a holistic methodological
approach, combining qualitative and quantitative methods, with a predominance of quantitative data.

Initially, a qualitative exploratory phase was conducted through interviews with 15 key stakeholders from
the "Smart City" innovation ecosystem. These stakeholders included 5 innovation experts, 5 project leaders, and
5 startups/SMEs.

The objective was to gather perceptions on innovation ambidexterity as well as its organizational and
relational triggers. The main phase, of an empirical nature, relies on a quantitative survey conducted with 258
innovative companies in Tunisia. A questionnaire was used as a data collection tool, and the variables of the
conceptual model were measured using validated instruments from the literature.

To analyze the data, a structural equation modeling method (AMOS) was employed to test the research
hypotheses. The first step involved conducting simple regressions with AMOS 25.0, followed by a global test of
the model using structural equations. This approach allowed for the validation of the proposed causal relationships
in the conceptual model, thereby providing a solid empirical foundation for the study.

In summary, this research is based on a rigorous methodology, combining exploratory qualitative analyses
and robust quantitative tests to validate the hypotheses. It contributes to a better understanding of innovation
ambidexterity and its determining factors.

I11. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results underscore the importance of intermediaries, such as innovation experts, in facilitating the
acquisition and utilization of knowledge, thus validating Hypothesis 1 regarding the positive influence of
absorptive capacity (AC) on innovation ambidexterity (1A). They also confirm that AC acts as a catalyst for
innovation and corporate performance, particularly by facilitating the combination and transformation of external
knowledge into new ideas and innovations.

Furthermore, the analyses show that knowledge assimilation is a key factor in fostering innovation,
corroborating the works of Daghfous (2004) and Chauvet (2004), which assert that companies must have
mechanisms to learn and exploit knowledge, essential conditions for organizational innovation.

Finally, the results reinforce the idea that ambidexterity is linked to the simultaneous management of
exploration and exploitation activities, supported by a strong absorptive capacity. The most competitive
companies are those capable of combining these three dimensions to innovate effectively, thereby validating the
final hypothesis that AC stimulates innovation ambidexterity.

1. Summary of Results on the Mediating Roles of Entrepreneurial Orientation, Innovativeness, Risk-
Taking, Proactivity, Autonomy, and Competitive Aggressiveness
a. Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)

The study highlights the complex interaction between absorptive capacity, entrepreneurial orientation,
innovativeness, risk-taking, proactivity, autonomy, and competitive aggressiveness. Each of these dimensions
plays a key role in the innovation process, enabling Tunisian companies to navigate a constantly evolving
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environment more effectively. The results emphasize the importance of adopting an integrated approach to foster
innovation and ambidexterity within organizations.

The findings highlight the essential role of intermediaries, such as innovation experts, in the acquisition and
exploitation of knowledge. This validates Hypothesis 1, which posits a positive influence of absorptive capacity
(AC) on innovation ambidexterity (IA). Moreover, it is confirmed that AC acts as a catalyst for innovation and
corporate performance by facilitating the transformation of external knowledge into new ideas and innovations.

The analyses also show that knowledge assimilation is a key factor in encouraging innovation. These results
corroborate the work of Daghfous (2004) and Chauvet (2004), which state that companies must have learning and
knowledge exploitation mechanisms, conditions essential for organizational innovation.

Finally, the results strengthen the idea that ambidexterity relies on the simultaneous management of
exploration and exploitation activities, supported by a strong absorptive capacity. The most successful companies
are those that manage to combine these three dimensions, thereby validating the hypothesis that AC stimulates
innovation ambidexterity.

2. Summary of Results: Mediating Roles of Entrepreneurial Orientation, Innovativeness, Risk-Taking,

Proactivity, Autonomy, and Competitive Aggressiveness.

1. Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)
The results show that entrepreneurial orientation serves as a partial mediator between AC and innovation
ambidexterity. This means that, while AC directly influences IA, EO enhances this relationship by adding a
more agile and adaptable dimension. Tunisian companies must adopt a strong entrepreneurial orientation to
navigate the digital economy effectively. Entrepreneurs, being proactive, autonomous, and willing to take
risks, stimulate innovation, in line with the work of Huang and Wang (2011).

2. Innovativeness
Innovativeness emerges as another key mediator in the relationship between AC and IA. It reflects an
organization's commitment to innovation, which is particularly relevant in a context where Tunisian
entrepreneurs face financial and legislative constraints. The results show that exploratory innovations are
desired but require a favorable working environment and competent human resources. The importance of
creating an environment conducive to innovation is thus highlighted, and companies must adopt a
management culture that encourages change and creativity.

3. Risk-Taking
Risk-taking is identified as another crucial mediator, directly influencing companies' ability to innovate. In
the face of uncertainties and competitive pressures, Tunisian entrepreneurs must adopt a proactive attitude
and be willing to take calculated risks. The results demonstrate that managing risk-taking is essential for
maintaining ambidexterity, particularly in an uncertain economic context.

4. Proactivity
Proactivity, defined as the ability to anticipate market needs and innovate accordingly, is also a key factor.
Companies that foster a proactive culture, where new ideas can emerge, are better positioned to innovate and
adapt to changes. Proactivity is perceived as a crucial driver of EO, enabling companies to outpace
competition and respond to new opportunities swiftly and effectively.

5. Autonomy
Autonomy within teams, particularly in research and development departments, proves crucial for stimulating
innovation. The results show that employee autonomy fosters both ambidexterity and creativity. Therefore,
companies must provide a work environment that allows their employees to freely explore new ideas without
being subject to excessive constraints, thereby encouraging experimentation and innovation.

6. Competitive Aggressiveness
Competitive aggressiveness appears as a determining factor in innovation projects. Companies must be ready
to respond to the challenges posed by competition while using innovation as a lever for adaptation and
learning. The results show that innovation projects must be designed to address competitive pressures while
being proactive in introducing new offerings to the market.

In conclusion, this study highlights the complex interaction between absorptive capacity, entrepreneurial
orientation, innovativeness, risk-taking, proactivity, autonomy, and competitive aggressiveness. Each of these
dimensions plays a fundamental role in the innovation process, enabling Tunisian companies to better navigate a
constantly evolving environment. The results illuminate the importance of an integrated approach to stimulate
innovation and ambidexterity within organizations.
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IV. CONCLUSION

This article highlights the crucial interconnection between absorptive capacity, innovation ambidexterity,
and entrepreneurial orientation within organizations, particularly in the context of Tunisian SMEs operating in the
information and communication technology (ICT) sector and startups. Absorptive capacity emerges as a
fundamental lever, strengthening entrepreneurial orientation, which in turn promotes both balanced and effective
innovation ambidexterity.

The results of this research emphasize the importance of a dynamic corporate culture centered on
entrepreneurship to fully exploit the potential for innovation. By integrating this entrepreneurial orientation and
adopting a proactive stance, companies can overcome the obstacles encountered when implementing innovative
projects. Risk-taking, proactivity, and competitive aggressiveness prove to be essential mediators, facilitating the
transformation of acquired knowledge into tangible innovative actions.

It is imperative for sector stakeholders to cultivate a proactive entrepreneurial spirit, supported by skilled
human resources, agile collaboration, and a commitment to continuous learning. This involves implementing
training and support initiatives for future entrepreneurs, as well as increasing the visibility of success stories in
the media.

Finally, this study demonstrates that the synergy between absorptive capacity, entrepreneurial orientation,
and innovation ambidexterity is not only essential for the competitiveness of Tunisian SMEs but also for their
resilience in the face of the challenges posed by a constantly changing business environment. By adopting a
strategy that integrates these dimensions, organizations can not only foster innovation but also ensure their
sustainability and success in a dynamic market.
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