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Abstract: The concept of entrepreneurship in the digital era has been developed rapidly in recent
years, and it has a more significant impact on a company’s sustainable innovation capabilities. In the
digital era, entrepreneurship has gradually become a spiritual trait of organization members and
appears on all levels of an organization. This research examines the impact of entrepreneurship on a
company’s sustainable innovation capability in the digital era from the perspective of organizational
commitment. Through a questionnaire survey, 378 valid questionnaires were collected. The results
show that: entrepreneurship has a positive impact on sustainable innovation capability of enterprises;
affective commitment plays a positive mediating role between entrepreneurship and enterprises’
sustainable innovation capability, while continuance commitment plays a negative mediating role
between entrepreneurship and enterprises’ sustainable innovation capability; and perceived organi-
zational support and person–organization value fit play a moderating role between entrepreneurship
and organizational commitment. This article emphasizes the key role of entrepreneurship on en-
terprises’ sustainable innovation capability and discusses the realization path of the enterprises’
sustainable innovation capability from the perspective of organizational commitment.

Keywords: digital era; entrepreneurship; organizational commitment; perceived organizational
support; person–organization value fit; enterprises’ sustainable innovation capability

1. Introduction

Sustainability and digitalization are the main trends shaping the economy and so-
ciety [1]. Digitalization is considered to be an important factor in achieving sustainable
development of enterprises [2,3]. In particular, with the support of relevant technologies
such as big data and artificial intelligence, enterprises can quickly respond to external
demands and make timely strategic adjustments [4–6]. Both large and small organizations
are trying to take digital innovation as the cornerstone of their continuous value creation,
hoping to realize the dynamic value creation process [6,7]. Digitization breaks down the
boundaries between the different stages of product introduction to the market and brings a
greater degree of unpredictability and nonlinearity to their development [8]. In order to
meet the basic requirements of sustainable innovation, more and more enterprises autho-
rize decision-making power to their employees by adjusting the organizational structure
and reducing the organizational hierarchy [9]. Compared with traditional organizational
models, more implicit innovation responsibility behaviors that used to belong to employees
in the past are aroused by the platform organizational model [9,10].
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Employees are becoming the key players in identifying potential market opportunities,
making accurate strategic decision, and providing service value to customers [11]. As a
spiritual trait, entrepreneurship exists in internet organization [8,10,12]. Once, the famous
economy scholar of Austrian schools De Soto said, “The purest form of entrepreneurship
is ubiquitous”; that means everyone in the market has entrepreneurship, which is not
an ability possessed by some certain talents but fixed in every actor and their every
action [13]. In internet economy era, “let fighters who can hear the gunfire command the
battle” has made entrepreneurship a source of motivation for the organizational sustainable
innovation. Entrepreneurship has become a secret method of innovation in many practical
organizations [14].

The literature review of existing studies has pointed out that the premise of enter-
prise innovation lies in the formation of entrepreneurship [15]. Specifically, scholars have
successively explored the impact of entrepreneurship on innovation, such as product or
service innovation performance, enterprise innovation performance, and innovation capa-
bility [16,17]. Enterprises with high entrepreneurship are often able to effectively find new
ideas and timely apply innovative thinking to the knowledge resource combination which
is needed during the process of improving new product creation [18,19]. This is supposed
to significantly affect the innovation ability and financial performance. Essentially, there
are relatively few studies on the impact of entrepreneurship and enterprises’ sustainable
innovation capability [5]. Researchers generally regard entrepreneurship as the source of
sustainable innovation in enterprises. They consider that entrepreneurship digests and
absorbs knowledge and information and accumulates resources through organizational
learning and network capabilities [8]. Therefore, organizational learning and knowledge
innovation activities are the key to influence the entrepreneurship to achieve sustainable
innovation in enterprises [20]. However, the intention to cooperate among the members
of the organization is not enough to promote the full development of innovation activ-
ities. The sharing behavior of employees needs to be built based on the relationship of
mutual trust [21]. Only when sufficient organizational recognition is formed among the
members of the organization can individual goals and organizational goals be bound to
each other. It enables individual actively contribute or sacrifice their personal interests
for the benefit of the organization [22]. So as to achieve the development of enterprise
innovation activities [23]. In the digital era, entrepreneurship has gradually appeared in
employees as a spiritual trait. Employees carry the important responsibility of identifying
opportunities and achieving sustainable innovation. Hence, inspiring individual members
of the organization to form a consistent sense of identity is essential for the development of
entrepreneurship and the construction of sustainable innovation capability. However, the
existing research actually ignores the exploration of the relationship between entrepreneur-
ship and sustainable innovation capability based on organizational identity as the main
line, which makes the relationship mechanism between entrepreneurship and sustainable
innovation capability still in a vague state. Our research fills this gap and explores the
new mechanism of enterprise innovation and development by entrepreneurship in the
digital era.

Organizational commitment refers to the consistent tendency of employees due to
their unilateral investment in the organization, which reflects the employees’ sense of
identification with organizational value and organizational culture [24]. Among them,
affective commitment refers to the strength of personal identification and participation in
the organization and belief and acceptance of the organizational goals and values, as well as
the willingness to work hard and stay in the organization; continuance commitment refers
to the individual’s recognition that she/he will lose the ancillary benefits of existing value
once she/he leaves the organization, so she/he has to remain in the organization [24,25].
Enterprises in digital era emphasize the organic unity of organizational interests and
employees’ work goals. The decentralization of organizational decision-making power
conveys important signals of investment to employees [26,27]. Thus, when employees can
feel the importance and trust of the organization, they are motivated to build their own
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organizational identification and promote the development of organizational innovation
activities. Based on this, this study will mainly examine the impact of entrepreneurship
on the sustainable innovation capability and its mechanism of enterprises in digital era
and expand the existing research from the following three aspects: first, reveal the causes
of enterprises’ sustainable innovation capability in digital era from the perspective of
entrepreneurship at organizational level; second, reveal the mediating mechanism between
the entrepreneurship and the enterprise’s sustainable innovation capability from the per-
spective of organizational commitment; and third, explore the moderating role between
entrepreneurship and enterprises’ sustainable innovation capability in digital era from the
perspective of value fit and perceived organizational support.

2. Theoretical Background Hypothesis Development
2.1. Entrepreneurship and Sustainable Innovation Capability

Entrepreneurship is a concept with rich semantics, in the research of which, three
mainstream schools have been formed: Austrian School, German School, and Neoclassical
School. In the Austrian School, scholars have interpreted entrepreneurship in a broad and
narrow sense. Broadly speaking, entrepreneurship mainly refers to the ability to withstand
uncertain environments. Since the work of ordinary laborers is also highly uncertain,
entrepreneurship is considered to be a trait of the personnel involved in the production
activities of enterprises, not just owned by entrepreneurs [12,14]. In a narrow sense,
entrepreneurship refers to the ability to cope with various risks in the process of realizing
production structures and business models [28,29]. In the follow-up research, scholars
further defined the concept of entrepreneurship. North emphasized in the new institutional
economics that the spirit of cooperation is an important source of entrepreneurship [30].
Dolan and Garcia pointed out that entrepreneurship encompasses not only ambition,
creativity, and energy but also strong moral principles [31]. Mort et al. pointed out that
entrepreneurship needs to create corporate and social benefits [32]. In addition to bearing
risks, identifying and utilizing opportunities, and innovating, it should also balance the
value of various stakeholders. Although different scholars have not yet unified the concept
of entrepreneurship, the core connotation of which has basically reached an agreement,
that is, the ability to discover and use opportunities to obtain observable rewards [33]. By
summarizing the research of existing scholars, this article believes that entrepreneurship
includes five dimensions: innovation, cooperation, active competition, risk-taking, and
society-helping [30–32,34,35].

With the application of internet technology, more and more enterprises have realized
platform transformation in the digital era. Enterprises can break through the boundary
constraints of innovation elements to obtain sustainable innovation capability [36]. Un-
der the cultural atmosphere of openness, empowerment, and being people-oriented, the
organization establishes customer-oriented and symbiotic values among members of the
organization by providing emotional and instrumental support to employees so that em-
ployees can devote themselves to the cultivation of core competitiveness of enterprises
in the guidance of consistent goals [24,37]. Entrepreneurship as an important innovation
resource of an enterprise has an important impact on the sustainable innovation capability
of enterprises. This article makes the following theoretical conjectures on the relationship
between entrepreneurship and the enterprises’ sustainable innovation capability: First,
entrepreneurship emphasizes the spirit of innovation and collaboration, and the trans-
mission of innovation spirit within the enterprise can drive members to break through
the existing knowledge system [38]. Enterprises achieve the upgrading of innovative
technology through the collaboration between employees and the continuous exchange of
explicit knowledge and hidden knowledge. This is the basic guarantee for realizing the
sustainable innovation capability of the enterprises [10,39]. Second, when enterprises are
facing complex situations, it is beneficial to have an active competition strategy that can
formulate forward-looking innovation strategies, flexibly adjust innovative research and
development activities according to the changes of the situation. It ensures enterprises’
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long-term innovation and development [4,6,40]. Third, the risk-taking in entrepreneurship
can fully discover the problems existing in the process of innovation activities. It effectively
formulates risk response measures, improves the accuracy and effectiveness of innovation
policies, further clarifies innovation goals and directions, and accelerates the construction
of internal innovation culture. In order to create a good internal innovation atmosphere,
risk-taking entrepreneurship enhances communication among members in the company
to achieve improvement of the sustainable innovation capability of the enterprises [41,42].
Finally, the entrepreneurship can regulate the direction of enterprise innovation and de-
velopment, promote enterprises to fulfill their social responsibilities and value creation
activities consistent with social values, and respond positively to social issues [43]. It
discovers innovative problems from practice and maintains a keen sense of practical issues
to promote the improvement of the sustainable innovation capability of the enterprises.
Therefore, this article makes the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Entrepreneurship has a positive impact on an enterprise’s sustainable innova-
tion capability.

2.2. Entrepreneurship, Organizational Commitment, and Sustainable Innovation Capability

The concept of organizational commitment was first proposed by Becker, who refers to
the consistent tendency of employees due to their unilateral investment in the organization.
The author reflects the employees’ identification of organizational value and organizational
culture [24]. On this basis, Allen and Meyer et al. formed the three-factor model of
organizational commitment that are most widely used [44]. Affective commitment is the
core of organizational commitment, which mainly refers to employees’ substantive emotion
toward the organization. It includes organizational goal identification and the employee’s
sense of pride [45]. Different organizational commitments represent different psychological
states of the organization and its employees. They not only imply the loyalty of employees
who are willing to stay in the organization but also contain the employees’ recognition of
organizational value and culture [24].

First, the main purpose of entrepreneurship is to encourage innovation. The orga-
nizations with entrepreneurship pay more attention to arousing and strengthening the
consistent identity of employees. By building a platform for communication between
employees and shaping an open innovation culture and triggering the promotion of em-
ployees’ affective commitment, employees develop a stronger desire to stay and make
substantial contributions to the organization [46].

Second, entrepreneurship means that the organization has a stronger sense of risk-
taking [41,42]. The decision-making power of leaders in enterprises has been effectively
implemented, and employees begin to realize the importance of their own decision-making
opinions for the realization of the value objectives of the organization; thus, they show
positive innovation behavior based on ownership consciousness and devote themselves
to the construction of innovation activities to help the organization obtain the sustainable
competitive advantage [47].

Finally, entrepreneurship encourages employees to conduct more cross-departmental
cooperation by creating a sharing cooperation atmosphere, which enables the members
of the organization to gradually establish their own role orientation in the interaction
with the organization and other members, so as to bind the realization of organizational
goals and individual values. Higher willingness of risk-taking leads to higher level of
creativity [48,49]. Existing studies have confirmed the impact of affective commitment
on employees’ creativity and innovative behavior. They found that employees with high
affective commitment usually establish emotional links with the organization, which can
improve their ability to anticipate the loss of organizational well-being and thus help to
promote their willingness to make self-sacrifice in order to protect the interests of the
organization [24,44,46]. Swailes found that affective commitment is an important factor in
innovation [50]. Employees with high affective commitment tend to find innovative ways
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to solve problems in their work so as to improve the sustainable innovation capability of
the organization. Li et al. pointed out that the affective commitment of the organization
will promote the transformation of knowledge resources into innovation achievements,
so as to improve the innovation ability of the organization [51]. To summarize, this paper
makes the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Entrepreneurship has a positive impact on affective commitment.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Affective commitment has a positive impact on the sustainable innovation
capability of enterprises.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Entrepreneurship influences the sustainable innovation capability of enter-
prises through the mediating role of affective commitment. That is to say, entrepreneurship has a
facilitating effect on affective commitment, so as to promote the sustainable innovation capability
of enterprises.

Continuance commitment refers to the fact that employees have to stay in the team
when they realize the loss of leaving the team. It is a constraint on individual behavior
based on the cost of leaving the organization [24]. In fact, employees with high continuance
commitment usually think that they are embedded in a certain environment that cannot
be chosen, and they are in a psychological experience of “have to” or “must”. Although
they may not want to stay in the organization, they have to remain in it, because the
employees with continuance commitment maintain the employment relationship only
through economic exchange [52]. In this situation, enterprises do not encourage employees
to undertake any extra work to some extent.

However, in the digital era, the existence of entrepreneurship weakens the tradi-
tional employment relationship between the organization and the employees; instead,
the relationship between the organization and the employees tends to form a cooperative
relationship based on emotion and trust [8,21]. The organization with entrepreneurship
obtains the emotional identity of employees by establishing universal values, thus forming
a common mental model among employees [53]. The purpose of employees’ work is no
longer simply limited to economic benefits but to whether they can achieve the growth of
the organization and enhance their self-worth through joint efforts with others [54]. This
process stimulates the employees’ responsibility behavior to the organization and makes
the employees’ willingness to stay in the organization stronger. What’s more, entrepreneur-
ship emphasizes taking risks and meeting challenges actively. With the increasingly flat
organizational structure, the organization encourages employees to solve problems around
customer’s needs, and employees are not stuck to the inherent work form of top–down
and waiting for instructions [55]. The organization creates more added value for customers
by giving employees more decision-making power and growth space, thus reducing the
continuance commitment of employees. The innovation and cooperation orientation of
entrepreneurship means that the organization supports the cross-functional communica-
tion of employees, that is, everyone can become the leader of a project; the employees can
obtain emotional support and ability recognition in the interaction with other department
members and then perceive their own importance to the organization, so as to make em-
ployees improve their work devotion motivation and psychological security, and engage in
behaviors beneficial to the organization or team [56]. As a result, employee commitment
can be reduced effectively.

On the other hand, most of the existing studies emphasize the negative impact of
continuance commitment on employee innovation behavior and organizational innova-
tion performance [57,58]. The essential reason is that continuance commitment is an
organization–employee relationship based on economic exchange. High continuance com-
mitment conditions mean that employees are more concerned about the gains and losses
of existing resources or capabilities. Usually, they are more inclined to choose two kinds
of negative behavioral reactions of passive acceptance or obedience, or indifference or
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avoidance, so that they are not willing to engage in risky or innovative behavior [24,50,57].
In the digital era, the low continuance commitment of employees means that employees
will not be constrained by forced sacrifice and selection difficulties, so that employees
can get rid of the worries behind them. Employees will voluntarily participate in the
innovation activities of the organization to put their own resources and abilities into the
construction process of the core competitive advantage of the organization by exerting
their personal creativity and promoting the knowledge interaction within the organization
so as to continuously cultivate the sustainable innovation capability of the organization. To
summarize, this paper makes the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Entrepreneurship has a negative impact on continuance commitment.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Continuance commitment has a negative impact on the sustainable innovation
capability of enterprises.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Entrepreneurship influences the sustainable innovation capability of enter-
prises through the mediating role of continuance commitment, that is, entrepreneurship has an
inhibitory effect on continuance commitment, thus promoting the improvement of the sustainable
innovation capability of enterprises.

2.3. The Moderating Effect of Perceived Organizational Support

Organizational support theory was formally proposed by Kurtessis et al. on the
basis of “organizational justice theory” and “social exchange theory” [59]. Perceived or-
ganizational support refers to the extent to which employees feel that the organization
attaches importance to their own contributions and benefits. McMillin divided perceived
organizational support into emotional support and instrumental support on the basis of
Kurtessis’ research. Perceived organizational support comes from the employees’ percep-
tion and view of the organization [60]. Baran et al. further pointed out that the perceived
organizational support refers to the idea that employees feel the organization supports
their work, cares for their interests, and recognizes their values [61]. It is a comprehen-
sive evaluation and judgment of employees’ attitude toward the organization based on
their own perception and experience, which determines whether employees can devote
themselves to the activities of organizational innovation [62,63]. Some studies believe
that perceived organizational support is the premise of employees’ organizational com-
mitment [64]. According to the “reciprocity principle” of social exchange theory, high
perceived organizational support means that employees fully feel the concern and help
of the organization for their investment, which helps to show the entrepreneurship of
employees. Employees initiate the consciousness and behavior of active innovation to
achieve mutual benefit and symbiosis with the organization [65]. In the process, employees
will show stronger responsibility of contribution to the achievement of organizational
interests and goals, which urges them to repay the organization with higher organizational
commitment and harder work.

What’s more, the necessary resources and support are the key to the organization to
achieve innovation. The organization provides substantial resource support to employees
through empowerment so as to reduce employees’ perceptions of innovation risk and ease
the relationship embeddedness between organization and employees based on economic
exchange. It enables employees to focus on the thinking of customer-oriented solutions so
as to improve their self-worth and reduce their continuance commitment [47,55]. Existing
studies have verified that supportive culture and atmosphere are not only conducive
to predict employees’ innovative behavior but also contribute to the formation of an
organizational atmosphere of trust and cooperation [66]. Perceived organizational support
can make employees feel the support, understanding, and recognition of their ability
from other members of the organization. By doing so, it produces a series of positive
emotional experiences, which can induce employees’ continuous cooperative behavior so
that employees can obtain more sense of belonging and organizational identity through
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efficient cooperation, interpersonal interaction, and information exchange and ultimately
enhance employees’ affective commitment. To summarize, this paper makes the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Perceived organizational support positively moderates the relationship between
entrepreneurship and affective commitment, that is, when the perceived organizational support is
stronger, the impact of entrepreneurship on affective commitment will be stronger.

Hypothesis 9 (H9). Perceived organizational support positively moderates the relationship between
entrepreneurship and continuance commitment, that is, when the perceived organizational support
is stronger, the negative impact of entrepreneurship on continuance commitment will be stronger.

2.4. The Moderating Effect of Person–Organization Value Fit

Person–organization value fit refers to the similarity or consistency between individ-
ual values of employees and organizational values. It is a criterion for employees to guide
work behavior, evaluate work value, and measure whether goals are in line with organiza-
tional expectations [67]. Enterprises need to gather the personal goals of all employees so
that employees can reach an agreement with the needs of enterprises in terms of beliefs,
values, etc. Existing studies have verified the influence of person–organization value fit on
employee’s work engagement, work attitude, and innovative behavior [68,69]. Value fit can
strengthen the emotional connection between organization and employees [69]. This study
suggests that enterprises generally advocate the value concept of encouraging innovation
and symbiosis in digital era [70]. According to the theory of person–environment fit, the
fit between individual and environment is helpful to stimulate the individual’s positive
attitude and behavior [71]. When the person–organization value fit is high, employees can
fully understand and practice the organization’s fundamental demands for innovation.
They actively establish the fundamental connection between their own goals and the re-
alization of organizational values and strive to make up for the gap between themselves
and the expectations of the organization so as to form a stronger affective commitment
to the organization [45,46,69]. At the same time, the role and identity of employees in the
organization has changed from “employee” to “entrepreneur” [8,10,12,13]. The organiza-
tional value of “employee being the master” releases the spirit of taking risk and taking
responsibility of individuals, and the actual working status of employees is improved. They
have more independent decision-making power and can solve the enterprise problems
through informal team structure and at the same time obtain more sense of achievement in
the realization of self-worth promotion [72]. Employees who share the same values with
the organization will feel harmonious in the organization. At the same time, they will be
more likely to obtain organizational identification and resource support, reduce the uncer-
tainty of employees in innovation activities, and improve their sense of job security [68,73].
Therefore, employees can feel the attraction of the organization and choose to stay in the
organization by contributing their own creativity and innovation, realizing the common
growth with the organization. To summarize, this paper makes the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 10 (H10). Person–organization value fit positively moderates the relationship between
entrepreneurship and affective commitment, that is, when the organizational support is stronger,
the positive impact of entrepreneurship on affective commitment will be stronger.

Hypothesis 11 (H11). Person–organization value fit positively moderates the relationship between
entrepreneurship and affective commitment, that is, when the organizational support is stronger,
the negative impact of entrepreneurship on continuance commitment will be stronger.

The research model of this study is shown in Figure 1.
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3. Methods
3.1. Data Collection

The sample data of this study comes from the questionnaire survey. In order to
improve the representativeness of the sample, enterprises with different natures (includ-
ing state-owned, private, and joint ventures) from different locations (including Fujian,
Guizhou, Hubei, and Jiangsu Province) and different enterprise scales (including less
than 50 people, 50–150 people, and more than 150 people) were selected as samples, since
this study is based on the research situation of digital transformation enterprises and
regards entrepreneurship as an individual spiritual trait, so that the employees, leaders,
and other participants in digital transformation enterprises are selected as the respondents
to investigate the actual situation of entrepreneurship, organizational commitment, and
organizational sustainable innovation capability of each digital transformation enterprise.
Questionnaire distribution and data collection methods include direct door-to-door re-
search, letters, and e-mails. In this study, we randomly selected one employee each from
750 different companies to form a sample of 750 respondents. A total of 750 questionnaires
were collected. After screening, it was found that only 387 questionnaires were valid.
Therefore, the effective response rate of the questionnaire was 51.6%. After obtaining the
sample data, this study analyzes the gender, age, education and seniority of the employee
and the nature and the scale of the enterprise. The specific information is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of digital transformation enterprises’ employees.

Characteristics Category Number of People Proportion

Gender Male 208 53.75%
Female 179 46.25%

Age

25 years old and below 117 30.23%
26–35 years old 154 39.79%
36–45 years old 82 21.19%
46–55 years old 31 8.01%

56 years old and above 3 0.78%

Education

Higher vocational and below 12 3.10%
Specialist 73 18.86%

Undergraduate 225 58.14%
Master’s degree and above 77 19.90%

Seniority
1 year or less 12 3.10%

2–5 years 172 44.44%
6–10 years 192 49.61%

11 years and above 11 2.84%

Nature of enterprise
State-owned enterprise 124 32.04%

Private enterprise 183 47.29%
Joint venture 68 17.57%

Other 12 3.10%

Scale of enterprise
Less than 50 people 78 20.16%

50–150 people 213 55.04%
150 people or more 96 24.81%
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3.2. Variable Measures

This research questionnaire adopted the mature scale that has been studied at home
and abroad, and then some of the items were revised in accordance with the research
situation, and 80 workers in digital transformational enterprises were invited to conduct
pre-surveys, which were revised many times to ensure the reliability and validity of the
final questionnaire. The variables were measured by Likert’s 5-point scale, with 1 indicating
strong disagreement and 5 indicating strong agreement.

The independent variable was entrepreneurship. The design of the entrepreneurship
scale was based on Covin and Slevin’s understanding of entrepreneurship in terms of
innovation [74], proactive competitive attitude, and risk-taking and also absorbed the
view of North [30], Mort et al. [32], and Nambisan [8,10], that entrepreneurship should
include the spirit of cooperation and the spirit of helping the society. After adding the two
dimensions of the sense of cooperation and the spirit of helping the society, there were
25 items in total. Scale items include “actively communicate and communicate with others”
and “having a sense of social responsibility and rewarding society”.

The mediating variables were affective commitment and continuance commitment.
The measurement of affective commitment and continuance commitment mainly drew on
the views of Meyer and Allen [44]. Affective commitment mainly included 6 items, such
as, “I am willing to spend my future career in the current organization” and “personally,
the current organization is of great significance to me”. Continuance commitment mainly
included 6 items, such as, “now I have to stay in this organization, which is what I hope”
and “I have too few choices to consider leaving the organization now”.

The moderating variables were perceived organizational support and person–
organization value fit. The measurement of perceived organizational support in this
paper was based on the scale developed by Kurtessis et al., which includes 8 items [59],
such as “the enterprise has effective procedures to deal with and solve the dissatisfaction
and opinions from employees” and “employees can understand the enterprise’s policy in-
formation through various channels of the enterprise”. The scale of Edwards and Cable was
used to match the values of person–organization value fit [67], and it is more appropriate to
use subjective matching for conceptualization and measurement on employees’ psychology,
attitude, and behavior. Therefore, this study used “the degree to which employees perceive
their own values match the values of the organization” to measure the value fit between
employees and the organization. For example, “what I value is very similar to what the
organization values”.

The dependent variable was the sustainable innovation capability. This paper used
the scale developed by Song Zhihong and others to measure the enterprise’s sustain-
able innovation capability [75], including 5 items, such as “compared with competitors,
organizations can launch new products or services faster”.

In addition to the demographic variables of gender, age, education, and seniority, this
study also controled the scale and nature of enterprises in terms of the differential effects of
these two factors on entrepreneurship and sustainable innovation capability of enterprises.

3.3. Reliability and Validity of Measurements

Although this article used mature scales, due to changes in the research situation, this
article used SPSS 20.0 to test the reliability of the scales of the research variables involved.
Through testing, the results showed that Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of entrepreneurship
was 0.876; the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of affective commitment and continuance com-
mitment were 0.865 and 0.872; the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of enterprise’s sustainable
innovation capability was 0.814; the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of perceived organiza-
tional support was 0.817; and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of person–organization value
fit was 0.901. The above results are all greater than the reference value of 0.7, indicating
that the internal consistency of the scale used in this article is good, and the structure of the
scale is stable.
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In addition, this article used AMOS19.0 to verify validity through confirmatory factor
analysis. The specific test results are shown in Table 2, below. Through the test, it was
found that the test result of the six-factor model in this article is the best (χ2/df = 1.128,
CFI = 0.911, TLI = 0.907, RMSEA = 0.032, SRMR = 0.027), and each measurement index is
above the standard value, indicating that the distinguishing validity of the variables in this
article is good and can continue to carry out subsequent data analysis.

Table 2. Confirmatory factor analysis results (N = 387).

Model Factor Combination χ2 df χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

Model 1 EP, EC, CC, POS, POVF, OCIC 86.13 79 1.09 0.92 0.91 0.031 0.022

Model 2 EP, EC + CC, POS, POVF, OCIC 347.20 91 3.82 0.89 0.87 0.069 0.053

Model 3 EP, EC, CC + POS + POVF, OCIC 577.28 94 6.14 0.87 0.86 0.075 0.071

Model 4 EP, EC + CC + POS + POVF, OCIC 708.47 93 7.62 0.86 0.83 0.084 0.077

Model 5 EP, EC + CC + POS + POVF + OCIC 891.13 97 9.18 0.83 0.81 0.097 0.082

Model 6 EP + EC + CC + POS + POVF + OCIC 1157.58 99 11.69 0.67 0.75 0.212 0.195

Note: Model 1: Six-factor model; Model 2: Five-factor model; Model 3: Four-factor model; Model 4: Three-factor model; Model 5: Two-factor
model; Model 6: Single-factor model; EP stands for entrepreneurship; EC stands for affective commitment; CC stands for continuance
commitment; POS stands for perceived organizational support; POVF stands for person–organization value fit; OCIC stands for sustainable
innovation capability of enterprise.

3.4. Common Method Variance

This article took multiple times to collect data and to try to avoid the problem of
homologous variance. Harman’s single-factor analysis method was used to test whether
there was a common method deviation problem. The results of the data showed that a total
of 5 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were extracted, and the maximum explanatory
variance of single factor was 19.227%, which is far less than the reference value of 40%.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the data collected in this paper does not have obvious
common method deviation problems.

3.5. Correlation Analysis

In order to carry out subsequent hypothesis test, this article uses SPSS20.0 to perform
correlation analysis on related variables involved. The specific analysis results are shown
in Table 3.

Table 3. Correlation analysis (N = 387).

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Gender 0.463 0.441 1

Age 2.093 0.532 0.033 1

Edu 2.948 0.526 −0.109 0.153 1

Seniority 2.522 0.531 0.053 ** 0.032 0.134 1

EO 1.917 0.597 −0.062 * 0.101 ** 0.203 0.093 1

ES 2.047 0.603 0.067 0.086 −0.097 * 0.217 0.026 1

ENT 2.615 0.512 0.133 −0.034 0.214 0.088 0.156 0.102 1

EC 3.214 0.509 0.141 ** 0.025 ** 0.134 0.016 * 0.263 * 0.112 0.104 ** 1

CC 3.103 0.511 0.181 * 0.174 −0.235 * 0.153 ** −0.023 0.281 * −0.117 ** −0.105 ** 1

POS 2.773 0.523 0.201 0.161 0.013 0.214 0.077 ** 0.106 ** 0.121 * 0.089 * −0.064 ** 1

PVF 2.678 0.531 0.033 0.054 0.112 0.016 0.213 0.102 ** 0.034 ** 0.077 * −0.105 ** 0.014 ** 1

OCIC 2.738 0.557 0.272 0.019 0.301 ** 0.218 0.009 0.107 ** 0.093 ** 0.101 ** −0.216 ** 0.113 ** 0.079 ** 1

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. EO stands for nature of enterprise; ES stands for scale of enterprise; ENT stands for entrepreneurship; EC
stands for affective commitment; CC stands for continuance commitment; POS stands for perceived organizational support; PVF stands for
person–organization value fit; OCIC stands for sustainable innovation capability of enterprise. In “Gender”, “Male” = 0, “Female” = 1; in
“Age”, “25 years old and below” = 1, “26–35 years old” = 2, and so on; in “Education”, “Higher vocational and below” = 1, “Specialty” = 2,
and so on; in “Seniority”, “1 year and less” = 1, “2–5 years” = 2, and so on; in “Nature of enterprise”, “State-owned enterprise” = 1, “Private
enterprise” = 2, and so on; in “Scale of enterprise”, “Less than 50 people” = 1, “50–150 people” = 2, and so on.
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4. Results
4.1. Mediating Effect Test

This article used Mplus7.4 to test the mediating effect of the theoretical model, and
the research results are shown in Tables 4 and 5, below. Through data analysis, it was
found that entrepreneurship had a positive effect on the sustainable innovation capability
(β = 0.132, p < 0.001), and fitting index of model 1 was good (χ2/df = 2.73, CFI = 0.901,
TLI = 0.903, RMSEA = 0.044, SRMR = 0.052), so H1 has been verified. Entrepreneurship
had a positive impact on affective commitment (β = 0.054, p < 0.01), and the confidence
interval at 95% level was (−0.098,−0.224), which does not include 0; therefore, H2 has been
verified. Entrepreneurship had a negative impact on continuance commitment (β = −0.105,
p < 0.01), and the confidence interval at 95% level was (−0.093, −0.265), which does not
include 0; therefore, H5 has been verified. Affective commitment had a positive impact on
the enterprise’s sustainable innovation capability (β = 0.139, p < 0.01) and the confidence
interval at 95% level was (−0.101, −0.277), which does not include 0, so H3 has been
verified. Continuance commitment had a negative impact on the enterprise’s sustainable
innovation capability (β = −0.101, p < 0.01), and the confidence interval at 95% level was
(−0.013, −0.233), which does not include 0, so H6 has been verified.

Table 4. Test results of main effects and mediating effects.

Effect Relationship Path Estimate SE 95% Confidence Interval Contains 0

Direct effect

ENT→SIC 0.132 *** 0.027 [−0.053, −0.112] No

NET→EC 0.054 ** 0.035 [−0.098, −0.224] No

EC→SIC 0.139 *** 0.104 [−0.101, −0.277] No

NET→CC −0.105 ** 0.078 [−0.093, −0.265] No

CC→SIC −0.101 ** 0.046 [−0.013, −0.233] No

Indirect effect
ENT→EC→SIC 0.043 ** 0.055 [−0.021, −0.179] No

ENT→CC→SIC −0.067 ** 0.031 [−0.008, −0.115] No

Note: ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. ENT stands for entrepreneurship; EC stands for affective commitment; CC stands for continuance
commitment; SIC stands for sustainable innovation capability of enterprises.

Table 5. Fitting index of structural equation model for mediating effects.

Model χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

Direct effect 212.71 78 0.901 0.903 0.044 0.052

Full mediating effect: affective commitment 388.67 79 0.897 0.899 0.063 0.074

Full mediating effect: continuance commitment 403.11 77 0.885 0.876 0.079 0.083

Partial mediating effect: affective commitment 107.24 83 0.903 0.904 0.021 0.033

Partial mediating effect: continuance commitment 112.59 81 0.902 0.907 0.014 0.027

Standard Model Reference Index - - >0.9 >0.9 <0.08 <0.08

When both entrepreneurship and affective commitment were included in the model,
it found that the indirect effect of affective commitment was 0.053, and the confidence
interval at 95% level was (−0.021, −0.179), which does not include 0, so H4 has been
verified. When both entrepreneurship and continuance commitment were included in the
model, it found that the indirect effect of continuance commitment was −0.067, and the
confidence interval at 95% level was (−0.008, −0.115), which does not include 0. Therefore,
H7 has been verified.

In order to further test whether the affective commitment and continuance commit-
ment are partial or full mediators between entrepreneurship and an enterprise’s sustainable
innovation capability, this article compared the fit index of different models (see Table 5).
Combined with the above fitting index judgment, fit index of partial mediator model was
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better than the full mediator model. Thus, affective commitment and continuance commit-
ment play a partial mediating role between entrepreneurship and sustainable innovation
capability of enterprises. Therefore, H4 and H7 have been partially verified.

4.2. Moderating Effect Test

This article used SPSS20.0 to test the moderating effect of perceived organizational
support and person–organization value fit. The results of moderating effect test are shown
in Table 6. When perceived organizational support and the interaction between perceived
organizational support and entrepreneurship were included in the analysis model of
entrepreneurship–affective commitment, it was found that entrepreneurship had a positive
impact on affective commitment, perceived organizational support had a positive impact
on affective commitment, and the interaction between the two had a positive impact on
affective commitment (β = 0.324, p < 0.01; β = 0.387, p < 0.05; β = 0.497, p < 0.01). When
person–organization value fit and the interaction between person–organization value fit
and entrepreneurship were included in the analysis model of entrepreneurship–affective
commitment, it was found that entrepreneurship had a positive impact on affective com-
mitment, and person–organization value fit had a positive impact on affective commitment,
and the interaction between the two had a positive impact on affective commitment
(β = 0.226, p < 0.01; β = 0.365, p < 0.05; β = 0.382, p < 0.01). The data analysis showed
that perceived organizational support and person–organization value fit played positive
moderating roles between entrepreneurship and affective commitment, so H8 and H10
have been verified.

Table 6. Test results of moderating effect.

Variable
EC CC

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Gender 0.213 0.117 * 0.126 −0.211 0.209 0.203 −0.201 * 0.197

Age 0.056 0.063 −0.078 0.073 −0.077 0.062 0.071 0.068

Education 0.121 ** 0.109 ** 0.103 ** 0.105 ** 0.120 ** −0.131 ** 0.127 ** 0.118 **

Seniority 0.087 −0.065 0.061 0.077 * 0.053 0.049 0.032 0.055

Nature of enterprise 0.018 0.021 0.037 −0.022 0.027 −0.032 0.017 0.019

Scale of enterprise 0.037 ** 0.043 ** 0.051 ** 0.025 ** 0.033 ** 0.036 ** 0.027 ** 0.029 **

ENT 0.054 * 0.324 * 0.226 * −0.105 ** −0.153 ** −0.289 **

POS 0.387 * −0.203

PVF 0.365 * −0.039 *

ENT*POS 0.497 ** 0.112

ENT*PVF 0.382 ** 0.497 **

R2 0.01 0.05 0.13 0.21 0.01 0.09 0.13 0.28

∆R2 0.01 0.07 0.15 0.18 0.01 0.07 0.012 0.24

F 1.02 5.23 10.17 14.36 3.244 8.116 8.073 9.52

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; ENT stands for entrepreneurship; EC stands for affective commitment; CC stands for continuance commitment;
POS stands for perceived organizational support; PVF stands for person–organization value fit.

When perceived organizational support and the interaction between perceived organi-
zational support and entrepreneurship were included in the analysis model of entrepreneur
ship–continuance commitment, it was found that entrepreneurship had a negative impact
on the continuance commitment, while perceived organizational support had no signifi-
cant impact on the continuance commitment, and the interaction between the two had no
significant impact on the continuance commitment (β = −0.153, p < 0.01; β = −0.203, ns;
β = 0.112, ns). The data analysis showed that the moderating effect of perceived organiza-
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tional support between entrepreneurship and continuance commitment was not significant,
so H9 has not been verified; when the person–organization value fit and the interaction
between person–organization value fit and entrepreneurship were included in the analysis
model of entrepreneurship–continuance commitment, it was found that entrepreneurship
had a negative impact on the continuance commitment, person–organization value fit had
a negative impact on continuance commitment, and the interaction between the two had a
positive impact on continuance commitment (β = −0.289, p < 0.01; β = −0.039, p < 0.05;
β = 0.497, p < 0.01). The data analysis showed that person–organization value fit played a
positive moderating role in the relationship between entrepreneurship and continuance
commitment, so H11 has been verified.

5. Discussions and Conclusions
5.1. Conclusion and Theoretical Contribution

Entrepreneurship has a positive impact on the sustainable innovation capability of
enterprises, which is basically consistent with the conclusions of previous studies [16,18].
One of the major contributions of this article is the focus on the overall connotation
of entrepreneurship and the sustainable innovation capability of enterprises. The data
test confirmed, once again, that entrepreneurship is a complex, multidimensional
concept [8,10,12,13]. At the same time, entrepreneurship is not a spiritual characteris-
tic of entrepreneurs but an overall attribute that all employees within the enterprise can
possess [76]. There are many factors that affect enterprise innovation in digital era, but
it is still difficult to ensure the improvement of the sustainable innovation capability of
enterprises [7,16]. Starting from the multidimensional concept of entrepreneurship, it is pos-
sible to explore the complex causes of sustainable innovation capability of enterprises and
provide theoretical guarantee for the sustainable innovation development of enterprises.

Organizational commitment is an important transmission mechanism from entrepreneur
ship to sustainable innovation capability, in which affective commitment plays a positive
role, while continuance commitment plays a negative role. The enterprise’s continuous
innovation capability needs not only the stability of employees [24,25,44] but also the high
level of employees’ input [45]. Entrepreneurship can promote the generation of positive
emotions of employees to the organization and can inhibit the situation that employees
stay in the enterprise because they have not found better job opportunities [46]. In addition,
it also shows that, in order to improve the sustainable innovation capability, enterprises
should pay attention to the work needs of employees, cultivate employees’ affective com-
mitment, and actively avoid the generation of employees’ continuance commitment.

The perceived organizational support plays a moderating role in entrepreneurship
and organizational commitment in digital era. When the degree of organizational support
is high, the positive effect of entrepreneurship on affective commitment is more obvious,
and vice versa; when the degree of perceived organizational support is strong, the effect
of entrepreneurship on continuance commitment is not significant (as shown in Figure 2).
When perceived organizational support is high, employees can feel the support from the
organization, increase their sense of ownership in the organization, and increase their
affective commitment to the organization [77]. However, when facing the employees with
continuance commitment, the employees pay less attention to perceived organizational
support, that is to say, the moderating effect of perceived organizational support on
entrepreneurship and continuance commitment is very weak, which is consistent with the
data analysis results of this study.
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The person–organization value fit plays a moderating role in entrepreneurship and or-
ganizational commitment in platform enterprises. When the degree of person–organization
value fit is high, the positive effect of entrepreneurship on affective commitment is more
obvious, and vice versa; when the degree of person–organization value fit is high, the
negative effect of entrepreneurship on continuance commitment is more obvious, and vice
versa (as shown in Figure 3). In the digital era, individuals are more focused on their own
value realization. When organizational values and employee values are aligned, employees
can improve their work attitudes and commitment, thereby increasing their emotional
commitment and reducing their ongoing commitment [68,69]. Furthermore, in the digital
era, enterprises should focus on collaborative development with their employees. The
same or similar values are the basis for collaboration, which also validates the importance
of symbiotic values emphasized by many scholars [70].
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5.2. Managerial and Social Implications

The theoretical analysis and empirical conclusions of this article have important
practical implications:

The entrepreneurship of the members in the organizations should be vigorously culti-
vated, the continuous knowledge spillover effect brought by the entrepreneurship should
be given full play, and the sustainable innovation capability of the enterprise should be
further improved. First of all, the autonomy and innovation potential of employees have
been released to a greater extent in a digital transformational enterprise. However, the
discreteness of individual employees requires the enterprise to establish an overall en-
trepreneurial atmosphere within the whole organization, which can integrate employees
with the common innovation goal as the guidance and does not destroy the employees’
autonomy and innovation potential [1,2,6]. Therefore, enterprises should pay attention
to the factors that affect the emergence and stable functioning of employee entrepreneur-
ship in the organization. For example, enterprises should establish flexible organizational
structure, increase the flexibility of employees’ work, guide the establishment of employee
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entrepreneurship team with goals, establish flexible human resources management system,
encourage employees to communicate and communicate throughout the enterprise plat-
form, etc. Secondly, the severe market environment faced by enterprises in digital era puts
forward higher requirements for the acquisition of an enterprise’s sustainable innovation
capability, so it should continue to pay attention to the positive role of employees’ affective
commitment to the organization, not only to maintain the stability of employees but also
to improve the innovation efficiency of employees [6,9]. In terms of the improvement of
an employee organization’s commitment, enterprises should pay attention to establish
their own development goals in collaboration with employees, establish fault tolerance
mechanism, and encourage employees to innovate, but also stimulate employees’ spirit of
risk-taking.

When making relevant policies or measures to provide work or family support for
employees, enterprises should pay attention to the premise that employees have affective
commitment to the organization. Therefore, enterprises should pay attention to the culti-
vation of employees’ affective commitment while improving their support for employees.
Enterprises can improve employees’ affective commitment through various management
activities, the construction of benefit distribution mechanism, and the decentralization of
decision-making power [37,47]. However, if employees have a weak sense of belonging
to the organization and even work in the current enterprise just because there are no
better job choice opportunities, then any organizational support measures will play a small
role [24,57,58].

According to the principle of person–organization fit, enterprises should pay attention
to those people who are consistent with the organizational values when they are recruiting
or selecting personnel. When the people-organization values are consistent, employees
can produce more organizational citizenship behavior [59,69]. However, on the contrary,
enterprises also need to take certain measures, such as decomposing customer needs,
allowing employees to actively participate in the design of demand satisfaction scheme
and decision-making, so that employees and the value pursuit of the organization are
consistent. After a long period of running-in, more consistent values will naturally be
formed [1,2,54,58].

5.3. Limitations and Future Research

There are still some limitations in this study: First, this article assumes entrepreneur-
ship as a spiritual trait that generally exists in internal groups of enterprises in digital
era, but in fact, the connotation and extension of entrepreneurship are not scientifically
standardized. With the continuous change of business environment, the essence and
connotation of entrepreneurship as a product of coevolution with the development of orga-
nization and society are also enriched. The follow-up research can try to use qualitative
research methods to explore the essence and connotation of entrepreneurship and then
grasp the development law of entrepreneurship so as to make the research of entrepreneur-
ship more in line with the needs of the times. Second, the study uses cross-sectional data in
data collection and cannot strictly test the causal relationship between variables, especially
the relationship between entrepreneurship and organizational commitment. Therefore, in
the future research, the longitudinal research design can be used to obtain multi-time data
to avoid the causal relationship between variables. Third, this study only discusses the
effect of entrepreneurship on the sustainable innovation capability of platform enterprises.
However, the existing literature has emphasized that enterprise innovation activities have
emerged to the level of network ecology. The change of the business model of enterprises
mainly based on digital crowdsourcing has changed the nature of employment relation-
ship and changed the subject and scope of organizational commitment. Therefore, future
research can try to explore the specific performance of entrepreneurship and sustainable
innovation capability in a crowdsourcing situation and then enrich the research system
of entrepreneurship and sustainable innovation capability. Fourth, this study focuses on
the perspective of internal activities of the organization and identifies the moderating role
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of the endogenous factors of value fit and perceived organizational support. However,
both the carrier of entrepreneurship and the sustainable innovation capability of enter-
prises are actually inseparable from the active participation of customers to some extent,
that is, customers can not only reflect the characteristics of entrepreneurship but also can
actively participate in the alleviation of value creation and contribute to the sustainable
innovation capability of enterprises. Therefore, future research can attempt to focus on
the influence mechanism of the relationship between entrepreneurship and sustainable
innovation capability from the perspective of customers.
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