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Abstract

Introduction: Private higher education institutions face pressure to transform
leadership quality and digjtal capability into academic entrepreneurship, but the
motivational pathway remains unclear. This study examines whether Organizational
Commitment mediates the associations of Transformational Leadership and Digital
Human Capital with Academic Entrepreneurship among permanent lecturers in two
Schools of Economics in Bekasi, Indonesia. Novelty: Previous Indonesian studies
have not examined these resources, Organizational Commitment, and Academic
Entrepreneurship within a single mediation model. This study compares the
measurement specification with an item-dropped sensitivity model to evaluate
measurement quality effects on conclusions. Methods: A quantitative cross-
sectional census involved 79 permanent lecturers from two institutions (37 from
STIE A and 42 from STIE B). Data from a Likert questionnaire were analyzed using
SEM-PLS in SmartPLS 4, including measurement assessment, R?, f2, inner VIF, and
5,000-resample BCa bootstrapping for direct and indirect effects. Results: In the
model, Transformational Leadership and Digital Human Capital were positively
associated with Academic Entrepreneurship and Organizational Commitment, while
Organizational Commitment and indirect effects were not significant. After
removing four indicators, reliability and collinearity improved. Transformational
Leadership paths and Digital Human Capital-Organizational Commitment
remained significant, whereas Digital Human Capital-Academic Entrepreneurship
effects became non-significant. Conclusion: Organizational Commitment was not
supported as a mediator. Institutions should connect leadership and digital
capability development with innovation opportunities, infrastructure, incentives,
and collaboration while interpreting findings cautiously due to cross-sectional
design, self-reported data, and construct overlap.

KEYWORDS

transformational leadership; digital human capital; organizational commitment; academic
entrepreneurship.

Introduction

Indonesian private higher education institutions, particularly those operating under
the supervisory authority of LLDIKTI Region 1V, are navigating an increasingly complex
combination of digital disruption and structural transformation. Accelerated
(technological adoption, changing student-enroliment patterns, and growing competition
from domestic and international universities have placed these institutions at a critical
strategic juncture. Bekasi City, a national manufacturing and economic hub with a
population exceeding 3.1 million and an annual gross regional domestic product growth
rate of 5.8%, represents a competitive environment in which Schools of Economics
(STIEs) occupy both strategic and vulnerable positions (Suharto, 2025). Although
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academic entrepreneurship is widely recognized as an
institutional strategy for navigating disruptive change, the
organizational and psychological processes through which it
may be cultivated in financially constrained private
universities in  emerging-economy  settings  remain
insufficiently theorized and empirically underexplored. Prior
research has examined transformational leadership as a
driver of innovative organizational behavior (Northouse,
2022; Yasir et al.,, 2016) and digital human capital as a
determinant of knowledge productivity (Hassan et al., 2022).
However, these two streams have generally advanced
separately, with limited attention to the motivational
mechanisms through which leadership quality and digital
resources are converted into entrepreneurial academic
outcomes. This gap is especially relevant in private Southeast
Asian higher education institutions, where the organizational
mechanisms that enable academic entrepreneurship under
resource constraints remain undertheorized (Hermanto et al.,
2024a; Sakapurnama et al., 2019).

Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment denotes the psychological
bond linking an employee to their employing institution, and
is theoretically conceived as comprising three analytically
distinct dimensions: affective commitment, which captures
the depth of an employee's emotional attachment to and
identification with organizational objectives; continuance
commitment, grounded in the individual's rational calculus of
the costs associated with organizational exit; and normative
commitment, which reflects an internalized moral imperative
to sustain membership and contribution to the institution
(Meyer & Alien, 1991). Within academic institutional settings,
affective commitment has consistently emerged as the most
powerful predictor of discretionary and extra-role behaviors,
encompassing voluntary engagement in entrepreneurial
endeavors that extend substantively beyond formally
prescribed role expectations (Hermanto et al., 2024; PAAIS &
PATTIRUHU, 2020). Research in Indonesian organizational
contexts further demonstrates that the affective component
is particularly responsive to perceived leadership quality and
institutional support, underscoring its cultural embeddedness
in Southeast Asian workplaces (Rahiem, 2025; Suharto,
2025; Wiradhika et al., 2025).

Academic Entrepreneurship

Academic entrepreneurship is understood as the
intentional reorientation of universities and their associated
scholarly communities toward the systematic generation of
social and economic value through mechanisms of knowledge
transfer, intellectual property commercialization, and co-
innovative partnerships with external stakeholders (Etzkowitz,
2003). Its manifestations include research-based spin-off
ventures, industry-responsive study programs, technology
licensing, and the cultivation of strategic university-industry
alliances. In Indonesia, this orientation receives institutional
sanction through the Tri Dharma Perguruan Tinggi mandate,
which directs universities to integrate teaching, research, and
community service into a coherent mission with measurable
social and economic impact. (Barney & Clark, 2007) identify
five structural prerequisites for entrepreneurial university
transformation: a decisive administrative steering core, an
expanded developmental periphery, a diversified resource
base, a stimulated intellectual heartland, and a pervasive
entrepreneurial culture. More recent scholarship affirms that
the realization of these conditions is substantially shaped by
the interplay between visionary academic leadership and
digitally proficient faculty, with organizational commitment
serving as the proposed enabling psychological mechanism
(Chaidir et al., 2025; Rachman et al., 2024; Sakapurnama et
al., 2019).
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Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses

Drawing on the theoretical streams reviewed above, this
study constructs a mediation model in which Transformational
Leadership (X1) and Digjtal Human Capital (X2) constitute the
independent variables, Academic Entrepreneurship (Y) the
outcome variable, and Organizational Commitment (Z) the
proposed mediating mechanism. Two primary pathways are
specified. The direct pathway posits that X1 and X2 are each
positively related to Y. The mediated pathway posits that X1 and
X2 first strengthen Organizational Commitment, which
subsequently relates to Academic  Entrepreneurship
engagement (Ehrnrooth et al., 2021; Harsono et al., 2025;
Singh, 2025). The framework is grounded in Dynamic
Capabilities Theory, which highlights an organization's capacity
to sense and seize opportunities through the orchestration of
internal resources, and the Resource-Based View, which
frames organizational competencies as the basis of
competitive differentiation (Barney & Clark, 2007; Teece,
2018).

Seven research hypotheses are derived from this
integrated framework. H1: Transformational Leadership has a
significant positive effect on Academic Entrepreneurship. H2:
Digital Human Capital has a significant positive effect on
Academic Entrepreneurship. H3: Transformational Leadership
has a significant positive effect on Organizational Commitment.
H4: Digital Human Capital has a significant positive effect on
Organizational Commitment. H5: Organizational Commitment
has a significant positive effect on Academic Entrepreneurship.
H6: Organizational Commitment mediates the relationship

This study addresses an empirical gap in the closest
Indonesian organizational studies. (Rachman et al., 2024a)
examined organizational culture, leadership style, and
employee performance, but did not test digital human capital,
academic entrepreneurship, or an indirect mechanism through
organizational commitment. (Suharto, 2025) emphasized
organizational  culture, work ethics, organizational
commitment, and employee retention, but likewise did not
examine how leadership and digital resources jointly relate to
entrepreneurial academic behavior. Consequently, Indonesian
private higher education institutions remain underrepresented
in empirical models that integrate a leadership resource, a
digital human-capital resource, a motivational mechanism, and
academic entrepreneurship within one structural framework.

The second gap is theoretical and contextual. The
Resource-Based View explains why valuable and difficult-to-
substitute resources can support competitive differentiation,
but it provides limited specification of the motivational process
through which leadership and digital capabilities are mobilized
into lecturer behavior (Barney & Clark, 2007b). (Donkor et al.,
2021) demonstrated a mediating role of organizational
commitment between leadership styles and employee
performance in Ghanaian state-owned enterprises; however,
that model did not include digital human capital, academic
entrepreneurship, or Indonesian private STIEs. Dynamic
Capabilities Theory emphasizes sensing, seizing, and
reconfiguring opportunities, yet organizational commitment
should be positioned cautiously as a proposed motivational
microfoundation that may sustain attention, discretionary
effort, and persistence rather than as a dynamic capability itself
(Teece, 2018a). The present study therefore examines the
contextual relevance of these two perspectives by testing
whether organizational commitment transmits the associations
of transformational leadership and digital human capital with
academic entrepreneurship under the distinctive regulatory,
cultural, and fiscal conditions of Indonesian private STIEs.

Novelty statement. Unlike prior Indonesian studies that
examined organizational culture, leadership style, and
employee performance (Rachman et al., 2024b) or
organizational commitment and employee retention (Suharto,
2025), and unlike leadership-commitment-performance
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of the Research Model

models developed in other national settings (Donkor et al.,
2021), this study jointly tests transformational leadership and
digital human capital together with organizational
commitment as a proposed motivational mechanism within a
single structural model of academic entrepreneurship in
Indonesian private Schools of Economics. Its novelty lies not
only in integrating these constructs, but also in showing that
organizational commitment does not necessarily operate as
the mediating pathway predicted by commitment-centered
interpretations of leadership and resource mobilization. This
finding provides preliminary, context-specific evidence
relevant to the Resource-Based View and Dynamic
Capabilities Theory in resource-constrained private higher
education.

Accordingly, the research question is: Do
Transformational Leadership and Digital Human Capital have
direct associations with Academic Entrepreneurship and
indirect associations through Organizational Commitment
among permanent lecturers in resource-constrained private
STIEs in Bekasi?

Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership can be characterized as a
leadership orientation wherein leaders elevate both the
motivation and performance of their followers by appealing to
shared higher-order values and a collective sense of purpose
beyond immediate self-interest (Bass, 1985; Northouse,
2022c). This leadership approach is operationalized through
four synergistic behavioral pillars: idealized influence, where
leaders embody ethical standards; inspirational motivation,
characterized by the articulation of a compelling institutional
vision; intellectual stimulation, which encourages innovative
and autonomous problem solving; and individualized
consideration, providing personalized mentorship and
support to faculty members (Guo et al., 2025; lyiola et al.,
2023; Taques et al.,, 2021). In organizational settings,
transformational leadership has been consistently linked to
higher levels of employee creativity, organizational citizenship
behavior, and adaptive performance (Bakari et al., 2019a;
Yasir et al., 2016a). A substantial body of scholarship has
further identified organizational commitment as a critical
psychological conduit through which transformational
leadership generates its performance-amplifying effects;
leaders who cultivate trust and communicate a compelling
shared mission concurrently strengthen their followers' sense
of institutional belonging and identification (AlImaududi Ausat
et al.,, 2022; Hermanto et al.,, 2024a; Hidayah, 2025;
Krishnan, 2012; Noviyanti Wiradhika et al., 2025)
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Digital Human Capital

Digital human capital may be defined as the integrated
constellation of competencies, technical skills, and domain
knowledge that equip individuals to perform effectively within
work environments increasingly structured around digital
platforms and technologies (Forum, 2023; Russo et al., 2025)
. Within academic institutions, this construct includes digital
literacy and platform proficiency, data analytics and knowledge
dissemination capabilities, and the ability to integrate digital
pedagogical tools into instructional practice. Notwithstanding
the widespread recognition that investment in digital human
capital is fundamental to institutional innovation capacity,
extant research consistently warns that technical proficiency
alone is an unreliable predictor of entrepreneurial output in the
absence of facilitative organizational conditions, including
psychological safety, institutional trust, and transformationally
oriented leadership (Chinoracky et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025;
Xuecheng et al.,, 2022). This conditional relationship is
particularly relevant in resource-constrained environments,
where lecturers may possess digital capabilities yet lack the
motivational infrastructure to deploy them entrepreneurially
(Amalia & von Korflesch, 2021; Donkor et al., 2021) .
between Transformational Leadership and Academic
Entrepreneurship. H7: Organizational Commitment mediates
the relationship between Digital Human Capital and Academic
Entrepreneurship (Hermanto et al., 2024; Zhao et al., 2010)
(see Figure 1).

Using a cross-sectional census of 79 permanent lecturers
and SEM-PLS, the study found no statistically significant
specific indirect effect in either tested specification, while the
stability of the direct associations differed between
Transformational Leadership and Digital Human Capital.

Methods

Research Type

This study used a quantitative associative approach with a
cross-sectional survey design to examine direct and mediated
associations among Transformational Leadership, Digital
Human Capital, Organizational Commitment, and Academic
Entrepreneurship (Huyler & McGill, 2019; Sujarweni, 2018) ).
Because the data were collected at one point in time, the
findings are interpreted as associational rather than causal.
Variance-based SEM-PLS was selected following (J. F. Hair et
al., 2022) because the model contains multiple reflective
constructs and indirect paths.

https://www.ilomata.org/index.php/ijjm
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Table 1. Research Sample Profile by Institution
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Eligible .
Institution Accreditation permanent r(;(s)g](fr:ies Reeri):se Lectu r;rt.ﬁ;cudent Avpgézzc)l:jdy
lecturers
STIE A B 37 37 100% 1:27.4 3.7
STIEB B 42 42 100% 1:23.4 3.2
Total - 79 79 100% - -

Source: Primary Data. STIE A and STIE B are anonymized institutional labels; they do not indicate institutional rank or performance.

Table 2.Measurement Items and Indicator Codes

Construct Code Administered item statement
Transformational X1.1 My institutional leader demonstrates high ethical standards and role-models the
Leadership ’ institution's vision.
Transfornr_lanonal X1.2 My leader articulates a compelling vision for the institution's future.
Leadership
Transformational X1.3 My leader encourages faculty to challenge assumptions and pursue innovative
Leadership ’ solutions.
Transformatlonal X1.4 My leader provides individualized guidance and mentorship to faculty members.
Leadership
Digital Human Capital X2.1 I am proflqent in using digital platforms for academic purposes, including LMS and
collaboration tools.

Digital Human Capital X2.2 | have strong capabilities in data analytics and digital academic-content development.
Digital Human Capital X2.3 | effectively integrate digital pedagogical tools into my instructional practice.
Organ|_zat|onal Z1 | have a strong emotional attachment to this institution and identify with its goals.
Commitment
Orgam_zatlonal Z2 Leaving this institution now would entail significant personal costs for me.
Commitment
Organl_zatlonal Z3 | feel a moral obligation to continue working at this institution.
Commitment
Academic . Y1 | actively engage in research commercialization or knowledge-transfer activities.
Entrepreneurship
Academic Y2 | contribute to developing innovative study programs aligned with industry needs
Entrepreneurship ping y prog g y )
Academic . Y3 I maintain and develop partnerships with external industry stakeholders.
Entrepreneurship
Academic . . . .

Y4 | engage in or support knowledge-based spin-off or community-service ventures.

Entrepreneurship

Source: Adapted from the sources cited in the Instrumentation or Tools section.

Research Location

The study was conducted at two private Schools of
Economics in Bekasi City, Indonesia, operating under the
same regional regulatory environment. To protect
confidentiality, the institutions are reported as STIE Aand STIE
B; these pseudonyms do not represent institutional rankings
or performance judgments.

Population and Sample/Informants

The decision to restrict the sample to permanent rather
than adjunct or contractual lecturers reflects the theoretical
rationale that organizational commitment and
entrepreneurial engagement are most robustly manifested
among employees who maintain enduring and stable
affiliations with their institution (Azmy, 2019; Effendi et al.,
2025; Meyer & Alien, 1991). However, excluding adjunct
faculty members who represent a dynamic proportion of staff
is acknowledged as a localized limitation that may affect
broader external generalizability (see Limitations section).
A total census approach was implemented, including every
member of the defined population as a respondent. All 79
distributed instruments were returned complete and usable,
yielding a response rate of 100%, consisting of 37 lecturers
from STIE A and 42 from STIE B (see Table 1). A reproducible
power calculation for a linear multiple-regression
approximation with three predictors, a medium effect size of
f2 = .15, a = .05, and power = .80 (Cohen, 1992) indicated a
minimum of 77 respondents; the achieved sample of 79
corresponded to estimated power of .813. The sample is

1473 | llomata International Journal of Management

therefore adequate for detecting medium effects, although
small effects may remain imprecisely estimated. Because the
census covers only two localized private STIEs, generalization
is limited to institutions with comparable
organizational,regulatory,  employment, and resource
conditions (Dash & Paul, 2021; J. F. Hair et al., 2022).

Instrumentation or Tools

Primary data were gathered using a structured
questionnaire with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Transformational
Leadership was represented by four reflective items: the
institutional leader demonstrates high ethical standards and
models the institution's vision; articulates a compelling vision
for the institution's future; encourages faculty members to
challenge assumptions and pursue innovative solutions; and
provides individualized guidance and mentorship. These items
represent idealized influence, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration,
consistent with (Northouse, 2022) and (Hidayah, 2025) . Digital
Human Capital was represented by three items stating that the
respondent is proficient in digital platforms for academic
purposes, has strong capabilities in data analytics and digital
academic-content development, and effectively integrates
digital pedagogical tools into instructional practice, reflecting
the competency domains described by (Forum, 2023).

Organizational Commitment followed the three-component
formulation of (Meyer & Alien, 1991), using items on emotional
attachment, the personal cost of leaving, and a moral

https://www.ilomata.org/index.php/ijjm
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obligation to remain. Academic Entrepreneurship was
measured through engagement in research
commercialization or knowledge transfer, contribution to
industry-aligned study-program innovation, development of
external industry partnerships, and participation in
knowledge-based spin-off or community-service ventures,
adapted from (Barney & Clark, 2007c¢). Table 2 presents the
complete item statements and indicator codes.

Data Collection Procedures

The questionnaire was administered to the entire defined
population of permanent lecturers, and all 79 returned
instruments were complete and usable. Before the main
survey, the instrument underwent forward translation,
independent back-translation by bilingual management
experts, content review by two senior academics, and pilot
testing with 15 lecturers from a non-participating private STIE.
Respondent anonymity, the absence of right or wrong
answers, and separation of predictor, mediator, and outcome
item blocks were used as procedural controls for common
method bias.

Data Analysis

Data analysis followed a two-stage SEM-PLS protocol
using SmartPLS 4 (J. F. Hair et al., 2024) . The measurement
model was evaluated using indicator loadings, Average
Variance Extracted (AVE), Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite
Reliability, the Fornell-Larcker criterion, the Heterotrait-
Monotrait (HTMT) ratio with bootstrap confidence intervals,
and complete cross-loadings. The structural model was
assessed using R2?, adjusted R2, Cohen’s f2, inner-model
collinearity (VIF), and 5,000-resample BCa bootstrapping for
direct, specific indirect, and total effects. Harman’s first
unrotated factor and full-collinearity VIF values were used as
diagnostic checks for common-method risk; they were not
treated as proof that common method bias was absent.
Statistical significance was evaluated using two-tailed p < .05
and 95% BCa confidence intervals that excluded zero.
Mediation classification followed (Zhao et al., 2010) and
(Sarstedt et al., 2021).

Sensitivity Analysis. Following the reviewer's request, a
sensitivity analysis was conducted to examine the sensitivity
of the measurement and structural model. An alternative
model was estimated after removing four indicators with
loadings below the .70 threshold (X1.3 = .636, X2.2 = .646,
72 =.572,Y2 = .472), retaining ten indicators across the four
constructs. The reduced model was re-estimated using the
same PLS Algorithm and 5,000-resample BCa bootstrapping
procedure as the original specification. Results were
compared across indicator loadings, construct reliability,
discriminant validity (HTMT and Fornell-Larcker), inner-model
collinearity (VIF), direct effects, specific indirect effects, total
effects, and hypothesis-testing outcomes.

Content-validity implications of item removal were

considered explicity. Removing X1.3 narrowed the
representation of intellectual stimulation within
Transformational Leadership; removing X2.2 reduced

coverage of data analytics and digital academic-content
development; removing Z2 eliminated the continuance-
commitment component, leaving affective and normative
commitment; and removing Y2 reduced coverage of industry-
aligned study-program innovation. Accordingly, the item-
dropped model is treated as a sensitivity specification rather
than as a replacement for the theoretically complete original
measurement model, because full discriminant validity was
not achieved.

Ethical Approval
Ethical clearance was granted by STIE A. All respondents
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provided written informed consent, and the institutions and
respondents were reported using anonymized labels. No ethics
approval number was reported in the available study
documentation.

Result and Discussion

Measurement Model Evaluation

Before structural hypothesis testing, the reflective
measurement model was assessed at both indicator and
construct levels. Outer loadings ranged from .472 t0 .947. Eight
indicators exceeded the preferred .70 threshold, whereas X1.2
(.680), X1.3 (.636), X2.2 (.646), Z2 (.572), Y2 (.472), and Y3
(.653) were below that benchmark and therefore require
content-validity justification if retained (see Table 3). All 14
indicators were statistically different from zero in the 5,000-
resample bootstrap analysis. However, statistical significance
alone does not establish adequate indicator reliability. The
indicators were retained to preserve the original construct
specification and comparability with the theoretical framework,
while the weaker loadings are disclosed explicitly and
interpreted cautiously rather than presented as evidence of
uniformly strong measurement quality (J. F. Hair et al., 2022).

At the construct level, Composite Reliability exceeded .80
and AVE exceeded .50 for all four constructs. Cronbach's Alpha
was acceptable for Transformational Leadership (.762) and
Digital Human Capital (.707), but was below the conventional
.70 threshold for Academic Entrepreneurship (.658) and
Organizational Commitment (.678). These values indicate that
the measurement model demonstrates adequate composite
reliability and convergent validity, but the internal consistency
of two constructs should be interpreted cautiously. The Fornell-
Larcker matrix shows that each square root of AVE is lower than
at least one interconstruct correlation, and all six HTMT ratios
exceed .90, ranging from 1.158 to 1.371. Discriminant validity
is therefore not established in the original specification,
indicating substantial empirical overlap among conceptually
related constructs (Cornelisz, 2022; J. Hair & Alamer, 2022)
(see Table 5).

Structural Model Evaluation

The coefficient of determination for Academic
Entrepreneurship reached R2 = .900 (adjusted R? = .896),
indicating that Transformational Leadership, Digital Human
Capital, and Organizational Commitment jointly accounted for
approximately 90.0% of its observed variance. The coefficient
for Organizational Commitment was R2 = .899 (adjusted R2 =
.897). Effect-size analysis indicated a large association of
Transformational Leadership with Academic Entrepreneurship
(f2 =.575) and Organizational Commitment (f2 = 1.812), small
associations of Digital Human Capital with Academic
Entrepreneurship (f2 = .094) and Organizational Commitment
(f2 = .099), and a negligible association of Organizational
Commitment with Academic Entrepreneurship (f2 =.002). Inner
VIF values were 9.572 for X1 predicting Y, 3.741 for X2
predicting Y, 9.928 for Z predicting Y, and 3.404 for both
predictors of Z. The two VIF values near 10 indicate serious
structural collinearity; consequently, individual coefficients
should not be ranked as independent causal contributions
(Sarstedt et al., 2017). Figure 2 presents the original-model
structural estimates, which are interpreted as in-sample
associations rather than definitive predictive or causal effects
(Sarstedt et al., 2017).

Hypothesis Testing Results

Hypothesis testing used 5,000 bootstrap resamples;
hypotheses were supported when the two-tailed p-value was
below .05 and the corresponding 95% BCa bootstrap

https://www.ilomata.org/index.php/ijjm
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Indirect 2: H7, X2 - Z > Y
B =0.009, p=0.624, ns.

— Significant direct effect (p < 0.05)
— —» Non-significant direct effect (p > 0.05)

Figure 2. Original SEM-PLS Model Path Coefficients

Table 3. Indicator-Level Outer Loadings

Indicator Construct Loading 95% bootstrap Cl Decision
X1.1 X1 .935 [.908, .956] Retained
X1.2 X1 .680 [.537,.788] Retained; review
X1.3 X1 .636 [.489, .752] Retained; review
X1.4 X1 .799 [.690, .872] Retained
X2.1 X2 .947 [.931, .962] Retained
X2.2 X2 .646 [.496, .751] Retained; review
X2.3 X2 .784 [.692, .853] Retained

Z1 Z .895 [.874,.920] Retained
72 Z 572 [.366, .703] Retained; review
Z3 Z .869 [.816, .916] Retained
Y1 Y 917 [.871,.947] Retained
Y2 Y 472 [.302, .608] Retained; review
Y3 Y 653 [.473,.773] Retained; review
Y4 Y .758 [.633, .846] Retained

Source: Primary Data. “Review” denotes a loading below .70 that requires content-validity justification.

Table 4. Construct-Level Reliability and Convergent Validity

. Composite
Construct Cronbach's Alpha Religbility AVE Sqrt (AVE)
Transformational Leadership (X1) .762 .852 595 771
Digital Human Capital (X2) 707 .841 .643 .802
Organizational Commitment (Z) .678 .830 .628 792
Academic Entrepreneurship (Y) .658 .802 516 718

Source: Primary Data.

confidence interval excluded zero (J. F. Hair et al., 2022).
Direct and specific indirect effects for the original model are
reported in Table 7.

H1 and H3 were supported because Transformational
Leadership was positively associated with Academic
Entrepreneurship (B = .742, t = 6.890, p < .001) and
Organizational Commitment (f =.788, t = 13.794, p < .001).
H2 and H4 were also supported (X2—Y: B =.187, p = .015;
X2—Z: 3 =.184, p =.003). H5 was not supported (B = .046,
p =.607). The specific indirect effects for H6 and H7 were not
significant. Thus, the results indicate direct-only non-
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mediation for the relationships of Transformational Leadership
and Digital Human Capital with Academic Entrepreneurship.
The proposed commitment mechanism is therefore not
supported in this sample, and the evidence should not be
interpreted as showing that stronger commitment causes
entrepreneurial behavior (Donkor et al., 2021; Hermanto et al.,
2024).

Sensitivity Analysis Results

Removing the four weakest indicators produced a measurably
stronger measurement model. Retained indicator loadings
increased across all four constructs (e.g., X1.2 rose from .680

https://www.ilomata.org/index.php/ijjm
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Table 5. Fornell-Larcker Matrix

Construct X1 X2 Z Y
X1 71 .840 .943 .943
X2 .840 .802 .847 .850
z .943 .847 .792 .904
Y 943 .850 .904 718

Diagonal values are sqrt (AVE); off-diagonal values are
interconstruct correlations. The criterion is not satisfied.

Table 6. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratios

Construct pair HTMT Criterion
X1-X2 1.158 Not satisfied
X1-Z 1.318 Not satisfied
X1-Y 1.329 Not satisfied
X2-Z 1.220 Not satisfied
X2-Y 1.273 Not satisfied
Z-Y 1.371 Not satisfied

All pairwise HTMT ratios exceed .90; discriminant validity is
not established (table 6).

to .763, Y3 from .653 to .703, Y4 from .758 to .766), and
construct-level reliability improved accordingly:

Cronbach's Alpha for Organizational Commitment rose
from .678 to .882, and for Academic Entrepreneurship from
.658 to .733, bringing both above the conventional .70
benchmark. AVE increased for all four constructs, most
notably for Organizational Commitment (.628 to .894) and
Digital Human Capital (.643 to .843) (Table 8).

Discriminant validity improved but was not fully
established. Of the six HTMT ratios, one pair (Digital Human
Capital-Organizational Commitment) fell below the .90
threshold (.850), and four others moved closer to it
(Transformational Leadership-Digital Human Capital = .944;
Digital Human Capital-Academic Entrepreneurship = .908;
Organizational Commitment-Academic Entrepreneurship =
.928; Transformational Leadership-Organizational
Commitment = .973), compared to a range of 1.158-1.371
in the original model. The Transformational Leadership-
Academic Entrepreneurship pair remained the most
problematic (HTMT = 1.206), consistent with the Fornell-
Larcker matrix, where the correlation between these two
constructs (.915) still exceeded both square roots of AVE
(.833 and .814 respectively) (see Table 10). This indicates
that empirical overlap between Transformational Leadership
and Academic Entrepreneurship persists even after item
removal and should be treated as a substantive rather than
purely psychometric limitation (Table 9). A supplementary
check confirmed this interpretation: removing the indicator
with the narrowest own-versus-cross-loading margin (X1_1)
increased, rather than reduced, HTMT ratios across all
Transformational Leadership pairs (see Limitations).

Inner-model collinearity was substantially reduced. VIF
values for the paths most affected in the original model
dropped from 9.572 to 3.597 (X1—Y) and from 9.928 to
3.341 (Z—Y), placing all inner VIF point estimates below the
conservative threshold of 5 (Table 11). This pattern is
consistent with the possibility that the removed indicators
contributed to the collinearity observed in the original model.
However, residual conceptual overlap and common-method
effects remain plausible and cannot be ruled out solely from
the VIF reduction.

These  measurement-model  improvements  were
accompanied by a notable change in the structural results.
H1, H3, and H4 remained supported (X1—-Y: B = .903,t =
16.225, p <.001, 95% BCa CI [.789, 1.005]; X1—Z: B =.621,
t=7.436,p<.001,95%BCa Cl [.447,.781]; X2—Z: 3 =.263,
t=2.942,p=.003, 95% BCa CI [.081, .437]). H2, which was
supported in the original model, was not supported in the
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reduced model (X2—Y: 3 =.032,t=.439, p =.661, 95% BCa
Cl[-.111, .175]). H5, H6, and H7 remained unsupported (Z—Y:
B =-014, p=.827; X1—Z-Y: B =-.009, p = .829; X2—Z-Y:
B =-.004, p=.841).

Taken together, neither tested specification produced a
statistically significant specific indirect effect; this repeated
pattern remains provisional because full discriminant validity
was not achieved. The direct association between
Transformational Leadership and Academic Entrepreneurship
and the associations of both predictors with Organizational
Commitment also remained statistically supported. However,
the reversal of H2 and its non-significant total effect show that
the Digital Human Capital-Academic Entrepreneurship
relationship is measurement-sensitive and should not be
treated as a stable finding. The persistent discriminant-validity
concern between Transformational Leadership and Academic
Entrepreneurship further requires all path magnitudes to be
interpreted under measurement uncertainty. Figure 3
summarizes the item-dropped structural estimates; the exact
95% BCa confidence intervals are reported in Table 12.

Descriptive Institutional Profiles: STIE A and STIE B

Descriptive group profiles revealed numerical inter-
institutional patterns that may enrich interpretation of the
aggregate findings, although no formal test of measurement
invariance or multigroup path differences was conducted
(Henseler et al., 2009). Digital Human Capital showed a
numerically higher coefficient in STIE A than in STIE B (B_A =
.241 versus B_B = .118), whereas the Transformational
Leadership-to-Organizational Commitment coefficient was
numerically higher in STIE B than in STIE A (3_B =.812 versus
B_A =.718). These differences are reported only as contextual
descriptions and should not be interpreted as institutional
rankings or evidence of causal differences. Future studies
should examine these patterns using MICOM and adequately
powered multigroup analysis.

The Effect of Transformational Leadership on Academic
Entrepreneurship

The X1-Y association was statistically significant in both tested
measurement specifications. Transformational Leadership was
positively associated with Academic Entrepreneurship in the
original model (B =.742,t = 6.890, p <.001) and in the item-
dropped model (B =.903, t = 16.225, p < .001, 95% BCa Cl
[.789, 1.005]). The corresponding total effect in the reduced
model was also significant (B =.894,t=18.775, p <.001, 95%
BCa CI [.788, .977]). Ethical role modelling, intellectual
stimulation, a credible institutional vision, and individualized
support may create conditions in which lecturers are more
willing to engage in curriculum innovation, external
partnerships, knowledge transfer, and community-based
initiatives (Agazu et al., 2025; Bakari et al., 2019; Northouse,
2022; Rojak et al., 2024; Yasir et al., 2016). Nevertheless, the
unresolved discriminant-validity overlap between
Transformational Leadership and Academic Entrepreneurship
means that the magnitude of this association should not be
interpreted as a precise independent causal contribution.

The Role of Digjtal Human Capital in Academic Innovation

The original model indicated a positive association between
Digital Human Capital and Academic Entrepreneurship (B =
187, t = 2.445, p = .015). However, this relationship became
non-significant after the four weakest indicators were removed
(direct effect: B =.032,t=.439, p =.661, 95% BCa CI [-.111,
.175]; total effect: B =.028, t = .434, p = .665, 95% BCa CI [-
.100, .153]). Accordingly, the X2-Y association was not stable
across measurement specifications. Digital competencies may
still facilitate collaboration, knowledge transfer, and academic
innovation, but the present data do not establish a stable direct
relationship with Academic Entrepreneurship
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Table 7. Hypothesis Testing Results (Original Model, 5,000 Bootstrap Resamples)

Hypothesis Path B t p 95% CI Decision
H1 X1 —>Y 742 6.890 <.001 [.542,.960] Supported
H2 X2 —->Y .187 2.445 .015 [.029, .332] Supported
H3 X1—-7Z .788 13.794 <.001 [.676, .898] Supported
H4 X2 —>7Z .184 2.939 .003 [.061, .305] Supported
H5 Z—-Y .046 514 .607 [-.133,.222] Not supported
H6 X1-7Z-Y .036 .509 611 [-.107,.179] Not supported
H7 X2—-7-Y .009 .490 .624 [-.027,.044] Not supported

Source: Primary Data. The 95% confidence intervals are the exact 2.5% and 97.5% limits reported in the final SmartPLS
bootstrapping output. "Decision" reflects statistical significance at p < .05 for the original specification only; given the unresolved
discriminant-validity issues reported below, this should be read as "Significant/Not significant" for this specification rather than as

confirmation of the hypothesis in an absolute sense.

Table 8. Sensitivity Analysis: Construct Reliability and Validity
(Item-Dropped Model)

Cronbach's CR CR

Construct Alpha (tho_a) (tho_c) AVE
Transformational
Leadership (X1) 777 .802 871 .694
Digital Human
Capital (X2) .815 .836 915 .843
Academic
Entrepreneurship .733 .766 .853 .662
(Y)
Organizational 882 887 944 894

Commitment (Z)

Retained indicators: X1.1, X1.2, X1.4; X2.1, X2.3; Y1, Y3, Y4;
Z1, Z3. Original values in Table 4.

Table 9. Sensitivity Analysis: Discriminant Validity (ltem-
Dropped Model)

Fornell-Larcker Criterion

Construct X1 X2 Y Z

X1 .833

X2 .753 918

Y 915 .702 .814

Z .819 731 749 946

Diagonal values are VAVE. The X1-Y criterion is not satisfied
(.915 > .833 and .814).

across defensible measurement specifications. Such
capabilities may require complementary institutional
supports, including autonomy, incentives, external networks,
and access to innovation infrastructure (Barney & Clark,
2007; Donkor et al., 2021).

The association between Digital Human Capital and
Organizational Commitment was more stable: H4 was
supported in both the original model (f =.184, p =.003) and
the reduced model (B = .263, t = 2.942, p = .003, 95% BCa
ClI [.081, .437]). However, the corresponding indirect path to
Academic Entrepreneurship was non-significant in both
specifications. Lecturers may feel more capable and more
attached to their institution when digital skills are
strengthened, but such attachment does not automatically
produce entrepreneurial academic (Jarkawi & Hartanto,
2025; Li et al., 2025). Digital training should therefore be
embedded in structured innovation programs, industry
collaboration schemes, and institutional reward systems
rather than treated as a sufficient standalone intervention.

Organizational Commitment as a Proposed Strategic Mediator

Contrary to the original theoretical expectation,
Organizational Commitment was not significantly associated
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with Academic Entrepreneurship in either specification. The
original model produced B = .046, p = .607, with a negligible
effect size (f2 = .002), whereas the item-dropped model
produced B = -.014, t = .219, p = .827, 95% BCa CI [-.132,
.119].  This  finding  qualifies  commitment-centered
interpretations in Indonesian human-resource studies and
suggests that affective, continuance, or normative attachment
to an institution does not necessarily translate into
commercialization, external partnership, program innovation,
or venture activity. The three-component framework of (Meyer
& Alien, 1991) remains useful for explaining why lecturers
remain attached to an institution, but the present evidence
does not support treating commitment as the behavioral
mechanism that converts leadership or digital competence into
Academic Entrepreneurship.

These mediation results should be interpreted as
provisional rather than definitive because discriminant validity
was not fully established. Nevertheless, the item-dropped
model reproduced the same non-mediating pattern: H5, H6,
and H7 were all non-significant, and both 95% BCa confidence
intervals for the specific indirect effects included zero (Table
12). The total effects reported in Table 13 further show a
significant overall association of Transformational Leadership
with Academic Entrepreneurship but a non-significant overall
association of Digital Human Capital with Academic
Entrepreneurship. Thus, the absence of mediation is
comparatively stable, whereas the magnitude of the direct
paths remains subject to measurement uncertainty.

The non-significant X1—Z—Y and X2—Z—Y paths further
indicate that Organizational Commitment did not function as
the proposed mediator. One plausible explanation is that
lecturers may feel institutional belonging while still lacking the
time, funding, industry access, intellectual-property support,
workload recognition, or formal incentives needed for
entrepreneurial academic work (Hermanto et al.,, 2024;
Noviyanti Wiradhika , Hari Susanta, 2025). High lecturer-to-
student ratios may also constrain discretionary capacity,
consistent with Conservation of Resources reasoning (Hobfoll,
1989; Rahiem, 2025). These explanations were not directly
tested and should therefore be read as theoretically grounded
interpretations that guide future model development rather
than as causal conclusions.

Managerial and Policy Implications

The findings suggest three context-sensitive managerial
and policy implications. The first two recommendations follow
directly from the tested variables (Transformational Leadership
and Digital Human Capital); the third draws on broader
theoretical reasoning about entrepreneurial behavior rather
First, leadership development should be directly connected to
program innovation, industry collaboration, knowledge
transfer, and recognition of entrepreneurial
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Transformational
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pz_.621, p < .001

Organizational
Commitment (Z)

H4: p~=.263, p = .003

Digital Human
Capital (X2)

10.61194/ijjm.v7i4.2427

H1: B =.903, p <.001

H5: B = —.014, p = .827 (ns.)
Academic
Entrepreneurship (Y)

H2: B = .032, p = .661 (ns.)

significant direct effect

= = = = non-significant direct effect

Specific indirect effects: H6 X1 = Z = Y, B = —.009, p = .829 (ns.); HT X2 2 Z =Y, B = —.004, p = .841 (ns.)

Figure 3. Item-Dropped Sensitivity Model Path Coefficients

Note: The figure reports point estimates and significance decisions for the item-dropped model; exact 95% BCa confidence

intervals are provided in Table 12.

Table 10. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

Construct Criterion
palr HTMT 95% Cl (<.90)
X1-X2 .944 [.863, 1.031] Not satisfied
X1-Y 1.206  [1.112,1.339] Not satisfied
X1-Z 973 [.900, 1.066] Not satisfied
X2-y 908  [797,1.012] ot satisfied

(marginal)
X2-Z .850 [.743, .946] Satisfied
z-y 928  [860,1.000] ot satisfied
(marginal)

Table 11.Sensitivity Analysis: Inner Model Collinearity (VIF)

Path Original VIF Iltem-Dropped VIF
X1 —-Y 9.572 3.597
X1—-7Z 3.404 2.311
X2 —>Y 3.741 2.543
X2 —>7 3.404 2.311

Z—-Y 9.928 3.341

academic work, rather than relying mainly on generalized
commitment-building (Meyer & Alien, 1991; Northouse,
2022). Second, digital capability development should
combine  technical training with digital research
infrastructure, coaching, psychological safety, and clearly
structured opportunities for applying digital skills to concrete
academic outputs (Jarkawi & Hartanto, 2025) . Third, and
importantly, workload rationalization, research sabbaticals,
seed funding, and transparent incentive structures were not
measured constructs in this study; they are proposed here as
theoretically plausible interventions grounded in Conservation
of Resources reasoning (Hobfoll, 1989) rather than as
empirically validated recommendations. Future research
should operationalize and test these mechanisms directly
before they are adopted as evidence-based policy.

These recommendations are practical interpretations of
associational findings and should be implemented with local
monitoring rather than treated as guaranteed causal
interventions.

Theoretical Contributions
Given the discriminant-validity and collinearity concerns
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documented above - and only partially resolved in the sensitivity
analysis - this research offers three contributions that should
be read as context-specific preliminary evidence rather than a
confirmed extension of established theory. The following
contributions are qualified accordingly and require replication
with a more clearly differentiated measurement model before
broader theoretical claims can be supported.

First, the study applies the Resource-Based View to private
higher education by jointly testing Transformational Leadership
and Digital Human Capital as resources potentially associated
with Academic Entrepreneurship. The direct and total X1-Y
associations were statistically significant in both tested
specifications, whereas the Digital Human Capital-Academic
Entrepreneurship relationship was significant only in the
original model and became non-significant in the reduced
model. The proposed commitment pathway did not receive
empirical support in either specification (Barney & Clark, 2007;
Donkor et al.,, 2021; Teece, 2018) . These results should
therefore be read as preliminary, context-specific evidence
rather than as confirmation that both resources independently
generate entrepreneurial academic outcomes.

Second, the study clarifies the connection with Dynamic
Capabilities Theory by positioning Organizational Commitment
as a proposed motivational microfoundation that could support
sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring, rather than as a dynamic
capability itself. Because H5-H7 are not supported, the study
does not establish commitment as that microfoundation;
instead, it qualifies the assumption that institutional
attachment  automatically channels  resources into
entrepreneurial academic behavior.than variables measured in
this study, and is offered as a theory-informed suggestion for
future empirical testing rather than as an empirical finding.

Third, the study contributes context-specific evidence to
academic entrepreneurship research by showing that the
transformational-leadership association was more stable than
the digital-human-capital association, while the hypothesized
commitment mechanism was unsupported in two Indonesian
private STIEs. This setting differs institutionally from the
university environments commonly discussed in
entrepreneurial-university research (Etzkowitz, 2003). The
contribution remains preliminary pending replication with an
improved measurement specification that achieves full
discriminant validity and uses multisource indicators of
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Table 12. Sensitivity Analysis: Direct and Specific Indirect Effects (ltem-Dropped Model, 5,000 BCa Bootstrap Resamples)

H Path B t p 95% ClI Decision
H1 X1->Y .903 16.225 <.001 [.789, 1.005] Supported
H2 X2 =Y .032 439 .661 [-.111, .175] Not supported
H3 X1—-7Z .621 7.436 <.001 [.447,.781] Supported
H4 X2 -7 .263 2.942 .003 [.081, .437] Supported
H5 Z—-Y -.014 .219 .827 [-.132,.119] Not supported
H6 X1—-7Z->Y -.009 .216 .829 [-.091, .068] Not supported
H7 X2—-7Z->Y -.004 201 .841 [-.044,.031] Not supported

Note: "Decision" reflects statistical significance at p < .05 for the item-dropped specification only, not confirmation of the hypothesis
in an absolute sense; discriminant validity between Transformational Leadership and Academic Entrepreneurship remained

unresolved in this specification (Table 9).

Table 13. Sensitivity Analysis: Total Effects (Item-Dropped Model, 5,000 BCa Bootstrap Resamples)

Path B t p 95% BCa CI Decision
X1-Y .894 18.775 <.001 [.788, .977] Significant
X1—-Z .621 7.436 <.001 [.447,.781] Significant
X2 ->Y .028 434 .665 [-.100, .153] Not significant
X2 -7 .263 2.942 .003 [.081, .437] Significant

Z—-Y -.014 .219 .827 [-.132,.119] Not significant

Note: For paths ending in Academic Entrepreneurship, the total effect equals the direct effect plus the specific indirect effect
through Organizational Commitment. Statistical significance is determined by p < .05 and a 95% BCa confidence interval that

excludes zero.
Academic Entrepreneurship.

Limitations

Several limitations should guide interpretation and
extension of these findings. Methodologically, although the
census-based sample comprises all 79 permanent lecturers
in the two participating institutions, the localized institutional
scope limits generalization beyond private STIEs with
comparable organizational, employment, regulatory, and
resource characteristics. Measurement limitations are also
important. The final assessment indicates substantial
construct overlap: all HTMT ratios exceeded .90, the Fornell-
Larcker criterion was not satisfied, and several indicators had
loadings below .70.

A supplementary sensitivity analysis, in which the four
weakest indicators (X1.3, X2.2, Z2, Y2) were removed and the
model re-estimated, substantially improved construct
reliability (all Cronbach's Alpha values above .70), inner-model
collinearity (all VIF point estimates below 5), and reduced all
six HTMT ratios in magnitude, bringing one pair (Digital
Human Capital-Organizational Commitment) below the
conventional .90 threshold. However, discriminant validity
between Transformational Leadership and Academic
Entrepreneurship remained unresolved in the reduced
specification (HTMT = 1.206; Fornell-Larcker criterion not
satisfied). The persistent overlap may reflect conceptual
proximity between perceived leadership behavior and
entrepreneurial academic behavior, but residual item
redundancy and common-method effects cannot be ruled out.
Future research should examine alternative item wording,
higher-order or more parsimonious construct specifications,
marker-variable procedures, qualitative triangulation, and
multisource measurement rather than relying only on further
item trimming. In addition, H2 and the total effect of Digital
Human Capital on Academic Entrepreneurship were not
stable across measurement specifications and should be
treated with particular caution.

As an additional robustness check targeting the
unresolved Transformational Leadership-Academic
Entrepreneurship overlap, the item-dropped model’s cross-
loading matrix was inspected to identify the indicator with the
narrowest margin between its own-construct loading and its
cross-loading on Academic Entrepreneurship. Indicator X1_1
showed the smallest such margin (own-construct loading =
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.912; cross-loading on Y = .877; A = .035), ahead of Y1 (A =
.088) and X1_4 (A = .087). To test whether X1_1 was
responsible for the residual overlap, it was removed and the
model re-estimated with Transformational Leadership retaining
only two indicators (X1_2, X1_4). Rather than resolving the
problem, this further reduction increased HTMT ratios for every
pair involving Transformational Leadership, including two pairs
that had previously satisfied the .90 criterion (X1-X2: .944 to
1.103; X1-Z: 973 to 1.034), and left the target ratio
unresolved (X1-Y: 1.206 to 1.320); the direct path from
Organizational Commitment to Academic Entrepreneurship
also became substantially larger (B = .260, from a near-zero
estimate in the reported model), signaling a change in the
mediation results that was judged too unstable to adopt. This
pattern indicates that X1_1 functions as the most reliable and
content-valid indicator of Transformational Leadership rather
than as a source of measurement redundancy, and that the
residual overlap reflects same-rater assessment of both
leadership perceptions and self-reported entrepreneurial
behavior — consistent with the elevated Harman'’s single-factor
loading reported above — rather than a trimmable item-level
artifact. On this basis, the ten-indicator item-dropped model
reported in Tables 7-12 is retained as the principal sensitivity
specification for comparative reporting; it is not treated as a
fully validated final measurement model. The full indicator-level
cross-loading matrix for this specification is reported in
Appendix A, Table Al.

A higher-order combination of Transformational Leadership
and Academic Entrepreneurship into a single construct was
considered as a way of resolving the residual overlap but was
not adopted in this study. The two constructs are theoretically
specified as an antecedent and an outcome within the
mediation model tested here; collapsing them into one higher-
order construct would replace the substantive research
question of whether leadership relates to entrepreneurial
behavior with a purely descriptive account of a single
composite construct, and would preclude testing H1 and the
associated mediation hypotheses altogether. This option is
therefore left for future studies that are explicitly designed
around a more parsimonious construct structure, rather than
adopted post hoc in the present model.

Future studies should employ larger multi-institutional
samples across West Java and adjacent regions and refine the
measurement model before retesting the structural
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relationships. The cross-sectional design precludes temporal
or causal inference, so longitudinal and multisource designs
remain necessary (J. Hair & Alamer, 2022; Sugiyono, 2022)
Reliance on a single self-report questionnaire also creates
common-method risk. Although anonymity and separation of
item blocks were used procedurally, Harman's first unrotated
factor accounted for 53.894% of variance, above the
conventional 50% reference, and full-collinearity VIF values
ranged from 4.092 to 15.073. These statistics indicate that
common method bias and/or conceptual overlap cannot be
dismissed. Future research should triangulate survey
responses with objective indicators such as grants, patents,
licenses, industry contracts, program innovations, and spin-
off or community-enterprise activity.

Conclusion

This study provides cross-sectional, associational evidence
on the relationships among Transformational Leadership,
Digital Human Capital, Organizational Commitment, and
Academic Entrepreneurship within two private Schools of
Economics in Bekasi City, Indonesia. In the original model, H1-
H4 were supported, whereas H5-H7 were not supported. In the
item-dropped sensitivity model, H1, H3, and H4 remained
supported, H2 became non-significant, and H5-H7 remained
unsupported.

The sensitivity analysis substantially improved construct
reliability and reduced inner-model collinearity while
reproducing the same non-mediating pattern. This strengthens
confidence that the absence of mediation is not solely an
artifact of the four weakest indicators. However, the direct and
total effects of Digital Human Capital on Academic
Entrepreneurship were non-significant in the reduced model,
and discriminant validity between Transformational Leadership
and Academic Entrepreneurship remained unresolved. Neither
tested measurement specification detected a statistically
significant indirect effect through Organizational Commitment;
this conclusion remains provisional and specification-
dependent. The most defensible structural conclusion is
therefore a  comparatively stable association  of
Transformational Leadership with Academic Entrepreneurship
and an unstable association of Digital Human Capital with
Academic Entrepreneurship.

Academic contribution. This study provides cautious,
context-specific evidence relevant to the Resource-Based View
and Dynamic Capabilities Theory. Transformational Leadership
showed the most stable association with Academic
Entrepreneurship, while the Digital Human Capital relationship
was sensitive to measurement specification. Because
Organizational Commitment did not mediate either focal
relationship, it should be treated as a proposed motivational
micro foundation requiring further validation rather than as an
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