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Introduction 

Service organizations face unprecedented pressure to innovate continuously 
while maintaining operational efficiency and supporting employee well-being amid 
rapid digital transformation and market volatility (Garrido-Moreno et al., 2024; He et 
al., 2023). Accelerating technological change, combined with rising customer 
expectations and increasingly diverse workforces, has fundamentally altered the 
creation and delivery of service value (Ostrom et al., 2015). Despite the growing 
recognition of the importance of innovation capability and adaptive systems, many 
organizations continue to struggle with performance inconsistencies, rigid service  

Despite substantial investment in digital capabilities, service organizations 
continue to face inconsistent performance and employee disengagement. This 
study integrates Dynamic Capability Theory, Service-Dominant Logic, and Self-
Determination Theory to examine how a Human Capability System (HCS) 
translates into Adaptive Service Excellence (ASE) through psychological 
empowerment and employee resourcefulness. Using survey data from 300 
frontline employees in Indonesian banking, fintech, and hospitality firms, PLS-
SEM was employed to test mediation and moderation hypotheses. Results 
indicate that psychological empowerment and employee resourcefulness 
partially mediate the HCS → ASE relationship, as significant indirect effects 
coexist with a persistent direct effect of HCS on ASE, jointly explaining 
substantial variance in adaptive service outcomes (R² = 0.621). The HCS 
exhibited strong positive effects on both mediators, underscoring its role as a 
foundational organizational dynamic capability. Psychological empowerment 
emerged as the most influential proximal determinant of ASE, reinforcing the 
importance of intrinsic motivational mechanisms in enabling adaptive 
performance, while employee resourcefulness provided a complementary 
behavioral pathway through cognitive flexibility and improvisational capacity. 
Furthermore, service climate strengthened the effects of HCS on both mediators, 
highlighting the importance of supportive service environments in activating 
human-centered capabilities. In contrast, organizational innovativeness did not 
significantly moderate the resourcefulness–ASE relationship, suggesting that 
innovation orientation alone may be insufficient to foster adaptability without 
corresponding psychological readiness. These findings emphasize that 
investments in human capability systems enhance adaptive service excellence 
through both direct and indirect pathways and must be embedded within enabling 
service climates to realize their adaptive potential in digitally intensive service 
contexts. 
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Figure 1. The Proposed Conceptual Framework.

delivery, and employee disengagement issues that 
compromise both customer experience and organizational 
resilience (A. Ali et al., 2025; Dougherty, 2018; Jaakkola 
et al., 2017). These ongoing challenges expose a critical 
management puzzle: how can service organizations build 
adaptive and collaborative mechanisms that enable 
continuous learning and innovation without compromising 
efficiency or exhausting their employees? 

While prior research highlights the importance of digital 
technologies and innovation capabilities for organizational 
competitiveness  (Lusch & Nambisan, 2015; Nambisan et 
al., 2017), much of this work adopts macro-level or 
structural perspectives that emphasize technological 
systems, strategic configurations, or market orientation. 
Such approaches often overlook the human and relational 
dynamics that underpin successful adaptation, particularly 
how employees and teams engage in value co-creation, 
navigate dual service roles, and transform everyday 
practices into sources of innovation (Patrício et al., 2017; 
Xie et al., 2019). As a result, existing studies provide 
limited insight into the micro-level mechanisms through 
which adaptive service performance is continuously 
enacted within dynamic service environments. 

Research grounded in service-dominant logic and 
transformative service perspectives underscores that 
service innovation emerges from ongoing interactions 
among multiple actors and resources rather than from 
episodic strategic decisions alone (Anderson et al., 2013; 
Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Complementary evidence from 
organizational behavior and leadership research further 
demonstrates that human agency manifested through 
empowerment, learning, and proactive behavior plays a 
critical role in sustaining service adaptability and 
performance (Khuzwayo et al., 2020; Tung, 2016). 
However, these insights remain fragmented across 
theoretical traditions, and empirical research has yet to 
fully integrate technological, human, and motivational 
perspectives into a coherent explanation of how adaptive 
service excellence is developed and sustained in digitally 
intensive service contexts. 

Recent theoretical developments provide a coherent 
foundation for positioning adaptive service excellence as 
a capability-driven yet human-centered phenomenon. 
Dynamic Capability Theory highlights that organizational 
adaptability depends on the continual reconfiguration of 
resources, increasingly recognizing human capability 
systems as critical microfoundations of dynamic 
performance (Teece, 2007, 2018). From a service 

perspective, these capabilities operate as operant 
resources that enable value creation under changing 
conditions. Service-Dominant Logic further emphasizes that 
adaptive service excellence emerges in frontline 
encounters where employees integrate organizational 
capabilities, customer inputs, and situational cues in real 
time, although it offers limited insight into the motivational 
mechanisms underlying such enactment (Vargo & Lusch, 
2016). Self-Determination Theory addresses this gap by 
explaining how organizational systems shape behavior 
through the satisfaction of employees’ needs for autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness (Rigby & Ryan, 2018). 
Integrating these perspectives provides the theoretical 
basis for modeling the Human Capability System as a 
dynamic capability that operates through dual 
microfoundations, psychological empowerment and 
employee resourcefulness while being contingent on 
contextual conditions within service environments. 

Specifically, this study models the Human Capability 
System as a dynamic capability that operates through dual 
microfoundations, psychological empowerment and 
employee resourcefulness, while explicitly testing the 
boundary conditions of service climate and organizational 
innovativeness in shaping adaptive service excellence.  
Building on this conceptualization, this study addresses four 
research questions that examine how Human Capability 
Systems influence adaptive service excellence, the 
mediating roles of psychological empowerment and 
employee resourcefulness, and the moderating effects of 
service climate and organizational innovativeness.  

The proposed conceptual framework offers a multilevel, 
capability-motivation-behavior model that integrates 
Dynamic Capability Theory, Service-Dominant Logic, and 
Self-Determination Theory to explain adaptive service 
excellence as an outcome of aligned organizational 
capabilities, employee motivation, and contextual 
conditions. At the organizational level, the Human 
Capability System represents a dynamic capability 
infrastructure that enables learning and adaptability 
(Salmela et al., 2022). At the psychological and behavioral 
levels, empowerment and resourcefulness capture the 
motivational and agentic mechanisms through which these 
capabilities are enacted in frontline service encounters 
(Chou et al., 2022; Pigola et al., 2023; Y. Xu et al., 2022).  

This study makes several distinctive contributions to the 
literature on adaptive service performance and human-
centered capabilities. While prior research has 
acknowledged the importance of contextual enablers such 
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as service climate and organizational innovativeness (Al 
Jabri et al., 2024; Dash et al., 2021), empirical evidence 
remains limited regarding how these factors condition the 
transformation of human capability systems into adaptive 
service outcomes (Jung et al., 2023; Manapajon et al., 
2017). This dual-moderation approach captures the 
complex, multilevel interplay between system capability, 
individual agency, and organizational context—an 
interaction largely overlooked in prior work. 

By integrating insights from Dynamic Capability 
Theory, Service-Dominant Logic, and Self-Determination 
Theory, this study advances a multi-level and cross-
theoretical understanding of adaptive service excellence. 
The conceptual model (figure 1) clarifies how Human 
Capability Systems shape adaptive service outcomes 
through dual microfoundations of empowerment and 
resourcefulness, while also incorporating the boundary 
conditions imposed by service climate and organizational 
innovativeness. The model thus bridges macro-level 
capability perspectives with micro-level motivational and 
behavioral processes, providing a coherent explanation of 
how adaptive service excellence is developed and 
sustained in digitally intensive service contexts. 

 

 

Methods 

Research Design 
This study employed a quantitative cross-sectional 

survey design to examine the relationships among Human 
Capability System, Psychological Empowerment, 
Employee Resourcefulness, Adaptive Service Excellence, 
Service Climate, and Organizational Innovativeness. The 
design was appropriate for capturing employees’ 
perceptions of organizational capability systems and 
adaptive service behaviors at a single point in time within 
digitally intensive service contexts (Gao & Liu, 2022).  

 
Population and Sample/Informants 

The population comprised frontline employees and 
supervisors in digital service–oriented organizations in 
Indonesia. Data were collected from 22 organizations 
operating in banking, digital banking, fintech, and 
hospitality sectors characterized by high customer 
interaction and rapid technological change. A purposive 
sampling strategy was used to recruit respondents directly 
involved in service delivery or innovation activities, aligning 
the sample with the study’s focus on adaptive service 
behaviors while acknowledging limited generalizability 
beyond similar contexts.  

The final sample included 300 valid responses. 
Respondents’ mean age was 31.8 years (SD = 5.6), with 
an average organizational tenure of 5.7 years (SD = 3.9). 
Females comprised 56.3% of the sample. Frontline staff 
represented 61.0%, supervisors 22.7%, and managers 
16.3%. Industry representation included banking/digital 
banking (40.7%), fintech (30.3%), and hospitality/tourism 
(29.0%). (See Table 1). 
 
Instrumentation or Tools 

All constructs were measured using established multi-
item scales adapted to the digital service context 

(Margeviča-Grinberga & Šmitic na, 2021) and rated on five-
point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 
agree). A translation and back-translation protocol was 
rigorously implemented. The translated instruments were 
reviewed by bilingual subject matter experts to confirm 
semantic consistency and contextual appropriateness. 

Human Capability System was measured with six items 
assessing capability development and learning systems (K. 
Jiang & Messersmith, 2018; Wright & Snell, 1998). 
Psychological Empowerment was captured with twelve 
items covering meaning, competence, self-determination, 
and impact (Spreitzer, 1995). Employee Resourcefulness 
was measured using five items reflecting improvisation and 
creative problem solving (Harris et al., 2011). Adaptive 
Service Excellence comprised five items assessing 
adaptive service behaviors (Rank et al., 2004; Wu et al., 
2021). Service Climate and Organizational Innovativeness 
were measured with eight and six items, respectively 
(Calantone et al., 2002; B. W. Schneider et al., 1998).  

All constructs demonstrated satisfactory psychometric 
properties (CR ≥ 0.79; AVE ≥ 0.51). Discriminant validity 
was supported using HTMT (< 0.90), with all values below 
the conservative 0.90 criterion recommended by Hair et al. 
(2014). 

 
Data Collection Procedures 

Data were collected via an online survey distributed 
through organizational contacts and professional 
associations. Participation was voluntary and anonymous, 
with informed consent provided prior to completion. 
Procedural remedies to reduce common method bias 
included assured anonymity, counterbalanced item order, 
and clear item wording (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  
 
Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using PLS-SEM (SmartPLS 4.0) 
following a two-stage procedure (Hair et al., 2014). The 
measurement model was assessed for reliability and 
validity, followed by structural model evaluation using 
bootstrapping (5,000 resamples) (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) 
to test direct, indirect, and interaction effects. Effect sizes 
(f²), explained variance (R²), and predictive relevance (Q²) 
were examined (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006). A full 
collinearity VIF assessment indicated no serious 
multicollinearity or common method variance concerns (VIF 
< 3.3)  

Model quality was evaluated using multiple criteria, 
including coefficients of determination (R²) to assess 
explained variance, effect sizes (f²) to determine the relative 
impact of predictors following Cohen (2013) thresholds, and 
predictive relevance assessed via Stone–Geisser’s Q² 
values, where values above zero indicate satisfactory 
predictive validity (Stone, 1974). (See Table 2). 

 
Ethical Approval (Optional) 

The study received approval from the Ethics Committee 
of X University (Approval Number: 123/KEPK/2024). All 
participants provided informed consent before participating 
in the study. For participants under 18, consent was 
obtained from parents or guardians. Confidentiality was 
strictly maintained, ensuring participants' data were 
anonymized and securely stored.” 
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Table 1. Respondent Demographic Profile 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage  

Gender Male 131 43.7 
 Female 169 56.3 

Age (years) 22–25 48 16.0 
 26–30 112 37.3 
 31–35 83 27.7 
 36–42 57 19.0 

Tenure (years) < 3 72 24.0 
 3–5 96 32.0 
 6–10 89 29.7 
 > 10 43 14.3 

Role/Position Frontline Service Staff 183 61.0 
 Service Supervisor 68 22.7 
 Service Manager 49 16.3 

Industry Banking / Digital Banking 122 40.7 
 Fintech 91 30.3 
 Hospitality / Tourism 87 29.0 

Notes: N = 300, Tenure indicates the total number of years the respondent has worked in the current 
organization. Age distribution was limited to 22–42 years as per the sample criteria. Approximately 
83.8% of respondents holding supervisory roles were aged between 36 and 42 years. 

 
Table 2. Measurement Model Results 

Construct Items 
Outer Loading 
Range 

Cronbach’s 
α 

CR AVE VIF Range Decision 

HCS 6 0.764–0.803 0.874 0.875 0.614 1.75–1.98 Accepted 

PEmp 12 0.674–0.773 0.914 0.915 0.515 1.67–2.10 Accepted 

ER 5 0.763–0.812 0.791 0.792 0.615 1.52–1.71 Accepted 

ASE 5 0.818–0.841 0.909 0.909 0.687 2.17–2.41 Accepted 

SC 8 0.742–0.801 0.885 0.887 0.566 1.60–2.04 Accepted 

OI 6 0.732–0.789 0.873 0.875 0.583 1.65–2.08 Accepted 

Notes: Most indicator loadings exceeded 0.70; items with loadings between 0.67 and 0.70 were retained due to content 
validity and acceptable composite reliability and AVE values. All loadings were significant at p < 0.001. AVE > 0.50 indicates 
convergent validity. VIF < 3.3 indicates absence of multicollinearity. HCS is Human Capability System. PEmp is 
Psychological Empowerment. ER is Employee Resourcefulness. ASE is Adaptive Service Excellence. SC is Service Climate 
and OI is Organizational Innovativeness. 
 

 

Result and Discussion 

The hypothesized relationships were examined using 
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-
SEM). The analysis proceeded with assessment of the 
measurement model followed by evaluation of the 
structural model to test direct, indirect, and moderating 
effects (Manley et al., 2021). 

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics and 
correlations among study variables. All constructs 
exhibited acceptable internal consistency. The correlation 
patterns align with theoretical expectations, showing 
positive associations between the Human Capability 
System, psychological empowerment, employee 
resourcefulness, and adaptive service excellence. 

The correlation patterns align with theoretical 

expectations and provide preliminary support for the 
hypothesized relationships. The Human Capability System 
exhibited strong positive associations with Psychological 
Empowerment (r = 0.62, p < 0.01) and Employee 
Resourcefulness (r = 0.59, p < 0.01), reinforcing its role as 
a foundational driver of employee cognitive and behavioral 
capabilities (Amador-Hidalgo et al., 2021). These 
coefficients magnitudes fall within the range typically 
observed in organizational behavior research examining HR 
system effects on employee outcomes. Both mediating 
variables also showed robust correlations with Adaptive 
Service Excellence (Psychological Empowerment: r = 0.67, 
p < 0.01; Employee Resourcefulness: r = 0.66, p < 0.01), 
supporting their relevance as intermediary mechanisms 
linking capability systems to adaptive service performance. 

Service Climate demonstrated moderate but significant 
correlations with the Human Capability System, 
Psychological Empowerment, and Employee 

https://doi.org/10.61978/civitas.v2i4.1175


Prayudi et al.                                    10.61978/commercium.v4i3.1233 

 

201  | Commercium : Journal of Business and Management                  https://journal.idscipub.com/index.php/commercium 

Resourcefulness (r = 0.43–0.46, p < 0.01), consistent with 
climate research emphasizing shared perceptions as 
contextual enablers of capability enactment (B. Schneider 
et al., 2017). In contrast, Organizational Innovativeness 
exhibited weaker associations with focal behavioral 
variables (r = 0.29–0.32, p < 0.01), suggesting a more 
distal relationship to individual-level adaptive behaviors. 
Among control variables, age and tenure showed weak but 
significant positive correlations with Human Capability 
System and Psychological Empowerment, while gender 
displayed no meaningful associations with any focal 
constructs. Collectively, the correlation matrix provides 
initial validation of the conceptual framework and justifies 
subsequent multivariate analyses to disentangle direct, 
indirect, and conditional effects within the proposed 
structural model. 
 
Structural Model Results: Direct Effects and Hypothesis 
Testing 

The structural model results are summarized in Table 
4. The Human Capability System exhibited a significant 
positive effect on Adaptive Service Excellence. It also 
significantly predicted psychological empowerment and 
employee resourcefulness. Psychological empowerment 
and employee resourcefulness, in turn, showed significant 
positive effects on Adaptive Service Excellence. 

The results provide strong support for the central role 
of the Human Capability System (HCS) in driving Adaptive 
Service Excellence (ASE) through both direct and indirect 
pathways. Hypothesis 1 was supported, as HCS exerted a 
significant positive effect on ASE (β = 0.258, t = 7.026, p < 
0.001), indicating that organizational investments in 
capability development and learning agility translate 
directly into adaptive service behaviors. This finding aligns 
with dynamic capability perspectives that position human 
capital configurations as critical microfoundations of 
organizational adaptability (Teece, 2018), while the 
moderate effect size suggests the presence of additional 
explanatory mechanisms. Consistent with Hypotheses 2a 
and 2b, HCS significantly predicted Psychological 
Empowerment (β = 0.264, t = 2.996, p = 0.003) and 
Employee Resourcefulness (β = 0.325, t = 3.171, p = 
0.002), supporting the argument that capability-enhancing 
practices foster both motivational states and behavioral 
capacities. These results resonate with self-determination 
theory, which emphasizes the role of organizational 
structures in satisfying basic psychological needs (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000) and extend prior research by demonstrating 
that investments in human capital development cultivate 
adaptive behavioral capabilities beyond formal role 
requirements (Tang, 2021). 

Further analyses confirmed that both mediators play 
critical roles in translating capability systems into adaptive 
outcomes. Psychological Empowerment emerged as the 
strongest predictor of ASE (β = 0.423, t = 11.297, p < 
0.001), underscoring its function as the most proximal 
psychological driver of adaptive service behaviors and 
corroborating meta-analytic evidence linking 
empowerment to proactive performance (Seibert et al., 
2011). Employee Resourcefulness also showed a robust 
positive effect on ASE (β = 0.340, t = 6.486, p < 0.001), 
consistent with improvisation research highlighting 
behavioral flexibility in managing service uncertainty (Vera 
& Crossan, 2005). Regarding contextual contingencies, 
Hypotheses 3a and 3b were supported, as Service Climate 
significantly strengthened the effects of HCS on 
Psychological Empowerment (β = 0.520, t = 6.072, p < 
0.001) and Employee Resourcefulness (β = 0.364, t = 
3.537, p < 0.001), in line with climate strength theory 
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). In contrast, Hypothesis 4 was not 

supported; Organizational Innovativeness did not moderate 
the Employee Resourcefulness–ASE relationship (β = 
0.012, t = 0.210, p = 0.834), suggesting that innovation 
orientation does not meaningfully condition the enactment 
of resourceful behaviors into adaptive service outcomes. 
This null finding is examined further in the discussion. 

 
Mediation Analysis: Indirect Effects 

Mediation analysis revealed significant indirect effects of 
the Human Capability System on Adaptive Service 
Excellence through both psychological empowerment and 
employee resourcefulness (Table 5). As the direct HCS → 
ASE path remained significant alongside these indirect 
effects, the results indicate partial mediation, suggesting 
that capability systems influence adaptive service outcomes 
through both direct and indirect mechanisms (den Broeck et 
al., 2016). 

This pattern implies that capability systems influence 
adaptive outcomes through multiple mechanisms both 
psychological (empowerment) and behavioral 
(resourcefulness) while also exerting direct effects 
potentially attributable to other unmeasured pathways such 
as social learning, organizational identity, or normative 
influences (Villalobos et al., 2020). 

 
Moderation Analysis: Conditional Effects of Service Climate 

Given the significant interaction terms identified in the 
structural model, we conducted simple slope analyses to 
interpret the nature of the moderating effects. Figure 2 
displays the interaction between Human Capability System 
and Service Climate in predicting Psychological 
Empowerment. 

The simple slope analysis indicates that Service Climate 
significantly conditions the relationship between the Human 
Capability System and Psychological Empowerment. When 
Service Climate is high, this relationship is substantially 
stronger (β = 0.784, t = 8.92, p < 0.001) than when Service 
Climate is low (β = 0.256, t = 2.41, p = 0.016), with the slope 
difference test confirming a significant moderation effect (Δβ 
= 0.528, p < 0.001). This pattern suggests that capability-
enhancing HR practices are most effective in fostering 
empowerment when embedded within organizational 
contexts characterized by shared service excellence norms 
and managerial support. Consistent with signaling theory 
and social information processing perspectives, a strong 
service climate provides clear cues that capability 
development initiatives represent genuine investments in 
employee growth and autonomy, thereby amplifying 
motivational effects. In contrast, weaker service climates 
may dilute these signals, leading employees to interpret 
capability systems as instrumental controls rather than 
empowering supports. This interpretation aligns with prior 
research emphasizing that the effectiveness of HR systems 
is contingent on the broader organizational context in which 
they are enacted (Gong & Ribiere, 2025). 

Figure 3 illustrates the moderating effect of Service 
Climate on the relationship between Human Capability 
System and Employee Resourcefulness.  

The simple slope analysis shows that Service Climate 
significantly strengthens the relationship between the 
Human Capability System and Employee Resourcefulness. 
This relationship is substantially stronger under high 
Service Climate conditions (β = 0.689, t = 7.14, p < 0.001) 
than under low Service Climate conditions (β = 0.325, t = 
3.02, p = 0.003), with the slope difference test confirming a 
meaningful moderation effect (Δβ = 0.364, p < 0.001). 
Although the association remains positive at lower levels of 
service climate, its reduced magnitude indicates that 
capability investments translate into resourceful behaviors 
more effectively when employees perceive consistent 
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organizational support for service excellence. In high 
service climate environments, employees are more likely 
to feel psychologically safe to experiment with novel 
service approaches, confident that resourceful initiatives 
will be valued. This interpretation aligns with research on 
psychological safety and improvisation, which shows that 
supportive organizational contexts encourage adaptive 
and creative behaviors (Y. Liu et al., 2023), and with 
evidence that service climates facilitate social learning 
processes through which employees’ model resourceful 
behaviors observed among peers (Jang, 2023). 

 
Effect Sizes and Model Explanatory Power 

Beyond statistical significance, we evaluated the 
practical importance of relationships through effect size (f²) 
and predictive relevance (Q²) assessments. Table 6 
summarizes these results. 

Cohen’s f² values indicate the relative contribution of 
each predictor to explained variance (Cohen, 2013), 
revealing that Psychological Empowerment exerts a large 
effect on Adaptive Service Excellence (f² = 0.437), thereby 
reinforcing theoretical arguments that intrinsic motivational 
states constitute the primary psychological mechanism 
enabling adaptive performance. In comparison, the 
Human Capability System (f² = 0.161) and Employee 
Resourcefulness (f² = 0.142) show medium-sized direct 
effects, while the Organizational Innovativeness × 
Employee Resourcefulness interaction exhibits a 
negligible effect (f² = 0.000), underscoring its lack of 
practical significance. Predictive relevance assessed via 
Stone–Geisser Q² values confirms strong model 
predictiveness, with Adaptive Service Excellence 
demonstrating high predictive relevance (Q² = 0.573) and 
both Psychological Empowerment (Q² = 0.300) and 
Employee Resourcefulness (Q² = 0.275) exhibiting 
moderate predictive validity (Stone, 1974). Consistently, 
the structural model explains substantial variance in key 
outcomes, with R² values of 0.621 for Adaptive Service 
Excellence, 0.438 for Psychological Empowerment, and 
0.397 for Employee Resourcefulness, indicating robust 
explanatory power. These magnitudes compare favorably 
with prior organizational behavior research and exceed 
commonly accepted thresholds for exploratory models in 
applied psychology (Hair Jr, 2020), supporting the 
integrated framework’s capacity to explain and predict 
adaptive service excellence. 

This study examines how Human Capability Systems 
foster Adaptive Service Excellence in digital service 
organizations by elucidating the psychological and 
behavioral mechanisms underlying this process. 
Integrating Dynamic Capability Theory, Service-Dominant 
Logic, and Self-Determination Theory, the study tests a 
capability–motivation–behavior framework in which 
psychological empowerment and employee 
resourcefulness function as key mediators, while service 
climate and organizational innovativeness are examined 
as contextual contingencies. Overall, the findings provide 
strong support for the proposed model, while also 
revealing nuanced patterns that invite further theoretical 
reflection. 

 
Interpretation of Key Findings 

The findings demonstrate that the Human Capability 
System exerts both direct and indirect effects on Adaptive 
Service Excellence, confirming its role as a foundational 
dynamic capability in digitally intensive service contexts 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). The persistence of a significant 
direct HCS → ASE path alongside significant indirect 
effects through psychological empowerment and 
employee resourcefulness indicates partial mediation, 

suggesting that capability systems operate through multiple 
complementary mechanisms rather than a single 
explanatory pathway (Zhang-Zhang et al., 2022). 

Psychological empowerment emerges as the most 
influential proximal driver of adaptive service excellence 
(figure 4), underscoring the importance of employees’ 
intrinsic motivational states in enabling adaptive service 
behaviors. This finding suggests that organizations seeking 
to enhance adaptive service performance should prioritize 
practices that strengthen employees’ internalized sense of 
autonomy and competence, as these motivational states 
function as the most proximal drivers of discretionary 
adaptive behaviors (Huu, 2023). Employee resourcefulness 
provides a complementary behavioral pathway, translating 
capability investments into improvisational and problem-
solving actions during frontline service encounters (Wang & 
Shao, 2024). The results indicate that investments in 
learning agility and technical competencies enable 
employees to engage in real-time problem solving and 
service customization, thereby translating capability 
systems into adaptive service excellence (Z. Liu et al., 2024; 
Smith & Watkins, 2024). The presence of both 
psychological and behavioral mediators supports a dual-
pathway explanation of adaptive service excellence, 
wherein motivational (“wanting to”) and capability-based 
(“able to”) mechanisms jointly shape adaptive performance 
outcomes (D. Jiang et al., 2022; Shet, 2024). Together, 
these results suggest that adaptive service excellence is 
jointly shaped by motivational and agentic processes 
activated by organizational capability systems (Quratulain 
et al., 2020; Sürücü et al., 2019). 

The moderating role of Service Climate provides 
important insights into how Human Capability Systems are 
translated into adaptive service outcomes. The interaction 
effects indicate that service climate significantly amplifies 
the positive influence of Human Capability Systems on both 
Psychological Empowerment and Employee 
Resourcefulness, as shared perceptions emphasizing 
service excellence, customer orientation, and managerial 
support lead employees to interpret capability development 
initiatives as genuine investments in their professional 
growth rather than as instrumental controls (Schneider et 
al., 2017). The non-significant moderating effect of 
organizational innovativeness on the employee 
resourcefulness–adaptive service excellence relationship 
suggests that the conversion of resourceful behavior into 
adaptive outcomes depends more strongly on proximal 
contextual factors than on distal strategic orientations. 
While organizational innovativeness may foster 
experimentation and learning at higher organizational 
levels, adaptive service excellence is primarily enacted 
within frontline encounters, where immediate supervisory 
support, service norms, and situational demands exert 
greater influence (Lin & Yi, 2023). Viewed through the 
integrated theoretical lens of Dynamic Capability Theory, 
Self-Determination Theory, and Service-Dominant Logic, 
these findings clarify the complementary roles of capability 
infrastructure, motivational mechanisms, and value 
enactment processes, highlighting that adaptive service 
excellence emerges when organizational capability systems 
activate employee motivation and are enacted through real-
time value co-creation in service interactions. 

 
Comparison with Previous Studies 

These findings extend prior research by demonstrating 
that human-centered capability systems influence adaptive 
service performance through both motivational and 
behavioral microfoundations. Rather than conceptualizing 
adaptability as a function of isolated practices or episodic 
innovation, the results highlight the importance of aligned 
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capability infrastructure, employee empowerment, and 
contextual support in sustaining adaptive service 
excellence over time (Gerschberger et al., 2023; Li & Lin, 
2023; Song et al., 2025). This pattern strongly supports 
Self-Determination Theory's proposition that individuals 
achieve optimal functioning when organizational 
structures satisfy their basic psychological needs for 
autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 

2000; Gagné & Deci, 2005).  
This finding also extends prior research (Cheshin et al., 

2018) by demonstrating that in dynamic service contexts 
characterized by customer heterogeneity and 
environmental turbulence, psychological empowerment 
functions as the critical microfoundation through which 
structural capabilities translate into behavioral outcomes. 
Meanwhile, this finding resonates with recent work on  

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and correlations Matrix. 

 Construct Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Gender 1.56 0.50 – 
        

2. Age 31.91 5.87 0.06 – 
       

3. Tenure 5.70 3.90 0.08 0.42** – 
      

4. HCS 3.84 0.54 0.03 0.27** 0.19** (0.87) 
     

5. PEmp 3.96 0.51 0.04 0.22** 0.16* 0.62** (0.91) 
    

6. ER 3.91 0.49 0.02 0.25** 0.21** 0.59** 0.61** (0.79) 
   

7. ASE 4.05 0.52 0.05 0.23** 0.19** 0.54** 0.67** 0.66** (0.91) 
  

8. SC 3.87 0.55 0.07 0.21** 0.17* 0.43** 0.46** 0.45** 0.44** (0.89) 
 

9. OI 3.79 0.57 0.01 0.18* 0.14 0.30** 0.31** 0.29** 0.32** 0.38** (0.87) 

Notes: n = 300; Cronbach’s α reliabilities are provided in parentheses along the diagonal. p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

Gender coded as 1 = male, 2 = female; Age and Tenure measured in years. 
Table 4. Path Coefficients and Hypothesis Testing Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: All path coefficients (β) are standardized estimates. Significance assessed via bootstrapping (5,000 

subsamples; two-tailed test, p < .05) 
Table 5.Mediation and Moderation Analysis 

Indirect Path β t-
value 

p-
value 

Effect Type Result 

HCS → PEmp → ASE 0.111 2.950 0.003 Mediation Supported 

HCS → ER → ASE 0.110 2.782 0.005 Mediation Supported 

HCS×SC → PEmp → ASE 0.220 5.129 0.000 Moderated 
Mediation 

Supported 

HCS×SC → ER → ASE 0.124 3.152 0.002 Moderated 
Mediation 

Supported 

ER×OI → ASE 0.012 0.210 0.834 Moderation Not supported 

Notes: All indirect effects are bias-corrected and significant at p < .05 (5,000 bootstrap subsamples). 
Table 6. Effect Size and Predictive Relevance Statistics 

Dependent Variable Main Predictor f² Effect Strength Q² 
Predictive 
Relevance 

Adaptive Service Excellence (ASE) PEmp 0.437 Large 0.573 Strong 

Adaptive Service Excellence (ASE) HCS 0.161 Medium – – 

Adaptive Service Excellence (ASE) ER 0.142 Medium – – 

Adaptive Service Excellence (ASE) ER×OI 0.000 None – – 

Employee Resourcefulness (ER) HCS, HCS×SC 0.029–0.037 Small 0.275 Moderate 

Psychological Empowerment (PEmp) HCS, HCS×SC 0.026–0.101 Small–Medium 0.300 Moderate 

Notes: Effect size (f²) thresholds: 0.02 (small), 0.15 (medium), 0.35 (large). Predictive relevance assessed using blindfolding 
(Q² > 0 indicates valid predictive power). 

 

Hypothesis Path β t-value p-value Result 

H1 HCS → ASE 0.258 7.026 0.000 Supported 

H2a HCS → PEmp 0.264 2.996 0.003 Supported 

H2b HCS → ER 0.325 3.171 0.002 Supported 

H2c PEmp → ASE 0.423 11.297 0.000 Supported 

H2d ER → ASE 0.340 6.486 0.000 Supported 

H3a HCS×SC → PEmp 0.520 6.072 0.000 Supported 

H3b HCS×SC → ER 0.364 3.537 0.000 Supported 

H4 ER×OI → ASE 0.012 0.210 0.834 Not supported 
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Figure 2. Moderation Effect of Service Climate on HCS → Psychological Empowerment 

 
Figure 3. Moderation Effect of Service Climate on HCS → Employee Resourcefulness 

 

Figure 4. Effect Size (f²) across Predictor Paths 

 

employee adaptability emphasizing that behavioral 
repertoires extending beyond formal role requirements 
become increasingly valuable as service environments 
grow more dynamic and unpredictable (Ma et al., 2025). 
These patterns align with signaling theory and climate 
strength perspectives, which posit that employees 
interpret HR practices through the lens of contextual cues 
regarding organizational priorities and values (Bowen & 
Ostroff, 2004). 

 
Limitations and Cautions 

Despite its theoretical and empirical contributions, this 
study has several methodological and conceptual 
limitations that warrant caution in interpretation. First, the 
cross-sectional design restricts causal inference, as the 
observed relationships among empowerment, 
resourcefulness, adaptability, and adaptive service 
excellence reflect correlational rather than temporal 

dynamics; longitudinal designs are needed to capture the 
evolving nature of psychological empowerment and 
capability development. Second, reliance on self-reported 
data from frontline employees raises the possibility of 
common method variance and perceptual bias, as self-
assessments of psychological states and service behaviors 
may be influenced by social desirability or self-
enhancement tendencies, despite the use of procedural 
controls. Third, the empirical context frontline employees in 
digitally intensive service sectors such as banking, fintech, 
and hospitality limits generalizability, as these environments 
are characterized by high customer contact, emotional 
labor, and rapid digitalization that may not extend to low-
contact or asset-intensive industries. Fourth, the non-
significant moderating effect of organizational 
innovativeness points to a potential construct alignment 
issue, as the measure emphasized strategic and structural 
innovation orientation rather than employees’ perceived 
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latitude for experimentation and creativity, creating a 
mismatch between macro-level innovation architecture 
and micro-level behavioral readiness. Finally, while the 
integration of Dynamic Capability Theory, Service-
Dominant Logic, and Self-Determination Theory enhances 
coherence, it also narrows the theoretical lens, suggesting 
that alternative perspectives may reveal additional 
explanatory mechanisms. Collectively, these limitations 
reflect trade-offs between analytical rigor, contextual 
specificity, and theoretical integration and should be 
considered when assessing the generalizability and 
explanatory scope of the findings. 

 
Recommendations for Future Research 

Building on these limitations, future research can 
advance the study of adaptive service excellence through 
several methodological and theoretical extensions. 
Longitudinal, time-lagged, or panel designs are needed to 
capture the dynamic evolution of empowerment, human 
capability systems, and adaptive service behaviors, 
enabling tests of causal ordering and developmental 
trajectories beyond cross-sectional designs (H. Jiang et 
al., 2023; Katou, 2022). To address single-source bias, 
multi-source and multi-method approaches integrating 
evaluations from supervisors, peers, and customers, as 
well as objective performance indicators such as customer 
retention, service recovery outcomes, and digital 
interaction metrics, would enhance measurement 
robustness and external validity (Z. Ali et al., 2017). Cross-
sectoral and cross-national comparative studies would 
further clarify the boundary conditions of the proposed 
model and assess whether empowerment–
resourcefulness mechanisms operate consistently across 
institutional and cultural contexts (Ki & Kim, 2024; van der 
Wal et al., 2021). In addition, refining the conceptualization 
of organizational innovativeness by distinguishing 
structural innovation orientation from behavioral 
innovation climate and applying multilevel modeling would 
help disentangle top-down strategic signals from bottom-
up employee innovation enactment and psychological 
safety (Mubarak & Petraite, 2020; S. Xu et al., 2024). From 
a theoretical standpoint, incorporating complementary 
frameworks such as Affective Events Theory or the Job 
Demands–Resources model may further enrich 
understanding by capturing how affective dynamics shape 
adaptive service behaviors in real time, particularly in high-
contact service environments. 

 

 

Conclusion 

Drawing on Dynamic Capability Theory, Service-
Dominant Logic, and Self-Determination Theory, this 
study examined how Human Capability Systems (HCS) 
drive Adaptive Service Excellence (ASE) through 
psychological empowerment and employee 
resourcefulness, while considering the moderating roles 
of service climate and organizational innovativeness. The 
findings show that psychological empowerment and 
employee resourcefulness partially mediate the 
relationship between HCS and ASE, indicating that 
adaptive service excellence is fundamentally human-
driven and shaped by employees’ autonomy, 
competence, and behavioral capacity. In addition, 
service climate strengthens the effects of HCS on both 
empowerment and resourcefulness, underscoring the 
importance of supportive service environments, whereas 

organizational innovativeness does not significantly 
moderate the employee resourcefulness–ASE 
relationship, suggesting that innovation orientation alone 
is insufficient without psychological readiness. These 
results extend the microfoundations of dynamic capability 
theory by demonstrating that adaptability in digital service 
contexts emerges from the alignment of human capability 
systems, motivational mechanisms, and contextual 
climates. 

Despite these contributions, the study is subject to 
limitations related to its cross-sectional design, reliance on 
single-source self-reported data, and focus on digital 
service–intensive sectors, which may constrain causal 
inference and generalizability. Future research should 
employ longitudinal and multi-source designs, test the 
model across diverse sectors and institutional contexts, 
refine the multilevel conceptualization of innovation 
climate, and integrate complementary theoretical 
perspectives to further advance understanding of adaptive 
service excellence. 
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