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	The rapid expansion of social commerce has transformed entrepreneurial activity by enabling small firms to reach broader markets through integrated content, interaction and transaction functions. Yet platform access alone does not explain why some agropreneurs convert digital activity into stronger business performance. This study examines the relationships between adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation, institutional alignment capability and agropreneurial performance in the Agromarketing Masterclass TikTok Shop Edition (AMTTSE), a government-supported digital entrepreneurship programme implemented by the Federal Agricultural Marketing Authority (FAMA), Malaysia. A quantitative, non-experimental and cross-sectional design was applied to programme data associated with 80 companies, 160 entrepreneurs, 425 stock-keeping units and 13 companies owned by persons with disabilities during the June-December 2024 monitoring period. Partial least squares structural equation modelling was used to assess the reported capability relationships, with the indirect effect evaluated through 5,000 bootstrap resamples. The findings indicate that adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation and institutional alignment capability were significantly related to agropreneurial performance. Platform capability utilisation also significantly mediated the relationship between adaptive content capability and performance. Programme records reported cumulative gross merchandise value of RM6,205,957.06 and a return ratio of 1:31. The study integrates the Resource-Based View, Dynamic Capabilities Theory and Institutional Theory to explain digital transformation as a configuration of content, platform and institutional capabilities. It offers implications for capability-oriented entrepreneurship programmes while recognising that the non-experimental design establishes association rather than causality.
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1. Introduction
Digital transformation and the changing entrepreneurial environment
Digital transformation has moved from a technology-adoption concern to a strategic question about how organisations reconfigure value creation, operating routines and stakeholder relationships. The digital economy now connects data, platforms, mobile interfaces and transaction infrastructures in ways that alter how opportunities are recognised and exploited. For micro, small and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs), this shift can lower some market-entry barriers while simultaneously creating new capability demands. Digital visibility is easier to obtain, but sustained commercial conversion requires entrepreneurs to combine market knowledge, content production, platform execution and operational discipline. Digital transformation is therefore not synonymous with opening an online account. It is an organisational change process in which digital technologies reshape the means through which value is proposed, delivered and captured [1-5].
Beyond firm-level digitisation, digital transformation has become a multi-level phenomenon linking technological infrastructures, organisational routines, market institutions and societal expectations. Early scholarship treated digitisation largely as the conversion of analogue processes into digital form, whereas contemporary accounts emphasise reconfiguration of value propositions, customer interfaces and operating models. This distinction is important for agropreneurs because merely opening a digital storefront is not equivalent to transforming how agricultural products are marketed, priced, bundled and fulfilled in a social-commerce environment.
Recent reviews of digital transformation research highlight three recurring analytical layers: technology as an enabler, organisational capability as a converter, and ecosystem conditions as a boundary condition. Without capability conversion, technology access yields only latent potential. Without supportive ecosystems, even capable firms struggle to scale. The present study therefore situates digital transformation capability at the centre of the model, while treating platform features and institutional support as complementary conditions that shape performance outcomes among programme participants.
In entrepreneurial settings, digital transformation also intersects with opportunity recognition and resource bricolage. Micro and small agro-enterprises rarely possess abundant slack resources; they must sense platform opportunities, recombine limited assets and learn quickly from market feedback. Consequently, digital transformation capability is not merely an IT construct. It is an entrepreneurial capability expressed through content routines, platform operations and alignment with public programmes that reduce barriers to market entry.
Industry 4.0 initially foregrounded cyber-physical systems, automation, connectivity and data-intensive production. Its strategic relevance has subsequently extended beyond manufacturing because interconnected technologies also influence retailing, services and agricultural value chains [6,7]. Society 5.0 adds a human-centred emphasis by positioning digital systems as instruments for addressing social and economic needs rather than as ends in themselves [8]. These perspectives are relevant to agropreneurship because digital transformation must produce accessible and commercially meaningful outcomes for enterprises that vary widely in size, location, resources and prior experience. Technology-centred programmes risk measuring access while overlooking whether entrepreneurs can use that access to generate market participation.
The Malaysian policy environment reflects this broader transition. The Malaysia Digital Economy Blueprint, National Fourth Industrial Revolution Policy, Twelfth Malaysia Plan and New Industrial Master Plan 2030 each emphasise digitally enabled productivity, innovation and enterprise development [9-12]. The National Agrofood Policy 2021-2030 similarly positions modernisation, market access and resilient value chains as central to sectoral development [13]. These policy ambitions place digital competitiveness within a coordinated national agenda. Their success, however, depends on implementation at firm level, where small enterprises must translate infrastructure, training and institutional support into repeatable commercial routines.
Malaysia’s digitalisation agenda is further reinforced by industrial and agri-food strategies that treat technology adoption as a pathway to productivity, export competitiveness and rural income improvement. For agropreneurs, these strategies create both opportunity and pressure: opportunity because public agencies actively promote platform-based market access, and pressure because remaining offline increasingly means competitive exclusion from digitally mediated demand. The AMTTSE therefore sits at the intersection of industrial digital policy and agricultural market-access policy rather than within a purely private e-commerce story.
Society 5.0 and related human-centred digital visions emphasise that technology should solve social challenges rather than merely raise firm efficiency. In the agropreneurship context, this implies that digital commerce interventions should be judged not only by aggregate sales, but also by inclusion, skill formation and the ability of small producers to participate sustainably in platform markets. The manuscript retains the original programme performance evidence while expanding the scholarly interpretation of what those outcomes mean for capability-based digital entrepreneurship.
Social commerce, TikTok Shop and the platform economy
Social commerce combines social interaction, content discovery and transaction capability within a digitally mediated environment. Unlike conventional e-commerce, where consumers often begin with a deliberate product search, social-commerce discovery may emerge through entertainment, creator communication, peer interaction or real-time demonstrations. Trust, social support and relationship quality consequently become intertwined with platform affordances [14,15]. Livestream commerce reduces some information uncertainty by allowing sellers to demonstrate products, answer questions and respond to customers in real time [16-20]. Short-form video adds persistent and scalable discovery, enabling a product narrative to circulate beyond the temporal boundaries of a live session.
TikTok Shop exemplifies the convergence of content and commerce. Sellers operate within a platform ecosystem whose recommendation systems, interfaces, promotional tools and transaction rules influence visibility and conversion. The entrepreneur does not control this infrastructure but can develop routines for using it. Platform ecosystems therefore distribute agency across platform owners, complementors, creators, sellers and users [21-25]. This interdependence is strategically important: access to an audience is accompanied by dependence on platform governance, changing formats and commercial rules. Effective participation requires more than technical familiarity; it requires the ability to connect content, product listings, interaction, ordering and fulfilment into a coherent pathway.
Research on livestream commerce has predominantly examined consumers' purchase intentions, trust, parasocial interaction and engagement [16-20,26-30]. These studies explain why interactive formats can influence customers, but they provide a less complete account of the seller capabilities required to produce those experiences consistently. An enterprise-level perspective must consider how entrepreneurs learn from audience responses, redesign content, coordinate platform tools and maintain operational readiness. The relevant question is not merely whether livestreaming or short video works, but why some firms can mobilise these formats more effectively than others.
Seller-side capability remains comparatively under-specified in the social-commerce literature. Much of the evidence explains why viewers buy, yet less explains why some sellers convert attention into recurring GMV while others remain inactive after identical onboarding. Addressing that seller-side gap is central to the present contribution. Adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation and institutional alignment capability jointly provide a management-relevant account of how agropreneurs translate programme participation into commercial performance.
Platform ecosystems further complicate the analysis because performance depends not only on firm effort but also on algorithmic visibility, fulfilment infrastructure, creator collaboration and community trust. TikTok Shop compresses marketing and transaction into a single experience, which raises the returns to multi-skill capability bundles. Sellers who can produce persuasive short videos, conduct disciplined livestreams, manage listings and respond to orders are better positioned than sellers who treat the platform as a passive catalogue. This multi-skill requirement underpins the study’s capability configuration logic.
Agricultural digitalisation and Malaysian agropreneurship
Agricultural digitalisation is frequently discussed in relation to precision farming, advisory services, production data and supply-chain coordination. Recent research nevertheless shows that adoption is shaped by infrastructure, skills, institutional arrangements and the lived realities of smaller producers [31-38]. Downstream market digitalisation presents a related but distinct challenge. Agro-based enterprises must communicate provenance, preparation, quality, certification and product use while managing constraints such as perishability, inventory variability, logistics and food-safety expectations. Digital tools may extend reach, but commercial performance depends on whether these constraints are incorporated into the selling process.
Malaysian agropreneurs operate at the intersection of enterprise development and public agricultural policy. Government agencies provide training, market facilitation and institutional legitimacy, while platforms supply audience access and transaction infrastructure. This configuration creates an entrepreneurship ecosystem rather than a simple bilateral relationship between a seller and customer. Institutional support can reduce capability gaps, but standardised training may yield heterogeneous results because participating firms differ in products, resources, prior routines and readiness. Inclusive programme design must therefore distinguish attendance from capability formation and capability formation from realised performance.
The AMTTSE was introduced by FAMA as a structured intervention in practical digital marketing, content creation and social-commerce execution. Programme records cover 80 companies, 160 entrepreneurs, 425 stock-keeping units and 13 companies owned by persons with disabilities. Cumulative gross merchandise value during June-December 2024 was RM6,205,957.06, with a programme-reported return ratio of 1:31. These figures demonstrate substantial commercial activity, but gross merchandise value is not profit and the return ratio remains dependent on its documented cost base. More importantly, aggregate outcomes do not explain the capability mechanisms associated with entrepreneurial performance.
As a government-supported social-commerce initiative, AMTTSE is analytically valuable because participants operate under a common training and monitoring architecture while still displaying large performance heterogeneity. That combination allows the study to examine capability mechanisms without confounding the analysis with totally unrelated market settings. At the same time, the bounded programme setting means that findings should be interpreted as contextually grounded evidence from a Malaysian public–platform intervention rather than as universal laws of digital entrepreneurship.
The programme also reflects a broader entrepreneurship-ecosystem logic in which public agencies, private platforms and training providers co-produce market access. Ecosystem research suggests that entrepreneurial outcomes depend on the quality of interactions among these actors. In AMTTSE, FAMA provides institutional legitimacy and recruitment, TikTok Shop provides transactional infrastructure, and training activities attempt to transfer digital marketing routines. The capability model tested in this paper is therefore inseparable from that multi-actor architecture.
Digital transformation capability
Digital transformation capability describes an organisation's capacity to purposefully mobilise digital technologies, knowledge and routines in support of strategic and operational change. It differs from digital adoption because ownership or access does not establish competent use. Reviews of digital transformation consistently emphasise organisational reconfiguration, strategic renewal and the integration of technological and human resources [1-5,39]. For SMEs, capability development is constrained by limited slack resources, owner-manager dependence and uneven access to specialised expertise, yet their smaller structures may also permit rapid experimentation [40-47].
In the present study, digital transformation capability is represented through adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation and institutional alignment capability. Adaptive content capability concerns the ability to adjust market-facing communication according to product attributes, audience feedback and platform conditions. Platform capability utilisation concerns the coordinated use of available platform functions to connect visibility, interaction and transaction. Institutional alignment capability concerns the ability to organise entrepreneurial activity in relation to programme support, public-agency expectations and the wider institutional environment. These dimensions are analytically distinct while remaining mutually reinforcing in practice.
Measurement of digital capability commonly relies on multi-item assessments of skills, routines, integration and strategic use, sometimes complemented by objective digital traces. The present manuscript retains the original construct structure and reported means, but does not reconstruct item wording or psychometric statistics that were absent from the available record. This reporting boundary is important because measurement quality cannot be inferred from programme scale or commercial outcomes. A complete archival package should preserve the questionnaire, coding decisions, measurement-model output and the unit used in structural analysis.
In capability research, measurement validity is decisive because abstract constructs can easily collapse into vague technology-use labels. Adaptive content capability should capture the entrepreneur’s ability to design, iterate and align short-form and livestream content with product attributes and audience response. Platform capability utilisation should capture operational competence in storefront management, campaign tools, order handling and channel orchestration. Institutional alignment capability should capture the entrepreneur’s ability to absorb programme guidance, comply with platform and agency requirements, and convert public support into usable business routines.
These distinctions matter for both theory and practice. If performance is driven mainly by content creativity, training should prioritise narrative and production skills. If platform operations dominate, training should emphasise catalogue discipline, analytics and fulfilment. If institutional alignment is decisive, agencies should focus on coaching intensity, aftercare and compliance support. The original hypothesis results indicate that all three capability dimensions are relevant, which supports a multi-capability rather than single-skill interpretation of digital agropreneurship.
Theoretical integration and expected relationships
The Resource-Based View (RBV) explains performance heterogeneity through resources and capabilities that are valuable, rare, difficult to imitate and organisationally embedded [48]. Platform access itself is widely available and therefore unlikely to provide durable differentiation. The more strategically relevant resource is the firm-specific combination of product knowledge, entrepreneurial judgement, content routines, customer insight and execution capability. For agropreneurs, these combinations can be valuable because they connect distinctive products with audiences; relatively rare because experience and tacit knowledge vary; difficult to imitate because routines develop through repeated interaction; and organisationally consequential because they must be coordinated with inventory and fulfilment.
Dynamic Capabilities Theory complements the RBV by explaining how firms sense changes, seize opportunities and reconfigure their resource base [49-52]. Social-commerce environments are dynamic: content formats, consumer interests, campaign mechanisms and platform rules can change rapidly. Adaptive content capability reflects sensing and adjustment, while platform capability utilisation reflects the seizing and orchestration of an identified opportunity. Recent SME research similarly links digital strategy, agility and business-model innovation to the capacity to navigate volatile environments [42-47]. The reported positive relationship between adaptive content capability and agropreneurial performance is therefore theoretically expected because entrepreneurs able to refine product narratives and respond to audience signals are better positioned to create commercially relevant engagement.
Platform capability utilisation is expected to be positively related to performance because attention must be connected to transaction. A persuasive video that is poorly linked to product information, ordering or fulfilment may not create realised value. Effective sellers coordinate platform affordances across discovery, interaction and purchase. This argument does not imply that the platform alone determines success; rather, it identifies utilisation as the organisational capability through which generic functions are transformed into firm-specific practice. The platform relationship is consequently consistent with both RBV and dynamic-capability reasoning.
Institutional Theory explains how organisations are embedded in formal rules, normative expectations and shared understandings [53,54]. Government-supported entrepreneurship programmes provide resources and legitimacy while also creating participation, reporting and compliance expectations. Institutional alignment capability is expected to relate positively to performance because entrepreneurs who understand and use the support environment may gain access to knowledge, networks and structured market opportunities. Alignment is not passive conformity. It is the capacity to interpret institutional arrangements and integrate them with business routines. Evidence that institutional factors shape entrepreneurship further supports this expectation [55].
The mediating role of platform capability provides the study's principal process explanation. Adaptive content may attract attention and communicate value, but commercial performance requires platform-enabled discovery, product access, interaction and transaction. Platform capability utilisation therefore represents a plausible intervening mechanism through which content adaptation becomes commercially actionable. The study retains the original hypotheses and conceptual framework: adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation and institutional alignment capability are positively related to agropreneurial performance, and platform capability utilisation mediates the relationship between adaptive content capability and performance. These expectations identify associations within the estimated model, not deterministic or causal effects.
H1 is therefore justified on RBV and content-marketing grounds: adaptive content capability is expected to improve agropreneurial performance because distinctive content routines are valuable, imperfectly imitable and closely linked to discovery and conversion in short-video commerce. Prior social-commerce research shows that informational and entertaining content shapes trust and purchase intention; on the seller side, the same logic implies that content competence becomes a performance-relevant organisational resource.
H2 follows from Dynamic Capabilities Theory and platform-ecosystem research: platform capability utilisation is expected to improve performance because sensing audience signals, seizing campaign opportunities and reconfiguring listings or live schedules are precisely the micro-routines that convert digital opportunities into sales. Without operational platform competence, content may generate attention without monetisation.
H3 is grounded in Institutional Theory: institutional alignment capability is expected to support performance because public programmes and platform rules jointly structure legitimate action, resource access and learning opportunities. Entrepreneurs who can absorb programme support and meet institutional expectations are more likely to convert assistance into sustained commercial activity.
H4, the mediation hypothesis, integrates these arguments. Adaptive content capability is expected to influence performance partly through platform capability utilisation because content advantage must be operationalised within platform tools, algorithms and conversion workflows. This process view prevents the model from treating content as an automatic sales driver and instead positions platform capability as the mechanism that transforms content effort into measurable agropreneurial outcomes.
Research gap and study objective
Five gaps motivate the study. The theoretical gap concerns limited integration of RBV, Dynamic Capabilities Theory and Institutional Theory in explaining content-led entrepreneurship. The empirical gap concerns the scarcity of evidence linking seller capabilities with recorded programme performance. The contextual gap concerns agropreneurs operating in an emerging-economy social-commerce programme. The methodological gap concerns the separation between aggregate programme metrics and latent capability relationships. The policy gap concerns the tendency to evaluate digital programmes through participation counts and headline sales without specifying how capabilities are converted into performance.
The empirical gap is equally important. Many digital-transformation studies rely on perceptual performance measures or technology-adoption intentions. Fewer studies combine programme-administrative commercial indicators with capability constructs in a government-supported social-commerce setting. The contextual gap concerns Malaysia’s agropreneurship environment, where public market-access agencies and global platforms now co-shape entrepreneurial opportunity. The methodological gap concerns the need for transparent PLS-SEM reporting that separates measurement quality from structural inference. The policy gap concerns the limited evidence base for designing capability-centred digital entrepreneurship programmes rather than enrolment-centred interventions.
Together, these gaps justify a full empirical research paper rather than a short programme note. ARBMS readers require not only a report of sales outcomes, but also a theoretically integrated account of why capability configurations matter for agropreneurial performance in social commerce. The present revision therefore deepens every major section while preserving the original research objective, hypotheses, dataset and reported directional findings.
Accordingly, the study investigates the influence of digital transformation capability on agropreneurial performance within AMTTSE, focusing on adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation, institutional alignment capability and the mediating role of platform capability. The research objective, research questions, hypotheses and conceptual framework are retained from the original manuscript. The contribution lies in deepening their theoretical rationale and interpreting the reported findings without changing the dataset, research design or statistical results.
2. Methodology
2.1 Research Design
The study employed a quantitative, non-experimental and cross-sectional design to examine relationships among digital transformation capabilities, institutional factors and agropreneurial performance. A post-positivist orientation is consistent with this design because the study estimates patterned relationships using observable indicators while recognising that measurement and model specification are imperfect representations of underlying constructs. The design is descriptive and correlational rather than experimental. It therefore supports association and prediction within the specified model but does not establish that the capabilities caused subsequent performance.
The research philosophy is broadly post-positivist. The study assumes that entrepreneurial capabilities and performance outcomes can be observed through structured indicators, while acknowledging that measurement is imperfect and that causal claims must remain cautious in non-experimental designs. This stance is appropriate for management research that seeks generalisable patterns without denying the institutional and contextual contingency of social-commerce practice.
The research paradigm therefore combines hypothesis-driven analysis with contextual interpretation. Constructs are specified a priori, relationships are tested statistically, and findings are then interpreted against Malaysian policy and platform conditions. A purely interpretive design would under-use the programme’s quantitative performance architecture, while a purely econometric design would under-specify the capability mechanisms that the manuscript seeks to theorise.
A cross-sectional correlational design is justified because the available programme cycle provides a coherent observation window and because the research objective concerns contemporaneous relationships among capabilities and performance rather than long-run survival dynamics. The design does not randomly assign training or platform features; hence the analysis estimates association and structural relationships rather than experimental treatment effects. This boundary is stated explicitly so that the expanded length of the paper does not create an illusion of stronger causal identification than the design supports.
AMTTSE provides a bounded empirical setting in which agropreneurs engaged with a common training and platform environment. Administrative performance records span June-December 2024, whereas the latent-capability analysis is reported as cross-sectional. The period-based records must not be described as a longitudinal structural design unless capability measures were repeatedly collected. Seasonal purchasing, promotional campaigns, seller entry and prior experience remain plausible alternative explanations for changes in aggregate sales.
The population of interest comprises agropreneurs participating in the AMTTSE under FAMA’s market-access mandate. The study sample is programme-based rather than a random draw from all Malaysian agribusinesses. This choice improves internal coherence because participants share a common intervention architecture, but it limits external generalisation to non-participants and to other platforms. Sample-size adequacy for PLS-SEM is conventionally judged against model complexity, expected effect sizes and measurement quality. The manuscript retains the original programme coverage of 80 companies and 160 entrepreneurs and does not invent alternative sampling frames.
Sampling is therefore best described as a complete programme census of participating firms within the monitored period, not as probability sampling from a national business register. That distinction matters for inference. Estimates characterise relationships within the AMTTSE cohort and provide analytical generalisation to similar public–platform agropreneurship programmes, rather than statistical generalisation to every Malaysian SME.
2.2 Data Collection
The programme dataset contains information associated with 80 participating companies, 160 entrepreneurs, 425 stock-keeping units, content activity, product movement, orders, sales channels and seller-level gross merchandise value. Thirteen participating companies were owned by persons with disabilities. The accessible population was defined by enrolment in AMTTSE, and the administrative records covered the June-December 2024 monitoring period. The geographic distribution is reported in Table 1.
The analytical record combines programme-level administrative indicators with construct-level capability measures. The distinction is essential: company counts, products, orders and GMV are administrative observations, while adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation, institutional alignment capability and agropreneurial performance are latent constructs used in the structural model. The original measurement development, instrument wording, scale anchors, administration mode and respondent-to-company linkage were not available in the reporting file used for this expansion. They have therefore not been reconstructed or invented. These items should be recovered from the approved instrument before final submission if the journal requests full measurement documentation.
Measurement development followed the conceptual definitions of the study. Adaptive content capability captures content planning, production and iterative improvement for short-video and livestream formats. Platform capability utilisation captures the entrepreneur’s ability to deploy TikTok Shop tools and routines that convert attention into orders. Institutional alignment capability captures the entrepreneur’s engagement with programme guidance, compliance expectations and support structures. Agropreneurial performance captures commercial outcomes associated with programme participation, consistent with the original manuscript’s performance focus.
Instrument validation in PLS-SEM typically proceeds through indicator reliability, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity. In a complete reporting package, outer loadings, Cronbach’s alpha or composite reliability, average variance extracted, and HTMT-based discriminant validity are presented before structural paths are interpreted. The present paper retains the original conclusion that reliability and validity assessments supported the measurement model, while expanding the methodological explanation of why those assessments are required in capability research.
Common-method concerns arise whenever perceptual indicators are collected from the same respondents. Procedural remedies include clear item wording, separation of predictor and criterion blocks where feasible, and assurance of response confidentiality. Statistical checks may include full collinearity assessment. Because the manuscript also uses programme-administrative commercial indicators, the overall evidence base is not limited to a single self-report battery, which partially mitigates mono-method risk at the study level even though construct measures still require standard validity scrutiny.
The original manuscript reports 80 companies and 160 entrepreneurs but does not specify whether the PLS-SEM analytical unit was the company, entrepreneur or another linked observation. The programme scope is retained exactly, while no unsupported structural-model sample size is introduced. A final technical appendix should state how entrepreneurs associated with the same company were handled, because clustering affects independence and effective sample size.
2.3 Analytical Procedures
Structural equation modelling with partial least squares (PLS-SEM) was used to evaluate the conceptual model. PLS-SEM is appropriate where the objective includes explaining variance and assessing a model with multiple latent relationships, subject to correct measurement specification and adequate sample reporting [56,57]. The indirect relationship was evaluated using non-parametric bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples, avoiding reliance on a normal sampling distribution for the mediated effect [58].
PLS-SEM is justified because the study emphasises prediction-oriented capability relationships, includes latent constructs, and aims to estimate mediation within a relatively complex managerial model. Covariance-based SEM remains valuable for strong theory confirmation under demanding distributional assumptions, but PLS-SEM is widely used in business and entrepreneurship research when the objective is to evaluate the predictive relevance of capability configurations and when models include mediation pathways.
Bootstrapping with a large number of resamples, as retained from the original analytical statement, is appropriate for inference on path coefficients and indirect effects because it avoids reliance on restrictive normality assumptions for standard errors. Mediation assessment should report the indirect effect, confidence interval and complementary direct effect so that readers can judge full versus partial mediation. The original finding that platform capability significantly mediated the content–performance relationship is therefore interpreted as evidence of a process mechanism rather than as a mere statistical artefact.
Software choice in contemporary PLS research commonly includes specialised packages that support consistent algorithms, bootstrapping and validity diagnostics. Regardless of software, transparent reporting requires that algorithm settings, resampling counts and validity thresholds be disclosed. The expanded methodology section therefore stresses reporting completeness as a quality criterion for ARBMS-level empirical work.
A complete PLS-SEM assessment ordinarily separates the measurement model from the structural model. For reflective constructs, internal consistency, indicator reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity should be reported. Composite reliability and rho_A complement Cronbach's alpha, average variance extracted assesses convergent validity, and the heterotrait-monotrait ratio provides a stringent discriminant-validity criterion [59]. For formative constructs, indicator collinearity and the relevance and significance of weights are central. The present paper retains the original statement that reliability and validity checks were conducted but does not fabricate loadings, reliability coefficients, AVE or HTMT values absent from the source record.
Structural-model reporting should include collinearity diagnostics, path coefficients, bootstrap confidence intervals, explained variance, effect sizes and predictive assessment where available [56,60]. The surviving record establishes the direction and significance of the stated relationships but does not contain numerical path coefficients or confidence intervals. Results are therefore interpreted directionally, and no relationship is ranked by magnitude. The mediation finding is similarly restricted to the reported significant indirect relationship; its size, type and proportion mediated cannot be determined without the original output.
Data screening should document duplicate handling, missing values, implausible ranges, outliers and the reconciliation of channel totals with cumulative GMV. PLS-SEM does not require multivariate normality, but distributional inspection remains relevant for understanding data quality and selecting inferential procedures. Common method bias should also be assessed where predictors and outcomes derive from the same respondent and collection occasion. Procedural remedies, collinearity-based diagnostics or marker-variable approaches should only be reported if they were actually implemented.
Missing-value treatment should be described explicitly, including whether cases were retained, deleted or imputed and whether missingness threatened construct coverage. Normality assessment is less decisive for PLS-SEM estimation than for covariance-based SEM, but distributional description remains useful for understanding performance skewness in programme data. In AMTTSE, commercial outcomes are typically right-skewed because a minority of sellers generate disproportionately large GMV. That distributional feature is substantively informative and should not be treated only as a statistical inconvenience.
Ethical considerations include lawful use of programme records, protection of commercial identities where required, and transparent disclosure of the secondary-data component of the study. Where survey-based capability indicators were collected, informed consent and voluntary participation standards apply. The expanded ethics discussion distinguishes administrative performance monitoring from research use of those records, which is an increasingly important reporting expectation in applied management journals.
The study used programme records in an institutional setting. Ethical reporting must distinguish administrative data governance from human-participant research. The original ethics, consent and data-access statements are retained at the end of the paper, but no approval identifier or undocumented procedure is introduced. Seller names appear only in the existing source appendix. Any public release of participant-level data remains subject to institutional authorisation and applicable privacy requirements.
3. Results
3.1 Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics indicated moderate to high reported capability levels. Platform capability utilisation averaged 3.7, while institutional alignment capability averaged 3.9. Interpretation of these means depends on the original response scale and dispersion statistics, which were not contained in the reporting file. The values are therefore retained without assuming scale anchors or homogeneity among respondents. Performance outcomes showed substantial variation across entrepreneurs, a pattern consistent with the seller-level heterogeneity reported in the appendices.
Table 1
Distribution of Participating Companies by State
	No.
	State
	Companies (n)
	Share (%)

	1
	Perlis
	1
	1.3

	2
	Kedah
	3
	3.8

	3
	Penang
	2
	2.5

	4
	Perak
	8
	10.0

	5
	Kuala Lumpur
	6
	7.5

	6
	Selangor
	33
	41.3

	7
	Negeri Sembilan
	5
	6.3

	8
	Melaka
	1
	1.3

	9
	Johor
	4
	5.0

	10
	Pahang
	3
	3.8

	11
	Kelantan
	8
	10.0

	12
	Terengganu
	4
	5.0

	13
	Sabah
	1
	1.3

	14
	Sarawak
	1
	1.3

	
	Total
	80
	100.0


Source: FAMA TikTok Shop Performance Report (2024).
Table 1 shows that participation was geographically uneven. Selangor accounted for 33 of the 80 companies (41.3%), while several states were represented by a single enterprise. This distribution establishes national reach but not geographically balanced representation. Market proximity, logistics, connectivity and access to complementary support may differ across locations; consequently, the results should not be generalised as state-comparative evidence.
Table 2
Summary of AMTTSE Performance
	Indicator
	Value

	Number of Companies
	80

	Number of Participants
	160

	Total SKUs Marketed
	425

	PWD-Owned Companies
	13

	Cumulative Sales (Jun-Dec 2024)
	RM6,205,957.06

	Return on Investment
	1:31


Source: FAMA TikTok Shop Performance Report (2024).
Table 2 demonstrates programme reach across companies, entrepreneurs and product offerings. The inclusion of 13 PWD-owned companies is relevant to inclusive entrepreneurship, although the table does not establish subgroup performance. Cumulative GMV records transaction value rather than profit or evenly distributed participant income. Similarly, the reported 1:31 ratio should be interpreted according to the programme's cost definition and not as RM31 of net profit for every ringgit invested.
Table 3
Sales Value by Sales Channel
	Sales Channel
	Sales Value (RM)
	Share (%)

	Livestream
	2,105,670.00
	33.9

	Window (Profile Sales)
	1,875,034.00
	30.1

	Short Video
	1,621,255.00
	26.1

	Others (Shop Tab)
	603,998.06
	9.9

	Total
	6,205,957.06
	100.0


Source: FAMA TikTok Shop Performance Report (2024).
Table 3 is retained exactly from the original manuscript. Its channel allocation differs from Appendix Table A3 even though both report the same cumulative total. This unresolved source inconsistency prevents ranking the channels from Table 3 as definitive. The discrepancy should be reconciled against the primary FAMA export before journal submission; no value has been silently replaced in this revision.
3.2 Hypothesis Testing Results
The hypothesis testing results demonstrated significant positive relationships across all hypotheses. Adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation and institutional alignment capability were significantly related to agropreneurial performance. Platform capability utilisation also significantly mediated the relationship between adaptive content capability and performance outcomes. Because numerical coefficients and confidence intervals were unavailable, the interpretation that follows explains theoretical meaning and practical significance without asserting effect magnitude.
The significant adaptive-content relationship supports the view that content is a strategic routine rather than a simple promotional output. In social commerce, agropreneurs must explain product attributes, demonstrate use, establish credibility and respond to audience interests. Adaptation allows entrepreneurs to refine these activities as feedback and platform conditions change. This interpretation is consistent with the RBV because the strategically valuable resource is not access to recording tools but the firm-specific combination of product knowledge, audience understanding and execution [48]. It is also consistent with dynamic-capability reasoning because valuable routines must be renewed rather than repeated mechanically [50-52].
The finding aligns with research showing that digital strategy and capabilities can support SME performance, agility and business-model innovation [41-47]. Its social-commerce context extends this literature by locating capability in a content-to-transaction environment. However, reverse association and omitted variables remain possible. Better-performing firms may possess more resources for content creation, while product attractiveness, pricing, reputation and fulfilment can influence both perceived capability and outcomes. The cross-sectional result is therefore theoretically consistent but not causal.
Platform capability utilisation was also significantly related to agropreneurial performance. The result indicates that platform participation is not binary: sellers differ in how effectively they coordinate discovery, product information, customer interaction, ordering and fulfilment. Platform research emphasises that entrepreneurs operate within infrastructures controlled by platform owners [21-25]. The entrepreneur obtains market access but must configure generic platform resources around a viable product and customer proposition. Training should consequently address the complete conversion pathway rather than treating account creation, posting or livestream duration as sufficient performance indicators.
Institutional alignment capability was significantly related to performance, supporting the argument that entrepreneurial action remains embedded in organisational fields. FAMA's programme support, platform requirements and agricultural-market obligations form part of the environment in which entrepreneurs act. Alignment can help firms interpret expectations, access resources and coordinate programme participation with operational routines. This finding is compatible with Institutional Theory [53,54] and with evidence that institutional configurations influence entrepreneurial activity [55]. It does not demonstrate that government intervention alone generated the recorded GMV; stronger firms may be simultaneously better able to engage institutions and markets.
The significant mediation result provides a more specific mechanism. Adaptive content capability can create relevant market communication, but commercial value is realised only when attention is connected to platform-supported interaction and transaction. Platform utilisation plausibly transmits part of the content-performance relationship by operationalising discovery, product access and purchase. This logic is consistent with research on social-commerce affordances, trust and engagement [14-20]. Nevertheless, the result establishes a significant reported indirect relationship rather than a chronological causal sequence. Without the indirect coefficient, bootstrap interval and corresponding direct effect, the mediation cannot be classified or quantified.
Comparisons with previous international studies reinforce the broader relevance of the findings. Research on SME digital transformation frequently shows that technology access alone is insufficient without complementary capabilities, strategy alignment and learning routines. Livestream-commerce studies likewise show that trust and engagement are converted into purchase only when the commercial interface is coherent. The AMTTSE evidence is consistent with that international pattern, while adding a Malaysian agropreneurship and public-programme context that is underrepresented in mainstream digital-transformation journals.
Managerially, the practical significance of the results is that training investments should be redesigned around conversion systems rather than around isolated content workshops. An entrepreneur who improves storytelling but cannot manage listings, order flow or campaign tools will capture only part of the available value. Conversely, platform operations without compelling content may yield weak discovery. The significant joint pattern across content, platform and institutional alignment therefore supports integrated capability development.
The programme-level evidence complements but does not test the latent structural model. Monthly GMV rose from RM497,762.95 in June to RM1,705,942.05 in December. This trajectory may be compatible with accumulated execution capability, but seasonality, campaigns, seller activation and product availability are plausible alternatives. Appendix Table A5 also contains correlations between channel components and total monthly sales. Because these variables share arithmetic components and are based on seven monthly observations, the high coefficients are exploratory and should not be presented as independent confirmation of the PLS-SEM relationships.
Integrated discussion
Taken together, the findings portray digital transformation capability as a configuration rather than a single resource. Adaptive content capability creates and revises market-facing communication; platform capability connects communication to commercial action; institutional alignment embeds that activity in a support and governance environment. The configuration is especially relevant to agropreneurs because product communication, trust, inventory and fulfilment must be coordinated under resource constraints. A weakness in any one domain can interrupt conversion even when the other domains are present.
A fuller discussion must also address alternative explanations. Performance differences may reflect pre-existing brand equity, product category advantages, fulfilment capacity, creator networks or unobserved entrepreneurial experience. The original model does not claim that capability constructs exhaust all sources of heterogeneity. Rather, it shows that within the measured framework, adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation and institutional alignment capability are statistically relevant correlates of agropreneurial performance, with platform capability acting as a mediating pathway.
The discussion further distinguishes programme-level success from firm-level capability mechanisms. Cumulative sales exceeding RM6.2 million and a reported ROI of approximately 1:31 demonstrate that the intervention generated substantial commercial activity. At the same time, seller-level appendix evidence shows concentration and uneven activation. A complete empirical paper must hold both facts simultaneously: the programme can be commercially productive in aggregate while still requiring stronger conversion support for lower-performing participants. That dual reading is more useful for policy than either celebration or dismissal alone.
Theoretically, the results strengthen a multi-theory account of digital agropreneurship. RBV explains why content and platform routines can function as performance-relevant resources. Dynamic Capabilities Theory explains why utilisation and adaptation matter in fast-moving social-commerce environments. Institutional Theory explains why public-programme alignment remains consequential in a setting where market access is co-produced by agencies and platforms. No single theory is sufficient; the contribution lies in their joint operationalisation within one empirical model.
From a social-commerce perspective, the findings caution against consumer-only theories of livestream effectiveness. Viewer trust and engagement are necessary conditions, but seller-side capability determines whether those conditions are activated in the first place. This seller-side correction is especially important for development-oriented programmes that recruit ordinary agropreneurs rather than professional creators. The AMTTSE cohort is precisely such a population, which makes the capability results managerially actionable.
The Malaysian context strengthens the institutional dimension. National digital and agrofood policies create strategic direction, but firm-level implementation depends on translation mechanisms [9-13]. AMTTSE represents one such mechanism by connecting a public agricultural-marketing agency, entrepreneurs and a social-commerce platform. Its performance should therefore be evaluated through both aggregate outputs and capability distribution. Headline GMV can demonstrate commercial scale, while seller activation, median performance, persistence and concentration reveal whether transformation is broad based.
Policy implications follow directly. If institutional alignment capability is performance-relevant, then programme design should treat aftercare, mentoring intensity and compliance support as core capability inputs rather than administrative overhead. If platform capability mediates content effects, ministries and agencies should co-design training with platform operators so that content modules are immediately executable inside live tools, analytics dashboards and campaign calendars. If aggregate GMV conceals uneven conversion, scorecards should include activation rates, median seller outcomes and channel-mix quality.
These implications connect to the Malaysia Digital Economy Blueprint, National Agrofood Policy and SME digitalisation agendas. Digital entrepreneurship policy often reports participation counts and headline sales. The present findings suggest an additional standard of evaluation: whether participants acquired transferable capability configurations that can survive beyond a single campaign window. That standard is more demanding, but it is also more aligned with sustainable agropreneurial competitiveness.
For international research, the case illustrates how platform ecosystems intersect with development institutions. Digital platforms can expand market reach, yet their benefits depend on local logistics, skills, products, support organisations and governance. This finding is compatible with socio-technical and development-oriented analyses of platforms [21,23]. It also cautions against transferring programme models without considering institutional and sectoral conditions.
4. Conclusion
Major findings and theoretical contributions
This study examined digital transformation capability as a driver of agropreneurial performance within the AMTTSE social-commerce context. The reported findings show significant relationships between adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation, institutional alignment capability and agropreneurial performance. Platform capability utilisation significantly mediated the relationship between adaptive content capability and performance. Programme records further document substantial commercial activity across 80 companies, 160 entrepreneurs and 425 SKUs, with cumulative GMV of RM6,205,957.06 during June-December 2024.
The major findings can be summarised without altering the original results. Adaptive content capability, platform capability utilisation and institutional alignment capability are positively associated with agropreneurial performance. Platform capability further mediates the relationship between content-related capability and performance. Programme evidence shows substantial commercial output over June–December 2024, including cumulative sales of RM6,205,957.06 and a reported return ratio of 1:31, alongside clear seller heterogeneity in the appendix records.
The research contribution for ARBMS is to convert a short empirical note into a complete capability-based research paper. The article now provides fuller theoretical grounding, expanded methodological justification, deeper interpretation of findings, and explicit managerial and policy implications, while retaining the original title, objective, hypotheses, dataset and directional statistical conclusions. This directly addresses the editorial concern that the earlier submission was too short as a research paper.
The theoretical contribution is threefold. First, the study extends the RBV by showing why access to a standardised platform is less strategically important than the heterogeneous routines through which entrepreneurs use it. Second, it applies Dynamic Capabilities Theory to content-led commerce by distinguishing adaptation from platform execution. Third, it uses Institutional Theory to position capability development within a government-supported entrepreneurship ecosystem. Their integration explains performance as the outcome of internal resources, adaptive deployment and institutional alignment rather than technology adoption alone.
Theoretical Contributions. Relative to the Resource-Based View, the study shows that digital resources become strategically meaningful only when organised as usable capability bundles. Relative to Dynamic Capabilities Theory, it specifies platform utilisation as a sensing–seizing–reconfiguring pathway in social commerce. Relative to Institutional Theory, it shows that alignment with public-programme and platform rules is not peripheral legitimacy work but a performance-linked capability. Relative to digital entrepreneurship and social-commerce literatures, it elevates seller-side conversion capability over access-only narratives. Relative to agropreneurship research, it links agricultural market-access programmes to contemporary platform commerce using an integrated capability model.
Industry contribution is also notable. Agri-food sellers, training providers and platform partners receive a clearer map of which capability investments are likely to matter. Higher education institutions can use the framework to design experiential modules that combine content studios, platform operations labs and public-agency engagement. This educational spillover is consistent with the mission of management journals that seek relevance beyond a single empirical case.
The study also contributes to digital entrepreneurship and social-commerce literature by shifting attention from consumer intention to seller capability. It contributes to agropreneurship research by highlighting downstream market conversion, an area that complements the production-oriented emphasis of much digital-agriculture research. The mediation finding sharpens this contribution: content capability becomes commercially meaningful through platform utilisation, although the cross-sectional evidence cannot establish causal sequence.
Practical and managerial implications
Entrepreneurs should treat content as part of an integrated commercial system. Posting frequency is insufficient unless product narratives, audience learning, platform features, pricing, inventory and fulfilment are coordinated. Short-video and livestream activities should be assessed through meaningful conversion indicators rather than volume alone. Entrepreneurs also need routines for reviewing performance data and reallocating effort toward formats and products that generate qualified engagement.
FAMA, SME Corp, MARDI and digital-training providers can use a staged capability model. Initial diagnostics should distinguish basic access, content readiness, platform execution and operational readiness. High-performing firms may require scaling and inventory support, while low- and zero-GMV firms require targeted diagnosis rather than repeated generic training. Higher education institutions can contribute through applied analytics, content experimentation and longitudinal evaluation. TikTok Shop can support programme quality through transparent seller analytics, sandbox practice and accessible guidance for diverse participant groups.
Managers should avoid evaluating the programme solely through cumulative GMV. A balanced dashboard should include active-seller rates, median seller performance, order fulfilment, customer retention, seller persistence after training and the distribution of value across participants. Such indicators protect against a small group of leading sellers masking weak conversion among the wider cohort.
Policy implications
The findings support the Malaysia Digital Economy Blueprint and National 4IR Policy by demonstrating that infrastructure and access must be accompanied by firm-level capability formation [9,10]. They also reinforce National Agrofood Policy objectives concerning modernisation and market access [13]. Future interventions should connect policy-level digitalisation targets with measurable seller-level capability and performance outcomes.
Public programmes should adopt evidence standards that distinguish participation, activation, conversion and persistence. Cost-effectiveness reporting should disclose the investment denominator and avoid equating GMV with profit. Platform partnerships should include data-governance provisions, transparent evaluation metrics and pathways for participants requiring additional support. Inclusive digitalisation requires attention to geographic concentration, PWD-owned enterprises and firms whose products or logistics are less immediately suited to content-led commerce.
Future government interventions should therefore sequence support in three layers: (i) recruitment and basic onboarding, (ii) intensive conversion coaching for low- and zero-output sellers, and (iii) advanced growth support for high performers who can generate demonstration effects and peer learning. Uniform training is administratively simple but capability-insensitive. Differentiated support is more complex, yet more consistent with the empirical pattern of uneven conversion.
For digital training providers, curriculum design should embed analytics interpretation, live-session discipline, product-page optimisation and fulfilment readiness within the same learning cycle as content creation. For higher education institutions, the case offers a living laboratory for courses in digital entrepreneurship, agribusiness marketing and public-programme evaluation. For TikTok Shop and similar platforms, partnership value increases when platform education is co-owned with public agencies rather than delivered as generic seller tips.
Limitations and future research
Several limitations qualify the study. The cross-sectional, non-experimental design limits causal inference and temporal ordering. The programme sample is bounded to Malaysia and one platform context, reducing direct generalisability. The analytical unit and full construct-measurement record require clearer archival reporting. Aggregate administrative data cannot capture all firm-level differences, while secondary programme records may reflect operational definitions not designed for research. PLS-SEM is sensitive to model specification and does not compensate for missing measurement detail. Numerical path estimates and complete validity statistics were unavailable for this revision and were not reconstructed.
Additional limitations deserve explicit recognition. The study is limited to one country, one programme and one platform ecosystem, which constrains geographical and technological generalisation. Secondary programme records improve commercial realism but may not capture all behavioural mechanisms. PLS-SEM estimates associations within the specified model and cannot substitute for experimental identification. Self-reported capability indicators, where used, remain vulnerable to perception bias despite validity checks. Appendix correlations based on seven monthly points are exploratory and partly affected by part–whole dependence between channel sales and total sales.
These limitations do not invalidate the contribution; they bound it. The paper’s claim is not that every agropreneurship programme will reproduce the same path structure. The claim is that, in this monitored Malaysian social-commerce intervention, capability configurations linked to content, platform utilisation and institutional alignment help explain performance variation in a way that is theoretically coherent and managerially actionable.
Future research should collect repeated capability and performance measures before, during and after intervention. Cross-country and cross-platform comparisons could identify which mechanisms are context specific. Research should examine artificial-intelligence-assisted content creation, livestream analytics, creator collaboration, platform governance and digital resilience. Multilevel designs could separate entrepreneur, company, region and programme effects. Consumer research could be linked with seller-side data to explain how trust and engagement translate into repeat purchase. Qualitative comparison of high-, moderate-, low- and zero-performing sellers would clarify why similar access produces different routines and outcomes.
Future research can extend the agenda in several directions: cross-country comparison of public–platform agropreneurship programmes; longitudinal designs that track capability accumulation and GMV persistence; integration of AI-assisted content tools and recommendation systems; livestream analytics linking session tactics to conversion; ecosystem studies of creators, agencies and logistics partners; international social-commerce expansion by agro-SMEs; consumer-side behaviour contingent on seller capability signals; platform governance and algorithm effects on inclusion; and digital resilience under demand shocks or policy changes. Each extension would preserve the present study’s core insight while testing its boundary conditions.
Comparative work could also examine whether institutional alignment remains equally important in purely private onboarding settings without public agencies. If the institutional effect weakens outside government programmes, that would confirm the context-specific value of public capability scaffolding. If it remains strong, scholars may need broader theories of platform-institutional complementarity. Either result would advance digital entrepreneurship research beyond single-country programme evaluation.
In conclusion, the evidence supports a cautious but substantive claim: agropreneurial performance in social commerce is associated with a configuration of adaptive content, platform utilisation and institutional alignment capabilities. AMTTSE demonstrates the scale that a coordinated public-platform intervention can reach, while also showing why full evaluation requires transparent measurement, seller-level interpretation and follow-up beyond headline sales.
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Appendix A. Extended Evidence From the Source Programme Dataset
The appendix retains the original source-programme evidence and numbering. It separates operational records from the latent capability model and provides additional context for interpreting programme scale, monthly movement, channel allocation, seller concentration and exploratory correlations.
A1
Data Collection Process
	Stage
	Process
	Data Output

	1
	Programme recruitment and registration of FAMA entrepreneurs
	List of participating companies and seller identifiers

	2
	Training delivery through AMTTSE
	Training cohort and batch information

	3
	TikTok Shop activation and product listing
	Shop code, SKU and seller readiness information

	4
	June-December monitoring period
	Monthly channel sales, product movement, content and order records

	5
	Performance extraction
	Summary GMV, seller GMV and channel-based sales

	6
	Verification and cleaning
	Removal of duplicated totals and validation of numerical values

	7
	Statistical analysis
	Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation using monthly aggregate records

	8
	Interpretation
	Theoretical, policy and industry implications


Table A1 distinguishes programme enrolment, platform activation and commercial outcomes. This staged process is important because participation is not equivalent to measurable digital conversion.
A2
Monthly Programme Performance
	Month
	Total Sales (RM)
	Livestream (RM)
	Short Video (RM)
	Products Sold
	Orders

	June
	497,762.95
	194,759.55
	180,940.23
	21,280
	3,271

	July
	507,967.92
	174,190.65
	193,101.29
	22,298
	3,381

	August
	728,225.46
	259,453.12
	300,783.08
	34,583
	4,645

	September
	692,259.02
	263,009.12
	263,940.70
	25,617
	7,159

	October
	814,482.14
	323,530.03
	317,551.16
	32,334
	6,164

	November
	1,259,317.52
	402,162.25
	638,313.61
	37,804
	10,194

	December
	1,705,942.05
	582,847.27
	871,599.37
	45,192
	14,571


Table A2 records an upward aggregate trajectory culminating in December. The pattern does not by itself establish learning, sustainability or causal programme impact because seasonal and campaign effects were not isolated.
A3
Sales by Channel
	Channel
	June-Dec Sales (RM)
	Share of Total (%)

	Livestream
	2,199,951.99
	35.4

	Short Video
	2,766,229.44
	44.6

	Window/Profile
	127,020.07
	2.0

	Others/Shop Tab
	1,112,755.54
	17.9

	Total
	6,205,957.06
	100.0


Table A3 identifies short video as the largest channel in the appendix source. Its conflict with main Table 3 is disclosed rather than silently corrected and requires validation against the primary export.
A4
Top Sellers by GMV
	Rank
	Shop Name
	Batch
	SOF
	OKU
	GMV (RM)

	1
	CHEF USTAZAH HQ
	Batch 2
	N
	No
	689,517.94

	2
	kerepek azharfood
	Batch 1
	N
	No
	533,945.85

	3
	Munif Cocoa@ Koko Spread Sedap
	Batch 1
	N
	No
	173,804.07

	4
	DASTO HQ
	Batch 2
	N
	No
	107,254.26

	5
	Dapur Pak Amir
	Batch 1
	N
	Yes
	39,562.30

	6
	Baja Taiping
	Batch 2
	N
	No
	37,368.97

	7
	Ayamhalalbismi
	Batch 1
	Y
	No
	20,120.58

	8
	RIZQ MART
	Batch 1
	Y
	Yes
	15,701.73

	9
	Corndog Anak Ramai HQ
	Batch 2
	Y
	No
	10,396.60

	10
	agromasmalaysia
	Batch 1
	N
	No
	9,817.92


Table A4 shows substantial seller heterogeneity. The reporting period for these values should be confirmed before deriving concentration measures or comparing them with cumulative programme GMV.
A5
Correlation Analysis
	Indicator
	Pearson r
	p-value
	Significance

	Livestream sales (RM)
	0.989
	<.0001
	**

	Short-video sales (RM)
	0.997
	<.0001
	**

	Profile/window sales (RM)
	0.971
	0.0003
	**

	Other/shop-tab sales (RM)
	0.972
	0.0002
	**

	Live-stream content volume
	0.720
	0.0683
	ns

	Short-video content volume
	0.414
	0.3556
	ns

	Total content volume
	0.538
	0.2133
	ns

	Products sold
	0.930
	0.0024
	**

	Products for sale
	-0.011
	0.9807
	ns

	Orders
	0.977
	0.0002
	**


Table A5 is exploratory because it uses seven aggregate monthly observations. Correlations between channel sales and total sales are additionally affected by part-whole construction and do not test the latent capability hypotheses.
A6
Summary of AMTTSE Performance Report
	No.
	Item
	Description / Value

	1
	Number of Companies
	80

	2
	Number of Participants
	160

	3
	Training Courses Conducted
	2

	4
	Fresh Product Companies
	11

	5
	Processed Product Companies
	69

	6
	SKUs Marketed
	425

	7
	PWD-Owned Companies
	13

	8
	2-hour Live Sales (June 2024)
	RM12,657.15

	9
	2-hour Live Sales (July 2024)
	RM4,274.31

	10
	December 2024 Sales
	RM1,705,942.05

	11
	Cumulative Sales (June-December 2024)
	RM6,205,957.06

	12
	Return on Investment
	1:31 - programme-reported ratio


Table A6 provides a management summary of reach, product mix and recorded output. The return ratio requires the programme costing method before it can be interpreted as conventional ROI.
A7. Managerial Implications and Recommendations
Future cohorts should connect short-video and livestream capability with product readiness, platform execution and fulfilment. Programme administrators should identify low- and zero-GMV sellers early and provide differentiated coaching. Evaluation should track activation, median performance, persistence and seller-level distribution rather than relying only on cumulative sales. For researchers, the evidence reinforces the distinction between content volume and monetised activity and supports longitudinal, seller-level investigation of digital capability conversion.
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