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Abstract

:

We examine the relationships between entrepreneurs’ values, beliefs and orientations with their firms’ engagement in sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions, using a sample of 352 newly established businesses from two Asian countries (Bangladesh and Iran). Our results reveal a dual role of entrepreneurs’ values, beliefs and orientations when taking sustainability-oriented actions. We confirm that individual differences in the set of values, beliefs and orientations can foster or hinder the sustainability-oriented actions across organizations. Our paper contributes to the growing literature of sustainable entrepreneurship, by providing answers for recent calls for better understanding which entrepreneurial ventures engage more in sustainability-oriented actions.
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1. Introduction


There is increasing interest among entrepreneurship scholars to use upper echelons theory [1,2,3] as the theoretical base of their research [4,5] in order to explain newly established firms’ strategic actions [6] and resultant performance [7]. According to [1], if we are trying to understand why firms do the things they do, or why they perform the way they do, we must consider the guiding attitudes (values, beliefs and orientation) of their most powerful actors. There are still several gaps which remain untouched by entrepreneurship scholars in this context. This theory, for example, can be a useful base to identify the most effective entrepreneurs’ characteristics in creating social value across organizations [8]. In this paper, we used three theoretical cornerstones of upper echelon theory—namely values, beliefs and orientations—to build and test a model to explain variations in sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial action engagement by newly established firms. Thus, our research question is [9]: which type of newly established firms take more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions than others?



The sustainability-oriented action is a “strategic choice” for newly established firms [9]. This means that, among multiple available options, entrepreneurs decide to make their operation and business more eco-friendly and to reduce overall environmental impacts [10,11]. It is important to know what makes firms more sustainability-oriented, because sustainability-oriented actions do not only help to preserve society and environment [9]. They also contribute to firm performance [12] and act as the source of achieving competitive advantages [13,14]. Our paper aims to identify those entrepreneurs who address the impact of their business and operations on the natural environment by taking sustainability-oriented actions [15], considering their values, beliefs, and orientations.



The constructs in the values context are self-regarding and other-regarding values [16,17]. Self-regarding values refer to the degree to which entrepreneurs focus on their own well-being, personal power and achievement [18]. On the contrary, other-regarding values refer to the degree to which entrepreneurs focus on benevolence and the welfare of other people [19]. From the orientation literature, we also selected immediate orientation and future orientation. Future-oriented entrepreneurs pay high attention to long term consequences of their current decisions and actions. In contrast, present or immediate-oriented entrepreneurs are less concerned about the future and less likely to predict the long term outcomes of their decisions [20]. Finally, we investigated the effects of entrepreneurs’ beliefs on their business engagement in sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions by using belief in a just or unjust world. Entrepreneurs with a strong belief in a just world generally believe that they live in a world where everybody gets what he or she deserves, at least in the long run [21]. On the other hand, entrepreneurs with a strong belief in an unjust world believe that the world is not fair and people usually do not get what they deserve in their life [22].



Our longitudinal study of 352 entrepreneurs in Iran and Bangladesh reveals that those newly established firms which are founded by entrepreneurs with other-regarding values, strong belief in a just world and high future-orientation, undertake more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. On the contrary, those firms newly established by entrepreneurs with self-regarding values, strong belief in an unjust world and high immediate-orientation conduct fewer sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. In accordance with upper echelons theory assumptions [23,24,25,26], we find a strong relationship between the entrepreneurs’ characteristics (values, belief and orientation) and their firms’ level strategic behavior (sustainability-oriented actions). Our results reveal a dual role of entrepreneurs’ values, beliefs and orientations for sustainability–oriented actions. We confirm that the individuals’ differences in the set of values, beliefs and orientations can increase or hinder the sustainability-oriented actions across organizations.



Furthermore, our paper contributes to the fast growing literature of sustainable entrepreneurship, by providing answers to the recent calls for better understanding which entrepreneurial ventures engage in sustainability-oriented actions [9]. In order to explore entrepreneurship as welfare-creating versus welfare-destroying [27], we need to identify those entrepreneurs who are more concerned about environmental issues and show more tendencies to take sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions in their business context.




2. Theory and Hypotheses Development


Sustainable entrepreneurship has emerged as a popular area of research in recent years [9,27,28,29,30]. With our research question, we attempt to contribute to this field by investigating: which type of newly established firms take more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions than others? Sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions are important because these types of activities help to preserve ecosystems, to maintain biodiversity, to improve the quality of life in a society and to reduce environmental degradation and deforestation [28,31,32].



To understand the micro-foundation of sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions among entrepreneurs, we are proposing that individual-level difference in values, belief and orientation may impact the extent to which young firms involve in these types of actions. Our propositions have roots in the upper echelon theory [2], which proposes that firms’ strategic choices are a reflection of the values, belief, and orientation of their top decision makers. Despite the critical role and importance of sustainability in developing countries, very few studies have conceptualized entrepreneurs’ sustainability-oriented decisions from an individual perspective [33]. An entrepreneur is naturally the main person in the organization who decides to pursue those actions or not by using specific opening and closing behaviors [34]. Hence, exploring such an individual-specific rationale of sustainability in more detail should be helpful to foster our understanding about sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.



2.1. Entrepreneurs’ Values and Firms’ Sustainable Actions


Each entrepreneur has a different set of values. When faced with a situation, in which a decision has to be made, the personal values are one of the available sources that help to judge which action should be taken [35]. In other words, the entrepreneurs’ core values are the motivational base [36] and normative standards of their behavior [37]. As they are the founders of the firm, their core values constitute the foundations of firm-level strategic actions [38,39]. Since entrepreneurs vary greatly in their core values [2], substantial variation in their strategic actions and behavior (engaging or not engaging in sustainability-oriented activities) as a function of such variability is to be expected [40]. A key value dimension which received a great deal of attention in the last few years [16,17,40,41] is the “self-regarding values” versus “other-regarding values”. By considering these two sets of entrepreneurs’ values in this paper, we aim to understand which types of newly established firms are showing more sustainability-oriented behaviors.



Generally, entrepreneurs with “other-regarding values” consider themselves as interdependent with others [16,41]. They are more concerned about benevolence and the welfare of other people [18]. These types of entrepreneurs are very sensitive about the influence of their business decision outcomes on the surrounding environment [41]. They prefer to make decisions that have a potential benefit for the whole society [19]. Hence, the pursuit of sustainability-oriented actions by newly established firms represents an entrepreneur’s tendency to care about others and the surrounding environment. Entrepreneurs who take sustainability-oriented actions were looking for maximizing human happiness and health, by enhancing the environmental quality and, finally, by promoting economic well-being for current and future generations. Consequently, the main motivation behind the firms’ sustainability-oriented actions is the fact that entrepreneurs consider themselves as a part of a larger social system [41] and avoid actions which have a negative effect on others and damage the surrounding environment. That is why we believe that newly established firms by entrepreneurs who hold other-regarding values may engage more in sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.



On the other hand, “self-regarding values” entrepreneurs view themselves as independent and autonomous individuals [42,43], who pay extreme attention to personal achievement [16]. They are highly concerned about achieving individual well-being and happiness and they are less concerned about social and environmental dilemmas [44]. These types of people will seek to be entirely successful in their newly established firm by any means, regardless of the fact that their actions may or may not hurt others [45]. Putting high value to personal success and happiness may decrease their attention to how their business may damage the surrounding environment. That is why we believe that newly established firms by entrepreneurs who hold self-regarding values may engage less in sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.



Hypothesis 1: Newly established firms by entrepreneurs with strong other-regarding values in comparison with firms founded by entrepreneurs with strong self-regarding values show more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.



2.1.1. Entrepreneurs’ Orientation and Firms Sustainable Actions


There has been increasing interest among business and entrepreneurship researchers in the concept of time perspective [46,47,48]. These scholars are interested to know how the differences in time perspective can influence the individual behavior and the strategic decisions that are made at the firm level [48,49,50,51]. According to [50], there are two distinct groups of people in regard to time perspective: immediate-oriented people (with short-term perspective) and future-oriented people (with long-term perspective). Individuals high in immediate orientation focus on the here and now rather than on the future [52]. They attach a high importance to the immediate consequences of their decision and behavior [53]. On the contrary, future orientation refers “to the extent to which individuals consider the potential distant outcomes of their current behaviors and the extent to which they are influenced by these potential outcomes” [50] (p. 559).



It is well known that sustainability-oriented actions (e.g., fair-trade agreements, following ISO 14001 environmental management standards, promoting democratic business models, preventing environmental pollution during the production process, or having eco-labeled products) have mostly long-term horizons [32]. Moreover, such actions usually do not show immediate impacts on the business performance [33]. It is almost clear that paying less attention to sustainability-oriented actions at the firm level [9] eventually will lead to a gradual environmental degradation that will hurt the whole society in the future. Previous studies found that future-oriented individuals, in general, show a greater level of sustainable [53] and responsible ecological behavior [54] because of their long-term outlook. They usually have greater attitudes toward environmental protection in general [55,56]. Although these results are promising, the major problem of these studies is that they are mostly based on research with university student samples. Hence, it seems to be difficult to generalize these results in an entrepreneurship context. In addition, immediate orientation as another dimension of time perspective has not received enough attention by these studies.



A firm that was established by a highly immediate-oriented entrepreneur, most probably focuses on strategic actions with immediate outcomes. Having a long-term outlook is a prerequisite for involving sustainability-oriented actions. Sustainability may not be the business priority for immediate-oriented entrepreneurs, since they focus on the current perspective [48]. They prefer to maximize the present profit, and they are less concerned about the potential harm and future risk of their actions in a given moment on the community and environment [57]. For example, adopting ISO 14001 may help firms to manage their environmental performance more efficiently, and to reduce waste and pollution on the long term [58]. However, the costs of attaining ISO 14001 is rather high [59] without having equal [60] and immediate perceived financial benefits for all the ISO 14001-certified firms [61]. Therefore, it is less likely that entrepreneurs, who emphasize the short-term goal of immediate profitability, implement an environmental management system.



Hence, we predict in the second hypothesis that entrepreneurs behave differently according to their time perspective. Particularly, those firms founded by highly future-oriented entrepreneurs may exhibit more sustainability-oriented actions than firms established by immediate-oriented entrepreneurs.



Hypothesis 2: Newly established firms by highly future-oriented entrepreneurs, in comparison with firms founded by highly immediate-oriented entrepreneurs, show more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.




2.1.2. Entrepreneurs’ Beliefs and Firms’ Sustainable Actions


Dalbert [62] argues that the actions of people are usually based on unquestioned assumptions (beliefs) about the self, the others, the environment, the world and the future. According to earlier research [22,62,63], there are two groups of people according to their beliefs: people who believe in a just world and people who believe in an unjust world. Belief in a just world [21] refers to the idea that we are living in a fair world where everybody gets what he or she deserves in the long run. Good things tend to happen to good people and vice versa [64]. On the contrary, beliefs in an unjust world are characterized by “cognitions that rationalize to the self that people often get what they do not deserve or do not get what they do deserve” [22] (p. 126).



Individuals with strong belief in a just world in general, prefer to take actions without hurting others. They want to be morally good because they strongly believe that they will be rewarded if they do good thing to others and justice will be done in the long run [65]. Hence, a strong belief in a just world ultimately improves people’s motivation to solve social dilemmas [66,67]. Solving social and environmental dilemmas such as pollution is a starting point to reach sustainability [68,69]. In this line of research [27], it is argued that social justice and environmental protection are the cornerstones of sustainable entrepreneurship. So, we should expect that entrepreneurs who believe in a just world contribute more to maintain the presence and use of the public resources [70].



On the other hand, one of the unique characteristics of individuals with a strong belief in an unjust world is that they frequently use defensive coping and persist in making changes in their own lives and their surrounding environment as well [22]. The result of a strong belief in an unjust world is a behavior or action which is highly motivated by self-interest [71] without feeling obligated to behave in accordance with any fairness rules [63]. We know that sustainability oriented entrepreneurs take actions that maximize social justice and environmental protection [72]. As an inevitable consequence, entrepreneurs with a strong belief in an unjust world can be expected to not follow strictly fair ways of doing business because they consider themselves as victims of an unjust system [73]. They strongly believe that they are living in an unjust world: they will not be rewarded even if they invest time, resources and effort into sustainability-oriented business operations. Eventually, this may decrease their attention towards creating societal and ecological value through their business activities. In general, we believe that individuals with a strong belief in a just world focuses more on the collective interest and cooperate with others, but individuals with a strong belief in an unjust world care more about self-interest. This difference may lead to different actions towards sustainability in the firm level.



Hence, we predicted in the last hypothesis that newly established firms by entrepreneurs with strong belief in a just world show more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions in comparison with firms founded by entrepreneurs with a strong belief in an unjust world.



Hypothesis 3: Newly established firms by entrepreneurs with a strong belief in a just world in comparison with firms founded by entrepreneurs with a strong belief in an unjust world show more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.



Finally, Figure 1 summarizes our hypotheses.






3. Methods


According to [74], most survey-based upper-echelon studies have typically suffered from relatively small sample sizes, lacking temporal precedence, and having single informants. To overcome these limitations, we surveyed a large sample of entrepreneurs (352) at two different points in time by using two informants from each firm. In the first round of data collection, we sent a questionnaire to entrepreneurs measuring their values, belief and orientation. Six months later, we surveyed one of the senior executives for the dependent variable, which is the firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial action.



The sample of our study is coming from two countries, Iran and Bangladesh, including entrepreneurs drawn from the membership directory of the Association of Small and Medium Enterprises [75]. For inclusion in the sample selection, the firms had to be owned and managed by the founders, who had to employ fewer than 50 employees. Moreover, the firm was not allowed to have more than eight years in operation. For having a homogeneous sample of entrepreneurs, these criteria are essential [76]. This approach has also been extensively used by several researchers in an entrepreneurship context [76,77,78,79,80].



The selected countries, Iran and Bangladesh, offer an interesting context for studying the firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. According to the environmental performance index of 2017, Iran ranked 83 out of 178 while Bangladesh ranked 169. According to the Iranian official statistics, 40 hectares of forests are destroyed yearly and the consumption of energy in the country is almost fivefold more than the world average. Conservation of the environment in Bangladesh is also in the early stage; recently policymakers encouraged companies to focus on less pollution and more environmentally sustainable activities [81]. In this regard, the Bangladesh Environment Conservation Act (BECA) was enacted recently for obtaining three important objectives: first, conservation of environment, second, the control and mitigation of environmental pollution and finally improvement of environmental standards [82].



We included a broad group of newly established firms from these two Asian countries to enhance the generalizability of the findings. In both countries, we used locally trained research assistants to collect the data; this also enhanced our chance to receive more reliable data from respondents. To secure accuracy, we used the double-back-translation method to translate the original survey to local languages in Iran and Bangladesh [75,80,83]. The questionnaire was first translated into the local language independently by two business professors in each country. Then we asked a bilingual expert for back-translation. After that, we had a meeting with all three experts to modify any ambiguous words. In addition, to assess the informants’ understanding of the survey questions and improve the face validity of the instrument, we pre-tested the measurement items among 10 entrepreneurs (not included in the main sample) in each country. To enhance the clarity of questions, we asked the respondents to review the items carefully. Any confusing words had been revised before handing out the questionnaires.



Moreover, in order to control environmental biases due to the exposure to different sets of norms, rules and regulations [84], we included newly established firms localized in almost the same region in both countries. Questionnaires were sent to the founders of 504 newly established firms in Iran (South of Iran, with the majority located in the province of Kerman, Yazd, Fars, Bushehr, Khuzestan and Hormozgan) and 476 newly established firms in Bangladesh (the list of newly established firms collected from Narsingdi Chamber of Commerce & Industry). We sent the questionnaires to those entrepreneurs who agreed to participate in our study. We ensured anonymity and confidentiality of the study to the respondents, and asked them to answer the questions as honestly as possible. Responses with high amounts of missing data were removed from the final sample. After two rounds of data collection, a total of 177 completed responses from Iranian firms and 175 completed responses from Bangladeshi firms (two responses from each firm) were achieved, yielding response rates of 35 percent and 37 percent, respectively (total 36 percent).



In total, the average age of the entrepreneurs was 33.90 (S.D. = 7.19). Among respondents, 40 percent hold a high school diploma, 27 percent hold a bachelor’s degree and 15 percent had a master’s degree. The majority of them are male (66.5 percent). Concerning religious affiliation, 65.4 percent of respondents are Muslim, 14.3 percent are Hindus, 7.1 percent are Buddhists, 5.1 percent are Christians and 8.1 percent belong to other religions. The average firm’s age was 4.56 years (S.D. = 1.74). The average number of employees was 21.17 (S.D. = 9.488). Furthermore, these 352 firms represented 48 four-digit Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes [85]. In total, eight different industries were involved in the survey: Services (33.4%); Manufacturing (22.9%); Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing (20%); Construction (8.3%); Transportation, Communications & Public Utilities (5.1%); Retail Trade (4.3%); Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (3.4%); as well as Wholesale Trade (2.6%).




4. Measures


4.1. Sustainability-Oriented Entrepreneurial Actions


Sustainability orientation, in general, refers to the underlying attitudes towards environmental protection and social responsibility [86]. According to [9], sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions are linked to the extent to which entrepreneurs aim to solve sustainability problems by setting up immediate objectives while developing their ventures. To reveal the degree to which firms engage in sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions, we adopted eight items from [9] with minor modification. All eight items were scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (´strongly disagree´) to 5 (´strongly agree´). The Alpha coefficient for this scale was 0.94.




4.2. Self-Regarding Value


Self-concern refers to the degree to which an entrepreneur focuses on his own well-being, personal power and achievement and puts a strong emphasis on realizing individual success and happiness [18]. In this paper, self-regarding value was measured by asking entrepreneurs three questions adopted from [40] on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = ´Not important to me´; 2= ´Slightly important to me´; 3 = ´Moderately important to me´; 4 = ´Important to me´; 5 = ´Very important to me´). Cronbach’s alpha for the self-regarding value scale was 0.907.




4.3. Other-Regarding Value


In this paper, other-regarding refers to the degree to which an entrepreneur focuses on benevolence and the welfare of other people [19]. To measure other-regarding value, we adopted four items from [40]. All three items were anchored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = ´Not important to me´ and 5 = ´Very important to me´”. Cronbach’s alpha for the other-regarding value scale was 0.926. Self-regarding and other-regarding values are orthogonal and independent [17]. Thus, variation in self-regarding does not necessarily affect other-regarding and vice versa. Someone can be high in one dimension, low in both, or high on one dimension and low on the other.




4.4. Immediate Orientation


Immediate orientation refers “to the extent to which one considers the proximate consequences of their actions” [50] (p. 743). We used seven items drawn from [50] to assess immediate orientation of entrepreneurs. All items were anchored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The coefficient alpha for the immediate orientation scale was 0.906.




4.5. Future Orientation


Future orientation refers “to the extent to which individuals consider the potential distant outcomes of their current behaviors and the extent to which they are influenced by these potential outcomes” [50] (p. 743). We measured future orientation using the five-item scale from [50]. The response options for these items ranged from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.94.




4.6. Belief in a Just World


Belief in a just world [21] refers to having this idea that we are living in a fair world where everybody gets what he or she deserves in the long run. We adopted seven items from [87] to measure entrepreneurs belief in a just world. The response options for these items ranged from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.94.




4.7. Belief in an Unjust World


Beliefs in an unjust world are characterized by “cognitions that rationalize the fact that people often get what they do not deserve or do not get what they do deserve” [22] (p. 126). We measured belief in an unjust world using the seven items from [63]. The response options for these items ranged from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.957. The Appendix A provides the wording of the items for all dependent and independent variables.




4.8. Control Variables


To ensure the robustness of our results, we controlled 12 variables on the individual and firm level. By following previous studies in this context [33,86,88], on the individual level, we controlled for respondent’s age, gender [77], education (1 = Primary school; 2 = Elementary school; 3 = High school; 4 = Undergraduate; 5 = Master’s; 6 = Doctorate), previous management, marketing and technology experience [89], and religion (1 = Muslim, 2 = Hinduist, 3 = Buddhist, 4 = Christian and 5 = other) [90].



On the firm level, we controlled the firm size (number of employees) and, firm age (number of years since the firm’s foundation). We compared the objective data drawn from the governmental database with subjective data on the firm age and size from 121 Iranian and 105 Bangladeshi firms respectively. The significant correlations between archival data and subjective measures for firm age (r = 0.85, p < 0.001) and firm size (r = 0.89, p < 0.001) were found which support the validity of the reported measures. In addition, we controlled the organizational available slack resources [91] which influence organizational strategic responses to a given issue [92]. We controlled the impact of the industry affiliation on firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions, because entrepreneurs are usually influenced by the norms and standards of their professional environment [93,94]. Finally, we controlled the level of environmental changes and dynamism, by using three items from [95].





5. Results


Exploratory factor analysis showed that KMO = 0.661, χ2 = 953.176, p < 0.001, which means that our data was suitable for factor analysis [96,97]. We extracted seven factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, which explained 80% of the total variance (the mean score of each item, each factor and the total score are available upon request from the authors). In addition, the first factor only accounted for 21.2% of the variance suggesting that a common factor did not explain a substantial amount of variance in the data.



Prior to the regression analysis, we mean-centered the independent variables to reduce the potential problem of multicollinearity [98,99,100]. In order to check potential problems with multicollinearity, we calculated variance inflation factors (VIF) for all our variables [101,102,103,104]. However, we found no indication of multicollinearity problems. The VIF for all variables of the study were well below the conventional level of 5 [105]. The highest VIF was 1.803. We took two ways to know whether non-response bias effected our result. First, we compared respondents and non-respondents firms with respect to firm age (respondent versus non-respondent firms: F = 0.524, n.s.), firm size (respondent versus non-respondent firms: F = 0.368, n.s.) and gender of entrepreneurs (respondent versus non-respondent firms: F = 0.271, n.s.). These comparisons showed that there was no significant difference between firms that agreed to participate and those that did not (p < 0.05). In the survey-based research, it is assumed that the late respondents are more similar to non-respondents than to the early respondents. In the second step, by using time trend extrapolation test [106], we compare the early respondents in each country (first 25%) with the late respondents in each country (late 25%). None of these tests provided evidence that our data is subject to non-response bias. In addition, in the survey, we reordered and mixed the items that were intended to measure a certain variable with the items that were intended to measure other variables [107]. Table 1 includes the mean, standard deviation and correlations of the constructs.



Before testing the main hypotheses, we examined the effect of control variables on the firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. As it can be inferred from Table 2, Model 1, we found a negative relationship between the entrepreneur’s age and the firm’s sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions (B = −0.025, p < 0.05). It seems that younger entrepreneurs are more concerned about environmental issues than older entrepreneurs. The result showed that entrepreneurs with higher marketing (B = 0.166, p < 0.05) and technology experience (B = 0.231, p < 0.05) take more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. Entrepreneurs with high marketing experience may be more aware of the customers’ preferences for green products and services and, thus, they prefer more sustainability-oriented actions. Entrepreneurs with high technology experience have a higher tendency to engage in sustainability-oriented actions because they may know how old fashioned operating systems of companies can result in the emission of pollutants and destroy the environment. It seems that the entrepreneurs’ prior experiences not only impact the firms’ profitability and productivity [88], but also promote firms’ sustainability activities. In addition, we found a negative relationship between the firm age (B = −0.015, p < 0.05) and its sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. Finally, in a highly changing and dynamic business environment (B = −0.156, p < 0.001), entrepreneurs take fewer sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.



In the first hypothesis, we expected that newly established firms by entrepreneurs high in other-regarding values in comparison with firms founded by entrepreneurs high in self-regarding values take more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. As shown in Table 2, Model 2, the relationship between self-regarding value and firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions is negative and statistically significant (B = −0.197, p < 0.001) and the relationship between other-regarding value and firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions is positive and significant (B = 0.159, p < 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was fully supported.



In the second hypothesis, we predicted that newly established firms by highly future-oriented entrepreneurs in comparison with the firms founded by highly immediate-oriented entrepreneurs take more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. As it can be inferred from Table 2, Model 3, the relationship between immediate orientation and firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions is negative and statistically significant (B = −0.192, p < 0.05) and the relationship between future orientation and firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions is positive and statistically significant (B = 0.164, p < 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported by our results.



In the last hypothesis, we predicted that newly established firms by entrepreneurs with a strong belief in a just world in comparison with the firms founded by entrepreneurs with a strong belief in an unjust world take more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. As it can be inferred from Table 2, Model 4, the relationship between the belief in a just world and firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions is positive and statistically significant (B = 0.257, p < 0.001) and the relationship between the belief in an unjust world and firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions is negative and statistically significant (B = −0.286, p < 0.001). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported by our results. For checking the robustness of the result, we entered all variables (control variables and all six independent variables) simultaneously. The result did not change a lot and all the significant effects could still be found. Furthermore, we checked the nationality effects by splitting data and the result did not change in this analysis either.




6. Discussion


Despite the growing recognition of the importance of the firms’ sustainability actions [86,108,109], little is known about the antecedent of this phenomenon on the individual level [110]. In this study, we researched the roots of the newly established firms’ engagement in sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions through an examination of the founder’s values, beliefs and orientations. This will help to explain the role of the individuals’ differences when taking environmental conservation actions and to directly speak to the internal determinants of sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions.



Our study identified three different groups of entrepreneurs who care more about sustainability [9]. Firstly, we found that newly established firms by entrepreneurs with other-regarding values are more concerned about the effects of their operation on the ecological and social environments than firms founded by entrepreneurs with self-regarding values. It seems that entrepreneurs with other-regarding values try to keep a balance between nature, society and their economic activities. Since they consider themselves as part of a larger ecosystem, they avoid taking those actions which undermine the surrounding ecological and social environment.



Secondly, we found that newly established firms by highly future-oriented entrepreneurs take more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. There is a consensus among environmental management scholars that sustainability has a long horizon and the consequence of the firm’s sustainable activities will appear in the future [109,111]. In line with these types of arguments, our results confirm that long-term-oriented entrepreneurs feel more commitment towards future generations by taking into account activities such as conserving natural resources, actively encouraging diversity among employees, providing safe equipment and avoiding polluting the surrounding environment.



Lastly, we found that newly established firms by entrepreneurs with strong belief in a just world show more sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. Previous studies confirm that managers with a strong belief in a just world avoid unethical behavior which hurt others in their workplace and prefer more ethical decisions [73]. Our result in the entrepreneurship context represents a potentially significant extension to [73] findings by showing that entrepreneurs with a strong belief in a just world are not only concerned about the internal work environment but also prefer to take more sustainable activities to protect the external environment as well. In general, our findings are consistent with upper echelons theory, which means that the strategic actions of entrepreneurs inherently reflect their values, beliefs, and orientations [1,2,3].



Sustainable entrepreneurship is a complex phenomenon [9] and apparently not all entrepreneurs are concerned about social and environmental dilemmas equally [112]. Our paper takes a step towards highlighting the importance role of entrepreneurs’ dispositions (values, belief, and orientation) in achieving such environmental sustainability. In looking to improve the integration of environmental and social considerations into newly established firms’ business models [113], policy-makers must recognize the importance of individual dispositions. Since entrepreneurs’ values, beliefs and orientations are crucial in promoting a firm’s founding in an environmental and social context; governmental training programs should strengthen these dispositions.




7. Limitations and Directions for Future Research


Our work suffers from several limitations. First, the values, beliefs and orientations of entrepreneurs may depend on cultural or environmental factors [114]. In addition, the socio-cultural factors influence entrepreneurial actions [115]. As such, future research should explore potential cultural and social factors that may moderate or mediate the influence of entrepreneurs’ dispositions on firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. Second, we collected data from only young and small sized firms. This may decrease the generalizability of our data to larger and older companies. Large companies have much better financial ability that may increase or decrease the possibility of taking sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. Future studies could explicitly explore the status of sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions in large companies and the effect of characteristics of the top-level managers. In addition to that, studies could also examine which entrepreneurial behaviors (e.g., routine vs. creative) and individual characteristics [34] (e.g., gender or age) lead to more or less sustainable actions.



Even though there is a lot of ongoing research in this context [33,86,108,113,116], our understanding of individual reasons is rather incomplete. This approach provides a much more detailed picture of sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions within firms. In the same situation, one entrepreneur may pay more attention to eco-friendly actions whereas the other one does not. Our results indicate that entrepreneurs behave differently in the same situation due to having different sets of values, beliefs and orientation. Exploring in more detail such an individual-specific rationale of sustainability would be crucial for developing effective preventive strategies for saving the environment on a country level.



Our sample is based on two factors which make a generalization difficult. First of all, we used two Asian countries. The results may differ if the same study is conducted in Europe or in the United States, so we would like to call for further research to analyze that. Second, we determine newly established firms to an age of up to eight years. This assumption might also be challenged by other researchers.



Finally, although not in our main hypothesis, we found some interesting correlation between some of our control variables (e.g., entrepreneurs’ age, experience, firm age, and environmental changes) and sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions within firms. Future research can explore these relations by using a more qualitative approach, such as interviews or case studies.
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Table A1. Sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions (adopted from [9] (α = 0.91)).






Table A1. Sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions (adopted from [9] (α = 0.91)).





	Our Organization Has Devoted Significant Effort in…
	Factor Loading





	 1. Improving health and well-being of people around the firm
	0.923



	 2. Creating and distributing economic value amongst all stakeholders
	0.934



	 3. Improving the quality of life in a particular community
	0.914



	 4. Creating employment opportunities
	0.921



	 5. Protecting or restoring the natural environment
	0.908



	 6. Creating ethical and fair products
	0.922



	 7. Establishing fair trading with suppliers
	0.930



	 8. Promoting democratic business models
	0.924










[image: Table] 





Table A2. Self-regarding value (adopted from [40] (α = 0.907)).






Table A2. Self-regarding value (adopted from [40] (α = 0.907)).





	For Me…
	Factor Loading





	 1. A comfortable life (a prosperous life)
	0.782



	 2. Wealth (making money for myself and family)
	0.860



	 3. Pleasure (an enjoyable life)
	0.930
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Table A3. Other-regarding value (adopted from [40] (α = 0.926)).






Table A3. Other-regarding value (adopted from [40] (α = 0.926)).





	For Me…
	Factor Loading





	 1. Helpful (working for the welfare of others)
	0.838



	 2. Compassion (feeling empathy for others)
	0.840



	 3. Equality (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all)
	0.848



	 4. Loving (being affectionate, tender)
	0.890
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Table A4. Present or immediate orientation (adopted from [50] (α = 0.90)).






Table A4. Present or immediate orientation (adopted from [50] (α = 0.90)).









	
	Factor Loading





	
	1.

	
I consider how things might be in the future, and try to influence those things with my day to day behavior.






	0.708



	
	2.

	
Often I engage in a particular behavior in order to achieve outcomes that may not result for many years.






	0.743



	
	3.

	
I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring the future will take care of itself.






	0.719



	
	4.

	
My behavior is only influenced by the immediate (i.e., a matter of days or weeks) outcomes of my actions.






	0.795



	
	5.

	
My convenience is a big factor in the decisions I make or the actions I take.






	0.833



	
	6.

	
I am willing to sacrifice my immediate happiness or well-being in order to achieve future outcomes.






	0.808



	
	7.

	
I think it is important to take warnings about negative outcomes seriously even if the negative outcome will not occur for many years.






	0.788
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Table A5. Future orientation (adopted from [50] (α = 0.94)).






Table A5. Future orientation (adopted from [50] (α = 0.94)).









	
	Factor Loading





	
	1.

	
I think it is more important to perform a behavior with important distant consequences than a behavior with less-important immediate consequences.






	0.880



	
	2.

	
I generally ignore warnings about possible future problems because I think the problems will be resolved before they reach crisis level.






	0.886



	
	3.

	
I think that sacrificing now is usually unnecessary since future outcomes can be dealt with at a later time.






	0.883



	
	4.

	
I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring that I will take care of future problems that may occur at a later date.






	0.877



	
	5.

	
Since my day to day work has specific outcomes, it is more important to me than behavior that has distant outcomes.






	0.756
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Table A6. Belief in a just world (adopted from [87] (α = 0.94)).






Table A6. Belief in a just world (adopted from [87] (α = 0.94)).









	
	Factor Loading





	
	1.

	
I feel that people get what they are entitled to have






	0.887



	
	2.

	
I feel that a person’s efforts are noticed and rewarded






	0.888



	
	3.

	
I feel that people earn the rewards and punishments they get






	0.889



	
	4.

	
I feel that people get what they deserve






	0.863



	
	5.

	
I feel that rewards and punishments are fairly given






	0.825



	
	6.

	
I basically feel that the world is a fair place






	0.830



	
	7.

	
I feel that people who meet with misfortune have brought it on themselves






	0.926
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Table A7. Belief in an unjust world (adopted from [63] (α = 0.957)).






Table A7. Belief in an unjust world (adopted from [63] (α = 0.957)).









	
	Factor Loading





	 1. A lot of people suffer an unjust fate
	0.940



	 2. I feel that even important decisions are often unfair
	0.932



	 3. I basically believe the world is an unjust place
	0.927



	 4. I feel that people won’t be compensated for injustices too often
	0.941










References


	



Hambrick, D.C. Upper Echelons Theory: An Update. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2007, 32, 334–343. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hambrick, D.C.; Mason, P.A. Upper Echelons: The Organization as a Reflection of Its Top Managers. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1984, 9, 193–206. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Finkelstein, S.; Hambrick, D.C. Strategic Leadership: Top Executives and Their Effects on Organizations; West Publishing Company: Minneapolis-St. Paul, WI, USA, 1996. [Google Scholar]

	



Nambisan, S.; Baron, R.A. Entrepreneurship in Innovation Ecosystems: Entrepreneurs’ Self-Regulatory Processes and Their Implications for New Venture Success. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2013, 37, 1071–1097. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Klotz, A.C.; Hmieleski, K.M.; Bradley, B.H.; Busenitz, L.W. New Venture Teams: A Review of the Literature and Roadmap for Future Research. J. Manag. 2014, 40, 226–255. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mousa, F.-T.; Wales, W. Founder effectiveness in leveraging entrepreneurial orientation. Manag. Decis. 2012, 50, 305–324. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Daily, C.M.; Dalton, D.R. The Relationship between Governance Structure and Corporate Performance in Entrepreneurial Firms. J. Bus. Ventur. 1992, 7, 375–386. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Short, J.C.; Moss, T.W.; Lumpkin, G.T. Research in social entrepreneurship: Past contributions and future opportunities. Strateg. Entrep. J. 2009, 3, 161–194. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muñoz, P.; Dimov, D. The call of the whole in understanding the development of sustainable ventures. J. Bus. Ventur. 2015, 30, 632–654. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Orsato, R.J. What are Sustainability Strategies? In Sustainability Strategies; Palgrave Macmillan UK: London, UK, 2009; pp. 23–42. [Google Scholar]

	



Rosalinde, J.A.; Woolthuis, K. Sustainable Entrepreneurship in the Dutch Construction Industry. Sustainability 2010, 2, 505–523. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lin, R.-J.; Tan, K.-H.; Geng, Y. Market demand, green product innovation, and firm performance: Evidence from Vietnam motorcycle industry. J. Clean. Prod. 2013, 40, 101–107. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chang, C.-H. The Influence of Corporate Environmental Ethics on Competitive Advantage: The Mediation Role of Green Innovation. J. Bus. Ethics 2011, 104, 361–370. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Albort-Morant, G.; Henseler, J.; Leal-Millán, A.; Cepeda-Carrión, G. Mapping the Field: A Bibliometric Analysis of Green Innovation. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1011. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vachon, S.; Klassen, R.D. Environmental management and manufacturing performance: The role of collaboration in the supply chain. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2008, 111, 299–315. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Dreu, C.K.W. Rational self-interest and other orientation in organizational behavior: A critical appraisal and extension of Meglino and Korsgaard (2004). J. Appl. Psychol. 2006, 91, 1245–1252. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



De Dreu, C.K.W.; Nauta, A. Self-interest and other-orientation in organizational behavior: Implications for job performance, prosocial behavior, and personal initiative. J. Appl. Psychol. 2009, 94, 913–926. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Schwartz, S.H. Are There Universal Aspects in the Structure and Contents of Human Values? J. Soc. Issues 1994, 50, 19–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tang, J.; Tang, Z.; Cowden, B.J. Exploring the Relationship Between Entrepreneurial Orientation, CEO Dual Values, and SME Performance in State-Owned vs. Nonstate-Owned Enterprises in China. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2016. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Steinberg, L.; Graham, S.; O’Brien, L.; Woolard, J.; Cauffman, E.; Banich, M. Age Differences in Future Orientation and Delay Discounting. Child Dev. 2009, 80, 28–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lerner, M.J. The Belief in a Just World; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 1980. [Google Scholar]

	



Lench, H.C.; Chang, E.S. Belief in an Unjust World: When Beliefs in a Just World Fail. J. Personal. Assess. 2007, 89, 126–135. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hambrick, D.C.; Fukutomi, G.D.S. The Seasons of a CEO’s Tenure. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1991, 16, 719–742. [Google Scholar]

	



Barker, V.L.; Mueller, G.C. CEO Characteristics and Firm R&D Spending. Manag. Sci. 2002, 48, 782–801. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cannella, J.A.; Park, J.-H.; Lee, H.-U. Top Management Team Functional Background Diversity and Firm Performance: Examining the Roles of Team Member Colocation and Environmental Uncertainty. Acad. Manag. J. 2008, 51, 768–784. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Henderson, A.D.; Miller, D.; Hambrick, D.C. How quickly do CEOs become obsolete? Industry dynamism, CEO tenure, and company performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 2006, 27, 447–460. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hall, J.K.; Daneke, G.A.; Lenox, M.J. Sustainable development and entrepreneurship: Past contributions and future directions. J. Bus. Ventur. 2010, 25, 439–448. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dean, T.J.; McMullen, J.S. Toward a theory of sustainable entrepreneurship: Reducing environmental degradation through entrepreneurial action. J. Bus. Ventur. 2007, 22, 50–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shepherd, D.A.; Patzelt, H. The New Field of Sustainable Entrepreneurship: Studying Entrepreneurial Action Linking “What Is to Be Sustained” With “What Is to Be Developed”. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2011, 35, 137–163. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marshall, D.; McCarthy, L.; McGrath, P.; Claudy, M. Going above and beyond: How sustainability culture and entrepreneurial orientation drive social sustainability supply chain practice adoption. Supply Chain Manag. Int. J. 2015, 20, 434–454. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Patzelt, H.; Shepherd, D.A. Recognizing Opportunities for Sustainable Development. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2011, 35, 631–652. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cohen, B.; Winn, M.I. Market imperfections, opportunity and sustainable entrepreneurship. J. Bus. Ventur. 2007, 22, 29–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Choongo, P.; Van Burg, E.; Paas, L.; Masurel, E. Factors Influencing the Identification of Sustainable Opportunities by SMEs: Empirical Evidence from Zambia. Sustainability 2016, 8, 81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brem, A. Creativity and routine: Conceptual considerations on managing organisational ambidexterity in entrepreneurial ventures. Int. J. Entrep. Innov. Manag. 2017, 21, 261. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Finegan, J. The impact of personal values on judgments of ethical behaviour in the workplace. J. Bus. Ethics 1994, 13, 747–755. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shalom, H. Schwartz Value orientations: Measurement, antecedents and consequences across nations. In Measuring Attitudes Cross-Nationally—Lessons from the European Social Survey; Jowell, R., Roberts, C., Fitzgerald, R., Eva, G., Eds.; Sage: London, UK, 2007; pp. 169–203. [Google Scholar]

	



Williams, R.M.; Rokeach, M. The Nature of Human Values. Political Sci. Q. 1974, 89, 399. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guth, W.D.; Tagiuri, R. Personal Values and Corporate Strategy. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1965, 43, 123–132. [Google Scholar]

	



Judge, T.A.; Bretz, R.D. The Effects of Work Values on Job Choice Decisions. J. Appl. Psychol. 1992, 77, 261–271. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Agle, B.R.; Mitchell, R.K.; Sonnenfeld, J.A. Who Matters to CEOs? An Investigation of Stakeholder Attributes and Salience, Corpate Performance, and Ceo Values. Acad. Manag. J. 1999, 42, 507–525. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Meglino, B.M.; Korsgaard, A. Considering Rational Self-Interest as a Disposition: Organizational Implications of Other Orientation. J. Appl. Psychol. 2004, 89, 946–959. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Miller, D.T. The norm of self-interest. Am. Psychol. 1999, 54, 1053–1060. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ratner, R.K.; Miller, D.T. The norm of self-interest and its effects on social action. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2001, 81, 5–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bogaert, S.; Boone, C.; Declerck, C. Social value orientation and cooperation in social dilemmas: A review and conceptual model. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 2008, 47, 453–480. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Holland, D.V.; Shepherd, D.A. Deciding to Persist: Adversity, Values, and Entrepreneurs’ Decision Policies. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2013, 37, 331–358. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, J.; Nadkarni, S. It’s about Time! CEOs’ Temporal Dispositions, Temporal Leadership, and Corporate Entrepreneurship. Adm. Sci. Q. 2017, 62, 31–66. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zimbardo, P.G.; Boyd, J.N. Putting time in perspective: A valid, reliable individual-differences metric. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1999, 77, 1271–1288. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arnocky, S.; Milfont, T.L.; Nicol, J.R. Time Perspective and Sustainable Behavior: Evidence for the Distinction Between Consideration of Immediate and Future Consequences. Environ. Behav. 2014, 46, 556–582. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gentry, R.; Dibrell, C.; Kim, J. Long-Term Orientation in Publicly Traded Family Businesses: Evidence of a Dominant Logic. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2016, 40, 733–757. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Strathman, A.; Gleicher, F.; Boninger, D.S.; Edwards, C.S. The consideration of future consequences: Weighing immediate and distant outcomes of behavior. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1994, 66, 742–752. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lumpkin, G.T.; Brigham, K.H. Long-Term Orientation and Intertemporal Choice in Family Firms. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2011, 35, 1149–1169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bushman, B.J.; Giancola, P.R.; Parrott, D.J.; Roth, R.M. Failure to Consider Future Consequences Increases the Effects of Alcohol on Aggression. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 2012, 48, 591–595. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Joireman, J.; Balliet, D.; Sprott, D.; Spangenberg, E.; Schultz, J. Consideration of future consequences, ego-depletion, and self-control: Support for distinguishing between CFC-Immediate and CFC-Future sub-scales. Personal. Individ. Differ. 2008, 45, 15–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lindsay, J.J.; Strathman, A. Predictors of Recycling Behavior: An Application of a Modified Health Belief Model1. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 1997, 27, 1799–1823. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Milfont, T.L.; Gouveia, V.V. Time perspective and values: An exploratory study of their relations to environmental attitudes. J. Environ. Psychol. 2006, 26, 72–82. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Joireman, J.A.; Lasane, T.P.; Bennett, J.; Richards, D.; Solaimani, S. Integrating social value orientation and the consideration of future consequences within the extended norm activation model of proenvironmental behaviour. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 2001, 40, 133–155. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Keough, K.A.; Zimbardo, P.G.; Boyd, J.N. Who’s Smoking, Drinking, and Using Drugs? Time Perspective as a Predictor of Substance Use. Basic Appl. Soc. Psychol. 1999, 21, 149–164. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Melnyk, S.A.; Sroufe, R.P.; Calantone, R. Assessing the impact of environmental management systems on corporate and environmental performance. J. Oper. Manag. 2003, 21, 329–351. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hormozi, A. ISO 14000: The next focus in standardization. SAM Adv. Manag. J. 1997, 62, 32–41. [Google Scholar]

	



Gavronski, I.; Ferrer, G.; Paiva, E.L. ISO 14001 certification in Brazil: Motivations and benefits. J. Clean. Prod. 2008, 16, 87–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Schylander, E.; Martinuzzi, A. ISO 14001—Experiences, effects and future challenges: A national study in Austria. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2007, 16, 133–147. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dalbert, C. Belief in a Just World, Well-Being, and Coping with an Unjust Fate. In Responses to Victimizations and Belief in a Just World; Montada, L., Lerner, M.J., Eds.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 1998; pp. 87–105. [Google Scholar]

	



Dalbert, C.; Lipkus, I.M.; Sallay, H.; Goch, I. A just and an unjust world: Structure and validity of different world beliefs. Personal. Individ. Differ. 2001, 30, 561–577. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Furnham, A. Belief in a just world: Research progress over the past decade. Personal. Individ. Differ. 2003, 34, 795–817. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Trevino, L.K.; Youngblood, S.A. Bad Apples in Bad Barrels: A Causal Analysis of Ethical Decision-Making Behavior. J. Appl. Psychol. 1990, 75, 378–385. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bénabou, R.; Tirole, J. Belief in a Just World and Redistributive Politics. Q. J. Econ. 2006, 121, 699–746. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Furnham, A.; Gunter, B. Just world beliefs and attitudes towards the poor. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 1984, 23, 265–269. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Campbell, S. Green cities, growing cities, just cities? Urban planning and the contradictions of sustainable development. J. Am. Plan. Assoc. 1996, 62, 296–312. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Méndez-Picazo, M.-T.; Galindo-Martín, M.-Á.; Ribeiro-Soriano, D. Governance, entrepreneurship and economic growth. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2012, 24, 865–877. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Cremer, D.; Leonardelli, G.J. Cooperation in Social Dilemmas and the Need to Belong: The Moderating Effect of Group Size. Group Dyn. Theory Res. Pract. 2003, 7, 168–174. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gollwitzer, M.; Rothmund, T. What Exactly Are Victim-Sensitive Persons Sensitive To? J. Res. Personal. 2011, 45, 448–455. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muñoz, P.; Cohen, B. Towards a social-ecological understanding of sustainable venturing. J. Bus. Ventur. Insights 2017, 7, 1–8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ashkanasy, N.M.; Windsor, C.A.; Treviño, L.K. Bad Apples in Bad Barrels Revisited: Cognitive Moral Development, Just World Beliefs, Rewards, and Ethical Decision-Making. Bus. Ethics Q. 2006, 16, 449–473. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Simsek, Z.; Heavey, C.; Veiga, J.J.F. The impact of CEO core self-evaluation on the firm’s entrepreneurial orientation. Strateg. Manag. J. 2010, 31, 110–119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Afshar Jahanshahi, A. Disentangling the emergence of perceived environmental uncertainty among technology entrepreneurs. Kybernetes 2016, 45, 962–976. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Robson, P.J.; Akuetteh, C.K.; Westhead, P.; Wright, M. Innovative opportunity pursuit, human capital and business ownership experience in an emerging region: Evidence from Ghana. Small Bus. Econ. 2011, 39, 603–625. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mas-Tur, A.; Ribeiro Soriano, D. The level of innovation among young innovative companies: The impacts of knowledge-intensive services use, firm characteristics and the entrepreneur attributes. Serv. Bus. 2014, 8, 51–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zahra, S.A. Technology strategy and new venture performance: A study of corporate-sponsored and independent biotechnology ventures. J. Bus. Ventur. 1996, 11, 289–321. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ribeiro Soriano, D. Modeling the enterprising character of European firms. Eur. Bus. Rev. 2003, 15, 29–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Afshar Jahanshahi, A.; Brem, A. Does Real Options Reasoning Support or Oppose Project Performance? Empirical Evidence From Electronic Commerce Projects. Proj. Manag. J. 2017, 48, 39–54. [Google Scholar]

	



Salequzzaman, M.; Stocker, L. The context and prospects for environmental education and environmental careers in Bangladesh. Int. J. Sustain. High. Educ. 2001, 2, 104–127. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Momtaz, S. Environmental impact assessment in Bangladesh: A critical review. Environ. Impact Assess. Rev. 2002, 22, 163–179. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brislin, R.W. Back-Translation for Cross-Cultural Research. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 1970, 1, 185–216. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fini, R.; Grimaldi, R.; Marzocchi, G.L.; Sobrero, M. The Determinants of Corporate Entrepreneurial Intention within Small and Newly Established Firms. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2012, 36, 387–414. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Subramaniam, M.; Youndt, M.A. The influence of intellectual capital on the types of innovative capabilities. Acad. Manag. J. 2005, 48, 450–463. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kuckertz, A.; Wagner, M. The influence of sustainability orientation on entrepreneurial intentions—Investigating the role of business experience. J. Bus. Ventur. 2010, 25, 524–539. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lipkus, I. The construction and preliminary validation of a global belief in a just world scale and the exploratory analysis of the multidimensional belief in a just world scale. Personal. Individ. Differ. 1991, 12, 1171–1178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ribeiro Soriano, D.; Castrogiovanni, G.J. The impact of education, experience and inner circle advisors on SME performance: Insights from a study of public development centers. Small Bus. Econ. 2012, 38, 333–349. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gruber, M.; MacMillan, I.C.; Thompson, J.D. Look before You Leap: Market Opportunity Identification in Emerging Technology Firms. Manag. Sci. 2008, 54, 1652–1665. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wiklund, J.; Shepherd, D. Aspiring for, and Achieving Growth: The Moderating Role of Resources and Opportunities. J. Manag. Stud. 2003, 40, 1919–1941. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chattopadhyay, P.; Glick, W.H.; Huber, G.P. Organizational actions in response to threats and opportunities. Acad. Manag. J. 2001, 44, 937–955. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Plambeck, N.; Weber, K. CEO Ambivalence and Responses to Strategic Issues. Organ. Sci. 2009, 20, 993–1010. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Galaskiewicz, J.; Wasserman, S. Mimetic Processes Within an Interorganizational Field: An Empirical Test. Adm. Sci. Q. 1989, 34, 454. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Collins, J.D.; Uhlenbruck, K.; Rodriguez, P. Why Firms Engage in Corruption: A Top Management Perspective. J. Bus. Ethics 2009, 87, 89–108. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Miller, D.; Droge, C.; Toulouse, J.-M. Strategic Process and Content as Mediators between Organizational Context and Structure. Acad. Manag. J. 1988, 31, 544–569. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podsakoff, P.M. Self-Reports in Organizational Research: Problems and Prospects. J. Manag. 1986, 12, 531–544. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Lee, J.-Y.; Podsakoff, N.P. Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 879–903. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Li, H.; Atuahene-Gima, K. Product innovation strategy and the performance of new technology ventures in China. Acad. Manag. J. 2001, 44, 1123–1134. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Douglas, T.J.; Judge, W.Q. Total Quality Management Implementation and Competitive Advantage: The Role of Structural Control and Exploration. Acad. Manag. J. 2001, 44, 158–169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podoynitsyna, K.; Song, M.; van der Bij, H.; Weggeman, M. Improving New Technology Venture Performance Under Direct and Indirect Network Externality Conditions. J. Bus. Ventur. 2013, 28, 195–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Anand, J.; Oriani, R.; Vassolo, R.S. Alliance Activity as a Dynamic Capability in the Face of a Discontinuous Technological Change. Organ. Sci. 2010, 21, 1213–1232. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Neter, J.; Wasserman, W.; Kutner, M.H. Applied Linear Statistical Models: Regression, Analysis of Variance, and Experimental Designs, 3rd ed.; R.D. Irwin: Boston, MA, USA, 1990. [Google Scholar]

	



Uy, M.A.; Foo, M.-D.; Song, Z. Joint effects of prior start-up experience and coping strategies on entrepreneurs’ psychological well-being. J. Bus. Ventur. 2013, 28, 583–597. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, G.; Chittoor, R.; Vissa, B. Passing Probation : Earnings Management by Interim CEOs and Its Effect on Their Promotion Prospects National University of Singapore. Acad. Manag. J. 2015, 58, 1389–1418. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tabachnick, B.G.; Fidell, L.S. Using Multivariate Statistics, 5th ed.; Allyn & Bacon/Pearson Education: Boston, MA, USA, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Armstrong, J.S.; Overton, T.S. Estimating Nonresponse Bias in Mail Surveys. J. Mark. Res. 1977, 14, 396–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhao, Y.L.; Song, M.; Storm, G.L. Founding Team Capabilities and New Venture Performance: The Mediating Role of Strategic Positional Advantages. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2013, 37, 789–814. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Naranjo-Gil, D. The Role of Management Control Systems and Top Teams in Implementing Environmental Sustainability Policies. Sustainability 2016, 8, 359. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tilley, F.; Young, W. Sustainability Entrepreneurs: Could They Be the True Wealth Generators of the Future? Greener Manag. Int. 2009, 55, 79–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wiengarten, F.; Lo, C.K.Y.; Lam, J.Y.K. How does Sustainability Leadership Affect Firm Performance? The Choices Associated with Appointing a Chief Officer of Corporate Social Responsibility. J. Bus. Ethics 2017, 140, 477–493. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Beckerman, W. Sustainable development and our obligations to future generations. In Fairness and Futurity: Essays on Environmental Sustainability and Social Justice; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 1999; pp. 71–92. [Google Scholar]

	



Mas-Verdu, F.; Ribeiro Soriano, D.; Roig Dobon, S. Regional development and innovation: The role of services. Serv. Ind. J. 2010, 30, 633–641. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bryson, J.R.; Lombardi, R. Balancing product and process sustainability against business profitability: Sustainability as a competitive strategy in the property development process. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2009, 18, 97–107. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schwartz, S.H. A Theory of Cultural Values and Some Implications for Work. Appl. Psychol. 1999, 48, 23–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thornton, P.H.; Ribeiro-Soriano, D.; Urbano, D. Socio-cultural factors and entrepreneurial activity. Int. Small Bus. J. 2011, 29, 105–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Falle, S.; Rauter, R.; Engert, S.; Baumgartner, R. Sustainability Management with the Sustainability Balanced Scorecard in SMEs: Findings from an Austrian Case Study. Sustainability 2016, 8, 545. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Sustainability 09 01636 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Theoretical model of antecedents of newly established firms’ sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions. 
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Table 1. Basic descriptive statistics and correlations of the measures.
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	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18





	1. Age
	33.9
	7.19
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Gender
	1.33
	0.472
	−0.351 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3. Education
	3.29
	1.09
	0.082
	0.066
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	4. Religion
	1.83
	1.22
	0.063
	0.007
	−0.005
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	5. Management
	3.12
	0.904
	0.011
	0.053
	0.264 **
	0.005
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	6. Marketing
	3.38
	1.03
	−0.031
	−0.029
	0.033
	−0.036
	−0.047
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	7. Technology
	3.21
	1.02
	−0.007
	−0.073
	−0.067
	0.040
	−0.060
	0.587 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	8. Firm Age
	4.56
	1.74
	0.016
	0.006
	−0.064
	0.039
	0.000
	−0.112 *
	−0.031
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	9. Firm Size
	21.16
	9.48
	0.081
	−0.050
	−0.003
	0.080
	0.077
	−0.108 *
	−0.070
	0.079
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	10. Slack
	3.39
	1.14
	−0.006
	0.057
	−0.010
	0.069
	−0.076
	0.086
	0.011
	0.023
	−0.056
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	11. Industry
	4.28
	1.84
	0.032
	−0.091
	−0.056
	0.040
	−0.091
	0.009
	0.047
	0.024
	−0.053
	0.006
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	12. Dynamism
	4.14
	1.58
	−0.076
	0.031
	0.070
	0.034
	−0.184 **
	0.003
	−0.028
	0.008
	−0.166 **
	0.060
	0.083
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	



	13. Self-Regarding
	3.16
	1.32
	−0.031
	−0.007
	0.028
	−0.067
	0.002
	0.012
	−0.021
	0.054
	−0.029
	0.109 *
	0.099
	0.028
	1
	
	
	
	
	



	14. Other Reg.
	2.97
	1.26
	−0.013
	0.000
	0.014
	−0.040
	0.015
	0.039
	0.143 **
	−0.009
	−0.045
	−0.096
	−0.060
	−0.034
	−0.396 **
	1
	
	
	
	



	15. Immediate
	3.4
	1.02
	−0.015
	−0.021
	−0.073
	0.033
	−0.032
	0.046
	0.036
	0.075
	−0.003
	0.562 **
	0.050
	0.153 **
	0.116 *
	−0.142 **
	1
	
	
	



	16. Future
	2.8
	1.26
	−0.081
	0.026
	−0.013
	−0.035
	−0.008
	0.031
	0.071
	−0.017
	−0.066
	−0.279 **
	−0.037
	−0.099
	−0.079
	0.076
	−0.426 **
	1
	
	



	17. Just World
	4.09
	1.55
	0.030
	−0.078
	0.003
	−0.010
	0.060
	0.094
	0.081
	−0.153 **
	−0.066
	−0.070
	−0.091
	−0.202 **
	−0.202 **
	0.071
	−0.073
	0.033
	1
	



	18. Unjust World
	4.31
	1.95
	−0.003
	−0.027
	−0.028
	0.046
	−0.041
	−0.109 *
	−0.090
	0.076
	0.046
	0.106
	−0.032
	0.086
	0.170 **
	−0.223 **
	0.198 **
	−0.219 **
	−0.217 **
	1



	19. Sustainability
	3.35
	1.31
	−0.146 **
	0.038
	0.009
	−0.031
	0.071
	0.275 **
	0.269 **
	−0.272 **
	−0.116 *
	−0.094
	−0.001
	−0.188 **
	−0.265 **
	0.281 **
	−0.239 **
	0.258 **
	0.460 **
	−0.538 **







** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 2. Regression analysis with sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial actions as criterion variable.
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Sustainability

	
Sustainability

	
Sustainability

	
Sustainability




	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3

	
Model 4






	
1. Age

	
−0.025 *

	
−0.027 **

	
−0.023 *

	
−0.029 ***




	
2. Gender

	
−0.005

	
0.001

	
−0.023

	
0.050




	
3. Education

	
0.011

	
0.018

	
−0.008

	
0.012




	
4. Religion

	
0.013

	
−0.001

	
0.013

	
0.025




	
5. Management Exp.

	
0.078

	
0.083

	
0.098

	
0.036




	
6. Marketing Exp.

	
0.166 *

	
0.166 *

	
0.169 *

	
0.119 †




	
7. Technology Exp.

	
0.231 **

	
0.192 *

	
0.219 **

	
0.180 **




	
8. Firm Age

	
−0.174 ***

	
−0.152 ***

	
−0.170 ***

	
−0.121 ***




	
9. Firm Size

	
−0.015 *

	
−0.016 *

	
−0.012 †

	
−0.009




	
10. Slack Resource

	
−0.098 †

	
−0.046

	
0.049

	
−0.024




	
11. Industry

	
0.009

	
0.017

	
0.017

	
0.010




	
12. Environmental Changes

	
−0.156 ***

	
−0.147 ***

	
−0.126 **

	
−0.083 *




	
13. Self-Regarding

	

	
−0.197 ***

	

	




	
14. Other-Regarding

	

	
0.159 **

	

	




	
15. Immediate Orientation

	

	

	
−0.192 *

	




	
16. Future Orientation

	

	

	
0.164 **

	




	
17. Just World

	

	

	

	
0.257 ***




	
18. Unjust World

	

	

	

	
−0.286 ***




	
R2

	
0.221

	
0.297

	
0.271

	
0.520




	
Adj. R2

	
0.191

	
0.263

	
0.237

	
0.497




	
F

	
7.289 ***

	
8.811 ***

	
8.118 ***

	
22.426 ***








* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; † p < 0.10.
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