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Abstract: Most research on institutional pressure focuses on mature enterprises. However, compared
with mature enterprises, new ventures are more sensitive to institutional pressure due to their lack
of legitimacy. Based on the theoretical path of “environment–strategy–performance”, this study
investigated the influence of institutional pressure on entrepreneurial performance as well as the
mediating role of green entrepreneurial orientation and the moderating role of network centrality.
An empirical analysis based on 288 survey samples from China showed the following: coercive
pressure has not only a direct positive impact but also an indirect positive impact on entrepreneurial
performance through green entrepreneurial orientation; normative pressure and mimetic pressure
positively affect entrepreneurial performance through green entrepreneurial orientation; green en-
trepreneurial orientation has a positive impact on entrepreneurial performance; network centrality
positively regulates the relationships between coercive pressure, mimetic pressure, normative pres-
sure and green entrepreneurial orientation. The paper concluded by highlighting the importance
of the conclusions for new ventures to improve their performance as well as for policy makers to
optimize the institutional environment for entrepreneurship.

Keywords: institutional pressure; coercive pressure; normative pressure; mimetic pressures; green
entrepreneurial orientation; network centrality; entrepreneurial performance

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship has always been regarded as an effective way to promote economic
development and reduce the unemployment rate. However, the current high failure rate of
entrepreneurship should not be ignored. Statistics show that the failure rate of entrepreneur-
ship in China is as high as 80% [1]. This phenomenon has provoked a growing number
of studies aimed at revealing the factors that influence entrepreneurial performance [2,3].
Based on organizational strategy theory, resource-based theory and enterprise capability
theory, scholars have clarified several organizational factors that affect entrepreneurial
performance, such as strategic orientation, entrepreneurial resources and learning ability of
new ventures [4,5]. However, the influence of institutional environmental factors on new
ventures has been ignored [6].

As a force from the external institutional environment, institutional pressure defines
the rationality, acceptability, and support of organizational form, structure, or behavior [7].
Prior research showed that institutional pressure is crucial to the survival and development
of enterprises [8] and plays an important role in resource allocation [9] and entrepreneurial
decision making [10]. A number of studies have investigated the impact of institutional
pressure on enterprise performance. For instance, DiMaggio pointed out that institutional
pressure is an important factor affecting firm performance [7]. Colwell et al. [11] asserted
that organizational conformity to institutional pressure enhances performance. Dubey
et al. [12] concluded that institutional pressure was a very significant factor that contributed
to, and improved, the environmental performance of Indian enterprises. Nevertheless, to
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the best of our knowledge, there is a lack of empirical work within the management litera-
ture investigating the influence of institutional pressure on entrepreneurial performance.
To address these issues, the purpose of this study was to explore the mechanism of the
impact of institutional pressure on entrepreneurial performance.

With the increasing prominence of environmental problems and their growing im-
pact on economic and social development, paying attention to environmental problems
related to people’s health and quality of life has been regarded as a core element of busi-
ness activities [13]. Studies have shown that enterprises’ green practices function as a
bridge connecting institutional pressure with performance [14,15]. In that regard, green
entrepreneurial orientation may provide unique insights into the important process by
which institutional pressure affects entrepreneurial performance. As a strategic orienta-
tion derived from entrepreneurship orientation and green entrepreneurship [16], green
entrepreneurial orientation is considered as an effective way for new ventures to meet the
environmental expectations of stakeholders and improve their competitiveness. Khaire
confirmed that through the implementation of green entrepreneurial orientation, new
ventures can alleviate the institutional pressure they face, meet the environmental concerns
of stakeholders, and improve their legitimacy [17]. Therefore, the influence of institutional
pressure on entrepreneurial performance may take effect through the mediating role of
green entrepreneurial orientation.

In entrepreneurial practice, however, the strategic orientation varies among new
ventures despite being embedded in similar institutional environments. Social network
theory states that all economic activities are embedded in the social network. The network
position of an enterprise will affect its response to the external environment [5]. As a
primary indicator used to measure an enterprise’s network position, network centrality
reflects the centrality of the firm’s position or status in the network [18]. Perry pointed
out that firms with high network centrality are more likely to access strategic resources
with high quality [19]. In addition, such resources are crucial to the implementation
of their strategic orientation. Tan’s research showed that focal firms can improve their
competitiveness and establish new myths by making full use of network resources and
engaging in institutional entrepreneurship [20]. In contrast, Westphal concludes that
focal firms in the network tend to comply with institutional pressure due to their higher
visibility and greater attention from stakeholders [21]. Such inconsistencies in prior studies
point out the need to investigate the moderating role of network centrality that affects the
relationships between institutional pressure and green entrepreneurial orientation.

To overcome the limitations of previous studies and bridge the gap between research
and practice, this study focused on answering the following three questions: How does
institutional pressure affect entrepreneurial performance? What is the role of green en-
trepreneurial orientation in the impact of institutional pressure on entrepreneurial perfor-
mance (mediation)? Does network centrality affect the adoption of green entrepreneurial
orientation among new ventures under institutional pressure (moderation)? Samples for
empirical analysis were collected through a survey from new ventures in China. Based on
hierarchical regression analysis methods, bootstrap-based mediating test methods, and data
from 288 Chinese new ventures, this study first examined whether and how institutional
pressure affects entrepreneurial performance. The results indicate that coercive pressure
has a positive impact on entrepreneurial performance that is partly mediated by green
entrepreneurial orientation, and green entrepreneurial orientation plays a completely medi-
ating role in the impact of mimetic pressure and normative pressure on entrepreneurial
performance. Additionally, based on social network theory, this study investigated the
moderating effect of network centrality on the relationship between institutional pressure
and green entrepreneurial orientation and confirmed that network centrality amplifies the
positive impact of institutional pressure on green entrepreneurial orientation.

The theoretical and practical contributions of this study include the following. First,
based on the “environment–strategy–performance” research paradigm, this study reveals
the mechanism under which institutional pressure influences entrepreneurial performance.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 12055 3 of 24

It fills the research gap concerning the lack of attention to institutional pressure in the
current research on entrepreneurship, enriching the literature on the influencing factors
of green entrepreneurial orientation and entrepreneurial performance. Second, by investi-
gating the mediating effects of green entrepreneurial orientation, this study addresses the
critical roles of green entrepreneurial orientation in explaining how institutional environ-
mental factors influence entrepreneurial performance and provides a new explanation for
the controversy within the existing research on the effectiveness of a green entrepreneurial
orientation. Third, by examining the moderating role of network centrality, this study
shows the heterogeneity of new ventures from the perspective of network position, re-
veals the boundary of institutional pressure affecting green entrepreneurial orientation,
and provides a new theoretical explanation for differences in entrepreneurial orientation
and entrepreneurial performance across different new ventures embedded in a similar
institutional environment.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 discusses the literature review.
Section 3 presents the hypotheses and conceptual model. Sections 4 and 5 describe the
empirical study and present the results of the empirical analysis. In Section 6, we discuss
our conclusions, implications and limitations.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Institutional Pressure

Institutional theory pays attention to the interactions between organizations and
the institutional environment and believes that the institutional environment will affect
organizational structures and procedures [7]. Institutional theory claims that pressure
from the outside environment and institutions results in homogeneity in organizational
structures and behaviors [7]. According to Qian, social concepts, rules, norms, and culture
in the institutional environment have an important impact on whether the organizational
form, structure, or behavior is reasonable, acceptable, and easily supported. This force is
institutional pressure [22]. In line with Suchman, this study defined institutional pressure
as a force from the expectations of external stakeholders that facilitates the structure and
behavior of the organization to become homogeneous [23]. Regarding the composition,
Colwell divided institutional pressure into coercive pressure, normative pressure and
mimetic pressure [11]. Specifically, coercive pressure is defined as pressures originating
from both formal and informal political influences exerted by organizations on which
the focal firm depends [7,12,24]. Normative pressure originates from professionalism
and industry-specific norms [7]. Mimetic pressure mainly comes from the competitors
of enterprises and drives enterprises to try to imitate the behaviors of other enterprises
in uncertain environments [7]. This classification method has been recognized by many
scholars [25,26]. Based on the above literature, this study divides institutional pressure
into three dimensions to represent the complexity of the institutional pressure faced by
new ventures.

Scholars have regarded institutional pressure as an antecedent to study its impact on
corporate responsiveness to environmental issues. Additionally, institutional pressures
have been assumed to provide enough incentive for firms to adopt green practices. For
instance, Shubham et al. [27] found that, as a force from the external environment, institu-
tional pressure improves firms’ absorptive capacity, resulting in corporate environmental
practices. According to Zeng et al. [26], institutional pressure promotes the adoption of
sustainable supply chain design. Lin et al. [28] confirmed the positive impact of institutional
pressure on enterprises’ green innovation behavior. Liao et al. suggested that institutional
pressure was associated with the environmental innovation of enterprises [29]. There are
also some studies suggesting that institutional pressure is related to corporate performance.
For instance, Huo stated that normative and mimetic pressures have a positive impact
on the financial performance of Chinese manufacturers through system integration and
process integration. Meanwhile, coercive pressure positively affects financial performance
with the mediating effect of process integration [30]. Zhu argued that the existence of
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mimetic pressure significantly improves the economic benefits of the adoption of a number
of green supply chain management practices [31]. Most of the existing studies focused on
the impact of institutional pressure on mature enterprises, although not enough attention
has been paid to the influence of institutional pressure on new ventures.

2.2. Green Entrepreneurial Orientation

In the literature on both entrepreneurship and the environment, green entrepreneurial
orientation is one of the youngest and most valuable research topics. The concept of green
entrepreneurial orientation is based on the foundation of green entrepreneurial theory and
entrepreneurial orientation theory [16]. Covin defined green entrepreneurial orientation
as a firm-level, proactive strategic inclination to identify and grasp eco-friendly business
opportunities [32]. According to Dean, green entrepreneurial orientation refers to the
tendency of enterprises to actively implement green products, services, technology, and
process innovation in order to pursue potential opportunities of economic and ecological
win–win effects [33]. Based on prior research, this study defines green entrepreneurial
orientation as a strategic orientation that reflects the proactive integration of standards
for environmental responsibility and sustainability into organizational processes [34]. Re-
garding the composition, scholars hold different views. For instance, Cohen [35] argued
that green entrepreneurial orientation is composed of environmental orientation and social
orientation [35]. Becker asserted that green entrepreneurial orientation may have two
important characteristics: social and innovative orientation [36]. Furthermore, Arruda
believed that green entrepreneurship consists of proactivity and environmental orienta-
tion [37]. Based on the above, in this study, we believe that green entrepreneurial orientation
has features of environmental orientation, social orientation, innovative orientation, and
proactive orientation and regard green entrepreneurial orientation as a unique pattern of
organizational strategic decision making.

Scholars have highlighted the influence of green entrepreneurial orientation on perfor-
mance. According to Guo, green entrepreneurial orientation facilitates the production of
green innovative products that will help to enhance sustainable business performance [16].
Simone et al. pointed out that green entrepreneurial orientation can help firms improve
their process efficiency, minimize waste, and reduce costs by exploring new ideas and
technologies, which will contribute to the improvement in environmental and economic per-
formance [38]. Habib et al. confirmed that green entrepreneurial orientation has a positive
impact on firms’ social performance, economic performance, and environmental perfor-
mance [39]. However, Dixon-Fowler holds the opposite view that enterprises that actively
implement green entrepreneurial orientation may not obtain better performance outcomes
than those that only focus on the adoption of “end-of-pipe governance” [40]. It can be seen
that the influence of green entrepreneurial orientation on enterprise performance is still
controversial.

2.3. Network Centrality

In social network research, centrality is the most commonly used indicator to measure
the position of organizations in the network [41]. According to social network theory, net-
work centrality represents the relative position between an enterprise and other members of
the network [42]. Stam defined network centrality as a firm’s position in the entire pattern
of ties comprising a network, reflecting the firm’s structural proximity to all other firms in
the network [5]. In line with the prior work of Kwon, this study defines network centrality
as the degree to which enterprises occupy a central position in the network [41].

As the literature has proposed, network centrality may have direct or indirect effects
on entrepreneurial orientation. Based on the resource-based view, Stam discussed the
mechanisms of network centrality that affect entrepreneurial orientation. It was concluded
that high network centrality facilitates an entrepreneurial orientation by increasing a firm’s
ability to quickly identify, access, and mobilize external resources [5]. Meyer found that
enterprises with high network centrality have advantages in accessing information and
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resources [43], which encourages them to engage in institutional entrepreneurship and
build new myths to gain competitive advantages [20,44]. In addition, Tan stated that, due
to their lack of sufficient information and resources firms with low network centrality
usually choose to comply with institutional pressure [20]. However, some scholars hold
the opposite view and state that, due to a lack of sufficient visibility, enterprises with
low network centrality have relatively weak institutional constraints, so they will exhibit
a higher innovation orientation [45]. Compagni confirmed that high network centrality
indicates that enterprises have higher visibility and bear greater institutional pressure, so
they are more likely to comply with such pressure [46].

3. Hypotheses and Conceptual Model
3.1. Institutional Pressure and Entrepreneurial Performance

Over the years, the relationship between institutional pressure and organizational
performance has received much attention. Scholars have regarded institutional pressure as
a strong predictor of firm performance [7,47]. Latif suggested that institutional pressure
has a positive effect on social, environmental and economic performance [48]. In general,
under the influence of institutional pressure, enterprises will try their best to meet the
expectations of stakeholders to enhance their legitimacy. This in turn leads to enterprises
accessing important and scarce resources [49]. Such resources contribute to entrepreneurial
performance by improving the innovation and dynamic ability of new ventures [50]. Fur-
thermore, Chu’s study showed that institutional pressures drive enterprises to implement
sustainable development strategies, thereby helping them achieve better performance [51].

Coercive pressure mainly comes from the government and nongovernmental orga-
nizations outside of enterprises [52]. Research under the resource-based view points out
that policies and regulations are important sources for enterprises to access information
and resources [53]. Such resources will positively affect entrepreneurial performance by
improving the ability of entrepreneurial opportunity identification and entrepreneurial
risk management of new ventures. Porter [54] and Latif [48] concluded that government
regulation helps enterprises with organizational inertia and a lack of innovative experience
in solving problems to realize their improvement spaces in their efficiency and technology,
which will stimulate enterprises to think creatively improve their investment in innova-
tion [55], leading to an improvement in product competitiveness and economic benefits.
In addition, enterprises are expected to follow the government’s regulations; otherwise,
they will face legal penalties or even be dismissed from the market [56]. Therefore, coercive
pressure reduces the tendency of new ventures to act opportunistically as well as the risk
of entrepreneurship. Hence, we can infer the following:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a). Coercive pressure has a positive impact on entrepreneurial performance.

Mimetic pressure is related to the imitation of certain behaviors of competitors [57].
Khaire claims that mimetic pressure provides new ventures with mimetic objects in terms
of organizational structure and processes, which helps them break through the constraints
of legitimacy [17]. Through the attainment of stakeholders’ approval, new ventures can
attract more high-quality partners, obtain various resources [58], which often leads to better
performance outcomes. Furthermore, if new ventures do not feel pressure from leading
companies and competitors, they may be reluctant to implement innovative practices that
can bring better economic benefits. Latan’s study suggests that mimetic pressures can
bring economic benefits to enterprises by improving their competitiveness [59]. Hence, the
following is proposed:

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). Mimetic pressure has a positive impact on entrepreneurial performance.

Normative pressure consists of pressures to conform to standards, norms, values,
or cultures or to adopt systems and techniques considered to be legitimate by relevant
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professional groups [60]. Normative pressure originates from suppliers, customers, as-
sociations such as company trade unions, the media or other social entities [48]. Simsek
stated that the sources of normative pressure provide new ventures with the information
and resources necessary for the implementation of proactive competitive strategies and
contribute to the improvement of performance [61]. Ball submitted that the ethical values
and ecological thinking of professional institutions and business associations are significant
in encouraging firms to become sustainable [62], leading to improvements in the legitimacy,
competitiveness, and entrepreneurial performance of new ventures. Hence, we put forward
the following proposition:

Hypothesis 1c (H1c). Normative pressure has a positive impact on entrepreneurial performance.

3.2. Institutional Pressure and Green Entrepreneurial Orientation

Green entrepreneurial orientation originates from green entrepreneurship and en-
trepreneurship orientation [16] and emphasizes the importance of environmental orienta-
tion and social orientation [35]. Most studies have shown that institutional pressure can
encourage the implementation of environmental orientation and social orientation. For
instance, Tate stated that institutional pressures are positively associated with firms’ social
and environmental responsibility [63]. Under the influence of institutional pressures, the
business model of gaining economic benefits at the expense of the environment is greatly
challenged. Aguilera’s study confirmed that institutional pressure facilitates enterprises to
engage in green innovation [64] and participate in environmental protection for purposes
of legitimacy [65,66]. Zhu points out that institutional pressure motivates organizations to
adopt environmental practices in order to gain legitimacy or acceptance within society [31].

As important components of green entrepreneurial orientation, innovation orientation
and environment orientation have been regarded as responses to coercive pressure. Institu-
tional theory suggests that coercive pressure is the driving force behind firms’ adoption
of green practices [67,68]. Sarkis believes that organizations should comply with environ-
mental regulations and pay attention to environmental issues; otherwise, they will face the
threat of government penalties, or even worse, removal from the market [56]. Liao found
that coercive pressure has a positive effect on firms’ green innovation [69]. Dai confirmed
that government policies encourage new ventures to implement environmentally friendly
entrepreneurship [70]. Moreover, research based on social identity theory proposes that,
under the influence of coercive pressure, enterprises tend to focus on environmental issues
to gain government support and enhance their performance [48]. Jennings argued that, due
to the influence of regulations and regulatory enforcement, coercive pressure has become
an important driving force inducing enterprises to engage in green practices [71]. Majum-
dar argued that coercive forces could drive firms toward voluntary green initiatives [72].
Wahga found that coercive pressure encourages SMEs in Pakistan to engage in sustainable
entrepreneurial activity [73]. Hence, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 2a (H2a). Coercive pressure has a positive impact on green entrepreneurial orientation.

Mimetic pressure from leading firms and competitors is an important factor that
encourages enterprises to engage in environmentally responsible business activities [31].
Dai pointed out that if major competitors that have adopted green strategies are perceived
favorably by customers, other companies in the same sector will try to track their innova-
tion behavior and environmental protection technology [74]. Marchi discovered that with
the increasing demand of consumers for environmentally friendly products, providing
high-quality green products and services has gradually become an important source of
competitive advantage. In this condition, enterprises tend to imitate the green innovation
behavior of leading companies [75]. Doran points out that enterprises will imitate their
competitors to carry out green innovation [76]. Wahga confirmed that competitors can put
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pressure on enterprises in Pakistan’s leatherworking industry to implement sustainable en-
trepreneurship [73]. Based on the above discussion, we can formulate the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2b (H2b). Mimetic pressure has a positive impact on green entrepreneurial orientation.

Normative pressure stems from expectations regarding how to carry out work profes-
sionally [7]. With the aggravation of environmental issues and people’s pursuit of healthy
lives, professional environmental groups have increasingly expected enterprises to provide
environmentally friendly products and services, and these expectations have imposed
normative pressure on enterprises to adopt environmentally responsible practices [77]. In
this case, enterprises tend to be consistent with industry norms and values to avoid threats
to their normative legitimacy [7]. According to Delmas, enterprises under the supervision
of environmental standards and norms formulated by industry associations tend to act
with positive environmental strategies [78]. Wahga found that normative pressure has a
positive effect on sustainable entrepreneurship [73]. Therefore, we contend the following:

Hypothesis 2c (H2c). Normative pressure has a positive impact on green entrepreneurial orientation.

3.3. Green Entrepreneurial Orientation and Entrepreneurial Performance

Many recent studies have indicated that a green entrepreneurial orientation has a
positive impact on organizational performance [34,79]. Green entrepreneurial orientation
contributes to entrepreneurial performance through four mechanisms, which are associ-
ated with four characteristics of green entrepreneurial orientation, including proactive
orientation, innovative orientation, social orientation, and environmental orientation. As
an element of green entrepreneurial orientation, proactive orientation has been found to
be in positive correlation with firms’ performance [80–82]. Hughes identified a positive
relationship between proactive orientation and enterprise performance in the early stage
of enterprise growth [83]. According to Lieberman et al. [84–86], proactive orientation
can improve firms’ capability to respond to customer needs and bring first-mover ad-
vantages. Deng, a Chinese researcher who studied the antecedents and consequences of
organizational green IT adoption, found that proactive orientation helps enterprises capture
the potential market ahead of their competitors [87], as well as establishing competitive
advantages and generating long-term profits.

As the core of a green entrepreneurial orientation, innovation orientation has been
found to be in positive correlation with firms’ performance [88]. Green innovation helps
cultivate a culture within new ventures that encourages employees to pay attention to
the environment and turn their business focus and energy toward green processes and
product innovation activities, which in turn will improve their competitiveness. According
to Zameer [89], green product innovation helps enterprises establish a brand image of
sustainable development, grasp market trends quickly, and even establish new industry
norms in emerging markets, which in turn can enable them to create benchmark brands and
gain green competitive advantages. Hasenkamp’s research confirms that green innovation
has a direct impact on operational performance, leading to economic success among
firms [90].

The social orientation dimension of green entrepreneurial orientation is of positive
economic significance for new ventures. Roy discovered that social orientation can be use-
ful for enterprises in response to conflicts of interest with the government, public and other
stakeholders, as well as for improving their reputation and establishing network relations
with external stakeholders [91]. which provide new ventures with opportunities to access
the information, technologies, knowledge and financial support needed for entrepreneur-
ship and improve their ability to identify and develop entrepreneurial opportunities. This,
in turn, leads to better entrepreneurial results. Porter and Kramer [92] stated enterprises
with a strong social orientation have a decrease in production costs and operating risk, as
well as improvements in legitimacy and performance.
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Green entrepreneurial orientation emphasizes the importance of environmental orien-
tation. Paying attention to environmental problems can prevent new ventures from being
punished due to violations of environmental protection regulations, reducing the potential
risks and losses that arise in the process of entrepreneurship. Chan found that enterprises’
pursuit of environmental protection has a positive impact on their performance [93]. Mejia
confirmed that environmental orientation has a positive effect on enterprises’ social and
economic performance [94]. In this regard, the following is proposed:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Green entrepreneurial orientation has a positive impact on entrepreneurial
performance.

3.4. The Mediating Role of Green Entrepreneurial Orientation

Given the effect of institutional pressure on firm performance, Chu suggested that in-
stitutional pressure enhances the tendency of enterprises to adopt green practices, and such
practices in turn increase social capital and thereby promotes enterprise performance [51].
Zhu [67] pointed out that institutional pressure can predominantly drive the adoption
of environmentally friendly practices, which are crucial to the survival and sustainable
development of enterprises. Many studies suggest that institutional pressure will drive
enterprises to adopt green entrepreneurial orientation, such as encouraging enterprises
to engage in green innovation [95], undertake social responsibility [96], pay attention to
environmental issues [31]. Notably, as a strategic move, the green entrepreneurial orienta-
tion can promote the production of green innovative products and help enterprises achieve
sustainable development [16,34,74].

Bokusheva argued that [97] in order to meet the technical standards established by
policies, laws, and regulations, enterprises will pay attention to technical problems related
to green innovation. Grewatsch found that firms’ green practices have a positive effect
on financial performance [98]. Zhu [31] points out that coercive pressure drives Chinese
enterprises to adopt environmental practices, which in turn promotes enterprise perfor-
mance. Colwell studied the relationship between institutional pressure and organization
performance with data from manufacturing firms and found that corporate ecological
responsiveness mediated the relationship between coercive pressure and organization
performance [11]. Gunarathne confirmed that environmental strategies mediated the pos-
itive relationship between coercive pressure and organization performance [99]. Other
research has also confirmed that coercive pressure improves enterprise performance by
helping enterprises engage in green entrepreneurship and other green practices [100,101].
Accordingly, the following is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4a (H4a). Green entrepreneurial orientation plays a mediating role between coercive
pressure and entrepreneurial performance.

Under the influence of mimetic pressure, new ventures will imitate the behavior of suc-
cessful enterprises or their competitors to reduce uncertainty and risk of entrepreneurship.
Prior research showed that in Europe and North America, mimetic pressure contributes
to firms’ superior performance, since under mimetic pressure, enterprises can meet the
demands of stakeholders by imitating other enterprises in the use of green resources or
technologies [48]. Research from the perspective of institutional isomorphism indicates
that if major competitors adopt green strategies and are perceived favorably by customers,
other enterprises in their industries will also adopt the same strategies [77]. These practices
help enterprises gain or retain specific customers [102] and improve the market share of
their products or services. In terms of the above discussion, the following hypothesis is
proposed:

Hypothesis 4b (H4b). Green entrepreneurial orientation plays a mediating role between mimetic
pressure and entrepreneurial performance.
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Research conducted from the perspective of legitimacy shows that normative pressure
causes enterprises to respond to the demands of stakeholders with greater environmen-
tal commitment, which improves their legitimacy [31], enables them break through the
constraints of legitimacy, and helps them to improve their entrepreneurial performance.
Delmas et al. found that the member enterprises of an industry association may confront
environmental pressures from norms and standards, thereby becoming more inclined to
implement proactive environmental strategies [78], which play a crucial role in achieving
better financial performance [34] and minimizing environmental impacts. Accordingly, the
following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 4c (H4c). Green entrepreneurial orientation plays a mediating role between normative
pressure and entrepreneurial performance.

3.5. The Moderating Role of Network Centrality

Network centrality reflects the position of an organization in the network [103]. Prior
studies have paid much attention to the relationship between network centrality and
strategic orientation. Zhou contended that network centrality promotes the implementation
of strategic orientation [104]. According to institutional theory, enterprises occupying a
central position in a network have higher visibility and bear greater institutional pressure,
so they are more inclined to comply with institutional pressure [46]. Stam suggested that
new ventures that sustain a central network position have privileges in quickly identifying,
accessing, and mobilizing external resources, which facilitates the implementation of
entrepreneurial orientation [5]. Song [105] pointed out that occupying the central position
in a network helps firms gather green innovation knowledge and develop innovative
solutions to environmental challenges. Accordingly, we believe that network centrality has
a positive moderating impact on the relationship between institutional pressure and green
entrepreneurial orientation.

Firms with high network centrality are regarded as industry leaders and have higher
visibility. In this case, their activities are liable to attract the government’s attention.
Consequently, it is more difficult for them to fight coercive pressures from the local gov-
ernment [106], and they tend to comply with environmental laws and regulations, as well
as implementing green entrepreneurial orientation. In addition, central firms play an
important role in the policy making of the local government due to their contributions
to regional economic development. Generally speaking, policy makers will consider the
demands of focal enterprises when drafting policies in order to ensure the effectiveness
of those policies [19,44,46]. Under this condition, the strategic orientation of focal firms
will be consistent with the government’s environmental policy. Accordingly, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5a (H5a). Network centrality plays a positive moderating role in the relationship
between coercive pressure and green entrepreneurial orientation.

A recent study indicated that the entrepreneurial orientation of new ventures changes
with their network positions [5]. Central firms are deemed to be privileged by the network
position and subject to intense scrutiny by their competitors, which makes them more likely
to conform to strong isomorphic pressure. Powell contends that firms in central positions
are the first to learn about new technologies, market opportunities, and even competitors’
strategies [107], which will facilitate the implementation of green entrepreneurial orienta-
tion by improving their ability of innovation and pre-emptive. In addition, Dai found that
firms with high network centrality will believe that the adoption of green entrepreneurial
orientation of their competitors pose a greater threat and will tend to respond quickly
by adopting cleaner production methods, improving its technologies [74], or providing
green products and services to win more consumer favor and government recognition [108].
Accordingly, the following is proposed:
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Hypothesis 5b (H5b). Network centrality plays a positive moderating role in the relationship
between mimetic pressure and green entrepreneurial orientation.

In general, by making full use of their leadership in the industry and participating
in the formation of professional environmental standards and norms, enterprises at the
center of the network have advantages in accessing scarce resources and managing risk.
Such privileges play an important role in the implementation of entrepreneurial orientation
since entrepreneurial orientation has the characteristics of being resource-intensive and
uncertain [109]. Furthermore, firms with high network centrality are the leaders in terms of
entrepreneurial orientation [110] and are more likely to consolidate their position in the
industry and establish new standards and norms by providing green products, establishing
a brand image, and cultivating the habit of green consumption [80]. In such a scenario, the
following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5c (H5c). Network centrality plays a positive moderating role in the relationship
between normative pressure and green entrepreneurial orientation.

Based on these hypotheses, the research model of this study was constructed, as shown
in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Theoretical model.

4. Method
4.1. Samples and Data Collection

The research samples of this study mainly came from the eastern regions of China,
such as Zhejiang Province, Guangdong Province, and Jiangsu Province, because these
regions exhibit high levels of entrepreneurial activity and various types of new ventures,
which meets the empirical research requirement of this study in terms of the number of
samples available.

The main survey objects of this study were the middle and top managers of new
ventures. This is because such individuals have a more accurate understanding of the
development of their company, especially in terms of strategic decision making, network
position, performance, and institutional pressure faced. To ensure the reliability and validity
of our questionnaire, before the formal survey was conducted, we invited three experts in
the field of entrepreneurship to modify certain complicated or ambiguous items. Then, we
used the revised questionnaire to conduct a preliminary survey across five new ventures,
further modified the questionnaire according to the feedback gained during the preliminary
survey, and finalized the formal questionnaire used in this study.

Before the formal survey was conducted, the questionnaire was translated into Chinese
via a back-translation technique. We distributed and recovered the questionnaire in three
ways. First, we invited the survey objects to complete the questionnaire through on-
site interviews. Second, with the assistance of local business incubation authorities, we
contacted more new ventures using the snowballing technique. Third, we distributed
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the questionnaire with the assistance of a professional research company. The survey
was conducted from July 2021 to October 2021 and lasted for three months. A total of
52 questionnaires were distributed through on-site interviews, and 49 were recovered;
thus, the recovery rate was 94.2%, 47 valid questionnaires were selected, and the valid
rate of the questionnaires was 90.4%. A total of 40 questionnaires were distributed using
the snowballing technique, and 33 were recovered; the recovery rate was 82.5%, 28 valid
questionnaires were selected, and the valid rate of the questionnaires was 70%. The research
company distributed 350 questionnaires and recovered 239 questionnaires, The recovery
rate was 68.3%, 26 invalid questionnaires were excluded, and 213 valid questionnaires
were selected; thus, the valid rate of the questionnaires was 60.9%. Finally, 288 valid
questionnaires were collected.

The descriptive statistical analysis results of the 288 valid questionnaires are shown
in Table 1. As shown in Table 1, the main industry types were the new materials and
information technology industries, which accounted for 32.3% and 29.2% of the sample,
respectively. The scale of the new ventures was mainly distributed between 101 and 200,
and this group accounted for 40.6% of the sample. The establishment time of the new
ventures was mainly distributed between 1 and 3 years, and these firms accounted for
36.1% of the sample.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

Characteristic Category Frequency Percentage

Enterprise scale (ES)

100 or fewer 41 14.2%
101 to 200 117 40.6%
201 to 300 78 27.1%
301 to 400 38 13.2%

400 or more 14 4.9%

Establishment time (ET)

1 year or less 23 8%
1 to 3 104 36.1%
3 to 5 86 29.9%
5 to 7 62 21.5%

7 years or more 13 4.5%

Industry type (IT)

Manufacturing 66 22.9%
Information technology 84 29.2%

New materials 93 32.3%
Medicine and biology 36 12.5%

Other 9 3.1%

4.2. Measurement of Variables

As shown in Appendix A, most of the measurement items used for the variables of
this study were taken from the maturity scale used in the existing research. Except for the
control variables, all the variables were measured with a Likert five-point scale ranging
from “1 (strongly disagree)” to “5 (strongly agree)”.

4.2.1. Independent Variables

Institutional pressure (IN). We drew on the research designs of Kalyaret al. [47] and
Colwell [11] and modified the scale based on the context of this study. Finally, we used
coercive pressure (CP), mimetic pressure (MP), and normative pressure (NP) to deconstruct
institutional pressure and measured coercive pressure (CP) with four items, mimetic
pressure (MP) with three items, and normative pressure (NP) with three items.

4.2.2. Mediator Variable

Green entrepreneurial orientation (GEO). We used a scale with five items designed by
Guo et al. [16] and Shepherd et al. [111] to measure green entrepreneurial orientation and
modified the scale based on the context of this study.
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4.2.3. Moderator Variable

Network centrality (NC). We used a scale with four items designed by Song et al. [105]
to measure network centrality and modified the scale based on the context of this study.

4.2.4. Dependent Variable

Entrepreneurial performance (EP). We drew on the research design of Sun et al. [112]
using nine items to measure entrepreneurial performance and modified the scale based on
the context of this study.

4.2.5. Control Variables

Control variables. Prior studies have shown that enterprise scale (ES), establishment
time (ET), and industry type (IT) are correlated with entrepreneurial performance [113,114].
Following the research of previous scholars, this study selected enterprise scale, establish-
ment time, and industry type as the control variables.

5. Analysis
5.1. Common Method Bias

The Harman single-factor test was used to test whether there was common method
bias. First, the data analysis results showed that the KMO value of the scale used in this
study was 0.824, which is greater than the threshold of 0.6, and the results of a Bartlett
spherical test were significant, indicating that the valid data obtained from the survey
were suitable for factor analysis. Through factor analysis, we extracted six common factors
with feature values greater than 1. The variance explanation rate values of the six factors
were 21.256%, 12.595%, 10.143%, 9.636%, 8.027%, and 7.438%; the cumulative variance
explanation rate was 69.095% > 50%; and the variance explanation rate value of the initial
factor was 21.256% < 50%. This indicates that there was no serious common method bias in
this study.

5.2. Reliability and Validity

Combined with the valid data obtained from the survey, we used IBM SPSS version
20.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA) and IBM AMOS version 17.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk,
NY, USA) to test the reliability and validity of the scale used in this study. The results are
shown in Tables 2 and 3. First, the factor loading of all variable measurement items was
greater than 0.6, indicating that there is a strong correlation between each measurement
item and the corresponding variable. Second, the Cronbach’s α values of all the variables
were greater than 0.7, indicating that the scale had good reliability. Third, the AVE of all
the variables was greater than 0.5, and the CR values were greater than 0.7, indicating that
the scale has good convergent validity. Additionally, most of the measurement items used
in this study were taken from the maturity scale used in existing research, which indicates
that the scale has good content validity. Fourth, among the six models, the six-factor model
was the only model whose fitting index met the requirements (χ2/df = 1.329, GFI = 0.902,
RMSEA = 0.034, CFI = 0.986, IFI = 0.986, TLI = 0.984, NFI = 0.945), which indicates that the
scale used in this paper has good discriminant validity.

Table 2. Factor analysis, scale validity, and reliability.

Scale Items Loading AVE CR Cronbach’s α

CP

CP1 0.785

0.662 0.887 0.834
CP2 0.809
CP3 0.835
CP4 0.824
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Table 2. Cont.

Scale Items Loading AVE CR Cronbach’s α

NP
NP1 0.784

0.729 0.889 0.815NP2 0.900
NP3 0.873

MP
MP1 0.807

0.673 0.861 0.764MP2 0.831
MP3 0.823

GEO

GEO1 0.745

0.694 0.919 0.890
GEO2 0.804
GEO3 0.869
GEO4 0.853
GEO5 0.886

NC

NC1 0.820

0.699 0.903 0.858
NC2 0.845
NC3 0.859
NC4 0.819

EP

EP1 0.805

0.656 0.945 0.935

EP2 0.771
EP3 0.741
EP4 0.766
EP5 0.838
EP6 0.840
EP7 0.822
EP8 0.861
EP9 0.836

Table 3. Confirmatory factory analysis.

Model χ2/df GFI RMSEA CFI IFI TLI NFI

Six-factor model 1.329 0.902 0.034 0.986 0.986 0.984 0.945
Five-factor model 1.811 0.869 0.053 0.965 0.965 0.961 0.925
Four-factor model 2.317 0.836 0.068 0.942 0.942 0.936 0.902
Three-factor model 5.695 0.639 0.128 0.791 0.791 0.772 0.758
Two-factor model 6.529 0.603 0.139 0.752 0.753 0.731 0.721

Single-factor model 8.262 0.545 0.159 0.673 0.675 0.647 0.646

Notes. (1) AS: coercive pressure, CP; normative pressure, NP; mimetic pressures, MP; green entrepreneurial
orientation, GEO; network centrality, NC; entrepreneurial performance, EP; (2) single-factor model: CP + NP +
MP + GEO + NC + EP; two-factor model: CP + NP + MP + GEO + NC, EP; three-factor model: CP + NP + MP +
GEO, NC, EP; four-factor model: CP + NP + MP, GEO, NC, EP; five-factor model: CP + NP, MP, GEO, NC, EP;
six-factor model: CP, NP, MP, GEO, NC, EP.

Table 4 shows the correlation coefficients, mean values, and standard deviations of
all the variables. These results show that the correlation coefficients between coercive
pressure, normative pressure, mimetic pressure, green entrepreneurial orientation, network
centrality, and entrepreneurial performance are significant and are consistent with the
direction of the hypotheses.
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficient matrix.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1CP 0.814
2MP 0.392 *** 0.820
3NP 0.478 *** 0.236 *** 0.854

4GEO 0.437 *** 0.414 *** 0.397 *** 0.833
5NC 0.385 *** 0.265 *** 0.288 *** 0.437 *** 0.836
6EP 0.441 *** 0.383 *** 0.353 *** 0.456 *** 0.369 *** 0.810
7ES 0.374 *** 0.227 *** 0.328 *** 0.347 *** 0.425 *** 0.393 *** ——
8ET 0.262 *** 0.264 *** 0.364 *** 0.391 *** 0.422 *** 0.366 *** 0.425 *** ——
9IT 0.285 *** 0.191 *** 0.272 *** 0.454 *** 0.286 *** 0.285 *** 0.255 *** 0.243 *** ——

Mean 3.926 3.732 3.818 4.022 2.906 3.849 2.538 2.785 2.438
SD 0.824 1.045 1.017 0.998 1.487 1.320 1.045 1.017 1.070

Note: *** signify p < 0.001.

5.3. Hypothesis Testing
5.3.1. Direct Effect Test

The regression analysis results are shown in Table 5. The results of M2 show that the
regression coefficient of coercive pressure on entrepreneurial performance was positively
significant (β = 0.311, p < 0.001), and H1a was supported. The regression coefficient of
mimetic pressure on entrepreneurial performance was positively significant (β = 0.184,
p < 0.01), and H1b was supported. The regression coefficient of normative pressure on
entrepreneurial performance was positively significant (β = 0.159, p < 0.01), and H1c was
supported. The results of M5 show that the regression coefficient of coercive pressure
on green entrepreneurial orientation was positively significant (β = 0.328, p < 0.001), and
H2a was supported. Moreover, the regression coefficient of mimetic pressure on green
entrepreneurial orientation was positively significant (β = 0.297, p < 0.001), and H2b was
supported. The regression coefficient of normative pressure on green entrepreneurial
orientation was positively significant (β = 0.191, p < 0.01), and H2c was supported. The
results of M3 show that the regression coefficient of green entrepreneurial orientation
on entrepreneurial performance was positively significant (β = 0.386, p < 0.001), and H3
was supported.

Table 5. Linear regression analysis results.

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M11

EP GEO

CP 0.311
*** 0.163 ** 0.328

***
0.286

*** 0.223 **

MP 0.184 ** 0.069 0.297
*** 0.201 ** 0.155 **

NP 0.159 ** 0.061 0.191 ** 0.183 ** 0.123 **

GEO 0.386
*** 0.175 **

NC 0.182 ** 0.164 ** 0.155 ** 0.169 ** 0.134 ** 0.146 **
CP × NC 0.195 **
MP × NC 0.131 **
NP × NC 0.107 **

ES 0.109 ** 0.051 0.082 * 0.017 0.059 0.065 0.063 0.074 0.055 0.048 0.054
ET 0.097 * 0.046 0.057 0.026 0.039 0.049 0.044 0.052 0.014 0.028 0.019
IT 0.061 0.038 0.024 0.033 0.021 0.031 0.037 0.042 0.018 0.016 0.009
R2 0.048 0.211 0.113 0.295 0.225 0.152 0.148 0.155 0.238 0.214 0.227

Adj-R2 0.032 0.181 0.097 0.272 0.192 0.141 0.139 0.128 0.199 0.184 0.191

F 8.387
***

23.787
***

12.598
***

27.524
***

24.462
***

19.136
***

18.965
***

18.726
***

24.157
***

23.813
***

23.446
***

Note: ***, **, * are p < 0.001, p < 0.01, p < 0.05.
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5.3.2. Mediating Effect Test

To test the mediating effect of green entrepreneurial orientation, we constructed mod-
els M2, M3, and M4, as shown in Table 5. The results of M2 and M4 show that after
the mediating variable of green entrepreneurial orientation was added, the regression
coefficient of coercive pressure on entrepreneurial performance decreased from β = 0.311
(p < 0.001) to β = 0.163 (p < 0.01); this shows that the relationship between coercive pressure
and entrepreneurial performance was partially mediated by green entrepreneurial orienta-
tion, and H4a was partially supported. The regression coefficient of mimetic pressure on
entrepreneurial performance decreased from β = 0.184 (p < 0.01) to β = 0.069 (p > 0.05); this
shows that the relationship between mimetic pressure and entrepreneurial performance
was completely mediated by green entrepreneurial orientation, and H4b was supported.
The regression coefficient of normative pressure on entrepreneurial performance decreased
from β = 0.159 (p < 0.01) to β = 0.061 (p > 0.05), showing that the relationship between
normative pressure and entrepreneurial performance was completely mediated by green
entrepreneurial orientation, and H4c was supported.

To further test the mediating effect of green entrepreneurial orientation, we used
the bootstrap method, selected the model provided by SPSS, and set the sample size to
5000 and the confidence interval to 95%. The results shown in Table 6 indicate that the
value of the indirect effect of coercive pressure on entrepreneurial performance via green
entrepreneurial orientation was 0.148, and the 95% confidence interval was (0.079, 0.172),
excluding zero; additionally, the direct effect value of coercive pressure on entrepreneurial
performance was 0.163, and the 95% confidence interval was (0.096, 0.239), excluding
zero. This indicates that H4a was partially supported. The indirect effect value of mimetic
pressure on entrepreneurial performance was 0.115, and the 95% confidence interval was
(0.072, 0.153), excluding zero; furthermore, the direct effect value of mimetic pressure
on entrepreneurial performance was 0.069, and the 95% confidence interval was (−0.082,
0.133), including zero. This indicates that H4b was supported. The indirect effect value
of normative pressure on entrepreneurial performance was 0.098, and the 95% confidence
interval was (0.069, 0.137), excluding zero. Finally, the direct effect value of normative
pressure on entrepreneurial performance was 0.061, and the 95% confidence interval was
(−0.066, 0.107), including zero. This indicates that H4c was supported.

Table 6. Results of the bootstrap mediation test.

Path Effect B SE Bias-Corrected 95% CI

CP—GEO—EP
Total effect 0.311 *** 0.076 0.194 0.446

Direct effect 0.163 ** 0.069 0.096 0.239
Indirect effect 0.148 ** 0.059 0.079 0.172

MP—GEO—EP
Total effect 0.184 ** 0.071 0.105 0.298

Direct effect 0.069 0.037 −0.082 0.133
Indirect effect 0.115 ** 0.051 0.072 0.153

NP—GEO—EP
Total effect 0.159 ** 0.064 0.084 0.197

Direct effect 0.061 0.028 −0.066 0.107
Indirect effect 0.098 * 0.046 0.069 0.137

Note: ***, **, and * represent p < 0.001, p < 0.01, and p < 0.05, respectively.

5.3.3. Moderating Effect Test

To test the moderating effect of network centrality on the relationships between coer-
cive pressure, normative pressure, mimetic pressure, and green entrepreneurial orientation,
we constructed models M9, M10, and M11 in Table 5 based on standardized data. Models
M9, M10, and M11 showed that network centrality has a positive moderating effect on the
relationship between coercive pressure (β = 0.195, p < 0.01), mimetic pressure (β = 0.131,
p < 0.01), normative pressure (β = 0.107, p < 0.01), and green entrepreneurial orientation.
This finding supports H5a, H5b, and H5c. To show the moderating effect of network cen-
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trality more intuitively, the moderating effect diagrams shown in Figures 2–4 were drawn.
As shown in Figures 2–4, compared with a low level of network centrality, a high level of
network centrality causes coercive pressure, mimetic pressure and normative pressure to
have stronger positive impacts on green entrepreneurial orientation.

Figure 2. Moderating effect of network centrality on the relationship between coercive pressure and
green entrepreneurial orientation.
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of network centrality on the relationship between mimetic pressure and
green entrepreneurial orientation.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 12055 17 of 24

Sustainability 2022, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 17 of 25 
 

 
Figure 3. Moderating effect of network centrality on the relationship between mimetic pressure and 
green entrepreneurial orientation. 

 
Figure 4. Moderating effect of network centrality on the relationship between normative pressure 
and green entrepreneurial orientation. 

6. Discussion and Conclusions 
6.1. Research Conclusions 

Prior research has provided considerable evidence regarding the relationship be-
tween institutional pressure and performance under different research topics and situa-
tions. However, very few studies have focused on the impact of institutional pressure on 
entrepreneurial performance. Based on institutional theory, network theory, and the 
green entrepreneurial concept, this study attempted to explore the internal mechanism by 
which institutional pressure affects the entrepreneurial performance of new ventures 

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

Low High

G
re

en
 E

nt
re

pr
en

eu
ri

al
 O

ri
en

ta
tio

n

MP

Low Network Centrality

 High Network Centrality

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

Low High

G
re

en
 E

nt
re

pr
en

eu
ri

al
 O

ri
en

ta
tio

n

NP

Low Network Centrality
 High Network Centrality

Figure 4. Moderating effect of network centrality on the relationship between normative pressure
and green entrepreneurial orientation.

6. Discussion and Conclusions
6.1. Research Conclusions

Prior research has provided considerable evidence regarding the relationship between
institutional pressure and performance under different research topics and situations.
However, very few studies have focused on the impact of institutional pressure on en-
trepreneurial performance. Based on institutional theory, network theory, and the green
entrepreneurial concept, this study attempted to explore the internal mechanism by which
institutional pressure affects the entrepreneurial performance of new ventures based on
an empirical analysis of 288 new ventures. The main conclusions of this study are pre-
sented below.

First, our empirical evidence shows that coercive pressure has not only a direct positive
impact but also an indirect positive impact on entrepreneurial performance through green
entrepreneurial orientation. Moreover, normative pressure and mimetic pressure both have
indirect positive effects on entrepreneurial performance through green entrepreneurial
orientation. This conclusion demonstrates that institutional pressure is an important factor
that affects the entrepreneurial performance of new ventures. In addition, it is consistent
with previous research emphasizing that institutional pressure drives enterprises to adopt
eco-friendly practices, thus helping them achieve better performance [48,52]. Institutional
pressure is the external driving force that leads enterprises to adopt green entrepreneurial
orientation. Through the implementation of green entrepreneurial orientation, such as
acting in a more environmentally friendly way, improving innovation abilities, paying
attention to environmental issues, and undertaking social responsibility, new ventures
can lead in terms of pollution prevention and energy efficiency among their competitors.
This will improve their legitimacy and the social image of their products, help them access
various entrepreneurial resources, and improves their market competitiveness, especially in
the current context of carbon neutrality, green and sustainable development as mainstream
concepts that are advocated by society. For new ventures, the traditional entrepreneurial
concept may be slow to take effect and carrying out green and sustainable entrepreneurial
activities under the guidance of green entrepreneurial orientation can help new ventures
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reduce the risks of entrepreneurship, create competitive advantages that are difficult to be
imitated, and achieve the goal of rapid development.

Second, network centrality plays a moderating role between institutional pressure
and green entrepreneurial orientation. Specifically, network centrality positively moder-
ates the relationship between coercive pressure, normative pressure, mimetic pressure,
and green entrepreneurial orientation. This conclusion is consistent with the previous
research asserting that enterprises with high network centrality have higher visibility and
bear greater institutional pressure, so they are more inclined to comply with institutional
pressure [46]. In general, central firms have greater ability and motivation to implement
green entrepreneurial orientation. On the one hand, new ventures with high network
centrality have more advantages in terms of obtaining information and resources that form
the foundation of proactive orientation and innovation orientation. On the other hand,
new ventures at the center of the network have higher visibility. Green entrepreneurial
orientation can not only help them improve their brand image and legitimacy but also
further consolidate and even improve their position in the network.

6.2. Practical Implications

The conclusions of this study have implications for new ventures seeking to cope
with institutional pressure and improve their entrepreneurial performance. First, insti-
tutional pressure is an important factor affecting the survival and development of new
ventures. New ventures should give extensive attention to the current status of the institu-
tional environment and any changes that arise, complying with institutional constraints
to avoid being penalized for violating stakeholders’ expectations. This will contribute to
the long-term and sustainable development by reducing the entrepreneurial risks. Sec-
ond, green entrepreneurial orientation is an intermediate path by which new ventures can
improve their entrepreneurial performance. This finding provides a theoretical basis for
the adoption of the green entrepreneurial orientation by new ventures under institutional
pressure. Consequently, new ventures should frequently evaluate future institutional en-
vironmental trends, look for green development opportunities, act immediately to cope
with change in a more environmentally friendly way, improve their innovation ability,
pay attention to environmental issues, and undertake social responsibility. These actions
will help improve their competitiveness. Third, network centrality is a catalyst between
institutional pressure and green entrepreneurial orientation. For new ventures with high
network centrality, the impact of institutional pressure will be amplified, and these new
ventures must integrate various network resources to facilitate the implementation of green
entrepreneurial orientation.

The conclusions of this study also have implications for policy makers. In fact, in order
to encourage the adoption of green entrepreneurial orientation and improve entrepreneurial
performance, the role of institutions should be strengthened to provide stimuli for organiza-
tional action. New ventures that are central in the network are more sensitive to institutional
pressure and are more inclined to implement green entrepreneurial orientation. However,
institutional pressure has a relatively weak impact on new ventures on the edges of the
network. Therefore, policy makers can influence the core new ventures in the network by
issuing relevant policies to generate coercive pressure related to green entrepreneurship
across a whole region and promote the common transformation of new ventures at the
edges of the network. In addition to improving institutional standards as soon as possible,
policy makers should enhance the strength of moral propaganda to accelerate the integra-
tion of green development concepts into society so that social norms can be leveraged as
informal institutions to promote the development of green entrepreneurship activities.

6.3. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This study explored the influence mechanism of institutional pressure on the en-
trepreneurial performance of new ventures, but it has limitations. First, in this study, an
empirical analysis was conducted based on data from China. It is unknown whether the
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research conclusions are also applicable to other developing countries. Future studies can
collect data from other countries to conduct re-examinations and analyses to improve the
generalizability of the conclusions. Second, this study analyzed the effects of coercive
pressure, normative pressure, and mimetic pressure on the entrepreneurial performance
of new ventures. Nevertheless, the growth of new ventures is the result of the joint ac-
tions of different dimensions of institutional pressure. In the future, the mechanism of the
synergistic effect of coercive pressure, normative pressure, and mimetic pressure on the
entrepreneurial performance of new ventures should be comprehensively investigated.
Third, as existing studies have found, the network positions of new ventures affect the
strength of the institutional pressure they face [46]. As new ventures grow, their network
positions and the institutional pressures they face will also change. In the future, the
impact of institutional pressure, network centrality, and green entrepreneurial orientation
on entrepreneurial performance should be analyzed from a dynamic perspective.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Measurements of Construct Items.

Constructs Label Measurement Items Sources

CP

CP1 Firms in our industry that do not meet the legislated standards for
pollution control face a significant threat of legal prosecution

Kalyar et al. [47]
Colwell and Joshi [11]

CP2 Firms in our industry are aware of the fines and penalties
potentially associated with environmentally irresponsible behavior

CP3
If firms in our industry commit an environmental infraction, the

consequences are likely to include negative reports by
industry/stock market analysts

CP4 There are negative consequences for companies that fail to comply
with environmental laws

NP

NP1
Our industry has trade associations (or professional associations)
that encourage organizations within the industry to become more

environmentally responsible
Kalyar et al. [47]

Colwell and Joshi [11]NP2 Our industry expects all the firms in the industry to be
environmentally responsible

NP3 Being environmentally responsible is a requirement for firms to be
a part of this industry
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Table A1. Cont.

Constructs Label Measurement Items Sources

MP

MP1 The leading companies in our industry set an example for
environmentally responsible conduct

Kalyar et al. [47]
Colwell and Joshi [11]MP2 The leading companies in our industry are known for their

practices that promote environmental preservation

MP3 The leading companies in our industry have worked on ways to
reduce their impacts on the environment

GEO

GEO1 Our firm has an attitude of adventure and proactiveness toward
green projects when faced with uncertainty

Guo et al. [16]
Shepherd and Patzelt [111]

GEO2 Our firm places a strong emphasis on green R&D, technological
leadership, and innovation

GEO3 Our firm has a strong tendency to initiate green actions to respond
to competitors

GEO4 Our firm actively undertake social responsibility

GEO5 Our firm has a strong tendency to be a market leader and is always
first to introduce green products, services, or technologies

NC

NC1 Our firm has a high reputation in the network

Song et al. [105]
NC2 Many firms are willing to cooperate with our firm

NC3 The contact between partners is often through our firm

NC4 When technical advice or technical support is needed, our partners
often seek help from our firm

EP

EP1 Satisfaction of suppliers

Sun et al. [112]

EP2 Satisfaction of employees

EP3 Satisfaction of consumers

EP4 Increase in the number of employees

EP5 Increase in sales

EP6 Increase in market share

EP7 Net profit

EP8 Rate of return on sales

EP9 Rate of return on assets
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101. Miska, C.; Szőcs, I.; Schiffinger, M. Culture’s effects on corporate sustainability practices: A multi-domain and multi-level view.
J. World Bus. 2018, 53, 263–279. [CrossRef]

102. Carmo, C.; Miguéis, M. Voluntary sustainability disclosures in non-listed companies: An exploratory study on motives and
practices. Sustainability 2022, 14, 7365. [CrossRef]

103. El-Khatib, R.; Fogel, K.; Jandik, T. CEO network centrality and merger performance. J. Financ. Econ. 2015, 116, 349–382. [CrossRef]
104. Zhou, W.; Su, D.; Yang, J.; Tao, D.; Sohn, D. When do strategic orientations matter to innovation performance of green-tech

ventures? The moderating effects of network positions. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 279, 123743. [CrossRef]
105. Song, S.; Hossin, M.A.; Yin, X.; Hosain, M.S. Accelerating green innovation performance from the relations of network potential,

absorptive capacity, and environmental turbulence. Sustainability 2021, 13, 7765. [CrossRef]
106. Clemens, B.W.; Douglas, T.J. Understanding strategic responses to institutional pressures. J. Bus. Res. 2005, 58, 1205–1213.

[CrossRef]
107. Powell, W.W.; Koput, K.W.; Smith-Doerr, L. Interorganizational collaboration and the locus of innovation: Networks of learning

in biotechnology. Adm. Sci. Q. 1996, 41, 116–145. [CrossRef]
108. Hojnik, J.; Ruzzier, M. The driving forces of process eco-innovation and its impact on performance: Insights from Slovenia.

J. Clean. Prod. 2016, 133, 812–825. [CrossRef]
109. Wiklund, J.; Shepherd, D.; Venkataraman, S. Entrepreneurial orientation and small business performance: A configurational

approach. J. Bus. Ventur. 2005, 20, 71–91. [CrossRef]
110. Coccia, M. Sources of technological innovation: Radical and incremental innovation problem-driven to support competitive

advantage of firms. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2016, 29, 1048–1061. [CrossRef]
111. 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. [CrossRef]
112. Sun, J.; Yao, M.; Zhang, W.; Chen, Y.; Liu, Y. Entrepreneurial environment, market-oriented strategy, and entrepreneurial

performance: A study of Chinese automobile firms. Internet Res. 2016, 26, 546–562. [CrossRef]
113. West, G.; Noel, T. The impact of knowledge resources on new venture performance. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2009, 47, 1–22. [CrossRef]
114. Chen, C.J. Technology commercialization, incubator and venture capital, and new venture performance. J. Bus. Res. 2009, 62,

93–103. [CrossRef]

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/41199473
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.12.001
http://doi.org/10.3390/su14127365
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2015.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123743
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13147765
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2004.04.002
http://doi.org/10.2307/2393988
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.06.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2016.1268682
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00426.x
http://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-05-2015-0138
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2008.00259.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.003

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Institutional Pressure 
	Green Entrepreneurial Orientation 
	Network Centrality 

	Hypotheses and Conceptual Model 
	Institutional Pressure and Entrepreneurial Performance 
	Institutional Pressure and Green Entrepreneurial Orientation 
	Green Entrepreneurial Orientation and Entrepreneurial Performance 
	The Mediating Role of Green Entrepreneurial Orientation 
	The Moderating Role of Network Centrality 

	Method 
	Samples and Data Collection 
	Measurement of Variables 
	Independent Variables 
	Mediator Variable 
	Moderator Variable 
	Dependent Variable 
	Control Variables 


	Analysis 
	Common Method Bias 
	Reliability and Validity 
	Hypothesis Testing 
	Direct Effect Test 
	Mediating Effect Test 
	Moderating Effect Test 


	Discussion and Conclusions 
	Research Conclusions 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

	Appendix A
	References

