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Abstract: The ecological devastation observed in the 21st century requires everyone’s participation,
including corporates. Many companies have, therefore, incorporated these ecological concerns into
their sustainability decisions. We reviewed studies on the nexus of ecological and entrepreneurial
sustainability in the context of corporates (large enterprises). The review focuses on clarifying con-
cepts and building a conceptual framework to enhance a better and comprehensive understanding of
the ecological side of corporate entrepreneurship sustainability. Through a systematic review of 53
selected papers, we provide inputs for integrating the ecological aspects into company policies and
philosophy, in order to build a green business that balances business opportunities with environmen-
tal commitments. The study initiates new research agendas by creating a new construct—sustainable
corporate ecological entrepreneurship (SCEE).
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1. Introduction

An enterprise’s environmental concerns require that it makes appropriate adjustments
to its environmental practices. In recent studies, researchers have combined environmental
concepts with entrepreneurship, and theoretical and contextual links have been partially
identified [1]. Some of the previous research on this topic focused on a wide range of
issues, such as environmental entrepreneurship (e.g., [2]); environmental impacts (e.g., [3]);
environmental economics (e.g., [4]; sustainable green entrepreneurship (e.g., [1]); and cor-
porate entrepreneurship (e.g., [5]. However, only a few of these relate to a corporate culture
(philosophy) that embodies commitment to environmental sustainability. Conceptually,
the notion of ecological entrepreneurship allows the exploitation of business opportunities
while respecting and fulfilling environmental obligations [6–9]. It focuses on combining
profit orientation with the creation of a greener business world.

The 21st century has witnessed numerous environmental problems [9], some of which
are attributed to unsustainable business practices [10]. Since industrial processes are
causes of climate change, business-related activities are one way to address these chal-
lenges [11]. That is, to achieve greener industrial growth [12,13], new production models
that minimize negative externalities [14] and consider the ecological sector as a strategic
path [10,15] are required. As a result, entrepreneurs have started to integrate and consol-
idate their environmental concerns and set up eco-friendly businesses [16]. Companies
are increasingly considered one of the key contributors to successfully addressing environ-
mental threats [3,17]. They do so by institutionalizing the environment in their processes
and systems [8] with the primary aim of creating a clean environment ([1]). Therefore,
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understanding the relationship between entrepreneurship and the environment is very
important [18] and requires further investigation.

Nevertheless, the main motive that drives companies to be sustainable is the desire
to make a profit [19] while largely avoiding environmental problems [20]. In addition,
industrialization, considered important for economic development but potentially harm-
ful to the environment [3], creates a contradiction between economic development and
environmental protection [15]. Conversely, scholars from different disciplines agree that
business is not only a main culprit of the aforementioned problems, but also plays a crucial
role in overcoming them [21]. Therefore, one of the main concerns of the authors of the
current paper is the link between entrepreneurship and the environment [1], because the
question of how entrepreneurship can contribute to solving environmental problems [3,21]
is receiving increasing attention. Moreover, organizations such as NGOs [11] and individu-
als have recognized the need to improve the ecological environment [22]; they tend to put
significant pressure on companies [23] to address problems by inventing new sustainable
practices [24]. This is supported by improvements in internal company structures and
resources that can affect the level of aspiration for environmental sustainability [8].

The theory of sustainable ecological entrepreneurship is relatively new and leaves
many avenues open for further research and study. However, various theories have partially
taken this aspect into account. Among these, stakeholder theory and the natural-resource-
based view (NRBV) can be used to theoretically justify the relationship between green
business direction and business performance ([8]). According to stakeholder theory [25],
companies must strive to meet the goals of all stakeholders and thereby promote social
and institutional sustainability. To some extent, both theories take into account the social
importance of the ecological environment. Related to this is neoliberalism, expounded by
Milton Friedman, which states that maximizing economic profit should be the primary goal
and that corporate social responsibility (CSR) is thought to hurt financial profitability. Later,
neo-Malthusian environmentalists argued that, in previous decades, economic growth
through entrepreneurship had not been matched with ecosystem preservation [9]. This
indicates the presence of contradictions, and the topic of entrepreneurship has received
relatively little attention in ecologically oriented studies [18].

In particular, the targeted consideration of ecological concerns in business decisions
only receives limited attention, while the idea of sustainability is broader and includes
social, economic, and ecological aspects. In addition, most previous theories focused on
separate studies on corporate entrepreneurship or green entrepreneurship. Given these,
researchers have accepted the correlation between business and the environment in the
field of entrepreneurship [1]. However, the concept of sustainable corporate ecological en-
trepreneurship (SCEE) on the ecological side of corporate entrepreneurship is less discussed
and not well treated, which requires further investigation.

By incorporating updated results from the recent literature, this review provides some
scientific contributions to the topic of SCEE. First, although some literature reviews have
previously been conducted on the subject [1–20], they differ from the current one in terms
of the research purpose, the concepts of the construct, the type of verifications, and the
methods used. There is also interest in learning about the latest advances in the subject.

Second, a small pilot survey does not provide comprehensive studies related to CSEE
because they are multidisciplinary and scattered across different study areas. The study
of corporate entrepreneurship mainly focuses on financial returns and competitive ad-
vantages [26], while there is a lack of literature connecting corporate entrepreneurship with
ecological entrepreneurship and sustainability at the same time. Sustainable entrepreneur-
ship relies on the assumption of a connected scenario of individual, organizational, and
contextual factors [27]. However, our review only focuses on the factors related to corpo-
rate organizations. In addition, most of the theories and normative frameworks proposed
so far come from established fields such as social entrepreneurship and environmental
economics [28]. The study of sustainable entrepreneurship is vague, as it covers wider
issues such as societal, environmental, and economic aspects (the triple bottom line). Al-



Sustainability 2022, 14, 15198 3 of 18

though this is paramount in empirical studies, it is crucial to focus on one specific aspect
to carry out a detailed analysis of the specific topic. Hence, this study is unique in that it
focuses on one of the elements of the triple bottom line (TBL)—environmental/ecological
entrepreneurship. That is, this review builds an integrated and comprehensive framework
for corporate sustainable environmental entrepreneurship by systematically structuring
the fragmented concepts related to SCEE, in order to provide valuable insights and a future
research agenda.

Third, considering previous empirical studies, which have largely examined large
companies, there are still underdeveloped studies that specifically focus on the environ-
mental business practices of SMEs [13]. Although these studies focused on either large or
small companies, we reviewed studies conducted in both large and small companies at the
same time. This review is also not limited in terms of countries or regions but considers
the literature reflecting the practices of corporate entrepreneurship related to ecological
sustainability in different parts of the world. It also compares and specifies the practices of
developed and developing countries. In addition, this review reveals the characteristics
and different conditions under which companies integrate the elements of sustainable eco-
logical entrepreneurship. Therefore, the comprehensive framework of corporate ecological
entrepreneurship sustainability will provide new insights and stimulate debate among
policy makers and future researchers.

Given the above facts, the purpose of this study is to provide an overview of the
developments and inconsistencies in the literature on SCEE, and to provide a theoretical
overview of the concept of sustainability in relation to corporate entrepreneurship and
ecological entrepreneurship. In line with this purpose, this study tends to answer research
questions such as: (1) What are the key dimensions explored in previous research related to
SCEE? (2) Is there an opportunity to consider the specific construct of ecological sustainabil-
ity in corporate-level entrepreneurial decisions? (3) What are the theoretical foundations
underlying the field of SCEE? (4) Is there sufficient background that helps to construct the
conceptual framework? (5) What new research agendas exist around CEE?

2. Theories and Literature
2.1. Theoretical Elucidation

Still, it is difficult to form comprehensive theoretical foundations on the subject of
SCEE. Regarding the role of entrepreneurship, previous studies offer various theories,
including Frank Knight’s risk-bearing theory, Alfred Marshall’s theory of entrepreneurship,
and Schumpeter’s theory of entrepreneurship. Milton Friedman’s approach later refers
to a neoliberal system and a conventional mode of production that are characterized by
profit and competition. Theories such as resource-based views and dynamic capabilities
also explain the strategic integration of sustainability into the entrepreneurial thinking
of organizations. Although these theories provide a basis for corporate sustainability at
the company level, they are not extended to the environmental aspects of companies in
their strategic decisions. The NRBV relates the organization’s competitive advantage to the
natural environment [27]. Against this background, in 1999, Hart and Milstein emphasized
the potential of the interplay between entrepreneurship and sustainable development,
which is gradually evolving into a broader approach of the triple-bottom-line perspec-
tive [20]. These theories are considered broad aspects of economic, environmental, and
societal sustainability. Therefore, there is still a requirement for a theory that specifically
addresses the ecological aspects in corporate-level entrepreneurial and strategic decisions.

Proponents of the sociological approach examine how the origins of environmental
economics and the principles of ecology relate to entrepreneurship and the business spirit,
which address the role of ecopreneurs in society and the way that ecopreneurship can
be used going forwards as a vehicle to change social structures [11]. Under the dynamic
capabilities approach, environmental proactivity is considered a dynamic capability [27].
Moreover, the theory of planned behavior (TPB) is also used to study the green behavior of
individuals in different domains [29]. In comparison, these theories have taken environ-
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mental aspects into account, although some of them relate the environment to individual
entrepreneurial actions, while others are linked to organizational environments.

The institutional perspective provides reasons why governments encourage all mem-
bers of society to actively support sustainability initiatives such as green entrepreneur-
ship [30]. The stakeholder theory states that firm or individual activities are either influ-
enced by the firm or affect the way the firm operates [8]. However, both theories have
not sufficiently emphasized the ecological aspects of corporate entrepreneurship. Starting
from an integrated approach, a combination of entrepreneurship, management, and neo-
institutional theories is proposed to construct a theory of sustainable development [27].
Later, the theory of ecological modernization (EMT) emphasizes that entrepreneurs are
the key agents of change in the transformation process to prevent an ecological crisis [31].
Conversely, Pacheco et al. [32] see sustainability as a green prison for entrepreneurs [27].
Given the above facts, theories such as EMT, NRBV, TPB, and institutional theories are used
as the basis for this study.

2.2. Brief Characteristics of Previous Literature

In the last decade, numerous academic papers have examined different aspects of
sustainable entrepreneurship, including corporate sustainable entrepreneurship [23], sus-
tainable ecological entrepreneurship [30], sustainable entrepreneurial opportunities, and
the context and success factors for sustainable entrepreneurship [22], etc. In the literature,
entrepreneurial endeavors within an existing organization are often referred to as “corpo-
rate entrepreneurship” (CE) [33]. CE is treated as a behavioral construct independent of
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) [34]. On the other hand, sustainable entrepreneurship
focuses on the conservation of nature, life support, and community, in the pursuit of per-
ceived opportunities [28]. Then, the essence of sustainable entrepreneurship becomes the
discovery of new opportunities while committing to social and environmental respon-
sibility [35]. This leads to entrepreneurship being recognized as a solution rather than
a cause of environmental degradation [28]. In this respect, it becomes important to create
an innovation-friendly environment and encourage entrepreneurial behavior in existing
companies, since this consolidates the ecological environment towards sustainability.

Faced with unsustainable economic development models that have had adverse
environmental impacts, and despite the promotion of short-term economic prosperity in
recent decades, people have come to realize that substantial changes are needed to improve
the ecological environment [22]. Based on these demands, entrepreneurs have begun to give
greater importance to environmental issues [36]. However, despite the growing interest in
ecopreneurship, the academic literature on the subject is still in its infancy [3]. Potluri and
Phani [37] believe that environmental concerns can offer entrepreneurs a win–win situation
in terms of energy-saving, material reuse, and lower recycling costs [1]. Gevrenova [38]
also reported evidence of the essential role that green companies play in the pursuit of
greenness and sustainability, contrary to the notion that companies are unimportant to
environmental threat [17]. There is, therefore, a need to go beyond the study of sustainable
entrepreneurship, which focuses on the integration of ecological aspects, to stimulate
further discussions.

Conceptually, in the relationship between the third pillar of TBL, the environment,
and corporate entrepreneurship, the literature has used different terms to indicate similar
concepts such as environmental entrepreneurship, ecopreneurship, and green entrepreneur-
ship [23]. Nonetheless, issues related to green entrepreneurship are an emerging field in
entrepreneurship studies, and various definitions of green entrepreneurship have been
provided [26]. The clearest distinction has been made between eco-entrepreneurship
(ecopreneurship), social entrepreneurship, institutional entrepreneurship, and sustainable
entrepreneurship [28]. For example, Kraus et al. [39] defined ecological entrepreneurship
as the process of identifying, analysing, and seizing opportunities to minimize a company’s
exploitation of the natural environment and create benefits for future societal and economic
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needs. However, there is still a need to clarify the SCEE concepts and explore the ecological
side of sustainable entrepreneurship in corporate firms.

2.3. Towards Conceptual Framework Development

The growing importance of environmental issues and sustainability is helping to
shape new trends at the enterprise level [35]. Several studies have ana-lysed sustainable
entrepreneurship from the perspective of its drivers and motivations. However, there is
a need to define the determining factors and outcomes related to the integrated concept of
CEE sustainability. Ecological entrepreneurship involves a green outcome or output [18].
Ecological challenges require a better knowledge of both the drivers and the consequences
of ecological entrepreneurial activity [30]; for example, entrepreneurs should be aware of
the impact their businesses have, directly or indirectly, on the environment [20]. From an
ecological point of view, innovation management no longer only involves the coordination
between individual factors, but also offers direct benefits to companies, both internal (e.g.,
the improved ethical behavior of employees) and external (e.g., positive public image) [13].
Internal drivers such as reducing costs, the ecological footprint, and environmental risk are
taken into account, while external pressures such as the public, customers, competitors,
and a positive corporate image are also considered [23].

Some studies try to categorize the green management motivations of firms, including
identifying competitiveness, legitimacy, and environmental responsibility as the main
motivations for green management [23]. It is concluded that government support can be
provided in a tangible form (e.g., granting subsidies) or through intangible mechanisms
(e.g., activating interactions between environmental entrepreneurs and other key actors) [1].
Studies have linked business motivations such as cost reduction and operational efficiency
to the procurement and adoption of greener, higher performing industry solutions [40].
Innovation is also essential to enable a sustainable recycling process [41].

In addition to motivation, there is also pressure that compels companies to adopt eco-
logical entrepreneurship. Historically, environmental issues have typically been ad-dressed
through legislation, legitimizing, ethical, or competitive initiatives and incentives [27]. As
a catalyst for green entrepreneurship, government commitments to supportive and respon-
sible institutional policies have the potential to catalyze change and encourage greater
investment in innovative and responsible practices [40]. Other studies have identified how
the environmental pressures driving the adoption of sustainability practices are exerted by
stakeholders in the supply chain, competitors, organizations in the region, and the public
administration, and how the strongest pressures come from the regulatory environment
and organizations [23]. As a process, the recent sub-stream of corporate entrepreneurship
research focuses on the involvement of external partners, as well as significant corporate
resources in innovation-generation processes through the use of new business models [42].
The ecological sector is also considered a strategic means to adapt to change [10], including
ecological sustainability.

Among the outcomes of companies’ ecological entrepreneurial processes, sustain-
able entrepreneurship at the macro level strengthens the connection between economy,
society, and environmental values [26]. Similarly, ecological entrepreneurship can boost
economic activity, increase productivity, maximize competitiveness, and create cutting-edge
jobs [40]. At the enterprise level, seeking collective benefit, maintaining communities, and
contributing to network development are considered inputs to enterprise performance [43].

3. Methodology

Both quantitative and qualitative research approaches through a semi-systematic re-
view were used to conduct this study and provide comprehensive knowledge on the topic of
SCEE. This is because a systematic review only allows for the inclusion of empirical studies,
resulting in important conceptual and theoretical work missing. In addition, a systematic
review imposes strict requirements on the search strategy and limits the inclusion of
studies with different concepts from different research groups and different disciplines [44].
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Therefore, the semi-systematic review is selected, as it provides transparency through the
synthesis of the relevant studies by overcoming the problems mentioned that are associated
with the full systematic review.

3.1. Study Framework and Search Scope

Before starting the review, we checked whether there were similar works on the subject
of SCEE to avoid double reviews. Accordingly, we mainly extracted the literature from
Google Scholar (GS), since the topic is multidisciplinary. In addition, we checked both
forwards and backwards citations to confirm whether all articles were fetched or not. In
addition, we followed a four-step methodology recommended by Denyer and Tranfield [45]
to ensure study transparency, consistency, and accuracy. These methods include developing
review questions and setting the conceptual boundary; demonstrating the search boundary
by establishing a review scope; performing the identification, screening, and selection
processes using the PRISMA flow chart; and applying the synthesis and analysis.

Afterwards, the review questions were developed. When determining the scope
of the review and the database for searching documents, GS was selected because the
coverage of WoS and Scopus in the social sciences and humanities is not good [46], while
GS is advantageous because it searches all citations from multiple sources and does not
differentiate between subject areas [47]. Then, the inclusion and exclusion criteria were used,
and the keywords used for search purposes were linked using the Boolean logic approach.
Regarding the exclusion criteria, we only considered articles published internationally in
English. Concerning the inclusion criteria, relevant works that were missed were included
using the snowball and bibliographic methods. Accordingly, the reviewers listed the
relevant articles from the bibliography in each article they reviewed for inclusion. From
this, the conceptual boundary was established based on the integration and conceptual
linking of these concepts.

3.2. Search Strategy

The advanced search option was used to perform a keyword search. This keyword
search was conducted by two independent researchers. Since the focus was on corpo-
rate firms, the search was limited to corporate enterprises’ perspectives. Accordingly,
the thematic areas employed included ‘sustainability’, ‘corporate entrepreneurship, and
‘ecological entrepreneurship’. The specific terms used to search included (“corporate en-
trepreneurship”) AND (“ecological entrepreneurship” OR “eco-entrepreneurship” OR
“green entrepreneurship” OR “environmental entrepreneurship) AND (“sustainability”
OR “sustainable” OR “development” OR “long term growth” OR “continuity). A com-
bined or joint search was then carried out between the selected subject areas to ensure the
development of comprehensive knowledge on the subject.

3.3. Study Selection and Eligibility Criteria

The inclusion criteria for selecting articles were that only peer-reviewed articles in
English were included; and documents from other sources such as books, book chapters,
conference papers, technical reports, and other non-peer-reviewed publications were re-
moved. That is, locally published articles and articles published in languages other than
English language peer-reviewed articles were not considered. Two independent reviewers
were then involved in collecting the data based on the eligibility criteria. When there were
disagreements between the two data collectors, the differences were resolved through
discussion. Accordingly, the independent reviewers screened and selected all articles that
met the inclusion criteria. Later, the duplicate articles were removed by manually checking
them. All the steps that were followed are shown in the PRISMA flow chart in Figure 1.
Gray literature was used in the search process to add missing literature the literature from
GS. The identification, selection process, and eligibility are summarized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Selection process and eligibility.

Regarding the steps followed in the selection criteria, first, the duplicates and works
other than the peer-reviewed journal articles were removed, and 182 articles were remnants
among the total of 326 articles extracted. The quality of the extracted articles was checked
by focusing on articles published in reputable journals, using only peer-reviewed articles,
and avoiding duplicates. That is, items with different meanings were eliminated by the
selection criteria. Some of the articles contained a different meaning, and others were not
related to the research question and were deemed irrelevant to the current study; therefore,
they were eliminated. Later, articles were evaluated based on their title, abstract, and
keywords, and papers unrelated to the purpose and subject matter of this study were
excluded. Accordingly, a total of 109 articles were removed, and 74 articles qualified for
further evaluation. We then assessed the full paper, leaving 53 articles for final analysis.

3.4. Data Extraction and Quality Assessment

To ensure the quality of the research, the researcher documented the literature findings,
the selection of keywords, and the evaluation of the results. A quality-related concern
was reduced by considering only peer-reviewed articles and the journals that publish their
articles in the publicly available electronic databases. After this, the data were extracted by
two independent reviewers. The two researchers then independently searched using the
same keywords and found the same results, ensuring the robustness of the review processes.
However, a disagreement between the two reviewers on the use of terms was discussed with
the third reviewer, and a consensus was reached. To ensure quality following a systematic
approach, both authors differentiated the articles according to their relevance, scoring 0 for
articles with no relevance to objectives, 1 for articles with little relevance, 2 for articles with
fundamental relevance, and 3 for those with deep relevance [48]. To maintain quality, only
items rated 2 and 3 were included.

4. Results and Discussions

Different insights from the reviewed literature were organized using quantitative
de-scription and narrative synthesis. Using a quantitative approach, issues such as pub-
lication trends per year, areas of study, journals, approaches used, and geographic areas
of publication were summarized. The narrative approach involves organizing the results
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into different themes to develop an overall picture of the essential knowledge of the field
of study and provide frameworks for further analysis. Therefore, the data collected from
different kinds of literature were analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively.

4.1. Descriptive Results

We performed an analysis based on the year of publication, publishing journals, study
area, the field of study, and employed methodologies.

Recently, there has been a significant development regarding the publication of studies
on SCEE (Figure 2). This indicates that the area is a new and developing area that requires
further study. From the search, only one article was found before 2008. Therefore, 2008 was
taken as a starting year.
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Figure 2. Year of publications.

Sustainability is the leading journal in publishing the study of SCEE (N = 8), followed
by the Journal of Cleaner Production (5) and Ecological Economics (N = 3) (Table 1).
Regarding the country-based analysis, most of the studies in the area of sustainability
of corporate eco-logical entrepreneurship were carried out across countries (N = 16). In
particular, most of the cross-country studies are conducted in developed countries in Europe.
Using Global Entrepreneurship Monitor data collected from 53 countries, Horisch et al. [21]
indicate that environmental orientation is widely employed as a source for assuring the
legitimacy of entrepreneurial endeavors. Additionally, they demonstrated that only OECD
countries’ environmental taxes have a discernible impact on the environmental orientation
of entrepreneurial endeavors. Over the past half-century, environmental protection issues
have become development priorities in developed countries [26]. For instance, the study
carried out in Poland by Chwikowska-Kubala et al. [49] did not find that economic activities
affected environmental practices. However, there is a lot of attention in this area from
developing countries such as China.

Aside from the developing countries, researchers and academics from developing
countries have started to address the issues of corporate sustainability and ecological
entrepreneurship. For instance, based on the data from 235 new Chinese green firms,
the empirical results suggest that green entrepreneurial activities enable them to acquire
a green performance advantage over their competitors [6]. However, there are only a few
studies in regions such as Africa, which makes it necessary to conduct studies focusing
on countries in Africa, due to weak reasoning and poor strategies in practice. This is
because developing countries have been challenged by a shortage of skilled workers
and a shortage of university graduates in general, especially those educated in science,
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technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) skills [15]. Notably, although scholars in
the field have provided evidence linking ecological entrepreneurship and sustainability in
developed countries, a lack of evidence and academic emphasis in developing countries
such as Saudi Arabia raises questions about the effectiveness and transferability of such
development proposals [40].

Table 1. Descriptive results.

Top Ten Publishing Journals Area of Studies Field of Studies

Journals No. of Articles Countries No. of Articles Disciplines No. of Articles

Sustainability 8 Cross-country 16 Business and
Economics 35

Journal of Cleaner
Production 5 China 5 Multidisciplinary 13

Ecological economics 3 USA 4 Environmental and
Natural Science 3

Business Strategy & the
Environment 2 Poland 3 Social Sciences 2

Entrepreneurship &
Sustainability Issues 2 South Africa 2 Technology and

Engineering 1

Int. J. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2 Saudi Arabia 2

Journal of Business
Ethics 2 Nigeria 2

Journal of Business
Venturing 2 Iran 2

Small Business
Economic 2

World Review of Entr.,
Man. and Sust. Devel. 2

Although the study is multidimensional, the majority of research related to corpo-
rate ecological entrepreneurship sustainability is conducted in business economics fields
(N = 35), followed by multidisciplinary studies (N = 13). This showed a good step in link-
ing business-related areas and activities with environmental sustainability. Many studies
consider the field of environmental science, although they are integrated into other fields
and included as multidisciplinary studies.

The result shows that most research papers use an empirical approach (N = 39) and the
rest are theoretical or conceptual (N = 14) (Table 2). This indicates that the subject still needs
to be explored by considering a variety of cases to further develop the discipline and clarify
the theoretical aspects. In addition, further empirical studies are needed to determine the
antecedents and consequences of sustainable corporate ecological entrepreneurship (SCEE).

Table 2. Type of research and designs employed.

Research Design

Research Type Explanatory Descriptive Exploratory Total

Empirical 23 5 11 39

Conceptual/Theoretical 1 11 2 14

Total 24 16 13 53

4.2. Major Themes/Dimensions

Several dimensions were identified by the authors who conducted work on SCEE.
Most of these dimensions relate to either sustainable entrepreneurship or environmental
aspects. In particular, most of the dimensions identified can be categorized under corporate
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entrepreneurship or ecological concerns, or both terms together. Regarding this subject
matter, green entrepreneurship, including green innovation and sustainable entrepreneur-
ship, is a well-researched area in this field. More specifically, the themes identified in-
clude business environment turbulence [50]; green entrepreneurship [1,3,8,10,15,40,51];
green innovation [1,41]; green economy [31]; green business [13]; green product innova-
tion [52]; sustainable entrepreneurship [1,23,24]; SEO ([27]); the nexus between sustainable
entrepreneurship and pollution [53]; and sustainable supply chain management [52]. Al-
most all of the above concepts are related to either entrepreneurial or environmental
sustainability. This indicates the necessity of linking entrepreneurial activities with envi-
ronmental factors to achieve the dual objectives of business and the environment. Thus,
these important concepts have to be integrated and empirically tested to clearly identify
the nature of relationships.

Some authors deal with business issues and environmental concepts integrally. These
authors connect entrepreneurship with various aspects of the ecological environment,
such as environmental passion, pollution, and green environments. Nevertheless, there
is a need to establish a clear link between business concerns and environmental aspects
to ensure the sustainability of the company and the ecological environment at the same
time. For example, the triple bottom line takes into account more comprehensive aspects of
social, ecological, and economic aspects, which prevents specific consideration of ecological
aspects in entrepreneurial decisions at the company level. Since these main issues are
considered simultaneously, the amount of consideration of environmental issues within
companies will be minimal. In addition, the broad concept of SEO, which has been studied
by many researchers, has taken organizational rather than environmental aspects into
account. Therefore, we argue that companies have to develop a specific program and
practice that takes environmental sustainability into account when addressing corporate
strategies related to corporate sustainability. This study reiterates the need to continue
working on the new concepts of sustainable entrepreneurial ecological entrepreneurship as
a focus topic.

Previously, various researchers have defined terms related to the sustainability of
corporate ecological entrepreneurship. Some of the most widely used terms are green
entrepreneurship, sustainable entrepreneurship, and environmental entrepreneurship.
For example, Gevrenova [38] and Maziriri et al. [31] define green entrepreneurship as
an economic activity whose products, services, production, or organizational methods
have a positive impact on the environment. Green entrepreneurs need to prioritize so-
cial responsibility and environmental issues during the process of developing conceptual
products, technologies, and services. In general, green entrepreneurship is characterized
by ecological dependence on green consumers and on political support. However, green
entrepreneurship is mostly used as a comprehensive concept that combines ecological en-
trepreneurship and sustainable development [15]. Sustainable entrepreneurship is related
to an investigation into how opportunities to create future goods and services are discov-
ered, created, and exploited, by whom and with what, and their economic, social, and
ecological consequences. Moreover, Pacheco et al. [32] viewed sustainable entrepreneurship
as the discovery, creation, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities to create future
goods and services that are consistent with sustainable development. This shows that
the integrated construct of SCEE is highly linked to the exploitation of environmental
opportunities through conserving the environment in return. Therefore, businesses ben-
efit from conserving the ecological environment, which is believed to ensure sustainable
institutional development.

Furthermore, Piwowar-Sulej et al. [3] define environmental entrepreneurship (also
known as ecopreneurship) as the process of entrepreneurship applied to companies that
solve environmental problems or operate sustainably. However, issues related to green
entrepreneurship remain an emerging area in entrepreneurship studies, and various defini-
tions have been provided [26]. We then argued that all of the above definitions would not
suffice for a new construct of SCEE. For example, the concept of corporate decision making
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is not addressed in all of the above definitions. Some of the definitions limit business
decisions to goods and services, while others take into account the broad concept of sustain-
ability, which encompasses social, environmental, and ecological aspects at the same time.
Accordingly, we have operationalized a new construct called SCEE as a corporate-level
program that incorporates ecological aspects into strategic business decisions. That is, it
includes a process and practices for incorporating specific ecological dynamics into the
determination of corporate strategies at the enterprise level, with respect to institutional
and environmental sustainability.

4.3. Antecedents and Consequences of SCEE

Thematically, this study mainly focuses on green entrepreneurship practices in cor-
porates and on the sustainability of entrepreneurship. Although studies such as those by
Iqbal et al. [53] have explored the relationship between sustainable entrepreneurship and
the ecological environment, there is still a need to examine the causes and consequences of
integrating the two concepts. That is, the determining factors and consequences must be
reviewed. Factors impacting the entrepreneurial actions of companies concerning the eco-
logical environment were identified and categorized. Accordingly, previous studies such
as Alwakid et al. [30] have linked the concept of green entrepreneurship to factors such as
environmental action, environmental awareness, and time orientation. In general, we have
categorized the antecedents into pull and push factors. For instance, determinants such as
economic and business opportunities [1,12,20]; ethical motives [13]; green entrepreneurial
spirit [10,40]; innovative technologies [40]; innovative goals and commitment [19]; cost
reduction and the efficient use of resources [54]; government subsidies [55]; and benefits
to other people [23,36,43]) can be considered as pull factors (Figure 3). They are the main
factors that lead firms to practice sustainable ecological entrepreneurship.
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In summary, there are different motives beyond the adoption of SCEE. As one of the
company’s goals, the economic opportunity that arises from the proper use of the ecological
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environment appeals to companies to adopt ecological corporate sustainability practices.
There are also various business opportunities related to environmental protection that
attract companies. This could be related to the commercial values generated by practicing
green entrepreneurship and sustainability issues. Beyond commercial and economic values,
companies benefit from minimizing costs through the efficient use of scarce resources,
which requires innovative goals and innovative technologies. In addition, companies must
be ethical and motivated to help others, leading them to produce and use environmentally
friendly products. Businesses are also concerned with the proper use of resources to
minimize production costs and improve efficiency. On the other hand, some companies
promote green entrepreneurship because of government subsidies. Above all, the presence
of a green entrepreneurial spirit among company members and social engagement are
highly encouraged for companies.

Aside from the motives that encourage corporate enterprises towards the adoption of
ecological and entrepreneurial sustainability, there are push factors that enforce them towards
the adoption of such practices; these are legal pressure and regulations [6,11,13,35,40,56]; stake-
holder pressure [13,23]; business competitive pressure [23]; social and environmental chal-
lenges [11]; ecological responsibility [35]; resource limitations and exhaustible inputs [40];
and negative corporate externalities [57] (Figure 3). To make it clear, the strict rules and
regulations imposed by the government and other stakeholders push companies to adopt
sustainable ecological business practices. Therefore, companies tend to address stakeholder
responses to the environmental aspects of business practices. This is due to strong pressure
from the government to control pollution and emissions, as well as the pressure from com-
petitors and green consumers. By forming a dialogue with stakeholders (e.g., government
agencies, consumers, suppliers, and retailers), and by following competitors’ environmental
strategies, this can be addressed. Eco-consumers, for example, initiate corporations’ efforts
at ecological corporate sustainability because they prefer environmentally friendly products.
There are also challenges from society and the environment itself. For example, the risk of
ecological degradation and the depletion of natural resources is becoming a concern for
the companies that push them to engage in ecological entrepreneurship and sustainability
by manufacturing eco-friendly products. In addition, there are pressures from negative
corporate externalities, such as emissions and pollution, as well as exhaustible resources.

Influenced by the above factors, the practice of corporate ecological entrepreneur-
ship ensures sustainability and develops positive externalities through developing and
extracting new sustainable business models [2,9,42]; investing in sustainability [12,13,39];
institutionalizing the environmental processes [8]; knowledge transfer and integration [7],
using digital technologies [2]; developing ecological corporate culture, norms, and behav-
ior [38]; resource commitment [58]; and networks for environmental problems [10]. It is
also ensured through corporate governance [19]; managerial cognition [55]; and sustain-
able business practices [36]. More specifically, firms are developing and practicing a new
business model that integrates the two concepts to overcome environmental concerns and
achieve business goals. By implementing a new business model, management ensures
that the environmental process is being institutionalized; environmental corporate culture
and behaviors have been developed; and environmental concerns are integrated into cor-
porate governance, management understanding, and corporate philosophy. This is done
by integrating corporate resources such as information, knowledge, and technology into
the business model. In addition, companies are conducting sustainable business practices
through the establishment of networks responsible for environmental concerns and the
adoption of environmentally friendly innovative technologies. Given the limited resources,
the companies invest in and finance sustainable production and environmental protection
through measures such as recycling used materials.

Aside from the antecedents, there is a wide range of outcomes that derive from the
corporate-level sustainability practices of green entrepreneurship. That is, the practice of
SCEE entails dual goals of environmental and business sustainability [30,36]. In general,
it can be seen as an engine for economic, social, and environmental sustainability [1,26]
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by ensuring balance and harmony between the economy, environment, and society [11].
This is done by preserving natural resources and creating a clean environment [1]. The
particular outcomes include innovation [12] and a positive public image [13]. The other
macro-level benefits are greener industrial growth [12]; a green economy ([1,31]); reduced
negative environmental impacts [1,13,31,38]; social value creation [2]; the development
of responsible citizenship [36]; and changing consumer behavior [1,30,38]. In general,
the introduction of SCEE leads to a sustainable business in terms of economic return,
social responsibility, and a protected environment. The practice also enhances overall
improvements in green innovation and industrial growth and the development of a greener
economy. The other benefits are a clean environment, minimized negative environmental
impact, corporate and public image, and improved consumer behavior.

The outcomes of adopting SCEE at the enterprise level are associated with improved
enterprise growth [9]; improved competitive advantage [1,24,26,56]; and the improved
handling of toxic materials and a sustainable recycling process [1,41]. It also ensures
a sustainable financial system [39]; clean manufacturing processes [15]; better business
performance and economic returns ([7,28,31,36,39,40,58]; adaptation to change [10]; and eco-
friendly products [13]. In general, the inclusion of ecological aspects in corporate strategy
and business decisions will have a positive impact on the sustainability of companies.

4.4. The SCEE Practices among the Different Sizes of Organizations

In terms of size, both small and large companies have to take ecological aspects
into account when making business decisions. Because of their large volume, SMEs can
potentially serve as key drivers of green innovation or innovative practices that reduce
environmental damage from business activities ([13]). SMEs are responsible for a significant
share of resource consumption, air, water pollution, and waste generation, although large
companies, driven by external pressures, focus more on a strategic CSR approach than small
companies [23]. In addition, organizations such as NGOs play an increasingly important
role in a changing world made fragile by the intense consumption of natural resources
that depletes biological reserves [11]. In addition, the outcome of this review suggests that
there is greater external pressure on larger companies to take green action. Although small
businesses lack the resources to practice green entrepreneurship, the review’s findings point
to the need for small business involvement in adopting sustainable green entrepreneurship.
This is because the cumulative effect of a large number of small companies damages the
environment more than the number of large companies. In addition, small businesses
are participating in discovering the market opportunities arising from greener business
practices, as well as the cost reductions gained from practicing ecological entrepreneurship.
Further, entrepreneurs in small firms are more innovative in the efficient use of natural
resources and carrying out managerial sustainable practices.

5. Conclusions and Implications

This study presents a comprehensive framework for SCEE by incorporating various
scattered concepts from different disciplines. The study particularly indicates the major
concepts related to the new construct of SCEE, such as green entrepreneurship, green in-
novation, business environment turbulence, green economy, green business, green product
innovation, sustainable entrepreneurship, and sustainable supply chain management. The
study also identifies the determinants of SCEE and classifies them under pull and push
factors. Further, it indicates the execution processes as well as the firm-level and macro-
level consequences of SCEE. Moreover, the study compares the ecological entrepreneurship
practices of small and larger firms.

Given the importance of integrating environmental aspects into business decisions,
ecological concerns should be incorporated into the corporate goals of organizations.
Accordingly, different studies made recommendations for different institutions and prac-
titioners. For example, Piwowar-Sulej et al. [3] proposed exploration factors influencing
entrepreneurial action and the importance of different units in the development of sustain-
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able entrepreneurship, while Rezaei et al. [50] recommended small- and medium-sized
firm participation. In particular, Ye et al. [15] suggested promotion approaches, such as
raising awareness, simplifying legal procedures, training the workforce, and monitoring
the waste of non-green companies.

Allen and Malin [16] showed innovative models for integrating green business with
environmental concerns and natural resource management. These revealed that the vari-
ous themes included incorporating environmental aspects into corporate strategy, linking
business practices with sustainability aspects, encouraging companies of all sizes to engage
in green business, and providing the necessary support in the form of legal awareness,
and process simplification and the provision of training, should be the main issues to be
considered by policy makers at different levels. In addition, the management of companies
of all sizes should consider the above concerns when formulating organizational policies
and strategies. In addition, there are studies (e.g., [53]) that drive the strengthening of
policies that support ecological environmental protection and reduce pollution by inspiring
ecological problems, reducing entrepreneurship, and starting environmentally oriented en-
terprises. In addition to policies, these require the government to work on raising awareness
in society and creating incentives for outstanding companies in environmental protection.

Practitioners can use the identified configurations of sustainable business model
components as an inspiring starting point for the development of novel sustainable business
models [2]. In this context, companies should develop a new business model that links
value creation and collection activities with ecological and sustainable aspects. Aside
from integrating environmental sustainability into a business model, managers should set
examples of pro-environmental behavior to protect the natural environment ([17]). That is,
they must be willing to encourage eco-innovation that raises the level of environmentalism
to create an adhocracy philosophy and culture [58]. That is, management should work to
raise awareness of environmental issues and build an organizational culture that promotes
environmental protection.

Regarding the future research agenda, there are limits to researching SCEE. Cri-ado-
Gomis et al. [27] noted that most of the previous papers are conceptual and theoretical,
requiring more papers with validity and reliability through their empirical verification.
Therefore, this study has limitations, since it is difficult to ensure the validity and reliability
objectively. This study is also a theoretical one that did not undertake empirical verification.
Future researchers should, therefore, expand the subject of study to empirically test and
develop measuring instruments for the new construct of SCEE. Empirical validation is
required to understand if, how, and to what extent eco-innovation is important for both
green-oriented and non-green-oriented SMEs [58]. A more comprehensive, in-depth analy-
sis of individual cases in different economies can also help to uncover the complexities of
developing and implementing green strategies [37]. Furthermore, this review only focused
on corporate enterprises, while considering practices at national, regional, sectoral, and
individual levels is of paramount importance. Although this review focused on corporate
organizations to address the issues in detail, considering the multidimensional aspects
of corporate ecological entrepreneurship is paramount to emerging as a new research
agenda. That said, it would be of great interest to study these types of ecopreneurs in
their immediate environments [10]. Therefore, it is of utmost importance to examine the
companies and their environment at the same time.

Future research would benefit significantly from integrating different theoretical
paradigms such as risk-bearing theory, dynamic capability theory, NRBV, TPB, stake-
holder theory, neo-institutional theories, and ecological modernization theory to study
ecological and corporate entrepreneurial sustainability. Given these, future researchers
should create an integrated framework. Aside from establishing such a comprehensive
framework of SCEE, future research should aim to identify the potential similarities and
differences between the different schools of thought and definitions described so far in
this research field. Therefore, future researchers should work to clarify the concept and
definition of SCEE by integrating concepts from different theories and literature.
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Golsefid-Alavi [1] identified both the internal and external factors influencing the green
entrepreneurial direction of firms and provided recommendations for future re-searchers to
use and expand their studies in this field. Accordingly, Tshiaba et al. [24] provide a detailed
conclusion for the research to include government policies and demographics as control
variables. Although recently, Alwakid et al. [40] recommended that future researchers
should test the relationship between green entrepreneurship and sustainable development
using different proxies for social, environmental, and economic aspects. Further research
should consider specific factors such as norms, culture, trust, and power that could influence
both the sustainable innovation climate and economic outcomes [41]. In particular, for the
subject-related variables, researchers propose certain variables; for example, demographic
variables such as educational level, age, and gender [8], and organizational citizenship
behavior on the environment [17]. Given the addition of the contributions of various
researchers, future researchers have to consider the role of a variety of aspects related to
corporate ecological entrepreneurship, including sustainable innovation, organizational
policies, organizational cultures, demographic factors, etc. This is because the previous
studies were mainly related to the macro-level aspects, while the contribution of specific
company-level variables is still understudied.

The methodology can be improved by indicating the demographic characteristics,
including origin (urban or rural) and respondents, as well as including qualitative and
quantitative analysis in the survey, as a qualitative survey can enrich the results for future
studies. Urbaniec and Żur [42] also added that future studies should use previous evidence
to conduct quantitative and theoretical testing research on these and other factors of
effectiveness within business creation accelerators. Accordingly, the methodological aspects
of investigating CEE sustainability should not be limited to either qualitative or quantitative
ones, as both theoretical and empirical studies are still in their infancy. This requires that
future researchers have a variety of ways to clarify and work more on CEE sustainability.
In addition, Khan et al. [17] proposed longitudinal data to carefully analyze the conclusions
and a larger sample size to validate the report’s empirical findings. Similarly, future research
should study the transformation of sustainable businesses through digital technologies [2],
in order to initiate changes in environmental behavior [56].

The study of SCEE is not sufficiently addressed in developing countries, such as
countries in Africa. Regarding firm size, Purwandani and Michaud [13] found that using
a theoretical framework could help provide foundations or testable concepts in future
studies of small business sustainability. Regarding the tourism industry, Luu [51] stated
that organizations in the tourism industry should promote the green creativity of their
employees to create sustainable tourism services by cultivating a green entrepreneurial
direction. This indicates that future researchers should consider different sizes and types
of organizations when studying the sustainability of green entrepreneurship. Others in-
dicate that examining the role of institutions as facilitators of the relationship between
eco-innovation and environmental performance offers a great opportunity for further re-
search [11]. In addition, it would be important to review the critical factors that enable
effective collaboration between companies and start-ups [42]. Furthermore, future research
should consider a broader sample of cases, including organizations from different countries,
to examine how different cultural contexts can influence the results [23]. Moreover, future
research should examine different economic indicators and larger geographical regions.
To conclude, there are multiple opportunities for future researchers to expand the CEE
sustainability in terms of its application among corporations and small start-ups, organiza-
tional roles, companies’ eco-innovation, operational performance, organizational culture in
different contexts, and a firm’s EO. Further, future research will have to identify the links
between individual, organizational, and contextual levels.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.L., A.K.C., S.D. and S.B.N.; methodology, Y.L., A.K.C.,
S.D. and S.B.N.; formal analysis, Y.L., A.K.C., S.D. and S.B.N.; investigation, Y.L., A.K.C., S.D. and
S.B.N.; writing—original draft preparation, Y.L., A.K.C., S.D. and S.B.N.; writing—review and editing,



Sustainability 2022, 14, 15198 16 of 18

Y.L., A.K.C., S.D. and S.B.N.; visualization, Y.L., A.K.C., S.D. and S.B.N. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The contributions presented in this study are included in the article,
further inquiries can be directed to the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: The first author acknowledges Guangzhou Philosophy and Social Science Devel-
opment Planning Project “Research on Guangzhou’s Construction of a Strong City with Advanced
Manufacturing Industry from the Perspective of Regional Synergy and Policy Adaptation” (No.
2022GZYB36). The second and the third authors acknowledge University of Johannesburg for
covering costs of publication.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Golsefid-Alavi, M.; Sakhdari, K.; Alirezaei, A. A Review of the Literature on Entrepreneurship and the Environment: Opportuni-

ties for Researching on the Green Entrepreneurial Orientation. Environ. Eng. Manag. J. 2021, 20, 819–839.
2. Gregori, P.; Holzmann, P. Digital sustainable entrepreneurship: A business model perspective on embedding digital technologies

for social and environmental value creation. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 272, 122817. [CrossRef]
3. Piwowar-Sulej, K.; Krzywonos, M.; Kwil, I. Environmental entrepreneurship—Bibliometric and content analysis of the subject

literature based on H-Core. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 295, 126277. [CrossRef]
4. Sher, A.; Mazhar, S.; Zulfiqar, F.; Wang, D.; Li, X. Green entrepreneurial farming: A dream or reality? J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 220,

1131–1142. [CrossRef]
5. Sakhdari, K. Corporate Entrepreneurship: A Review and Future Research Agenda. Technol. Innov. Manag. Rev. 2016, 6, 5–18.

[CrossRef]
6. Ge, B.; Jiang, D.; Gao, Y.; Tsai, S.-B. The Influence of Legitimacy on a Proactive Green Orientation and Green Performance: A Study

Based on Transitional Economy Scenarios in China. Sustainability 2016, 8, 1344. [CrossRef]
7. Jiang, W.; Chai, H.; Shao, J.; Feng, T. Green entrepreneurial orientation for enhancing firm performance: A dynamic capability

perspective. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 198, 1311–1323. [CrossRef]
8. Fatoki, O. Green entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance in South Africa. Entrep. Sustain. Issues 2019, 7, 247–262.

[CrossRef]
9. Solaja, O.M. Ecopreneurship and Green Product Initiative (GPI): An Agenda for Nigeria’s Sustainable Development in the 21st

Century. Stud. Mater. 2017, 2017, 103–118. [CrossRef]
10. Nikolaou, E.; Ierapetritis, D.; Tsagarakis, K. An evaluation of the prospects of green entrepreneurship development using a SWOT

analysis. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. World Ecol. 2011, 18, 1–16. [CrossRef]
11. Rodríguez-García, M.; Guijarro-García, M.; Carrilero-Castillo, A. An Overview of Ecopreneurship, Eco-Innovation, and the

Ecological Sector. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2909. [CrossRef]
12. Mensah, C.N.; Long, X.; Dauda, L.; Boamah, K.B.; Salman, M.; Appiah-Twum, F.; Tachie, A.K. Technological innovation and green

growth in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development economies. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 240, 118204. [CrossRef]
13. Purwandani, J.A.; Michaud, G. What are the drivers and barriers for green business practice adoption for SMEs? Environ. Syst.

Decis. 2021, 41, 577–593. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Menguc, B.; Auh, S.; Ozanne, L. The Interactive Effect of Internal and External Factors on a Proactive Environmental Strategy and

its Influence on a Firm’s Performance. J. Bus. Ethic 2009, 94, 279–298. [CrossRef]
15. Ye, Q.; Zhou, R.; Anwar, M.A.; Siddiquei, A.N.; Asmi, F. Entrepreneurs and Environmental Sustainability in the Digital Era:

Regional and Institutional Perspectives. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 1355. [CrossRef]
16. Allen, J.C.; Malin, S. Green entrepreneurship: A method for managing natural resources? Soc. Nat. Resour. 2008, 21, 828–844.

[CrossRef]
17. Khan, M.A.S.; Jianguo, D.; Ali, M.; Saleem, S.; Usman, M. Interrelations Between Ethical Leadership, Green Psychological

Climate, and Organizational Environmental Citizenship Behavior: A Moderated Mediation Model. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 1977.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Kotchen, M.J. Some Microeconomics of EcoEntrepreneurship. In Frontiers in EcoEntrepreneurship Research (Advances in the Study of
Entrepreneurship, Innovation & Economic Growth); Emerald Group Publishing Limited: Bingley, UK, 2009; pp. 25–37.

19. OZtürk, S.; Gerekan, B. The Effect of Board Structure on Sustainable Innovation Capability: A Research on Turkey. Hacet. Univ. J.
Econ. Adm. Sci. 2021, 39, 103–120.

20. Sarango-Lalangui, P.; Santos, J.L.S.; Hormiga, E. The Development of Sustainable Entrepreneurship Research Field. Sustainability
2018, 10, 2005. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122817
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126277
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.02.198
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1007
http://doi.org/10.3390/su8121344
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.104
http://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2019.7.1(19)
http://doi.org/10.7172/1733-9758.2017.23.10
http://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2011.543565
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11102909
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118204
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10669-021-09821-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34155474
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0264-0
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17041355
http://doi.org/10.1080/08941920701612917
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01977
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31555173
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10062005


Sustainability 2022, 14, 15198 17 of 18

21. Horisch, J.; Kollat, J.; Brieger, S.A. What influences environmental entrepreneurship? A multilevel analysis of the determinants of
entrepreneurs’ environmental orientation. Small Bus. Econ. 2017, 48, 47–69. [CrossRef]

22. Farny, S.; Binder, J. Sustainable Entrepreneurship. Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/345850902_
Sustainable_Entrepreneurship (accessed on 13 November 2022).

23. Cantele, S.; Vernizzi, S.; Campedelli, B. Untangling the Origins of Sustainable Commitment: New Insights on the Small vs. Large
Firms’ Debate. Sustainability 2020, 12, 671. [CrossRef]

24. Tshiaba, S.M.; Wang, N.; Ashraf, S.F.; Nazir, M.; Syed, N. Measuring the Sustainable Entrepreneurial Performance of Textile-Based
Small–Medium Enterprises: A Mediation–Moderation Model. Sustainability 2021, 13, 11050. [CrossRef]

25. Gamble, A.; Kelly, G. Shareholder Value and the Stakeholder Debate in the UK. Corp. Gov. Int. Rev. 2001, 9, 110–117. [CrossRef]
26. Jamshidi, S. Identifying the factors affecting environmental entrepreneurship with an emphasis on the traditional textures of

historical cities. Palarch’s J. Archaeol. Egypt/Egyptol. 2021, 18, 8018–8031.
27. Criado-Gomis, A.; Cervera-Taulet, A.; Iniesta-Bonillo, M.-A. Sustainable Entrepreneurial Orientation: A Business Strategic

Approach for Sustainable Development. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1667. [CrossRef]
28. Muñoz, P.; Cohen, B. Sustainable Entrepreneurship Research: Taking Stock and looking ahead. Bus. Strat. Environ. 2017, 27,

300–322. [CrossRef]
29. Zhang, L.; Fan, Y.; Zhang, W.; Zhang, S. Extending the Theory of Planned Behavior to Explain the Effects of Cognitive Factors

across Different Kinds of Green Products. Sustainability 2019, 11, 4222. [CrossRef]
30. Alwakid, W.; Aparicio, S.; Urbano, D. Cultural Antecedents of Green Entrepreneurship in Saudi Arabia: An Institutional

Approach. Sustainability 2020, 12, 3673. [CrossRef]
31. Maziriri, E.T.; Mapuranga, M.; Maramura, T.C.; Nzewi, O.I. Navigating on the key drivers for a transition to a green economy:

Evidence from women entrepreneurs in South Africa. J. Entrep. Sustain. Issues 2019, 7, 1686–1703. [CrossRef]
32. Pacheco, D.F.; Dean, T.J.; Payne, D.S. Escaping the green prison: Entrepreneurship and the creation of opportunities for sustainable

development. J. Bus. Ventur. 2010, 25, 464–480. [CrossRef]
33. Zahra, S.A. Environment, corporate entrepreneurship, and financial performance: A taxonomic approach. J. Bus. Ventur. 1993, 8,

319–340. [CrossRef]
34. Covin, J.G.; Wales, W.J. Crafting High-Impact Entrepreneurial Orientation Research: Some Suggested Guidelines. Entrep. Theory

Pr. 2018, 43, 3–18. [CrossRef]
35. Sołtysik, M.; Urbaniec, M.; Wojnarowska, M. Innovation for Sustainable Entrepreneurship: Empirical Evidence from the

Bioeconomy Sector in Poland. Adm. Sci. 2019, 9, 50. [CrossRef]
36. Soto-Acosta, P.; Cismaru, D.; Vătămănescu, E.; Ciochina, R.S. Sustainable Entrepreneurship in SMEs: A Business Performance

Perspective. Sustainability 2016, 8, 342. [CrossRef]
37. Potluri, S.; Phani, B. Incentivizing green entrepreneurship: A proposed policy prescription (a study of entrepreneurial insights

from an emerging economy perspective). J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 259, 120843. [CrossRef]
38. Gevrenova, T. Nature and characteristics of green entrepreneurship. Trakia J. Sci. 2015, 13, 321–323. [CrossRef]
39. Kraus, S.; Burtscher, J.; Vallaster, C.; Angerer, M. Sustainable Entrepreneurship Orientation: A Reflection on Status-Quo Research

on Factors Facilitating Responsible Managerial Practices. Sustainability 2018, 10, 444. [CrossRef]
40. Alwakid, W.; Aparicio, S.; Urbano, D. The Influence of Green Entrepreneurship on Sustainable Development in Saudi Arabia:

The Role of Formal Institutions. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 5433. [CrossRef]
41. Flygansvær, B.; Dahlstrom, R.; Nygaard, A. Green innovation in recycling—A preliminary analysis of reversed logistics in

Norway. World Rev. Entrep. Manag. Sustain. Dev. 2019, 15, 719–733. [CrossRef]
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