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Abstract

:

In recent times, the importance of green entrepreneurship in the socio-economic development, environmental management, and prosperity of underprivileged societies has widely been acknowledged by both academics and policymakers alike. Despite this importance, there is a lack of research on what the external and internal factors that support and foster the growth of green agricultural ventures are. This research aims to propose a framework suggesting factors that play a significant role in flourishment of green enterprises, with a focus on developing countries. Through an extensive review and in-depth analysis of the existing literature in the fields of green entrepreneurship and agriculture, we propose a conceptual framework highlighting the internal and external factors that, when strategically aligned, foster the growth of green agricultural enterprises.
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1. Introduction


Together with the COVID-19 pandemic, climate change is one of the major issues the world is currently facing that causes serious environmental problems ranging from droughts and floods to extreme temperatures, consequently having large and negative effects on the global economy. These effects are even more evident when considering the agriculture sector, especially in developing countries [1]. Globally, the agriculture sector is regarded as a backbone of socio-economic growth and prosperity. According to World Bank data, in the year 2018, the agriculture sector contributed 4% of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP) [2]. In some developing countries, the contribution of the agriculture sector to GDP is over 25%. At the EU level, the European Green Deal places great importance on the role of digitalization for ecological transition and sustainable growth. Accordingly, the European Commission asks member states to take advantage of the potential of the digitalization process based on new technologies in agriculture, aiming at improving the sustainability and competitiveness of the sector, while enhancing the conditions of farmers by simplifying their daily work. This is essential to achieve the objectives set by the current and future common agricultural policy (CAP) (https://www.fao.org/family-farming/detail/en/c/381469/) (accessed on 30 January 2022). As reported by International Trade Administration data, Italy is regarded as one of the largest producers of agriculture in the European Union region. The agriculture sector of Italy contributes 2% of the country’s total GDP and provides employment to 4% of the total working population. According to the 2021 report of the Italian Smart AgriFood Observatory, in Italy the so-called Agriculture 4.0 reached a value of EUR 540 million in 2020 (about 4% of the global market), registering a growth of 20% compared to the previous year. This type of agriculture is based on the prevalent use of data analytics systems, platforms, or processing software and the Internet of Things, and are applied in the phases of cultivation, sowing and harvesting of products in various sectors, including fruit and vegetables, wine, and cereal. Similarly, in a developing country such as Pakistan, this industry sector ensures the country’s food security, and is key to alleviating poverty and generating employment, particularly in rural areas. This sector alone contributes 19.2% to the country’s GDP and provides direct and indirect employment opportunities to approximately 38.5% of the workforce [3]. In recent years, the growth of agriculture has been severely affected globally for obvious reasons like climatic change, water shortages, increases in prices of input, and, most importantly, the limited use of modern technology. Due to these issues, the agriculture growth rate over the last 5 years has fluctuated. In the last 5 financial years, the agriculture growth rate was on average about 2.5%, suggesting a limited agri-based entrepreneurial activity and innovation [3]. This statistical evidence calls for research and policy-making to foster the growth of this fundamental industry, especially for developing countries like Pakistan.



Agriculture is one of those industries that is contributing significantly to environmental degradation. Globally, the agriculture industry causes soil erosion, pollutes lakes, rivers, sea, and ground water, pollutes the top layer of earth through the excess amount of chemical in the form of fertilizer, and causes the extinction of living species [4]. Academic research suggests that one of the solutions to environmental degradation caused by the agriculture industry is promoting green agriculture enterprises and integrating agriculture with advanced sophisticated sustainable technology through green agriculture entrepreneurship. Green agriculture allows the achievement of established threshold sustainable criteria while advancing rural communities with regard to food, energy, and technological independence [5,6].



The importance of green entrepreneurship in environmental sustainability has widely been accepted by scholars and policy makers in both developed and developing nations [7]. In this research domain, Menon and Menon [8] suggest that large companies integrate ideas relative to environmentalism into their overall management and marketing practices to get a competitive advantage and exploit new market opportunities. According to OECD [9,10], small and medium enterprises (SMEs) play an essential role in green growth as the main drivers of green entrepreneurship and key players in emerging eco-friendly industries. More prominently, both directions given by the sustainable development (SD) goals set by the United Nations (UN) and the effects of economic restructuring after the COVID-19 pandemic have formed a new business landscape. A number of governments around the globe have also announced programs and plans that put green entrepreneurship at the top of their economic policy agenda [11,12]. New policies and strategies have been formed to promote green growth and facilitate advanced technological innovations that can mitigate the impact of humans on natural environment and address global climatic issues [13]. Therefore, identifying factors (both internal and external) that affect and/or influence green entrepreneurship in agriculture will inform policy to boost its growth.



The main objective of this paper is to identify and understand the factors that affect the growth of green agriculture SMEs. To this end, based on an in-depth analysis of different sources, we propose a conceptual framework suggesting that the internal and external factors, when aligned together, can foster the growth of green agriculture SMEs and thus, contribute to national economies and environmental sustainability. In this way, our proposed conceptual framework suggests the importance of the external and internal support system for innovative green firms and their role in national socio-economic development and environmental sustainability. This study aims to contribute to green entrepreneurship and agriculture literature by highlighting the importance of entrepreneurship in socio-economic development and environmental management in this specific field.



This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 offers a definition of green entrepreneurship based on the relevant academic literature analyzed. In Section 3, both the internal and external components involved in the growth of a green entrepreneurship ecosystem will be examined through the analysis of the extant literature on this topic, together with other information sources. Next, the conceptual framework informed by the examined literature will be presented. Finally, a discussion and conclusion will be provided, together with future research avenues based on the limitations of the paper.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Green Entrepreneurship


Green entrepreneurship combines technological advancements with profit orientation to alleviate the environmental footprints of human activities on the natural environment, and to address environmental issues like degradation of soil [14], change in climate, and losses related to biodiversity [15]. A number of studies have reported that green entrepreneurship could be a driving force to restructure the economy for emerging economies [16]. However, there is disagreement among scholars on the concept and definition of green entrepreneurship. Academic literature offers a variety of terms and different meanings for the concept of green entrepreneurship, such as pro-environmental, green, sustainable, ecological, sustainable entrepreneurship, eco-preneurship, and eco-entrepreneurship. Normally, green entrepreneurship can be categorized into two categories: (1) in established firms where environmental management practices exist or where cleaner production processes are being adopted, and (2) newly established business startups focusing on ecology or natural resources [17]. The first category could be comprised of business entities focusing on adaptation of pro-environmental business practices to create innovations and to gain a competitive edge [18]. Prior academic studies conducted in green businesses domain suggest the effects of environmental management practices on competitive advantage in context of environmental management systems, and corporate social responsibility [19,20,21].



According to Menguc and Ozanne [22], green organizations acquire valuable intangible green resources that other companies cannot. In line with that, Menon and Menon [8] argued that large organizations align innovative environmental ideas with their organizational practices to place themselves in a better competitive position in the market. Based on green business management strategies, Pastakia [23] defined green entrepreneurship as an individual and institutional attempt to popularize their eco-friendly practices through market or non-market routes. Consistent with this argument, green entrepreneurship can be defined as the strategy through which an established business implements eco-friendly practices to differentiate its products, or innovates production processes through green practices to gain competitive advantage [17].



The second category of green entrepreneurship includes businesses organizations that use organic raw materials in the form of natural resources to develop products and services to prevent environmental pollution and degradation [17]. In a given context, Lober [24] defined green entrepreneurship as “the creation of new products, services or organisations to meet market opportunities” (p. 26) and argued that pollution prevention strategies used by organized businesses should be the motive for corporate self-renewal. Cohen and Winn [25] defined sustainable entrepreneurship as “the examination of how opportunities to bring into existence future goods and services are discovered, created, and exploited, by whom, and with what economic, psychological, social and environmental consequences” (p. 35). Consistent with this, green entrepreneurship can be defined as a new business startup focusing on the environmental services sector [17].




2.2. Green Entrepreneurship and Social Economic Prosperity


Entrepreneurship is a complex social phenomenon, with particular dynamics, approached from multiple perspectives, encompassing the processes behind the creation of ideas, companies, and patents [26,27,28]. It is regarded by various authors as a key component to the socio-economic development of a country as it enhances productivity, innovation, employment, and economic expansion [29,30]. The entrepreneurship research of the last 25 years is mainly polarized on two main aspects: the determinants that encourage entrepreneurial activity, studied especially in organizational, psychological, economic and institutional domains, and the effects of new business creation, usually explored through institutional or economic frameworks [31].



Although no consensus is found among researchers on the definition of entrepreneurship, Medeiros et al. ([32], p. 3) reported that entrepreneur is “an individual who makes decisions under the conditions of uncertainty and emphasizes the distinction between risk and uncertainty”. According to Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, entrepreneurship is regarded as an attempt to develop new business ventures or initiatives like self-employment, expansion of existing business, or new business enterprise [33]. Academic research has also suggested the importance of entrepreneurship in enhancing economic development and having an impact on the environmental performance of countries [11].



Recently, the issue of global warming and environmental degradation has emerged as one of the most severe crises humankind has ever faced [19,21,34]. As a result, policy makers across developed and developing countries are emphasizing strategies for mitigating the harmful impacts of business activities on the environment [19]. In response to these calls for environmentally sustainable business practices, scholars have introduced the concept of green entrepreneurship. The impacts of COVID-19 and globalization paved the way for economic restructuring and formed a new business landscape. In consequence, various Western governments have put green entrepreneurship on top of their agenda and announced initiatives to foster green entrepreneurship to develop new jobs and foster economic growth [35]. This importance of green entrepreneurship turned policy makers toward green entrepreneurship to stimulate growth through job creation, and toward environmental sustainability through promoting green products and services. As a result, over the last decade, policy makers around the globe, particularly in developing countries, have been making efforts to promote green entrepreneurship.



Apart from the impact of entrepreneurship on outcomes like economic growth and economic development, the social and environmental impact of entrepreneurship on society and particularly on marginalized communities and cultures where discriminatory practices exist cannot be ignored [36,37,38]. Entrepreneurship is regarded globally as a vital source of economic growth and a prominent factor influencing the socio-economic well-being of society [7,39]. Similarly, scholars considered entrepreneurship as an essential source of societal development, job creation, poverty alleviation, innovation, and economic competitiveness. It is argued by scholars that the role of entrepreneurship in economic development and empowerment of women is very important [39,40,41]. As the majority of the female population facing discrimination and empowerment-related issues are residing in rural areas where agriculture is the only source of income, engaging the female population in green agricultural entrepreneurship can thus be a source of women empowerment and the socio-economic development and well-being of under-privileged societies [33,36,42].





3. Green Agriculture Support Framework


The Green Agriculture Support Framework (GASF) is a comprehensive model suggesting how a green agriculture venture can be formed and how its organizational growth can flourish. The proposed GASF model not only suggests how to foster the growth of green agricultural enterprises, but this framework also supports the creation of an environment that supports green ventures in obtaining and sustaining a competitive advantage, and enables policy makers to achieve socio-economic and environmental goals by fostering green businesses. GASF describes a mechanism not only to achieve green objectives that are in compliance with the socio-economic objectives of firms, but are also designed to deliver the social, economic, and environmental goals of the entrepreneurial organizations at both macro and micro levels in a sustainable way. Namely, GASF helps to balance traditional organizational goals, like profit maximization, with environmental goals at the micro level and environmental sustainability at the macro level. By applying this scheme to the sector of interest, the value of GASF is its inherent structure designed to foster agriculture 4.0 through the flourishing of innovative agri-food businesses without compromising on environmental sustainability.



Figure 1 presents the outline of the proposed framework. The blue and orange arrows between the external and internal factors represent the inter-relations between the two dimensions and are based on the evidence from the literature analyzed in this paper. In the following section, all the building dimensions included in the figure and the relationships among them are described in detail through the triangulation of different sources (i.e., academic literature, institutional documents, and technical and economic reports), discussing also how the GASF will achieve the aforementioned objectives.



3.1. External Support Factors


3.1.1. Government Support


The support from government and other related agencies is extremely important in promoting local industry, particularly small businesses. The rationale behind government policies is to make sure the efficient and effective working of market mechanisms through the elimination of market failures and administrative rigidities [43]. The purpose behind elimination of all rigidities is to create a context that allows organizations to assume reasonable tasks in their business operations [44]. Academic research emphasizes that governments possess most of the financial and non-financial resources and access to credit, which is much needed to start, grow, and expand a business venture [45]. In line with the importance of government in the generation, growth, and expansion of business ventures, governments around the globe are devising policies focused on fostering entrepreneurship among youth [46].



Keeping in view the importance of entrepreneurship in socio-economic development and poverty alleviation, the governments in developing countries have initiated various schemes to promote entrepreneurship among youth. With reference to the local context of Pakistan, the government has introduced various programs to foster entrepreneurship by providing interest-free loans, training, and skill development to youth. It is argued by scholars that the role of entrepreneurship in economic development is very important [40,41]. For instance, initiatives, such as Grameen Bank, provide evidence of the importance of entrepreneurship in poverty reduction [47] and enterprise generation. Banks like Grameen offer interest-free micro loans for starting small and micro businesses to private individuals, preferably females for different agricultural or business initiatives [48].



This suggests the importance of government support in the promotion of SME growth and poverty elimination and how much it matters in boosting the local economy. In line with these assertions and literature-based discussions, we believe that the support from government will play a decisive role in the generation and growth of green agriculture enterprises and an effective green agriculture entrepreneurship ecosystem for the growth of an actual green agriculture industry.




3.1.2. Formal Institutions


Every society needs a mechanism of formal institutions that design the rules of the game, ensuring functionality of all market forces in a fair and smooth manner. Hence, in a society, business rules are defined and determined by formal institutions [49]. In the entrepreneurship literature, the efficiency and quality (i.e., the level of perceived corruption and the general regulatory framework) of formal institutions matter a lot [50]. Fuentelsaz et al. [44] reported that formal institutions regulate the rules of the game, namely social, political, and economic relationships. These institutions reduce risks, provide human interaction, and deliver the order and structure for exchanges to take place. Not only do they influence the level of entrepreneurship, but also the characteristics and quality of entrepreneurship initiatives, by making them more or less productive [51,52].



According to Nobel Laurate Douglass North, “Institutions are the rules of the game in a society or, more formally, are the humanly devised constraints that shape human interaction” ([49], p. 3). The existence of institutions minimizes the uncertainties caused by social interaction through provision of a structure in which everyone is free to act. This function is of key importance as it enables the coordination of plans. Making it simpler, it can be said that individuals cannot socially interact in absence of knowledge and guidelines about actions and rules of the game in a social setting. If one does not know about the rules he/she has to follow, how can he/she engage in a social interaction? Keeping this in mind, one can easily understand that for institutions to minimize the uncertainty, they must be as stable and predictable as possible so that they can be used as guiding tools for social interaction [53].



The formal institutions that support green agricultural ventures can be categorized into financial, educational, and governmental systems [54]. According to Whitley [55], variations among societal institutions play a key role in forming economic behavior and suggest key environmental dimensions that influence entrepreneurial behavior, specifically related with entrepreneurs’ choice in identifying the needed capital to start their ventures. The provision of financial services to aspiring entrepreneurs by formal financial institutions influences entrepreneurial thinking and contributes to the flourishing of entrepreneurial mindset and culture in the country. Common examples of these financial sources are represented by commercial banks, financial markets, and mutual funds [56,57]. Similarly, dynamic educational institutes play a key role in the provision of skilled human resources equipped with the competencies, skills, and advanced technology required to establish new business ventures, especially in developing countries and considering the digital transformation effects [54,58]. Academic research suggests new ventures depend heavily upon a supply of skilled human resources, and education institutes are the prime source of provision of this key resource [55]. Countries with well-established education systems produce entrepreneurs with the capability to face the hardships of starting a new venture through rigorous training. It is traditionally assumed in literature that higher levels of education lead to higher rates of entrepreneurship. Jiménez et al. [26], through their in-depth analysis, demonstrated how different educational levels can cause very different repercussions in relation to distinct forms of entrepreneurship. In more detail, the authors found that tertiary education increases formal entrepreneurship, namely the creation of new legally registered firms in a country, as a consequence of higher self-confidence, lower perceived risk, and enhanced human capital. Formal entrepreneurship mainly characterizes developed economies. At the same time, tertiary education was also found to have a negative effect on informal entrepreneurship, i.e., not legally registered and largely unregulated firms, as it increases awareness and sensitivity of the entrepreneurs about the possible negative repercussions of their business activities. The authors have also assessed the impact of secondary education, finding a positive effect on formal entrepreneurship, while a not significant one on informal entrepreneurship. Therefore, individuals’ decisions to start business ventures are heavily influenced by the country’s education system [59,60]. Likewise, the role of the state in formulating business-friendly environments and policies, maintaining law and order, and providing security is also essential in influencing entrepreneurial activity. In the entrepreneurship literature, it is reported that the laws and regulatory structure of a country create hurdles and negatively affect the intentions of individuals considering entrepreneurship as their career. Similarly, corruption, a poor law-and-order situation, and unfair regulations also negatively affect entrepreneurial intentions [61,62]. In contrast, the relationship between new national-level business activities and the institutional environment, also known as the entrepreneurial framework conditions, is affected by opportunity perception and the perception of the presence of startup skills [54,59].



Another aspect to be taken into consideration in this context is the importance of relational, educational, psychological, and health-related variables that represent the antecedents of entrepreneurial intention and interest [63]. The study of Escolar-Llamazares et al. [64] analyzed these family-related variables in Spanish students, finding that those who expressed significantly high entrepreneurial interest were mostly men with a family tradition of entrepreneurial parents, with high perceptions of their health and quality of life, and who considered it important to detect opportunities in advance and to create employment. The positive effect of family systems on youth entrepreneurial interests is further emphasized by the recent study of Luis-Rico et al. [65]. Indeed, their evidence confirms the influence of family on the entrepreneurial ecosystem and the need to promote an entrepreneurial family culture.



Therefore, based on these arguments and cited literature, it can be concluded that to enhance growth of green agricultural enterprises, the existence of formal institutions that provide financial, technical, and regulatory support to aspiring entrepreneurs is very important and represents a prerequisite.




3.1.3. Physical Infrastructure


It is evident from academic research that infrastructure plays a decisive role in entrepreneurial regional development. For instance, the study of Audretsch et al. [66] reported that geographical regions having modern physical infrastructure facilities generate more entrepreneurial activity if compared to geographical regions with poor infrastructure facilities. Infrastructure involves the activities in developing a favorable environment suitable for business operations. Similarly, Sternberg [67] identified a number of elements including availability of physical, human, social, and knowledge capital that influence entrepreneurial activity in a region. A considerable amount of research has concluded that infrastructure plays an important role in generating economic activity and in generating opportunities for the growth and productivity of the enterprises [68,69,70]. Physical infrastructure enhances the cooperation and connectivity among people, which in turn benefits the entrepreneurial process [67]. Among the few studies available on the relationship between physical infrastructure and entrepreneurship, Woolley [71] suggests that infrastructure prompts entrepreneurial opportunities and activities and enhances the abilities of entrepreneurs to exploit opportunities by establishing their business ventures.



The study conducted by Ma et al. [72] in the context of high-speed railways in China provided empirical evidence for our argument. The development and modernization of the railway network shortened commuting time, enhanced travel efficiency, and improved the economic and personal communication between cities and regions. This improvement in the transportation infrastructure significantly impacted the flow of human and financial capital, technology, and other enterprise factors, and influenced both the birth of new businesses and the productivity of established enterprises.




3.1.4. Entrepreneurial Culture


Entrepreneurship literature regarded culture as a key element of an entrepreneurial ecosystem and a main attribute of its success and effectiveness [73]. In an entrepreneurial ecosystem, culture imparts a dynamism that helps to highlight the contribution of culture to the functioning of entrepreneurship through allowing capabilities to develop and enabling experiences and identities to be framed [74]. It is argued that even if all resources are available, and if rules, regulation, and other formalities are favorable, in a case that the cultural element is missing from an entrepreneurial ecosystem, there is a possibility that the commitment may not continue, given that it will not be easy for the entrepreneur to “buy into” the procedure [27]. The absence of an entrepreneurship culture can prevent and void efforts to promote entrepreneurship, decrease the positive prospects of entrepreneurial activities, economic and financial outputs, and the creation of new startups [75]. In spite of the given importance of culture in entrepreneurship research, in entrepreneurial ecosystems, culture helps to understand and act as an effective mechanism for knowledge production.



Academics have recognized that entrepreneurial activities mostly take place in cultures that have low power distance, high masculinity, high individualism, and low uncertainty avoidance [76,77]. The entrepreneurial culture supports a positive social attitude toward entrepreneurial activity. Stronger entrepreneurial culture provides tolerance for facing failures, and enables the acceptance of the critical role of an entrepreneur in creating new jobs [78]. A strong entrepreneurial culture focusing on core competencies is very important to achieve sustainable growth because of its ability to employ an entrepreneurship strategy in an economic, social, and environmental context [79,80].




3.1.5. Economic Conditions


Favorable economic conditions are regarded as key to the success of any new business startup. In general, favorable economic conditions promote innovation and inspire young entrepreneurs to engage in entrepreneurial activity. A number of studies have suggested the link between favorable economic conditions and entrepreneurial activity [81], and the growth of new business startups [82].



It is evident from academic research that the effect of changing economic conditions on individuals’ decisions to form a business ventures is arguable. The decision to start a venture is heavily determined by the utility of self-employment, as compared to outside paid employment. Unfavorable economic conditions have severe impacts on entrepreneurial activity, as unfavorable economic conditions negatively affect the returns from self-, as well as paid, employment. Higher and lower demand uncertainty decrease the expected level and increase the expected volatility of returns as self-employed. The expected returns must cover the initial cost of starting a firm, i.e., the cost of capital that is partially irreversible. Furthermore, it also must be noted that there are always chances of increases in the cost of capital during recession periods because of a decrease in bank lending [83].



In a similar vein, we found that income level has an impact on entrepreneurial activity [84,85]. Specifically, academic research illuminates that the increase in income significantly influences entrepreneurial activity [86]. Likewise, the findings of prior research conducted by Fishman and Sarria-Allende [87], and Parker and Robson [88] suggest the positive influence of income level on entrepreneurship. Favorable economic developments foster new firm creation because the financial prospects and expected benefits of starting a business venture are higher [89,90]. In addition, the income level and purchasing power determines the variety of consumer demand. A higher difference in demand supports the suppliers of new specialized products and reduces the economies-of-scale advantage of large existing firms [91,92]. This is the reason for which a higher economic growth rate will induce the existence of additional opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs, which eventually leads toward new venture creation.



Thus, it is argued that in the presence of conducive and favorable business conditions, there are chances that aspiring entrepreneurs will venture into green agriculture businesses to exploit green business opportunities. Hence, favorable economic conditions can be counted as a major external economic factor that supports GASF.





3.2. Internal Support Activities


3.2.1. Talent Management


Human capital or talent is regarded as the backbone of any business venture particularly, and for productive entrepreneurship generally. For the success of any business organization, the attraction, recruitment, development, motivation, and retention of talent are regarded as key contributors [93,94,95,96,97]. Research suggests Fortune 100 companies always strive to attract, recruit, motivate, develop, compensate, and retain talent because it is human capital that drives the performance and is key to gain competitive advantage [98,99]. Similarly, Bhattacharya et al. ([100], p. 37) stress that “increasingly, success comes from being able to attract, motivate, and retain a talented pool of workers with a finite number of extraordinary employees to go around, the competition for them is fierce”.



According to Cohen [101], for success of entrepreneurial ventures, it is important that entrepreneurs should have access to skilled and qualified human capital, if they want to be successful and grow. A study conducted by Cohen [101] reported that 67 percent of surveyed entrepreneurs regarded the access to qualified human capital as of key importance for the success of their business ventures. For any region to become a hub of successful business startups, the potential to attract qualified skilled workers who seek excitement, challenge, and attractive compensation packages is the key [102]. Thus, in given assertions, the availability and access to qualify skilled human capital and effective talent management systems are critical factors.




3.2.2. Technology


Another way to promote green entrepreneurship as the engine of socio-economic growth is through the use of innovative and sustainable technologies. Academic research suggests a positive impact from information and communication technologies (ICT) on agricultural growth [103,104]. In this context, the adoption of digital technologies resulted in the literature as factors influencing the firm, either externally, in terms of competitive pressure and network influence, or internally, concerning technological skills and human capital [105]. Advanced technologies enable farm owners to expand their market shares by reaching new markets and customers through the internet and social media. Along with ICT, the role of agricultural engineering is also important in the support and growth of the agricultural industry. Research conducted by Truong [106] to study the use of technology by rice farmers in Vietnam reported a positive impact of advanced technology and equipment on rice production in the Mekong Delta region of Vietnam. The study of Truong [106] suggested some technologies that are beneficial for both farm owners, as well as for the agricultural industry as a whole. Those technologies, such as row seeding, integrated pest management (IPM), “three reductions-three gains”, rice dryers, and harvesting machines, are reported to increase farm yields. Row seeding technology saves seeds, eases the process of crop handling, prevents pest attack, and is very easy to use. IPM technology reduces input cost (savings arise from reduction in seed and pesticide use), increases output, and protects the environment. “Three reductions-three gains” refers to a reduction in seed rate, pesticide, and fertilizer use to enhance yields and improve the quality of rice. A rice dryer is a technological advancement that farm owners use to reduce grain loss caused by sun-drying and labor costs associated with the post-harvest rice-drying process. Furthermore, a recent study by Savastano et al. [107] demonstrated through a cost-benefit analysis carried out in Southern Europe (Italy) how smart technologies apply to agriculture though 4.0 services (the so-called agriculture 4.0 or precision agriculture) that allow farmers and small agriculture firms to improve their sustainability in terms of increased economic efficiency, better informed decision-making processes, and a reduced ecological footprint. Indeed, precision agriculture technologies (PAT) can allow farmers to improve the efficiency of their farm management by reducing input use (e.g., water, fertilizers, etc.), reducing at the same time negative environmental externalities [108,109].




3.2.3. Competitiveness


Academic research suggests that in the current era, organizations in every business sector are facing huge competition, including green agriculture. To grow and survive, organizations are forced to increase production yield, use the most advanced technologies and services, seek business efficiency and competitive advantage, achieve large market shares, and retain talented minds in the organization. Smagurauskiene [110] emphasizes that under such tensed business conditions, the managements of the organizations face problems of a decline in growth and there being no further investment resources. Investment is regarded as fresh blood in the veins of an organization and results in an extra competitive advantage. Consistent with these findings, governments around the globe promote business development in one or another form and pay great attention to small and medium businesses, as SMEs are regarded as crucial in the economic growth and stability of a country. Financial support is the key policy instrument of small and medium businesses. In line with this, it is argued that to survive and foster business growth, being competitive, as well as innovative, is necessary for a green agriculture startup. This competitiveness can be achieved through increasing production yields, discovering new markets, and using advanced technology and ICT equipment to increase efficiency and effectiveness.




3.2.4. Innovative Operational Procedures


Innovative operational procedures to enhance the effeteness and efficiency of business operations has been one of the widely investigated research topics in recent times. From these innovative operational procedures, organizations expect to enhance their overall business performance and to be competitive to compete with their rivals through catering to their customers in more innovative ways. Innovative operational procedures alter the traditional production processes of products and services being produced in the firm into procedures and processes that can be supported through information technology. The innovative operational procedures that a green agriculture enterprise needs to implement include, but are not limited to, the minimization of production processes through efficiency and effectiveness, improvement of business operational processes, use of technology in production and sales, automation of workflows, exchange of data with suppliers and customers, and use of electronic business transactions, i.e., use of credit and credit cards, kiosk machines, effective communication with customers through social media, etc.



These innovative operational procedures enable organizations to be cost effective and generate maximum output from minimum input. Through these innovative procedures, organizations enhance their business performance and serve their customers in a better way by offering them the best products and services effectively and efficiently.






4. Discussion


The present study is an initial attempt to explore and outline the external and internal environmental factors that contribute to the growth of green agriculture entrepreneurs and firms. In this way, our study contributes to the green entrepreneurship and agriculture literature in numerous ways. Previous studies identified that heterogeneous environmental conditions (e.g., policies, support programs, funding, culture, professional infrastructure, university support, labor market, R&D, and market dynamics) exist across regions or countries, and influence the creation of high-growth ventures within entrepreneurship ecosystems [111]. Hence, our study proposes a conceptual framework based on the review and analysis of relevant literature, highlighting the key internal and external factors that when aligned contribute to the growth of green agriculture enterprises at both the micro and macro levels. At the micro level, the proposed framework contributes by suggesting key internal factors (i.e., government support, formal institutions, physical infrastructure, culture, and economic conditions) and external ones (i.e., talent management, technology, competitiveness, and innovative operational procedures) that help a green agriculture venture to flourish and become competitive. Similarly, at the macro level, the proposed framework indicates the possible strategies policy makers may undertake as input to stimulate the growth of green agriculture enterprises, particularly in developing countries. In this way, the proposed conceptual framework suggests the importance of the external and internal support system for green agriculture startups and their role in the areas of national socio-economic development and environmental sustainability. The proposed GASF model also provides guidelines to current and aspiring entrepreneurs who want to grow or expand their green agriculture business ventures by providing details of critical elements in internal and external support factors.



Our proposed framework also suggests the role of the necessary external factors for the flourishing of green agriculture enterprises, such as government support, formal institutions, physical infrastructure, entrepreneurial culture, and economic conditions, when interacting with the organization during the course of doing business. This is because of factors like government support and formal institutions that provide legislation and set rules of the game for market forces. These factors provide the mechanisms upon which the market operates. Similarly, they provide mechanisms for the funding required to grow and expand the operations of enterprises. Factors such as physical infrastructure ensure the smooth delivery of products and services to customers and clients in an effective and efficient manner. Entrepreneurial culture, on the other hand, is vital in developing entrepreneurial behavior and individuals’ intentions to engage in entrepreneurial activity. Favorable economic conditions influence individual decisions to engage in entrepreneurial activity, facilitating and inspiring innovative entrepreneurial ventures [112].



Furthermore, our framework highlights the importance of internal factors that are in control of the organization such as talent management, technology usage, competitiveness, and innovative operational procedures in green agricultural SMEs’ growth. Academic research illuminates the importance of talent management in the success of any organization as the success or failure of any business venture is hinged upon its human resources and their hard work [113]. If the right person for the right job is hired, provided with the required training and development opportunities, required to perform his/her task, and fairly compensated and appraised for his/her work, it is likely that the employee will feel satisfied and put his/her extra efforts to achieve organizational goals and the success of the organization. Similarly, the development or adoption of advanced technology and sophisticated equipment minimize the margin of error and ensure smooth business operations and procedures. The aforementioned internal factors and capabilities play a significant role in new venture success, which might be beneficial for owners and managers to achieve competitive position, especially in turbulent scenarios [114].



The GASF framework presented in this paper is an ideal platform for the incentive of green entrepreneurship, and particularly for agriculture-based business ventures. Green entrepreneurship is a critical element because of its flexibility, orientation toward innovation, propensity to take calculated risks, and resilience while facing challenges. It is a fact that innovations normally add value, but simultaneously they are also prone to the risk of failure, particularly when disruptive to traditional sectors such as the agriculture industry or in developing countries [115]. In order to create green innovations, entrepreneurs need to be flexible, persistent, and risk-taking. GASF needs a synergic blend of all the above entrepreneurial traits to be effective.



Hence, GASF is proposed as a basic conceptual framework to promote the growth of green agriculture enterprises without compromising the socio-economic or the environmental objectives of the venture. In this framework, both external and internal factors are aligned and influence each other in fostering the growth of green agriculture venture ecosystems. When all external and internal factors are strategically aligned together, green entrepreneurs will be enabled to develop core competencies to attain and sustain a competitive edge in the market. Organizational leadership plays a critical role in creating a green entrepreneurial culture in the organization that can promote core organizational values, ethics, and norms and generate significant environmental knowledge that eventually translates into intellectual capital for the organization, leading to a sustainable competitive advantage. Digital transformation through advanced technologies adoption and multiple-channels development will also help organizations to save costs and time, and to obtain a yield increase. All these factors can contribute to attaining a competitive advantage in the market as the firm will be able to enter new markets and increase the quality of its products and services. By implementing innovative business and operational procedures, green-agriculture-based entrepreneurial ventures can create value-added products and increase their market shares while retaining their customers. In addition to this, using GASF, the green agriculture ventures can address the environmental concerns of the stakeholders with the support of both external and internal factors.



Therefore, by considering both the internal and external factors in a systemic manner, in addition to its theoretical contribution, this framework can be useful both for policy makers and practitioners for facilitating the actual origin and growth of green entrepreneurship ecosystems.




5. Conclusions


Our study proposes avenues for future research. This article highlights the importance of external and internal support factors described in the GASF that can foster the growth of green agriculture entrepreneurship. In this way, the current study contributes to academic literature in several ways. First, it contributes by understanding determinants and the features of green entrepreneurship. Second, it contributes by proposing a conceptual framework that highlights internal and external factors contributing to the growth of green agriculture SMEs. Finally, it contributes to green agriculture and entrepreneurship literature by studying the relationships among the factors that affect this scenario. The proposed internal support factors at the micro level (i.e., government support, formal institutions, physical infrastructure, culture, and economic conditions) and external factors (i.e., talent management, technology, competitiveness, and innovative operational procedures) at the macro level help a green agriculture venture flourish and become competitive. By describing these support factors, the proposed framework highlights the possible strategies policy makers may undertake as input to stimulate the growth of green agriculture enterprises, particularly in developing countries. In this way, the proposed conceptual framework suggests the importance of the external and internal support system for green agriculture startups and their role in the areas of national socio-economic development and environmental sustainability. Despite the evidence obtained and the extensive literature reviewed, there is still a lack of research on how green entrepreneurship contributes to economic development, particularly in lower- and middle-income countries. Thus, future research in this under-researched area may address this research gap. Still, it is unclear whether the proposed GASF model is also applicable to other green entrepreneurship domains. Future research may address this research gap by adapting this framework to other industry sectors or specific geographical regions to prove its actual effectiveness. To do so, future studies could analyze the building blocks of the GASF framework by testing them through panels of institutional experts and entrepreneurs, or large-sampled quantitative surveys. In addition, this framework could also be applied to other types of countries by considering additional factors in the model. For instance, it could be significant to investigate the role of demand, buyer’s sophistication, pre-existing potential partners, clients, and suppliers with whom synergies can be created, comparing first-mover and other strategies of market entry.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, M.S., A.H.S. and N.A.C.; Formal analysis, M.S., A.H.S. and N.A.C.; Funding acquisition, C.A. and M.S.; Investigation, M.S., A.H.S. and N.A.C.; Methodology, M.S., A.H.S. and N.A.C.; Project administration, M.S. and C.A.; Resources, M.S. and C.A.; Supervision, M.S.; Validation, M.S. and C.A.; Visualization, M.S.; Writing—original draft, A.H.S. and N.A.C.; Writing—review & editing, M.S. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Because of the absence of any involvement of therapeutic medication, no formal approval of the Institutional Review Board of the local Ethics Committee was required. The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki.




Informed Consent Statement


Not applicable.




Data Availability Statement


Not applicable.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Falco, C.; Donzelli, F.; Olper, A. Climate Change, Agriculture and Migration: A Survey. Sustainability 2018, 10, 1405. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



The World Bank. Agriculture and Food. Available online: https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/agriculture/overview (accessed on 30 January 2022).

	



Ministry of Finance, Government of Pakistan. Pakistan Economic Survey 2020–2021; Ministry of Finance, Government of Pakistan: Islamabad, Pakistan, 2020.

	



Tsoraeva, E.; Bekmurzov, A.; Kozyrev, S.; Khoziev, A.; Kozyrev, A. Environmental issues of agriculture as a consequence of the intensification of the development of agricultural industry. In E3S Web of Conferences, Proceedings of the International Scientific Conference on Biotechnology and Food Technology, Saint Petersburg, Russia, 27–29 October 2020; EDP Sciences: Les Ulis, France, 2020; Volume 215, p. 02003. [Google Scholar]

	



Koohafkan, P.; Altieri, M.A.; Gimenez, E.H. Green Agriculture: Foundations for biodiverse, resilient and productive agricultural systems. Int. J. Agric. Sustain. 2012, 10, 61–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Priyadarshini, P.; Abhilash, P.C. Policy recommendations for enabling transition towards sustainable agriculture in India. Land Use Policy 2020, 96, 104718. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Matos, S.; Hall, J. An exploratory study of entrepreneurs in impoverished communities: When institutional factors and individual characteristics result in non-productive entrepreneurship. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2020, 32, 134–155. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Menon, A.; Menon, A. Enviropreneurial marketing strategy: The emergence of corporate environmentalism as market strategy. J. Mark. 1997, 61, 51–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



OECD. SMEs, Entrepreneurship and Innovation; OECD Studies on SMEs and Entrepreneurship; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



OECD. SME and Entrepreneurship Outlook 2021; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2021. [Google Scholar]

	



Alvarez-Risco, A.; Mlodzianowska, S.; García-Ibarra, V.; Rosen, M.; Del-Aguila-Arcentales, S. Factors Affecting Green Entrepreneurship Intentions in Business University Students in COVID-19 Pandemic Times: Case of Ecuador. Sustainability 2021, 13, 6447. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, Z.; Sarkar, A.; Rahman, A.; Li, X.; Xia, X. Exploring the drivers of green agricultural development (GAD) in China: A spatial association network structure approaches. Land Use Policy 2022, 112, 105827. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mukonza, C. An Analysis of Factors Influencing Green Entrepreneurship Activities in South Africa. In Business Cycles and Structural Change in South Africa; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2020; pp. 47–67. [Google Scholar]

	



Maroušek, J.; Maroušková, A.; Zoubek, T.; Bartoš, P. Economic impacts of soil fertility degradation by traces of iron from drinking water treatment. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2021, 24, 4835–4844. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Criscuolo, C.; Menon, C. Environmental policies and risk finance in the green sector: Cross-country evidence. Energy Policy 2015, 83, 38–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hinterberger, F.; Omann, I.; Stocker, A. Employment and Environment in a Sustainable Europe. Empirica 2002, 29, 113–130. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



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. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reinhardt, F.L. Environmental Product Differentiation: Implications for Corporate Strategy. Calif. Manag. Rev. 1998, 40, 43–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Channa, N.A.; Hussain, T.; Casali, G.L.; Dakhan, S.A.; Aisha, R. Promoting environmental performance through corporate social responsibility in controversial industry sectors. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2021, 28, 23273–23286. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Channa, N.A.; Tariq, B.; Samo, A.H.; Ghumro, N.H.; Qureshi, N.A. Predicting consumers’ intentions to purchase eco-friendly athletic wear in a moderated model of individual green values and gender. Int. J. Sports Mark. Spons. 2021. ahead-of-print. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Umrani, W.A.; Channa, N.A.; Yousaf, A.; Ahmed, U.; Pahi, M.H.; Ramayah, T. Greening the workforce to achieve environmental performance in hotel industry: A serial mediation model. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag. 2020, 44, 50–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mengüç, B.; Ozanne, L.K. Challenges of the “green imperative”: A natural resource-based approach to the environmental orientation–business performance relationship. J. Bus. Res. 2005, 58, 430–438. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pastakia, A. Grassroots ecopreneurs: Change agents for a sustainable society. J. Organ. Chang. Manag. 1998, 11, 157–173. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lober, D.J. Pollution prevention as corporate entrepreneurship. J. Organ. Chang. Manag. 1998, 11, 26–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



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

	



Jiménez, A.; Palmero-Cámara, C.; González-Santos, M.J.; González-Bernal, J.; Jiménez-Eguizábal, J.A. The impact of educational levels on formal and informal entrepreneurship. BRQ Bus. Res. Q. 2015, 18, 204–212. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lundström, A.; Stevenson, L. Entrepreneurship Policy: Theory and Practice; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2005; Volume 5. [Google Scholar]

	



Landström, H.; Harirchi, G. The social structure of entrepreneurship as a scientific field. Res. Policy 2018, 47, 650–662. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Olcina, G.; Tur, E.M.; Escriche, L. Cultural transmission and persistence of entrepreneurship. Small Bus. Econ. 2020, 54, 155–172. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Frederick, H.H. The emergence of biosphere entrepreneurship: Are social and business entrepreneurship obsolete? Int. J. Entrep. Small Bus. 2018, 34, 381. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Urbano, D.; Aparicio, S.; Audretsch, D. Twenty-five years of research on institutions, entrepreneurship, and economic growth: What has been learned? Small Bus. Econ. 2019, 53, 21–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Medeiros, V.; Marques, C.; Galvão, A.; Braga, V. Innovation and entrepreneurship as drivers of economic development. Compet. Rev. Int. Bus. J. 2020, 30, 681–704. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor). 2016/2017 Report on Women’s Entrepreneurship; GEM: London, UK, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Luu, T.T. Integrating green strategy and green human resource practices to trigger individual and organizational green performance: The role of environmentally-specific servant leadership. J. Sustain. Tour. 2020, 28, 1193–1222. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alvarez-Risco, A.; Mlodzianowska, S.; Zamora-Ramos, U.; Del-Aguila-Arcentales, S. Green entrepreneurship intention in university students: The case of Peru. Entrep. Bus. Econ. Rev. 2021, 9, 85–100. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pidduck, R.J.; Clark, D.R. Transitional entrepreneurship: Elevating research into marginalized entrepreneurs. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2021, 59, 1081–1096. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dahles, H.; Khieng, S.; Verver, M.; Manders, I. Social entrepreneurship and tourism in Cambodia: Advancing community engagement. J. Sustain. Tour. 2020, 28, 816–833. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maseno, M.; Wanyoike, C. Social Entrepreneurship as Mechanisms for Social Transformation and Social Impact in East Africa an Exploratory Case Study Perspective. J. Soc. Entrep. 2020, 13, 92–117. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Samo, A.H.; Channa, N.A.; Qureshi, N.A. The Role of Universities and Entrepreneurial Ecosystem in Producing Entrepreneurs for Industry 4.0. J. High. Educ. Theory Pract. 2021, 21, 28–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Minniti, M. Female Entrepreneurship and Economic Activity. Eur. J. Dev. Res. 2010, 22, 294–312. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Allen, E.; Langowitz, N.; Minniti, M. The 2006 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Special Topic Report; Women in Entrepreneurship; Center for Women Leadership, Babson College: Wellesley, MA, USA, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Pidduck, R.J.; Clark, D.R.; Lumpkin, G.T. Entrepreneurial mindset: Dispositional beliefs, opportunity beliefs, and entrepreneurial behavior. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2021, 1–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mosconi, E.M.; Colantoni, A.; Gambella, F.; Cudlinová, E.; Salvati, L.; Rodrigo-Comino, J. Revisiting the Environmental Kuznets Curve: The Spatial Interaction between Economy and Territory. Economies 2020, 8, 74. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fuentelsaz, L.; Garrido, E.; Maicas, J.P. The effect of informal and formal institutions on foreign market entry selection and performance. J. Int. Manag. 2020, 26, 100735. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gnyawali, D.R.; Fogel, D.S. Environments for Entrepreneurship Development: Key Dimensions and Research Implications. Entrep. Theory Pract. 1994, 18, 43–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brixiová, Z.; Kangoye, T.; Said, M. Training, human capital, and gender gaps in entrepreneurial performance. Econ. Model. 2020, 85, 367–380. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yunus, M. Credit for the poor: Poverty as distant history. Harv. Int. Rev. 2007, 29, 20. [Google Scholar]

	



Grameen Foundation. Annual Report 2020; Grameen Foundation: Washington, DC, USA, 2020. [Google Scholar]

	



North, D.C. A Transaction Cost Theory of Politics. J. Theor. Politics 1990, 2, 355–367. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stam, E.; Van de Ven, A. Entrepreneurial ecosystem elements. Small Bus. Econ. 2021, 56, 809–832. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bruton, G.D.; Ahlstrom, D.; Li, H. Institutional Theory and Entrepreneurship: Where Are We Now and Where Do We Need to Move in the Future? Entrep. Theory Pract. 2010, 34, 421–440. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baumol, W.J. Entrepreneurship: Productive, unproductive, and destructive. J. Bus. Ventur. 1996, 11, 3–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sautet, F. The role of institutions in entrepreneurship: Implications for development policy. Mercat. Policy Primer 2005, 1, 18. [Google Scholar]

	



Sahasranamam, S.; Nandakumar, M. Individual capital and social entrepreneurship: Role of formal institutions. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 107, 104–117. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Whitley, E.A. Understanding participation in entrepreneurial organizations: Some hermeneutic readings. J. Inf. Technol. 1999, 14, 193–202. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gimmon, E.; Levie, J. Founder’s human capital, external investment, and the survival of new high-technology ventures. Res. Policy 2010, 39, 1214–1226. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vanacker, T.; Collewaert, V.; Paeleman, I. The Relationship between Slack Resources and the Performance of Entrepreneurial Firms: The Role of Venture Capital and Angel Investors. J. Manag. Stud. 2013, 50, 1070–1096. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mosconi, E.M.; Silvestri, C.; Poponi, S.; Braccini, A.M. Public Policy Innovation in Distance and On-Line Learning: Reflections on the Italian Case. In Organizational Change and Information Systems; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2013; pp. 381–389. [Google Scholar]

	



Levie, J.; Autio, E. A theoretical grounding and test of the GEM model. Small Bus. Econ. 2008, 31, 235–263. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van De Ven, H. The development of an infrastructure for entrepreneurship. J. Bus. Ventur. 1993, 8, 211–230. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sahasranamam, S.; Raman, G.V. Individual resources, property rights and entrepreneurship in China. Int. J. Emerg. Mark. 2018, 13, 1502–1521. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Estrin, S.; Mickiewicz, T. Institutions and female entrepreneurship. Small Bus. Econ. 2011, 37, 397–415. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luis-Rico, I.; Escolar-Llamazares, M.-C.; De La Torre-Cruz, T.; Jiménez, A.; Herrero, Á.; Palmero-Cámara, C.; Jiménez-Eguizábal, A. Entrepreneurial Interest and Entrepreneurial Competence Among Spanish Youth: An Analysis with Artificial Neural Networks. Sustainability 2020, 12, 1351. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Escolar-Llamazares, M.C.; Luis-Rico, I.; De La Torre-Cruz, T.; Herrero, Á.; Jiménez, A.; Palmero-Cámara, C.; Jiménez-Eguizábal, A. The Socio-educational, Psychological and Family-Related Antecedents of Entrepreneurial Intentions among Spanish Youth. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1252. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luis-Rico, M.-I.; Escolar-Llamazares, M.-C.; De La Torre-Cruz, T.; Herrero, Á.; Jiménez, A.; Val, P.A.; Palmero-Cámara, C.; Jiménez-Eguizábal, A. The Association of Parental Interest in Entrepreneurship with the Entrepreneurial Interest of Spanish Youth. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 4744. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Audretsch, D.B.; Belitski, M.; Desai, S. Entrepreneurship and economic development in cities. Ann. Reg. Sci. 2015, 55, 33–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sternberg, R. Regional Dimensions of Entrepreneurship. Found. Trends Entrep. 2009, 5, 211–340. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Morrison, C.J.; Schwartz, A.E. Public infrastructure, private input demand, and economic performance in New England manufacturing. J. Bus. Econ. Stat. 1996, 14, 91–101. [Google Scholar]

	



Canning, D.; Pedroni, P. Infrastructure, Long-Run Economic Growth and Causality Tests for Cointegrated Panels. Manch. Sch. 2008, 76, 504–527. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aschauer, D.A. Is public expenditure productive? J. Monet. Econ. 1989, 23, 177–200. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Woolley, J.L. The Creation and Configuration of Infrastructure for Entrepreneurship in Emerging Domains of Activity. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2014, 38, 721–747. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ma, L.; Niu, D.; Sun, W. Transportation infrastructure and entrepreneurship: Evidence from high-speed railway in China. China Econ. Rev. 2021, 65, 101577. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Feld, B. Start-Up Communities: Building an Entrepreneurial Ecosystem in Your City; John Wiley: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Donaldson, C. Culture in the entrepreneurial ecosystem: A conceptual framing. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 2021, 17, 289–319. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Berbegal-Mirabent, J.; Ribeiro-Soriano, D.E.; Sánchez García, J.L. Can a magic recipe foster university spin-off creation? J. Bus. Res. 2015, 68, 2272–2278. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nguyen, T.V.; Bryant, S.E.; Rose, J.; Tseng, C.-H.; Kapasuwan, S. Cultural Values, Market Institutions, and Entrepreneurship Potential: A Comparative Study of the United States, Taiwan, and Vietnam. J. Dev. Entrep. 2009, 14, 21–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hayton, J.C.; George, G.; Zahra, S.A. National Culture and Entrepreneurship: A Review of Behavioral Research. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2002, 26, 33–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grigore, A.M.; Mitroi, A. Romanian Culture and its Attitude Towards Entrepreneurship. Rev. Manag. Comp. Int. 2012, 13, 149. [Google Scholar]

	



Lugosi, P.; Bell, D.; Lugosi, K. Hospitality, culture and regeneration: Urban decay, enrepreneurship and the ‘ruin’ bars of Budapest. Urban Stud. 2010, 47, 3079–3101. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chaifetz, R.A. Two must-haves for growth: Entrepreneurial spirit and focus on core competencies. Am. J. Bus. 2010, 25, 5–7. [Google Scholar]

	



Ndubisi, N.O.; Chukwunonso, N.C. Nigerian Organisations and Environmental Quality Management: A Study of Organisational Buying Behaviour and Landscaping Adoption Decision-Making Process. Afr. Dev. Rev. 2008, 43, 247–274. [Google Scholar]

	



Baker, W.E.; Sinkula, J.M. Environmental Marketing Strategy and Firm Performance: Effects on New Product Performance and Market Share. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2005, 33, 461–475. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Siemer, M. Firm Entry and Employment Dynamics in the Great Recession. FEDS Work. Pap. No. 2014-56 2014, 2014, 1–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Minniti, M. (Ed.) Entrepreneurship; Greenwood Publishing Group: Westport, CT, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Lee, S.M.; Peterson, S.J. Culture, entrepreneurial orientation, and global competitiveness. J. World Bus. 2000, 35, 401–416. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Armington, C.; Acs, Z.J. The Determinants of Regional Variation in New Firm Formation. Reg. Stud. 2002, 36, 33–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fishman, R.; Sarria-Allende, V. Regulation of Entry and the Distortion of Industrial Organization; Working Paper 10929; NBER: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	



Parker, S.C.; Robson, M.T. Explaining international variations in self-employment: Evidence from a panel of OECD countries. South. Econ. J. 2004, 71, 287–301. [Google Scholar]

	



Carree, M.; Van Stel, A.; Thurik, R.; Wennekers, S. Economic Development and Business Ownership: An Analysis Using Data of 23 OECD Countries in the Period 1976–1996. Small Bus. Econ. 2002, 19, 271–290. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reynolds, P.; Storey, D.J.; Westhead, P. Cross-national Comparisons of the Variation in New Firm Formation Rates. Reg. Stud. 1994, 28, 443–456. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jovanovic, B.; Gilbert, R.J. The diversification of production. Brookings papers on economic activity. Microeconomics 1993, 1993, 197–247. [Google Scholar]

	



Wennekers, S.; Uhlaner, L.; Thurik, R. Entrepreneurship and its conditions: A macro perspective. Int. J. Entrep. Educ. 2002, 1, 25–64. [Google Scholar]

	



Festing, M.; Schäfer, L.; Scullion, H. Talent management in medium-sized German companies: An explorative study and agenda for future research. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2013, 24, 1872–1893. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carlson, D.S.; Kacmar, K.M.; Wayne, J.H.; Grzywacz, J.G. Measuring the positive side of the work–family interface: Development and validation of a work–family enrichment scale. J. Vocat. Behav. 2006, 68, 131–164. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heneman, R.L.; Tansky, J.W.; Camp, S.M. Human Resource Management Practices in Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises: Unanswered Questions and Future Research Perspectives. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2000, 25, 11–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Deshpande, S.P.; Golhar, D.Y.; Stamm, C.L. Human resource management in the just-in-time environment. Prod. Plan. Control 1994, 5, 372–380. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hornsby, J.S.; Kuratko, D.F. Human resource management in small business: Critical issues for the 1990’s. J. Small Bus. Manag. 1990, 28, 9. [Google Scholar]

	



Schuler, R.S.; Jackson, S.E.; Tarique, I. Global talent management and global talent challenges: Strategic opportunities for IHRM. J. World Bus. 2011, 46, 506–516. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lewis, R.E.; Heckman, R.J. Talent management: A critical review. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 2006, 16, 139–154. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bhattacharya, C.B.; Sen, S.; Korschun, D. Using corporate social responsibility to win the war for talent. MIT Sloan Manag. Rev. 2008, 49, 10. [Google Scholar]

	



Cohen, B. Sustainable valley entrepreneurial ecosystems. Bus. Strat. Environ. 2006, 15, 1–14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Neck, H.M.; Meyer, G.D.; Cohen, B.; Corbett, A.C. An Entrepreneurial System View of New Venture Creation. J. Small Bus. Manag. 2004, 42, 190–208. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Khan, N.; Siddiqui, B.N.; Khan, N.; Khan, F.; Ullah, N.; Ihtisham, M.; Ullah, R.; Ismail, S.; Muhammad, S. Analyzing mobile phone usage in agricultural modernization and rural development. Int. J. Agric. Extention 2020, 8, 139–147. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pickernell, D.G.; Christie, M.J.; Rowe, P.A.; Thomas, B.C.; Putterill, L.G.; Griffiths, J.L. Farmers’ markets in Wales: Making the’Net work? Br. Food J. 2004, 106, 194–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bedetti, I.; Annosi, M.C.; Bucci, G.; Bentivoglio, D.; Dolfsma, W.; Finco, A. The role of managers or owners of SMEs in driving the digitalization process in the agri-food sector. In How Is Digitalization Affecting Agri-Food? Routledge: Oxfordshire, UK, 2020; pp. 37–48. [Google Scholar]

	



Truong, T.N. Factors affecting technology adoption among rice farmers in the mekong delta through the lens of the local authorial managers: An analysis of qualitative data. Omonrice 2008, 16, 107–112. [Google Scholar]

	



Savastano, M.; Angelici, D.; Fiorentino, S.; Amendola, C. The role of 4.0 technologies in supporting strategic decisions: An empirical analysis in the Precision Agriculture sector. Ind. Aliment. 2022, 109, 5–20. [Google Scholar]

	



Michels, M.; Fecke, W.; Feil, J.-H.; Musshoff, O.; Pigisch, J.; Krone, S. Smartphone adoption and use in agriculture: Empirical evidence from Germany. Precis. Agric. 2020, 21, 403–425. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tamirat, T.W.; Pedersen, S.M.; Lind, K.M. Farm and operator characteristics affecting adoption of precision agriculture in Denmark and Germany. Acta Agric. Scand. Sect. B Soil Plant Sci. 2017, 68, 349–357. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smagurauskienė, L. Finansinė verslo skatinimo sistema Lietuvoje. Ann. Geogr. 2009, 42, 55–66. [Google Scholar]

	



Guerrero, M.; Liñán, F.; Cáceres-Carrasco, F.R. The influence of ecosystems on the entrepreneurship process: A comparison across developed and developing economies. Small Bus. Econ. 2021, 57, 1733–1759. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muñoz, P.; Cohen, B. Sustainable Entrepreneurship Research: Taking Stock and looking ahead. Bus. Strat. Environ. 2018, 27, 300–322. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maurya, K.K.; Agarwal, M. Organisational talent management and perceived employer branding. Int. J. Organ. Anal. 2018, 26, 312–330. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Anwar, M.; Khan, S.Z.; Khan, N.U. Intellectual Capital, Entrepreneurial Strategy and New Ventures Performance: Mediating Role of Competitive Advantage. Bus. Econ. Rev. 2018, 10, 63–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kenney, M.; Patton, D. Entrepreneurial Geographies: Support Networks in Three High-Technology Industries. Econ. Geogr. 2005, 81, 201–228. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Sustainability 14 04089 g001 550] 





Figure 1. GASF framework. 






Figure 1. GASF framework.



[image: Sustainability 14 04089 g001]













	
	
Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.











© 2022 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  sustainability-14-04089


  
    		
      sustainability-14-04089
    


  




  





media/file0.png





media/file2.png
Government Formal Entrepreneurial
e Infrastructure
Support Institutions Culture

Innovative

Technology Competitiveness Operational
Procedures

Talent
Management






media/file1.jpg
External Supportive Factors

Government
support

Formal
Institutions.

Infrastructure

Entrepreneurial
Culture.

Technology

1

Competitiveness

Internal Supportive Factors






