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Abstract

The entrepreneurial performance of new ventures operating within the sustainable
open innovation paradigm remains underexplored, particularly in terms of how specific
sustainability-oriented practices translate into measurable performance outcomes. Prior
research has largely examined sustainability, entrepreneurship, and open innovation in
isolation, offering limited empirical evidence on their combined effects at the early venture
stage. To address this gap, this study analyzes panel data from 407 new ventures incubated
in science and technology parks, employing regression-based panel data analysis to ex-
amine the relationships between sustainable practices, open innovation engagement, and
entrepreneurial performance. The findings suggest that new ventures widely adopt sustain-
able materials and energy as key strategies, which significantly influence entrepreneurial
performance. In contrast, support from local communities does not have a statistically
significant impact. Among the sociodemographic factors tested, only the number of years
participating in open innovation networks shows a significant effect on entrepreneurial
performance. Theoretically, this study advances sustainable open innovation literature by
empirically integrating sustainability practices into entrepreneurship performance models.
From a managerial perspective, the findings offer actionable insights for entrepreneurs and
incubator managers, highlighting which sustainability strategies and network engagements
are most likely to yield performance benefits in new ventures.

Keywords: entrepreneurship; sustainable development; sustainable innovation; new
ventures; collaborative networks

1. Introduction
Open innovation has emerged as a critical paradigm shift in the way businesses

approach innovation, especially for new ventures. Rather than relying solely on internal
resources and expertise, open innovation emphasizes the importance of collaborating with
external partners, including customers, suppliers, universities, and even competitors, to co-
create value (Chesbrough, 2003). In recent years, the open innovation paradigm has evolved
to meet society’s concerns about sustainability. In discussions about open innovation,
sustainability is indeed a crucial but often overlooked aspect. Open innovation, which
emphasizes rapid product development and market entry through external collaborations
and idea sharing, seems to prioritize speed and agility (Satar et al., 2025). This focus can
appear at odds with the principles of sustainability, which often require more deliberate and
systemic changes. However, this apparent contradiction underscores an important point in
today’s business environment: integrating sustainability into open innovation processes
is not only necessary but also beneficial. Balancing the urgency of open innovation with
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the thoughtful implementation of sustainable practices can lead to solutions that are both
innovative and responsible (Gonçalves et al., 2024).

The emergence of sustainable open innovation stems from a confluence of factors
reflecting shifts in societal, economic, and environmental paradigms. Firstly, the recognition
of pressing global challenges, such as climate change, resource scarcity, and social inequality,
has necessitated a reevaluation of traditional innovation models (Matos et al., 2022). These
challenges demand collaborative, cross-sectoral solutions that go beyond the capabilities of
any single organization or sector. Secondly, advancements in communication technology
have facilitated greater connectivity and information sharing among individuals and
organizations worldwide. This connectivity has democratized access to knowledge and
expertise, enabling widespread participation in the innovation process. Sustainable open
innovation refers to an approach in which organizations purposefully open their innovation
processes to internal and external actors to co-create solutions that integrate economic
value creation with environmental and social sustainability objectives. As articulated
by Kimpimäki et al. (2022), this paradigm emphasizes the strategic use of collaborative
networks to access diverse knowledge, technologies, and resources, while ensuring that
innovation outcomes contribute not only to business growth but also to the mitigation of
environmental impacts and the generation of broader societal value.

Studies such as Habiyaremye (2020) and Milana and Ulrich (2022) highlight that open
innovation practices in firms can promote sustainability by enabling collaboration, knowl-
edge sharing, and innovation across organizational boundaries. Kurniawati et al. (2022) add
this approach also has the potential to be adopted by SMEs and Harsanto et al. (2022) value
its potential for adoption by social enterprises. There are also studies that look to exploit the
benefits of this approach in specific processes of an organization such as the management of
a supply chain (Viale et al., 2022) and its application to specific industries such as the food
industry (Venturelli et al., 2022) and the empirical exploitation of its results considering
case studies such as the study carried out by Lippolis et al. (2023) at Enel. Building on this
stream of research, attention has increasingly shifted toward understanding not only how
sustainable open innovation is adopted across organizational contexts, but also how it trans-
lates into entrepreneurial outcomes. In this regard, entrepreneurial performance can be seen
as the multidimensional capacity of a venture to transform innovation-related inputs into
economic, innovative, and growth-oriented results. However, despite the growing body
of literature on open innovation and sustainability, the implications of sustainable open
innovation for the entrepreneurial performance of new ventures remain insufficiently theo-
rized and empirically examined. Existing studies predominantly focus on established firms
or large incumbents, where organizational resources, absorptive capacity, and governance
structures differ substantially from those of nascent ventures. Moreover, much of the empir-
ical evidence relies on qualitative case studies, sector-specific analyses, or single-industry
contexts, which, while insightful, limit the generalizability of findings and offer only partial
explanations of performance outcomes. Research addressing SMEs and social enterprises
has largely emphasized adoption potential rather than performance implications, leaving
unanswered questions about whether and how sustainability-oriented open innovation
strategies translate into tangible entrepreneurial success at early stages of firm development.
This study addresses this research gap by using a panel of 407 companies incubated in
science parks that adopt open innovation practices in the development of their products or
processes aimed at sustainable innovation. Accordingly, the research goal of this study is to
analyze the entrepreneurial performance of new ventures within the sustainable open inno-
vation paradigm, focusing on how sustainability-oriented strategies and sociodemographic
factors influence their success. The theoretical foundation of this study draws primarily
on the Resource-Based View (RBV) and open innovation theory. From an RBV perspec-
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tive, sustainability-oriented practices, such as the adoption of sustainable materials and
renewable energy, are considered valuable, rare, and difficult-to-imitate resources that can
generate competitive advantage and enhance entrepreneurial performance. Open innova-
tion theory complements this view by emphasizing the strategic role of external knowledge
and collaborative networks in expanding a venture’s resource base and innovation capac-
ity. By integrating these lenses, the study conceptualizes entrepreneurial performance as
an outcome that emerges from the interaction between internal sustainability-oriented
resources and externally leveraged capabilities through open innovation networks.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Initially, a theoretical contextualization
is provided to explore the relevance of topics related to sustainable open innovation
and entrepreneurial performance. After that, the research hypotheses that guide this
study are developed. Next, the methodology adopted in this study is presented with the
characterization of the sample and the measures that support each construct. The results
are then presented, indicating the hypotheses accepted and rejected. After this, the results
are discussed considering their relevance to the evolution of literature in the field. Finally,
the main conclusions of the work are listed, taking the opportunity to make suggestions for
future work.

2. Theoretical Framework
Literature has given increasing importance to new ventures and their role in economic

growth and innovation ecosystems. Rather than treating ventures as isolated entities, recent
scholarship converges on the view that their performance and survival are deeply embed-
ded in collaborative innovation structures. New ventures often face resource constraints,
including limited financial capital, human capital, and expertise. Across studies, there
is broad agreement that open innovation acts as a compensatory mechanism for these
constraints, as collaboration with external partners enables access to specialized skills,
technologies, and resources that ventures may not have internally, thereby accelerating in-
novation processes and strengthening competitive positioning (Flamini et al., 2022; Toroslu
et al., 2023; Wyrwich et al., 2022). This perspective aligns with ecosystem-based views of
entrepreneurship, which emphasize interdependence rather than firm-level self-sufficiency.

Similarly, open innovation enables new ventures to leverage external networks and
ecosystems to gain market insights and validation for their products or services. Empirical
studies consistently suggest that early stakeholder engagement reduces market uncertainty
by aligning innovation outputs with real customer needs. This is achieved by engaging
customers, industry experts, and other stakeholders throughout the innovation process,
which improves understanding of market preferences and trends (Iglesias-Sánchez et al.,
2022; Siriwong et al., 2024). This market-oriented logic complements resource-based
arguments by showing that open innovation supports not only capability building but
also demand-side validation. Furthermore, Bigliardi et al. (2021) emphasize speed-related
advantages, noting that open innovation facilitates faster time-to-market through access to
existing technologies, infrastructure, and distribution channels.

Open innovation fosters a relational orientation that is particularly valuable for new
ventures operating in dynamic and uncertain environments, as it enables them to access
and integrate external knowledge beyond organizational boundaries. Rather than just
emphasizing collaboration, recent studies such as those by Arsanti et al. (2024) and Kim
et al. (2024) underscore the knowledge recombination and boundary-spanning functions of
open innovation, through which diverse expertise is selectively absorbed and transformed
into actionable solutions. Furthermore, Hofstetter et al. (2021) show that engaging with
heterogeneous external actors enhances not only creative problem-solving but also the
contextual fit and practical relevance of innovative outcomes. These findings resonate with
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relational and social capital perspectives, which stress that trust, transparency, and shared
norms are critical enablers of sustained collaboration (Antonelli et al., 2026; Brockman et al.,
2018). Accordingly, open innovation is not merely a structural arrangement but a gover-
nance logic that mitigates uncertainty and coordination risks inherent in entrepreneurial
experimentation.

The relationship between open innovation and sustainable open innovation reflects an
important conceptual evolution in innovation theory. Initially, open innovation primarily
emphasized efficiency, speed, and knowledge inflows to enhance competitiveness. How-
ever, more recent contributions converge on the argument that these efficiency-oriented
models are insufficient in the face of escalating environmental and social challenges. As
global awareness of sustainability issues increased, scholars such as Ferlito and Faraci
(2022) and Mignon and Bankel (2023) observed a shift toward integrating sustainability
imperatives into innovation processes. This transition does not replace open innovation
but extends it, giving rise to sustainable open innovation, which combines diverse external
inputs with explicit environmental and social objectives.

Sustainable open innovation management thus emerges as a strategic approach that
leverages external ideas, technologies, and resources while systematically incorporating
environmental, social, and economic considerations. The literature shows strong conver-
gence on its strategic relevance, particularly in complex and stakeholder-rich environments.
First, sustainable open innovation management fosters collaboration and knowledge shar-
ing among customers, suppliers, partners, and even competitors, thereby expanding the
pool of expertise and perspectives available for innovation. Empirical evidence suggests
that this multi-actor engagement enhances the likelihood of developing environmentally
friendly products, processes, and business models, reinforcing both innovation quality and
legitimacy (Dorrego-Viera et al., 2025; Maresova et al., 2022; Peñarroya-Farell et al., 2023).
Second, sustainability-oriented open innovation enables organizations to identify and
exploit emerging market opportunities driven by rising demand for eco-friendly solutions
(Sheth & Parvatiyar, 2020; Venturelli et al., 2022). Costa and Moreira (2022) further argue
that this proactive orientation strengthens organizational resilience, as it mitigates regu-
latory, reputational, and operational risks while positioning firms to capture first-mover
advantages. Thus, sustainability is increasingly framed not as a constraint on innovation
but as a catalyst for strategic renewal.

Current literature on the entrepreneurial performance of new ventures reflects a sim-
ilar broadening of analytical scope. Traditional research emphasizes financial outcomes,
growth rates, and market share as core indicators of performance (Alqahtani et al., 2025).
While these metrics remain central, scholars increasingly acknowledge their limitations in
capturing the multidimensional nature of venture success. A growing stream of research
integrates sustainability into entrepreneurial performance frameworks, examining how en-
vironmental and social considerations shape value creation processes. Rather than treating
sustainability as an external outcome, recent studies position it as an integral component
of performance, influencing customer satisfaction and brand reputation (Rosário et al.,
2024). This shift signals a theoretical convergence between entrepreneurship, innovation,
and sustainability research, underscoring the need for integrative models that reflect both
short-term performance and long-term societal impact.

As businesses increasingly acknowledge the importance of incorporating sustainability
into their innovation strategies, evaluating the performance of new ventures in this context
offers valuable insights into their effectiveness and long-term potential. In this study,
sustainable open innovation is conceptualized as a process-level construct, encompass-
ing the set of practices through which new ventures purposefully engage external actors,
knowledge flows, and collaborative networks to develop innovations that integrate envi-
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ronmental and social considerations. These practices reflect how innovative activities are
organized and executed, rather than the results they generate. By contrast, entrepreneurial
performance is treated as an outcome-level construct, capturing the extent to which new
ventures translate these sustainability-oriented open innovation processes into measurable
economic, innovative, and growth-related results. Evaluating entrepreneurial performance
in the context of sustainable open innovation, therefore, does not conflate processes with
outcomes but instead assesses the effectiveness of specific innovation practices in deliver-
ing tangible venture-level benefits. This distinction enables a clearer analytical separation
between how new ventures pursue sustainable innovation and how effectively these ef-
forts perform in entrepreneurial terms. Accordingly, the assessment of entrepreneurial
performance serves to gauge how effectively new ventures balance the dual objectives of
rapid innovation and sustainability, while recognizing that sustainable open innovation
operates as an antecedent mechanism shaping these outcomes rather than as a performance
indicator itself.

3. Research Hypothesis Development
From the perspective of RBV theory, entrepreneurial performance is driven by the

firm’s ability to acquire and leverage valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable
(VRIN) resources (Colombo et al., 2024; Kellermanns et al., 2016). RBV suggests that firms
can achieve a competitive advantage by utilizing unique and valuable resources. Sustain-
able materials can serve as strategic resources that enhance product differentiation. As
recognized by Qayyum et al. (2024), Organizations are increasingly integrating principles
of eco-design, life cycle assessment, and resource efficiency into their innovation processes
to minimize environmental impact. This may involve developing products with lower
carbon footprints using renewable materials. Creating a production process that minimizes
harm to the environment requires careful consideration of materials used at every stage.
This can be done using renewable resources like sustainably sourced wood or recycled
materials. Furthermore, throughout the production process, Mesa et al. (2022) suggest
prioritizing durability and longevity in product design reduces the need for frequent re-
placements, ultimately decreasing resource consumption and waste generation. Therefore,
as businesses engage in open innovation with a sustainability mindset, they benefit from
increased adaptability and resilience. Companies can tap into a broader spectrum of ideas
and innovations from external sources, enhancing their ability to develop unique products
and services. According to Neves et al. (2022), this approach not only aligns with global
sustainability goals but also attracts environmentally conscious consumers, opening new
market opportunities. Moreover, Yoo et al. (2019) point out that the focus on sustainability
can drive cost reductions through the efficient use of resources, improving profitability.

H1. The use of sustainable materials in open innovation paradigm has a positive impact on
entrepreneurial performance.

According to RBV, sustainable energy can be considered a strategic capability that
enhances efficiency, reduces operational costs, and aligns with sustainability-driven market
demands (Aasa et al., 2025; Khanra et al., 2022; Kowalska et al., 2025). Efficient utilization
of energy and water resources is vital in ensuring sustainable and responsible production
processes. Adopting a holistic approach, various strategies can be implemented to optimize
energy and water usage throughout the production lifecycle. Investing in energy-efficient
equipment is a foundational step. Businesses can significantly reduce their carbon footprint
while also cutting down operational costs by employing machinery and technology specifi-
cally designed to minimize energy consumption (Dogan et al., 2022; Roemer et al., 2023).
Furthermore, integrating renewable energy sources such as solar, wind, or hydroelectric
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power into production facilities can further diminish reliance on fossil fuels, contributing
to a greener and more sustainable operation (Østergaard et al., 2023). Therefore, it is impor-
tant to continuously track energy and water usage, which allows production managers to
make informed decisions to optimize processes and minimize waste. This strategic focus
on resource efficiency and sustainability ultimately drives better entrepreneurial perfor-
mance by improving profitability, enhancing market positioning, and fostering long-term
business resilience.

H2. The use of sustainable energy in open innovation paradigm has a positive impact on en-
trepreneurial performance.

In the open innovation paradigm, firms leveraging external partnerships may gain
access to sustainable materials and cutting-edge renewable energy technologies. Currently,
many organizations recognize the importance of giving back to their local communities,
both financially and through non-financial means. Financial contributions often take
the form of donations to local charities, sponsorships of community events, or grants to
support local initiatives. Non-financial contributions are equally vital and can include
volunteering programs where employees donate their time and skills to community projects
or initiatives. The importance of these actions has become even more evident during
the COVID-19 pandemic (Almeida & Wasim, 2023). Furthermore, some organizations
establish partnerships with local community organizations or government agencies to
collaboratively address systemic social and environmental challenges. Through such
partnerships, organizations can leverage shared resources and complementary expertise to
co-create sustainable solutions to issues facing local communities (Julsrud, 2023). Beyond
their instrumental value, these collaborations can be theoretically understood through
the lenses of stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984) and social capital theory (Putnam, 1993).
From a stakeholder perspective, local communities represent salient stakeholders whose
support can enhance organizational legitimacy, reduce uncertainty, and facilitate access
to critical resources, thereby strengthening entrepreneurial performance. Engaging with
community stakeholders allows new ventures to align their innovative activities with
societal expectations, fostering trust and long-term relational stability. Similarly, social
capital theory suggests that repeated interactions and collaborative ties with community
actors generate relational assets such as trust, shared norms, and reciprocity, which can
lower transaction costs and improve coordination. For new ventures, particularly those
operating within sustainable open innovation ecosystems, such social capital may enhance
the effectiveness of innovation processes by improving knowledge exchange, easing market
acceptance, and accelerating the diffusion of sustainable products or services. Consequently,
community support is expected to function not merely as contextual goodwill but as a
strategic resource that can positively influence entrepreneurial performance by reinforcing
both legitimacy and resource mobilization.

H3. The support of the local community in open innovation paradigm has a positive impact on
entrepreneurial performance.

This study also seeks to account for key sociodemographic characteristics that may
help explain variation in entrepreneurial performance, not as primary explanatory mecha-
nisms but as control expectations that capture background conditions influencing venture
outcomes. It is assumed that entrepreneurial performance is influenced by a multitude
of factors that interact in complex ways. Studies such as Rosado-Cubero et al. (2022) and
Yangailo and Qutieshat (2022) expose that entrepreneur’s characteristics determine their
ability to persist in the face of adversity, maintain optimism, and adapt to changing market
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conditions. Overall, these characteristics collectively influence the strategic decisions per-
formed by entrepreneurs. Age often correlates with accumulated experience, skills, and
networks, which can positively influence entrepreneurial performance (Zhao et al., 2021).
Older entrepreneurs may possess greater industry knowledge, managerial experience, and
financial stability, enabling them to navigate challenges more adeptly and make informed
decisions. Conversely, younger entrepreneurs may bring fresh perspectives, innovative
ideas, and adaptability to their ventures, potentially enhancing performance through agility
and creativity. Secondly, gender profoundly impacts entrepreneurial performance due to
societal norms, access to resources, and differential experiences. It is addressed in Ahmetaj
et al. (2023) that women entrepreneurs often face systemic barriers such as limited access
to funding, networks, and mentorship opportunities, affecting their performance outcomes.
Moreover, gender stereotypes and biases can influence perceptions of competence and
leadership, impacting entrepreneurial success (Sarango-Lalangui et al., 2023). Addressing
gender disparities in entrepreneurship through targeted support, policies, and initiatives
can unlock the untapped potential of female entrepreneurs, contributing to economic
growth and innovation.

H4. Age is a determining factor in characterizing entrepreneurial performance in the context of
open innovation paradigm.

H5. Gender is a determining factor in characterizing entrepreneurial performance in the context of
open innovation paradigm.

Although academic degrees are valuable assets for entrepreneurs, it is essential to
acknowledge that they are not the sole determinants of entrepreneurial success. They
provide individuals with essential knowledge and skills that are crucial for starting and
managing a business effectively. Through academic programs, entrepreneurs gain insights
into various aspects of business operations such as finance, marketing, management,
and strategy (Bauman & Lucy, 2021). This foundational knowledge can enhance their
decision-making abilities, problem-solving skills, and overall competency in navigating the
complexities of entrepreneurship.

H6. Academic degree is a determining factor in characterizing entrepreneurial performance in the
context of open innovation paradigm.

Finally, open innovation networks serve as powerful enablers for entrepreneurs, offer-
ing access to external knowledge, technological advancements, and strategic partnerships
that help new ventures to growth (Gay, 2014; Huang & Zhou, 2025). The collaborative
landscape offered by open innovation networks provides fertile ground for overcoming
resource constraints and accelerating product development. Therefore, entrepreneurs who
actively participate in open innovation networks can drive their performance. Furthermore,
Arsanti et al. (2024) recognize the role of these networks in facilitating knowledge exchange
and strategic alliances that would be difficult to achieve in isolation, enabling ventures to
respond more effectively to market demands and sustainability challenges. Moreover, it is
expected that experienced entrepreneurs may be more adept at navigating the complexities
of open innovation networks. They may have likely encountered various challenges and
learned from past successes and failures, which enables them to make informed decisions
and effectively leverage the resources available within the network. Furthermore, Flamini
et al. (2022) advocate that experience fosters the development of social capital, which is
essential for successful engagement in open innovation networks. Established relationships
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and trust networks built over time allow experienced entrepreneurs to access valuable
information, expertise, and opportunities that might not be readily available to newcomers.

H7. Years of experience in open innovation networks is a determining factor in characterizing
entrepreneurial performance in the context of open innovation paradigm.

Figure 1 presents the research model developed in this study, illustrating the concep-
tual framework that links sustainable innovation practices to entrepreneurial performance.
The model specifies the hypothesized relationships between the core constructs, reflecting
the theoretical assumptions underpinning the analysis, while also incorporating control
variables to account for alternative explanations.

Figure 1. Research model with the established hypothesis and control variables.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Sample and Data Gathering

The sample consists of entrepreneurs (i.e., founders and co-founders) whose startups
are in the process of incubation at Science and Technology Parks (STPs). The sample in-
cluded venture companies that are incubated in STPs located in European Union countries
(EU-28). The focus on EU-28 STPs is theoretically justified for several reasons. First, EU STPs
operate within a highly supportive institutional and regulatory environment that actively
promotes innovation, sustainability, and knowledge-based entrepreneurship, providing a
rich context to study sustainable open innovation practices. Second, the EU represents a
diverse set of economies and innovation ecosystems, allowing for broader generalizability
of findings across multiple regulatory, cultural, and technological contexts, while main-
taining comparability due to shared EU-wide policies and standards. Information on each
park and incubated companies was obtained from the International Association of Science
Parks (IASP). An STP is a structured program designed to support the development and
growth of startup companies within the realm of science, technology, and innovation. These
parks are often established by universities, research institutions, or governmental bodies to
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foster innovation and entrepreneurship in specific fields. A Google Forms questionnaire
was constructed and structured according to the research hypotheses, which was sent to
these companies and filled in by entrepreneurs participating in open innovation networks.
Participants in such networks engage in various forms of collaboration, including joint
research projects, technology licensing, and crowdsourcing initiatives.

This study adopts a cross-sectional research design, as data were collected at a single
point in time from entrepreneurs participating in open innovation networks. The question-
naire was available online between October and December 2023. A reminder was sent to
the companies at the beginning of December 2023. A total of 635 companies were contacted
during this process. In the end, the survey received a total of 407 valid responses, as de-
picted in Table 1. The sample is essentially composed of individuals aged between 38 and
47. Despite this, there is good homogeneity in the gender distribution of the entrepreneurs.
Most respondents (almost 90%) have at least a BSc. degree. Individuals with a PhD repre-
sent 21.62% of the sample. The distribution of experience of participating in collaborative
innovation networks is fairly homogeneous, with only 13.51% of respondents indicating
that they had less than a year’s experience. On the other hand, a total of 98 individuals
(around 24.08%) indicated that they have more than 5 years of experience.

Table 1. Distribution of samples.

Variable Sample (N = 407) Percentage (%)

Age
[18,27[ 72 0.1769
[28,37[ 129 0.3170
[38,47[ 148 0.3636
Equal or more than 48 58 0.1425
Gender
Masculine 213 0.5233
Feminine 188 0.4619
Not intended to answer 6 0.0147
Academic degree
High school 42 0.1032
Bachelor’s 159 0.3907
Master’s or MBA 118 0.2899
PhD 88 0.2162
Years of experience in open innovation networks
Less than 1 year 55 0.1351
Between 1 and 3 years 133 0.3268
Between 3 and 5 years 121 0.2973
More than 5 years 98 0.2408

4.2. Measures

The constructs used in this study have been previously validated in literature. The
role of using sustainable materials and energy is presented by Kurniawati et al. (2022). Sus-
tainable materials refer to resources, substances, or products that are responsibly sourced,
manufactured, utilized, and disposed of in a manner that minimizes negative impacts
on the environment, society, and economy. Key aspects of sustainable materials include
environmental considerations such as reduced carbon footprint, conservation of natural re-
sources, and minimal pollution throughout their life cycle. Sustainable energy refers to the
production, distribution, and utilization of energy resources in a manner that meets present
needs without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. Key
components of sustainable energy include the utilization of renewable energy sources such
as solar, wind, hydroelectric, geothermal, and biomass, which are naturally replenished
and have minimal environmental impact compared to fossil fuels. Furthermore, the role of
local communities in sustainable development is presented in studies such as Kapsalis and
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Kapsalis (2020) and Toniolo et al. (2023). These two studies share the same view of the role
of local communities by indicating that local communities possess indigenous knowledge
that has been passed down over generations, offering insights into sustainable practices
suited to their environments. To capture this broad view of the role of local communities,
the questionnaire included questions about their strategic knowledge of the startup and the
financial and non-financial contribution the organization can make to local communities.
Finally, entrepreneurial performance is measured according to the model proposed by
the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), which considers
its financial impact on the organization, the increase in its capacity for innovation, and
employment (Ahmad & Hoffman, 2007). A uniform seven-level Likert scale was adopted
to capture respondents’ answers. The full items included in the questionnaire are provided
in Appendix A.

4.3. Statistical Procedures

The statistical procedures used in this study include descriptive analysis, correla-
tional analysis, and inferential statistics. These techniques were used for different but
complementary purposes. Descriptive analysis was adopted to comparatively explore the
relative importance of the survey questions in both sustainable innovation practices and
entrepreneurial performance outcomes. Correlational analysis was then used to explore
the interdependence between the questions, and to explore the impact of these variables on
entrepreneurial performance. Pearson’s correlational analysis is a fundamental statistical
technique that measures the strength and direction of the linear relationship between two
continuous variables (Holcomb, 2016). In observational studies, where it is not possible
to manipulate independent variables, Pearson’s correlational analysis is essential for ex-
amining the relationships between variables. This approach also has the potential to be
used in the development of predictive models, which makes it possible to identify which
variables are most strongly associated with the response variable, helping in the selection
of variables for inclusion in the model. Furthermore, a difference between means test was
applied, considering each of the factors in the sample individually. As Asadoorian (2008)
recognizes, this is a statistical analysis used to determine whether there is a significant
difference between the means of two independent samples. This type of test is commonly
carried out when you want to compare the means of two different populations or groups.
These statistical techniques were calculated using IBM SPSS software v.27. Given that the
data were collected through a single self-reported questionnaire, particular attention was
paid to the potential risk of common method bias. To mitigate this risk, several procedural
remedies were implemented at the design stage. These included assuring respondents of
anonymity and confidentiality, and carefully wording items to minimize ambiguity and
social desirability bias. Moreover, independent and dependent variables were presented
in separate sections of the questionnaire to reduce respondents’ tendency to infer causal
relationships. To further assess the presence of common method bias, a statistical diagnostic
was conducted using Harman’s single-factor test (Harman, 1967). The results indicated
that no single factor accounted for most of the variance, suggesting that common method
bias is unlikely to pose a serious threat to the validity of the findings. Nevertheless, con-
sistent with best practices in survey-based research, the potential influence of common
method bias cannot be entirely ruled out and should be considered when interpreting
the results. Finally, non-response bias was also examined to assess the representativeness
of the sample. Following established methodological recommendations, early and late
respondents were compared across key variables, assuming that late respondents may
approximate non-respondents. The analysis revealed no statistically significant differences
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between these groups, indicating that non-response bias is unlikely to substantially affect
the study’s conclusions.

It is also important to acknowledge the limitations of the statistical approach used in
this study. The hypotheses were tested primarily using correlational analyses and mean
difference tests, which allow for the examination of associations and group differences
but do not support definitive causal inference. As the independent variables were not
experimentally manipulated, the observed relationships indicate correlation rather than
causation, and the possibility of unobserved confounding factors cannot be fully ruled out.
Consequently, while these methods provide valuable insights into patterns, strengths, and
differences among variables, the results should be interpreted as indicative of potential
relationships rather than proof of causal effects.

5. Results
Figure 2 shows the relative importance of the variables relating to the sustainable open

innovation paradigm construct. Each construct is made up of 3 variables so that SM1, SM2,
and SM3 are part of the sustainable material (SM) construct, SE1, SE2, and SE3 belong to the
sustainable energy (SE) construct, while SLC1, SLC2, and SLC3 are part of the sustainable
local community (SLC) construct. The findings indicate that the first two constructs (mean
= 6.073 and 6.301) have a much greater weight than the third construct (mean = 3.897).

 
Figure 2. Relative weight of the constructs regarding the sustainable open innovation paradigm.

Subsequently, the individual behavior of each of the variables was explored in greater
depth, as shown in Table 2. The organizations highlight the priority given to the use of sus-
tainable energies and their adoption throughout the production process. The involvement of
local communities is not a practice widely disseminated by the organizations (mean = 3.97
and SD = 1.464), which indicates a high dispersion of responses. Entrepreneurial perfor-
mance (EP) is mainly evidenced by an increase in turnover (mean = 6.44), but this is not
equally reflected in an increase in employability (mean = 4.01).
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Table 2. Descriptive analysis of the sample.

Var. Sentence Mean Mode SD

SM1 The use of sustainable raw materials is a priority. 6.11 6 0.747
SM2 Materials are used efficiently throughout the production process. 6.03 6 0.776
SM3 Materials used in the entire production process do not harm the environment. 6.08 6 0.753
SE1 The use of sustainable energy sources is a priority. 6.44 6 0.504
SE2 Energy is used efficiently in the entire production process. 6.33 6 0.586
SE3 Water is used efficiently in the entire production process. 6.13 6 0.771

SLC1 Local communities are involved in innovation processes. 3.97 3 1.464
SLC2 The organization contributes financially to support the activities of the local community. 3.83 3 1.422
SLC3 The organization contributes non-financially to support the activities of the local community. 3.89 3 1.469
EP1 My organization has experienced high turnover growth. 6.44 6 0.504
EP2 My organization has increased innovation capability. 6.06 6 0.583
EP3 My organization has increased the employability. 4.01 3 1.068

Using SPSS Amos extension, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to inves-
tigate every measurement construct. To assess the accuracy of our model estimates in
compliance with prescribed goodness-of-fit standards, such as the Goodness of Fit Index
(GFI) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), we employed maximum likelihood estimation
approaches while conducting a measurement model analysis. GFI is equal to 0.913 and CFI
is 0.939, which is higher than 0.90 as recommended by Hooper et al. (2008). Furthermore,
Table 3 explores the Corrected Item-Total Correlation (CITC), Cronbach’s α, Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO), and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. CITC is a measure used to evaluate the
reliability and validity of individual items within a test or questionnaire. CITC higher than
0.30 is acceptable (Nurosis, 1994). Cronbach’s α is used to measure the internal consistency
or reliability of a set of items, whose value should be higher than 0.7 (Taber, 2018). KMO
measure evaluates how well the variables in a dataset correlated with each other, which
is essential for determining whether factor analysis is appropriate (Field, 2009). Values
of KMO close to 1 indicate that the variables have high correlations with each other and
are suitable for factor analysis. Finally, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity examines whether
the correlation matrix of a dataset is significantly different from an identity matrix (Field,
2009). Essentially, it tests whether the variables in the dataset are correlated enough to
justify performing factor analysis. p-value below 0.05 indicates a significant result, which
means that the correlation matrix is significantly different from the identity matrix. This
suggests that the variables are correlated with each other to a degree that makes factor
analysis appropriate.

Table 3. Measurement model.

Factors Sub-Factors CITC Cronbach’s α KMO Bartlett’s Test

SM SM1 0.699 0.739 0.706 <1 × 10−3

SM2 0.761
SM3 0.736

SE SE1 0.710 0.724 0.690 <1 × 10−3

SE2 0.702
SE3 0.748

SLC SLC1 0.802 0.781 0.711 <1 × 10−3

SLC2 0.770
SLC3 0.741

EP EP1 0.585 0.708 0.646 0.004
EP2 0.797
EP3 0.739
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Furthermore, the correlational analysis presented in Table 4 shows that the strongest
relationships are observed between the sustainable materials and sustainable energy con-
structs, with correlation coefficients predominantly in the high range (r ≈ 0.70–0.93), indi-
cating a strong positive association in practical terms. In contrast, the correlations between
the local community support construct and the remaining constructs are low and mostly
non-significant (r < 0.35). Entrepreneurial performance is most strongly associated with
sustainable energy and materials practices, particularly turnover growth and innovation
capability, where the correlations range from moderate to strong (r ≈ 0.53–0.94), suggesting
that these sustainability practices have not only statistical significance but also substantive
practical relevance for the performance of new ventures. Accordingly, H1 and H2 are
accepted. The components of entrepreneurial performance most correlated with these two
constructs are turnover growth (EP1) and innovation capability (EP2). The correlation is
weak to moderate for the performance of new ventures in increasing employability for all
the other constructs. A p-value of less than 0.05 was not found for all the variables in this
construct. Accordingly, H3 cannot be accepted.

Table 4. Correlational analysis.

Var. SM1 SM2 SM3 SE1 SE2 SE3 SLC1 SLC2 SLC3 EP1 EP2 EP3

SM1 1
SM2 0.933 ** 1
SM3 0.795 ** 0.784 ** 1
SE1 0.775 ** 0.700 ** 0.771 ** 1
SE2 0.762 ** 0.798 ** 0.696 ** 0.839 ** 1
SE3 0.795 ** 0.782 ** 0.881 ** 0.775 ** 0.690 ** 1

SLC1 −0.128 −0.176 −0.049 0.250 0.078 −0.041 1
SLC2 −0.089 −0.125 0.018 0.305 0.103 0.018 0.971 ** 1
SLC3 −0.092 −0.123 0.012 0.300 0.111 0.012 0.968 ** 0.988 ** 1
EP1 0.775 ** 0.700 ** 0.775 ** 0.944 ** 0.839 ** 0.775 ** 0.250 0.305 0.300 1
EP2 0.576 ** 0.503 ** 0.562 ** 0.594 ** 0.530 ** 0.545 ** −0.032 0.011 0.007 0.594 ** 1
EP3 0.429 ** 0.345 * 0.322 0.371 * 0.365 * 0.322 0.329 0.338 * 0.309 0.371 * 0.367 * 1

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 two-tailed.

Finally, the hypothesis test carried out considering the profile of the entrepreneurs is
shown in Table 5. The data indicates that entrepreneurial performance is only influenced by
the factor relating to the number of years of involvement in open innovation networks. It
can be concluded that greater exposure to open innovation networks increases the turnover
and innovative capacity of a new venture. However, this factor is not associated with
increased employability. In summary, the findings indicate that H4, H5, and H6 are rejected.
While H7 can be partially supported with respect to the dimensions of increased turnover
and innovative capacity, it is important to note that the hypotheses were tested using
correlational and mean difference analyses, which limits the ability to draw definitive
causal conclusions.

Table 5. Impact of the profile of entrepreneurs on the performance of new ventures.

Variable EP1 EP2 EP3

Age
[18,27[ (mean) 6.351 5.950 4.114
[18,27[ (p-value) 0.077 0.070 0.232
[28,37[ (mean) 6.382 6.042 3.871
[28,37[ (p-value) 0.119 0.367 0.097
[38,47[ (mean) 6.470 6.078 4.122
[38,47[ (p-value) 0.268 0.429 0.144
≥48 (mean) 6.553 6.198 3.890
≥48 (p-value) 0.061 0.056 0.212
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Table 5. Cont.

Variable EP1 EP2 EP3

Gender
Masculine (mean) 6.472 6.025 4.128
Masculine (p-value) 0.241 0.209 0.135
Feminine (mean) 6.431 6.136 3.950
Feminine (p-value) 0.411 0.089 0.284
Academic degree
High school (mean) 6.311 5.917 4.180
High school (p-value) 0.077 0.060 0.194
Bachelor’s (mean) 6.482 6.111 3.989
Bachelor’s (p-value) 0.220 0.207 0.395
Master’s or MBA (mean) 6.473 6.088 4.055
Master’s or MBA (p-value) 0.303 0.381 0.379
PhD (mean) 6.520 6.171 3.944
PhD (p-value) 0.112 0.069 0.321
Years of experience in open innovation networks
Less than 1 year (mean) 6.216 5.753 3.911
Less than 1 year (p-value) 0.002 <1 × 10−3 0.275
Between 1 and 3 years (mean) 6.402 6.018 3.881
Between 1 and 3 years (p-value) 0.300 0.185 0.128
Between 3 and 5 years (mean) 6.591 6.252 4.133
Between 3 and 5 years (p-value) 0.005 <1 × 10−3 0.168
More than 5 years (mean) 6.688 6.310 4.185
More than 5 years (p-value) <1 × 10−3 <1 × 10−3 0.113

6. Discussion
The findings highlight the importance of adopting sustainable materials for new

ventures. Incorporating sustainable materials into entrepreneurial ventures demonstrates a
commitment to environmental stewardship, which resonates positively with consumers.
In today’s socially conscious market, consumers are increasingly prioritizing eco-friendly
products and services. Entrepreneurs can tap into this growing consumer demand by
adopting sustainable materials. Therefore, new ventures can access previously untapped
markets and diversify their customer portfolio, reducing dependency on a narrow customer
segment. The findings obtained in this study align with those provided by Puumalainen
et al. (2023), who note that this not only improves sales in the short term but also strengthens
the business against market fluctuations and economic downturns in the long term.

The findings demonstrate that entrepreneurs can improve their financial performance
by leveraging sustainable energy. Initially, sustainable energy can reduce operational costs
for entrepreneurs. Abba et al. (2022) note that the adoption of sustainable energy can
mitigate regulatory risks and enhance long-term business resilience. As governments
introduce stricter environmental regulations and carbon pricing, fossil fuel–dependent
businesses face rising compliance costs and legal risks. By adopting sustainable energy
initiatives, entrepreneurs can mitigate regulatory exposure while fostering innovation and
technological advancement. Consistent with sustainable materials practices, these initia-
tives are strongly correlated and often require new technologies and processes, enabling
entrepreneurs to develop innovative solutions and strengthen their competitive position.

The connection between entrepreneurial performance through the lens of sustainable
open innovation and the impact of entrepreneurial characteristics is intricate and multidi-
mensional. Allal-Chérif et al. (2023) advocate that entrepreneurs engaged in sustainable
open innovation need to adopt a mindset that embraces collaboration and adaptability.
They often work with a variety of external partners, from other businesses to research
institutions, and must be adept at incorporating diverse perspectives and technologies
into their ventures. This integration is not just about acquiring new ideas but also about
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aligning these ideas with sustainable practices that benefit society and the environment.
The complexity of this process is reflected in the multidimensional nature of entrepreneurial
performance in this context. This study reveals that success in sustainable open innovation
depends on several interrelated factors, including the ability to anticipate and respond
to evolving markets, technologies, and regulatory environments, and the skill to align
innovative efforts with broader sustainability objectives.

The findings indicate that years of experience in open innovation networks signifi-
cantly influence entrepreneurial performance, whereas control variables such as age, gender,
and academic degree do not exhibit a significant effect. Open innovation networks con-
stitute environments in which collaboration, knowledge exchange, and resource sharing
are central to entrepreneurial success. Prolonged engagement in such networks enables
entrepreneurs to accumulate relational capital, develop collaborative skills, and gain in-
sights into effectively integrating external knowledge, thereby enhancing performance.
This experience also fosters adaptability and resilience, equipping entrepreneurs to navi-
gate uncertainty and respond to changing market conditions. One critical manifestation
of this adaptability is the ability to pivot, understood as making substantial adjustments
to business models, products, or strategies in response to feedback and environmental
signals. Burnell et al. (2023) emphasize that pivoting is essential for entrepreneurial sur-
vival in dynamic contexts. In sustainable entrepreneurship, achieving a balance between
economic viability and environmental impact is particularly challenging, often requiring
iterative adjustments. As highlighted by Gupta and Dharwal (2022) and Tekala et al.
(2024), green entrepreneurship involves regulatory uncertainty, technological complexity,
and evolving sustainability demands, making the capacity to pivot a key determinant of
entrepreneurial performance.

Finally, these findings extend both the RBV and open innovation theory by demonstrat-
ing how sustainability-oriented practices function as strategically valuable resources and
capabilities in new ventures. In line with RBV, the adoption of sustainable materials and
renewable energy can be interpreted as the development of valuable, rare, and increasingly
difficult-to-imitate resources that enhance entrepreneurial performance not merely through
cost efficiencies, but through reputational capital, regulatory alignment, and innovation
potential. Unlike traditional RBV applications that emphasize internally controlled as-
sets, this study shows that such resources are often co-created through open innovation
processes and embedded within broader innovation ecosystems. Furthermore, open inno-
vation theory is extended by evidencing that prolonged engagement in open innovation
networks enhances performance through experiential learning, relational capital, and adap-
tive capabilities, rather than through knowledge access alone. The significance of network
experience underscores the role of dynamic, process-based capabilities (e.g., pivoting and
knowledge integration) as key performance drivers in sustainable entrepreneurship.

7. Conclusions
7.1. Final Considerations

Entrepreneurial performance within the realm of sustainable open innovation
paradigms represents a multifaceted and dynamic landscape. Entrepreneurial performance
in sustainable open innovation is characterized by the ability of ventures to effectively
leverage collaboration, knowledge sharing, and resource efficiency to drive innovation and
create value. Unlike conventional entrepreneurship, where success is often measured solely
in financial terms, the performance of ventures in this paradigm encompasses broader
dimensions such as social and environmental impact alongside economic profitability.
The findings indicate that the adoption of sustainable materials and energy are two in-
tegral elements of the strategy of new ventures and that they contribute to influencing
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entrepreneurial performance. On the opposite side, the support of local communities is
not a determining element in the characterization of entrepreneurial performance, which
reveals that their role is very diverse considering the typologies of each business and the
open innovation networks that are created and participated in by the new ventures. Despite
this, the number of years an entrepreneur has participated in open innovation networks
improves their entrepreneurial performance, indicating the role these networks can play in
the various phases of launching and growing a company in its early years.

7.2. Theoretical and Practical Contributions

The theoretical contributions offered by this study are multifaceted. Firstly, it extends
the understanding of entrepreneurship beyond mere economic gains to encompass sus-
tainability dimensions, emphasizing the importance of environmental and social impacts.
By integrating sustainability into the entrepreneurial performance framework, this study
contributes to advancing the field’s theoretical underpinnings, highlighting the significance
of sustainable practices such as the adoption of sustainable materials and energy in new
venture development. Furthermore, the study provides insights into the mechanisms
through which sustainable entrepreneurship can create value for various stakeholders,
including investors, customers, and society at large. By elucidating the pathways link-
ing sustainability initiatives to entrepreneurial performance metrics, such as profitability,
growth, and market competitiveness, it advances theoretical frameworks for evaluating
the impact of sustainable practices on business outcomes. From a policy perspective, the
findings of this study suggest the potential value of supportive frameworks and targeted
incentives to encourage entrepreneurship in sustainable domains. Rather than prescrib-
ing specific policy actions, the results indicate that policymakers may consider measures
such as tax incentives for sustainability-oriented ventures, funding schemes for green
startups, or regulatory environments that facilitate open innovation and collaboration
among stakeholders. Moreover, the evidence points to the possible relevance of education
and training initiatives aimed at strengthening entrepreneurs’ skills and knowledge for
operating within a sustainable open innovation paradigm, while acknowledging that the
design and effectiveness of such interventions depend on broader institutional and con-
textual factors. Finally, we also recognize the practical contributions made by this study.
It should be emphasized that the involvement of local communities should be explored
from other perspectives for the evolution of a business that does not exclusively involve
entrepreneurial performance. It is also recommended that entrepreneurs get involved in
open innovation networks before launching their business, which can help them mitigate
the difficulties of setting up a new business.

7.3. Limitations and Future Research Suggestions

This study has some limitations that it is important to address. Entrepreneurial perfor-
mance is explored by considering the direct effects of sustainable materials, energy, and
local community support. Indirect effects such as entrepreneurial leadership models or the
adoption of knowledge management models are not considered. Therefore, in future work,
we suggest applying structural equation models that can capture the impact of these indi-
rect factors. Another future research direction is the inclusion of entrepreneur’s personality
characteristics such as entrepreneur’s mindset, ambition, and approach to problem-solving,
which may fundamentally drive the direction and success of their ventures. Also, the num-
ber of sociodemographic characteristics mapped in this study is limited to four factors. It is
recognized that different demographic groups may face unique challenges and barriers to
entrepreneurship, such as access to capital, networks, and support systems. By identifying
these specific needs, this study could offer a more inclusive and supportive sustainable
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entrepreneurial ecosystem. Future research could explore the impact of socioeconomic
status (e.g., income, previous occupation, current and previous connections to education
systems and scientific research centers) and geographic location (e.g., country, rural/urban
local). It is also suggested to monitor the evolution of the new ventures considering changes
in sociodemographic trends over time, which could in tracking societal shifts and informing
long-term planning and decision-making processes.

In addition to the methodological limitations discussed above, this study is constrained
by its cross-sectional research design and its focus on new ventures incubated in STPs
within the EU. The cross-sectional nature of the data restricts the ability to capture temporal
dynamics and causal mechanisms underlying sustainable open innovation, entrepreneurial
learning, and performance evolution. From a theoretical perspective, this limitation calls for
longitudinal research grounded in dynamic capabilities and learning theories to examine
how sustainability-oriented resources and open innovation capabilities are developed,
reconfigured, and potentially eroded over time. Furthermore, the EU-centric context—
characterized by relatively mature innovation ecosystems, strong regulatory frameworks,
and institutional support for sustainability—may condition the observed relationships.
Future studies could extend stakeholder theory and institutional theory by comparing
entrepreneurial performance under sustainable open innovation across different regional
and institutional settings, such as emerging economies or less policy-driven innovation
systems. Such comparative designs would deepen theoretical understanding of how
institutional environments moderate the effectiveness of sustainable open innovation
practices and help clarify the boundary conditions of the study’s findings.
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RBV Resource-Based View
SD Standard Deviation
SE Sustainable Energy
SLC Sustainable Local Community
SM Sustainable Material
STP Science and Technology Park
VRIN Valuable, Rare, Inimitable, and Non-substitutable

https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci16020082

https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci16020082


Adm. Sci. 2026, 16, 82 18 of 21

Appendix A
The full items of the questionnaire:

SM1 The use of sustainable raw materials is a priority.
SM2 Materials are used efficiently throughout the production process.
SM3 Materials used in the entire production process do not harm the environment.
SE1 The use of sustainable energy sources is a priority.
SE2 Energy is used efficiently in the entire production process.
SE3 Water is used efficiently in the entire production process.
SLC1 Local communities are involved in innovation processes.
SLC2 The organization contributes financially to support the activities of the local community.

SLC3
The organization contributes non-financially to support the activities of the
local community.

EP1 My organization has experienced high turnover growth.
EP2 My organization has increased innovation capability.
EP3 My organization has increased employability.
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Gonçalves, R., Vlačić, B., González-Loureiro, M., & Sousa, R. (2024). The impact of open innovation on the environmental sustainability

practices and international sales intensity nexus: A multicountry study. International Business Review, 33(5), 102279. [CrossRef]
Gupta, M., & Dharwal, M. (2022). Green entrepreneurship and sustainable development: A conceptual framework. Materials Today:

Proceedings, 49(8), 3603–3606. [CrossRef]
Habiyaremye, A. (2020). Knowledge exchange and innovation co-creation in living labs projects in South Africa. Innovation and

Development, 10(2), 207–222. [CrossRef]
Harman, D. (1967). A single factor test of common method variance. The Journal of Psychology, 35, 359–378.
Harsanto, B., Mulyana, A., Faisal, Y. A., & Shandy, V. M. (2022). Open innovation for sustainability in the social enterprises: An

empirical evidence. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 8(3), 160. [CrossRef]
Hofstetter, R., Dahl, D. W., Aryobsei, S., & Herrmann, A. (2021). Constraining ideas: How seeing ideas of others harms creativity in

open innovation. Journal of Marketing Research, 58(1), 95–114. [CrossRef]
Holcomb, Z. (2016). Fundamentals of descriptive statistics. Routledge.
Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. R. (2008). Structural equation modelling: Guidelines for determining model fit. The Electronic

Journal of Business Research Methods (EJBRM), 6(1), 53–60.
Huang, J., & Zhou, P. (2025). Open innovation and entrepreneurship: A review from the perspective of sustainable business models.

Sustainability, 17(3), 939. [CrossRef]
Iglesias-Sánchez, P. P., Fayolle, A., Jambrino-Maldonado, C., & de las Heras-Pedrosa, C. (2022). Open innovation for entrepreneurial

opportunities: How can stakeholder involvement foster new products in science and technology-based start-ups? Heliyon, 8(12),
e11897. [CrossRef]

Julsrud, T. E. (2023). Sustainable sharing in local communities: Exploring the role of social capital. Local Environment, 28(6), 811–827.
[CrossRef]

Kapsalis, T. A., & Kapsalis, V. C. (2020). Sustainable development and its dependence on local community behavior. Sustainability,
12(8), 3448. [CrossRef]

Kellermanns, F., Walter, J., Crook, T. R., Kemmerer, B., & Narayanan, V. (2016). The resource-based view in entrepreneurship: A
content-analytical comparison of researchers’ and entrepreneurs’ Views. Journal of Small Business Management, 54(1), 26–48.
[CrossRef]

Khanra, S., Kaur, P., Joseph, R. P., Malik, A., & Dhir, A. (2022). A resource-based view of green innovation as a strategic firm resource:
Present status and future directions. Business Strategy and the Environment, 31(4), 1395–1413. [CrossRef]

Kim, Y., Roh, T., & Boroumand, R. H. (2024). Resource recombination perspective on open eco-innovation: Open innovation type,
strategic orientation, and green innovation. Business Strategy and the Environment, 33(7), 6207–6220. [CrossRef]

Kimpimäki, J. P., Malacina, I., & Lähdeaho, O. (2022). Open and sustainable: An emerging frontier in innovation management?
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 174, 121229. [CrossRef]
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