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Abstract: Industrial economic activity is one of the primary causes of environmental degradation and
a source of issues related to social inequality. Nevertheless, research has shown that the application
of the sustainable entrepreneurship model can significantly improve environmental and social
conditions while maintaining continuous and sustainable economic growth. Despite that, statistics
show relatively low engagement in sustainable entrepreneurship, potentially due to a lack of expertise
among entrepreneurs. Due to the low engagement, available sustainability performance metrics
are not a relevant measurement tool. Thus, the purpose of this study is to identify a set of criteria
that evaluate expertise levels in sustainable entrepreneurship within the manufacturing industry.
Through the application of monographic and secondary data analysis methods, the authors carried
out a literature review. The findings indicated that sustainable management is a key component to the
triple-bottom-line (TBL) framework that is used as a conceptual basis for sustainable entrepreneurship.
Additionally, the authors identified 19 criteria of sustainable entrepreneurship within four dimensions
of sustainability (environmental, social, economic, and management). Despite the limitations, with a
more refined literature review, the criteria could be applied as a comprehensive resource to estimate
expertise in sustainable entrepreneurship in future studies on small and medium enterprises (SMEs).

Keywords: sustainability; sustainable development; sustainable entrepreneurship; sustainable
management; sustainable production; triple-bottom-line approach

1. Introduction

Modern society is challenged by numerous environmental and social threats such
as global warming, climate change, poverty, depletion of natural resources, and other
issues that compromise further development. The current problems are attributed to
industrial economic activity which continuously fails to respect the limitations of the
planetary boundaries in an effort to meet the current needs [1]. As a result, the sustainability
concept was introduced to balance the environmental, social, and economic dimensions
that altogether are referred to as the triple-bottom-line (TBL) framework [2].

In recent years, the framework has been widely applied to entrepreneurial research
due to the extensive benefits that sustainability-oriented entrepreneurship may potentially
have in relation to sustainable development efforts. With respect to the theory, a concept of
sustainable entrepreneurship was developed. It positions sustainable development as a
business opportunity rather than a threat or an obstacle to entrepreneurial activities.

Despite the popularity of the topic, the clarity of the concept remains to be an issue
among the researchers. The main reason was pointed out to be the disagreement among
the definitions caused by concept complexity, uncertainty of the demands, and contextual
differences [3]. Following the TBL framework, the general production procedures in
sustainable entrepreneurship must adopt sustainability practices synchronously within
each of the three domains—environmental, social, and economical—where performance in
each is positioned above profit maximization [2].
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In the environmental domain, the central focus is the planet; thus, beyond simply
advocating for environmentally friendly behavior, the main goal is to address the nega-
tive externalities caused as a result of production. Optimization of production processes
through reductions in material waste and carbon footprint, clean technologies, rational
and responsible use of resources, and substitution of natural resources with renewables
are some examples that a company can use to reverse ecological degradation and benefit
environmental sustainability [4–6].

In the social domain, the central element is people; thus, companies are expected
to protect human rights and empower social change through various social initiatives
and cooperation with stakeholders. Most of the change can already be effected within
companies by setting cultural norms through labor-inclusive workspaces, socially conscious
treatment, and investment in employees [7,8].

In the economic domain, the central object will largely remain to be profit. Thus,
actions must align with sustainability principles while maintaining revenue streams. This
can be achieved through the identification of market imperfections and the promotion of
innovative market solutions along with the delivery of functional products and respective
maintenance services to reduce end-user consumption. At the policy level, companies
should target the maximization of material and energy efficiency and transition toward a
circular economy in an effort to close the resource loops [2,5].

Meeting TBL values is imperative in sustainable entrepreneurship [2], though not all
researchers agree with this concept. For example, some also position culture as a pillar
of sustainable entrepreneurship [9]. On the other hand, the ESG (environment, society,
and governance) concept is often applied to measure the sustainability performance of
enterprises [10,11]. As a revised TBL model, it considers three pillars—environment, social
issues, and corporate governance—where governance refers to the top management’s
decisions on addressing sustainability concerns [12].

This example highlights the management’s role in directing the organization’s sustain-
ability strategy and overall attitude, which can further impact sustainability efforts and
outcomes [13–15]. Although financial and economic aspects are also considered within the
ESG framework [16], authors argue that the economic dimension should be separated from
environmental, social, or governance aspects. As a result, adding to the basis of the TBL
framework, the management dimension must be considered as a separate aspect of the
sustainable entrepreneurship concept.

Moreover, researchers have identified numerous advantages of sustainable entrepreneur-
ship. There is evidence that the implementation of sustainability-oriented values at a firm
level has positive implications for the environmental performance of employees [13,17].
Proactive engagement with stakeholders can benefit society in terms of sustainable living,
health, and overall well-being. Additionally, social initiatives targeted at reducing negative
impacts have been shown to deliver positive value for enterprises and society in terms of
increased customer loyalty and strengthened competitive advantage [4,15].

However, these findings alone are not sufficient to promote the integration of sustain-
able entrepreneurship into current business processes. Although about 30% of enterprises
undertake due diligence in all three dimensions of sustainability, only 3.7% of established
and 3.6% of starting enterprises in the world put forward sustainability goals beyond
financial profitability [2,18–20]. Thus, there is no substantial progress in the transition to
more sustainable entrepreneurship practices.

Statistics indicate a lack of understanding of how to begin the transition towards
sustainable entrepreneurship. Education not only fosters the desire for innovations but
also helps detect market opportunities and tools that are necessary for the achievement of
entrepreneurial goals [21,22]. Thus, the authors suggest that entrepreneurs have limited ex-
pertise in sustainable entrepreneurship, which is essential for the promotion of sustainable
behaviors that contribute to a transition towards sustainable business practices.

The education issue also highlights the present research problem—the need for concept
clarification and indicators of expertise in sustainable entrepreneurship. Since sustainable
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entrepreneurship has only been adopted by a small percentage of companies, the assess-
ment of sustainability performance may not be applicable to facilitate the transition process.
First and foremost, it is rather important to understand the competence levels before devel-
oping a methodology to assist the transformation towards sustainable entrepreneurship.
As a result, the main objective of this study is to develop a set of criteria that estimate the
expertise levels in sustainable entrepreneurship.

The authors suggest that clarification of criteria would facilitate the adoption of the
sustainable entrepreneurship model. This would determine whether the efforts are in line
with the sustainability agenda and how radical changes must be made in current business
practices. It has not yet been possible to tackle this issue because previous studies have
primarily focused on preliminary research on interactions between different factors or the
assessment of sustainability performance in general.

The present research is distinctive as it aims to fill the educational gap with the identified
criteria that indicate expertise levels in sustainable entrepreneurship. As a result, this study
contributes to the current literature by summarizing various factors that have been discovered
in previous research in one place and providing future directions for studies on the progress
and challenges of sustainable entrepreneurship model application procedures.

2. Materials and Methods

To achieve the objective of this study, monographic and secondary data analysis
methods were applied in order to conduct a literature review. The review covered a careful
and thorough examination of recent publications in sustainable entrepreneurship. Based
on an analysis of the available literature on different aspects and factors associated with
sustainable entrepreneurship, the main objective is to identify and group criteria that
indicate the level of expertise in sustainable entrepreneurship. The present study serves as
a basis for the second research phase, which focuses on the development of a metric system
for the evaluation of expertise levels in sustainable entrepreneurship in further studies.

A monographic method was carried out to perform the primary literature review. The
studies used in the review were selected based on the relevant keywords, timeframe, type of
document, and language. The articles were selected from databases such as ScienceDirect,
JSTOR, and ResearchGate according to keyword search terms “sustainability”, “sustainable
entrepreneurship”, “sustainable business”, “sustainable management”, “green enterprise”,
“green competencies”, “sustainable strategy”, “sustainable model”, “entrepreneurship”,
“TBL”, “ESG”, “circular economy”, “resource optimization”, and “product functional-
ity”. The articles were further filtered based on the year of publication to include articles
published from 2019 to 2024.

All available and relevant publications were restricted to only peer-reviewed articles
written in English. All irrelevant articles were further eliminated by reading titles and
abstracts. After the complete reading of the remaining publications, 73 articles met the
review criteria. Most of the publications were extracted from The Journal of Cleaner Pro-
duction, followed by Sustainability (Switzerland). The publications were further used for
literature analysis in sustainable entrepreneurship, including the review and collection of
the latest findings regarding the various factors and their relationship to different aspects
of sustainable entrepreneurship.

A secondary data analysis method was used to narrow down the numerous previously
discovered factors to a single list of criteria that relate to the expertise level in sustainable
entrepreneurship the best. In total, the authors identified 19 criteria and grouped them into
four dimensions of sustainability—environment, social, economic, and management. Each
of the criteria was defined through 2 to 3 performance-characterizing statements that could
serve as a measurement method in further research.

With the present literature review, the authors aim to develop a self-report question-
naire matrix that estimates the expertise levels in sustainable entrepreneurship. The metric
system is currently in the development process in the second research phase and will be
applied to test the knowledge and expertise in sustainable entrepreneurship. In further re-
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search phases, the authors will investigate the underlying conditions that prevent successful
integration of the sustainable entrepreneurship model into manufacturing industries.

3. Results
3.1. Sustainable Management

The findings of the literature review indicate that the TBL approach is not sufficient to
illustrate the sustainable entrepreneurship model. In theory, sustainable management is a
vital contributor to sustainable development efforts in general and, therefore, presents as a
key indicator of performance in sustainable entrepreneurship [23].

Research illustrates that corporate governance highly influences an organization’s
behavior, including sustainability reporting initiatives, and is significantly linked to the
overall sustainability performance [23,24]. Overall, governance represents the top man-
agement’s responsibility towards stakeholder interests, accountability, transparency, and
fairness. Corporate governance is also reported to mediate social responsibility efforts
and financial performance, in the sense that efforts tend to result in better financial out-
comes [25]. Thus, it can be concluded that the top management, as an internal control
mechanism, assures that all internal objectives related to sustainability are reached [23].

As a result, the authors suggest that management must be considered as a separate
dimension in the sustainable entrepreneurship concept that may potentially regulate the
performance in environmental, social, and economic dimensions. Figure 1 illustrates the
comparison between the theoretical model presented by Farny and Binder and the authors’
proposed model of sustainable entrepreneurship [3].
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Figure 1. Comparison of the theoretical and proposed models of sustainable entrepreneurship.

The authors suggest that the relationship between sustainable management and gen-
eral environmental, social, and economic sustainability performance generates the potential
and success for sustainable entrepreneurship for three reasons. First, the locus of control of
the top management; second, the relationship between the top management’s actions and
the outcomes at an operational level; and third, the resourcing and cooperative capabilities.
Thus, sustainable management should not be merely viewed as a factor but as a separate
dimension and a fundamental building block to the sustainable entrepreneurship theory.

3.1.1. The Locus of Control of the Top Management

The locus of control of the top management is expressed through the belief of to what
extent the top management is in control of the business processes. By adapting Rotter’s
(1966) theory, the external locus of control points to the belief that the top management
is not in control of consequences and performance resulting from business operations,



Processes 2024, 12, 1222 5 of 16

whereas the internal locus of control indicates that the top management fully controls
business operations and therefore the consequences and performance [26].

So far, measuring the environmental, social, and economic performance indicators has
been the commonly suggested way to estimate and explain sustainable entrepreneurship.
Instead, research shows that there is a necessity to pay closer attention to managerial
practices, especially in the manufacturing sector. The prerequisite to any type of action,
whether it concerns environmental, social, or economic sustainability, is the management’s
strategic decision-making process. Any business activity is carried out through a sequence
of planned and coordinated strategic actions and arises from deliberate leadership rather
than being something that is a byproduct of external events. Following this logic, sustain-
able management serves as a critical driver of sustainable entrepreneurship, especially
when the top management expresses a high internal locus of control [14,17].

As a result, it can be concluded that the integration of the sustainable entrepreneurship
model into current business processes entails high levels of long-term commitment and
support from the top management [13]. In addition to that, there is no other organizational
level within a company that would have enough influence, knowledge, expertise, or action
abilities to address and execute such a complex business model. Only the top management
facilitates the implementation of strategic goals, allocates the resources, and sets organizational
norms and standards that altogether direct the further identity, reputation, and success.

3.1.2. The Relationship between the Top Management Action and the Outcomes at an
Operational Level

Corporate governance has been shown to have a critical role regarding the outcomes
at an operational level [25]. For example, managerial practice can not only foster but also
sabotage the integration of the sustainable entrepreneurship model into regular practice.
Top management performance is an indispensable factor in an organization’s functioning,
and it regulates how well the administrative efforts translate to the operational level or to
what extent they will actually be carried out in practice. For example, if the top management
does not have an objective outlook on the company’s culture and tends to falsely idealize
the overall sustainability performance, any policy or sustainability initiatives will likely fail
to reach the operational level [12,15].

Poor performance in sustainable management may also be reflected in the form of
greenwashing—a misleading and deceptive tactic that is used to present the company and its
products as more environmentally friendly than they are in reality. Usually, companies adopt
different sustainability attributes and labels that falsely indicate environmental protection
efforts [27]. As a result, their overall sustainability is compromised and requires a clear set of
transparency and accountability standards specifically within the top management.

3.1.3. The Resourcing and Cooperative Capabilities

Another important aspect that must be considered in the sustainable entrepreneur-
ship model is the management’s relation to the overarching governance. If sustainable
entrepreneurship is viewed as an entity within an ecosystem, then we can assume that there
will be external stimuli that the entrepreneurs must respond to. In this case, the ecosystem
consists of the company itself, governmental, international, and non-governmental insti-
tutions and organizations, stakeholders, consumers, and other relevant interested parties.
Each plays a particular role in the functioning of an enterprise [1,21,28].

The institutional context provides standards and regulations that determine the pro-
duction process of goods [5]. For example, the government lays normative regulations
and implements new targeted policies that not only are legally binding to companies but
also provide context to the sustainability demands [21,28,29]. The first responder to such
legal demands will be the top management. A clear understanding of the overarching reg-
ulations within the top management will therefore determine the following sustainability
efforts and proper integration of law into practice [5].
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Governmental policy can also be perceived as an assistive guide towards sustainable
entrepreneurship, especially for companies that have difficulties with taking proactive
action, for example, due to financial or educational restrictions [2,8,29]. Thus, close coop-
eration with institutions must be maintained at all times and the company’s engagement
levels may directly point to the importance of sustainability within the top management.

3.2. Sustainable Entrepreneurship Criteria

The secondary data analysis revealed numerous factors that contribute to the under-
standing of sustainable entrepreneurship. To better understand and illustrate the indicators of
sustainable entrepreneurship, the authors compiled the discovered factors and values within
19 criteria split among four subgroups of sustainable entrepreneurship—environmental, social,
economic, and management dimensions (Figure 2). This approach helps to sufficiently cover
the various aspects of sustainable entrepreneurship in one set of criteria.
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3.2.1. Environmental Dimension

The focal point of the environmental dimension is the planet. Therefore, the environ-
mental dimension within sustainable entrepreneurship is centered around the protection
of ecological balance to improve environmental sustainability and ensure continuous re-
source availability for future generations. The aspects that determine the environmental
performance in sustainable entrepreneurship can be organized into five criteria:

1. Baseline sustainability;
2. Awareness of environmental issues;
3. Green environmental management policy;
4. Green organizational culture;
5. Environmentally friendly behavior.

Overall, 20 articles (27%) touched upon specific aspects of business and production
processes that are associated with the environmental dimension of sustainable entrepreneur-
ship. Of all relevant publications, five articles covered factors associated with “baseline
sustainability”; “awareness of environmental issues” as a sustainable entrepreneurship
aspect was highlighted in five studies; “green environmental management policy” was the
focus of three publications; “green organizational culture” was mentioned as a criterion for
sustainable entrepreneurship in four studies; and “environmentally friendly behavior” in
entrepreneurship was specifically discussed in three articles.

3.2.2. Social Dimension

The central element of the social dimension is people. Therefore, sustainable en-
trepreneurship should carry out business activities with respect to social equality, welfare,
stability, and protection of human rights. The social responsibility aspects of sustainable
entrepreneurship can be highlighted in the following five criteria:

1. Awareness of social issues;
2. Altruism;
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3. Sustainable human resource management;
4. Quality workplace policy;
5. Social stewardship role.

With a minor overlap with the publications covering the environmental dimension,
17 articles (23%) covered sustainable entrepreneurship aspects that address social sustain-
ability issues. “Awareness of social issues” as a part of sustainable entrepreneurship was
identified in five articles; two articles covered “altruism” in depth as an important busi-
ness aspect in relation to social sustainability; five articles discussed “sustainable human
resource management” policy; “quality workplace policy” in the context of sustainable
entrepreneurship was reviewed in two studies; and the importance of the acceptance of
the “social stewardship role” in sustainable entrepreneurship was discussed in detail in
three articles.

3.2.3. Economic Dimension

The main objective of the economic dimension in sustainable entrepreneurship is
profit. Nonetheless, the objective is limited to the condition that economic growth must
be sustainable and cannot be achieved on account of the exploitation of environmental
or social resources. Sustainable entrepreneurship within the economic dimension can be
outlined with the following four criteria:

1. Awareness of sustainability role in economics;
2. Resource optimization plans;
3. Product and service functionality;
4. Familiarity with the circular economy model.

The economic dimension is an essential part of any business activities and the iden-
tification of key aspects that contribute to the economic sustainability the strongest is a
common consideration for most researchers. Nevertheless, only 17 articles (23%) pro-
vided a clear set of factors that serve as indicators for sustainable entrepreneurship. The
“awareness of sustainability role in economics” was covered in four articles; “resource
optimization plans” as an essential element to business was discussed in six articles; four
studies covered “product and service functionality” in detail; and three provided statis-
tical evidence for the “familiarity with the circular economy model” as a predictor of
sustainable entrepreneurship.

3.2.4. Management Dimension

The management dimension is centered around strategic objectives and initiatives
pushed forward by the top management to facilitate the employment of sustainability
values within the company [13]. Although the management already plays a substantial
role in each of the previously described criteria, the main distinction is the way in which
each of the criteria is acquired and carried out. In other words, fulfilling the criteria of
the social dimension results in social sustainability, whereas fulfilling the criteria of the
management dimension results in the ability to carry out further actions designed to
reach environmental, social, or economic sustainability objectives. As a result, sustainable
management serves as a prerequisite for successfully carrying out further sustainability
processes that contribute to sustainable entrepreneurship. Based on the literature, the
expertise in sustainable management can be expressed through five criteria:

1. Awareness of normative regulations and other legal demands;
2. Awareness of resource availability;
3. Cooperation with institutions, organizations, and stakeholders;
4. Sustainability performance indicator measuring;
5. Top management’s intentions towards sustainability.

The criteria of the management dimension were collected from the majority (22) of
articles (30% of all). The “the awareness of normative regulations and other legal demands”
was covered in four studies; five studies touched upon the “awareness of resource avail-
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ability” as an aspect of sustainable entrepreneurship; the “cooperation with institutions,
organizations, and stakeholders” criterion was highlighted in six articles; the “sustainability
performance indicator measuring” and the associated criteria were researched by three
studies; and, lastly, “top management’s intentions towards sustainability” was mentioned
as an important factor for sustainable entrepreneurship in four articles.

4. Discussion

Despite the vast literature on benefits and numerous legal obligations, the lack of
a clear set of criteria and standards continues to delay the integration of sustainable
entrepreneurship into current business practices. As a result, engagement rates are still
relatively low, which calls for a deeper exploration of standards and criteria of sustainable
entrepreneurship. Numerous measures exist that evaluate sustainability performance [30].
However, they are constricted by two limitations. First, due to concept clarity issues,
measures do not provide a thorough evaluation of sustainable entrepreneurship. Second, in
cases where sustainable entrepreneurship is only involved in the strategic planning process,
applying such measures would not be entirely relevant as they do not explain what criteria
the company is missing specifically to better facilitate the transition process.

To address the research problem, the authors identified 19 criteria among four sus-
tainability dimensions—environmental, social, economic, and management—that can be
used as indicative factors pointing to the understanding and expertise levels in sustainable
entrepreneurship. With that, this research aims to fill not only the educational gap but also
the lack of criteria to evaluate the expertise level in sustainable entrepreneurship.

The management dimension was added to the theoretical matrix based on the available
literature-identified limitations of the TBL approach. The authors suggest that as a result of
the locus of control effect, the impact that top management has on the business outcomes
is high, and due to the resourcing and cooperative abilities, the management role has
been overlooked in previous research with regard to TBL theory. Therefore, it must be
considered as a separate aspect or value with regard to sustainable entrepreneurship and
should be analyzed in relation to TBL values.

The authors propose that for a certain company to be defined as following the sustain-
able entrepreneurship model, it must fulfill the 19 criteria across the four aforementioned
sustainability dimensions. In the theoretical model, the environmental dimension consists
of five criteria that cover aspects of entrepreneurship regarding the understanding, be-
liefs, and action competence towards the environment—baseline sustainability, awareness
of environmental issues, green environmental policy, green organizational culture, and
environmentally friendly behavior.

Baseline sustainability refers to the overall awareness of the sustainability concept.
It encompasses the understanding of sustainability considerations that are critical to the
development of further business strategies [31]. Such awareness also translates to the
attraction of employees with a similar vision and promotes overall conscientiousness
towards sustainability within an organization [17].

Despite the fact that the sustainability concept above the environmental dimension
entails performance in social and economic sustainability, the baseline sustainability values
tend to be the predictors of environmentally friendly behaviors within a company [17].
That, however, becomes problematic when addressing social or economic sustainability
aspects if entrepreneurs tend to associate sustainability more with environmental issues
rather than social or economic. In support of the research problem, this also points to the
lack of general knowledge about sustainable entrepreneurship.

Awareness of environmental issues specifically indicates the extent to which en-
trepreneurs understand the current environmental challenges and market flaws or im-
perfections that amplify environmental degradation risks [1]. It is general environmental
knowledge that plays a major role in intention and decision formation [17]. Additionally,
it impacts employees’ green behavior [32]. The level of awareness tends to indicate the
respective level of proactive behavior in environmental protection [31]. In other words, the
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higher the awareness, the more likely that a company will adjust production policies and
engage in environmental protection [33]. Awareness of environmental degradation also
promotes innovations and the development of activities necessary to generate environmen-
tal gains as a byproduct of entrepreneurial processes [22,34,35]. Thus, it can be concluded
that better competence in this area will affect business processes.

Green environmental policy entails planned action, oriented to minimize or reverse
negative environmental externalities caused directly by carrying out regular produc-
tion activities. In many cases, such policies will involve the necessity for innovative
interventions [8,13]. As a result, this criterion also points out the level of engagement of
innovations and green technology, as well as the overall innovative capacity that is a critical
aspect of sustainable entrepreneurship. Nonetheless, a solid corporate environmental policy
may reduce financial risks associated with the implementation of a sustainability-oriented
strategy and boost overall financial performance through the strengthening of the firm’s
competitive advantage [36].

Green organizational culture refers to the identity of the company and its link to
environmental support. Pro-environmental behavior is most often fostered within the inner
culture of a company, and in previous research, it has been linked to better environmental
performance [37–40]. It includes different ecological initiatives aimed at, for example, re-
ducing waste, increasing energy efficiency, and reducing CO2 pollution within the company
itself [13]. Studies also indicate an association between green culture and a better dynamic
balance between economic and environmental goals [41]. In addition to that, financial and
non-financial reward systems can be created to reward environmentally friendly behavior,
in an effort to boost the organization’s culture [17]. It is necessary that both management
and workers have an aligned vision regarding the environment, and this can be achieved
with the help of a strong organizational culture.

Finally, environmentally friendly behavior cannot be limited to general support. The
exploitation of resources has highly compromised environmental sustainability. As a result,
there have to be clear and visible patterns of actions directed at the preservation of the
environment, biological diversity, ecosystems, and mitigation of the climate crisis [17].
Pro-environmental behavior also tends to moderate customer attitudes towards sustainable
products and is reported to have an impact on green innovation practices [35]. As a result,
such behavior is also associated with eco-friendly production [42].

The central aspect of this criterion is the understanding of the relation between short-
term costs and long-term goals. This can be expressed through responsible resource
management, the use of renewable energy sources, recycling, and the use of recyclable
materials in an effort to provide continuous growth capabilities for the next generations [2].
The transition may involve increased costs but would benefit the planet in the long term.
This criterion is distinctive from the green environmental policy criterion as it aims to avoid
potential environmental risks, whereas green environmental policy deals with already-
caused damage and externalities.

The criteria of the sustainable entrepreneurship matrix in the social dimension covers
the understanding of the impact that any business activity can have on society and the
placement of appropriate policies to improve or at least mediate social issues. According to
the literature review, the authors identified five aspects of sustainable entrepreneurship
that relate to the social dimension the closest—awareness of social issues, altruism, sustain-
able human resource management, quality workplace policy, and acceptance of a social
stewardship role.

Just like awareness of environmental issues, the awareness of social issues determines
the understanding of the relationship between business and society and relates to meeting
both social and economic needs [43]. It also moderates the sense of responsibility and
overall response to social issues [44]. Social resources catalyze industrial growth since
society not only defines the consumer base but is also the source of the workforce. Previous
research indicates that higher levels of interest in social sustainability point to a more
pronounced interest in sustainable entrepreneurship [2,28]. Therefore, such knowledge
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within a company can help in identifying the practices that are commonly associated with
social problems and make changes to improve not only the general welfare but also the
performance of the company.

Altruism is a personal characteristic that epitomizes a person’s concern for others’
well-being. In business, the characteristic serves as a motivator of social responsibility
within a company [45]. In fact, other studies recognize altruism as a precondition to so-
cial entrepreneurship oriented at social value creation [46]. In the case of high altruism,
personal benefit is not nearly as important as helping others, which aligns with sustain-
able entrepreneurship’s intentions to put forward other non-financial goals above profit
maximization. With high levels of empathy-based altruism within a company, there is
a greater chance that entrepreneurial activities will be carried out with high regard for
social matters and social sustainability [2]. With greater altruism, entrepreneurs will tend
to discover more developmental opportunities regarding sustainability [47]. As a result,
altruism potentially predicts the intention to engage in sustainable entrepreneurship.

Sustainable human resource management is based on an adapted version of green
human resource management theory. The main difference is that the orientation to sus-
tainability entails all TBL framework aspects. Particularly in the social dimension, such
practice indicates consideration of employees and their well-being. In other words, re-
source management not only oversees the establishment of a just and equal workplace but
also takes care of employee work–life balance, well-being, and social security [17,48,49].
Studies show that sustainable human resource management practices are highly associ-
ated with sustainable innovation [50]. The benefits that arise from a company supporting
its employees permeate to the society level and can contribute to better social welfare
overall. Nonetheless, sustainable human resource management has been shown to attract
talents that further promote sustainability within an organization and increase the overall
sustainability performance [51].

Quality workplace policy relates to the company’s efforts to establish employment
opportunities to support especially the underprivileged part of society and boost employ-
ment rates. In the long run, such entrepreneurial initiative contributes to overall social
sustainability. Quality refers to stable, long-term positions with competitive salaries that
do not discriminate against age, gender, disabilities, ethnicity, religion, or other social
factors [7,21]. In consequence, establishing quality workplaces annually indicates concern
about employment and social security levels that can be further interpreted as a criterion
for sustainable entrepreneurship.

Studies highlight social stewardship goals as an inherent part of sustainability strategy
within a business and overall corporate social responsibility [52,53]. A company that accepts
a social stewardship role and actively engages in social and human rights protection much
more strongly expresses values that align with sustainable entrepreneurship. Often, this
role is displayed through marketing activities that in turn help raise awareness of social
issues among different groups of society [5]. For best results, companies with a sustainable
entrepreneurship model would be expected to work together with stakeholders, as well
as governmental and non-governmental organizations, to potentially generate a greater
impact through various social value-promoting campaigns and charity events.

Among numerous factors associated with the interaction between economic dimension
and sustainable entrepreneurship, the authors propose four criteria that relate to the level
of integration of economic sustainability values into ongoing business processes. Those are
awareness of sustainability’s role in economics, resource optimization plans, product and
service functionality, and familiarity with the circular economy model.

Economic issues are some of the primary concerns that have driven efforts towards
sustainable development [54,55]. Thus, awareness of sustainability’s role in economics
refers to the baseline understanding of the interaction between sustainability and economic
growth. Primarily, that means diverting the focus from short-term financial gains to
long-term economic growth without compromising the company’s financial viability [2].
Sustainable entrepreneurship, thus, is concerned with carrying out feasible and profitable
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business solutions that, in the meantime, support sustainable development. Studies show a
direct link between entrepreneurship and economic growth. Thus, the ability to relate both
objectives and implement them into practice in a sustainability context demonstrates the
potential for the successful application of sustainable entrepreneurship [56].

Resource optimization plans play a critical role in ensuring continuous economic
growth in a sustainability context. Research indicates that resource optimization is sig-
nificantly associated with sustainable development [57]. However, that entails strategic
calculations and planning as it may not only have the potential to cut production costs
and boost productivity but may also require investing in costly innovations [4]. In the
manufacturing sector, resource optimization leads to increased competitiveness and highly
contributes to positive environmental performance [58].

Production and resource optimization procedures that fit the sustainability goals
will require unique approaches and might not be financially sound, although they are
essential in maintaining a competitive edge over other producers [6]. Such considerations
are fundamental to sustainable entrepreneurship as they not only concern the possibility
of facilitating overall economic growth with respect to sustainable development but also
ensure the ability to safeguard the company’s position within the market in the long run.
Additionally, resource optimization plans may affect the transition towards sustainable
entrepreneurship, though the argument calls for more in-depth research to confirm the
relationship [59].

Product and service functionality is a key aspect of sustainable entrepreneurship.
Goods that serve more than one purpose decrease the need for multiple different items and,
thus, reduce unsustainable consumption patterns [5]. The initiative aligns with a frugal
business model where value is prioritized over costs. Products with improved functionality
not only diversify the supply of a company and optimize costs but also highly contribute to
sustainable development [60]. Adding to that, companies can expand the range of market
opportunities by offering guarantee and repair services that can help build a solid and
loyal customer base. Additionally, customers are already requesting sustainable products
that provide endless opportunities for entrepreneurs [4,15]. As a result, the producers
can maintain a supply of goods that not only follows sustainability principles but also
continuously produces income.

Familiarity with the circular economy model within sustainable entrepreneurship is
expressed through thoroughly planned product and project life cycles. Circularity refers to
a closed-loop system where the life cycle of materials and products is lengthened through
repeated use, repairs, recycling, sharing, and other maintenance activities [5]. A circular
economy is associated with positive environmental outcomes and continuous economic
growth despite resource constraints, and stimulates sustainability-oriented innovation and
technologies [61]. Such a model contributes greatly to economic sustainability and tends to
serve as an indicator of sustainable entrepreneurship.

The literature review allowed us to conclude that the final dimension of the sustain-
able entrepreneurship matrix, management, is most closely associated with the following
five criteria—awareness of normative regulations and other legal demands; awareness
of resource availability; cooperation with institutions, organizations, and stakeholders;
sustainability performance indicator measuring; and, lastly, top management’s intentions
towards sustainability.

Awareness of normative regulations and other legal demands refers to the understand-
ing of the legal context and binding requirements that entrepreneurs must comply with
and put in place within business processes. High levels of sustainability will require high
governmental engagement; thus, laws are inevitable, and compliance is mandatory [1].
Institutional context contributes to sustainable development by aiding the strengthening of
the competitive advantage of a company [62]. The legal framework may work in favor of sus-
tainable entrepreneurship if the company sees the government as a resource rather than an
entity that limits the freedom of entrepreneurship. On the contrary, institutional uncertainty
may cause further entrepreneurial uncertainty, which is detrimental to the advancement of
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sustainability performance within a company [63]. Thus, to that understanding, knowledge
of the incentives and legal context behind the pure law is highly important.

Awareness of resource availability illustrates entrepreneurs’ knowledge of where
to access educational or financial support to carry out sustainability objectives within
a business. For example, investment in innovative technologies aids sustainable en-
trepreneurship; however, lack of knowledge on resource availability can hinder further
success [22,64]. As a result, the ability to detect resources and opportunities is an attribute of
sustainable entrepreneurship.

Cooperation with institutions, organizations, and stakeholders is essential to success in
sustainable entrepreneurship [8]. Previous research presents collaboration with stakehold-
ers and other involved groups as a mechanism for the pursuit of sustainability-oriented
business practices [65]. Considering the needs of the interested parties is associated with
positive social and environmental outcomes [66]. Thus, such practice undeniably points
to sustainable entrepreneurship intentions. The larger the variety of actors, the greater
the potential to address different entrepreneurial aspects; for example, cooperation with
business schools can share knowledge and skills that are necessary to run sustainable
business processes [12]. In addition to that, the strengthening of cooperative ties can ensure
the ability to carry out sustainable entrepreneurship in the long run [6]. Therefore, it can
be concluded that sustainable management practice entails an outlook on a wide range of
cooperative opportunities.

It is not only important to implement different sustainability values but also to measure
performance. Currently, a company’s performance is measured based on financial indi-
cators; however, sustainable entrepreneurship requires close monitoring of non-financial
performance [31]. The assessments can be made internally as well as by inviting an external
examiner. Regardless, the top management should be aware of the criteria of sustainable
entrepreneurship, know how to interpret the results, and hold a department or at least a po-
sition that consecutively supervises the processes. For example, key performance indicator
analysis may serve as a tool to estimate success in sustainable entrepreneurship [13,22].

Numerous metric systems, indicators, and measurement methods have been devel-
oped to estimate specifically sustainability performance [30]. However, the authors argue
that most of them fail to provide a thorough evaluation of all sustainability aspects con-
cerning entrepreneurial activities. Some overly focus on environmental aspects, while
others disregard social matters; however, the majority tend to cover the basis of the TBL
or ESG concepts [67,68]. Thus, the authors suggest that based on the new concept of four
sustainable entrepreneurship dimensions and 19 criteria, a new metric system should be
developed and used as a resource for self-evaluation purposes in production companies.
This way, companies could reduce reliance on audit firms, boost competence in sustainable
entrepreneurship, and compare their annual performance.

Finally, the top management’s intentions point to the likelihood that the sustainable
entrepreneurship model will be integrated into ongoing business processes [2,69]. Equally
important is whether the top management has any goals set to promote sustainability
and what the management is ready to do to improve performance in the sustainability
area [14,70]. As a result, properly oriented attitudes, incentives, and intentions will de-
termine how successfully the sustainability principles will be adopted into the company.
Another key aspect that points to intentions to transform towards sustainable entrepreneur-
ship is sustainability orientation [2].

The present research may be subject to several limitations. First, the research topic
requires a methodology that can cover the existing literature comprehensively. For example,
a formal systematic literature review would have provided insights into the sustainable
entrepreneurship criteria in greater depth compared to the monographic method. Second,
despite the exhaustive efforts, not all research could have been covered due to limitations
in databases. Third, the findings are subject to the personal bias of the researchers; as a
result, the interpretation of findings may be subjective and vary depending on the context.
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The limitations may be resolved by conducting a comprehensive systematic literature
review to enlarge the scope of articles processed in this review and thoroughly examine the
available data. Additionally, further reviews would help refine the criteria in greater depth.
Besides that, the present article provides an interesting gap for future research. In other
words, more studies should be conducted on sustainable entrepreneurship in relation to
small and medium enterprises (SMEs) as they make up a significant portion of all enter-
prises in total. The authors suggest that raising awareness of sustainable entrepreneurial
practices among SMEs in the manufacturing industry could make more impactful changes
in the transition towards sustainability. Additionally, future research should focus on the
generalizability of the findings in an effort to develop a measure that would estimate not
only expertise levels in sustainable entrepreneurship but also sustainability performance
regardless of the company size and geopolitical context.

Despite the limitations, the present study contributes to the research by identifying
gaps in theory and providing directions for future research. The theoretical implications are
currently being used in the second research phase as a basis for a semi-quantitative study
that explores the expertise levels in sustainable entrepreneurship in the Latvian manufactur-
ing industry. The main goal is to estimate the key areas that highlight educational gaps or
lack of expertise. The results will be further used to develop a theoretical matrix that could
be applied as a self-evaluation tool for expertise in sustainable entrepreneurship for enter-
prises that are considering adopting sustainable practices into present business processes.
In such a way, entrepreneurs would be able to identify the lacking areas, compare their
performance on a quarterly or annual basis, and transition to sustainable entrepreneurship
more successfully.

Nonetheless, the transition to sustainable production calls for an overarching organiza-
tion that could not only assist companies with theoretical and practical resources specifically
related to entrepreneurial activities but also provide statistics on the performance com-
parison among different manufacturing companies, production sectors, and locations.
Most importantly, the implications of the present study could be used by entrepreneurs
to evaluate their expertise in sustainable entrepreneurship based on the identified criteria.
However, a metric system should be developed and tested in order to serve as a resource
to entrepreneurs. Distinctively from other metric systems, the criteria could sufficiently
cover and balance different aspects of sustainable entrepreneurship while providing more
thorough insights without overly focusing on particular dimensions.

5. Conclusions

This literature review provided valuable insights into current findings regarding sus-
tainable entrepreneurship. The authors primarily identified that definitions of sustainable
entrepreneurship among different researchers are inconsistent, though few have attempted
to clarify the concept which could be used as a common base for future research [3]. In
general, the sustainable entrepreneurship concept illustrates a systemically coordinated set
of strategic actions that facilitate the integration of environmental, social, economic, and
managerial sustainability practices into ongoing business processes without compromising
the developmental capabilities of future generations.

Since research has shown great potential for enterprises to mitigate the environmental
and social crisis, without a doubt, the transition to a sustainable entrepreneurship model is
highly supported. However, this could be a long and complex process, especially within
the current capitalism-oriented traditions and commercial mindset among entrepreneurs.
Nevertheless, understanding the expertise position in sustainable entrepreneurship would
help to address the key areas that need the most attention in order to successfully facilitate
the transition to sustainable business practices in the manufacturing industry.

In conclusion, this study provides a comprehensive summary and analysis of sus-
tainable entrepreneurship criteria. It was concluded that the sustainable entrepreneurship
concept should include a sustainable management dimension as an indispensable accessory
to the TBL framework. The inclusion rests upon three reasons. First, the locus of control of
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the top management; second, the relationship between the top management action and the
outcomes at an operational level; and third, the resourcing and cooperative capabilities of
the top management.

Altogether, the listed factors help better illustrate the role of management in the integra-
tion of sustainability pillars into production processes and the overall transition to sustainable
entrepreneurship. Thus, sustainable entrepreneurship should be reviewed only with regard
to all four dimensions—environmental, social, economic, and managerial—to avoid excessive
focus on only certain aspects of sustainability and their role in entrepreneurship.

Based on the present data, a theoretical matrix could function as a resource to help
promote the expertise levels and competence in sustainable entrepreneurship among
entrepreneurs. On top of that, it presents great potential as a performance metric system for
entrepreneurs in quarterly and annual sustainability performance evaluations. Nonetheless,
the criteria can be adapted for use in future studies.
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