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This research aims to explore the potential of green entrepreneurship and institution quality 

collaboration as a catalyst for sustainable development. The research design uses mixed 

methods to adopt a holistic approach to socio-economic development prioritizing long-term 

sustainability over short-term profits. Collaboration of green entrepreneurship with institution 

quality is important to mitigate the impacts of global climate change and is a catalyst for the 

transmission of sustainable development goals (SDGs). In ensuring successful collaboration, 

more proactive and adaptive green development technology innovation is required to integrate 

different interactions in balancing SDGs achievements. The results confirm the existence of 

complementary relationships, human capital, institution, and quality economic growth remain 

consistent in strengthening collaboration. Furthermore, the relationship strengthens control 

over institution quality and has a positive impact on achieving SDGs. This research indicates 

a two-way causality between institution quality, green technology innovation, and economic 

growth. Research limitations are related to the behavioral patterns of family dynamics and 

entrepreneurship locally in developing countries. The contribution of this research is expected 

to analyze adaptive global climate change.  
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1. INTRODUCTION

Innovation is expected to be directed to green technologies, 

such as entrepreneurship in mitigating climate change [1, 2]. 

In this context, green entrepreneurship has been developed as 

an important new force driving innovation and sustainable 

economic growth, as well as reducing environmental pollution 

[3, 4]. The latest research on sustainability business shows that 

spatial and institution concentration of knowledge production 

is increasingly significant [5]. The results of empirical 

research related to innovation confirm that institution and 

green entrepreneurship are positively related to sustainable 

conservation entrepreneurial intentions [6-8]. However, 

regulatory support is still needed to promote green 

entrepreneurship and sustainable development [9]. This shows 

that green entrepreneurship and institution collaboration are 

closely related to the short and long-term socio-economic 

innovation ecosystem in sustainable manner. The problem is 

that related research pays limited attention to the method of 

green entrepreneurship collaboration and institution quality as 

a catalyst for sustainable development.  

Green entrepreneurship is more focused on analyzing the 

past and possesses a longer future time perspective [10]. The 

potential has become a new innovative power solution to 

environmental problems and a major driver of sustainable 

development goals (SDGs), efficiency, new job opportunities, 

as well as local and global competitiveness [2, 11]. Meanwhile, 

the potential of formal and informal institution has interacted 

with each other to become the most important part of the new 

economics perspective as the main key driver of sustainable 

development and unemployment reduction as well as other 

performance successes [2, 12-14]. The main problem is related 

to collaboration and integration of these two potentials to 

provide more optimal benefits. This is because institution 

emptiness has become a major obstacle to achieving SDGs and 

reducing entrepreneurial productivity [15-19]. Institution 

quality is considered a threshold for price distortion of factors 

affecting ecological efficiency [20].  

However, research on green entrepreneurship and 

institution collaboration requires real quality participation to 

optimize development according to community needs [21]. 

Institution quality increases green economic growth, but there 

is still limited research examining the relationship [22]. 

Previous research recommended the importance of improving 

institution quality to promote economic growth, openness to 

trade, finance, and industrialization, and the achievement of 

SDGs [23-25]. Therefore, the potential for collaboration is 

becoming increasingly urgent and important to be analyzed. 
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The urgency of the main problem is that the research on the 

potential for collaboration has not been analyzed in more depth 

and used optimally. The partial potential of institution and 

green entrepreneurship was examined in promoting economic 

growth and SDGs [26, 27]. The complementary potential of 

human capital and institution in enhancing SDGs with the 

complexity of institution and social innovation has not been 

explained [28-30]. Recent research related to the previous one 

only focused on partially examining the role of institution 

potential and social entrepreneurship as the main drivers of 

business opportunities and competitiveness [26]. In addition, 

there has been no new research related to integrating and 

collaborating on theoretical and empirical problems. This 

collaborative research novelty is to examine and explain the 

problems as well as efforts to optimize the potential role. The 

contribution is expected to explain the potential relationship 

between green entrepreneurship and institution quality as a 

dimension of technological progress used to increase 

efficiency in driving the achievement of SDGs, specifically in 

developing countries.  

Previous research confirmed that entrepreneurship and 

institution had a positive and significant influence on 

sustainable economic growth oriented towards green economy 

[28, 31]. Aspirations, attitudes, and capabilities of 

conservation entrepreneurship contribute positively and 

significantly to institution quality [6]. Even though the 

contribution is not optimal, strategic implications are provided 

for institution policies and collective awareness relevant to 

mitigating the impacts of global climate change and promoting 

the achievement of SDGs [6]. Based on the human capital 

theory, this research aims to explain the direct and indirect as 

well as total effects of green entrepreneurship in collaboration 

with institution quality as a catalyst for sustainable 

development. The empirical contribution is expected to 

provide a comprehensive, adaptive, and humanistic institution 

policy model as a catalyst for sustainable development. The 

theoretical contribution is the development of complementary 

literature as well as facilitates practical models and directions 

for institution policy change by integrating new institution 

economics (NIE) and sustainable entrepreneurship theory.  

 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 New institution quality and sustainable development 

 

Institutionalism is a complex new theory, with many 

concepts and methods [30, 32, 33]. However, NIE theory 

remains a powerful tool for understanding real-world 

phenomena [34, 35]. The theory can be connected to 

sustainable economic development through social, economic, 

environmental, political as well as cultural channels and 

globalization [36]. Empirical research has proven the 

important role of institution in determining economic growth 

[37, 38]. Formal and informal institutions are important 

determinants of sustainable economic development 

dominating other explanations  [2, 35]. The results of the 

literature confirm that institution quality is a key factor in 

sustainable economic development and other performance [39, 

40]. Weak, low-quality systems, and racism are real facts in 

various developing countries and the main source of human 

misery globally [32, 36, 41]. Extremely weak and backward 

institution elements in the digitalization system had a negative 

impact on the high cost of business transactions [41]. The 

results of empirical research show that low institution quality 

is detrimental to poverty alleviation [42]. Therefore, 

developing countries should continue to focus on research to 

improve institution quality and promote economic growth 

through effective human capital investment [43].  

Formal and informal institutions are in principle 

complementary. However, the role of informal institution is 

often more rapid in contributing and prominent [2, 6, 44]. New 

institutionalist literature research had viewed institution 

quality as dynamic and not static [45-48]. The implications of 

this analysis for NIE theory are explored by the potential for 

building a dynamic institution theory of long-term economic 

change. Static systems and weak institution quality often affect 

the community [15]. Therefore, the theory of dynamic 

institution change is important for further progress in social 

science in general and economics [49, 50]. Further research is 

recommended to use regional institution quality measures 

made for countries outside Europe [51]. Based on the 

description above, this research requires more dynamic and 

humanistic institution change innovation. The premise is 

based on the hypothesis that there is a strong correlation and 

positive influence of institution quality on green 

entrepreneurship activities and SDGs achievements. 

Furthermore, economic freedom is needed to carry out various 

dynamic quality changes.  

High economic freedom can create maximum scope for 

industrial entrepreneurs to experiment with institution in 

improving the relationship between social status and 

intrapreneurship [52-54]. Institution quality and economic 

freedom are interrelated and important but can be affected by 

long-term foreign investment [55, 56]. In this context, freedom 

of expression should be built to make innovative, productive, 

and resilient changes as a basis for public policy. The results 

found that regulation, as well as cognitive and normative 

institution, had a more effective influence in developed 

countries [46]. Macroeconomic institution factors have a more 

effective influence on entrepreneurial activity in developing 

countries [57]. The results show the dual role of institution 

environment, with the weakening of regulatory turbulence and 

the support of policies through image-making capabilities [58]. 

Therefore, dynamic governance behavior patterns determined 

by the domestic market and entrepreneurial institution should 

be adopted [59]. 

The fundamental concept of NIE and previous 

entrepreneurship theory has been embedded as a guideline for 

thinking to build the quality of formal and informal institution 

in a humanistic manner [2, 6, 21]. Improving institution 

quality can increase productivity and entrepreneurial activity 

[39]. Institution quality is important in increasing 

environmental efficiency for high-income countries [60]. 

Sustainable orientation management and institution quality of 

entrepreneurs form more productive entrepreneurial activities 

[61]. These results show a significant positive correlation and 

influence between institution quality, economic growth, and 

SDGs achievement [28, 62]. However, the inverse relationship 

or causality between institution quality and SDGs 

achievement must be analyzed [23]. Even though the problem 

is understandable, this positive relationship is often 

strengthened in institution environment with high social costs 

of failure [63].  
 

2.2 The relationship between green entrepreneurship and 

institution quality  
 

Green entrepreneurship was carried out to achieve 
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innovative strategic goals. However, now entrepreneurs prefer 

to be included in green entrepreneurship to meet more 

idealistic expectations [11, 64]. The potential for dynamic 

capabilities is increasingly urgent as an innovative solution to 

solving environmental problems with economic shifts, 

institution interactions, and community initiatives [64, 65]. In 

addition, the role of opportunities and resources integrated into 

the process cannot be ignored [66]. This shows that the novelty 

of this research does not integrate NIE and entrepreneurship 

theory for sustainable development. The concept complements 

the shortcomings of green entrepreneurship theory and 

provides practical guidance for new entrepreneurs. 

Based on the description above, green entrepreneurship has 

been interrelated with social entrepreneurship. The interests of 

social and solidarity economy (SSE) of the community and 

ecological environment should be considered [2, 67]. The 

concept is certainly not free from the problem of efforts to 

achieve profit. However, green and social entrepreneurship 

have the same basic principles, prioritizing the goals of 

achieving SSE and sustainable ecological environment [2]. 

The potential for institution quality significantly explains the 

possibility of becoming social entrepreneurs [68]. The 

theoretical urgency is aimed at transforming changes in social 

innovation technology that are more humanistic and have 

implications for the practical formulation of institution 

policies, as well as the development of green entrepreneurship. 

The argument is that government support has been found to 

strengthen the impact of green innovation on entrepreneurial 

success [69]. Furthermore, institution quality and GDP per 

capita have a positive and significant impact on green growth 

[70].  

The results of related research explained that green 

transformation leadership and entrepreneurship orientation 

had a significant impact on innovation directed towards 

sustainable company performance and the manufacturing 

industry [71]. However, the basic conceptual theory refers to 

the fundamental thinking of North's institution theory [72], 

which focuses more on the model of rules for institution 

change in the community and the performance of economic 

development [73]. North [70] emphasized that institution was 

needed because of the uncertainty in human interaction. The 

aim of exploring the potential for dynamic changes in 

institution theory build the quality of long-term sustainable 

economic development performance. This theory is used as a 

basis to explain the importance of green entrepreneurship 

collaboration and related institution quality. Therefore, green 

entrepreneurship collaboration due to technology innovation 

and institution quality are assumed to be effective mechanisms 

used to mitigate the impacts of global climate change and a 

catalyst for achieving SDGs.  

 

2.3 Theory of institution change and sustainable 

development 

 

Institution Change theory shows that diversity is 

increasingly relevant, broad, and critical with new 

development theory [72, 74, 75]. Therefore, the theory can be 

analyzed with various interesting topics [22, 75-78] and 

explains the rules of the game as well as new expectations 

regulating human interaction and development paths in the 

community [72, 74-78]. In the future, institution theory will 

provide more effective, useful, and efficient results in 

explaining the relationship between sustainable development 

and institution organization [75]. 

The implementation of institution change theory is 

individualistic and collaborative [79]. Previous research 

recommended institution change supporting stronger social 

protection with faster technology diffusion [80]. Furthermore, 

innovation must be directed to green technology to combat 

climate change without sacrificing long-term economic 

growth [1]. Green entrepreneurship as a form of social 

innovation of new technological change is used to mitigate 

global climate change and is a catalyst for sustainable 

development. The concept needs the inclusion of potential 

institution quality to exploit development according to needs 

[2]. This is because the transition of cultural values and 

community behavior patterns creates dynamic 

complementarities affecting green transition [81]. The 

adoption of new technologies tends to be slow [69, 82] and 

social transformation technology change is offered as a new 

practical insight for policymakers [69]. Therefore, the novelty 

in this research tends to use a social innovation method to 

produce innovative, adaptive, and dynamic solutions.  

Pluralism of institution change effectively supports the 

community but is not effective in providing learning to 

government institution in building sustainable mechanisms 

[83]. The adoption of external knowledge has supported the 

impact of corporate strategies oriented toward sustainability 

and environmental regulation [84]. The influence of changes 

in institution quality varies across countries [22] but the 

implications state that the quality increases green economic 

growth [22]. Therefore, an agenda for implementing new 

models and dynamic policy strategy stages is needed to 

achieve better community development goals in the long term. 

Collaborative method is theoretically necessary to combine 

logic theory with institution configuration perspective [85]. 

The importance of institution quality increases when the 

economy becomes more complex [86]. The direction of 

collaborative research is increasingly urgent and important to 

advance understanding as well as promote innovative and 

adaptive solutions. This argument is based on 

recommendations that exploring the intersection of green 

entrepreneurship and new technologies is a promising area 

[87].  

 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

 

Maintaining the appropriateness of the method with the 

objectives is the most important aspect to ensure validity. 

Based on the objectives, this research is designed with a 

convergent and collaborative mixed methods model [88-90]. 

The purpose of using convergent mixed methods is to compare 

statistical results with the latest qualitative results to better 

understand the problems authentically and validly. This 

method helps the team obtain stronger, more valid, and 

efficient evidence to collaborate on previous results [2, 26, 28]. 

The focus of in-depth qualitative investigation uses an action 

method. This convergent method is selected because previous 

research has used an exploratory and explanatory mixed model 

[2, 26, 28]. Therefore, the model is more complex and 

collaborative in the context of the implementation [91-94]. 

Collaboration model tends to be based on a team that respects 

each other and coordinates to maximize results [91].  

The team focuses on better understanding the impact of new 

social innovation in relation to the adaptation process and 

integration of institution changes. The argument is to adopt 

various holistic behavioral patterns to SSE development that 
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prioritize long-term sustainability over short-term benefits. 

Meanwhile, the novelty includes a combination of theoretical 

framework and literature review to explore the relationship 

and influence between green business sustainability and social 

innovation technology based on complementary resources 

between institution quality and human capital. Recent research 

recommended that the advancement of technological 

innovation and green entrepreneurship could be used to 

improve efficiency and drive development in various 

developing countries [95]. An important topic needs to be 

analyzed in more depth through the implementation of the 

research. 

The previous research stage uses triangulation based on 

interviews, observations, and structured surveys, while the 

sampling method adopts a simple random side method [2, 26, 

28]. In this context, 125 respondents of green entrepreneurship 

household samples are obtained representatively and analyzed 

quantitatively. Furthermore, this research tends to focus more 

on using the theory triangulation method by adopting previous 

data sources. The next novelty to advance the mixed methods 

design is by integrating NIE theory and the latest data sources 

as a research characteristic [93]. The basic theoretical 

framework explained that alliance was developed by 

integrating NIE and entrepreneurship theory as a catalyst for 

sustainable development. However, the focus of 

implementation ensures that the value of institution change 

and social behavior patterns can be obtained objectively. 

According to the mixed model convergent with 

collaborative action from institution perspective, this method 

can be understood in the form of a triple helix collaboration as 

represented in Figure 1. Part A is the quality of the 

academic/university institution shown by the research team. 

Meanwhile, part B is the quality of the analyzed 

business/industry and entrepreneurship institution. Part G is 

the quality of related government institution with policy 

regulations. Part C is the central point of the new collaborative 

strength in the new integration model as the final value of the 

expected institution quality. This shows that part C is an area 

of collaboration and investigation serving as the best basic 

choice for making recommendations or regulations for 

institution quality change policies. Therefore, action research 

is necessary for understanding various situations and 

conditions of socio-cultural behavior patterns to provide added 

value for better and more adaptive positive social innovation 

changes. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Three helix collaboration model; three institution 

perspective research 

The next stage is to compile mixed methods in maintaining 

the efficiency and validity of the research. Therefore, the in-

depth activity of implementing action research uses a more 

phenomenological ethnography method [96]. The aim is to 

improve the ability to validate information and authenticate 

new results as well as to obtain dynamic, adaptive, and 

comprehensive holistic understanding. The specific research 

stages use snowball sampling through the semi-structured 

interview method. In the implementation, 10 core 

representative respondent samples are used. The specific 

purpose of adopting the ethnographic method is to explore the 

dynamics of sociocultural political behavior in the dimension 

of measuring institution change and related social innovation. 

The phenomenological method creates awareness of detailed 

phenomena and eliminates the bias of subjective priori 

assumptions to obtain valid, comprehensive, in-depth, 

meaningful, authentic, and objective results. Therefore, a 

difference is reported by creating a mutual collective 

awareness between the three institutions (ABG). These stages 

increase the meaningfulness of the results since the 

quantitative method is more than data collection and statistics. 

The formulation of the result should be carried out through a 

structural equation path analysis model to enhance easy 

understanding. The basic model of the structural system 

equation path analysis in question is arranged as follows. 

 

Y1 = ρY1.X1 + ρY1.X2 + Ԑ1 (1) 

 

Y2 = ρY2.X1 + ρY2.X2 + Ԑ2 (2) 

 

W = ρZ.X1 + ρZ.X2 + ρZ.Y1 + Ԑ3  (3) 

 

W = ρZ.X1 + ρZ.X2 + ρZ.Y2 + Ԑ4 (4) 

 

W = ρZ.X1 + ρZ.X2 + ρZ.Y1 + ρZ.Y2 + Ԑ5 (5) 

 

Z = ρZ.Y1 + ρZ.Y2 + ρZ.W + Ԑ6 (6) 

 

Z = ρZ.X1 + ρZ.X2 + ρZ.Y2 + ρZ.W + Ԑ7 (7) 

 

Z = ρZ.X1 + ρZ.X2 + ρZ.Y1 + ρZ.Y2 + ρZ.W + Ԑ8  (8) 

 

The dimension of the measurement value in all variables 

uses the modified Gini ratio index (IGx) model. This is 

because the general basic formula of IG value ratio is widely 

known and cannot be written in detail [28].  

 

𝐼𝐺𝑥 = 1 − ∑ 𝑓𝑖  (𝑌𝑖 − 𝑌𝑖−1)

𝑛

𝑖=1

  

 

The main Xn variables used in this research are measured 

by Human_Capital Index (HC), Social_Capital Index (SC), 

Quality_Institution Index (QI), Green_Entrepreneurship Index 

(GE), Quality_Economic Growth Index (QEG), and 

Global_Competitiveness Index (GC). Specifically, GC 

variable is a measuring dimension of long-term sustainable 

development capacity. The final index value ranges from zero 

to one and is appropriate to the original Gini ratio index value 

standard. The path analysis diagram uses a dual system model 

selected based on the experimental results through several 

stages appropriate to the urgency of the main problem and 

objectives. The main variable of institution quality depends on 

dimensional change indicators, and the capacity of equality, 
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socio-economic justice, democracy, governance capability 

with firmness. The main variable of green entrepreneurship 

results from social innovation oriented toward SSE to achieve 

sustainable socio-economic equity welfare. 

 

 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

Results and discussion to explain the objectives are 

presented in tables and diagrams based on the structural 

equation model test. This research refers to the main problem 

and the objectives proposed to be analyzed in detail. Based on 

Table 1, the main variables of human capital (HC) and social 

capital (SC) provide a significant positive contribution to 

institution quality and green entrepreneurship. In terms of 

determinants, HC and SC factors provide good and strong 

contributions to promoting institution quality and green 

entrepreneurship, respectively. Based on Tables 1, 2, and 3, 

these results are consistent with previous research stating that 

HC is the main key to driving quality economic growth 

directly and indirectly. Meanwhile, SC is stronger as a driver 

of global competitive resilience [28]. The role of SC tends to 

promote innovation in green entrepreneurship as decisions of 

the new socio-economic institution and SSE is selected based 

on consequences. 

 

Table 1. Results of institution quality (QI) and green entrepreneurship driving model GE) 

 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t-stc. Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

(Constant) .191 .023  8.459 .000 

Human_Capital (HC) .399 .047 .492 8.574 .000 

Social_Capital (SC) .419 .051 .472 8.215 .000 

(Constant) -.088 .041  -2.162 .033 

Human_Capital (HC) .393 .084 .333 4.668 .000 

Social_Capital (SC) .655 .092 .507 7.101 .000 
Model-1. Dependent Variable: Quality_Institution (QI) 

Model-2. Dependent Variable: Green_Entrepreneurship (GE) 

Source: Primary data processed by researchers 

 

Table 2. Results of the quality economic growth (QEG) driving model 

 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t-stc. Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

3 

(Constant) .037 .032  1.171 .244 

Human_Capital (HC) .574 .070 .556 8.219 .000 

Social_Capital (SC) .246 .084 .218 2.941 .004 

Green_Entreprenurship (GE) .136 .069 .156 1.971 .051 

4 

(Constant) -.045 .039  -1.162 .248 

Human_Capital (HC) .481 .080 .466 6.029 .000 

Social_Capital (SC) .182 .086 .161 2.117 .036 

Quality_Institution (QI) .366 .123 .287 2.986 .003 

5 

(Constant) .142 .021  6.882 .000 

Human_Capital (HC) .294 .043 .362 6.836 .000 

Social_Capital (SC) .252 .070 .284 3.612 .000 

Quality_Institution (QI) .241 .038 .331 6.277 .000 

Green_Entrepreurship (GE) .199 .071 .192 2.794 .006 
Model:3-5. Dependent Variable: Quality Economc Growth (QEG) 

Source: Primary data processed by researchers 
 

HC factor still consistently provides the largest positive 

contribution significantly to quality economic growth. The 

role of HC is still very dominant when green entrepreneurship 

has not collaborated with institution change. However, the role 

decreases slightly after collaboration and increases 

significantly in driving quality economic growth. The 

development of SSE innovation mutually reinforces the role 

of driving quality economic growth. The result is particularly 

evident in Model 5, which shows the increasingly 

strengthening role of SC, QI, and GE in driving quality 

economic growth. In this context, HC potential remains a key 

predictor significantly positive in supporting the success of 

green entrepreneurship and institution quality to drive quality 

economic growth and competitiveness. The result supported 

previous research where HC and SC served as the main key 

determinants of entrepreneurial success [28, 53]. The 

complementary role is increasingly strong in driving quality 

economic growth and sustainable competitiveness. 

There are interesting results based on Tables 1 and 2 

concerning the complementary relationship between 

consistent human capital, institution, and quality economic 

growth [28]. In Table 2, the impact of HC and control on 

institution quality is empirically dominant. Additionally, the 

complementary results of human capital with institution 

quality increasingly promote quality economic growth. In the 

next stage, the results in Table 3 show that the impact of HC 

has decreased slightly and remains significantly positive. 

However, the impact of institution quality on quality economic 

growth and competitiveness as a measuring dimension of 

long-term sustainable development continues to grow. This 

empirical research supports the new theory presented by 

Acemoglu et al. [97], since the results are not biased in terms 

of variables. Table 4 shows that the results are not biased in 

terms of determinants. Historically, human capital and control 

over institution have a strong impact on long-term 

development. The estimated impact of HC is greatly reduced 

and becomes consistent with the micro estimate [97].  

These results strengthen the argument for the importance of 
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collaborating institution quality with green entrepreneurship in 

promoting quality economic growth and sustainable 

development. As economists, social innovation method is used 

to explore the important role of SSE in promoting SDGs 

achievements. Therefore, this research provides a special 

framework as presented in Table 3 and Figure 2. The 

explanation uses a new perspective on social innovation 

results from various qualitative interactions in Tables 1, 2, and 

3. The mobility, as well as interaction of SSE and institution 

quality increasingly strengthen the important role of SDGs 

achievements. However, large social mobility also disrupts 

institution quality, which can cause policy inefficiency. 

Maintaining the consistency of institution quality function is 

important and must be carried out in various developing 

countries such as Indonesia. 

Based on Table 2, human capital and institution quality are 

the main fundamental factors driving sustainable economic 

growth. These results support research stating that institution 

quality and human capital are the main drivers of innovation 

[98]. The dimension of institution-change into quality, as well 

as social innovation in the form of green entrepreneurship and 

SSE, are considered. Therefore, this research aims to 

empirically explain the complementary interaction of 

institution change identified in green entrepreneurship social 

innovation process. Exploratory research has examined the 

potential strength of formal and informal institution quality in 

driving quality economic growth and SDGs [2, 28]. The 

integration of local wisdom as well as the potential of green 

entrepreneurship and GESI community institution in the social 

innovation process has also been analyzed [21, 65, 67]. 

Research on various governance of local wisdom potential 

directs the occurrence of change dimensions into institution 

quality toward increasingly better expectations sustainably in 

the short and long term. In the innovation process, there is a 

positive synergy between green innovation, community 

technology potential, institution change, and entrepreneurial 

behavior to strengthen SDGs. Therefore, institution change 

has been attached to the social innovation process through the 

achievement of shared goals in SDGs. To achieve better 

sustainability goals, institution quality efforts, and SSE 

potential are needed in the process of new social innovation. 

The results should be supplemented with explanations from 

qualitative research. This is because institution change occurs 

before and after social innovation [99].  

Based on the description above, this research suggests that 

the problems of corruption and slow, expensive, inefficient 

bureaucracy should be prevented and eliminated through a 

culture of socio-economic innovation and just democracy. 

However, clear, firm, and serious legal rules are needed to 

eradicate corruption due to high social costs. Related research 

explained that corruption has a negative effect on financial 

development and long-term causality in developing countries 

[100]. This qualitative research identifies various types of 

corruption. Resolution can be carried out with SSE model 

when the concept is due to a lack of necessities for life, such 

as the needs of the poor. Meanwhile, resolution can only be 

enforced with justice as well as correct, firm, clear, fair, and 

consistent legal rules when corruption is caused by greed and 

violation of the standard rule system. This type of corruption 

is often carried out by rich people who are greedy, lack social 

ethics, and have low integrity. 

Table 2 shows that the role of HC tends to decline but 

remains dominant. Critical features on the slight decline 

indicate an increasing equality of potential. This is because 

institution quality and green entrepreneurship factors drive the 

quality of economic growth. In the phenomenological process, 

there has been penetration of new social innovation that 

collectively enhances a culture of new social innovation with 

an even distribution. According to the research and 

quantitative logic, there appears to be a decrease in the value 

of the role of HC. However, equality can be spread through the 

capacity of human capital possessing a collective awareness 

and togetherness in all lines of community life to build new 

sustainable hopes. This shows that institution quality can 

increase shared welfare due to the capacity of governance. 

Based on Tables 2 and 3, the role of HC is still consistently 

high since the potential for institution quality tends to be 

stronger and more dominant. The results are consistent with 

previous research, where low institution quality is detrimental 

to poverty alleviation [42]. There is no change in the role of 

HC when institution quality remains low in the community. 

Based on the description above, institution quality has 

proven to be important for increasing economic growth and 

driving competitiveness. In developing countries such as 

Indonesia, the variable is often considered because of 

"generosity". This assumption can often be misleading since 

institution quality is not just generosity but refers to the 

capacity of correct governance capabilities based on ethics and 

norms. Institution quality can mitigate environmental impacts 

efficiently and effectively based on the orientation of existing 

ethical values and moral norms to improve performance. 

Therefore, correct and good institution quality can increase 

environmental efficiency and performance to drive SDGs in 

the long term. This shows that policy regulations are more 

capable of mitigating the negative impacts of global climate 

change and increasing the efficiency of performance. The 

condition may differentiate the meaning of institution quality 

in developed countries based on the capacity of human capital 

capabilities. Institution quality of developing countries is also 

oriented towards "pseudo-generosity". 

Table 5 shows that the tendency of the correlation strength 

is positive and negative as well as more complex and dynamic 

with a tendency for a two-way causal correlation. Therefore, 

the success of green entrepreneurship collaboration concept 

and institution quality can integrate the concept of inequality 

and new entrepreneurship to improve sustainable local 

economic performance. The results strengthen previous 

research that the relationship between entrepreneurship is not 

solely characterized by positive and negative correlations, but 

is a dynamic interaction [101]. This empirical research 

confirms that dynamic interaction occurs because of broader 

social innovation. Social norms and institution quality 

underlying SSE practices are increasingly rooted in the 

community to drive SDGs performance. The results 

increasingly support research that shows a complex dynamic 

correlation between regulatory power and broader social 

norms, as well as normatively balanced expectations to 

promote sustainability [102, 103]. In this context, normative 

power plays an important role in the cultural-cognitive power 

of the community through leadership practices to strengthen 

the interaction [102]. The influence of macroeconomic factors 

is more effective in entrepreneurial activities at an early stage 

in developing countries. However, cognitive, normative, and 

regulatory institution factors have a more positive influence on 

entrepreneurship in developed countries [57].  
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Table 3. Results on the model of various main factors driving global competitiveness (GC) 

 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients t-stc. Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

6 

(Constant) -.151 .039  -3.818 .000 

Quality_Institution (QI) .796 .127 .646 6.268 .000 

Green_Entrepreurship (GE) .237 .064 .250 3.686 .000 

Quality_Economic Growth (QEG) .347 .064 .359 5.422 .000 

7 

(Constant) .004 .027  .143 .887 

Human_Capital (HC) .197 .075 .198 2.634 .010 

Sosial_Capital (SC) .257 .075 .235 3.449 .001 

Green_Entreprenurship (GE) .149 .060 .176 2.471 .015 

Quality_Economic Growth (QEG) .371 .078 .384 4.744 .000 

8 

(Constant) -.146 .038  -3.803 .000 

Human_Capital (HC) .343 .079 .361 4.321 .000 

Sosial_Capital (HC) .152 .071 .139 2.153 .033 

Quality_Institution (QI) .682 .132 .554 5.152 .000 

Green_Entrepreurship (GE) .201 .114 .208 1.761 .081 

Quality_Economic Growth (QEG) .298 .072 .308 4.108 .000 
Model: 6-8. Dependent Variable: Global Competitiveness (GC) 

Source: Primary data processed by researchers 

 

Table 4. Results of the determinant model of factors influencing the increase in sustainable competitiveness 

 

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin-

Watson 
R Square 

Change 
F Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 

1 .838a .702 .697 .111859 .702 143.848 2 122 .000 1.871 

2 .735a .540 .533 .202197 .540 71.657 2 122 .000 1.987 

3 .816a .666 .658 .151460 .666 80.441 3 121 .000 2.255 

4 .808a .653 .644 .154480 .653 75.765 3 121 .000 2.237 

5 .886a .785 .778 .095899 .785 109.351 4 120 .000 1.910 

6 .853a .728 .718 .132900 .728 80.110 3 121 .000 1.961 

7 .882a .777 .768 .120674 .777 83.042 4 120 .000 1.820 

8 .895a .802 .793 .113853 .802 96.228 5 119 .000 2.176 

Model 1: Predictors: (Constant), Human_Capital; Social_Capital. and Dependent Variable: Quality_Istitutional (QI) 

Model 2: Predictors: (Constant), Human_Capital; Social_Capital. and Dependent Variable: Green_Etrepreurship (GE) 

Model:3-5. Dependent Variable: Quality_Economc Growth (QEG) 
Model: 6-8. Dependent Variable: Global Competitiveness (GC) 

Source: primary data processed by researchers 

 
Table 5. Research results of the correlation matrix of green entrepreneurship and institution collaboration 

 
Model Variable GC HC SC GE QI QEG 

Pearson 

Correlation 

Matrix 

GC 1.000 .713 .688 .695 .841 .788 

HC .713 1.000 .510 .592 .733 .759 

SC .688 .510 1.000 .677 .723 .607 

GE .695 .592 .677 1.000 .854 .632 

QI .841 .733 .723 .854 1.000 .746 

QEG .788 .759 .607 .632 .746 1.000 

Data N Survai 125 125 125 125 125 125 
Source: Primary data processed by researchers 

 

The novelty model theory based on Tables 2 and 3 shows 

that the important role of human capital activity is decreasing 

in line with new institution quality in promoting long-term 

sustainable economic development. Therefore, the role of 

human capital and institution potential is exogenous and 

endogenous factors. Based on Table 5, human capital potential 

has a strong two-way causal correlation with institution quality 

and economic growth. This is because inequality is reduced 

through increased quality reflected in the dimensions of 

capacity, equality, socio-economic justice, democratic and 

governance capabilities, as well as assertiveness. Social capital 

tends to have a stronger causality with green entrepreneurship 

and sustainable competitiveness. The results emphasize that 

institution quality is the main fundamental cause of driving 

economic growth and increasing sustainable competitiveness. 

However, decreased institution quality in developing countries 

has an impact on economic growth that remains low in quality 

and competitiveness, as well as high inequality. The main 

cause is the high level of corruption, as well as a complicated, 

slow, less democratic, and inefficient bureaucracy. 

Democracy expected to improve institution quality tends to be 

very expensive and possesses a negative impact on the public 

financial sector following the inability to produce just SSE 

community equity. Corruption reduces institution integrity 

and increases inequality. 

The limitations of this research cannot explain the tendency 

for the size of entrepreneurs to form a stronger response to 

regulatory pressure in the practice of institution quality 

leadership in macroeconomics. The concept of green 

entrepreneurship is related to local freedom and individual 
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economic welfare [67, 68]. Green entrepreneurship is 

increasingly forming institution patterns and tends to be an 

informal concept [2]. Meanwhile, the adoption of these 

patterns is determined by domestic market institution through 

dynamic small businesses and determinants of patterns [59]. 

Sustainable socio-economic benefits occurring through the 

formation of SSE patterns are getting stronger. However, this 

integration is still weak and only an informal institution 

without receiving strong support. Previous research confirmed 

that digitalization technology for entrepreneurship in rural 

areas could increase new job opportunities but did not reduce 

inequality [104-106]. The success of good quality institution 

is formed to overcome inequality. Formal and informal 

institution can complement each other and strengthen the 

policy regulations issued [2, 44]. Therefore, the integration of 

inequality with new entrepreneurship in rural areas continues 

to be an interesting research trend in the future [101]. 

Figure 2 describes the potential strength of integration and 

collaboration of green entrepreneurship with institution 

quality to drive stronger quality economic growth and 

sustainable competitiveness as a dimension of measuring 

SDGs performance. Direct potential tends to be more 

dominantly driven by the strength of the three potential 

institution quality factors. The results are in line with previous 

research that weak, backward, and poor-quality institution 

elements have an impact on an expensive and ineffective 

digitization system [41]. High institution quality can also 

increase entrepreneurial productivity through the power of 

social innovation  [2, 39, 107]. However, institution emptiness 

has reduced entrepreneurial activity [39]. High social and 

green entrepreneurship performance is achieved through the 

integration and collaboration of formal and informal 

institution rather than individually [2, 26, 85, 108]. 

The empirical success of performance is more driven by the 

potential role of gender-equity and social inclusion (GESI) 

institution as the main key [21]. An important indicator is the 

increasing controllability of corruption and good governance 

[109]. High cost, complicated, and corrupt bureaucracy, and 

democracy are the main causes of low institution quality. 

Other research has confirmed that the problems of corruption, 

ineffective, unaccountable government, and weak rule of law, 

contribute negatively to economic growth [110]. Meanwhile, 

strong institution quality can significantly increase gender 

inclusion and improve economic performance  [2, 108]. The 

potential strength of governance and institution quality as well 

as GESI are the main drivers of green entrepreneurship and 

SDGs [21, 84, 111]. This positive correlation and integration 

often occur in institution environments with high social costs 

of failure [112].  

Economic freedom is low when institution environment 

fails to create high social costs. Therefore, high economic 

freedom is needed to make institution changes to become 

quality and dynamic. Recent literature confirms that economic 

freedom is interrelated with institution quality [46, 52, 53]. In 

this context, there is a positive relationship between economic 

freedom and growth [113]. A close relationship is also 

reported between human capital capacity, economic freedom 

institution quality, economic growth, and sustainable 

competitiveness. The fundamental microeconomic research 

describes high local economic freedom based on individual 

welfare. The impact can make informal institution changes 

better than the formal counterpart. Based on the 2024 

macroeconomic freedom index data category, Indonesian 

economic freedom score is 63.5, or in the "fairly free" category. 

Since the formal institution quality dimension tends to weaken, 

achieving quality and dynamic SDGs becomes difficult. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Results of the path analysis model of correlation form 
Source: Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 (processed by researchers) 
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Figure 3. The category of Indonesia's economic freedom in 2024 
Source: OECD, 2024 

 

Figure 3 shows that government spending and tax burden 

scores are very high. The freedom of the government in 

managing finances is very good but appears low when 

analyzing integrity, property rights, and judicial effectiveness 

scores. The macroeconomic data further strengthens the 

weakness of formal institution quality due to the large amount 

of corruption. The indicators report that formal and informal 

institution should complement each other in the absence of 

corruption. High-cost reform cannot overcome the structural 

weaknesses of formal institution since national 

competitiveness remains low. Therefore, the efforts should 

increase regional efficiency and competitiveness. The results 

have shown that the relationship between human capital, 

economic freedom, and regional government performance to 

growth is high. Factors such as government performance and 

economic freedom mediate the correlation between human 

capital and growth [114]. Institution quality has good causality 

with entrepreneurship as a catalyst for SDGs performance 

[103].  

 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

 

In conclusion, collaboration of institution quality and green 

entrepreneurship promoted sustainable economic 

development in the long term. Economic growth quality was 

reported as a sufficient requirement for achieving sustainable 

development goals. Meanwhile, the potential for collaboration 

of institution quality strongly integrated with green 

entrepreneurship was also considered in achieving the best 

economic growth. More proactive and adaptive green 

development technology innovations were required to 

integrate various interactions of resource potential in line with 

different SDGs achievements. Innovation and highly relevant 

policy institution quality were also needed to support SDGs. 

The novelty of this research explained the complementary 

relationship between human capital, institution, and quality 

economic growth that remained consistent in strengthening 

collaboration. The relationship strengthened control over 

collaboration of related institution quality and had a positive 

impact on SDGs. This research showed that there was a two-

way causality between institution quality and complementary 

green technology innovation with economic growth. 

Therefore, institution quality reflected a model of correct and 

good governance behavior patterns to regulate change toward 

sustainable development. The results confirmed that there was 

a strong two-way causality between the variables. 

Policy implications: Institution quality as a dimension of 

correct, good, just, and democratic governance capabilities 

should be maintained and used properly as a sufficient 

requirement. Therefore, policy implications are realized to 

promote quality economic growth and sustainable 

competitiveness. 

Research limitations/implications: The limitations lie in 

the focus of in-depth research related to family dynamics and 

entrepreneurship behavior patterns in developing countries. 

The uniqueness is difficult to generalize even though the 

practical policy implications are good regionally. For global 

policy institution regulations, collective awareness is needed 

to build bigger and stronger green development technology 

innovation. 

Recommendations: Future research related to the 

integration of institution quality towards reducing poverty and 

unemployment and reducing inequality in various lines of life 

should be carried out. Collective awareness is needed globally 

even though SSE method can reduce inequality. 

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

The Research Team would like to express its deepest 

gratitude for the financial assistance for this research by: 

Directorate of Research, Technology, and Community Service, 

Directorate General of Higher Education, Research and 

Technology, Ministry of Education, Culture, Research and 

Technology, in accordance with Contract Number: 

070/E5/PG.02.00.PL/2024 dated June 11, 2024; and 

Implementation Agreement Letter Number: 

68.12.6/UN37/PPK.10/2024. 

 

 

REFERENCES 

 

[1] Acemoglu, D., Aghion, P., Barrage, L., Hemous, D. 

(2024). Green innovation and the transition toward a 

clean economy. SSRN Electronic Journal. 

3925



 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4816734 

[2] Prasetyo, P.E., Azwardi, Kistanti, N.R. (2023). The 

potential of informal institutions in promoting green 

enterpreneurship (GE) and sustainable socio-economic 

development. Economics, 11(s1): 1-20. 

https://doi.org/10.2478/eoik-2023-0061 

[3] Mondal, S. (2023). The nexus between green 

entrepreneurship and sustainable development: An 

econometric study. Global Business Review. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/09721509231157009 

[4] Tekala, K., Baradarani, S., Alzubi, A., Berberoğlu, A. 

(2024). Green entrepreneurship for business 

sustainability: Do environmental dynamism and green 

structural capital matter? Sustainability, 16(13): 5291. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su16135291 

[5] Manoharan, A.A., Rangaswamy, G., Muthukkannu, G., 

Sabapathi, S., Anandharaman, K., N., A.A.T. (2024). 

Green entrepreneurship for sustainability business: A 

bibliometric analysis. Journal of Lifestyle and SDGs 

Review, 5(2): e03204. https://doi.org/10.47172/2965-

730X.SDGsReview.v5.n02.pe03204 

[6] Prasetyo, P.E., Sunyoto, Setiaji, K. (2024). Aspiration, 

attitude, and entrepreneurial ability of college students 

oriented towards conservation and green economy. 

International Journal of Sustainable Development and 

Planning, 19(10): 3969-3978. 

https://doi.org/10.18280/ijsdp.191025 

[7] Ke, Z. (2025). The affect mechanism of green 

entrepreneurial institutions on technological talents' 

subsequent entrepreneurial intention in Northeast China. 

Pakistan Journal of Life and Social Sciences, 23(1). 

https://doi.org/10.57239/PJLSS-2025-23.1.0056 

[8] Rong, C., Cristia, J.F.E., Marian, M.L., Alzuman, A., 

Comite, U. (2024). Does green entrepreneurial 

orientation impact entrepreneurial success through green 

innovation capability in the manufacturing and services 

sector of emerging economies? International 

Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 21(1): 51. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-024-01059-0 

[9] Zhao, M., Liu, J., Shu, C. (2021). Pursuing sustainable 

development through green entrepreneurship: An 

institutional perspective. Business Strategy and the 

Environment, 30(8): 4281-4296. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2869 

[10] Zabelina, E., Cruz-Cárdenas, J., Deyneka, O., 

Maksimenko, A., Guadalupe-Lanas, J., Ramos-Galarza, 

C. (2023). Psychological time of green entrepreneurs: A 

mixed methods study of SMEs. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 29(7): 1427-1452. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-06-2022-0533 

[11] Prokopenko, O., Chechel, A., Koldovskiy, A., Kldiashvili, 

M. (2024). Innovative models of green entrepreneurship: 

Social impact on sustainable development of local 

economies. Economics Ecology Socium, 8(1): 89-111. 

https://doi.org/10.61954/2616-7107/2024.8.1-8 

[12] Afolabi, J.A., Raifu, I.A., Aminu, A. (2022). 

Entrepreneurship and unemployment nexus in MENA: 

Does institutional quality matter? Journal of Small 

Business & Entrepreneurship, 36(5): 775-807. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2022.2119739 

[13] Gërxhani, K., Cichocki, S. (2023). Formal and informal 

institutions: Understanding the shadow economy in 

transition countries. Journal of Institutional Economics, 

19(5): 656-672. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137422000522 

[14] Albhirat, M.M., Zulkiffli, S.N.A., Salleh, H.S., Zaki, 

N.A.M. (2023). A study on strategic entrepreneurship 

orientations: Indicators, differential pathways, and 

multiple business sustainability outcomes. International 

Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning, 18(5): 

1625-1637. https://doi.org/10.18280/ijsdp.180534 

[15] Webb, J.W., Khoury, T.A., Hitt, M.A. (2019). The 

influence of formal and informal institutional voids on 

entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 

44(3): 504-526. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719830310 

[16] Nwauche, S., Claeyé, F. (2022). Institutional voids: An 

impediment to social enterprises in the achievement of 

the sustainable development goals in South Africa. 

Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 15(3): 1088-1110. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2022.2117729 

[17] Pham, T.T.T., Cam, V.H.T., Nguyen, D. (2024). The role 

of entrepreneurial intention in the institution and 

entrepreneurial activity linkage: Cross-country evidence. 

Entrepreneurial Business and Economics Review, 12(2): 

79-96. https://doi.org/10.15678/EBER.2024.120205 

[18] Pindado, E., Alarcón, S., Sánchez, M., García Martínez, 

M. (2023). International entrepreneurship in Africa: The 

roles of institutional voids, entrepreneurial networks and 

gender. Journal of Business Research, 166: 114109. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114109 

[19] Neuhauser, T., Snihur, Y. (2024). Towards a theory of 

informal disruption. R&D Management, 55(1): 51-70. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12676 

[20] Sun, X., Loh, L., Chen, Z., Zhou, X. (2019). Factor price 

distortion and ecological efficiency: The role of 

institutional quality. Environmental Science and 

Pollution Research, 27(5): 5293-5304. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-019-07147-x 

[21] Prasetyo, P.E., Azwardi, A., Kistanti, N.R. (2023). 

Gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) and 

institutions as key drivers of green entrepreneurship. 

International Journal of Data and Network Science, 7(1): 

391-398. https://doi.org/10.5267/j.ijdns.2022.9.008 

[22] Degbedji, D.F., Akpa, A.F., Chabossou, A.F., Osabohien, 

R. (2024). Institutional quality and green economic 

growth in West African economic and monetary union. 

Innovation and Green Development, 3(1): 100108. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.igd.2023.100108 

[23] Musah, A. (2023). The role of institutional efficiency in 

achieving the SDGs: Evidence from Africa. Journal of 

Business and Socio-economic Development, 4(4): 359-

369. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBSED-02-2023-0008 

[24] Aden Dirir, S. (2023). The effect of institutional quality 

on economic growth: Evidence from tripartite 

approaches in the context of war-torn countries. 

Organizations and Markets in Emerging Economies, 

14(3): 508-535. 

https://doi.org/10.15388/omee.2023.14.3 

[25] Setyadharma, A., Prasetyo, P.E., Oktavilia, S. (2021). 

The inverted U-shape relationship between education 

and environmental degradation: Case of seven ASEAN 

Countries. IOP Conference Series: Earth and 

Environmental Science, 623(1): 012004. 

https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/623/1/012004 

[26] Prasetyo, P.E., Setyadharma, A., Kistanti, N.R. (2022). 

The role of institutional potential and social 

entrepreneurship as the main drivers of business 

3926



 

opportunity and competitiveness. Uncertain Supply 

Chain Management, 10(1): 101-108. 

https://doi.org/10.5267/j.uscm.2021.10.006 

[27] Alwakid, W., Aparicio, S., Urbano, D. (2021). The 

influence of green entrepreneurship on sustainable 

development in Saudi Arabia: The role of formal 

institutions. International Journal of Environmental 

Research and Public Health, 18(10): 5433. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18105433 

[28] Prasetyo, P.E., Kistanti, N.R. (2020). Human capital, 

institutional economics and entrepreneurship as a driver 

for quality & sustainable economic growth. 

Entrepreneurship and Sustainability Issues, 7(4): 2575-

2589. https://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2020.7.4(1) 

[29] Fu, J.S., Yan, S. (2024). Institutional complexity and 

social innovation: The case of Chinese social enterprises. 

VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and 

Nonprofit Organizations, 36(1): 85-97. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-024-00696-x 

[30] Yudawisastra, H.G., Anwar, M., Nidar, S.R., Azis, Y. 

(2023). The emergence of green management and 

sustainability performance for sustainable business at 

small medium enterprises (SMEs) in the culinary sector 

in Indonesia. International Journal of Sustainable 

Development and Planning, 18(5): 1489-1497. 

https://doi.org/10.18280/ijsdp.180519 

[31] Prasetyo, P.E., Pujiati, A., Setyadharma, A., Kistanti, N.R. 

(2022). The spirit of social entrepreneurship and 

institutional environment as drives of sustainable 

economic growth. International Journal of Sustainable 

Development and Planning, 17(8): 2485-2492. 

https://doi.org/10.18280/ijsdp.170816 

[32] Kushins, E.R., Quispe-Agnoli, M. (2023). Institutional 

theory and institutional racism: Barriers to business 

success faced by POC entrepreneurs and the family firm 

advantage. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 

Behavior & Research, 29(9/10): 2157-2174. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-06-2022-0494 

[33] Steinhauser, V., Da Rocha, A., De Oliveira Paula, F. 

(2022). Institutional theory and international 

entrepreneurship: A review. Internext, 17(2): 264-283. 

https://doi.org/10.18568/internext.v17i2.684 

[34] Nissanke, M., Ocampo, J.A. (2019). The Palgrave 

Handbook of Development Economics. Springer 

International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-

030-14000-7 

[35] Ménard, C., Shirley, M.M. (2022). Advanced 

introduction to new institutional economics. In Business 

& Economics. Edward Elgar Publishing Limited, pp. 

178-200. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789904499 

[36] Batool, F. (2024). Impact of green innovation on business 

sustainability of firms and the mediating role of green 

intellectual capital. Educational Administration Theory 

and Practice, 30(4): 636-645. 

https://doi.org/10.53555/kuey.v30i4.1528 

[37] Kovaci, S. (2022). The empirical analysis of role of 

institutions in the economic development. Economic and 

Financial Analysis of Global and National Developments, 

Sertifika, 48743: 227-245. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/365438095. 

[38] Botah, K.Y. (2024). Why institutions matter: Analysis of 

their significance in shaping economic, environmental, 

and policy transformation. Journal of Social and Policy 

Issues, 4(2): 79-87. 

https://doi.org/10.58835/jspi.v4i2.246 

[39] Tran Pham, T.K. (2023). Institutional quality, shadow 

economy and entrepreneurship: International evidence. 

International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 

44(1/2): 249-266. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-09-

2023-0216 

[40] Nayak, R., Pillai K, R. (2022). Sustainable 

entrepreneurship research in emerging economies: An 

evidence from systematic review. Journal of 

Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 16(3): 495-

517. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-03-2022-0099 

[41] Ochinanwata, C., Igwe, P.A., Radicic, D. (2023). The 

institutional impact on the digital platform ecosystem 

and innovation. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 

Behavior & Research, 30(2/3): 687-708. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-01-2023-0015 

[42] Goh, L.T., Trinugroho, I., Law, S.H., Rusdi, D. (2024). 

Institutional quality, FDI inflows, human capital 

development and poverty: A case of Indonesia. 

International Journal of Social Economics, 51(11): 1450-

1467. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-09-2023-0733 

[43] Schulz, W.H., Geilenberg, V., Kleis, H. (2025). 

Institutional framework for hyper-cooperation: 

Dynamics in the digital economy. International Journal 

of Sustainable Development and Planning, 20(1): 33-40. 

https://doi.org/10.18280/ijsdp.200104 

[44] Ghazinoori, A., Sandhu, M.S., Sarker, A. (2024). 

Institutional view of corporate social responsibility in the 

Iranian context. Journal of Asia Business Studies, 18(3): 

712-736. https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-02-2023-0050 

[45] Chowdhury, F., Audretsch, D.B., Belitski, M. (2018). 

Institutions and entrepreneurship quality. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 43(1): 51-81. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718780431 

[46] Lascaux, A. (2022). On the adapting function of social 

institutions. Journal of Institutional Economics, 19(2): 

192-209. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137422000261 

[47] United Nations. (2023). Department of economic and 

social affairs sustainable development. SDGs Summit, 

New York. https://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/social-

economy. 

[48] Buchen, C. (2022). Institutional resilience: How the 

formal legal system sustains informal cooperation. 

Journal of Institutional Economics, 20. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137422000418 

[49] Grinberg, N. (2018). Institutions and capitalist 

development: A critique of the new institutional 

economics. Science & Society: A Journal of Marxist 

Thought and Analysis, 82(2): 203-233. 

https://doi.org/10.1521/siso.2018.82.2.203 

[50] Bureika, M. (2024). Institutions and development in a 

fragile limited access order of late-medieval Lithuania. 

Journal of Institutional Economics, 20. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137424000304 

[51] Audretsch, D.B., Belitski, M., Eichler, G.M., Schwarz, E. 

(2023). Entrepreneurial ecosystems, institutional quality, 

and the unexpected role of the sustainability orientation 

of entrepreneurs. Small Business Economics, 62(2): 503-

522. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-023-00763-5 

[52] McCaffrey, M. (2023). Mr. Smith goes to flatland: 

Institutions, public policy and the bossless company. 

Journal of Entrepreneurship and Public Policy, 13(1): 94-

110. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-10-2022-0102 

[53] Urbano, D., Orozco, J., Turro, A. (2023). The effect of 

3927

https://doi.org/10.58835/jspi.v4i2.246


 

institutions on intrapreneurship: An analysis of 

developed vs developing countries. Journal of Small 

Business Management, 62(3): 1107-1147. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00472778.2022.2161556 

[54] Kummitha, R.K.R., Honig, B., Urbano, D. (2025). Social 

entrepreneurship: A well-being based approach. Journal 

of Business Ethics, 200(3): 557-597. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-024-05922-6 

[55] Addi, H.M., Abubakar, A.B. (2022). Investment and 

economic growth: Do institutions and economic freedom 

matter? International Journal of Emerging Markets, 

19(4): 825-845. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOEM-07-

2021-1086 

[56] Shikur, Z.H. (2024). Economic freedom, institutional 

quality, and manufacturing development in African 

countries. Journal of Applied Economics, 27(1): 

2321084. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15140326.2024.2321084 

[57] Kara, O., Altinay, L., Bağiş, M., Kurutkan, M.N., 

Vatankhah, S. (2023). Institutions and macroeconomic 

indicators: Entrepreneurial activities across the world. 

Management Decision, 62(4): 1238-1290. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-04-2023-0490 

[58] Ranjan, P. (2024). Different countries, different 

institutions: How do brand-oriented SMEs leverage 

branding capabilities to boost export performance? 

International Marketing Review, 41(2): 562-589. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-08-2023-0207 

[59] Bai, W., Hilmersson, M., Johanson, M., Oliveira, L. 

(2023). SMEs' regional diversification: Dynamic 

patterns and home market institutional determinants. 

International Marketing Review, 41(2): 358-385. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-12-2021-0364 

[60] Barra, C., Falcone, P.M. (2023). Cross country 

comparisons of environmental efficiency under 

institutional quality. Evidence from European economies. 

Journal of Economic Studies, 51(9): 75-111. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JES-05-2023-0264 

[61] Audretsch, D.B., Belitski, M., Guerrero, M. (2023). 

Sustainable orientation management and institutional 

quality: Looking into European entrepreneurial 

innovation ecosystems. Technovation, 124: 102742. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2023.102742 

[62] Liko, E. (2024). Institutional quality and economic 

growth: Evidence from developing countries. Journal of 

Governance and Regulation, 13(S2): 395-402. 

https://doi.org/10.22495/jgrv13i2siart15 

[63] Simmons, S.A., Lee, C.K., Young, S., Shelton, L., 

Massey, M. (2024). Effects of gender equality and social 

costs of failure on early-stage entrepreneurship activity. 

New England Journal of Entrepreneurship, 27(1): 89-107. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/NEJE-01-2023-0003 

[64] Nikolaou, I.E., Tasopoulou, K., Tsagarakis, K. (2018). A 

typology of green entrepreneurs based on institutional 

and resource-based views. The Journal of 

Entrepreneurship, 27(1): 111-132. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0971355717738601 

[65] Prasetyo, P.E., Azwardi, Kistanti, N.R. (2023). Gender 

performance potential as a factor driving green 

entrepreneurship in informal institution environment. 

Kurdish Studies, 11(2): 3882-3894. 

https://doi.org/10.58262/ks.v11i2.280 

[66] Li, W., Sun, Y., Gao, Y. (2022). Relationship between 

green entrepreneurship orientation, integration of 

opportunity and resource capacities and sustainable 

competitive advantage. Frontiers in Psychology, 13. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1068734 

[67] Prasetyo, P.E., Azwardi, Kistanti, N.R. (2022). Social 

financial inclusion and gender equity drivers of 

sustainable green entrepreneurship. Res Militaris, 12(3): 

2182-2197. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/366266967_S

ocial_Financial_Inclusion_and_Gender_Equity_Drivers

_of_Sustainable_Green_Entrepreneurship. 

[68] Aparicio, S., Klofsten, M., Noguera, M., Urbano, D. 

(2024). Institutions, social entrepreneurship, and 

individual economic well-being: An exploratory study. 

Management Research: Journal of the Iberoamerican 

Academy of Management, 22(4): 510-540. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MRJIAM-10-2023-1472 

[69] Wang, S., Zhang, H. (2024). Green entrepreneurship 

success in the age of generative artificial intelligence: 

The interplay of technology adoption, knowledge 

management, and government support. Technology in 

Society, 79: 102744. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2024.102744 

[70] Teklie, D.K., Yağmur, M.H. (2024). The role of green 

innovation, renewable energy, and institutional quality in 

promoting green growth: Evidence from African 

countries. Sustainability, 16(14): 6166. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su16146166 

[71] Altassan, M. (2024). The moderating mediating model of 

green climate and green innovation's effect on 

environmental performance. Uncertain Supply Chain 

Management, 12(1): 345-358. 

https://doi.org/10.5267/j.uscm.2023.9.016 

[72] Speth, R. (1990). Douglass C. North, institutions, 

institutional change and economic performance, 

Cambridge 1990. In Schlüsselwerke der 

Politikwissenschaft. VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, 

pp. 331-334. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-90400-

9_88 

[73] Asongu, S., Odhiambo, N.M. (2023). Microfinance 

institutions and female entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan 

Africa: Avoidable female unemployment thresholds. 

Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 

16(5): 1258-1275. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-11-

2022-0359 

[74] Bardhan, P. (1989). The new institutional economics and 

development theory: A brief critical assessment. World 

Development, 17(9): 1389-1395. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(89)90080-6 

[75] Özkan, A.M. (2024). Sustainable development and 

institutional theory. In Advances in Business Strategy 

and Competitive Advantage. IGI Global, pp. 59-80. 

https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-8337-7.ch004 

[76] Dutt, A.K. (2011). Institutional change and economic 

development: Concepts, theory and political economy. 

Journal of Institutional Economics, 7(4): 529-534. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1744137411000075 

[77] Coccia, M. (2019). An introduction to the theories of 

institutional change. Journal of Economics Library, 5(4): 

337-344. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/330365167_A

n_introduction_to_the_theories_of_institutional_change. 

[78] Kovshova, T., Ayulov, A., Lomakina, O., Smirnov, A. 

(2024). Prospects for the development of venture capital 

as an economic institution in post-Soviet countries. 

3928



 

International Journal of Sustainable Development and 

Planning, 19(5): 1865-1874. 

https://doi.org/10.18280/ijsdp.190524 

[79] Opara, M., Okafor, O.N., Ufodike, A., Kalu, K. (2021). 

Institutional entrepreneurship: Collaborative change in a 

complex Canadian organization. Accounting, Auditing & 

Accountability Journal, 34(9): 284-314. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2020-4610 

[80] Prasetyo, P.E. (2020). The role of government 

expenditure and investment for MSME growth: 

Empirical study in Indonesia. The Journal of Asian 

Finance, Economics and Business, 7(10): 471-480. 

https://doi.org/10.13106/JAFEB.2020.VOL7.NO10.471 

[81] Besley, T., Persson, T. (2023). The political economics of 

green transitions. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 

138(3): 1863-1906. https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjad006 

[82] Juhász, R., Squicciarini, M.P., Voigtländer, N. (2024). 

Technology adoption and productivity growth: Evidence 

from industrialization in France. Journal of Political 

Economy, 132(10): 3215-3259. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/730205 

[83] Mallett, O., Wapshott, R., Wilson, N. (2024). 

Institutional pluralism and the implementation of 

women's enterprise policy. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 30(7): 1950-1968. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-04-2023-0431 

[84] Zameer, H., Yasmeen, H., Wang, Y., Saeed, M.R. (2024). 

Sustainability-oriented corporate strategy: Green image 

and innovation capabilities. Management Decision, 

62(6): 1750-1774. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-08-2023-

1407 

[85] Yin, J., Zhao, J., Du, Y. (2024). Institutional 

configurations and social entrepreneurship: A country-

based comparison using fuzzy-set qualitative 

comparative analysis. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 30(10): 2530-

2550. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-07-2023-0661 

[86] Giorno, J., Tebaldi, E. (2024). Reassessing the linkages 

among entrepreneurship, institutions and growth. Revista 

Brasileira de Economia, 78(1): e062024. 

https://doi.org/10.5935/0034-7140.20240006 

[87] Salaheldeen, M., Ateeq, A., Al Ani, Z., Alzoraiki, M., Ali, 

S.A., Milhem, M. (2024). Green entrepreneurship and 

sustainability in developing countries: Opportunities, 

challenges, and future research directions. In Studies in 

Systems, Decision and Control. Springer Nature 

Switzerland, pp. 525-534. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-

031-54379-1_45 

[88] Creswell, J.W., Creswell, J.D. (2018). Research Design 

Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods 

Approaches. SAGE Publications Ltd. 

https://lccn.loc.gov/2017044644. 

[89] Moreno Chacón, P., Selvam, R.M., Marimon, F. (2021). 

On the convergence of collaborative and social economy: 

A quality model for the combined effects. Sustainability, 

13(4): 1907. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13041907 

[90] Kurtaliqi, F., Lancelot Miltgen, C., Viglia, G., Pantin-

Sohier, G. (2024). Using advanced mixed methods 

approaches: Combining PLS-SEM and qualitative 

studies. Journal of Business Research, 172: 114464. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114464 

[91] Onwuegbuziea, A.J., Wilcox, R., Gonzales, V., 

Hoisington, S., Ect, V. (2018). Collaboration patterns 

among mixed researchers: A multidisciplinary 

examination. International Journal of Multiple Research 

Approaches, 10(1): 437-457. 

https://doi.org/10.29034/ijmra.v10n1a30 

[92] Archibald, M.M. (2023). Virtual special issue on 

"collaborative practices in mixed methods research". 

Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 17(2): 126-134. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898231163434 

[93] Cooper, A.L., Brennan, M.C., Leslie, G.D., Brown, J.A. 

(2023). Integrating literature as a data source in mixed 

methods research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 

18(4): 447-461. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898231188500 

[94] Bazeley, P. (2024). Conceptualizing integration in mixed 

methods research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 

18(3): 225-234. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898241253636 

[95] Zaghdoud, O. (2025). Technological progress as a 

catalyst for energy efficiency: A sustainable technology 

perspective. Sustainable Technology and 

Entrepreneurship, 4(1): 100084. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stae.2024.100084 

[96] Iwai, Y. (2024). Geo-phenomenology: A qualitative and 

humanistic GIS approach to exploring lived experience. 

The Professional Geographer, 76(5): 607-619. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00330124.2024.2372794 

[97] Acemoglu, D., Gallego, F.A., Robinson, J.A. (2014). 

Institutions, human capital, and development. Annual 

Review of Economics, 6(1): 875-912. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080213-

041119 

[98] Danta, S., Rath, B.N. (2024). Do institutional quality and 

human capital matter for innovation in case of Asian 

region? Innovation and Green Development, 3(3): 

100141. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.igd.2024.100141 

[99] Song, C.Q., Chang, C.P., Gong, Q. (2021). Economic 

growth, corruption, and financial development: Global 

evidence. Economic Modelling, 94: 822-830. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2020.02.022 

[100] Morais-da-Silva, R.L., Segatto, A.P., Bezerra-de-

Sousa, I.G., Justen, G.S. (2022). Institutional change in 

the social innovation process: Evidence from an 

emerging context. The International Journal of 

Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 25(4): 236-247. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/14657503221114838 

[101] Baalbaki, C., El Khoury, A. (2024). Rural 

entrepreneurship and inequality: Exploring trends in 

emerging economies through the lens of Lebanon. 

Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 

17(1): 4-25. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-11-2023-0489 

[102] Ahmadov, T., Durst, S., Mendoza, L.A., Rahman, K. 

(2024). Fostering sustainability in Mexican SMEs: 

Understanding the interplay of institutional forces. 

Management Research: Journal of the Iberoamerican 

Academy of Management, 23(2): 136-163. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MRJIAM-02-2024-1515 

[103] Raimi, L., Bamiro, N.B., Haini, H. (2024). Do 

institutional pillars support or harm entrepreneurship and 

economic growth? A systematic review. Journal of 

Entrepreneurship and Public Policy, 13(2): 278-305. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-10-2023-0100 

[104] Prasetyo, P.E., Setyadharma, A. (2022). 

Digitalization technology for sustainable rural 

entrepreneurship and inequality. Journal of Human 

Resource and Sustainability Studies, 10(03): 464-484. 

3929



 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jhrss.2022.103028 

[105] Prasetyo, P.E. (2024). Technology transfer of rural 

entreprenurship digitization to regional economic growth. 

Signifikan: Jurnal Ilmu Ekonomi, 13(2): 259-272. 

https://doi.org/10.15408/sjie.v13i2.38046 

[106] Ratten, V. (2024). Inequality and entrepreneurship: 

Future research trends. Journal of Entrepreneurship in 

Emerging Economies, 17(1): 164-176. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-05-2024-0200 

[107] Jian, J., Tian, H., Hu, D., Tang, Z. (2024). Manager 

myopia and green technology innovation. Management 

Decision, 62(5): 1618-1644. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2023-0891 

[108] Prasetyo, P.E., Setyadharma, A., Kistanti, N.R. 

(2021). Integration and collaboration of determinants of 

entrepreneurial competitiveness. Uncertain Supply 

Chain Management, 9(3): 585-594. 

https://doi.org/10.5267/j.uscm.2021.6.002 

[109] Achuo, E., Nkoa, B.E., Ndam, N.L., Forgha, N.G. 

(2024). Institutional quality, information and 

communication technologies and gender inclusion nexus: 

Global comparative evidence. Journal of Economics and 

Development, 26(2): 103-122. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JED-07-2023-0131 

[110] Jungo, J. (2024). Institutions and economic growth: 

The role of financial inclusion, public spending on 

education and the military. Review of Economics and 

Political Science, 9(3): 298-315. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/REPS-04-2023-0034 

[111] Vasilescu, M.D., Dimian, G.C., Gradinaru, G.I. 

(2022). Green entrepreneurship in challenging times: A 

quantitative approach for European countries. Economic 

Research-Ekonomska Istraživanja, 36(1): 1828-1847. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2093767 

[112] Simmons, S.A., Lee, C.K., Young, S., Shelton, L., 

Massey, M. (2024). Effects of gender equality and social 

costs of failure on early-stage entrepreneurship activity. 

New England Journal of Entrepreneurship, 27(1): 89-107. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/NEJE-01-2023-0003 

[113] Hung, N.T., Oanh, T.T.K., Trang, C.T.T. (2024). The 

impact of economic freedom on economic growth in 

countries with high and low regulatory quality-lessons 

for Viet Nam. Humanities and Social Sciences 

Communications, 11(1): 1237. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03741-8 

[114] Duan, C., Zhou, Y., Cai, Y., Gong, W., Zhao, C., Ai, 

J. (2022). Investigate the impact of human capital, 

economic freedom and governance performance on the 

economic growth of the BRICS. Journal of Enterprise 

Information Management, 35(4/5): 1323-1347. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-04-2021-0179 

 

3930

https://doi.org/10.15408/sjie.v13i2.38046
https://doi.org/10.15408/sjie.v13i2.38046



