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Abstract 

Sustainable environmental performance (SEP) among small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 

has attracted researchers and practitioners’ attention. The achievement of sustainable environmental 

performance has been largely dependent on the prevailing external ecosystem conditions. Yet in 

emerging economies such as Ghana, there is limited research and evidence on the extent to which 

external ecosystem resources influence sustainable environmental performance.  This study aims to 

investigate how external entrepreneurial ecosystem resources including policy, access to finance, 

market availability, institutional support, human capital and culture influence the sustainable 

environmental performance (SEP) of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) using sample data 

from Ghana. Drawing on a positivist, deductive, objective, cross sectional design, we surveyed 386 

SMEs manufacturing and service firms. Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) tested a multi-

theory framework grounded in Resource Based View (RBV), Resource Dependency Theory (RDT) 

and Stakeholder Theory. The results indicate that policy, finance, institutional support, and markets 

exert significant positive effects on SMEs’ SEP. Culture and human capital were found to have weaker 

contribution to SMEs’ SEP. These findings highlight the primacy of structural over internal factors in 

resource constrained settings such as Ghana. We advance the RBV, RDT and the Stakeholder Theory 

by showing that external ecosystem resources act as critical environmental enablers for SMEs in 

developing economies. The findings offer globally relevant policy insights for advancing SDGs 12 

(Responsible Consumption and Production) and 13 (Climate Action) through targeted ecosystem 

interventions. 

Keywords: external ecosystem resources; sustainable environmental performance; SMEs; Ghana; 

emerging economies 

 

1. Introduction 

SMEs contribute to economic development in Ghana, with an estimated proportion of close to 

70% of industrial workers, as well as the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (Abor et al., 2024; Mugano 

& Dorasamy, 2024). SMEs have a continuing difficulty in realizing sustainable environmental 

performance, although they have an economic significance (Basit, et al., 2024; Adjanor-Doku, Ellis & 

Affum-Osei, 2025). Most of them are still using unsustainable methods like poor energy usage, lack 

of proper waste management and reliance on non-renewable methods of production. Such activities 

undermine the Ghana development in the global sustainability goals, specifically SDG 12 

(Responsible Consumption and Production) and SDG 13 (Climate Action) by posing a threat to the 

environment and climate change (Mensah & Awuah, 2019).  

SMEs have to implement cleaner production methods, incorporate energy-saving mechanisms, 

and incorporate waste-cu�ing strategies into their processes in order to promote environmental 
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sustainability (Journeault, Perron, & Vallières, 2021; Cavicchi, Oppi & Vagnoni, 2023). Nevertheless, 

Factor, Ulhøi and Romm (2021) claim that these transitions are usually seen as expensive and 

resources-consuming, which is incompatible with the short-term financial agenda of SMEs. This is 

further complicated by the inability to obtain green financing at affordable costs, a lack of 

enforcement of regulations, and a lack of powerful incentives to practice sustainability (Appiah et al., 

2021). This leads to the fact that many SMEs are more concerned with the survival of their business 

in the short term rather than in the long term regarding the ecological responsibility, thus halting the 

process of SDGs 12 and 13 realization. It has been found that entrepreneurial ecosystems, which refer 

to facilitating policies, funding schemes, institutional designs, and market structures are one of the 

major determinants of business performance (Isenberg, 2010; Spigel & Stam, 2018; Shwe�er et al., 

2019; Cunningham, Menter & Wirsching, 2019; Stam & Van de Ven, 2021).  

In Ghana, the ecosystem, however, is not evenly distributed, and its green financing, 

institutional enforcement, and infrastructure of sustainable business practice are poorly created 

(Amankwah-Amoah et al., 2018; Amoako et al., 2021; Bamfo et al., 2023; Ackah & Boadu, 2025). 

Enhancing these elements of an ecosystem is essential to making SMEs implement environmentally 

friendly operations that comply with SDG 12 which offers sustainable production and consumption, 

and reducing the risks associated with environment and climate as described in SDG 13. The current 

research (see; Cavallo, Ghezzi & Rossi-Lamastra, 2021; Volkmann et al., 2021; Ferreira, Fernandes & 

Veiga, 2023) acknowledge the presence of an ecosystem in encouraging the development of SMEs, 

however, li�le research is known regarding its possible contribution to environmental sustainability. 

In this regard, environmental performance of SMEs in Ghana comes out as a national and 

international issue of concern. The available literature has been more inclined towards financial and 

operational performance (Asiedu & Boakye, 2020; Ahenkan et al., 2025) and has not given much 

consideration to ecological aspects that are vital in climate action and responsible production. A 

greater insight into the impact of entrepreneurial ecosystem factors on environmental sustainability 

of SMEs is thus of importance to the realization of SDGs 12 and 13. This paper, therefore, aims to 

explore how entrepreneurial ecosystem can influence sustainable environmental performance of 

SMEs in Ghana which is a gap in the literature and offers practical implications on policy and practice 

(2012). See the end of the document for further details on references. 

2. Literature Review and Theoretical Discussion 

The resource-based view (RBV), the resource dependency Theory (RDT), and the Stakeholder 

Theory can help to be�er comprehend the study of the relationship between entrepreneurial 

ecosystem and the sustainable environmental performance of the SMEs in Ghana. The theories give 

useful insights into the context of interactions of SMEs with the environment, accessing resources 

and responding to the demands of the stakeholders, which determine their sustainability outcome. 

The RBV focuses on the importance of distinctive, valuable, and inimitable resources in an 

organization to the a�ainment of competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Amit & Schoemaker, 1993; 

Barney, Wright, & Ketchen, 2001). The access to finance, managerial competencies, green 

technologies, innovative proficiencies are some of the resources that are essential in the sustainable 

environmental performance of SMEs (Hart, 1995; Russo & Fouts, 1997). The RDT assumes that the 

organizations are reliant on the resources that are externally controlled by other organizations, 

including governments, suppliers, and financial institutions (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, Hillman, 

Withers, & Collins, 2009; Drees & Heugens, 2013).  

Ghana has a high dependence of SMEs on the external players in the entrepreneurial 

environment to gain access to resources needed to support environmental sustainability. The 

stakeholder Theory holds the view that organizations must reconcile the interests of the different 

stakeholders, such as customers, suppliers, governments, and communities to realize success in the 

long-term (Freeman, 1984; Donaldson & Preston, 1995). Entrepreneurial ecosystems influence their 

interaction with the stakeholders and the way they can address sustainability requirements. 
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Environmental practices affecting SMEs are on the policies of the government, industrial associations, 

and community expectations in the ecosystem.  

2.1. Development of Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis  

The conceptual framework is supported by the perspective that entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) 

influences the potential of SMEs to a�ain sustainable environmental performance (SEP). 

Entrepreneurial ecosystems are composed of policies, access to finance, markets, culture, human 

capital and support systems (Isenberg, 2010; Stam, 2015; Spigel, 2017). The dimensions make it 

possible to innovate and mobilize resources and exchange knowledge, which helps SMEs adopt green 

practices. EE is represented as a second-order factor that impacts SEP by affecting resource efficiency, 

waste control, and environmental conformity (Genty, 2025; Reim, Tabares & Parida, 2025). Therefore, 

powerful EE has a positive impact on sustainable environmental performance and leads to the 

formulation of hypothesis. This is illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. The relationship between external ecosystem resources and sustainable environmental performance . 

Comprehensively, the theoretical construct assumes that an entrepreneurial ecosystem that is 

robust and supportive has a positive impact on sustainable environmental performance (see; figure1). 

This steered the formulation of the hypotheses in the study and the choice of proper methodological 

procedures to be used to test the hypotheses.  

2.2. Hypothesis Development   

Sustainable environmental performance (SEP) has been a strategic need among small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), especially in the developing economies where the environmental 

degradation, poor regulatory framework and scarcity of resources continue to be a burning issue. 

With the world turning its focus to eco-innovation, circular production, and climate resilience, 

researchers begin to focus more on the fact that SMEs, in spite of their economic value often fail to 

live up to the demands of sustainability due to the lack of financial resources, technical capabilities, 

and favorable institutional conditions (Obeng et al., 2020; Mensah & Awuah, 2019). 

In an entrepreneurial ecosystem, government policies, financial systems, market dynamics, 

cultural values, human capital and institutions support are all factors that essentially determine how 

much SMEs embrace and practice environmentally responsible behaviors (Isenberg, 2010; Spigel, 

2017). Empirical data indicates that when policies in the form of environmental regulations, subsidies, 
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and green incentives are empowered, firms tend to install cleaner technologies, but when such 

measures are poorly implemented and stakeholders are not at all involved, the sustainability results 

are undermined (Porter & van der Linde, 1995; Asiedu & Boakye, 2020; Baxter et al., 2023). The factor 

of financial availability is also decisive as affordable credits, green financing, and concessional funds 

help to decrease the initial costs of eco-innovation, but still, in emerging economies, SMEs have to 

deal with the high interest rates, compulsory collaterals, and the lack of facilities of green financing 

(Beck and Demirguc-Kunt, 2006; Appiah et al., 2021; Quartey et al., 2017). On the same note, consumer 

demand, green certifications, and export obligations define the market forces that draw firms towards 

environmentally friendly strategies, yet the demand of eco-friendly products is rather low in 

emerging economies because of the lack of awareness and financial restrictions (Dangelico & 

Vocalelli, 2017; Acheampong & Hinson, 2022).  

The adoption of sustainability is also influenced by cultural values: cultures with a higher focus 

on environmental responsibility and innovation tend to adopt green behavior; however, there are 

still several emerging economies that focus on short-term survival rather than on sustainability 

(Schein, 2010; Hofstede, 2001; Jamali et al., 2017). SEP is also affected by human capital and 

institutional support, which equip skills, training, and enabling structures, which help in responsible 

practices. Based on this, the literature presents six hypotheses (H1-H6) of the relationship between 

government policies, financing, market conditions, culture, human capital and institutional support 

and sustainable environmental performance of SMEs. The researchers, therefore, propose the 

following hypothesis. 

H1: Government policies in an entrepreneurial ecosystem positively and significantly impact 

sustainable environmental performance of SMEs.  

H2: The positive and significant impact of entrepreneurial ecosystem financing on sustainable 

environmental performance of SMEs is true. 

H3: There is a positive and significant impact of entrepreneurial ecosystem markets on sustainable 

environmental performance of SMEs.  

H4: The culture of entrepreneurial ecosystem positively and significantly impacts the sustainable 

environmental performance of the SME.  

H5: Human capital has a positive significant impact on sustainable environmental performance of 

SMEs.  

H6: A well-established institutional support has a positive impact on the sustainable environmental 

performance of SMEs. 

3. Research Methodology  

The study follows a positivist paradigm, which presupposes that reality is objective, observable, 

and measurable in terms of the empirical study (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019). Such a 

philosophical stance complies with the objective of the study as testing theory-based correlations 

between the entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) and sustainable environmental performance (SEP) of 

SMEs. The research is directed by positivism and adheres to a deductive research strategy whereby 

the hypotheses based on the current EE and sustainability theories are tested empirically.  

A quantitative approach was chosen since it will enable the utilization of structured tools, 

statistical processing, and generalizing to the wider SME population. The research design was cross-

sectional survey. Cross-sectional surveys are only used when one wants to capture data at a given 

point in time and also when one wants to establish the relationship between the constructs within the 

large population. The design agrees with deductive and positivist position, and it allows testing the 

hypothesis on the basis of numerical data at the same time, and it is cost-effective (Hair et al., 2019).  
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The research was in the manufacturing and service businesses of the SMEs. Owners, senior 

managers, and managers were involved in the research. This sampling frame utilized current national 

business registry and database of SME associations in order to provide representation by sector. The 

sample size of 386 SMEs in Ghana was used to collect the data on a voluntary basis. Such a sample 

size is sufficient and even more than structural equation modeling (SEM), specifically PLS-SEM. Hair 

et al. (2023) recommend at least ten times the greatest number of structural paths whereas Kline (2016) 

indicates that model stability requires at least 200 cases and Wolf et al. (2013) believes that samples 

of more than 300 are beneficial. Thus, the study sample of 386 increases statistical power and makes 

strong conclusions. 

3.1. Measurement and Scale Development 

All the study constructs were measured in terms of scales that were adjusted according to the 

previous studies to guarantee reliability and validity. The items were put within the context of the 

SME environment and were rated on a five-point Likert scale starting with 1 (strongly disagree) and 

ending with 5 (strongly agree). The measures of entrepreneurial ecosystems (EE) and sustainable 

environmental performance (SEP) were operationalized as multi-dimensional and single-

dimensional measures respectively. In the context of prior research, entrepreneurial ecosystem was 

measured based on policy 4-items, financing 4-items, culture 4items, markets 4-items, human capital 

4-items, support system 4-items (Isenberg, 2016; Stam, 2015; Adomako et al., 2016; Liguori et al., 2019; 

Sethar et al., 2022; Leendertse, Schrijvers, & Stam, 2022). The measures of sustainable environmental 

performance were founded on past studies and available literature (Hourneaux Jr et al., 2014; Puig et 

al., 2014; Campos et al., 2015). The items in the questionnaire were environmental integrity, waste 

management, biodiversity, renewable energy, greenhouse emission reduction and recycling. 

3.2. Demographic and Firm Characteristics of Participants 

Descriptive analysis of the study participants based on demographic and firm characteristics of 

the participants. The demographic profile of the 386 respondents reflects an 88.1% male-dominated 

sample and 11.9% females, while 58.5% of the participants fall in the age category of 41–50 years. 

37.8% holds bachelor’s degrees and 29% master’s degrees. Majority, 60.9% recorded 10–15 years of 

experience, showing considerable exposure to the industry. Managers recorded 60.4%, non-managers 

22.5%, and owners/CEOs accounted for 17.1%. The firm characteristics of the 386 SMEs showed sole 

proprietorships 60.4%, partnerships 37.8% and limited liability companies 1.8%. Participants in the 

manufacturing sector recorded 64.2%, service-oriented firms 32.6% and other activities 3.1%. Firm 

size showed 21 and 30 workers (43.8%), 31–40 workers (38.9%), only a few employed less than 20 or 

above 40 workers. Firm age recorded 6–10 years (46.4%), 11–15 years (34.2%), first years of operation 

(11.9%) and more than 20 years (7.5%).  

4. Reliability and Validity 

Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, CR, and AVE were used to test the reliability and validity of the 

constructs. According to Table 1, Cronbach’s alpha values ranged from 0.705 to 0.838, outperforming 

the threshold of 0.70 for acceptability (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Similarly, construct reliability 

was further supported by rho_A values of 0.718–0.855. Composite Reliability values were all above 

the recommended threshold, ranging from 0.834 to 0.900 (Hair et al., 2022). Similarly, AVE values 

ranged from 0.599 to 0.819. These values surpass the 0.50 threshold (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), hence 

satisfying convergent validity. Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were between 1.166 and 2.172 

(See Table 1) which are well below the thresholds demonstrating no problem with multicollinearity 

Hair et al. (2022); Sarstedt et al. (2020). 
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Table 1. Reliability and validity estimates. 

Constructs Items Factor 

Loadings 

CA rho_A CR  AVE VIF 

Culture EEC1 0.896 0.779 0.783 0.900 0.819 1.686 

 EEC1 0.913     1.686 

Financing EEF1 0.778 0.711 0.721 0.834 0.626 1.166 

 EEF2 0.817     1.884 

 EEF3 0.779     1.835 

Institutional 

support 

EEIS1 0.899 0.705 0.718 0.871 0.771 1.420 

 EEIS2 0.856     1.420 

Markets EEM1 0.903 0.721 0.733 0.877 0.781 1.465 

 EEM2 0.864     1.465 

Policy EEP1 0.858 0.776 0.776 0.870 0.691 1.817 

 EEP2 0.833     1.725 

 EEP3 0.802     1.428 

Sustainable 

Environmental 

Performance 

SEP1 0.817 0.820 0.821 0.881 0.649 1.867 

 SEP2 0.798     1.732 

 SEP3 0.833     1.976 

 SEP4 0.773     1.706 

Human capital EEHC1 0.778 0.838 0.855 0.882 0.599 2.172 

 EEHC2 0.759     2.128 

 EEHC3 0.764     2.115 

 EEHC4 0.797     1.746 

 EEHC5 0.772     1.656 

Note: CA (Cronbach Alpha), CR (composite reliability), AVE (average variance extracted), VIF variance 

inflation factor. 

4.1. Discriminant Validity  

Discriminant validity was assessed using both the Fornell–Larcker and HTMT criteria. The 

Fornell-Lacker compares the square root of AVE with inter-construct correlations (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). As shown in Table 2, all AVE roots exceeded corresponding correlations, confirming construct 

distinctiveness. Culture (0.905) exceeded its correlations with financing (0.517) and institutional 

support (0.706), while sustainable environmental performance (0.903) was higher than its correlations 

with financing (0.725) and human capital (0.401). HTMT values (Henseler et al., 2015) were mostly 

below 0.85 (Kline, 2011), including culture–finance (0.693). Two values, policy and finance (0.845), 

markets and human capital (0.883) were below the 0.90 threshold, consistent with previous 

conclusions (See Voorhees et al., 2016; Rönkkö & Cho, 2022) (See Table 3). 

Table 2. Fornell-Larcker criterion. 

Construct EEC EEF EEIS  EEM EEP SEP EEHC 

EEC 0.905             

EEF 0.517 0.791           

EEIS 0.706 0.395 0.878         

EEM 0.341 0.423 0.281 0.884       

EEP 0.447 0.666 0.383 0.332 0.831     

SEP 0.509 0.725 0.466 0.404 0.903 0.806   
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EEHC 0.546 0.472 0.446 0.741 0.333 0.401 0.774 

Table 3. Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio. 

Constructs   EEC EEF EEIS EEM EEP SEP EEHC 

EEC               

EEF 0.693             

EEIS 0.644 0.544           

EEM 0.451 0.618 0.380         

EEP 0.574 0.845 0.511 0.443       

SEP 0.635 0.816 0.607 0.523 0.429     

EEHC 0.619 0.629 0.528 0.883 0.387 0.458   

Note: EEC (culture), EEF (financing), EEIS (Institutional support), EEM(Markets), EEP(Policy), EEHC 

(Human Capital). 

4.2. Model Fit 

All model fit indices suggest that the structural model provides a good fit to the data. The model 

showed acceptable fit indices with SRMR = 0.069; χ2 = 248.316 and NFI = 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

d_ULS was equally low at 0.855; 0.871 and d_G was 0.534; 0.548, also supporting model robustness. 

The result also showed R2 values of 0.85. according to Hair et al. (2019), are significant, moderate, and 

weak, respectively. However, according to Chin et al. (2020), the R2 must be interpreted in the context 

of the relevant field (Kraus et al., 2018; Leonidou et al., 2020). This shows that about 85.5% of the 

variance in SEP is significantly explained by the predictor variables. 

5. Findings and Discussion  

The study findings were analyzed using structural equation model to identify the direct effects 

of entrepreneurial ecosystem dimensions on SEP. The results are shown in Table 6/Figure 2. From 

these results, it can be determined that EEP had the strongest and most significant positive influence 

on SEP (β = 0.723, p < 0.001). This implies that favorable policies facilitating tax incentives, regulatory 

support, and innovation-oriented programs are fundamental drivers of SMEs’ capabilities in 

improving environmental sustainability, which is consistent with previous contributions that have 

focused on government interventions as crucial drivers of sustainability outcomes (Darko & 

Koranteng, 2021; Amankwah-Amoah et al., 2020). 

Table 6. Path Relationship . 

 Path 

relationship  

Hypothesi

s 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean (M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

EEP -> SEP H1 0.723 0.722 0.035 20.721 0.000 

EEF-> SEP H2 0.179 0.181 0.036 4.929 0.000 

EEM -> SEP H3 0.085 0.079 0.042 1.998 0.046 

EEC-> SEP H4 0.014 0.016 0.041 0.353 0.724 

EEHC -> SEP H5 -0.041 -0.035 0.041 0.998 0.319 

EEIS-> SEP H6 0.102 0.101 0.036 2.829 0.005 

Note: EEC (culture), EEF (financing), EEIS (Institutional support), EEM(Markets), EEP(Policy), EEHC 

(Human Capital). 
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EEF also has a significant positive impact on SEP, with β = 0.179 at p < 0.001, indicating that 

financial access plays a vital role in enabling SMEs to go green and invest in environmentally viable 

operations. Also, EEIS has a positive and significant effect, β = 0.102 at p = 0.005, indicating the role 

of support agencies and development organizations in enhancing the social and environmental 

contributions of SMEs. 

 

Figure 2. Path relationship establishing the relationship between external ecosystem and environmental 

performance  . 

Entrepreneurial ecosystem markets (EEM) showed a weaker but statistically significant impact 

(β = 0.085, p = 0.046), indicating that market access and competitive opportunities slightly affect SMEs’ 

environmental performance. On the other hand, culture (EEC) (β = 0.014, p = 0.724) and human capital 

(EEHC) (β = –0.041, p = 0.319) did not turn out to have significant impacts on SEP (See; Table 6/Figure 

2). Such a finding can be interpreted to mean that cultural factors and workforce skills, though vital 

in firm operations, may not directly lead to relevant measurable environmental effects, especially in 

the absence of complementary policy and institutional mechanisms. But the finding for human capital 

becomes even more interesting to note, as this finding offers evidence that workforce capabilities 

would not be enough to drive sustainability, unless backed with financial, policy, and institutional 

support structures. 

5.1. Discussion of the Results  

The results of the present study offer meaningful insights regarding the effects of varying 

dimensions of entrepreneurial ecosystems on sustainable environmental performance (SEP) of the 

Ghanaian SMEs. Out of the six EE constructs analysed, policy, financing, and institutional support as 

well as markets were found to be important predictors of SEP, whereas culture and human capital 

did not have a direct impact. These findings are consistent with and build on existing studies on the 

sustainability of SMEs and ecosystem development. First, the policy of entrepreneurial ecosystem 

(EEP) positively impacted SEP to the largest extent, which emphasizes the importance of 

governmental regulatory and policy frameworks. According to previous research, tax incentives, 

enforcement of regulations, and innovation-driven policies have a strong impact on increasing the 

sustainability rates of the SMEs (Darko & Koranteng, 2021; Adomako et al., 2016). This is in line with 

Amankwah-Amoah et al. (2020), who suggest that robust policy mechanisms can minimise the 
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institutional voids in emerging economies, as well as ensure alignment with SDGs, especially SDG 

12 and SDG 13. Second, there was also entrepreneurial ecosystem financing (EEF), which had a 

profound impact on SEP and, once again, made it clear that access to capital is a condition to follow 

environmentally responsible practices.  

According to Beck and Demirguc-Kunt (2006), one of the obstacles faced by SMEs in emerging 

economies is the lack of access to credit. SMEs can invest in green technologies and increase their 

efficiency using financial resources, which will contribute to SDG 9 on innovation and infrastructure 

(Asongu, Nwachukwu, & Orim, 2018). Third, the institutional support (EEIS) proved to have a 

positive impact on SEP, which reflects the importance of development agencies, industry associations 

and capacity-building programs. This observation is in line with Nyarku and Oduro (2018), who 

demonstrate that institutional support increases the capability of SMEs to adopt sustainability 

strategies using training and technical support. The fourth effect was of a lesser but significant impact 

on markets (EEM). According to Kraus et al. (2018), the most effective way to harness sustainability 

through the market is through consumer action where they demand products that are 

environmentally responsible, which many emerging economies have yet to harness. On the other 

hand, culture (EEC) and human capital (EEHC) did not significantly indicate SEP. Even though 

entrepreneurial behavior is culturally predetermined (Acquaah & Agyapong, 2015) and human 

capital is correlated with innovation (Unger et al., 2011), it still may not lead to SEP without adequate 

financial and policy assistance (Blankson, Cowan, and Darley, 2018). All in all, these results 

demonstrate that external structural conditions, especially policy and financing, have a more 

definitive impact on SME sustainability than the internal cultural or human resource strengths (Zahra 

& Wright, 2011; Spigel, 2017).  

5.2. Conclusion  

This paper has discussed the effect of entrepreneurial ecosystem on the sustainable 

environmental performance (SEP) of SMEs in Ghana in terms of policy, financing, markets, 

institutional support, human capital, and culture. The results indicate that policy, financing, markets 

and institutional support are strong aspirators of environmental performance of SMEs, but culture 

and human capital have a weak or no effect. This underlines the necessity of the SMEs in exploiting 

the ecosystem resources effectively to adopt practices that are environmentally responsible. This 

research has a theoretical contribution as it has gone further than the literature on the entrepreneurial 

ecosystem and focuses on sustainability transitions. Based on the Resource-Based View (RBV), 

Resource Dependency Theory (RDT), and Stakeholder Theory, the findings indicate that the external 

ecosystem resources and stakeholder networks can influence SMEs in producing environmental 

results in emerging economy context. In practice, the results imply that policymakers need to 

reinforce ecosystem aspects, including enabling regulations, green financing systems, and 

sustainability-related market incentives to enhance responsible production (SDG 12) and climate 

action (SDG 13). Nonetheless, generalization is restricted because the study is focused on Ghana. The 

model should be applied in other emerging economies in the future, they should take a longitudinal 

approach, and they should study the moderators like adoption of technology and enforcement of 

regulations. In general, enhancing the entrepreneurship ecosystem in emerging economies is crucial 

not only to the development of SMEs but also the promotion of sustainable environmental 

performance and the developmental goals at large. 

5.3. Theoretical Implications  

The paper theoretically links the entrepreneurial ecosystem factors to SMEs’ SEP performance 

through a combination of the Resource-Based View, Resource Dependency Theory, and Stakeholder 

Theory. From an RBV perspective, Barney (1991) notes that the ecosystem resources herein-varied as 

financing, institutional support, market, human capital, and culture-function as valuable 

complementary assets which enhance the SMEs’ capacity to operate in sustainable ways. Although 

RBV always emphasizes capability issues inside the firm, this paper extends the theory by showing 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 15 February 2026 doi:10.20944/preprints202602.1141.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202602.1141.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 10 of 15 

 

how ecosystem resources play their critical enabling role in contexts where the internal resources of 

firms are constrained, such as is the case in Ghana. On RDT, by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978), the 

findings further suggest that there is a strong influence exerted by financing and institutional support 

due to SME dependence on other actors in order to overcome resource limitations and uncertainty. 

More than this, the significant influence of ecosystem policy suggests that regulatory frameworks do 

more than mitigate dependency; they shape SMEs’ strategic orientation toward sustainability. Thus, 

ecosystem governance systems can reduce vulnerability while creating environmental value. The 

study also extends Stakeholder Theory, Freeman (1984), by showing that SME sustainability 

outcomes are influenced by stakeholders on the supply side, notably government agencies, financial 

institutions, and market actors. The relatively weak influence of culture and human capital suggests 

that in emerging economies, it is the structural and regulative stakeholders that are more influential 

than societal or skill-based influences. This refines Stakeholder Theory by emphasizing the prevailing 

impact of finance and policy stakeholders in weak institutional contexts. 

5.4. Managerial/Practical Implication 

This paper has highlighted that the sustainable environmental performance of SMEs is greatly 

determined by the effectiveness of the interactions of firms in their respective entrepreneurial 

ecosystems. In the case of managers, sustainability is an undertaking that cannot be done in a vacuum 

but must exploit external support systems and align business operations with the overall ecosystem 

processes. To begin with, the high intensity of ecosystem policy implies that SME managers need to 

streamline the strategies concerning the environment with the regulations on the national and local 

level. By actively addressing environmental policy incentives, tax breaks, as well as compliance 

regimes, one can improve competitiveness and offer to the goal of sustainability. Establishing a 

friendship with regulatory bodies and industry bodies will ensure that SMEs expect policy changes 

and act accordingly. Second, the importance of financing and institutional support emphasizes the 

importance of building networks, which can help in accessing green financing and technical advice. 

Partnerships with government bodies, developmental organizations as well as business support 

institutions may offer the necessary resources to embrace eco-friendly technologies. Partnerships 

should be aggressively sought by managers, where they gain both financial and capacity building 

support. Third, the effects of market-based ecosystem factors imply that SMEs ought to be able to tap 

new market segments that are sustainability-focused. Placing the products in the green value chains 

and communication of environmental responsibility can draw in eco-friendly customers and 

investors. On the whole, the entrepreneurial ecosystem should be perceived by SME managers as a 

strategic facilitator of sustainability, with the use of policy aspects, funding sources, and market 

opportunities to solve the problem of limited resources and increase the level of environmental 

performance.  

5.5. Policy Implications  

The results of the present study have important policy implications for the policymakers who 

are interested in increasing the role of SMEs in promoting environmental sustainability, especially in 

terms of contributing to SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production) and SDG 13 (Climate 

Action). The high impact of the entrepreneurial ecosystem policy on sustainable environmental 

performance implies the regulatory frameworks and incentives that should be established to 

motivate the SMEs to learn more cleaner production, waste minimization, and energy-efficient 

production processes. Specific incentives like tax rebates on environmentally friendly investments, 

incentives on renewable energy technologies and preferential bidding of sustainability-focused SMEs 

can be used to minimize financial obstacles and encourage businesses to adopt greener practices. 

Besides, the findings also indicate that financing, institutional support, and market access play a vital 

role in helping SMEs to align themselves with climate objectives. Enhancing access to renewable 

technologies that are affordable and expanding green financing mechanisms, as well as enhancing 

capacity-building programs in the field of environmental management, will allow the SMEs to reduce 
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emissions and readiness to climate risk. The further implementation of climate resilience in the long-

term and innovation can be done with the help of investment in green infrastructure and supply 

chain systems. Lastly, disorganized or disjointed a�empts at policy-making discourage the 

sustainability of SMEs. In such a manner, policymakers in emerging economies need to integrate a 

strategy of financial regulation, industrial development and environmental objectives via a 

coordinated ecosystem to empower quick-minded production and help the climate mitigation efforts.  

5.6. Limitations and Future Research Suggestions 

Though this research is important for understanding the role of the entrepreneurial ecosystem 

in sustainable environmental performance (SEP), one should admit several weaknesses. To begin 

with, the study has analyzed ecosystems including policy, financing, markets, institutional support, 

culture, and human capital, there are other factors (technological infrastructure, digital 

transformation and innovation ecosystem) that were not taken into consideration. Future research 

should have a broader point of study detailing ecosystem enablers of SME environmental 

performance. Second, culture and human capital demonstrated insignificant outcomes on SEP that 

could indicate measurement bias or situational features of the Ghanaian SME environment. Future 

research would be able to use mixed method designs to understand the relationship between cultural 

norms and workforce capabilities and sustainability behaviors in more depth. Third, it is challenging 

to generalize due to the single-country nature of the situation, with entrepreneurial ecosystems being 

different in terms of institutional se�ings. Comparative analysis between developing and developed 

economies would assist in determining the existence of context-specific or general trends. Moreover, 

the cross-sectional design does not allow one to capture the changes with time. A longitudinal study 

is necessary to determine the varying impact of changing policies, financial mechanisms, and 

institutional support on SEP. Lastly, the research failed to consider any moderating or mediating 

factors like firm size, industry, or the level of internationalization. These contingencies should be 

examined in future studies to e plain when and to whom ecosystem factors exert the most significant 

influence. 
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