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Abstract

Entrepreneurship is considered a critical element that promotes the
development of an economy and the society of a country. At the organizational
level, the Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) of decision-makers is recognized as
a key driver in the entrepreneurship literature that propels firms to act
‘autonomously’, ‘innovate’, ‘take risks’, and be ‘proactive’ relative to
marketplace opportunities. However, the current EO literature is evolving and
has not explored its impact on developing sustainable operations. This paper
intends to bridge this gap by introducing a concept of Spiritual Orientation
(SO) playing the role of a mediator to explain the association between EO and
sustainable operations. We argue that spirituality fortifies entrepreneurs’
commitment to developing sustainable business entities, by empowering firms to
be adaptable and creating a pro-social business model with a sense of
interconnection with the community and natural ecosystem. Thus, it is important
to understand the spiritual development of entrepreneurs, because it leads
entrepreneurs to exhibit fairness, kindness, and improved awareness of other
people’s needs and thereby be sensitive to the alterations in the natural
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ecosystem. This paper argues that Spiritual Orientation leads entrepreneurs to
exercise greater ‘autonomy’ as a result of seeing the interconnectedness of their
actions. A spiritually oriented entrepreneur would place emphasis on the ethics,
principles, virtues, values, and be sensitive to emotions, which will lead to
taking proactive actions. As such, spirituality elucidates how business
visionaries continue despite challenging situations by expanding their ideas of
future-oriented sensemaking. This paper theorizes how a spiritually driven EO
will lead to sustainable business ventures that focus on people, profit, and the
planet. We assert that entrepreneurs must develop the spiritual maturity to
create the right balance of EO dimensions, thus leading to creating sustainable
organizations.
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Introduction

A considerable body of Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) literature has revealed
what it entails to be entrepreneurial at the organizational level and
conceptualized as the manifestation of entrepreneurship as an organizational
attribute (Covin & Wales, 2019). The burgeoning scholarly interest in this field
suggests that entrepreneurial organizations outperform their more
conservatively controlled peers in general (Anderson, Kreiser, Kuratko,
Hornsby, & Eshima, 2015; Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, & Frese, 2009). As such,
the indication solidly implies that EO continues to be a vibrant research topic in
explaining firm-level performance (Covin & Wales, 2019). However, to date,
the EO research has narrowly concentrated on the ability of the EO-performance
connection (Rauch et al., 2009). For example, EO literature primarily focused
on applying dependent variables that reflect the economic performance of a firm
such as, firm growth, profitability, innovativeness, and marketing orientation,
rather than using a wholistic performance measure that includes social and
environmental performance (Wales, Gupta, & Mousa, 2011). There is hardly
any research in the EO literature that explores the effect of EO on outcomes
such as sustainability (Mullens, 2018). The antecedents of investments in
sustainability with a link to EO remain poorly developed and understood (Dana,
2009; Hahn, Pinkse, Preuss, & Figge, 2015).
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Furthermore, when it comes to moderation and mediator variables of EO, the
focus has been on the networks, environmental dynamism, CEO tenure,
knowledge-based resources, organizational learning, strategy, and structural
organicity (Wales et al., 2011). Although there is an increasing interest among
entrepreneurship scholars concerning the role of spirituality in entrepreneurial
cognition (Dana, 2009; Ganzin, Islam, & Suddaby, 2020; Mauksch, 2017), the
EO literature has not given any attention to this important area with its
moderator or a mediator effects on the firm performance.

The purpose of the paper is not to question the ontological assumptions of the
EO construct, rather develop a robust conceptual framework to explore the EO-
performance to understand the full effect of the EO contract and offer an
explanation as to how spirituality could enhance this EO-performance
relationship.  Furthermore, we assert that the spiritual maturity of an
entrepreneurial team acts as an antecedent variable that effects EO dimensions.
Its impact on the EO seems to decide the long-term sustainability of the firm
and its capacity to adjust to challenging situations.

This paper is divided into three sections: literature review, discussion, and
conclusion. The literature section will cover significant research in the fields of
EO and spirituality, while the discussion section will focus on developing an
integrative framework to illustrate the EO spiritual orientation-sustainability-
performance relationship. The conclusion section provides a summary of the
paper and suggests future research directions.

Literature Review

Under this section, we discuss the relevant literature related to three different
but connected domains: entrepreneurship and EO, spirituality, and
sustainability. The relationship between entrepreneurship and EO is well
established in the entrepreneurship and strategy literature. However, the
proliferation of spirituality and sustainability into EO is still in its infancy and
remains virtually unexplored in the empirical research.

Entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurship is an indispensable component of the economy and
entrepreneurs are generally considered to be the ones who are encouraging the
economic expansion by introducing innovations, novel concepts, and new ideas
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towards the production of improved and competitive products and services by
giving millions of work openings (Zahra, 1999). As such, an entrepreneur
creates wealth for individuals and societies (Raco & Tanod, 2014).
Schumpeter’s (1934) induction of the entrepreneur as an individual who
establishes brand new combinations and waves of innovative destruction along
with reconstruction, paved the path in creating a separate domain for
entrepreneurship research (Meyer, Heidi, & Meeks, 2002). Kirzner (1973)
incorporated a precise sense for ‘entrepreneurship’, recognizing it as the
‘alertness’ towards new opportunities, and also asserted that entrepreneurship is
a series of innovative acts following on from the identification of such an
opportunity (Koppl & Minniti, 2003). Entrepreneurship is a broad concept.
Scholars have established several definitions of entrepreneurship during the last
200 years of entrepreneurship studies, without sticking to any one of them (Hitt,
Ireland, Camp, & Sexton, 2002; Morris, Kuratko, & Covin, 2008). The absence
of a clear definition has hindered the creation of a new conceptual framework in
the subject of entrepreneurship (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Morris created
the following definition of the concept of entrepreneurship, which is used in this
work (Morris, 1998, p. 16):

“Entrepreneurship is the process through which individuals and teams create
value by bringing together unique packages of resource inputs to exploit
opportunities in the environment. It can occur in any organizational context and
results in a variety of possible outcomes, including new ventures, products,
services, processes, markets, and technologies”.

This interpretation acknowledges the importance of the entrepreneur or
entrepreneurial team, while still emphasizing the process view that capitalizes
on opportunities. It also defines specific inputs and outputs that will lead to the
production of value (Morris 1998). Entrepreneurial firms, according to Miller
(1983), would be those who pursue innovation, proactively penetrate new
markets, and embrace a certain amount of strategic and financial risk in search
of new opportunities. Using Miller (1983) as a foundation, | proposed that
organizations had two distinct strategic behavioural proclivities: conservative as
well as entrepreneurial. Innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking
characterize the entrepreneurial end of the spectrum. As a result, scholars
developed the concept of ‘Entrepreneurial Orientation,' a firm-level strategic
orientation regarding entrepreneurship (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). EO is largely
regarded as a foundational idea in the literature on firm-level entrepreneurship

134



CONCEPTUALIZING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SPIRITUAL AND ENTREPRENEURIAL ORIENTATION IN
DEVELOPING SUSTAINABLE ENTERPRISES

(Wales et al., 2011). The essential act of entrepreneurship is a new entry. That
i, new entry explains what entrepreneurship consists of, and entrepreneurial
orientation describes how a new entry is undertaken (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996, p.
136).

Entrepreneurial Orientation

In the realm of entrepreneurship, EO as well as entrepreneurship are connected
but distinct conceptualizations that have gotten a lot of empirical and conceptual
attention in the past decade (Covin & Wales, 2012). A firm’s EO refers to the
entrepreneurial processes, to be specific how the business enterprise has
undertaken the strategies, practices, and decision-making styles utilized towards
new entry (Walter, Auer, & Ritter, 2006). As it’s an organizational level
construct (Wales et al., 2011) and a solid indicator of the firm’s execution, much
remains to explore in relation to the conditions and factors that nurture it
(Pittino, Visintin, & Lauto, 2017).

The EO phenomenon has indeed been studied theoretically and empirically for
even more than 30 years, and the notion is continually evolving (Covin &
Wales, 2019). Risk-taking, innovativeness, as well as proactiveness have all
been used to operationalize EO as a unidimensional concept to explain how
‘being entrepreneurial' manifests in businesses. These components moderate the
relationship between outside variables such as social and cultural, economic,
political, legitimate variables (Lee & Peterson, 2000).

Rauch et al. (2009) contend that the fundamental dimensions of EO are
regularly exceedingly intercorrelated with one another, which directs to a
combination of these measurements into a single measure. Within the EO
literature, there is no clear agreement as to how the EO factors are developed
further. On the one hand, Covin and Slevin (1989) contend the EO develops as a
unidimensional concept, which focuses on what is common among
entrepreneurial organizations, whereas, on the other hand, Lumpkin and Dess
(1996; 2001) are of the view that conceptualization focused on how
entrepreneurial organizations can be distinct.

Concurring to the initial definition suggested by Miller (1983) and afterward
created by Covin and Slevin (1989), EO shows through the concurrent nearness
of three measurements, two of which are behavioral innovativeness and
proactiveness and one is attitudinal risk-taking. Particularly, as per Covin and
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Slevin (1989), innovativeness is the tendency to bolster imaginative forms that
will result in modern items, administrations, or innovations; proactiveness
reflects demeanors toward the ceaseless interest of new openings, and chance-
taking alludes to the eagerness to form ventures and asset commitments with
uncertain returns.

Further expanding the three dimensions of EO, Lumpkin and Dess (1996),
proposed two extra components, i.e., competitive aggressiveness and autonomy.
Thus, the five EO dimensions construct are: autonomy, risk-taking,
innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, and proactiveness.

The dimensions of EO

Innovativeness highlights an organization’s propensity to lock in and back
modern thoughts, experimentation, oddity, and inventive forms that will
generate unused items, administrations, or mechanical forms, and it moreover
speaks to a fundamental eagerness to withdraw from existing innovations and
wander past the current state-of-the-art solutions (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996).
Innovativeness according to Covin and Slevin (1989) supports innovative ideas,
novelty, experimentation, and the inventive process that seeks new solutions.

Autonomy is the ability and willingness to be self-directed in the pursuit of
opportunities. It refers to an individual's or a team's independent activity in
bringing forth an idea or a vision and pursuing it through to completion.
Entrepreneurship has prospered since autonomous disapproved individuals have
chosen to take off secure positions, in arranging to seek after novel thoughts or
wander into modern markets. It is essential to facilitate the freedom to practice
creativity along with champion promising ideas within an organization for
entrepreneurship to result in (Covin & Slevin, 1989).

Competitive Aggressiveness refers to an organization's propensity to directly and
intensely challenge its competitors to accomplish market entry or improve
market position, to outperform the industry rivals (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996)
responsively, with head-to-head confrontation moreover reflecting an eagerness
to be unusual instead of depending on conventional strategies of competing.
Cases of this and other shapes of competitive aggressiveness accessible to new
participants incorporate embracing novel strategies to challenge industry
pioneers (Cooper, Willard, & Woo, 1986) which captures the unmistakable
thought of "beating competitors to the punch” (Miller, 1983).
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Risk-taking is defined as committing considerable resources towards
opportunities that have a reasonable risk of failing (Covin & Slevin, 1989).
Entrepreneurial enterprises, according to Lumpkin and Dess (1996), are
frequently characterized by risk-taking behaviors, such as bringing about
overwhelming obligations or making noteworthy asset commitments to get
higher returns. Entrepreneurs from cultures that support risk-taking will receive
the most out of decisions facing risks (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996).

Proactiveness is significant to an EO since it is concerned with the execution to
organize the enterprise. Proactive people do what is fundamental to bring their
concepts to fulfillment and pick up an advantage by being the primary to
capitalize on new businesses (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Societies that emphasize
entrepreneurial activity by empowering business people to seek after and expect
openings and to take part in new or developing markets are characterized as
proactive.

Table 1 outlines the definitions related to each dimension of EO. Covin, Green,
and Slevin (2006, p. 57) present the subsequent definition of EO as “a strategic
construct whose conceptual domain includes certain firm-level outcomes and
management-related preferences, beliefs, and behaviours as expressed among a
firm’s top-level managers.” This definition indicates both behavioral and
attitudinal components within a single latent construct.

Table 1: the dimensions of Entrepreneurial Orientation and definitions

Dimension Definition

Predisposition to innovation and creativity through the
Innovativeness introduction of services and products, and also technological
leadership through R&D in new procedures

Independent action is commenced by entrepreneurial leaders
Autonomy or teams directed at creating a new venture and seeing it to
operate

Competitive The intensity of a firm’s effort to outperform its competitors
aggressiveness

Taking bold action by venturing into the unknown, borrowing
Risk-Taking heavily, and/or committing significant resources to ventures
in uncertain environments

A forward-thinking, opportunity-seeking mindset defined by
Proactiveness  developing new products and services ahead of the
competition and anticipating future market demand
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Source: Rauch, et al., (2009, p. 763)

As such, it highlights that continual engagement in a certain behaviour
reinforces the fundamental attitude (Anderson et al., 2015). This observation is
important for two reasons, first, the attitudinal aspect of EO has not been given
a sufficient level of attention in the EO literature as an antecedent variable.
Second, it brings back the entrepreneurial cognition into EO dialogue, which
can strengthen the relationship between attitudes and behaviour. Lumpkin and
Dess (1996) suggest that a firm’s strategic orientation was grounded in the
values of its entrepreneur.

As per Neisser (1967), cognitions are processes by which sensory input is
changed, decreased, elaborated, stored, improved, and utilized. These cognitive
processes are deeply embedded in complex social contexts and influenced by
one’s values and deep beliefs. According to Krueger (2007), perceptions are
guided by deep belief systems (deeply held strong assumptions), which in turn
shape and influence one’s knowledge content. Krueger (2007, p. 124) put this in
the context of entrepreneurship and states:

e Behind the entrepreneurial actions are the entrepreneurial intentions

e Behind the entrepreneurial intentions are the known entrepreneurial
attitudes

e Behind the entrepreneurial attitudes are the deep cognitive structures

e Behind the deep cognitive structures are the deep beliefs

Deep beliefs are driven by a sense of purpose. Spirituality offers a sense of
purpose, a meaningful life, interconnection, and civic consciousness (Qureshi,
Mukhtar, & Saeed, 2017). It has been found that Spirituality plays a role in
entrepreneurs’ commitment to managing their entrepreneurial functions by
progressing their efficiency, empowering adaptability, and innovativeness
(Agbim, Oriarewo, & ljie, 2013). Although there has been an escalation in the
research on the effect of spirituality on entrepreneurial behaviour (Qureshi et al.,
2017), there are no clear theoretical or empirical literature themes emerging in
the context of EO literature and how it affects EO and EO-performance
interlink.

Spirituality
Spirituality is too complex to be defined in a single way. Spirituality is a

multifaceted and cross-cultural notion. As such, it’s a complex term with
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multifarious explanation which extends from inner wholeness connection to
others (Gibbons, 2000). However, most definitions share several common
components, such as: rejoining to the inward self; a look for all-inclusive values
that boosts the person over self-centered strivings; profound compassion with
all living creatures; and, lastly, a desire to some way or another keep in touch
with the source of life. In other words, spirituality is the exploration of the inner
character, connectedness, and transcendence (Bouckaert & Zsolnai, 2012).
Schmidt-Wilk, Heaton and Steingard (2000) identified three streams of
definitions in the literature. First are the ones who describe spirituality in the
light of a personal inner experience, such as the basic feeling of being connected
to one's own self, others, and also the whole universe. The notion of
connectivity may be summed up in a single word (Mitroff & Denton, 1999, p.
83). The literature on the second stream of definitions of spirituality focus on
principles, virtues, ethics, values, emotions, wisdom, and intuition. The degree
to which these qualities are expressed in the behaviors and policies of
organizations expresses the degree to which there is spirituality in management
(Dehler & Welsh, 1994). The definitions of the third-stream focus on the
relationship between a personal inner experience and its manifestations in outer
behaviors, principles, and practices (Stephen, Porth, & McCall, 1999). For
example, Neal, Lichtenstein, and Banner, (1999) discuss “spiritual integration,”
as a process of learning to use one’s core spiritual principles to key aspects of
one’s life and work.

Even though the notion of spirituality has been conceptualized in association
with religions, it is also conceptualized independently of religious affiliations
(Melé & Fontrodona, 2017). Religion is generally referred to as an organized
belief system (GOCEr & OZGAn, 2018), and religion is a form that spirituality
takes into practice (Guillory, 2000). Spirituality is the state of being one with
the spirit or developing ourselves into who we are. Which is also the only
purpose of our lives as human beings (Ulluwishewa, 2016).

Singh & Premarajan, (2007) conceptualize Spiritual Orientation (SO) as a self-
perceived construct that has three key components: spiritual attitude, spiritual
knowledge, and spiritual skills, that influence one's ability to derive meaning
and purpose, from work and life. Spiritual attitude is about keeping a positive
view, thinking beyond the apparent, and having a feeling of peace within.
Spiritual knowledge is being close to self, understanding the needs of others,
and knowing that everything is affected by everything else. Spiritual skill is the
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ability to practice spirituality well, the ability to live in the moment, and the
ability to take responsibility (Singh & Premarajan, 2007, pp. 10-11).

Spirituality and entrepreneurship

Spirituality is the acknowledgment of something greater than mind and life
(Aurobindo, 1997). The intersection of spirituality and entrepreneurship holds a
key to understanding how an entrepreneur’s mindset works with the values and
beliefs and how they impact business activities. More importantly how they
impact the entrepreneurial process, such as the identification of opportunities,
relationship with stakeholders, organizational culture, creation of new ventures,
and growth of the firms (Balog, Baker, & Walker, 2014; Ibrahim, Rue,
McDougall, & Greene, 1991). Spirituality, unlike religion, is considered as both
individual and universal, created outside of traditional, organized religion, and
as open-minded (King-Kauanui, Thomas, & Waters, 2005; Mitroff, 2003).
Spiritually oriented entrepreneurs are often capable of seeing the bigger picture
and integrate social concerns with economic ones (King-Kauanui et al., 2005).
They state that they have a ‘calling’ to make a difference through service to
others and, in doing so, derives meaning and purpose in their lives (Silk, 2007).
Balog, Baker and Walker (2014), after reviewing nearly 30 empirical articles
connected to religion and spirituality in entrepreneurship, reported the following
key outcomes:

- Entrepreneurial motives and attitudes are influenced by religion and
spirituality.

- Religion and spirituality appear to have an impact on entrepreneurs'
ethical business behaviour by offering a solid frame of reference for
decision-making that is bolstered by the qualities of honesty and integrity.

- Religious and spiritual values have a substantial impact on entrepreneurs'
happiness, health, joy, productivity, and coping skills, as well as a
considerable reduction in stress and anxiety.

- May have a role in the link between society, religion, and business by
supporting and enhancing (or decreasing) the atmosphere for
entrepreneurship.

- Research on the relationship between spiritual and religious values and
organizational success must be prioritized in the future.

They did, however, draw attention to the lack of solid theoretical underpinnings
in this field, as none of the studies they looked at were based on a theoretical
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framework that would allow for sound hypothesis construction. To gain a better
understanding of the relative significance of spiritual values in business, and
entrepreneurial activities, they suggested using EO construct to legitimize the
spirituality-entrepreneurship link and investigate how the values of an
entrepreneur can impact the communities the business serves and relationships
with other stakeholders.

The role of spirituality in the workplace is a relatively recent field of research
that focuses on the impact of Spiritual Orientation (SO) (i.e. spirituality within
an individual) on performance (Parente, Eltarabishy, Vesci, & Botti, 2018).
Spirituality triggers an entrepreneur to launch a firm (Raco & Tanod, 2014),
make entrepreneurial actions meaningful (Pavlovich & Corner, 2014), and make
better decisions (Nolan, 2005). Spirituality strengthens the commitment of
entrepreneurs to advance their businesses, to help them deal with stressful
situations, to sharpen the vision of their businesses, to stride their efficiency,
and to empower flexibility and imagination to motivate them in keeping their
business values (Agbim et al., 2013). Spirituality may also help entrepreneurs
find purpose in their work, increase their satisfaction, and increase their loyalty
to their company.

Based on the literature related to spirituality given by various authors, Singh and
Premarajan (2007) identified six dimensions that exhibit the spiritual orientation
of an individual: 1) Service towards humankind (caring, hopeful, kind,
compassionate, and empathetic towards others; walking in the neighbor's
shoes); 2) Feeling of inner peace and calm (happy with the self, environment,
work, and others; no complaint with life, feeling positive about life); 3) Being
vision and value-led (It is reaching beyond, or having a sense that things could
be better); 4) Inter-connectedness (everything is a part and expression of
oneness, interconnected with everything else); 5) Respect for others (personal
privacy, physical space, and belongingness, religion, gender, lifestyle)) 6) Self-
awareness (knowing self, what | believe in, What will I fight for?). These
dimensions could provide a deeper meaning as to how and why entrepreneurs
and their organizations act towards achieving a higher purpose.

Drawing on these dimensions Table 2 depicts how SO orientation could act as
an explanatory variable to understand how EO could be influenced towards
achieving a spirituality-based organization that goes beyond successful business
operations.
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Table 2 Linking EO dimensions to Spiritual Orientation.

Dimension

EO

SO

Innovativeness

Predisposition to
innovation and
creativity through
the launch of
services and
products, as well
as superior
technology
through R&D in
New processes

Being vision and value-led (it is
reaching beyond or having a sense that
things could be better), by seeing the
bigger picture and integrate social
concerns with economic ones.

Autonomy Entrepreneurial Self-awareness (knowing self, what |
leaders or teams  believe in, What will | fight for?) leads
take independent  to higher autonomy and taking
action in order to  responsibility for one’s actions.
launch a new
enterprise and see
it through to
completion

Competitive The intensity of a Harness the value of inter-

aggressiveness  firm’s effort to connectedness (everything is a part and

outperform rivals

expression of oneness, interconnected
with everything else) to outperform
others by building responsible business
behavior that promotes the virtues of
honesty and integrity.

Risk-Taking

Taking risks by
traveling into the
unknown, taking
on considerable
debt, and/or
investing
considerable
resources to
initiatives in risky
circumstances

Taking meaningful actions while
respecting others (personal privacy,
physical space, and belongingness,
religion, gender, lifestyle, and
environment)

Proactiveness

A forward-
thinking,
opportunity-
seeking mindset
defined by
developing new
products and

Service towards humankind (caring,
hopeful, kind, compassionate, and
empathetic towards others; walking in
the neighbor's shoes) and feeling of
inner peace and calm (happy with self,
environment, work, and others; no
complaint with life, feeling positive
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Dimension EO SO

services ahead of  about life); provide impetus to forward-
the competition thinking.

and anticipating

future demand

Source: Author compiled

Spirituality and Sustainability are more related than they seem, and they both
engender success at both individual and organizational levels (Beehner, 2019).
Spirit provides purpose to the mind that allows the body to act. These three
components the body, mind and spirit are interconnected and essential for
sustainability. One can sense nature and society through rational and logical
analysis and scientific observations, yet a deeper sense can be gained physically
and mentally (Ikerd, 2000). It is noticed that external changes that one brings
about towards achieving sustainability are ineffective without one’s inner
change. When materialistic values such as money, material possessions,
recognition, power, and social status are held at the center of focus
unsustainable behaviors result (Ulluwishewa, 2018).

Sustainability and performance

As per the Brundtland Commission (1987), sustainability is defined as
development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs. Kraus, Niemand,
Halberstadt, Shaw, & Syrja (2017), posit, in contrast to firms that are
exclusively oriented towards profitability, a socially responsible firm is one that,
in addition to making a profit, strives to comply with applicable laws and
behaves ethically and responsibly. Sustainability literature refers to three
performance measures: economic, social, and environmental (Mullens, 2018)
and hence the term ‘triple-bottom-line’(TBL), suggesting that the people, profit,
and planet are interrelated and interact with each other in different ways
(Elkington, 1997). As such, business sustainability consists of creating both
financial value for shareholders and non-financial value for other stakeholders
(including business partners, employees, suppliers, customers, government,
society at large, etc.) (Rezaee, 2016). Successful pursuit of proactive sustainable
strategies that focus on the three performance measures requires both motivation
and attitude to deploy organizational capabilities to achieve sustainable goals
(Sharma & Sharma, 2011). Spiller (2000) suggests an “ethical scorecard" for
performance measurement, arguing that corporations may attain a triple bottom
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line of environmental, social, and financial performance. Spiller (2000) listed
four Aristotelian qualities (honesty, fairness, caring, and courage) as principles
that ethical investors look for in enterprises, as well as ten critical business
practices for six different stakeholder groups. Spiller argues, based on
international data, that corporations can perform well by doing good at no
expense.

The entrepreneurship literature is slowly evolving from economically oriented,
profit-making venture creation to being future-focused balancing efforts in
making contributions to produce economic gains, social equity, cultural
preservation, and as well as environmental quality (Majid & Koe, 2012). Dixon
and Clifford (2007), found a strong link between the entrepreneurial flair of the
CEO enabling the pursuit of environmental, social, and economic goals. Gu,
Wang, Hua, and Liu (2021) found a close relationship between entrepreneurship
and TBL of sustainable development. However still, there are only a few papers
studying sustainable development from the perspective of entrepreneurship (Gu,
Wang, Hua, & Liu, 2021).

Methodology
Towards a conceptual model

To date the link between spirituality orientation, entrepreneurial orientation, and
sustainable performance has not been explored in the entrepreneurship
literature. However, based on the existing research, we posit that these three
constructs can be integrated to provide a robust conceptual framework to study
the sustainable performance of entrepreneurial ventures.

Although the EO literature has a plethora of studies looking at the effect of EO
on performance, there is no clear agreement as to how the EO factors could be
developed further (Covin & Wales, 2019; Rauch et al., 2009). On the other
hand, the link between TBL and EO is still in its infancy (Gu et al., 2021; Majid
& Koe, 2012). Much is needed to understand how EO can effectively sustain the
TBL in the long run. As such, we must focus on the underlying tendencies that
lead to entrepreneurial behavior, such as, attitudes, beliefs, and values. These
cognitive aspects have a strong link with spirituality (Schmidt-Wilk, Heaton, &
Steingard, 2000).

Spirituality ignites from inside, connected with one’s work, others, and the
universe. Spirituality results in intuition and creativity, honesty and trust,
personal fulfillment along with a deeper commitment, and enhanced business
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performance moving away from personal benefits at the egocentric stage (Raco,
Ohoitimur, & Sobon, 2019). As a result, it can assist individuals in developing a
more compelling and purposeful organizational vision, which can lead to more
innovation. Spiritual principles can help to improve teamwork and employee
loyalty to the company that promotes innovation. Spiritual orientation helps
entrepreneurial organizations to see the bigger picture and the holistic effects of
their actions. This leads to innovative actions and creating new products and
services that enhance not only the profitability of the company but also
contributing to positive social and environmental outcomes.

Entrepreneurs make a difference or create change for the well-being of society
where spirituality fosters their intention for start-up ventures surpassing all
mental frameworks (Judge & Douglas, 2013). Entrepreneurs imagine new ways
to create value and solve problems since they are driven by the importance of
values and the purpose of entrepreneurs’ activities. Meaning, purpose and
values are also the key components of spirituality (Raco et al., 2019). A
spiritually oriented entrepreneur will not seek for their benefit, but the well-
being of others by thinking outside the box which will grow better and enjoy
economic benefits (Raco et al., 2019). With the focus only on profit-making,
modern businesses violate the integrity and diversity of natural ecosystems and
the culture of local communities. To meet real human needs (social
sustainability) and preserve nature (environmental sustainability) the economic
actors must be driven by intrinsic motivation.

Entrepreneurs who have a spiritual underpinning will encourage pro-social
businesses (Pavlovich & Corner, 2014). It is the business approach that puts the
community and people's interests before profit (Driver, 2012); create a sense of
community (Agbim et al., 2013); understand interconnectedness (Karakas,
2010), and strategically apply spirituality in offering quality services for others
(Raco, et al., 2019). A spiritual orientation provides a belief system (Pratt, 2000)
where they can justify their conduct, a distinct identity or role within that
system to encourage their actions, and a roadmap that provides a path to
success.

Entrepreneurs cope with risk, doubt, and uncertainty by expanding past
successes into the future (Cornelissen & Clarke, 2010). Mitroff and Denton
(1999) saw that spirituality reduces fear among individuals which will empower
risk-taking. Entrepreneurship scholars state that spirituality facilitates a robust
frame of reference for making decisions and influences responsible business
conduct (Fernando & Jackson, 2006) with a clear mind, creativity, and wisdom
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that will enable the economic system as a whole to indefinitely sustain its
production.

Based on the existing literature related to the spirituality, we propose a
conceptual model to capture the key roles played by spiritual orientation of the
decision-makers. Primarily drawing on the work of Singh and Premarajan
(2007), we posit that SO has many functions in the EO-TBL relationship. First,
SO could function as a mediator variable in the EO-TBL relationship providing
the fundamental basis for developing a sustainable business, grounded on a
purpose-driven vision of serving humankind, harnessing the value of
interconnectedness, and developing an organizational culture that embraces the
sustainable approach to organizational performance.

Second, SO could act as an antecedent to EO dimensions, providing the value-
based grounding that is needed to effectively exhibit entrepreneurial behavior
with a focus on sustainability. Third, SO could act as a mediator variable
between the EO-TBL link. For example, when the organization has a strong
value-based culture where spiritual values are embedded in the organizational
system, entrepreneurial behavior will be guided by these values when making
strategic moves, which in turn affect the three performance dimensions
(economic, social, and environmental). We argue that EO alone cannot sustain
the TBL. It needs a stronger foundation that goes beyond the materialistic view
of organizational outcomes. Figure 1 depicts the link between the three
constructs.
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework
Source: Author compiled based on the literature review

According to Drucker (1985), spirituality is required for organizational, social,
and economic development with ethical and improved teamwork. The meaning
of work is to lead a common goal while addressing man’s human goals such as
happiness (Bouckaert & Zsolnai, 2012). Sustainability is the protection,
development, and maintenance of society, nature, economy, and individuals
(Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). Entrepreneurs with strong spirituality-oriented
leadership may operate their firms not only to make money — for themselves and
others — but also to effectively benefit the community (Raco, et al., 2019).

Our conceptual paper offers a theoretically grounded model to operationalize a
new link in the EO literature and we have opened several investigative
possibilities to link the EO-SO-TBL relationship. Future research could
empirically test these relationships in different contexts and see the longitudinal
effects of EO-SO-TBL outcomes. Entrepreneurs must have the capability to
develop the right balance between EO dimensions and the long-term
sustainability of the firm. As a result, spirituality is required as a foundation for
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both corporate ethics and sustainability management in order to achieve the
element of "people, profit, and planet.”

Conclusions

Spiritual Orientation and EO go hand in hand in creating sustainable
organizations. We discussed the literature related to SO and EO, along with the
explanation of how they contribute to sustainable business efforts. Spiritually
grounded entrepreneurs seek with their mutually supportive outward acts, for
meaning, purpose, and happiness in the external world of business and the
internal world of consciousness and conscience. Their internal reflections
making sustainability and spirituality also mutually supportive. Finally, we have
proposed a conceptual model to operationalize these relationships and
highlighted the significance of empirically testing the EO-SO-TBL connection
in a different context. We acknowledge that the theoretical underpinnings of
entrepreneurship, spirituality and sustainability are constantly evolving. Our
conceptual framework only offers the first cut to lay a robust foundation for
future scholars to understand the theoretical boundaries of these domains and
empirically test these constructs in different contexts. Our framework shows an
integrative outcome of entrepreneurial actions and spiritual orientations; this
could support the practitioners to incorporate spirituality into their organizations
with a clear focus of developing sustainable organizations.
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