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Abstract. In the current business context, SMEs play a determining role for most regions. For this reason, more and more companies are 

adopting business strategies that lead them to maintain and increase their competitiveness. Two of these strategies are Entrepreneurial 

Orientation (EO) and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). The purpose of the study is to observe the effects that the EO has on the CSR 

and on the Corporate Performance (CPERF). In addition, it seeks to determine if the CSR has significant effects on the Corporate 

Performance, and it has also been proposed to examine the mediating effect that the CSR has between the variable EO and Corporate 

Performance. The study analyzes a sample of 488 trade and service SMEs from the Northwest region in Mexico. The information was 

collected through a self-directed survey of the manager of each SME from May to September 2018. For the analysis of the data, the 

statistical technique PLS-SEM was used (partial least squares structural equation modeling). The results report that EO has a strong 

significant effect on CSR and also on the Corporate Performance of SMEs. Furthermore, the results have corroborated that CSR is a 

mediating variable between EO and Corporate Performance. The study contributes to the development of the theory of Dynamic 

Capabilities and of Stakeholders, corroborating that SMEs that adopt EO and CSR can lead them to the permanent adoption of sustainable 

entrepreneurship and the improvement of their corporate performance results.  
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1. Introduction  

 

In past and recent times organizations have been in search of competitiveness and permanence in global markets. 

For this, it has been necessary to adopt strategies that are difficult to match and with a high degree of innovation. 

For this purpose, the managers of these companies require resources and capacities to achieve these goals 

(Andreeva & Ritala, 2016). Among these requirements are entrepreneurship-oriented capacity and creativity to 

develop high-impact business ideas for stakeholders. Entrepreneurship is associated with the level of creativity, 

with the capacity for innovation, with taking risks and with the degree of proactivity of individuals (Drucker 

2014; Zahra, & Wright 2016). Generally, experts on the subject have analyzed the behavior of this variable as a 

multidimensional construct, which considers the capacity for innovation, the ability to take risks, the ability to be 

proactive, aggressiveness and autonomy in the management of companies (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Wales, 2016). 

However, the variables that are most frequently studied in the field of business sciences are: innovation, 

proactivity and risk taking (Wales, 2016). In this same direction, various specialists in the business area and 

theoretical experts in business sustainability have expressed and confirmed that the Entrepreneurial Orientation 

(EO) provides an important number of benefits for companies (Mishra & Zachary, 2014; Nasra & Dacin, 2010; 

Zahra, 2007). These can be financial, organizational, and market specialists in the development of the Theory of 

Dynamic Capabilities (TDC) have explained that EO has become a crucial business strategy to maintain a 

competitive advantage, therefore, it is necessary to take advantage of opportunities, know the changes in the 

environment and reduce threats to through the exploration of innovation capacity (adopting new technologies) and 

the exploitation of intangible resources (organizational management capacity) with which an organization has 

available (Aagaard, 2016; Teece, 2007, 2016). Another key dynamic capability that is linked to business strategy 

is the case of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), which has been one of the most recurring sustainability 

strategies in the last two decades by company managers.  

 

However, in order to achieve these benefits within and outside the company and more so for small and medium-

sized enterprises (SMEs), it is necessary to bring down some obstacles such as: 1) the poor strategic vision of 

managers or investors, 2) little importance in creativity, innovation and orientation towards entrepreneurship, 3) 

high CSR regulations, 4) high costs of implementation in certifications, 5) little social and environmental 

commitment of employees, and 6) high competition with multinational companies (Gibb, 2007; Hernández et al., 

2010; Terán-Yépez et al., 2020; Tiba et al., 2020; Zahra et al., 2006). All this has led to the arrival of new 

business models focused on corporate sustainability and are gradually leaving benefits focused only on traditional 

models that benefit shareholders (Carroll, 1991; Friedman, 2007). Therefore, sustainable business models 

incorporate a triple bottom line approach and consider multiple benefits for stakeholders, where they generally 

include ethical, environmental and social aspects (Cavaleri & Shabana, 2018; McWilliams et al., 2016; Seaborn et 

al., 2020). The conceptualization of CSR has been in constant evolution, the stakeholders theory being the most 

predominant in research, as it contemplates the voluntary actions and behaviors that companies undertake towards 

their internal and external clients, in ethical and legal terms, social, economic and environmental (Freeman et al., 

2010; Hsueh, 2015; Spence, 2016). The literature on sustainable entrepreneurship has exposed an important 

variety of business models, from which SMEs can adopt to improve their corporate performance, among which 
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are: 1) circular business model, which is characterized in that in most cases they are closing, slowing down, 

intensifying, dematerializing or narrowing resource loops, these models have given rise to the business model 

based on the circular economy (Carayannis et al., 2018; Kalmykova et al., 2018), 2) social enterprises: business 

models that aim at social impact by generating profitability derived from economic activity or by completely 

reinvesting them (Nosratabadi et al., 2019), and 3) product and service system: these are business models that 

integrate the offer of functional products and services with substantial benefits and results for customers 

(Carayannis et al., 2012; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017, 2018), these approaches and/or models have been adapted to 

different contexts and productive sectors that have contributed to the sustainable development of various regions 

of the world (Abdelkafi & Täuscher, 2016; Nosratabadi et al., 2019).  

 

Commonly, for SMEs in the commerce and service sector, the EO is not applied in its entirety, due to internal and 

external barriers that prevent the adoption of innovative actions, it is also common for these companies to have 

limited financial resources, little commitment from all stakeholders employees for the development of creativity, 

taking high risks in projects is not the priority and sustainable actions aimed at offering socially responsible goods 

and services have been a difficult task to adopt (Eggers, 2020). However, it has been shown that to be more 

competitive and face global economic crises it is advisable and important to focus on entrepreneurial-oriented 

strategies (Eggers, 2020) . In the current context, the most active entrepreneurial activity is centered in the United 

States of America, Europe and Asia (Feng et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2020), the latter being the one that has stood 

out with the presence of emerging companies with innovative products in different parts of the world (Brink, 

2018; Donbesuur et al., 2020). In this sense, the literature on entrepreneurship orientation states that companies 

must act proactively, innovatively and with tolerance to risk to respond to the demands of society and markets in a 

socially responsible way, with ethical behaviors that integrate the social, environmental and economic interests of 

stakeholders (Covin & Lumpkin, 2011; Donbesuur et al., 2020). In short, it is clear that companies that adopt 

ethical and legal practices lead them to reduce risks and errors in decision-making, however the level of 

proactivity and innovation can be seriously affected (Tuan, 2015). On the other hand, companies oriented to 

sustainability and ecological practices tend to be more innovative and proactive, but they are betting on a return 

on investment and long-term corporate performance and with greater risk (Carroll, 2018; McWilliams et al., 

2016). These risks are more acute in SMEs, because when trying to voluntarily change towards sustainable 

entrepreneurship, their resources and management capacities are more limited (Terán-Yépez et al., 2020; Tiba et 

al., 2020). In the theoretical and empirical review, it has been detected that there are few studies focused on the 

analysis of business models oriented towards the influence of the EO on CSR and CPERF in SMEs (Stewart & 

Roth, 2007; Zahra, 2008). In most of the works analyzed, they focus on studying large corporations from different 

regions where countries have highly developed economic, political and social levels (Cooren, 2020; Kaplan & 

Kinderman, 2020; Perrini, 2006; Winkler et al., 2020). Due to the recent incursion of sustainable entrepreneurship 

(innovative actions based on social, economic and environmental practices) in organizations at a global level and 

more in the business practices of SMEs, but in addition to the lack of consistency in the literature and in the effect 

significant in financial performance, the study contributes to the development of the theory of dynamic 

capabilities (Jiang et al., 2018; Terán-Yépez et al., 2020).  

 

In the Mexican context, SMEs represent 99% of the total companies registered in the country (about 6 million 

businesses), of which 60% are focused on the commerce sector, 30% on the services sector and 10% belongs to 

the industrial sector (manufacturing) (INEGI, 2019). On the other hand, Mexican companies (microenterprises) 

are characterized by being within the informal economy, these data represent 60% of the total generation of the 

economy in the country, although it is below the global average it is still a figure alarming (ILO, 2016). Despite 

the fact that in Mexico there are strong technological limitations (lack of internet connectivity coverage) and the 

promotion of innovation for social, political and economic development, the country is among those highlighted 

by the development of new enterprises (GEM, 2018; OECD, 2018). According to GEM (2020), Mexico has 
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important challenges to develop the entrepreneurial spirit and the culture of entrepreneurship, among which the 

following stand out: 1) the few government programs to promote entrepreneurship, 2) financing with high interest 

rates, 3) lack of entrepreneurial education during training school, 4) high internal market regulations, and 5) little 

investment in research and development for innovation. On the other hand, the lack of government initiatives to 

promote business sustainability has been rare and a barrier to the development of sustainable entrepreneurship. In 

Mexico, companies are not required to go through certification processes related to sustainability or corporate 

social responsibility, only large companies are the ones that are voluntarily pushing these initiatives with force 

(UNO, 2019). 

 

From the previous context, the study focuses on the contribution to the development of literature from two 

perspectives: 1) It contributes to the development of the EO literature as a strategy of dynamic capability of 

SMEs, and 2) It contributes to the development of Stakeholder theory through CSR analysis in SMEs with an 

economy in a developing country. The research work has the following objectives: 1. Analyze the effects that EO 

has on CSR and Corporate Performance, 2. Determine if CSR has significant effects on Corporate Performance, 

and 3. Examine the mediating effect that has the CSR between the variable EO and the Corporate Performance 

that is generated in the SMEs of the Northwest region of Mexico. In addition, the study answers the research 

questions: 1) The EO can be a dynamic capability that raises the CSR level and that improves the Corporate 

Performance in the SMEs trade and service of the Northwest of Mexico? 2) What are the strategic actions of EO 

that are most applied by SMEs trade and service in Northwestern Mexico, and 3) What are the CSR practices that 

are most developed by SMEs in Northwest Mexico? The document includes a review of the literature, the 

justification of the hypotheses, the method used, the measurement of the variables, the main findings, discussions 

and conclusions. 
  

2. Review and Theoretical-Empirical Justification of the Hypotheses 

 

2.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation, its Relationship with CSR and Corporate Performance 

Entrepreneurial Orientation, in recent years, has been viewed as a dynamic capability and a superior value 

strategy for organizations (Teece, 2009; Zahra et al., 2006). Its conceptual origins derive from the literature of 

entrepreneurship, therefore, EO encompasses the configuration of practices, the adoption and application of 

policies in the processes that allow the creation of rational actions and decisions within the company (Lumpkin & 

Dess, 2015). Main researchers in the contextualization and measurement of EO have been Miller (1983) and  

Covin and Slevin (1991), who, in addition to determining that it is a multidimensional construct, have concluded 

that it is defined as a business strategy that is made up of actions, intentions and abilities, both individual and 

collective: 1) the capacity for innovation (leadership in innovation requires a strong investment in research and 

development for the generation of new products, changes in existing products, generation of new working 

techniques and adoption of new technologies in the processes) (Teece, 2010; Weerawardena & Mavondo, 2011), 

2) proactivity: -human capacity to face the risks of the external environment- (must show a competitive posture, 

be the first to introduce new products, make bold decisions before competitors, show environmental boldness, 

make rational decisions, etc., (Wales, 2016; Zhao & Smallbone, 2019) and, 3) take risks (ease of propensity to 

take risks in projects with high risk and high return, value the cost-benefit) that assumes a business (Donbesuur et 

al., 2020; Lisboa et al., 2011). All this mix of capabilities leads companies to explore and take advantage of new 

opportunities, improve their performance in highly competitive markets and generate sustainable competitive 

advantages (Drucker, 2014; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). 

 

However, these classic trends have explained very little the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation or 

(intra-entrepreneurship) with the Theory of Stakeholders and the strategy of Corporate Social Responsibility, 

therefore, authors such as Teece (2007) and Newey and Zahra (2009), through their postulates and models have 
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developed the theory of Dynamic Capabilities. They have given great importance to the incursion of business 

strategies oriented towards entrepreneurship, innovation, technology, knowledge management, sustained financial 

profitability, but they have also studied and incorporated into their models’ sustainable practices such as corporate 

social responsibility in organizations of different dimensions. From an empirical perspective, recent studies have 

concluded that there is a strong relationship between EO and CSR in SMEs. We highlight the research of Isaak & 

Logic (1999) and Wagner (2010) who have linked green and social entrepreneurship to sustainable 

entrepreneurship, as three categories that share the common objective of positive environmental impact. Adomako 

& Nguyen(2020), also in a context of SMEs, observe EO as a key capability, able to create sustained competitive 

advantage for companies. Under the view of dynamic capabilities theory, greater levels of EO provide the 

company with available resources and the possibility to undertake CSR activities (Adomako & Nguyen, 2020). 

This way, EO facilitates the implementation of CSR activities, making its skills available to the company, so that 

it uses its internal resources and applies them in the CSR strategy. Iqbal & Malik (2019), analyzed the effects of 

EO through the engagement of SMEs in CSR practices. The results revealed that EO is positively associated with 

the engagement on sustainable practices, particulary regarding the environment, human resource management, 

and community and local development.  

   

In addition, there are other results that have informed that SMEs, managers and entrepreneurs who take risks and 

who focus on innovation and technological development have managed to generate co-creation of value through 

the adoption of sustainable actions, the same as the leads to penetrate new market niches riddled with customers 

with greater awareness and ecological and environmental demands (Broadstock et al., 2019; Multaharju et al., 

2017), however, the issue of sustainability has become a critical strategy for managers of SMEs (Liu, C. H. S., & 

Huang, 2020). From another perspective, some researchers have revealed that there is evidence that in some cases 

these practices lead companies to adopt certifications and drive them towards internationalization, positively 

impacting interest groups (Ayuso & Navarrete-Báez, 2018; Calic & Mosakowski, 2016; Moratis & Cochius, 

2017; Schaltegger & Wagner, 2017). On the other hand, in the context of corporate performance, this variable is 

significantly affected by EO. Various authors have agreed that SMEs, oriented towards creativity, innovation and 

risk-taking, are more likely to increase their sales, improve their profits and achieve a greater competitive 

advantage (Linton et al., 2007; Martin & Javalgi, 2016). In addition, entrepreneurship-oriented SME managers 

have a strong propensity for new product innovation, improved business strategies that drive value creation, and 

drives toward higher levels of corporate performance for business stakeholders (Eshima & Anderson, 2017; Wang 

et al., 2020), besides, the EO focused on sustainability practices becomes more difficult to fulfill when global 

economic conditions are more turbulent for most SMEs in different regions (Ayuso & Navarrete-Báez, 2018; 

Laskovaia et al., 2019). The previous information justifies that EO is a predictor of the success of corporations 

(Kraus et al., 2012) and has a significant influence on corporate performance and value creation (Covin & Slevin, 

1989). At the same time, Chege, Wang, and Leparan Suntu (2020) examines the link between EO and firm 

performance in Kenya obtaining positive results and recommending entrepreneurial actions of all type in the 

organization to achieve greater corporate performance. Similarly, Shafique and Saeed (2020) examine the impact 

of EO on corporate performance by considering environmental dynamism as a potential moderator. 

 

Other important studies in this context of business strategy that have been developed in different economies such 

as Mexico, Spain and China, have shown that the EO is due to the level of innovation capacity, proactivity and 

risk-taking of companies to be able to raise corporate performance (Basco, Hernández-Perlines, & Rodríguez-

García 2020). This behavior is manifested in recently created companies and in small businesses. Therefore, from 

a strategic vision, companies with EO and the capacity for innovation, which create and develop new products 

and with greater risk assessment in highly competitive markets are viewed as strategies that become dynamic 

capacities to achieve exponential and sustained results in organizational and financial terms (Lisboa et al., 2011; 

Monteiro et al., 2019). The following hypotheses arise from the previous context:  
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Hypothesis 1 (H1). The more entrepreneurial orientation, the higher the level of practices of Corporate Social 

Responsibility in SMEs.  

 

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The more entrepreneurial orientation, the higher level of corporate performance (SMEs). 

 

2.2. The Relationship of CSR and Corporate Performance 

The literature has exposed that CSR practices are decisive for business sustainability. Furthermore, CSR is a 

concept that is made up of economic, social and environmental aspects (McWilliams et al., 2016; Schaltegger et 

al., 2016; Tasdemir et al., 2018). Starting from the Stakeholder theory, CSR can be defended as those companies 

that adopt voluntary practices focused on ethical, legal, social, economic and environmental actions to benefit 

employees, shareholders, suppliers, customers, society and other organizations (Carroll, 2018; Freeman et al., 

2010). In the literature, the positive effect that CSR has on corporate performance has been largely discussed, it is 

common to find in literature that CSR produces greater social innovation, greater image, greater reputation and, 

consequently, better performance organizational economic and financial business (Hadj, 2020; McWilliams et al., 

2006). However, for SMEs, the road is long to achieve all these benefits, this mainly depends on the size, 

resources and entrepreneurial capabilities (Ortiz-Avram et al., 2018a), in addition, SMEs tend to focus on a 

narrow niche of interest groups, all this contrasts with what is practiced in large companies (Magrizos et al., 

2020).  

 

However, the relationship between CSR and company performance is not yet fully defined and may vary 

according to operational conditions and the nature of each company (Carroll, 2016; Friedman, 2007). Research on 

endogeneity in the CSR area has explained that there is a divergence in the effect that CSR has on Corporate 

Performance. Empirical studies have shown that there can be a unidirectional and bidirectional relationship, 

however, it has been observed that there is a direct correlation between both constructs (CSR-Corporate 

Performance), but in addition, there are other variables that can act as mediators to obtain a direct positive effect 

and indirect on financial performance (Liu et al., 2020). Intangible variables such as knowledge, entrepreneurial 

orientation (innovation, proactivity and risk taking) and company size can help improve this correlation 

(Martínez-Campillo et al., 2013). Researchers on the subject have expressed that companies that focus on 

sustainable ventures have managed to generate trust and loyalty towards their clients, generate higher sales, raise 

their image, improve the reputation level and, consequently, manage to increase their financial profits (Martinez-

Conesa et al., 2017; Naseem et al., 2020; Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2020; Tang & Tang, 2012). In this same context of 

SMEs, these organizations have been adopting business models based on innovation and sustainability, and with a 

greater concern and focus on customers and society, actions positively affect performance financial (Broadstock 

et al., 2019; Veronica et al., 2019). In this same direction, recent studies have expressed that the CSR is a business 

strategy that drives financial results, increases business reputation, improves customer satisfaction and is a 

measuring strategy to achieve competitive advantage (Cantele & Zardini, 2018; Gupta & Gupta, 2020).  

 

There are numerous researches that link CSR with corporate performance. Literature indicates that firms which 

are carrying out CSR actions finally perform better. We can find empirical evidence about this relationship 

(Orlitzky, 2011; Pivato et al., 2007). Some authors provide evidence about how CSR practices in African 

companies generate performance improvement (Lindgreen et al., 2009). On the other hand, a study in China 

evidences that environmental CSR results on a corporate performance, higher in polluting industries with lower 

state ownership (Hu et al., 2018). More studies confirm this relationship with economic and social dimensions 

(Halme et al., 2020; Lindgreen et al., 2009; Reverte et al., 2016; Valdez-Juárez, 2017). Also, the developed by 

Gallardo-Vázquez, Valdez-Juárez, and Castuera-Díaz (2019) expresses this relationship in Spanish SMEs, while 

expressing a very complete link between the variables under study with others, such as innovation, reputation and 
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competitive success in a context similar to the one under study. The paper of Lau, Lee, and Jung (2018) 

investigates the relationships between CSR and operational performance in the context of Korea´s manufacturing 

industry and concludes that CSR can significantly affect operational performance. Herrera Madueño et al. (2016), 

analyzed the existence of a direct or mediated relationship between the development of CSR practices and 

competitive performance from a multi-stakeholder perspective, coinciding with our theoretical framework of 

study. Results indicate that CSR practices contribute to increase the corporate performance both directly and 

indirectly, considering the ability of the companies to manage their groups of interests. Supported by these 

previous investigations and from the theoretical and empirical review, we emit the following hypothesis:  

 

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Corporate social responsibility positively influences the increase Corporate Performance of 

SMEs (see Figure 1). 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model  

Source: Authors 

 

 

 

3. Materials and Methods  

 

3.1. Sample and data 

The study is causal-predictive quantitative in nature and based on the principles of stratified sampling for finite 

populations. The population is formed of SMEs (10 to 250 employees) established in the region of Sonora, Baja 

California and Sinaloa which make up the Northwest area of Mexico, companies have been segmented according 

to the activity criteria, the productive sectors that participating in the study are companies dedicated to trade and 

service activities. The number of companies in each of the strata built has been obtained from the economic 

census information provided by the National Statistical Directory of Economic Units (DENUE) of the National 

Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI, 2018). In Sonora there are 80,046 SMEs (55% services and 45% 
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trade), in Baja California there are 90,045 SMEs (56% services and 44% trade) and in the Sinaloa region there are 

87,593 SMEs (53% services and 47% trade) (INEGI, 2018). To calculate the probabilistic sample, a formula for 

populations of no more than 500 thousand subjects was used (see Table 1) (Naing et al., 2006). The sample size 

was determined to achieve that the maximum margin of error for the estimation of a proportion (relative 

frequency of response in a specific item of a question) was less than 0.045 points with a confidence level of 95%. 

The technique for collecting the information was through a personal interview (questionnaire) addressed to the 

manager of the companies that were the object of study. The field work was carried out during the months of May 

to September of the year 2018. Finally, a sample of 488 companies was obtained of which 38% are from the 

Sonora region, 32% from the Baja California region and 30% from the Sinaloa region. Other characteristics of the 

companies are: 31.6% belongs to the trade sector and 68.4% to the services sector and 288 are small companies 

and 200 are medium-sized companies. (See Table 2). 

 
Table 1. Sample calculation. 

Data Conversion 

N 257,684 Total population (SMEs) 

p 50% 0.50 

q 50% 0.50 

δ 95% 1.96 

e 4.5% 0.05 

n 473 Total sample (SMEs) 

Note: Table 1 presents the results of the calculation of the sample for populations of less than 500 thousand subjects. N = population, p = 

probability in favor, q = probability against, δ = confidence level, e = margin of error and, n = total sample.  

Source: compiled by authors 

 
Table 2. Sample characteristics. 

 Size of the Company Total 

Activity sector Small Business 

10 a 50 employees 

Medium Business 

51 a 250 employees 

 

 Trade 86 68 154 

Service 202 132 334 

Total 288 200 488 

Note: Table 2 shows the characteristics of the companies participating in the study, such as: size (small and medium business), based on the 

number of employees. In addition, this Table 2 shows the business activity sector (Trade and Service).  

Source: compiled by authors 

 

3.2. Instrument design (questionnaire) 

The questionnaire used is made up of two main blocks. The first includes general company data (sector of 

activity, size and location of the company) and the second block is made up of 7 constructs: 1) Innovative activity 

(5 items), 2 ) Risk Taking (3 items), 3) Proactivity (4 items), 4) Corporate-social social responsibility (5 items), 5) 

Corporate-economic responsibility (4 items), 6) Corporate responsibility- Environmental (3 items) and, 7) 

Corporate Performance (6 items) (see Appendix 1). For the design of the items of each construct, a careful review 

of current and classic literature has been carried out. The design and measurement of the variables is based on the 

literature focused on the theory of dynamic capabilities (Entrepreneurial Orientation) and Stakeholders (Corporate 

Social Responsibility-Corporate Performance). Analysis of response bias and statistical validation of each 

construct are discussed in the following sections. 
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3.3. Variance Test of Common-Variance Method (CMV)  

Due to the different problems that it represents for most investigations when data collected from the same source 

of information is used, the Common-Variance Method (CVM) has represented one of the main challenges in the 

field of science, social and business management (Gorrell et al., 2011; Podsakoff et al., 2003). In our study we 

validated the questions contained in the questionnaire through experts in the area and with a pilot test of the 

survey with 10% of the final sample. However, this is not enough to eliminate the bias in the responses, so we 

have followed the recommendations issued by Podsakoff et al., (2003), the Harman single factor test (Common-

Variance Method, CVM) is necessary to perform the following procedure: 1) run a factor analysis of all the 

exogenous latent and endogenous latent constructs of the model and then an analysis of the main components 

without selecting any type of rotation method, and 2) the values of the non-rotated components should be 

analyzed and the number of factors that complement the variance. Once this analysis was carried out through the 

statistical software SPSS version 23, the results have shown that our proposed theoretical model is built by 6 

factors, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test is 0.922 and 99% significant (see Table 3), furthermore, the total 

variance explained shows a value of 57.91% and the first non-rotated factor is 30.88%.  

 

 
Table 3. KMO and Bartlett test. 

Indicators Value 

 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin sample adequacy measure .922 

 Approximate Chi-Square 8,798.114 

 gl 561 

 Sig. Bartlett's sphericity test .000 

Note: Table 3 provides the data on the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and the Bartlett's sphericity test for significance.  

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

This information allows us to infer and demonstrate that our model has no indication that there is only one factor. 

As well as, these results reveal that the first unrotated factor is less than the total value of the variance; therefore, 

this eliminates and reduces the presence of response bias from the CMV test (see Table 3). As an additional test to 

combat CMV, we have followed the recommendations of Bagozzi and Yi (1988) and Brahma (2009). These 

experts in the field propose to perform the correlation matrix procedure of the latent variables for models 

constructed and analyzed with PLS-SEM. Therefore, in their conclusions and suggestions they propose that the 

value of correlations between constructs should be less than 0.9. According to the analysis of this Harman test 

through the correlation matrix, the results confirm that CMV is not a problem for the model proposed in this study 

(see Table 4).  

 
Table 4. Total variance explained (extraction method: main components analysis). 

Component Total % of variance % accumulated Total % of variance % accumulated 

1 10.499 30.88 30.88 10.50 30.88 30.88 

2 2.520 7.41 38.29 2.52 7.41 38.29 

3 1.679 4.94 43.23 1.68 4.94 43.23 

4 1.426 4.19 47.42 1.43 4.19 47.42 

5 1.284 3.78 51.20 1.28 3.78 51.20 

6 1.161 3.41 54.61 1.16 3.41 54.61 

7 1.121 3.30 57.91 1.12 3.30 57.91 

8 0.952 2.80 60.71    

9 0.904 2.66 63.37    
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Source: compiled by authors. 

 

 

 

Table 5. Correlations of the constructs. 

 CSR (Econ) CSR (Env) CSR (Soc) CPERF IA PRO RT 

CSR (Econ) 1.000 0.630 0.728 0.570 0.632 0.532 0.626 

CSR (Env) 0.630 1.000 0.666 0.461 0.514 0.484 0.525 

CSR (Soc) 0.728 0.666 1.000 0.521 0.634 0.574 0.607 

CPERF 0.570 0.461 0.521 1.000 0.510 0.489 0.502 

Innovative Attitude 0.632 0.514 0.634 0.510 1.000 0.540 0.773 

Proactivity 0.532 0.484 0.574 0.489 0.540 1.000 0.491 

Risk Taking 0.626 0.525 0.607 0.502 0.773 0.491 1.000 

Note: Table 5 shows the correlation matrix of the constructs (CSR-Economic, Environmental and Social, Financial Performance-FPERF, 

Innovative Attitude-IA, Proactivity-PRO and Risk Taking-RT) of the theoretical model to strengthen the analysis of the Harman Test on 

CMV using the PLS-SEM technique.  

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

 

3.4. Measurement of the variables 

For the statistical treatment of the measurement model with multidimensional constructs of the first order 

(reflective variables) and second order (formative variables), in mode B (approximation to the multidimensional 

model with causal relationships) the two-step approach has been followed, suggested by Wright et al., (2012). 

This technique is widely used in the area of social sciences, business and marketing sciences, a method that 

consists of the construction and analysis of the model variables using latent variable scores. For this, it is 

recommended, in a first stage, to estimate the aggregate scores of the dimensions of the first-order constructs and 

in a second stage, these aggregate scores are used to model the second-order construct (Sarstedt et al., 2019). The 

theoretical and operational measurement of the constructs that make up the proposed theoretical model is shown 

below: 

 

Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO). This variable was measured as a second-order multidimensional construct and 

as a variable of formative type in mode B, this type of variables does not need to be correlated and it is assumed 

that they are free of error, therefore it is important to clarify that the traditional evaluation reliability and validity 

10 0.870 2.56 65.93    

11 0.842 2.48 68.40    

12 0.813 2.39 70.79    

13 0.758 2.23 73.02    

14 0.667 1.96 74.98    

15 0.641 1.89 76.87    

16 0.601 1.77 78.64    

17 0.587 1.73 80.36    

18 0.563 1.66 82.02    

19 0.560 1.65 83.67    

20 0.507 1.49 85.16    

21 0.486 1.43 86.59    

22 0.465 1.37 87.95    

23 0.446 1.31 89.26    

24 0.423 1.25 90.51    
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is considered not applicable (Bagozzi, 1994). The validity test for these constructs should be carried out based on 

theoretical reasoning and with the opinion of the experts (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006; Diamantopoulos & 

Winklhofer, 2001), however other tests have been applied to guarantee the validity and reliability of the 

constructs (Chin & Dibbern, 2010). To develop the measurement scales for this construct, the studies developed 

by Miller (1983), Covin and Slevin (1991) and Zahra et al., (2006). This variable was measured using a 7-point 

Likert-type scale, with 1 = Totally disagree and 7 = Completely agree. This variable has been disaggregated into: 

1) Innovative Attitude, measured with 5 questions (Covin & Wales, 2012), 2) Risk Taking, measured with 3 

questions (Knight, 1997), and 3) Proactivity, variable measured through 4 questions (Covin & Lumpkin, 2011), 

the questions were structured in a questionnaire addressed directly to the SME manager. At the indicator level, 

possible multicollinearity, the assessment of the magnitude of the weights and their significance must be 

evaluated. Once the tests have been carried out, all the questions comply with the indicators of internal 

consistency and convergent validity. The weights of each item are in a range of 0.116 to 0.496 (Cenfetelli & 

Bassellier, 2009) and all significant at 99%, also pass the Inflation Variance Factor (IVF) tests, the results show 

that all values are below the value of 3 as recommended Diamantopoulos and Siguaw (2006), see Table 6. The 

tolerance value is less than 1 and the condition index is 12.43, value less than 30 (Belsley, 1991; Chin & Dibbern, 

2010), With this, the presence of multicollinearity is ruled out. 

 
Table 6. Validity of the construct. 

Construct FL Weights P Value T Value IVF 

Entrepreneurial Orientation      

Innovative Attitude      

Invest in new product development 0.704 0.250 0.000 4.025 1.766 

Take advantage of market opportunities 0.732 0.116 0.000 1.877 1.614 

Constant introduction of new products and services 0.888 0.479 0.000 7.341 1.829 

Introduction of technology in products and processes 0.686 0.156 0.000 2.495 1.936 

Significant process improvements 0.800 0.259 0.000 3.356 2.253 

Risk Taking      

Make decisions evaluating financial results 0.819 0.496 0.000 9.480 1.629 

Invest financial resources in new projects 0.711 0.290 0.000 4.283 1.960 

Avoid generating unnecessary costs and expenses 0.788 0.492 0.000 8.306 2.224 

Proactivity      

We are the first to introduce new products 0.821 0.321 0.000 3.565 1.936 

We serve the demands of the market 0.867 0.334 0.000 2.797 2.361 

We adopt new technology to our processes 0.689 0.224 0.000 2.633 1.531 

We are in the competitive fight of the sector 0.843 0.348 0.000 3.394 1.999 

Note: Table 6 shows the reliability and validity of the EO constructs (Innovative Attitude, Risk Taking and Proactivity), through the values 

of: Factorial Load (FL), Weights, P Value, Value of T and the Factor of the Inflation of Variance (IVF).  

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), was measured as a second-order multidimensional construct of formative 

type in mode B. For its theoretical and empirical measurement, the relationship it has with entrepreneurial 

orientation and corporate performance has been considered. The studies of Carroll (1999), Freeman et al., (2010) 

and McWilliams et al., (2016), have been taken as a reference to develop the measurement scales for this 

construct. This variable is made up of Social Responsibility (5 questions) (Freeman et al., 2010; Gallardo-

Vázquez et al., 2013), Economic Responsibility (4 questions) (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001; McWilliams et al., 

2006) and Environmental Responsibility (3 questions) (A. B. Carroll, 1999; Freeman et al., 2010). To do this, a 

total of 12 structured questions were constructed in the questionnaire that has been provided to the manager to 

identify and qualify the activities in the area of social responsibility that the company has carried out in the last 3 

years, for this, a 7-point Likert-type scale was used with 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree. All the 

questions meet the indicators of the measurement model such as internal consistency and convergent validity. The 
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weights of each item are in a range of 0.218 to 0.466 and all significant to 99% (Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009), 

they also pass the Inflation Variance Factor (IVF) tests, all values are below the value of 3 as recommended 

Diamantopoulos and Siguaw (2006), see Table 7. The tolerance value is less than 1 and the condition index is 

21.99, value less than 30 (Belsley, 1991; Chin & Dibbern, 2010), with this, the presence of multicollinearity is 

ruled out. 

 

 
Table 7. Validity of the construct. 

Construct FL Weights P Value t Value IVF 

CSR      

CSR (Social)      

We promote employee training 0.806 0.274 0.000 4.256 2.082 

We have salaries above the sector 0.739 0.241 0.000 3.058 1.732 

We have flexible work policies 0.773 0.256 0.000 4.166 1.887 

We try to improve the quality of life of the worker 0.783 0.296 0.000 4.823 1.937 

We participate in social projects with the community 0.782 0.218 0.000 3.836 2.017 

CSR (Economic)      

Purchases with local suppliers are encouraged 0.789 0.395 0.000 6.238 1.937 

We have relationships with responsible suppliers 0.666 0.208 0.000 3.476 1.621 

Product prices are reasonable 0.805 0.345 0.000 5.261 1.801 

There are guarantees on the products for the client 0.756 0.360 0.000 6.554 1.674 

CSR (Environmental)      

Our processes have little environmental impact 0.811 0.450 0.000 6.171 1.720 

We value the introduction of renewable energy 0.842 0.466 0.000 5.357 1.818 

We are in favor of reducing gases and pollutants 0.797 0.305 0.000 3.763 1.806 

Note: Table 7 shows the reliability and validity of the CSR constructs (Social, Economic and Environmental), through the values of: 

Factorial Load (FL), Weights, P Value, Value of T and the Factor of the Inflation of Variance (IVF).  

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

Corporate Performance (CPERF). This one-dimensional construct was measured as reflective in mode A. Based 

on the theoretical review carried out on the profitability related to Entrepreneurship and Corporate Social 

Responsibility, this variable was measured taking as reference the studies developed by Teece (2007),  Peters and 

Mullen (2009) and Lomberg et al., (2017). The variable has been measured with 6 questions asked in a 

questionnaire addressed to managers expressing their answers in corporate performance results obtained by the 

company in the last 3 years. To do this, a 7-point Likert scale with 1 = poor performance and 7 = high 

performance was used. All questions meet the internal consistency and validity indicators. The factorial loads of 

the items are in a range of 0.739 to 0.792 and all significant to 99%, in addition this factor surpasses the indicators 

of compound reliability (0.889), Cronbach’s alpha (0.890) and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE = 0.573) as 

suggested by Hair et al., (2017), see Table 8. 

 
Table 8. Internal consistency and convergent validity. 

Construct FL P Value t Value CR CA AVE 

Corporate Performance    0.889 0.890 0.573 

Increase in profits 0.744 0.000 28.835    

Increased sales 0.764 0.000 21.779    

Contribution margin increase 0.792 0.000 31.364    

Increased market share 0.760 0.000 26.229    

Increased customer satisfaction 0.739 0.000 24.759    

Increase in the image of the company 0.739 0.000 25.748    

Note: Table 8 shows the reliability and validity of the Corporate Performance construct, through the values of: Factor Load (FL), P Value, 

T Value, Composite Reliability (CR), Crobach’s Alpha (CA) and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE).  

Source: compiled by authors. 
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Table 9 shows the results of the discriminant validity test of all the constructs of the proposed model. For this we 

have considered what was suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015a), 

which considers that the amount of variance that a construct captures from its indicators (AVE), must be greater 

than the variance that the construct shares with other constructs. The (diagonal) results of the vertical and 

horizontal AVE are below the correlation between the constructs (Henseler et al., 2015b).  

 
Table 9. Discriminant Validity. 

Construct EO IA RT PRO CSR CSRS CSRECON CSRENV CPERF 

EO 0.930         

IA 0.729 0.931        

RT 0.715 0.711 0.926       

PRO 0.707 0.699 0.657 0.909      

CSR 0.703 0.668 0.645 0.602 0.907     

CSR (Soc) 0.656 0.626 0.597 0.574 0.712 0.905    

CSR (Econ) 0.654 0.614 0.588 0.532 0.675 0.639 0.871   

CSR(Env) 0.550 0.516 0.510 0.484 0.662 0.666 0.629 0.836  

CPERF 0.533 0.485 0.494 0.489 0.592 0.522 0.654 0.461 0.757 

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

4. Results 

 

4.1. Structural Model 

According to the nature of the research and the design of the theoretical model with formative and reflective 

variables, to validate and/or test the hypotheses proposed in this investigation with greater precision, the statistical 

technique PLS-SEM (Partial Least Square, Structural Equations Model) in version 3.3.2 Professional has been 

followed (Ringle et al., 2015). The use of this second generation multivariate technique is appropriate in 

predictive, exploratory, and confirmatory research (Henseler et al., 2016). The PLS-SEM technique is one of the 

most used by researchers for having a predictive causal approach that combines principal component analysis 

with ordinary least squares regressions. Furthermore, the use of PLS-SEM is appropriate to analyze complex 

models, but also when there are more than 2 formative constructs and when the literature is under construction or 

underdeveloped (Joseph F. Hair et al., 2019). PLS works with blocks of variables (components) and estimates the 

values or parameters of the model by maximizing the explained variance of the dependent variables (latent and 

observed) (Chin, 1998). Also, PLS does not impose any specific distribution assumption as the normality test for 

the model indicators, because it does not need the observations to be independent of each other. Also, PLS solves 

problems of skewed distributions in the manifest rather than symmetric variables and multicollinearity is not a 

problem between the latent variables and the indicators (Esposito et al., 2010).Table 10 shows the results of the β 

coefficient, the degree of significance (p value), the importance of the distribution of the values using the 

Student’s t test and the Standard Deviation (SD). To test the hypothesis, the bootstrapping procedure was used 

with 5,000 sub-samples as recommended Chin (1998).  
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Table 10. Results of the hypothesis test. 

Hypothesis Beta  

Value 

T 

Score 

SD P  

Value 

f 2 Percentile 

CI 

(5%) 

 

 

(95) 

BiasCorrected   

CI 

(5%) 

 

 

(95) 

Result 

H1. EO->RSC 0.761*** 27.916 0.027 0.000 1.374 0.710 0.801 0.710 0.800 Supported 

H2. EO->CPERF 0.321*** 4.992 0.065 0.000 0.095 0.212 0.422 0.209 0.424 Supported 

H3. RSC-

>CPERF 

0.349*** 6.109 0.058 0.000 0.089 0.254 0.442 0.257 0.448 Supported 

 

Note: n = 5000 subsamples: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001; ns: non-significant (one-tailed t Student) t (0.05; 4999) = 1,645; t (0.01; 

4999) = 2,327; t (0.001; 4999) = 3,092. The table shows the results of the hypotheses (beta value), the t value, the standard deviation (SD) 

and the size of the effect of the predictive model through the f2 test, and the significance levels of according to the values of: *, **, ***, 

10% to 5% and 1% respectively. 

 Source: compiled by authors. 

 

Table 9 and 10, show the results of the estimation of the structural equations made with PLS-SEM. In addition, 

the result of the explained variance of the model variables is shown. We find empirical support for all the 

hypotheses structured in the model (H1, H2 and H3). The results of the hypotheses present positive and 

significant effects at 99%. To evaluate the fit of the proposed model with SEM techniques that are based on 

variance through PLS, the following is considered: 1) the value of the path coefficients, 2) the analysis of (R2) and 

3) the values of (f2) which are significant individual measures to explain the predictive capacity of the structural 

model (Chin & Dibbern, 2010). Valuation of the algebraic sign, the magnitude and the significance of the 

coefficients. Our model coefficients are 0.761, 0.321 and 0.349, they are significant at 99%, the T values are 

greater than the value of 2 and also the confidence intervals of the percentiles and the Bias Corrected (5% and 

95%) are greater than zero, see Table 10 and 11.  

 

Assessment of the coefficient of determination R2. The analysis of the explained variance and the predictive 

power of the model through (R2), indicates the amount of variance of a construct that is explained by the predictor 

variables of that endogenous construct in the model. The results 0.578 of the CSR variable and 0.393 of the 

Corporate Performance show a substantial and/or strong effect, these parameters are above the value of 0.36 as 

recommended Sarstedt, Ringle, and Hair (2017). Furthermore, in our model we show the decomposition of R2, 

where the variance explained in an endogenous construct by another latent variable is given by the absolute value 

of the result of multiplying the path (b) coefficient by the corresponding correlation coefficient between both 

variables (see Table 11).  

 
Table 11. Result of hypothesis and decomposition of R2. 

Hypothesis Beta 

Value 

T Score SD P Value f 2 Correlation Decomposition 

of R2 

H1. EO->CSR 0.761*** 27.916 0.027 0.000 1.374 0.756 57.5% 

H2. EO->CPERF 0.321*** 4.992 0.065 0.000 0.095 0.586 18.8% 

H3. CSR->CPERF 0.349*** 6.109 0.058 0.000 0.089 0.593 20.7% 

Note: The table shows the results of the hypotheses (beta value), the t value, the standard deviation (SD), the effect size of the model and 

the explained variance (beta value x the correlation).  

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

Effect size, f2 assesses the degree to which an exogenous construct contributes to explaining a particular 

endogenous construct in terms of R2 (Cohen, 1988). The value (f 2), is measured according to the values of 0.02, 
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0.15 and 0.35 these indicate weak, medium or large effect (Ringle et al., 2017). The results of this analysis of the 

key relationships of the model are 1.374, 0.095 and 0.089, which provide on average a mean effect size or index. 

Predictive relevance of the model through the statistical test Q2 (cross-validated redundancy index). This Stone-

Geisser test is used to assess the predictive relevance of endogenous constructs in a model. The model was 

evaluated through the blindfolding technique (Ringle et al., 2017). Our values are at 0.573 for CSR and 0.388 for 

Corporate Performance (PERF). Values greater than (0) show a remarkable predictive quality, thus evidencing the 

existence of a remarkable explanatory quality of the model (Chin, 1998; Joseph F. Hair et al., 2017). To explain 

the predictive effect more precisely, we have added a goodness-of-fit test. When the standardized residual root 

mean square (SRMR) value is in a range (<0.08-0.1), there is an acceptable fit (Forkmann et al., 2016; Schuberth 

et al., 2018). Our result of 0.089 confirms that the proposed model has an acceptable predictive quality and that 

the empirical results are consistent with the theory. 

 

4.2. Simple Mediation Analysis 

To check the mediation effect of CSR between EO and Corporate Performance, we have carried out a mediation 

test. This test initially estimates the value of the direct effect (c`). In addition, it is necessary to: 1) determine the 

indirect effects (a1 x b1), through the boostrapping technique with 5000 subsamples, with confidence intervals of 

90% (Nitzl et al., 2016; Williams & MacKinnon, 2008); 2) In a second step, the magnitude of the indirect effect, 

the value of the Variance Accounted For (VAF) and the relevance of the effect to determine the type of mediation 

are determined (Carrión et al., 2017; Joseph F. Hair et al., 2017). The mediation hypotheses developed for the 

mediation effects are: H1: EO has a positive direct effect on the profitability of SMEs: H1=EOCPERF= (c`) 

and H2: The relationship between EO and Performance is positively mediated by the CSR of the SME. 

H2=EORSCCPERF. The results of this mediation analysis indicate that EO has a positive and significant 

direct effect on Performance (H1: c`), according to the value of 0.349 ***. Furthermore, it can be seen that H2 has 

been confirmed, these findings allow us to conclude that the CSR variable has a mediating effect between the EO 

variable and the Performance (H2: a1 x b1). The result of the indirect effect is 0.244 *** and a total effect of 0.593 

***. The value of the VAF is 41%, with this it is concluded that there is a complementary partial measurement 

(Nitzl et al., 2016), see Table 12 and Figure 2. 

 
Table 12. Mediation analysis. 

 
Table 12. Mediation analysis. 

 

Coefficients     Bootstrap 90%   (Confident Intervals) 

Percentiles Bias Corrected  

Direct effect     

H1: c´ 0.349sig 0.252 0.445 0.252 0.252  

a1 0.761sig 0.714 0.801 0.714 0.715 

b1 0.321sig 0.212 0.428 0.212 0.212 

Indirect effect Estimated point Percentile Bias Corrected VAF 

H2: a1 x b1 

Total effect 

0.244sig 

0.531 sig 

0.151 

 

0.343 0.152 

 

0.152 

 

41% 

Source: compiled by authors. 
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Figure 2. Mediation analysis. 

 Source: Authors. 

 

 

Conclusions 

 

In this section the discussions of the main findings of the study are issued, all based on the theory of Dynamic 

Capabilities and the theory of Stakeholders. The analysis focus on a sample of 488 SMEs established in the 

Northwest region of Mexico with a developing economy. In order to answer the research questions and 

objectives, the main findings of our research are described below. Using the results of the beta coefficients of the 

structural model carried out through PLS-SEM and the descriptive analysis of the measures of each item through 

the SPSS, the results inform that the Entrepreneurial Orientation practices that are most developed in SMEs are: 

1) The taking of risks (Make decisions evaluating financial results), 2) Innovative Attitude (Constant introduction 

of new products and services), and 3) Proactivity (We serve the demands of the market) (see Figure 2 and 

Appendix 2). Similarly, we have analyzed the Corporate Social Responsibility practices that are most developed 

in SMEs in this region, being the following: 1) CSR-Economic (Product prices are reasonable), 2) CSR-Social 

(We promote employee training), and 3) CSR-Environmental (We value the introduction of renewable energy) 

(see Figure 2 and Appendix 2). 

 

The strongest result observed in the proposed theoretical model focuses on H1, demonstrating that EO has a 

strong effect on CSR practices, which allows inferring that companies are placing greater emphasis on business 

sustainability. This is the product of the innovative attitude and strategic decisions of the managers of SMEs, 

being these actions the ones that lead them to increase their sales, improve their return on investment, increase 

their profits, maintain loyalty of the clients and, at the same time, allows the increase of their corporate 

performance. These results show a similar behavior with the theory of Dynamic Capabilities (Laskovaia et al., 

2019; Lumpkin & Dess, 2015; Teece, 2009; Zahra et al., 2006) and the Stakeholders (Cavaleri and Shabana 

2018; McWilliams et al. 2016; Zahra & Wright 2016). The practices that contribute most to good EO practices 
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are the risk taking (decision-making focused on sustainable financial results) of the businessmen, the innovative 

attitude (detection of market opportunities for the introduction of new products and services) and proactivity 

(facing the competitive fight, adapting to new technologies and satisfying the demands of the markets and 

customers) (see Figure 2). In this same direction, but with less force, H2 shows that the higher the EO in the 

SME, the Corporate Performance increases. These findings allow us to state that innovative organizations that 

take planned risks have a greater propensity to achieve the increase in more significant financial results (Basco, 

Hernández-Perlines, & Rodríguez-García 2020; Drucker 2014; Gibb 2007; Zahra & Wright 2016). These 

findings are aligned with the theory of Dynamic Capabilities and with most empirical studies (Brink, 2018; 

Teece, 2016; Zahra et al., 2014). Another of our important findings and that maintains considerable strength is 

the H3, this relationship analyzes the effect that CSR exerts on Corporate Performance. This discovery indicates 

that SMEs that are adopting new business models based on sustainability, such as ecological processes and other 

actions aimed at protecting their resources, the environment and the benefit of their stakeholders (Aagaard, 2016; 

Freeman et al., 2010; Teece, 2007), are achieving greater organizational and financial benefits (Hsueh, 2015; 

Spence, 2016). Results that are in agreement with various empirical studies (Flammer, 2015; Tang & Tang, 2012; 

Vitolla et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2019) and mainly with the Stakeholder theory (Brown & Forster, 2013; Abagail 

McWilliams et al., 2016; Spence, 2016). In addition, the study has shown that the practices that have the greatest 

impact on CSR are Economic actions (buying from local suppliers and selling products at reasonable prices), 

followed by Social ones (training of employees and participation in social projects) and Environmental projects 

(processes with a positive impact on the environment and the use of renewable energy) (see Figure 2). 

  

These findings allow us to draw a series of conclusions for the administration and management of SMEs. First of 

all, research has shown that traditional sustainability models are efficient and profitable for stakeholders, 

however, the literature has exposed that the majority of SMEs do not support CSR practices or achieve sustained 

financial returns due to the lack of a strategic plan and their weak financial and organizational capacity 

(Martinez-Conesa et al., 2017; Spence, 2016). Secondly, our study sheds light on an important finding informing 

that the combination and incorporation of Entrepreneurial Orientation is an important piece that strengthens a 

successful business sustainability model (CSR and Financial Performance), in general, the organizational and 

financial results are more significant, this has been proven through our mediation analysis and also by what is 

exposed by the literature focused on the theory of dynamic capacities, affirming that SMEs with sustainable 

models are the ones with a greater orientation to entrepreneurship and innovation capacity (Ayuso & Navarrete-

Báez, 2018; Teece, 2007, 2016; Wales, 2016). The main novel contribution in this field of business sciences is 

that the study has shown that the combination between an efficient entrepreneurial orientation and a correct 

application of corporate social responsibility practices are determining drivers to achieve greater growth, 

development and financial profitability for SMEs in developing regions such as Mexico. The link between 

companies, universities, government and society is the key to achieving increased entrepreneurship, innovation 

and regional development to increase the competitiveness of Mexican SMEs (Carayannis et al., 2012). 

 

The study has generated a series of implications, from a theoretical context the study allows: 1) contribute to the 

development of Dynamic Capabilities (concluding that SMEs innovative and entrepreneurship-oriented can raise 

their competitiveness and Corporate Performance to a higher level and to the Stakeholder theory (proving that 

SMEs are a key piece for the survival and economic, social and environmental development of most regions, 2) 

design and improve business models focused on business sustainability, and 3) provide literature on sustainable 

business for discussion among experts, researchers and the university community. From an empirical perspective, 

the study has found that: SMEs in this region are: 1) developing entrepreneurial-oriented strategies, mostly 

focused on making risky decisions but with safer financial results, on improving their capacity for innovation to 

generate new and better products for their customers and are also focusing in its proactivity through the constant 

fight for competitiveness in the sector (Laskovaia et al., 2019; Wales, 2016), 2. In addition, these SMEs are on 
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the right path towards sustainable entrepreneurship through the voluntary implementation and in some cases 

blindly (without full knowledge) of corporate social responsibility (Magrizos et al., 2020; McWilliams et al., 

2006). 2) These companies are aware that greater investment in social, economic and environmental actions can 

lead them to generate greater corporate performance, to achieve greater prestige and to attract and greater market 

coverage (Ortiz-Avram et al., 2018b; Tuan, 2015; Wales, 2016). However, the findings also inform that 

environmental actions are the least developed or practiced in these organizations, this because there is always the 

fear that this investment can become a significant expense for the finances of the business (Friedman, 2007; 

Magrizos et al., 2020). 3) Therefore, our study is extremely important for business sciences, because the 

combination of two dynamic capacities such as entrepreneurial orientation and corporate social responsibility, 

can be the right way for SMEs to become business-oriented sustainable entrepreneurship, in highly competitive 

companies within their sector and, in companies that manage to improve their more sustained financial returns 

over time (Wales, 2016; Zahra et al., 2006). All of this can be achieved through the correct deployment of their 

resources and capabilities, but also with good management of the business leaders through the individual and 

collective involvement of the members of the organization. Therefore, it is important that the leaders of this type 

of organization transmit to their collaborators (managers, supervisors and employees) the good practices they are 

developing and that they also adopt other business practices from abroad (Benchmarking). Therefore, it is 

important that these types of companies: 1) continue to adopt sustainable and innovative business models (Müller 

et al., 2018; Teece, 2010), 2) grow in a sustained and responsible way through a strategic plan (Dixit & Nanda, 

2011; Stefan Schaltegger et al., 2016), 3) make strategic decisions with the least possible risk (agile 

entrepreneurship methodologies and discovery of new markets) (Cavaleri & Shabana, 2018; Hart & Milstein, 

2003), 4) continue with the practices of innovation in products and processes, and gradually incorporate radical 

innovation (Andreeva & Ritala, 2016; Carlo et al., 2012; West et al., 2014), 5) establish ties and collaboration 

abroad with other companies and with other institutions, such as universities, research centers and training 

centers (Carayannis et al., 2012, 2018), 6) establish and strengthen ties with their employees, customers and 

suppliers (McWilliams et al., 2016; Veronica et al., 2019), 7) strengthen their current markets, in order to obtain 

sustained financial results (Multaharju et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2019) and 8) adopt certified processes at the 

regional and global levels in order to compete with other companies (adoption of a model with a focus on the 

circular economy) (Moratis & Cochius, 2017; Nosratabadi et al., 2019).  

 

The research exposes some limitations and on the other hand opens windows for the development of future lines 

of research. One of the first limitations contemplated in the work focuses on the use of a single source of 

information. This, because the data was collected from subjective perceptions expressed by the owners and/or 

managers of SMEs, which may in some cases cause bias in the results. Secondly, the sample has only been 

focused on companies in the trade and services sector, in the future the sample may cover other productive 

sectors and with a greater degree of specialization. As well as the sample has focused on specific regions and/or 

cities in Northwest Mexico. In later times, other regions of the country or other countries can be considered to 

analyze and compare the results through multigroup and/or cross-cultural analysis. The last limitation considered 

in this work refers to the measurement scales used in our model, since validated scales and questions were 

considered in contexts of regions with characteristics different from the area in which this study was carried out. 

In addition, in the future, the use of statistical analyzes that focus on examining the behavior of covariance may 

be considered. Therefore, in the short and medium term, in order to face the limitations, it is convenient to 

improve and refine the conceptual model through this type of research, by including new constructs that 

contribute to the analysis of sustainable, entrepreneurial and innovative behavior of the SME. Finally, given the 

importance of EO and CSR in small and large companies, for being factors that generate social, economic and 

financial stability at a global level, is convenient to continue with the development of this type of studies that 

consider complementary variables such as: creativity, the circular economy, open innovation and corporate 

image. 
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Appendix 1. Survey  

Dear company and/or manager, we ask you to please help us answer the following questions of this research project, thank you very much 

for your collaboration. Instructions: Please mark with an (X), in blocks I and II, in the option that you consider most appropriate and closest 

to the reality of your organization. 

 

Block I 

1. Activity sector  Trade  Service      

2. Size of the company  Small (10-50 employees)   Medium (51-250 employees)  

3. Geographical location of the company       Sonora   Baja California  Sinaloa 

 

 

Block II 

Strongly disagree-Strongly agree 

Entrepreneurial Orientation: In the last 3 years your company has: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Innovative Attitude        

Invest in new product development        

Take advantage of market opportunities        

Constant introduction of new products and services        

Introduction of technology in products and processes        

Significant process improvements        

Risk Taking 
       

Make decisions evaluating financial results        

Invest financial resources in new projects        

Avoid generating unnecessary costs and expenses        

Proactivity        

Be the first to present new products        

Quickly meet market demands        

In the adoption of new technologies for our processes        

They are always in the competitive fight in the sector.        

CSR: In the last 3 years your company has: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

CSR (Social)        

Promote employee training        

Has higher salaries than the sector        

Has flexible labor policies        

Try to improve the quality of life of the worker        

Participate in social projects with the community        

CSR (Economic)        

Purchases with local suppliers are encouraged.        

They have relationships with responsible suppliers.        
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The prices of their products are reasonable.        

There are guarantees on the products offered to the customer        

CSR (Environmental)        

Its processes have little environmental impact        

They value the adoption and use of renewable energies        

They are in favor of reducing gases and pollutants        

Poor Performance-High Performance  

Corporate Performance: In the last 3 years your company has achieved: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Increase profits (financial profits)        

Increase sales of products and services        

Increase contribution margin (costs + expenses-income)        

Increase market share in the sector        

Increase customer satisfaction        

Increase in the image of the company        
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