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Abstract
Purpose – Considering that the social-cultural context is important as in which the
entrepreneurs are embedded to conceptualise EO, the purpose of the study is to explicate the
influence of the key decision-makers’ internalised cultural values and perceptions of
government regulations, to offer nuanced explanations of micro-level variations in EO of firms
embedded in the same institutional context.
Design/methodology/approach – Using a quantitative approach, relationships are explored in
a sample of 201 Malaysian SMEs. Partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLSSEM) is used for the sample, and an additional test is conducted for a robustness check.
Findings – The study finds that three cultural values of the key decision-maker, namely
individualism, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance, exhibit a significant association with
the EO of the firms. Further, the analysis reveals that the positive effects of individualism and
masculinity are enhanced when moderated by favourable perceptions of government
regulations to entrepreneurship.
Research limitations/implications – The study uses a single key informant in data collection,
therefore, the possibility of single-respondent bias. The results must be interpreted in light of
these limitations.
Originality/value – The study contributes to the existing literature regarding the relationship
between institutions and entrepreneurship. Specifically, it articulates a microfoundations lens
to explain the influence of institutions in terms of key decision-makers’ internalised cultural
values (informal institutions) and their perceptions of government regulations (formal
institutions) on the EO of the firm. It further elucidates the need to embrace informal and formal
institutions as interdependent factors instead of treating them as standalone constructs in
entrepreneurship research and policy design.
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Introduction
Entrepreneurship is a vital source of innovation, business growth, wealth creation and hence a
driver of the social-economic development of countries. Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) has
attracted attention for over three decades as a key driver of entrepreneurship (Covin and Wales,
2019; Wales et al., 2020). Regarded as “an organisational attribute reﬂecting how ‘being
entrepreneurial’ is manifested in organisations or business units” (Covin and Wales, 2019, p.4),
the majority of EO studies focus on its relationship with firm performance (Donbesuur et al.,
2020; Hernández-Perlines et al., 2021; Martens et al., 2016; Putniņš and Sauka, 2019).
Knowledge of the factors and conditions that differentiate firms’ EO is relatively underdeveloped (Deb and Wiklund, 2017; Peng et al., 2019; Wales et al., 2016).
In the extant literature, a country’s cultural values and government regulations are recognised
as being influential on entrepreneurship (Atiase et al., 2018; Urban, 2019; Vershinina et al.,
2018). Nonetheless, the majority of research falls short in elucidating the potential
complementary and interactive effects of these two factors, and often treats them merely as two
independent constructs having exclusive direct effects on EO (Chowdhury et al., 2019; SakaHelmhout et al., 2020). This study seeks to address this shortcoming. We adopt an institutional
lens, which underlines culture and regulations as key institutions to shaping the value and
behaviour of entities in society, to postulate their interactive effect on the EO of firms,
specifically small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (Kreiser et al., 2010; Urban, 2019).
In this regard, we articulate an integrative view to understanding their mutual influence
(Alesina and Giuliano, 2015).

While culture and regulations are positioned as important macro-level institutional factors in
entrepreneurship research (Bruton et al., 2010; Chowdhury et al., 2019; Sun et al., 2020), the
way that these two core institutional components translate into entrepreneurial behavioural
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changes at the firm level (Meyer and Peng, 2005), and the bridge between the institutional and
individual level in shaping firms’ entrepreneurial action (Bjørnskov and Foss, 2016), remain
insufficiently addressed. We borrow Ramoglou and Tsang’s argument (2016) that objectively
existing institutional environment is subjectively interpreted, internalised, and made sense of
by key decision-makers, who determine a firm’s strategic orientation (Shepherd, 2011). We
also advocate a microfoundations lens (Barney and Felin, 2013, p.141) that recommends an
additional approach to institutions based on the building blocks of individual attitudes rather
than “…macro causes for individual behaviour, thus jumping directly to macro factors such as
culture or structure.”

Articulating this microfoundations lens to explicate the influence of institutions in terms of the
key decision-maker’s internalised cultural values and perceptions of government regulations
offers nuanced explanations of micro-level variations in EO of firms embedded in the same
institutional context (Contractor et al., 2019; Sun et al., 2020). This lens is useful in
distinguishing entrepreneurial firms from non-entrepreneurial ones, particularly in countries
that are weak in national entrepreneurial culture (Morales et al., 2019) but entail significant
cultural diversity at sub-national levels (Sharma 2010; Tehseen et al., 2021). This is the case
for our focus on Malaysia, where national entrepreneurial culture and formal (government)
support institutions are found to be deficient (GEM, 2017).

In this study, we argue that internalised cultural values of the key decision-maker of a firm
have a direct influence on the firm’s EO, since cultural values are deeply embedded in societies
and resistant to change, exercising “…a lasting grip on the way a society conducts itself”
(Williamson, 2000, p.597) contrasting with formal institutions such as rules and regulations
(Peng et al., 2019; Nikolaev et al., 2017; Webb et al., 2020) that may undergo revision in
response to changes in political power. We propose that individuals’ perceptions of the more
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transitory, humanly designed formal institutions, that is, government regulations in this study
may moderate the direct influence of cultural values on EO (Alesina and Giuliano, 2015;
Holmes Jr. et al., 2013; Williams and Vorley, 2015).

This study claims to contribute to the entrepreneurship literature and research on the role of
institutions, particularly the role of internalised cultural values and perceptions of government
regulations in business development. First, we answer the plea to account for the social-cultural
context in which the entrepreneurs are embedded to conceptualise EO. By introducing a
microfoundations lens, we provide new insights into explicating how the effects of institutions
are channelled through the internalised values and perceptions of key decision-makers to the
EO of their firms (Wales et al., 2019). Second, we enrich the explanation of cultural values and
government regulations – two central institutional components – in shaping EO, which is a key
attribute that characterises entrepreneurial firms (Wales et al., 2016). In doing so, we delineate
the specific internalised cultural values of the key decision-maker that may shape the EO of
his/her firm and further establish the moderating role of the perceptions of government
regulations in the cultural values-EO relationship. Consequently, we offer a nuanced
understanding of which and how institutions matter to entrepreneurship. Further, we help
integrate the two streams of EO studies (e.g., Kreiser et al., 2010; Urban, 2019) that examine
culture and regulation respectively as independent variables by demonstrating significant
interactive influence between them (Chowdhury et al., 2019; Saka-Helmhout et al., 2020).

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. The following section reviews the
theoretical framework and existing literature behind this study and presents the hypotheses.
The third section describes the research methodology regarding sample and data collection,
research context, and measures employed in the study. The fourth section presents and
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discusses the statistical analysis. The fifth presents a discussion of findings, and the paper
concludes with the implications and limitations of the study.

Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development
Institutions and EO
The institutional perspective consists of formal (e.g., officially written and enforced rules and
regulations) and informal components (e.g., values, norms, and shared knowledge) (North,
1990). There is a consensus that entrepreneurial action and behaviour are bounded by and can
only be fully understood in the institutional context in which they are embedded (Chowdhury
et al., 2019; Peng et al., 2019). However, little is known about the role of institutions in
fostering the EO of firms (Dai and Si, 2018; Urban, 2019).

Conventional research has primarily studied institutions at the national (country)-level,
viewing it as an objective context that influences all the firms embedded in it in the same way
and generalising variations at individual and firm levels. However, “entrepreneurship is
fundamentally an individual endeavour” (Autio et al., 2013, p.335). This generalised view
ignores and/or neglects the individual-level heterogeneity within a national/country and renders
two limitations: (1) infers individual behaviours could simply be explained based on data
aggregated on a country level and deducing individual variations and (2) obscure the influence
of key decision-makers of firms that induce heterogenous entrepreneurial action in same
contexts (Stenholm et al., 2013; Sun et al., 2020).

The extant entrepreneurship and small business literature have stressed the significant role
played by the key decision-maker; it thus means that the EO of the firm is highly likely to be a
direct reflection of the cognition of the firm's key decision-maker (Liñán and Chen, 2009;
Shane, 2003). Further, it is difficult to clearly differentiate between the key decision-maker and
the firm, specifically in SMEs, as evident in other studies (Cannavale et al., 2020; Tang et al.,
5

2017). Accordingly, this study will investigate the influence of institutions as manifested in the
key decision maker’s internalised cultural values and perceptions of government regulations in
shaping the firm’s EO. This approach resonates with the microfoundations lens to seek firmlevel strategic orientation based on the ‘characteristic predilections’ of key firm decisionmakers (Contractor et al., 2019, p.5).

The influence of cultural values and EO
Culture is commonly recognised as a core informal institution (North, 1990) and has been an
important regulator of entrepreneurial action and behaviour (Autio et al., 2013; Holmes Jr. et
al., 2013; Nikolaev et al., 2017; Rauch et al., 2000; Tehseen et al., 2021). Historically, many
extant studies tend to equate ‘country’ with ‘culture’, and there has been little research on
internal variations within cultures (Kirkman et al., 2017; Moore, 2020). However, Tehseen et
al. (2021) argued that such assumed uniform set of national culture may limit the understanding
of the influence of sub-cultures in a cultural plural society. Similarly, Moore (2020) explained
that a focus on the national level alone is artificially reductive because it has been observed
that members of the same national culture may have quite different interpretations of it. In sum,
applying unified presentations of a single national culture may pose complications in
multicultural nations, causing limitations and even distortion in understanding (Kirkman et al.,
2017; Tehseen et al., 2021). Weber (1976) explained that the entrepreneurial world is
intuitively shaped and interpreted; thus, individual members have the freedom to negotiate a
self-identity and to deviate from the single national culture (Hofstede, 1980; Trompenaars,
1993). This deviation can exhibit itself through entrepreneurial behaviour and through the
process of entrepreneurship (Kirkley, 2016). Accordingly, differences in the interpretation of
culture at an individual level (i.e., the key decision-maker) should be captured and accounted
for to explain the EO of the firms.
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Different cultural values have been argued to influence individual choices to engage (or not)
in entrepreneurial action and behaviour (Autio et al., 2013; Kreiser et al., 2010). Cultures
identified as pro-entrepreneurial values encourage the development of individual traits and
attitudes congruent with entrepreneurship (Krueger, 2003) and, hence, are more favourable to
fostering higher EO in firms (Bogatyreva et al., 2019). Cultural values that are low on both
power distance tolerance and uncertainty avoidance, masculine in nature, individualistic,
achievement-oriented, future-oriented, and universalistic are seen as particularly favourable
towards entrepreneurship because they resonate with innovativeness, proactiveness, and risktaking that underline EO (Bogatyreva et al., 2019; Litzky et al., 2020; Tehseen et al., 2021).

Among the various conceptualisations of culture (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 1994;
Trompenaars, 1993), Hofstede’s version has continued to be the most widely adopted in the
culture and entrepreneurship field despite debated criticism (Bogatyreva et al., 2019). Hence,
it will be adopted in this study. However, the study does not adopt unquestioningly the preexisting national cultural indices produced by Hofstede, as in the majority of prior studies.
Instead, it collected primary data from key decision-makers of firms using Hofstede’s (2001)
five cultural dimensions - power distance tolerance, individualism-collectivism, masculinityfemininity, uncertainty avoidance, and the later addition of long-term orientation - to capture
internalised cultural values at the individual level.

Power distance tolerance and EO
Researchers have generally theorised a positive relationship between lower power distance
tolerance and entrepreneurship (Kreiser et al., 2010; Saeed et al., 2014). Notably, lower power
distance tolerance emphasises cultural values such as flexible control mechanisms and
hierarchical structures, and an individual’s freedom and autonomy are respected regardless of
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status and power (Hofstede, 1980). These cultural values are more congruent with attitudes and
behaviours in fostering a high level of EO.

Thus, we posit that firms whose key decision-makers have lower power distance tolerance are
likely to have stronger EO. First, key decision-makers are likely to encourage flexible control
mechanisms, and hierarchical structures in the firm that enable active communication among
organisational levels, enabling innovative ideas or products may be shared and developed
(Saeed et al., 2014; Tehseen et al., 2021). Second, key decision-makers may also encourage
strategic responsiveness of firms towards new opportunities (Saeed et al., 2014). Finally, they
also tend to delegate more freedom and autonomy, enabling subordinates to identify and exploit
opportunities quickly, adapt risky strategies, and take bold actions that they deem appropriate
to improve their firm (Shane, 1993). Considering these arguments, the following hypothesis is
developed:

H1. Firms whose key decision-makers have lower power distance tolerance have stronger EO.

Individualism and EO
An individualist culture emphasises individual accomplishments (Hofstede, 1980), and key
decision-makers with higher individualism tend to encourage independence, freedom, and
autonomy in the firms, allowing subordinates to make their own decisions and action, fostering
strong achievement motivation (Hofstede, 1980). Freedom and autonomy given to subordinates
to take actions and decisions are found to be essential to gain successful new ideas, even if they
may be associated with risky outcomes (Shane, 1993). Greater freedom and autonomy may
raise subordinates' self-confidence to be bolder in pursuing novel and creative ideas, more
competitive in seeking opportunities, and to show high tolerance to cope with the uncertainties
and risks that are generally associated with entrepreneurial actions (Kreiser et al., 2010; Morris
et al., 1993; Wennberg et al., 2013; Rauch et al., 2000). Stronger emphasis and recognition of
8

subordinates’ interests and achievements encourage entrepreneurial behaviours. It is, therefore,
expected that a firm's EO will be stronger if its key decision-maker has higher individualistic
tolerance, and we propose the following hypothesis:

H2. Firms whose key decision-makers have higher individualism have stronger EO.

Masculinity and EO
A masculine culture emphasises values such as assertive behaviour, material goods, and
prestige thus tends to exhibit a higher need for measurable achievements (Hofstede, 1980).
Hofstede (1980) acknowledged that individuals with higher masculinity would be more willing
to display assertive behaviours, e.g., generating innovative ideas and taking proactive strategies
to pursue such ideas even if the outcomes of the effort are uncertain and risky. In this regard,
it is expected that key decision-makers with higher masculinity will be more competitive and
proactive in seizing and acting on opportunities to achieve a higher payoff for the firm and stay
ahead of the competition. Hence, these key decision-makers will internalise and exhibit
attitudinal and behavioural patterns in line with greater EO (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin
and Dess, 2001). Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3. Firms whose key decision-makers have higher masculinity have stronger EO.

Uncertainty avoidance and EO
Uncertainty avoidance refers to the degree of non-acceptance of uncertainty or ambiguous
situations (Hofstede, 1980). The firm's tolerance of uncertainty and EO has been found to have
a strong theoretical link (Hofstede, 1980; Kreiser et al., 2010; Rauch et al., 2000; Tahseen et
al., 2021; Thomas and Mueller, 2000). We propose a positive association for two main reasons.

First, key decision-makers with lower uncertainty avoidance are less likely to be deterred by
risks and uncertainties but are more driven by the positive outcomes they expect. Therefore,
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they will perceive more new opportunities even in an ambiguous external environment that
they cannot control; and be more enthusiastic, daring, and motivated to explore these
opportunities that have not yet been exploited and/or commercialised by their competitors in
the market (Shane, 1993). Second, these key decision-makers tend to reject higher levels of
internal formalisation and bureaucracy in the firm because they believe rigidity restricts
creative and different thinking (Shane, 1993; Thomas and Mueller, 2000). Moreover, reduced
bureaucracy and formalisation allow firms to respond and act quicker in pursuing new
opportunities. Hence, the following hypothesis is developed:

H4. Firms whose key decision-makers have lower uncertainty avoidance have stronger EO.

Long-term orientation and EO
Long-term orientation is described as the future orientation of a culture, which values
perseverance towards future results and assigns relatively greater importance to the future than
the present (Hofstede and Bond, 1988; Lumpkin et al., 2010). Hence, a long-term orientation
may produce more pragmatic values and attitudes (Bogatyreva et al., 2019; Tehseen et al.,
2021), which are often associated with entrepreneurship. We propose that a firm's EO will be
stronger if the key decision-maker has long-term oriented cultural values.

First, a core EO characteristic is innovativeness. Innovation often requires long-range planning
and dedicated efforts, and it takes time to be incubated, experimented with, developed and
commercialised to be successful (Lumpkin et al., 2010). Furthermore, involvement with
innovation activities, particularly radical and industry-changing ones, presumes high risks and
typically pays off after a long delay (Hechavarrıa et al., 2016). Therefore, key decision-makers
who have long-term oriented cultural values and focus on future results are expected to favour
more innovations than those with short-term orientation (Tehseen et al., 2021).

10

Second, the development of the ability to effectively undertake environmental scanning and
forecasting and to seize opportunities ahead of competitors requires patience and perseverance
on long-time horizons (Muehlfeld et al., 2017). Key decision-makers must be proactive in
anticipating future market and business changes and be persistent in committing resources in
the face of uncertainty to reap benefits from entrepreneurial activities in the long run (Caliendo
et al., 2020). Therefore, we propose the hypothesis as follows:

H5. Firms whose key decision-makers have long-term orientation have stronger EO.

The moderating effect of government regulations on the cultural values-EO relationship
We propose that key decision-makers' perceptions of government regulations have a
moderating effect on the relationship between their internalised cultural values and the EO of
the firm (Holmes Jr. et al., 2013; Williams and Vorley, 2015). Entrepreneurial success is likely
to be fostered by the influence of key decision makers' internalised cultural values favourable
to perceiving and recognising entrepreneurial opportunities in conjunction with the perceived
availability of governmental support (Dai and Si, 2018; Nikolaev et al., 2017; Shu et al., 2019;
Stenholm et al., 2013).
Favourable government regulations are important in facilitating and stimulating a firm’s EO to
generate business opportunities as well as providing vital resources and support for SMEs to
be entrepreneurial (Boudreaux et al., 2019; Camelo-Ordaz et al., 2020; Nikolaev et al., 2017;
Shu et al., 2019). Raza et al. (2018) noted that government regulations that are perceived as
severe and unfavourable could inhibit entrepreneurship. Further, Williams and Vorley (2015)
asserted that if government regulations are perceived to be incongruent or inconsistent with the
internalised cultural values of its actors, entrepreneurial activities might not be fostered.
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Accordingly, we expect the relationship between cultural values on EO will be strengthened
when key decision-makers perceive favourable support from the government regulations
and/or that are consistent with their cultural values. As such, we propose the following
hypotheses:
H6. Key decision makers’ perceptions of government regulations moderate the relationship
between (a) power distance tolerance, (b) individualism, (c) masculinity, (d) low uncertainty
avoidance, and (e) long-term orientation and the EO of their firm.

The above hypotheses are incorporated into the following conceptual framework (See Figure
1).

[Insert Figure I here]

Method
Sample and data collection
Data for this research were collected from a sample of SMEs in Malaysia. SMEs have been the
key pillars of Malaysia's economic growth since the 1990s, and the future progress of Malaysia
depends greatly upon the development of SMEs. The role of SMEs has been widely recognised
due to their significant contribution to business domestically and internationally (SME
Corporation Malaysia, 2020). Furthermore, Malaysia is commonly known as a multicultural
nation of different ethnicities (Tehseen et al., 2021). Accordingly, the selected national context
is one in which the focal topics addressed in this research are particularly salient.

A total of 1,000 SME addresses were obtained from the Malaysia SME Corporation, which is
the Central Coordinating Agency, mandated to formulate overall policies and strategies as well
as coordinate the implementation of national SME development programs. This list of SMEs
was used as the sampling frame for this study. Both manufacturing and services firms were
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included to ensure a representative sample. Consistent with previous studies on EO, key
informants for this study were top management of the SMEs, including the owners, directors,
managing directors, and other managers (Covin and Wales, 2019; Lee et al., 2019; Putniņš and
Sauka, 2019). Top management were key informants from SMEs because they often have the
decision-making power and possess the most comprehensive knowledge of the characteristics
of the organisation, its strategy, and performance (Covin and Wales, 2019).

A total of 203 completed postal questionnaires were returned out of 1,000, that is, a response
rate of 20.3%. It is comparable with previous studies in similar contexts (e.g., Galbreath et al.,
2019). We examined whether the early and late respondents differed in terms of (1) firm age
and (2) firm size in the t-test statistics. The mean differences were insignificant (p<0.05),
indicating no non-response bias. The descriptive data of the respondent firms are presented in
Table I.
[Insert Table I here]

Furthermore, we employed both procedural and statistical measures to address possible
informant and common method biases (Podsakoff et al., 2003). First, some measurement items
were reverse coded to reduce or eliminate biases in response. Second, the explained and
explanatory variables were organised into different sections in the questionnaire, which could
produce a psychological separation between these two types of variables to reduce informants'
motivation and ability to retrieve cues and pursue consistency in their responses. Third, we
tested Harman's single-factor analysis, and the result indicated that no single factor (< 50%) is
explained by most of the variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Measures
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This study employed established and validated scales to measure all the proposed constructs.
All questions were presented in the form of seven-point scales to ensure specific responses,
increased response rates, and accuracy.

EO. This study adopted the most extensively used operationalisation of EO (also known as the
M/C&S scale) by Covin and Slevin (1989) based on Miller’s (1983) conceptualisation of EO
as a unidimensional construct. We are cognisant of debate on the measure of EO regarding
whether it should be treated as a unidimensional construct or as multidimensional measures.
We adopted the former approach in our analysis in line with the prevailing view that “EO is an
organisational attribute reflecting what it means for a firm ‘to be entrepreneurial’” (Covin and
Wales, 2019, p.8; also see Wales, 2016). Extant studies have verified this use of EO as a
unidimensional measure in various contexts and have confirmed that the measure has good
reliability and validity at both individual and firm levels (e.g., Galbreath et al., 2019). Inasmuch
as EO is an organisational attribute, Wales (2016) called for multilevel research in the EO
domain to capture a different combination of managerial attitudes toward firm entrepreneurial
behaviour. This study followed this approach.

Cultural values. We operationalised and measured cultural values at the level of individual
respondents using the twenty-six items of CVSCALE (cultural values scale) from the work of
Yoo et al. (2011). This scale has good psychometric properties and demonstrates satisfactory
reliability, validity, and usefulness with various sample types, e.g., entrepreneurs, managers,
consumers, professionals, etc. (e.g., Donthu and Yoo, 1998; Ma et al., 2020; Tehseen et al.,
2021). It was explicitly designed to assess Hofstede's five cultural values at the individual level,
given the limitations of using pre-existing national cultural indices, which often lead to
methodological difficulties because (1) they are unable to accurately capture psychological and
cultural traits of the individual key respondents and hence may mask the deterministic influence
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of decision-makers' attributes on the firm's entrepreneurial behaviours and actions and because
(2) they involve the assumption of both individual and firm homogeneity (Autio et al., 2013).

Government regulations were measured using the five items of regulatory dimensions of the
country's institutional profile for entrepreneurship taken from Busenitz et al. (2000). These
items were used to capture respondents’ perceptions of the favourability of government
regulations. This measurement has high internal consistency, reliability, and validity in various
studies (Manolova et al., 2008).

Control variables. We controlled for four variables that might influence the proposed
hypothesised relationships. At the firm level, we controlled for the effects of two variables firm age (numbers of years established) and firm size (number of full-time employees) (Wales
et al., 2015), respectively. We controlled for the type of industry, whether firms are in the
manufacturing or service industry (Wales et al., 2015). Finally, given the multicultural
population in Malaysia, we controlled for the attribute of the key decision-makers (i.e., the
ethnic group of individual key informants), which may have an impact on a firm's decisionmaking process (Kreiser et al., 2010).

Analytical techniques
We tested our model using partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM). This
method is useful particularly in examining a complex model with multiple relationships among
constructs simultaneously, including interactive relationships (Chin, 1998). Additionally, PLSSEM can account for the measurement errors of constructs and explain the model's variance
(Hair et al., 2017).

Analysis and results
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The PLS-SEM analysis consists of the measurement and structural model (Barclay et al.,
1995). We first checked the measurement model to see whether the variables were reliable and
had suitable convergent and discriminant validity levels.
Composite reliability (CR), Cronbach’s alpha, and average variance extracted (AVE)
CR, Cronbach’s alpha, and AVE values exceeded the recommended threshold values of 0.70,
0.70, and 0.50, respectively (Cortina, 1993; Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Nunnally, 1978). Thus,
the variables had acceptable values for measurement reliability (see Table II).

[Insert Table II here]

Discriminant validity
Discriminant validity assesses the extent to which measures of one latent construct differ from
the measures of another latent construct (Hair et al., 2017). The Fornell-Larcker criterion
approach is generally used to assess the discriminant validity of the measurement model (Hair
et al., 2017). It compares the square root of the AVE of each construct, which should be greater
than the variance shared between the latent construct and other latent constructs in the model
(the squared correlation between the two latent constructs) (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The
Fornell-Larcker analysis showed that the square root between constructs did not exceed the
AVE (see Table III); hence the discriminant validity of the measure is acceptable (Barclay et
al., 1995).

[Insert Table III here]

After confirming the convergent and discriminant validity of the measurement model, we
examined the structural model. We tested the proposed hypothesised relationships using the
path coefficients and level of significance. A bootstrap sampling method with 1,000
subsamples was applied to test the structural paths (Hair et al., 2017).
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Analysis of the structural model shows that three out of the five cultural values significantly
affect the firms' EO. These results suggested that individualism had the strongest effect on EO
among the five cultural values, β = 0.398, T = 5.220, p < 0.01, followed by uncertainty
avoidance, β = -0.200, T = 2.768, p < 0.01, and masculinity, β = 0.163, T = 2.501, p < 0.05.
The hypothesised relationships between EO and individualism, uncertainty avoidance, and
masculinity were statistically significant. Thus, Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4 were supported.
Additionally, these three significant cultural values explained 59% of EO variance (see Table
IV). However, the hypothesised relationships between EO and power distance tolerance and
long-term orientation were insignificant; hence Hypotheses 1 and 5 were not supported.

[Insert Table IV here]

Hypothesis 6 was to assess the moderating effect of perceptions of government regulations on
cultural values-EO relationships. Among the five cultural values, the model suggested that
perceptions of government regulations had a positive and statistically significant moderating
effect on individualism-EO relationships, β = 0.175, T = 2.209, p < 0.05 and masculinity-EO
relationships, β = 0.097, T = 1.662, p < 0.10. Thereby, Hypotheses 6b and 6c were supported.
The moderating effect of perceptions of government regulations increased the variance on EO
to 63.2% (see Table IV). Furthermore, the size of the moderating effect of perceptions of
government regulations (on individualism-EO and masculinity-EO) was moderate, with f2
values of 0.24 and 0.36, respectively. However, the hypothesised relationships of moderating
effects of perceptions of government regulations on EO for power distance, uncertainty
avoidance and long-term orientation were insignificant. Consequently, Hypotheses 6a, 6d and
6e were not supported. Figure II shows the summary of the full model.

[Insert Figure II here]
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We created interaction plots at one standard deviation above and below the mean values to
better understand and interpret moderation effects. Figures III and IV show that EO increases
at a combination of high levels of individualism and masculinity with high levels of perceptions
of government regulations. With a positive interaction with EO, the relationship between
individualism-EO and masculinity-EO becomes stronger with favourable perceptions of
government regulations. Overall, these results clearly suggest that perceptions of government
regulations exert a significant and positive moderating effect on the individualism-EO and
masculinity-EO relationships, i.e., the greater the key decision-maker perceives government
regulations' favourability to be, the higher the EO of their firms.

[Insert Figure III here]

[Insert Figure IV here]

To complete the analysis of the structural model, goodness-of-fit must be examined. The
standardised root means square residual (SRMR) was used. For the proposed model, the value
of SRMR was 0.071, less than the threshold of 0.085 suggested by Henseler et al. (2015),
indicating the model had a good fit.

Robustness tests
In addition to the results reported here, we ran a hierarchical multiple regression analysis as a
robustness check. The results showed that the main effects of the cultural values and EO and
the moderating effects of perceived government regulations on the cultural values-EO
relationships were in line with the results presented in the PLS-SEM analysis. Therefore, the
results appeared to be robust.

Discussion of findings
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Building on our core argument that formal and informal institutional components may not act
independently but will interact at an individual level to influence firms’ EO, this research
extends previous studies (e.g., Engelen et al., 2015; Kreiser et al., 2010; Mueller and Thomas
2001; Tehseen et al., 2021) by testing the interactive effect of key decision makers’ internalised
cultural values and perceptions of government regulations on EO of firms.

Our findings confirm that three cultural values of the key decision-maker, namely
individualism, masculinity, and uncertainty-avoidance, to be significantly associated with the
EO of firms; these are largely consistent with existing studies (e.g., Engelen et al., 2015; Litzky
et al., 2020; Saeed et al., 2014; Tehseen et al., 2021). More importantly, we found that key
decision-makers perceptions of government regulations will significantly moderate specific
cultural values-EO associations. The findings reveal that the positive associations of (b)
individualism-EO and (c) masculinity with EO were amplified when moderated by favourable
perceptions of government regulations to entrepreneurship. These findings confirm the
importance of accounting for the interactive and complementary effects of the two factors in
explaining entrepreneurial behaviour and action (Alesina and Giuliano, 2015; Chowdhury et
al., 2019; Saka-Helmhout et al., 2020). Previous research on the effect of government
regulations on entrepreneurship often show inconclusive findings (Brown et al., 2017;
lakovleva et al., 2013; Mason and Brown, 2013; Nikolaev et al., 2017). As the perception of
government regulations may vary, it may not be aligned with key decision-makers’ internalised
cultural values (Raza et al., 2018; Williams and Vorley, 2015). This corroborates Raza et al.’s
(2018) argument that entrepreneurship increases when government regulations are perceived
to be favourable and congruent with the internalised cultural values of its actors. The findings
of this study provide evidence that pro-entrepreneurial cultural values combined with a
favourable perception of government regulations foster a higher level of EO of firms.
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Nonetheless, there are some unexpected findings of the moderating effect of government
regulations. Contrary to our hypothesis, we found that the perception of government
regulations does not enhance the significant uncertainty avoidance-EO association. This
finding is in line with Raza et al. (2018), who explained that actors who have higher tolerance
of uncertainty could protect their entrepreneurial quest whether strong formal institutions
facilitate entrepreneurship activities. Hence, key decision-makers who have a higher tolerance
of uncertainty and insecurity could better absorb and cope with uncertainty in the environment
(Engelen et al., 2015; Shane, 1993). Such a strong intrinsic stance, therefore, may be less
affected by external intervention, including government regulations, even they are posed as
incentives (Li and Zahra, 2012).

Implications and Limitations
Implications for the entrepreneurship and institutions literature
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that analyses the interactive effect of
informal and formal institutions on the EO of firms. Our study contributes to the research on
entrepreneurship in general and EO in particular by interpreting the influence of institutions on
firms through a microfoundations lens in terms of the key decision maker’s internalised cultural
values and perceptions of government regulations.

First, we respond to recent calls to extend the conceptualisation of EO to account for socialcultural context (Lee et al., 2019; Wales et al., 2019), particularly for SMEs, because
entrepreneurs are the products of the socio-cultural environment from which they originated
and developed. Our findings confirm what has been articulated in the microfoundations lens;
it is necessary to not only take context into account but also how key decision-makers with
different backgrounds and preferences respond to the same institutional context. It is these
individual-level differences that will shape the very different strategy conclusions and
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implementations of the firm, including capabilities, strategies, and performance. It is also
interesting to note that the key decision-makers' internalised cultural values and their
favourable perceptions of government regulations in our study are contributing towards EO of
their firms, albeit the national entrepreneurial culture and formal (government) support
institutions of Malaysia are found to be deficient (GEM, 2017). It enriches the knowledge of
how internalised cultural values and perceptions of government regulations explain the
variations in firms’ entrepreneurial behaviours and outcomes in the same contexts (Autio et al.,
2013; Stenholm et al., 2013; Sun et al., 2020).

Second, we provide an integrative view of the influence of internalised cultural values and
perceived government regulations on firms’ EO by accounting for their interactive effects
(Chowdhury et al., 2019; Saka-Helmhout et al., 2019). Interactive models of institutions have
not been adequately studied in extant EO studies; our model captures a more realistic picture
of the simultaneous and complementary influence of cultural values and government
regulations in an institutional context (Saka-Helmhout et al., 2020; Webb et al., 2020; Williams
and Vorley, 2015). This explicit examination of the interplay between informal and formal
institutions is an important addition to EO research. In particular, our findings confirm that the
key decision-makers’ perception of government regulations have enhanced effects on
entrepreneurial behaviour and action when it is congruent with their internalised cultural
values. Thus, they are core explanators of the variation and inconsistencies of the influence of
government regulations found in extant studies (Brown et al., 2017; lakovleva et al., 2013;
Mason and Brown, 2013; Nikolaev et al., 2017). This corroborates Brown et al.’s (2017)
argument that the development of a policy framework and support mechanism fails to
effectively provide appropriate support for the firms because of the policymakers' perceptual
mismatch (i.e., blind assumptions). Our study, thus, adds nuances to the understanding of
matching and alignment of government policy with pro-entrepreneurial internalised cultural
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values to promote SMEs and entrepreneurship.

Implications for the business practitioners and policymakers

For business practitioners, this study highlights the favourable cultural values of individualism,
masculinity, and low uncertainty avoidance to fostering a higher level of EO of the firm
(Bogatyreva et al., 2019; Engelen et al., 2015; Kreiser et al., 2010). Thus, it encourages
business practitioners to nurture an organisational culture that promotes creativity, offers an
appropriate degree of autonomy in decision-making, appreciates diversity, recognises
individual achievements, and instils greater tolerance of uncertainty and risk (Dabić et al.,
2019; Halim et al., 2014). In doing so, they can empower employees with stronger
entrepreneurial mindsets and competence in the firm.

For policymakers, this study shows that perceptions of government regulations may vary
among their target audience. Thus, it urges policymakers to account for the social-cultural
context and directly engage target users when tailoring and implementing entrepreneurship
support programmes (Hopp and Stephen, 2012). Specifically, the findings of this study suggest
that policymakers may need to align with formal institutional mechanisms, government
regulations in particular, with pro-entrepreneurship cultural values to enhance and amplify the
intended effect (de la Chaux and Haugh, 2020; Litzky et al., 2020). Further, it could be
important to the affirmative outcomes of such programmes and recognise successful cases
more openly as a means to cultivate positive perceptions (Nakku et al., 2020). Considering that
values and perceptions may change, support programmes also need to be reviewed and assessed
regularly to respond to SMEs' conditions and emerging needs.

Limitations and suggestions for future research
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The limitations of the study may provide the basis for refining further research. First, data were
collected from one key informant in each company which is common in SMEs and EO
research. Future research could enhance the robustness by using a multiple informant approach
which offers triangulation and reduces the possibility of single-respondent bias and to attain
reliability and validity of findings (Covin and Wales, 2019). Second, to enrich the findings
derived from a positivist approach adopted by this study, future research could focus on the
interpretation of individualised perceptions to elucidate how cultural values impact EO with
qualitative research designs. We also call for future studies to investigate the variance of EO
among firms within countries and at the sub-national level, as culture is not always
homogenous within country borders (Kirkman et al., 2017; Moore, 2020). This will enrich the
knowledge of the influence of intra-national cultural diversity in explaining the variation of
entrepreneurship within and across countries (Autio et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2019; Stenholm et
al., 2013; Tehseen et al., 2021). Third, our study only focused on and captured key decisionmakers' cultural values and perceptions of government regulations. Given that the nature of
institutions is multi-faceted (Nikolaev et al., 2017; Webb et al., 2020), future research should
assess the isolated and combined influence of other potential institutional factors. For instance,
the interactive influence of social, political, and economic institutions could provide the basis
for future studies (Holmes Jr. et al., 2013; Litzky et al., 2020).
Declaration of Conflicting Interest
The authors of this paper certify that they are not affiliated or involved with any organisation
or entity and have neither financial nor non-financial interests associated with the subject
matter and materials discussed in this manuscript.

Acknowledgement

23

The authors would like to thank two anonymous reviewers for their constructive feedback and
insightful comments. The authors are also grateful to the late Professor Pavlos Dimitratos, who
was the primary supervisor of the doctoral thesis from which this paper is derived. The
scholarship by the Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia is acknowledged with gratitude.

24

References
Alesina, A. and Giuliano, P. (2015), “Culture and Institutions”, Journal of Economic Literature
Vol. 53, pp. 898–944.
Atiase, V.Y., Mahmood, S., Wang, Y., and Botchie, D. (2018), “Developing entrepreneurship
in Africa: investigating critical resource challenges”, Journal of Small Business and
Enterprise Development, Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 644-666.
Autio, E., Pathak, S. and Wennberg, K. (2013), “Consequences of cultural practices for
entrepreneurial behaviours", Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 44 No. 4,
pp. 334-362.
Barclay, D., Higgins, C. and Thompson, R. (1995), The partial least squares (PLS) approach
to causal modelling: personal computer adoption use as an Illustration. Technology
Studies, Special Issue on Research Methodology, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 285-309
Barney, J.A.Y. and Felin, T. (2013), “What are microfoundations?”, Academy of Management
Perspectives, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 38-155.
Bjørnskov, C. and Foss, N.J. (2016),” Institutions, entrepreneurship, and economic growth:
what do we know and what do we still need to know?" Academy of Management
Perspectives, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 292-315.
Bogatyreva, K., Edelman, L.F., Manolova, T.S., Osiyevskyy, O. and Shirokova, G. (2019),
“When do entrepreneurial intentions lead to actions? The role of national culture.”,
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 96, pp. 309-321.
Boudreaux, C.J., Nikolaev, B.N. and Klein, P. (2019), “Socio-cognitive traits and
entrepreneurship: The moderating role of economic institution”, Journal of Business
Venturing, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 178-196.
Brown, R., Mawson, S., and Mason, C. (2017), “Myth-busting and entrepreneurship policy:
the case of high growth firms”, Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, Vol. 29.
No. 5-6, pp. 414-443.
Bruton, G.D., Ahlstrom, D. and Li, H.L. (2010), “Institutional theory and entrepreneurship:
where are we now and where do we need to move in the future?”, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 421-440.
Busenitz, L.W., Gomez, C. and Spencer, J.W. (2000), “Country institutional profiles:
Unlocking entrepreneurial phenomena”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 43 No.
5, pp. 994-1003.
Caliendo, M., Goethner, M. and Weißenberger, M. (2020), “Entrepreneurial persistence
beyond survival: Measurement and determinants”, Journal of Small Business
Management, Vol. 58 No. 3, pp. 617-647.
Camelo-Ordaz, C., Diánez-González, J.P., Franco-Leal, N. and Ruiz-Navarro, J. (2020),
“Recognition of entrepreneurial opportunity using a socio-cognitive approach”,
International Small Business Journal, Vol. 38 No. 8, pp. 718-745.
Cannavale, C., Nadali, I.Z. and Esempio, A. (2020), “Entrepreneurial orientation and firm
performance in a sanctioned economy–does the CEO play a role?”, Journal of Small
Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 27 No.6, pp.1005-1027.
Chin, W.W. (1998), “The partial least squares approach to structural equation
modelling”, Modern Methods for Business Research, Vol. 295 No. 2, pp. 295-336.
Chowdhury, F., Audretsch, D.B. and Belitski, M. (2019), “Institutions and entrepreneurship
quality”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 51-81.
Contractor, F., Foss, N.J., Kundu, S. and Lahiri, S. (2019), “Viewing global strategy through a
microfoundations lens”, Global Strategy Journal, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 3-18.
Cortina, J.M. (1993), “What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and
applications”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 78 No.1, p.98.
25

Covin, J.G. and Slevin, D.P. (1989), “Strategic management of small firms in hostile and
benign environments”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 75-87.
Covin, J.G. and Wales, W.J. (2019), “Crafting high-impact entrepreneurial orientation
research: Some suggested guidelines", Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 43
No. 1, pp. 3-18.
Dabić, M., Lažnjak, J., Smallbone, D., and Švarc, J. (2019), “Intellectual capital, organisational
climate, innovation culture, and SME performance: Evidence from Croatia”, Journal of
Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 24 No. 4, pp. 522-544.
Dai, W. and Si, S. (2018), “Government policies and firms' entrepreneurial orientation:
Strategic choice and institutional perspectives”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 93,
pp. 23-36.
Deb, P. and Wiklund, J. (2017), “The effects of CEO founder status and stock ownership on
entrepreneurial orientation in small firms”, Journal of Small Business
Management, Vol. 55 No. 1, pp. 32-55.
de la Chaux, M., and Haugh, H. (2020), “When formal institutions impede entrepreneurship:
how and why refugees establish new ventures in the Dadaab refugee
camps”, Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, Vol. 32, No. 9-10, pp. 827-851.
Donbesuur, F., Boso, N. and Hultman, M. (2020), “The effect of entrepreneurial orientation on
new venture performance: Contingency roles of entrepreneurial actions”, Journal of
Business Research, Vol. 118, pp. 150-161.
Donthu, N. and Yoo, B. (1998), “Cultural influences on service quality expectations. Journal
of Service Research, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 178-186.
Engelen, A., Schmidt, S. and Buchsteiner, M. (2015), “The simultaneous influence of national
culture and market turbulence on entrepreneurial orientation: A nine-country
study”, Journal of International Management, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 18-30.
Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol.
18 No. 1, pp. 39-50.
Galbreath, J., Lucianetti, L., Thomas, B. and Tisch, D. (2020), "Entrepreneurial orientation
and firm performance in Italian firms: The moderating role of competitive
strategy", International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, Vol. 26 No.
4, pp. 629-646.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2017), Global Report 2016/2017. Global Entrepreneurship
Research Association (GERA), London: London Business School, UK.
Hair Jr, J.F., Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2017), A primer on Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). Sage publications. Thousand Oaks,
CA
Halim, H. A., Ahmad, N. H., Ramayah, T., and Hanifah, H. (2014), “The growth of innovative
performance among SMEs: Leveraging on organisational culture and innovative human
capital”, Journal of Small Business and Entrepreneurship Development, Vol. 2 No. 1,
pp. 107-125.
Hechavarría, D.M., Matthews, C.H. and Reynolds, P.D. (2016), “Does start-up financing
influence start-up speed? Evidence from the panel study of entrepreneurial
dynamics”, Small Business Economics, Vol. 46 No.1, pp.137-167.
Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2015), “A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based structural equation modelling”, Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, Vol. 43 No.1, pp.115-135.
Hernández-Perlines, F., Covin, J.G. and Ribeiro-Soriano, D.E. (2021), “Entrepreneurial
orientation, concern for socioemotional wealth preservation, and family firm
performance”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 126, pp. 197-208.
26

Hofstede, G. (1980), "Motivation, leadership, and organisation: do American theories apply
abroad?”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 42-63.
Hofstede, G. (2001), Culture's consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions and
organisations across nations. Sage publications. Thousand Oaks, CA.
Hofstede, G. and Bond, M.H. (1988), “The Confucius connection: From cultural roots to
economic growth”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 5-21.
Holmes Jr, R.M., Miller, T., Hitt, M.A. and Salmador, M.P. (2013), “The interrelationships
among informal institutions, formal institutions, and inward foreign direct
investment”, Journal of Management, Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 531-566.
Hopp, C. and Stephan, U. (2012), “The influence of socio-cultural environments on the
performance of nascent entrepreneurs: Community culture, motivation, self-efficacy
and start-up success”, Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, Vol. 24, No. 9-10,
pp. 917-945.
Kirkley, W.W. (2016), “Entrepreneurial behavior: the role of values”, International Journal
of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 290-328.
Kirkman, B.L., Lowe, K.B., and Gibson, C.B. (2017), “A retrospective on Culture’s
Consequences: The 35-year journey”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol.
48 No. 1, pp. 12-29.
Kreiser, P.M., Marino, L.D., Dickson, P., and Weaver, K.M. (2010), “Cultural influences on
entrepreneurial orientation: The impact of national culture on risk-taking and
proactiveness in SMEs”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 34 No. 5, pp.
959-984.
Krueger, N.F. (2003), The cognitive psychology of entrepreneurship. In Handbook of
Entrepreneurship Research (pp. 105-140). Springer, Boston, MA.
lakovleva, T., Solesvik, M. and Trifilova, A. (2013), "Financial availability and government
support for women entrepreneurs in transitional economies: Cases of Russia and
Ukraine", Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp.
314-340.
Lee, Y., Howe, M. and Kreiser, P.M. (2019), "Organisational culture and entrepreneurial
orientation: An orthogonal perspective of individualism and collectivism”,
International Small Business Journal, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp. 125-152.
Li, Y., and Zahra, S.A. (2012), “Formal institutions, culture, and venture capital activity: A
cross-country analysis”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 95-111.
Liñán, F. and Chen, Y.W. (2009), "Development and cross-cultural application of a specific
instrument to measure entrepreneurial intentions”, Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice, Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 593-617.
Litzky, B., Winkel, D., Hance, J. and Howell, R. (2020), “Entrepreneurial intentions: personal
and cultural variations”, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol.
27 No. 7, pp.429-451.
Lumpkin, G.T. and Dess, G.G. (2001), “Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation
to firm performance: The moderating role of environment and industry life cycle”,
Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 16 No. 5, pp. 429-451.
Lumpkin, G.T., Brigham, K.H. and Moss, T.W. (2010), “Long-term orientation: Implications
for the entrepreneurial orientation and performance of family businesses”,
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, Vol. 22 No. 3-4, pp. 241-264.
Ma, J., Yang, J. and Yoo, B. (2020), “The moderating role of personal cultural values on
consumer ethnocentrism in developing countries: The case of Brazil and Russia”,
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 108, pp. 375-389.

27

Manolova, T.S., Eunni, R.V. and Gyoshev, B.S. (2008), “Institutional environments for
entrepreneurship:
Evidence
from
emerging
economies
in
Eastern.
Europe”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 203-218.
Martens, C.D.P., Lacerda, F.M., Belfort, A.C. and de Freitas, H.M.R. (2016), “Research on
entrepreneurial orientation: current status and future agenda”, International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, Vol. 22 No. 4, pp. 556-583.
Mason, C. and R. Brown. (2013), “Creating good public policy to support high growth firms”,
Small Business Economics, Vol. 40 No. 2, pp. 11-225.
Meyer, K.E. and Peng, M.W. (2005), “Probing theoretically into Central and Eastern Europe:
Transactions, resources, and institutions”, Journal of International Business
Studies, Vol. 36 No. 6, pp. 600-621.
Miller, D. (1983), “The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms”, Management
Science, Vol. 29 No. 7, pp. 770-791.
Moore, F. (2020), “Multiple interpretations of “national culture” and the implications for
international business: The case of Taiwan”, Journal of World Business, Vol. 55 No. 5,
pp. 101-128.
Morales, C., Holtschlag, C., Masuda, A.D. and Marquina, P. (2019), “In which cultural
contexts do individual values explain entrepreneurship? An integrative values
framework using Schwartz’s theories”, International Small Business Journal, Vol. 37
No. 3, pp. 241-267.
Morris, M.H., Avila, R.A., and Allen, J. (1993), “Individualism and the modern corporation:
Implications for innovation and entrepreneurship.”, Journal of Management, Vol 19
No. 3, pp. 595-612.
Muehlfeld, K., Urbig, D. and Weitzel, U. (2017), “Entrepreneurs’ exploratory perseverance in
learning settings”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 533-565.
Mueller, S.L. and Thomas, A. (2001), “Culture and entrepreneurial potential: A nine country
study of locus of control and innovativeness”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 16
No. 1, pp. 51-75.
Nakku, Victoria B., Frank W. Agbola, Morgan P. Miles, and Amir Mahmood. (2020), "The
interrelationship between SME government support programs, entrepreneurial
orientation, and performance: A developing economy perspective", Journal of Small
Business Management, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 2-31.
Nikolaev, B. N., Boudreaux, C. J and Palich, L. (2018), “Cross‐country determinants of early‐
stage necessity and opportunity‐motivated entrepreneurship: accounting for model
uncertainty”, Journal of Small Business Management, Vol. 56 Issue S1, pp. 243-280.
North, D.C. (1990), Institutions, institutional change and economic performance. Cambridge
university press. Cambridge, UK
Nunnally, J.C. (1978), Psychometric Theory: 2d Ed. McGraw-Hill. New York
Peng, L., Li Y., van Essen M. and Peng, M. (2019), “Institutions, resources, and strategic
orientation: A meta-analysis”, Asia Pacific Journal of Management, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp.
499-529.
Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method
biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, p. 879.
Putniņš, T.J. and Sauka, A. (2019), “Why does entrepreneurial orientation affect company
performance?”, Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 711-735.
Ramoglou, S. and Tsang, E.W. (2016), “A realist perspective of entrepreneurship:
Opportunities as propensities”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 41 No. 3, pp.
410-434.

28

Raza, A., Muffatto, M. and Saeed, S. (2018), “Cross-country differences in innovative
entrepreneurial activity”, Management Decision, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 133–157.
Rauch, A., Frese, M. and Sonnentag, S. (2000), “Cultural differences in planning-success
relationships: A comparison of small enterprises in Ireland, West Germany, and East
Germany”, Journal of Small Business Management, Vol. 38 No. 4, pp. 28-41.
Saeed, S., Yousafzai, S.Y. and Engelen, A. (2014), “On cultural and macroeconomic
contingencies of the entrepreneurial orientation-performance relationship”,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 38 No. 2, pp. 255-290.
Saka-Helmhout, A., Chappin, M. and Vermeulen, P. (2020), “Multiple paths to firm innovation
in Sub-Saharan Africa: How informal institutions matter”, Organization
Studies, Vol. 41 No. 11, pp. 1551-1575.
Schwartz, S.H. (1994), Beyond individualism-collectivism: New cultural dimensions of values.
In U. Kim, H. C. Triandis, Kagitqibasi, S.-C. Choi, and G. Yoon (Eds.), Individualism
and collectivism: Theory, method, and applications (pp. 85-119). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.
Shane, S.A. (1993), “Cultural influences on national rates of innovation”, Journal of Business
Venturing, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 59-73.
Shane, S.A. (2003), A general theory of entrepreneurship: The individual-opportunity nexus.
Edward Elgar Publishing.
Sharma, P. (2010), “Measuring personal cultural orientations: Scale development and
validation”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 38 No. 6, pp. 787-806.
Shepherd, D.A. (2011), “Multilevel entrepreneurship research: Opportunities for studying
entrepreneurial decision making”, Journal of Management, Vol. 37, pp. 412-420.
Shu, C., De Clercq, D., Zhou, Y. and Liu, C. (2019), “Government institutional support,
entrepreneurial orientation, strategic renewal, and firm performance in transitional
China”, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, Vol. 25 No. 3,
pp. 433-456.
SME Corporation Malaysia. (2020), SME Annual Report 2018/19: Entrepreneurship Driving
SMEs.https://www.smecorp.gov.my/index.php/en/resources/20151221110706/smean
al-report
Stenholm, P., Acs, Z.J. and Wuebker, R. (2013), “Exploring country-level institutional
arrangements on the rate and type of entrepreneurial activity”, Journal of Business
Venturing, Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 176-193.
Sun, S.L., Shi, W.S., Ahlstrom, D. and Tian, L.R. (2020), “Understanding institutions and
entrepreneurship: The microfoundations lens and emerging economies”, Asia Pacific
Journal of Management, Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 957-979.
Tang, J., Tang, Z. and Cowden, B.J. (2017), “Exploring the relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation, CEO dual values, and SME performance in state-owned
vs. non-state–owned enterprises in China", Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice, Vol. 41 No. 6, pp. 883-908.
Tehseen, S., Deng, P., Wu, B. and Gao, Y. (2021), “Culture values and entrepreneurial
innovativeness: A comparative study of Malaysian ethnic entrepreneurs”, Journal of
Small Business Management, Advanced online publication.
Thomas, A.S. and Mueller, S.L. (2000), “A case for comparative entrepreneurship: Assessing
the relevance of culture”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp.
287-301.
Trompenaars, F. (1993), “Riding the waves of culture. Understanding Cultural Diversity in
Business” (London 1993); Ch. Hampden-Turner en Fons Trompenaars. The seven
cultures of capitalism. Value systems for creating wealth in the United States, Britain,
Japan, Germany, France, Sweden, and the Netherlands. Doubleday. New York
29

Urban, B. (2019), “The influence of the regulatory, normative and cognitive institutions on
entrepreneurial orientation in South Africa”, The International Journal of
Entrepreneurship and Innovation, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 182-193.
Vershinina, N., Beta, K.W. and Murithi, W. (2018), “How does national culture enable or
constrain entrepreneurship? Exploring the role of Harambee in Kenya”, Journal of
Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 25, No. 4, pp. 687-704.
Wales, W.J. (2016), “Entrepreneurial orientation: A review and synthesis of promising research
directions”, International Small Business Journal, Vo. 34, No. 1, pp.3-15.
Wales, W.J., Covin, J.G. and Monsen, E. (2020), “Entrepreneurial orientation: The necessity
of a multilevel conceptualisation", Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, Vol. 14 No. 4,
pp. 639-660.
Wales, W.J., Shirokova, G., Sokolova, L., and Stein, C. (2016), “Entrepreneurial orientation in
the emerging Russian regulatory context: The criticality of interpersonal
relationships”, European Journal of International Management, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 359382.
Wales, W., Gupta, V.K., Marino, L. and Shirokova, G. (2019), “Entrepreneurial orientation:
International, global and cross-cultural research”, International Small Business
Journal, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp. 95-104.
Wales, W., Wiklund, J. and McKelvie, A. (2015), “What about new entry? Examining the
theorised role of new entry in the entrepreneurial orientation–performance
relationship”, International Small Business Journal, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 351-373.
Webb, J.W., Khoury, T.A. and Hitt, M.A. (2020), “The influence of formal and informal
institutional voids on entrepreneurship”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol.
44 No. 3, pp. 504-526.
Weber, M. (1976), The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, Allen and
Unwin, London.
Wennberg, K., Pathak, S. and Autio, E. (2013), “How culture moulds the effects of selfefficacy and fear of failure on entrepreneurship”, Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development, Vol. 25 No. 9-10, pp. 756-780.
Williams, N. and Vorley, T. (2015), “Institutional asymmetry: How formal and informal
institutions affect entrepreneurship in Bulgaria”, International Small Business
Journal, Vol. 33 No. 8, pp. 840-861.
Williamson, O.E. (2000), “The new institutional economics: taking stock, looking ahead”,
Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 38 No. 3, pp. 595-613.
Yoo, B., Donthu, N. and Lenartowicz, T. (2011), “Measuring Hofstede's five dimensions of
cultural values at the individual level: Development and validation of
CVSCALE”, Journal of International Consumer Marketing, Vol. 23 No. 3-4, pp. 193210.

Table I Descriptive data of the respondent firms
Profile
Description

Frequency

Percentage
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Position of the key Owner
respondent
in
the Managing Director
company
General Manager
Sales/Marketing Manager
Others (e.g., Business
Development Manager,
Production Manager, etc.)
Total (N)
Ethnic group of the key Malay
respondent
in
the Chinese
company
India
Others (e.g., indigenous people
of Sabah and Sarawak)
Total (N)
Types of Industry
Manufacturing
Services
Total (N)
Firm Size
1- 4 employees
5 - 74 employees
75 - 200 employees
Total (N)
Firm Age
1 - 6 years
7 – 12 years
13 - 18 years
19 - 25 years
More than 25 years
Total (N)

60
5
68
22
48

29.6
2.5
33.5
10.8
23.6

203
66
125
7
5

100
32.5
61.6
3.4
2.5

203
168
35
203
7
101
95
203
35
43
29
33
63
203

100
82.7
17.3
100
3.4
49.8
46.8
100
17.2
21.2
14.3
16.3
31.0
100

Table II Results summary of measurement model
Variable(s)
Cronbach’s
Alpha
>0.60
Power distance (PD)
0.863
Individualism (IND)
0.950
Masculinity (MAS)
0.900
Uncertainty Avoidance (UA)
0.959
Long Term Orientation (LTO)
0.661
Government regulations (REG)
0.922
Entrepreneurial orientation (EO)
0.859

Composite
reliability
>0.70
0.901
0.960
0.930
0.969
0.807
0.941
0.889

AVE
>0.50

Table III Discriminant validity
PD
IND

LTO

MAS

UA

0.648
0.800
0.768
0.860
0.587
0.763
0.742

EO

REG
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PD
IND
MAS
UA
LTO
EO
REG

0.805
0.597
0.247
0.546
0.038
0.444
0.258

0.894
0.417
0.777
0.194
0.690
0.387

0.877
0.498
0.057
0.492
0.412

0.928
0.361
0.682
0.433

0.766
0.237
0.141

0.861
0.516

0.873

Note: Numbers in bold indicate the square root of the average variance extracted for each construct.

Table IV Results summary of structural model
Structural path

Path
coefficients
Power distance - EO
0.043
Individualism - EO
0.398
Masculinity - EO
0.163
Uncertainty avoidance - EO
-0.200
Long-term orientation - EO
-0.051
Power distance x government regulations - EO
0.001
Individualism x government regulations - EO
0.175
Masculinity x government regulations - EO
0.097
Uncertainty avoidance x government regulations-0.087
EO
Long-term orientation x government regulations-0.094
EO
Direct effects model
R2 in EO
Adjusted R2 in EO
ΔR2

0.590***
0.578***

T-values

Hypothesis
Supported
0.683
No
5.220***
Yes
2.501**
Yes
2.768***
Yes
0.974
No
0.023
No
2.209**
Yes
1.662*
Yes
0.860
No
1.300

No

Interaction effects
model
0.632***
0.611***
0.042***

Note: *p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

Figure I Conceptual Framework
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Figure II Summary of the Full Model

Power
Distance
0.043
0.001
Individualism
0.398***
0.175**
Masculinity

0.097*

Entrepreneurial
orientation

0.163**
-0.087
-0.094

Uncertainty
Avoidance

-0.200***

-0.051
Long-Term
Orientation
Perceptions of
Government
Regulations

Note: *p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Figure III Slope plot for individualism x government regulations
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Figure IV Slope plot for masculinity x government regulations
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