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Abstract Rates of entrepreneurship differ sig-
nificantly between countries. Previous studies have
shown that the institutional context can explain these
differences; in particular, the institutional dimensions
approach has recently gained attention for its potential
to explain entrepreneurial activity across countries.
However, it is still unclear how this approach has
evolved, what has been advanced and what remains
to be done. Through a rigorous systematic analysis of
84 articles published in Q1 journals included in the
Journal Citation Reports™ for the period 2000-2025,
this study focuses on the utilization of institutional
dimensions (regulative, normative and cultural-cog-
nitive) as a conceptual framework, extending beyond
the traditional examination of formal and informal
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institutions. The main findings reveal that (a) there
is no consensus on the variables that measure the
institutional dimensions, particularly the normative
and cultural-cognitive dimensions; (b) additional
research is needed on the interactions between the
three dimensions and their effect on entrepreneur-
ship; (c) there are relevant differences in the effects
of institutional dimensions on different economic sec-
tors and different types of entrepreneurship, such as
opportunity or necessity; (d) each institutional dimen-
sion influences differently at each stage of the entre-
preneurial process; and (e) there are still few aca-
demic publications using the institutional dimensions
framework in the field of entrepreneurship, although
the number of articles published recently is increas-
ing. From these results, some opportunities for future
research lines are derived.

Plain English Summary What makes some coun-
tries lead in entrepreneurship while others lag?
This study reviews 84 articles for the period 2000 to
2025 regarding the relationship between institutional
dimensions (regulative, normative and cultural-cogni-
tive) and entrepreneurial activity. Moving beyond the
traditional focus on formal and informal institutions,
this theoretical framework offers a deeper understand-
ing of the influence of institutions on entrepreneur-
ship and the role of the individual in interpreting the
institutional context. The main findings reveal incon-
sistencies in how normative and cultural-cognitive
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dimensions are measured, a need for more research
on the interplay between institutional dimensions and
differences in their impact across economic sectors,
types of entrepreneurship (e.g. opportunity- vs. neces-
sity-driven) and stages of the entrepreneurial process.
Despite increasing interest, studies using this approach
remain limited, revealing potential for future research.
These insights call for improved institutional environ-
ments to foster entrepreneurship. For policymakers,
designing policies tailored to the specific needs and
characteristics of their entrepreneurs can foster entre-
preneurship and stimulate economic growth.

Keywords Institutional dimensions - Institutional
approach - Institutional theory - Entrepreneurial
activity - Systematic review - Regulative -
Normative - Cultural-cognitive

JEL Classification 126043 -M13-P48-713

1 Introduction

The OECD (2023) found a striking disparity in self-
employment rates between regions, with countries in
the European Union averaging 15%, while their coun-
terparts in Latin America show a significantly higher
average rate of 35%. Given the empirical evidence
highlighting the role of entrepreneurship in driving
economic growth (Bjgrnskov & Foss, 2016; Bosma
et al., 2018; van Stel et al., 2005) and the different
rates of entrepreneurial activity across countries,
there has been an increase in interest about the fac-
tors that foster new business creation (Julien, 2019).
Several authors have explained the determinants of
entrepreneurship using institutional theory. In general
terms, this approach describes the entrepreneurial
process through the socio-cultural environment and
the legal constraints in each country that determine
an individual’s decision to start a business (Stenholm
et al., 2013). Most of these studies have been based
on the influence of formal and informal institutions,
while the influence of institutional dimensions (regu-
lative, normative and cultural-cognitive) has received
less attention in academic research (Urbano et al.,
2019a). The growing recognition of institutions in
the form of formal rules, cultural values and shared
individual perceptions (i.e. regulative, normative and
cultural-cognitive dimensions) plays a crucial role in
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shaping entrepreneurship and its outcomes (Bosma
et al., 2018; De Clercq et al., 2010).

The institutional dimensions approach goes beyond
formal and informal institutions because it includes
the cultural-cognitive dimension that recognizes
the importance of the individual’s social construc-
tion based on the cognitive frames conditioning how
they interpret and respond to the formal rules and the
culture that promotes entrepreneurship (Johansson
et al., 2021). Although advances have been made in
the use of institutional dimensions in entrepreneur-
ship research, some questions remain unanswered,
and the fragmented research may hinder the oppor-
tunity to make meaningful and clear contributions to
the emerging field. For instance, researchers apply-
ing this theoretical approach face challenges, such
as the difficulty in achieving clarity regarding the
levels at which these dimensions should be measured
and studied. Few researchers have considered the
country and individual levels simultaneously in their
research (Rieger et al., 2021), and most of the studies
have based their analysis on one or another without a
clear explanation of the reasons. On the other hand,
while the initial framework of institutional theory
emphasizes the analysis of institutions in interaction
to explain individual behaviour (Scott, 1995),1 there
is a lack of clarity on how to study this interaction
to explain entrepreneurial activity (Langevang et al.,
2015). This relationship becomes even more com-
plex and understudied when considering the diver-
sity within the entrepreneurial phenomenon, such as
studying specific niches of entrepreneurs (e.g. high-
tech and high-impact entrepreneurs, university entre-
preneurship, female entrepreneurship, social entre-
preneurship) at different stages of the entrepreneurial
process (e.g. latent, emergent, nascent, established)
and exploring the motivations for starting a business
(opportunity and necessity-driven).

This paper, therefore, analyses an emergent stream
of research shedding light on the relationship between
regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive dimen-
sions that shape the entrepreneurship phenomenon.
The specific objectives of this study are (1) to identify

! This quote refers to the first edition (1995) of Scott’s work
Institutions and Organizations; although the fourth edition
(2013) is the most recent, institutional dimensions continue to
maintain their initial essence, and only exemplifications and
extensions have been added to the theory.
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the data sources and methodological approaches
deployed in prior studies; (2) to identify the contri-
bution of the literature and emerging/missing subjects
that can promote research on institutional dimensions
and the connection to the entrepreneurship phenome-
non; and (3) to propose a theoretical model and future
lines of research to study the link between institu-
tional dimensions and entrepreneurship.

The current study contributes to understand-
ing entrepreneurship research that uses institutional
dimensions as a conceptual framework. It sheds light
on the fundamental underpinnings that should guide
research questions, addresses methodological and
thematic limitations and offers valuable guidelines for
future research. Moreover, this study is the first sys-
tematic review to analyse in depth the literature that
explains entrepreneurial activity through the lens of
the institutional dimensions’ framework, which is a
constantly expanding research field.

As an antecedent, Urbano et al., (2019a) ana-
lysed articles that explored the relationship between
institutional theory and entrepreneurship. However,
Urbano et al., (2019a) mainly used formal and infor-
mal institutions (North, 1990) instead of regula-
tive, normative and cultural-cognitive institutional
dimensions (Scott, 1995), and they also included in
their review articles focusing on the impact of entre-
preneurship on economic growth. While we do not
seek to replace the tradition of examining formal and
informal institutions, we build on that foundation to
illustrate why acknowledging all three institutional
dimensions (regulative, normative and cultural-cog-
nitive) enriches our understanding of the entrepre-
neurial phenomena.

By prioritizing these three dimensions, we do not
dismiss the value of existing work; rather, we high-
light the added significance of the cultural-cognitive
dimension, an often-overlooked element when only
formal and informal categories are considered. In
doing so, our approach clarifies how the institutional
dimensions perspective enhances conceptual frame-
works, offering a more comprehensive view of how
institutional contexts shape entrepreneurship. Finally,
the methodology employed and the proposed model
for analysing publications in the field offer a robust
and analytical approach, enabling us to develop a
sound conceptual contribution (Fan et al., 2022).

After this introduction, the following section pre-
sents the interface between institutional theory and

entrepreneurship, highlighting the institutional dimen-
sions framework. In the third section, the methodol-
ogy used is outlined. The systematic literature review
results are described in Section 4 and analysed in
Section 5. Finally, in the last section, we discuss the
main findings of the study and conclude with a future
research agenda and the limitations of the review.

2 Institutional theory and entrepreneurship
research

Institutional theory, one of the major frameworks in
social sciences for understanding how institutions
shape social behaviour (Scott, 2004), has a rich and
complex history that dates to the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury. As Ostrom (2005) observes, “one of the most dif-
ficult problems to overcome in the study of institutions
is how to identify and measure them” because they
are invisible shared concepts that exist in the minds
of individuals. Rather than being a single, unified sys-
tem of assumptions and propositions, it represents a
broad theoretical perspective or family of approaches,
shaped by the fields of economics, political science,
sociology and psychology (Scott, 2004), each with its
own vocabulary and multiple levels of analysis.

In the 1950s, with the emergence of organiza-
tions as a recognized field of study, researchers
started applying institutional arguments to explain the
structure and behaviour of organizations. These new
approaches, called neoinstitutionalism, “both built on
and departed from” the insights of earlier institution-
alists (Scott, 2004), thus:

a) Neoinstitutional Theory in Economics brings
together a wide array of contributions (Scott,
2004) such as transaction cost and property
rights analysis (Ronald Coase, John Commons,
Oliver Williamson, Douglass North), bounded
rationality (Herbert Simon), innovation (Joseph
Schumpeter), game-theoretic approaches (Elinor
Ostrom), evolutionary theory (Richard Nelson
and Sydney Winter) and resource-based theory
(Edith Penrose). A particularly significant contri-
bution to this field is New Institutional Econom-
ics, which builds on the literature of transaction
costs, property rights and public choice (North,
1986). Specifically, North (1990, 1991) defines
institutions as the human-devised constraints that
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structure political, economic and social interac-
tions. These constraints define and limit indi-
vidual choices, thereby enabling the creation of
a stable structure that reduces the uncertainty in
human interactions (North, 1990). Institutions
include formal rules (such as constitutions, stat-
utes and common laws, regulations), informal
constraints (such as conventions, norms of behav-
iour and self-imposed codes of conduct) and their
enforcement characteristics.

b) Neoinstitutional Theory in Political Science
assembles two distinct branches: historical insti-
tutionalism and rational choice theory. Historical
institutionalism analyses political systems and
the power asymmetries that shape the function-
ing and evolution of institutions (Scott, 2013).
A seminal contribution in this tradition is the
framework of inclusive versus extractive insti-
tutions, developed by Acemoglu, Johnson and
Robinson—2024 Nobel Prize laureates—which
illustrates how arrangements endure when they
benefit dominant coalitions and how political
power conditions economic outcomes (Acemoglu
et al., 2002). Rational choice theory, by contrast,
extends the neoinstitutional approach in econom-
ics to political systems and explains how institu-
tions emerge and take specific forms to resolve
collective-action problems (Scott, 2013).

c) Neoinstitutional Theory in Sociology integrates
insights from cognitive psychology, cultural
studies, phenomenology and ethnomethodol-
ogy. This approach emphasizes cognitive over
normative frameworks and highlights the influ-
ence of cultural belief systems in the environ-
ment of organizations (Scott, 2013, p. 53). The
macro-level (environment) perspective in sociol-
ogy, elaborated by Dimaggio and Powell (1983)
and by Meyer and Scott (1983), has become the
dominant approach. Dimaggio and Powell (1983)
identified three mechanisms—coercive, mimetic
and normative—through which institutional pres-
sures diffuse across organizational fields, emerg-
ing structural isomorphism.

Building on these foundations, Scott (1995, 2013)
developed an analytic framework that focuses on
organizations and stated, “institutions comprise reg-
ulative, normative and cultural-cognitive elements
that, together with associated activities and resources,
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provide stability and meaning to social life” (p. 56).
Different social theorists have singled out each ele-
ment as the vital ingredient of institutions. Econo-
mists, particularly institutional economists such as
Douglas North, “likely to view institutions as rest-
ing primarily on the regulatory pillar”, with coercion
serving as the primary mechanism of control (Scott,
2013, p. 60). A second group of theorists views insti-
tutions as being primarily grounded in a normative
pillar, emphasizing how shared values and norms
embed a prescriptive, evaluative and obligatory
dimension into social life, emphasizing “appropri-
ate” behaviour (shaped by situational demand and the
actor’s role) versus “instrumental” behaviour, which
centres on the actor’s own preferences and self-inter-
est (Scott, 2013). The third group, principally anthro-
pologists, focuses on cultural-cognitive elements of
institutions: the shared meanings and mental mod-
els that shape social reality. This reality takes shape
through social interactions, where individuals create
and share their understandings of what is happening
(Scott, 2004, p. 411). Cultural-cognitive theory, the
most recently developed conception of institutional
structures and processes, provides the deeper founda-
tions of institutional form (Scott, 2004, p. 429).

The main implication of this concept that dif-
ferentiates institutional dimensions from the formal
and informal institutions framework is that, as Scott
(2013, p. 56) notes, institutions encompass the three
dimensions, which jointly shape social behaviour.
Rather than seeking an integrated conception or
relying on a single theory, greater progress can be
achieved by examining each element of institutions in
turn and clarifying its assumptions, mechanisms and
indicators (Scott, 2013, p. 59).

In entrepreneurship research, formal and informal
institutions have commonly been used to explain dif-
ferences in entrepreneurial activity between countries
(Urbano et al., 2019a; Welter and Smallbone, 2011).
However, the institutional dimensions (Scott, 1995)
have had a slower and more recent application to ana-
lyse the general entrepreneurial activity (Valdez &
Richardson, 2013) or entrepreneurial diversity/types
of entrepreneurship (Welter et al., 2017), such as
social entrepreneurship (Ghazali et al., 2021) or high-
tech entrepreneurship (Eesley et al., 2016). In this
study, we follow Carlsson et al. (2013) in defining
the entrepreneurship domain. We therefore consider
entrepreneurship to be a phenomenon that is reflected
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at the individual level (different types of entrepre-
neurs), the venture and firm level (corporate entrepre-
neurship) and the country level (entrepreneurial activ-
ity, new business creation).

Although formal and informal institutions present
differences in terms of institutional dimensions (regu-
lative, normative and cultural-cognitive), they remain
connected. Formal institutions predominantly operate
within the regulative dimension due to their codified
nature and explicit enforcement mechanisms. How-
ever, they are not limited to this dimension and may
also intersect with normative and cultural-cognitive
dimensions, particularly when formal rules embody
shared values or cultural assumptions. Furthermore,
North’s approach (North, 1990) is deterministic from
the institutional environment perspective as it consid-
ers the individual partially (North, 2005). In contrast,
Scott (1995) assigns much greater importance to the
individual. The cultural-cognitive dimension helps to
explain different individual behaviours under similar
institutional pressures.

Kostova (1997) introduced the idea of a coun-
try’s institutional profile, which examines how gov-
ernment policies, social norms and shared social
knowledge affect domestic business activity. Buse-
nitz et al. (2000) developed a tool to measure this
profile specifically for entrepreneurship, which has
been validated and adapted to analyse the influence
of the institutional dimensions in different countries
(Gupta et al., 2012; Manolova et al., 2008; Spencer
& Gomez, 2004). Therefore, prior research (Stenholm
et al., 2013; Urbano & Alvarez, 2014) found institu-
tional dimensions to be a solid theoretical framework
in entrepreneurship research and has been used to
explain how environmental factors influence entre-
preneurial behaviour with a strong emphasis on the
individual’s role. Dimensions reveal how the institu-
tional environment affects the individual’s decision to
start a new venture, particularly the cultural-cognitive
dimension, highlighting the relationship between the
environment and the individual.

Subsequently, we will delve into the theoretical
underpinnings and seminal authors that have been
foundational for each institutional dimension. Follow-
ing this exploration, we will establish their connec-
tion with the entrepreneurial activity.

The regulative dimension influences future behav-
iour through its espousal and insistence on estab-
lishing rules, carrying out inspections, manipulating

sanctions and giving rewards or punishments (Scott,
1995). The regulative dimension within a society
encompasses legal procedures, written rules and gov-
ernmental actions that play a pivotal role in shaping
the entrepreneurial landscape. This argument delves
into the main theories that have attempted to ana-
lyse and define the regulative dimension’s impact
on entrepreneurial activity. The discussion revolves
around the assertion that less democratic govern-
ments tend to regulate more heavily, with limited
visible social benefits, primarily benefiting politi-
cians and bureaucrats (Djankov et al., 2002). One
prominent lens through which to examine the regu-
lative dimension is coercive isomorphism, a concept
introduced by Dimaggio and Powell (1983). Coer-
cive isomorphism operates through diffuse informal
mechanisms or highly formalized processes involv-
ing specialized actors such as the police and courts
(Scott, 2013). The primary mechanism of control in
coercive isomorphism is coercion, which, contrary
to its connotations, encompasses various regulatory
processes that empower and constrain social actors.
For its part, Williamson (2000) examines formal rules
and governance structures. This involves the study of
legal systems, contracts and other formal mechanisms
that guide economic interactions. Institutions such as
property rights, contracts and legal frameworks are
central to this level. Williamson argues that formal
rules play a critical role in reducing transaction costs
and facilitating economic exchanges. The emphasis
is on the design of governance structures to address
issues of opportunism and uncertainty. Regulatory
processes in the private, market-based sector often
rely on positive incentives, such as increased returns
and profits. In contrast, public actors involved in
regulating the private sector predominantly employ
negative sanctions, including taxes, fines and even
incarceration. The nuanced interplay of positive and
negative incentives within the regulatory framework
illustrates the multifaceted nature of the regulative
dimension. Less democratic governments, driven by
coercive isomorphism, tend to wield a heavier regula-
tory hand, creating an environment that may not nec-
essarily yield visible social benefits. Djankov et al.
(2002) argue that such regulatory practices primarily
serve the interests of politicians and bureaucrats, cre-
ating a paradox where the regulatory system ostensi-
bly designed for societal welfare becomes a tool for
vested interests. Moreover, the coercive pressures
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inherent in regulatory processes can significantly
impact entrepreneurial activity. Coercive pressures,
often stemming from resource dependence, can lead
organizations to adopt specific practices to qualify
for state grants and other benefits. This phenomenon
highlights the intricate relationship between regula-
tory dimensions and entrepreneurial behaviour. Gov-
ernment mandates, budget cycles, financial reporting
requirements and regulatory agencies are all potential
sources of coercive pressure that shape organizational
behaviour. The regulative dimension is more read-
ily adjustable than the normative or cultural-cogni-
tive dimensions, because new laws can be enforced
each time the government has a particular interest;
however, it is challenging to implement a regulative
institution without it being legitimized by the other
two institutions. This dimension in the entrepreneur-
ship field is represented through the policies framed
in various countries that encourage entrepreneurial
activity (Busenitz et al., 2000).

The normative dimension includes the behavioural
goals in society while articulating the correct way to
pursue them. It implies a system of values (concepts
of a desirable behaviour together with the construc-
tion of standards against which existing behaviours
can be assessed) and norms (how things should be
done). Because it is rooted in culture and values,
this dimension tends to be resistant to change (Scott,
1995). In entrepreneurship, the normative dimension
is reflected in common beliefs about being an entre-
preneur and the legitimacy accorded to this profes-
sion; similarly, the appropriate forms are socially
accepted by community members when creating a
new company (Busenitz et al., 2000). Understand-
ing the normative dimension, which includes culture,
social norms and societal values, is crucial for com-
prehending and influencing entrepreneurial activity.
Dimaggio and Powell (1983) show that inter-organ-
izational networks foster normative isomorphism,
creating conformity and shared definitions of rational
behaviour. In entrepreneurship, such isomorphic pres-
sures lead entrepreneurs to adopt practices considered
legitimate in their environment. Williamson (2000)
situates informal institutions at the first level of social
structure, highlighting their inertia and influence on
conduct. Similarly, Shapero and Sokol (1982) demon-
strate how social and cultural factors embed entrepre-
neurship in broader societal contexts. Together, these
perspectives underline that the normative dimension
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operates through values and informal rules that chan-
nel economic and entrepreneurial activities.

As we mentioned, one of the significant contribu-
tions to the literature lies in the examination of the
third dimension, the cultural-cognitive, which extends
beyond formal and informal constraints and incor-
porates individual perspectives. North (2005) under-
scores the importance of individual beliefs in shaping
choices, structuring changes in the human landscape
and understanding societal beliefs. This dimension
emphasizes the role of the individual mind as a cru-
cial factor in comprehending cultural and cognitive
influences.

The cultural-cognitive dimension represents the
social construction of actors and interests based on
cognitive frames that condition how individuals inter-
pret and respond to the world around them (Scott,
1995). As Scott (2013) argues, sociologists such as
DiMaggio, Powell and Meyer emphasize the sig-
nificance of cultural-cognitive aspects in institutions,
which involve shared conceptions shaping social real-
ity and framing the creation of meaning. Attention
to this dimension is a distinctive feature of neoinsti-
tutionalism in organizational studies, emphasizing
that actors’ behaviour is influenced by internalized
symbolic representations. A central mechanism is
mimetic isomorphism, whereby organizations imi-
tate practices perceived as legitimate or successful
(Dimaggio & Powell, 1983). In entrepreneurship,
these imitated practices gain legitimacy when aligned
with shared values and cognitive frames. McClel-
land’s (1961) theory on the Need for Achievement
aligns with this cultural-cognitive dimension. He
argues that individuals with a high need for achieve-
ment possess a strong desire to set challenging goals,
take calculated risks and derive intrinsic satisfaction
from overcoming challenges. Importantly, McClel-
land highlights that this trait is not purely individual
but is shaped by cultural and societal factors, which
can foster or inhibit its development. This perspec-
tive helps explain differences in entrepreneurship
across cultures: societies that value achievements cre-
ate environments more conducive to entrepreneurial
activity. Entrepreneurs often display a strong need for
achievement, as their ambition to set and accomplish
demanding objectives and their willingness to take
risks mirror the characteristics described by McClel-
land. Scott’s (1995) cultural-cognitive dimension
delves into how shared beliefs, values and cognitive
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Regulative dimension

* Laws, regulations and government policies relating to new .
business (Busenitz et al. 2000; Spencer and Gomez, 2004; Manolova et al.

2008)

* Business legislation, Procedures, Venture capital (Urbano and

Alvarez, 2014; Yousafzai et al., 2015; Diez-Martin et al, 2016)
* Firm registration, payment of taxes (Wang et al; 2014)

Normative dimension

* Degree of admiration to entrepreneurial activity, valuing
creative and innovative thinking (Busenitz et al.; 2000, Spencer and

Gomez, 2004; Manolova et al; 2008)

» Career choice, High status, Media attention (Urbano and Alvarez,
2014; Yousafzai et al., 2015; Stenholm et al., 2013; Diez-Martin et al. 2016)

Cultural-cognitive dimension

* Knowledge and skills related to establishing and operating a
new business (Busenitz et al.; 2000, Spencer and Gomez, 2004; Manolova et

al; 2008)

» Skills, Fear of failure, knowing entrepreneur (Urbano and Alvarez,
2014; Yousafzai et al., 2015; Stenholm et al.; 2013; Diez-Martin et al., 2016)

Entrepreneurial activity
The entry density and
entrepreneurial aspirations
sub-index from the World Bank
Group’s Entrepreneurship
Survey (stenholm et al. 2013)
*  Dummy variable equals 1 if
individuals are starting a new
business or are the owners and

managers of a young firm
(Urbano and Alvarez, 2014)

» Total early-stage
Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA)
(Yousafzai et al. 2015)

* New business ownership rate
(GEM). Running business that
made any income for more

than 3 months (Diez-Martin et al.,
2016)

* Second-year, third-year and
fourth-year revenue in new
ventures (Wang et al., 2014)

The operationalization of the dimensions in this figure highlights the alignment of formal and informal institutions with the
institutional dimensions. While formal institutions are strongly associated with the regulative dimension due to their codified and
enforceable nature, they are not entirely synonymous. Similarly, informal institutions primarily align with the normative and
cultural-cognitive dimensions. However, the cultural-cognitive dimension uniquely encompasses the role of the individual, which
is not explicitly addressed in the traditional formal and informal institutional perspective

Fig. 1 Prevailing model—current understanding of the relationship between institutional dimensions and entrepreneurial activity

frameworks shape institutional practices in a society.
This perspective highlights the cultural environment’s
role in nurturing or hindering the development of a
high need for achievement among individuals.

The cultural-cognitive dimension emphasizes the
socially constructed belief systems and shared men-
tal models that shape how individuals perceive their
entrepreneurial capabilities (such as the knowledge
and skills necessary to launch a new venture) within
a broader institutional context (Alvarez et al., 2025;
Urbano & Alvarez, 2014). At the country level,
knowledge is institutionalized because certain infor-
mation is shared by all or most inhabitants; for exam-
ple, the steps to start a business can be very clear
in some countries, while in others, few people may
be interested (Busenitz et al., 2000). The cultural-
cognitive dimension is increasingly important to

entrepreneurship research in terms of how societies
accept entrepreneurs, inculcate values and even cre-
ate a cultural climate that normalizes and encourages
entrepreneurial activity (Bruton et al., 2010, p.423).

Figure 1 illustrates the foundational model, represent-
ing our initial understanding of the relationship between
institutional dimensions and entrepreneurial activity.
This model acts as the cornerstone from which we have
derived a new framework by introducing propositions,
informed by a thorough analysis of the literature.

It is important to acknowledge that there are also
authors who have proposed additional dimensions/
pillars such as conducive, creativity, social and sus-
tainability (Alt & Craig, 2016; Audretsch et al.,
2021, 2023a, b). For instance, Audretsch and Belit-
ski (2013) and Belitski and Desai (2016) have dis-
cussed the concept of creativity spillover as a new
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dimension. They argue that cities with a higher pro-
portion of the creative class (Florida, 2014) tend to
show a wide range of diversity, cultural inclusiv-
ity and a well-developed high-tech industry. Other
authors have included the conducive pillar, arguing
that it would allow for a more comprehensive analy-
sis of the institutional factors that influence entre-
preneurial outcomes, especially for high-growth and
innovative entrepreneurship (Bogatyreva et al., 2022;
Estrin et al., 2013; Stenholm et al., 2013). Neverthe-
less, integrating these additional dimensions, which
remain in an early stage of theoretical development,
falls outside the scope of this review. A more rigor-
ous approach would entail clearly defining each new
pillar, delineating its differences from the established
dimensions and ensuring its alignment with existing
theoretical frameworks.

3 Methodology

Although systematic literature reviews (SLR) are
increasing in management research, we still have
a small number of publications compared to other
research fields. For example, Williams Jr. et al. (2021)
indicate that between 2003 and 2019, 7386 SLRs
were published in medical sciences, 4264 in dentistry
and 6643 in psychology. Meanwhile, only 967 SLRs
were published in management. Given this very low
proportion of SLRs in management, it is essential
to explore methodological aspects in greater depth,
especially considering the lack of consensus among
academics and the inherent difficulty in sample selec-
tion criteria.

A recent article published in Organizational
Research Methods (Hiebl, 2023) provides insights
into critical decisions for sample selection. Accord-
ing to this study, SLR, including the sample selec-
tion process, should meet three desired attributes: (1)
structured, (2) transparent and (3) comprehensive. The
structured nature of a review implies that every step
in the process must be clearly justified, well-explained
and not arbitrary. Tranfield et al. (2003) added that a
structured search should be based on a clearly defined
research question(s) to be answered by a SLR, fol-
lowed by the “identification of keywords and search
terms, which are built from the scoping study, the lit-
erature and discussions within the review team” (p.
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215). Transparent refers to describing the methodo-
logical steps undertaken to arrive at the final sample,
including a full disclosure of the studies selected in
the review. A comprehensive review seeks to include
all relevant research items. Relevance in this context
is determined by (a) its contribution to answering the
predefined research question and (b) its compliance
with the established inclusion and exclusion criteria.
As detailed in this methodological section, the present
review adheres to these three attributes.

To identify relevant articles, we applied the system-
atic six-step procedure proposed by Aguinis et al. (2018),
which aligns with the three attributes outlined below.

Step 1: Scope of review. Following Paul and
Rialp’s ((2020) classification, we conducted a theory-
based review. That is, we synthetize and help advance
a body of literature (entrepreneurship research) that
uses and/or empirically applies a given underlying
theory (institutional dimensions framework).

The research question is the foundation step for
establishing the inclusion criteria for articles in a SLR
(Williams Jr. et al., (2021)) and may be defined more
narrowly or more widely, according to the author’s
discretion (Hiebl, 2023; Petticrew & Roberts, 2012).
Indeed, the purpose of a systematic literature review
is to provide a comprehensive overview of literature
related to a specific research question and synthesize
previous work to conclude what we know and do not
know about a given question (Williams Jr. et al., (2021).
Then, according to Fig. 2, our research question is as
follows: In what ways (specifically how, who, where,
why, what and when) does the institutional dimensions
approach (regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive
dimensions) contribute to entrepreneurship research?

Accordingly, we develop a theory-based system-
atic review focused on the relationship between insti-
tutional dimensions and entrepreneurship.

Initially, we considered a broader scope review,
examining the application of institutional theory
(both formal and informal institutions) to entrepre-
neurship research. However, to ensure the relevance
and impact of our review, we followed Paul and
Rialp’s (2020) recommendation to prioritize thematic
novelty and avoid well-covered topics, especially
those recently published in high-impact journals.
A search of the existing literature revealed a lack of
systematic reviews that explicitly examined the link
between institutional dimensions and entrepreneur-
ship. Prior reviews adopted a broader lens, addressing
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Inputs
Entrepreneurship Research Questions

Modes of Theorising (How?)

Shift between process- and variance-based
Shift between inductive and modes / Shift between static and dynamic Shift between analytical and
deductive modes modes / Shift between formal and informal numerical modes
modes
(Arshed et al., 2014) (Julien, 2019) (Moro et al., 2018)

Levels of Analysis (Who?) or Phenomena (Where?)

Tntroduce (or import) a new or Question the validity or utility
reviously overlooked shenomenon Apply an existing theory to a different of applying a theory to a
p o}; level of anaf) sis phenomenon or level of analysis particular phenomenon or level
Y of analysis
(Busenitz et al., 2000; Chowdhury et (Beynon et al., 2021; Bjerregaard, 2010;
al. 2019 Garci;—Cabr’era et al.. 2020: Collewaert et al., 2021; Dickson and Weaver,
v ; . y ? 2008; Langevang et al., 2015; Liu, 2021; N .
Garcia-Rodriguez et al., 2022; . R (Szyliowicz and Galvin, 2010)
Langevang et al., 2015; Moharrak ot al Maurer et al., 2022; Mogos etal., 2011;
5025: .\;Vatsor; 2013) ” Oftedal et al., 2018; Schillo et al., 2016;
> i Wang, 2019)
Causal Mechanisms (Why?)
Introduce (or import) a new causal Question the validity or utility of Synthe‘mse multlple. ca.usal
. . . mechanisms for mediating or
mechanism an existing causal mechanism

moderating effects
(De Clercq et al., 2010; Gasbarro et al.,
2018; Huang et al., 2023; Lopez et al.,
2025; Stephan et al., 2015; Wahga et

(Cheng and Yu, 2008; Franczak et al.,
2023; Graham and Bonner, 2024; Li, 2018; (Arshed et al., 2014; Johansson et

Schillo et al., 2016; Wallin and Fuglsang, al., 2021)
2017; Yousafzai et al., 2015)

al., 2018)
Constructs/Variables (What?)
. Change a construct’s role: Is it
Introduce (or import) a new construct as an .
. Redefine, clarify, broaden or an antecedent, focal
antecedent, focal phenomenon, outcome, mediator L
or moderator narrow an existing construct phenomenon, outcome,

mediator or moderator?

(Audretsch et al., 2025; Beynon et al., 2021; Busenitz | (Diez-Martin et al., 2016; Knorr
et al. 2000; Coeurderoy and Murray, 2008; Espinoza- etal., 2013; Lang et al., 2014,
Benavides and Diaz, 2019; Handrito et al., 2023; Li, Mogos et al., 2011; Oftedal et al., (Li, 2018)
2018; Maafen et al., 2025; Manolova et al., 2008; 2018; Sine et al., 2022; Widz and ?
Schillo et al., 2016; Stenholm et al., 2013; Wales et Kammerlander, 2022; Xie et al.,
al., 2021) 2021; Yuetal., 2013)

Boundary Conditions (When?)

Relax a theory’s assump tions for broader Restrict a theory’s assumptions for more specific implications
application
e . (Alvarez et al., 2025; Althalathini and Tlaiss, 2023; Arabiyat et al.,
(Besley ctal, 2016; Micliewicz °;811"3)2°19’ 2019; Bernal et al., 2022; Kara et al., 2024; Lim et al., 2016;
g ” ? ? Shirokova et al., 2021; Spencer and Gomez, 2004; Tlaiss, 2019)

¥

Outputs (Explanations, Predictions, Prescriptions, etc.)

Derive initial Derive different types of . . . ..
ypes Derive more specific outputs for Derive new outputs by combining
outputs from outputs from an existing . X X .
interesting special cases theories
a new theory theory

(Bosma et al., 2018; Garcia- (Agostino et al., 2020; Amine and | Bagis et al., 2023; Camelo-Ordaz et al.,
Cabrera ;t al 2’018' Staub, 2009; Demirdag and 2020; Companys and McMullen, 2007;
Gémez-Haro et al’ 501 l T Eraydin, 2022; Effah, 2016; He et | Garcia-Cabrera et al., 2016; Ghazali et

(Busenitz et Li, 2018: Mickiewicz et al.. al., 2020; Lang and Fink, 2019; al., 2021; Julien, 2019; Mohsen et al.,

al., 2000)

2019: Moro ct al.. 2018: Maallen et al., 2025; Steinz et al., 2021; Rieger et al., 2021; Stenholm et
Sine ’et al.. 2005 ’Valdeé 2016; Urbano and Alvarez, 2014; | al., 2013; Tang and Tang, 2012; Urbano

7 > Widz and Kammerlander, 2022; et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2014, 2017;
and Richardson, 2013) Williams and Spielmann, 2019) Yiu and Makino, 2002)

Fig. 2 Contributions to entrepreneurship research from the institutional dimensions approach. Source: self-elaboration based on
Makadok et al. (2018)
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institutional theory and entrepreneurial activity. For
example, in 2010, a special issue of the Entrepreneur-
ship Theory and Practice focused on institutional the-
ory and its application to entrepreneurship. Its edito-
rial article presented a systematic review, across nine
journals with citation impact factors above or near 2.0,
covering the period 1999-2009, yielding a final sam-
ple of 46 articles that primarily employed institutional
theory (Bruton et al., 2010). The main conclusion was
that the theory has matured, and it is therefore “time
to employ new and richer insights and uses of the the-
ory”. Later, in 2017, again, Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice published a SLR focused on entrepre-
neurship studies that apply institutional theory (Su
et al., 2017). This review covered the period between
1992 and 2014 and included 11 journals from entre-
preneurship, general management and international
business research areas. The final sample included 194
articles, 137 empirical and 57 conceptual. The review
finds that institutional theory has become a widely
adopted approach in entrepreneurship research, expe-
riencing significant growth in the number of studies.
Finally, in 2019, Small Business Economics published
a 25-year (1992-2016) systematic review focusing on
(a) institutional factors affecting entrepreneurship; (b)
the entrepreneurship impact on economic growth; and
(c) the overall sequence linking institutions, entrepre-
neurship and economic growth (Urbano et al., 2019a).
This review found that the two dominant theoretical
frameworks were (a) the institutional approach, draw-
ing on North’s concept of institutions, and (b) Scott’s
institutional dimensions.

In summary, although high-impact literature
reviews have examined the application of institutional
theory to entrepreneurship, none has specifically
analysed the relationship between the institutional
dimension’s framework and entrepreneurship, further
justifying the need for the current SLR. This perspec-
tive is also strengthened by a theoretical argument put
forward by North (2010), who stated that “the inte-
gration of institutional analysis with a culturally con-
ditioned approach to cognitive science seems to me to
be the most promising approach”.

Step 2. Journal selection procedures. We con-
ducted a keyword search in Web of Science, focusing
on the title, abstract and full text of the articles. The
search included the following terms: “institutional
dimensions/Pillar”, “dimension/Pillar”, “cultural-
cognitive”, “regulative”, “normative”, “Scott” and
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combinations (AND/OR) with “entrepreneurial”,
“entrepreneurship”, “entrepreneur”, “new ven-

“«

ture”, “start-up”, “small business or SMEs”, “new
firm creation”, “new firm formation” and “intrapre-
neur*”. The search was limited to articles in English
within the Social Sciences Citation Index, resulting in
a total of 1153 articles across multiple categories. The
top ten categories were Business (335), Management
(324), Environmental Studies (89), Economics (87),
Political Science (73), International Relations (70),
Environmental Sciences (58), Green Sustainable Sci-
ence Technology (51), Ethics (42) and Sociology (42).

Following the criteria established by Aguinis
et al. (2023), we select leading Q1 journals using the
Journal Citation Reports, which rank journals based
on their impact factor. The impact factor is a ratio
between the number of current year citations and the
number of citable items published in that journal dur-
ing the previous 2 years. First proposed in 1955 by
Eugene Garfield (2006), the impact factor, although
imperfect and lacking a superior alternative, is widely
used as a measure of journal influence and quality
(Aguinis et al., 2019). However, this indicator shows
considerable variability (Campanario, 2011); there-
fore, we also include Q1 journals based on the 5-year
impact factor, which considers citation data over
5 years. Both indicators complement each other to
reflect “the prestige, reputation and influence of the
journals through the prism of the average productiv-
ity of journals and thecitednesscounts of articles pub-
lished in the journals for a longer time” (Jacso, 2009,
p. 611). The resulting database after applying this fil-
ter includes 347 articles.

Step 3. Article selection procedures. All papers
included in the database were manually read/checked
to exclude papers in accordance with the definitional
and search parameters, with the initial focus being
the title and abstract. Only articles were selected, and
books, book chapters and conference proceedings
were excluded. According to our research question,
we also excluded the papers considering institutional
dimensions outside the entrepreneurship field and
those considering institutional theory but not specifi-
cally institutional dimensions. Finally, we fully read
through the articles to ensure that they met the objec-
tives of the SLR. We obtained a final sample of 84
articles for analysis in this study. A complete list of
the articles is provided in Appendix 1.
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Step 4. Categorization of the articles. To identify
potential clusters and themes within the preselected
literature, the data collected from the Web of Sci-
ence were imported into the R software, along with
the Bibliometrix package, specifically the Biblioshiny
app (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017). Using bibliometric
techniques, we analysed the data using a range of
activity indicators, including the total number of pub-
lications, citations and average citations per paper.
Visual analysis was conducted, including co-occur-
rence networks and thematic maps.

Steps 5 and 6. Creation of content analysis taxon-
omy and coding of features. After the first descriptive
analysis and definition of the sample, we studied the
articles, considering their contributions to entrepre-
neurship literature. For this purpose, we followed the
editorial article from the Special Issue on New The-
ory in Strategic Management (Strategic Management
Journal, Volume 39, Issue 6, June 2018), which offers
a practical guide to understanding and classifying
aspects of a theory where contributions can be made
(Makadok et al., 2018). Therefore, based on their tax-
onomy, we characterize the state of the contributions
to the relationships between institutional dimensions
and entrepreneurial activity in terms of the mode of
theorizing, level of analysis, understanding of the
underlying phenomenon, causal mechanisms, con-
structs/variables and boundary conditions.

Step 7. Discussion of future research agenda. This
section outlines what has been done, what remains to
be done and what challenges exist (developed later in
the current review).

4 Systematic review: descriptive analysis

The results show that an important percentage of the
articles (40%) were published in entrepreneurship
journals. Ten articles were published in Small Busi-
ness Economics; seven in the International Journal
of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research; and six in
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development. This
was followed by the Journal of Small Business Man-
agement, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice and
the International Entrepreneurship and Management
Journal, with three articles each. Finally, the Interna-
tional Small Business Journal published two articles,
while the Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal and the

Journal of Business Venturing published one article
each. The publication trends reveal the relevance of
the entrepreneurship field and the low rate of publica-
tion of articles on this subject (Appendix 2 provides
the detailed number of articles per year and journal).

The number of articles has increased, particularly
since 2016. Although the first article appeared in
2000, the number of publications has fluctuated over
time. Only 12 articles were published in the 10 years
(2000 and 2010). Between 2011 and 2015, 16 articles
were published. Notably, a significant advancement
in research was observed between 2016 and 2020,
with 29 articles published. The remaining 27 articles
appeared between 2021 and mid-2025, demonstrating
the growing interest in this field.

We also analysed the techniques that were used in
both theoretical and empirical research. Quantitative
studies were predominant, with 57 articles; the most
used methods were multiple regression, followed by
structural equation models. Only eight articles used
multilevel analysis, and six used panel data. An article
discusses artificial intelligence methodologies, specifi-
cally machine learning algorithms. Qualitative research
was conducted in 18 studies, including eight case
studies, five qualitative comparative analyses (QCA)
and seven using other qualitative approaches such as
thematic analysis, content analysis and ethnography.
Finally, only six articles were theoretical, while three
studies combined qualitative and quantitative analyses.

Regarding the sources of information in the empiri-
cal studies, 40 used secondary data, 33 gathered pri-
mary data, and five used both. The main database used
to measure entrepreneurship variables was the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM). This was followed
by the Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Stu-
dents’ Survey (GUESSS), the World Values Survey
(WVS), the World Bank Group’s World Business Envi-
ronment Survey (WBES), the Doing Business Report
(EDBI) and the World Competitiveness Report (WCR).
Specific entities in each country were used for informa-
tion related to the context and other regulatory aspects.

The authors with the most publications using the
institutional dimensions framework for the analy-
sis of entrepreneurial activity are Urbano (6), Alva-
rez (4), De Clercq (3) and Lopez (3). The remain-
ing authors have each published one or two articles.
Regarding the number of authors and co-authors per
paper, 8 publications had a single author, 18 had two
authors, 34 had three authors, and 24 had four or
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more authors. These figures highlight the collabora-
tive nature of research in this field, as 73% of the pub-
lications involved three or fewer researchers.

To approximate the activity of national groups, we
analysed the articles based on the authors’ country of
affiliation. The countries with the highest number of
authors were the USA (125), followed by the UK (45),
Spain (23), China (22) and Canada (14). Although the
importance of studying the institutional dimensions in
different contexts is highlighted, there is low partici-
pation by Latin American and African authors.

Regarding theoretical frameworks, the institutional
dimensions encompass a wide range of niches within
entrepreneurship research. This diversity is character-
istic of the field as a whole, where scholars often con-
centrate on specific subdomains. To make a novel con-
tribution beyond existing themes, we examined how
this body of literature advances theory by embracing
the inherent diversity within entrepreneurship.

5 Thematic analysis, theory contribution
and propositions

As previously mentioned, the studies analysed were
classified based on their theoretical contributions to
the field of entrepreneurship, as illustrated in Fig. 2. In
addition, we present a thematic analysis of the articles
included in this systematic review to further highlight
these contributions. From this analysis, we propose
nine key propositions that synthesize the findings and
identify the main areas where future research should
focus, aligned with our research question: In what
ways (specifically how, who, where, why, what and
when) do the institutional dimensions approach (regu-
lative, normative and cultural-cognitive dimensions)
contribute to entrepreneurship research?

5.1 Modes of theorizing

Contributions to entrepreneurship research that dis-
cuss the necessity of changing the modes of theoriz-
ing are scarce. As mentioned, most of the research in
the field is quantitative and follows the same pattern;
however, it is evident in the discourse that quantitative
and qualitative methodologies answer different ques-
tions. We found three papers that made changes in the
modes, either by moving from deductive to inductive
methods (Arshed et al., 2014), switching between
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static and dynamic modes (Julien, 2019) or chang-
ing between analytical and numerical modes (Moro
et al., 2018). Therefore, there is a call in institutional
theory to carry out more mixed methods studies. For
instance, the research by Julien (2019) built an inte-
grative model that is quite different from the models
usually offered in the field and proposed a dynamic
model that includes the institutional context (regula-
tive, normative and cultural-cognitive dimensions) as
a part of a bigger picture in which the entrepreneur-
ial activity is immersed. This is significant because
it shows how the institutional dimensions approach
interacts with other theories to explain entrepreneur-
ship. We thus derive the following proposition:

Proposition 1: The influence of institutional
dimensions on the entrepreneurship phenom-
enon is complex and requires qualitative, quan-
titative and mixed methods analysis.

5.2 Level of analysis and phenomena

The authors who contribute to the field by studying
different levels of analysis and specific phenomena
choose their topic depending on their particular inter-
ests while ignoring, to some extent, the previous lit-
erature that also considers the same level of analysis.
From a country-level perspective, Urbano and Alva-
rez (2014) showed that better institutional dimensions
(fewer procedures, higher media attention for new busi-
ness, better entrepreneurial skills and less fear of fail-
ure) increase the probability of individuals engaging
in nascent entrepreneurship. Diez-Martin et al. (2016)
affirmed that more entrepreneurial legitimacy in regu-
lative, normative and cultural-cognitive dimensions
results in greater entrepreneurial activity rates, spe-
cifically for innovation-driven countries. Other authors
have shown how the institutional dimensions work
together to promote entrepreneurship and add the role
that those institutions play in venture capital develop-
ment (Maurer et al., 2022), business angel investment
and their governance arrangements (Collewaert et al.,
2021). These results align with Busenitz et al. (2000),
whose seminal work analysed country-level institu-
tional differences and their impact on different types
and levels of entrepreneurship. They showed that coun-
tries with different profiles can favour different types
of entrepreneurship, such as small family businesses or
technology firms. For instance, the distance between
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the origin and host countries in the normative dimen-
sions hinders new immigrant entrepreneurship oppor-
tunities (Garcia-Cabrera et al. (2020). Moharrak et al.
(2025) present and theorize the emerging phenomenon
of international hidden entrepreneurs in Saudi Arabia,
illustrating how they arise from institutional pillars
within a restrictive regulatory context.

Regarding female entrepreneurship, Yousafzai et al.
(2015) and Xie et al. (2021) showed that the regulative
dimension, entrepreneurial cognitions and entrepre-
neurial norms benefit women’s entrepreneurship leader-
ship, particularly when supported at the country level.
Similarly, in the specific context of Africa, Langevang
et al. (2015) and Amine and Staub (2009) showed how
regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive dimensions
promote the emergence of female entrepreneurial activ-
ity. Wang et al. (2019) found that the lack of growth
ambition for female entrepreneurs in China is due to the
flawed perceptions of the regulative and cultural-cogni-
tive dimensions compared to their male counterparts.
Wang et al. (2019) discussed the lack of institutional
conditions necessary to ensure the growth and survival
of the companies in the first stages. These studies under-
line the importance of institutional support for women
entrepreneurs during the early stages of their ventures.

Additionally, although there is considerable inter-
est among scholars in investigating how institutional
dimensions affect entrepreneurial diversity, there
remains a deficiency in conducting thorough analy-
ses that differentiate the entrepreneurial process
(Audretsch et al., 2022a, b, 2023a, b). Considering
this group of studies and the nascent stage of the
business analysed, we propose the following:

Proposition 2a: In the first stages of entrepre-
neurship, institutional dimensions favour vari-
ous forms (such as female, small family busi-
nesses, social entrepreneurship or technology
new firms). These effects vary across countries
and regions, with notable constraints particu-
larly on immigrant entrepreneurs due to norma-
tive dimension disparities.

Another group of studies considers a more
advanced stage of entrepreneurship, in which the
effect of institutional dimensions is different. For
instance, considering international entrepreneur-
ship, institutional dimensions explain the interna-
tional performance of small and medium firms. Yiu
and Makino (2002) found that regulative, normative

and cultural-cognitive dimensions explain the choice
of a company to enter the global market, as busi-
nesses fit the institutions of a new country. They also
showed that regulative and normative dimensions
might explain the cross-national variations, while
the cultural-cognitive dimension might explain the
cross-firm variations in the choice of entry mode.
Prior research has underlined the importance of an
entrepreneur’s favourable perception regarding the
institutional dimensions that benefit firm interna-
tionalization (Garcia-Cabrera et al., 2016; Li, 2018).
Mogos et al. (2011) found that the three dimensions
explain why small- and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) from some countries have an export advan-
tage. Other authors have found that the normative
and regulative dimensions have the most decisive
impact, with pressures on decision-making having
a negative relationship with the SME’s international
market orientation (Williams and Spielmann, 2019).
However, Szyliowicz and Galvin (2010) showed that
international entrepreneurship scholars have not suf-
ficiently explored institutional theory.

Regarding corporate entrepreneurship and the
advanced stages of the entrepreneurial process, some
authors have indicated that entrepreneurial orientation
is motivated by the normative, regulative and cognitive
institutional dimensions that exist in a firm’s institutional
environment (Dickson & Weaver, 2008; Tang & Tang,
2012). Similarly, other authors have suggested that the
normative and cognitive dimensions influence entre-
preneurial orientation, while the regulative dimension
influences the type of corporate entrepreneurial activ-
ity developed (Gémez-Haro et al., (2011). Wang et al.
(2017) found that new entrepreneurial ventures could
achieve higher performance if they made cognitive, reg-
ulative and normative legitimization efforts to meet the
expectations of their customers and suppliers. Based on
the previous literature, we propose the following:

Proposition 2b: In the later stages of entrepre-
neurship, especially during growth or interna-
tionalization, the regulative dimension (spe-
cifically financial support) has a significantly
greater impact.

Additionally, we found that some research has exam-
ined the role of regulative, normative and cultural-cogni-
tive dimensions in areas where this theoretical approach
is not typical—for example, to explain family support for
children’s entrepreneurial behaviour (Garcia-Rodriguez
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et al. (2022), entrepreneurial exit rates across countries
and in emerging economies (Beynon et al., 2021) and
the institutionalization of family businesses (Liu, 2021).
Other studies, such as Wang et al. (2014), have added
early customers to the analysis and shown their benefits,
which are higher when there are previous favourable
cognitive and regulative dimensions.

In terms of knowledge transfer research, Bjerre-
gaard (2010) found that the three institutional dimen-
sions affect collaborative work between new firms and
research groups in public universities; these institu-
tional logics facilitate the ongoing knowledge exchange
between these two sectors. Mickiewicz et al. (2019)
found that the legitimacy of the tax authorities and the
government (normative), the feeling of belonging to the
nation (cultural-cognitive) and the perceptions of the
risk and severity of punishment (regulative) are associ-
ated with an entrepreneur’s attitudes towards tax eva-
sion. Finally, in critical studies from an ethnographic
perspective, Watson (2013) supported the importance
of expanding entrepreneurial research to strike a balance
in the analysis of the concept of entrepreneurial action
within an institutional context while also paying atten-
tion to issues at the individual, organization and social
levels.

As we mentioned, while there is a noticeable inter-
est within the academic community in exploring the
impact of institutional dimensions on different types of
entrepreneurship across various sectors, there is a lack
of comprehensive analysis that distinguishes the entre-
preneurial process. Consequently, we have observed that
previous research fails to differentiate between latent,
emerging and established entrepreneurial activities
across the sectors (Audretsch et al., 2022a, b), which is
crucial for comprehending the existing disparities and
formulating more effective research to inform social
implications and policy impacts (OECD, 2023). Consid-
ering the prior literature, we put forward the following
proposition:

Proposition 3: Institutional dimensions oper-
ate at the individual (cultural-cognitive), family
(normative), organization/university and coun-
try levels (regulative and normative).

5.3 Causal mechanisms

A causal mechanism explains why the relationships
or effects proposed in a theory occur (Makadok et al.,
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2018). Research can advance theory by introducing
(or importing) a new causal mechanism, questioning
the validity or utility of an existing one, articulating
similarities or differences between causal mecha-
nisms or synthesizing multiple causal mechanisms to
examine mediating or moderating effects. In our case,
these causal mechanisms are key to understanding
how institutional dimensions collectively shape entre-
preneurial outcomes.

Among the papers that introduce (or import) a new
causal mechanism, Cheng and Yu (2008) explain how
institutional dimensions trigger proactive and radical
international responses that lead SME:s to initiate and
intensify internationalization. Franczak et al. (2023)
demonstrate how institutional dimensions shape new
venture survival in emerging markets through entre-
preneurs’ perceptions of uncertainty and their behav-
ioural responses. Applying explainable artificial intel-
ligence, Graham and Bonner (2024) focus on the
non-linearity in the relationship between institutional
dimensions and entrepreneurship, as well as the heter-
ogeneity in the importance of individual dimensions,
highlighting an overall trend towards the dominance
of the cultural-cognitive dimension.

We identified papers that contribute by examin-
ing and proposing new mediation and moderation
relationships between institutional dimensions and
constructs influencing entrepreneurial activity. The
interrelation between institutional dimensions is sig-
nificant in determining entrepreneurship (Szyliowicz
& Galvin, 2010) and business exit (Beynon et al.,
2021).

For example, Beynon et al. (2021) show that in
countries lacking supportive entrepreneurial frame-
work conditions (such as financing for entrepreneurs,
government support and policies, taxes and bureau-
cracy and governmental programmes, all related to
the regulative dimension), individuals are more likely
to perceive themselves as having stronger entrepre-
neurial abilities and lower fear of failure (cultural-
cognitive), making overconfidence more likely,
increasing entrepreneurship. On the other hand, coun-
tries with high entrepreneurial framework conditions
perceive themselves as having fewer (absent high
cultural-cognitive) entrepreneurial abilities and are
more likely to experience fear of failure, decreasing
entrepreneurial activity.

Lang et al. (2014) explained that in rural com-
munities, the prevailing normative dimension offers
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distinct motivations for local entrepreneurs in how
they navigate regulatory restrictions. The entrepre-
neur’s cultural-cognitive dimension, influenced by the
specific characteristics of their context, enhances the
potential of the normative dimension. Additionally,
the cultural-cognitive dimension plays a moderating
role, mitigating the restrictive impact of regulatory
institutions; in both cases, those interactions lead to
an increase in entrepreneurial practices.

Lopez et al. (2025) show that institutional dimen-
sions interact to shape high-impact female entrepre-
neurship across different contexts, while Li et al.,
(2020a, b) emphasize that this relationship is especially
important in explaining female entrepreneurial activ-
ity rates in low-development countries. Huang et al.
(2023) further explain how institutional dimensions
influence college students’ entrepreneurial willingness.

Moreover, the importance of considering the regu-
lative dimension concerning the other two dimensions
to explain entrepreneurship has been highlighted in
the literature (Lang et al., 2014; Steinz et al., 2016).
For example, Eesley et al. (2016) showed how a pro-
ject (regulative dimension) implemented by universi-
ties to support entrepreneurs affects their individual
beliefs (cultural-cognitive dimension) and behaviour,
increasing high-tech entrepreneurship; however, the
performance of their new ventures was not as expected
because the programme did not consider the broader
regional institutional context. This result highlights
the interplay between the regulative dimension influ-
encing the cultural-cognitive dimension, underscoring
the importance of considering the cultural context, the
perception of entrepreneurship in the country and the
significance of networks and role models (normative
dimension) in overcoming challenges faced by new
ventures. Wahga et al. (2018) find that in Pakistan’s
leather industry, weak formal regulatory pressure is
offset by strong normative pressures from intermedi-
ary organizations and by cognitive-cultural dimen-
sions, such as entrepreneurs’ values and perceived
competitive gains. The interaction between these insti-
tutional dimensions increases perceptions of opportu-
nities. Stephan et al. (2015) arrive at similar results,
showing that social entrepreneurship is higher when
institutional dimensions collectively create a sup-
portive environment. De Clercq (2010) examined the
association between institutional dimensions and new
business development in emerging economies.

Finally, Camelo-Ordaz et al. (2020) evaluated
these interactions and found that entrepreneurship
opportunity recognition is strongly influenced by the
cultural-cognitive dimension (entrepreneurs’ trust
and belief in their own abilities). Moreover, if the
institutional context is supportive of entrepreneurial
actions, given high economic freedom (favourable
regulative dimension) and a performance-based cul-
ture (favourable normative dimension), the effect of
the cultural-cognitive dimension in opportunity rec-
ognition will be stronger. In consequence, we pro-
pose that the institutional dimensions operate in con-
stant interaction, and it is crucial to understand how
these interactions influence entrepreneurial activity.
Therefore, we suggest the following propositions:

Proposition 4a: An unfavourable regulative
dimension (weak government support and
policies), in interaction with strong normative
(entrepreneurs receive high status, isconsidered
a desirable career choice, and successful entre-
preneurs receive media attention) and cultural-
cognitive (good perceptions of entrepreneurial
attributes) dimensions, increases entrepreneurs’
overconfidence, leading to higher exit rates in
developing countries.

Proposition 4b: Favourable regulative (high eco-
nomic freedom) and normative dimensions (a
society that encourages and rewards entrepreneur-
ial activity) in interaction with favourable cul-
tural-cognitive dimensions (knowledge and skills
perceptions) lead to higher entrepreneurial oppor-
tunity perceptions and entrepreneurial activity.

5.4 Constructs and variables

Conceptual constructs and variables are essential
components of any theory, serving as the lever that
defines what is being theorized (Makadok et al.,
2018). They can be introduced, imported, questioned,
removed, redefined, clarified, broadened or narrowed.

Different authors emphasized the importance of
favourable institutional dimensions by considering
subfields and emerging topics within entrepreneur-
ship research. One prior theoretical paper introduced
a novel framework by unifying the institutional logic
and the institutional dimensions approach (Sine et al.,
2022). Nevertheless, there is no consensus on the
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measurements of institutional dimensions, and different
indicators are implemented depending on the subfield.

Busenitz et al. (2000) were the first research-
ers that introduced and validated the construct of a
country institutional profile for entrepreneurship,
consisting of regulatory, cognitive and normative
dimensions. Later, Manolova et al. (2008) intro-
duced and validated this construct across emerging
economies.

We also find that by using constructs and vari-
ables, some authors have introduced new outcomes
into the analysis, such as entrepreneurial exit (Beynon
et al., 2021), exit intentions in the context of transi-
tion economies (Widz & Kammerlander, 2022) and
the profile of entrepreneurs who start again after fail-
ure, showing how institutional dimensions shape this
profile (Espinoza-Benavides & Diaz, 2019). Handrito
et al. (2023) introduced the long-term orientation
concept as an essential strategic option for new firms
to shape their future success. They analysed the rela-
tionship between the entrepreneur’s inner personality
and institutional dimensions as antecedents of long-
term orientation. However, most of the articles we
classified in this category operationalized the institu-
tional dimensions, which differ from most literature.

These articles propose a different perspective on
the operationalization of institutional dimensions,
sometimes considering constructs from other theo-
ries. For instance, some authors introduce the con-
ducive dimension and its measurement to analyse
high-impact entrepreneurship (Stenholm et al., 2013).
Other authors reinterpret institutional dimensions
(regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive) and
develop a framework for the growth orientation of
city entrepreneurial ecosystems, which includes three
institutional dimensions: regulatory, cultural values
and socio-cultural practices (Audretsch et al., 2025).

They also included a new mediator (vision for wom-
en’s entrepreneurship) and measures to explain the rela-
tionship between the institutional dimensions and wom-
en’s entrepreneurship from both a quantitative (Yousafzai
et al., 2015) and qualitative perspective (Xie et al., 2021).
Other authors presented new ways to explain how insti-
tutional dimensions are moderators to explain outcomes
such as entrepreneurial orientation and internationaliza-
tion (Li, 2018; Wales et al., 2021), while others consid-
ered just one of the dimensions as a focal phenomenon,
such as the regulative dimension, to explain the interna-
tionalization of new technology firms (Coeurderoy &
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Murray, 2008), or the cultural-cognitive dimension, to
explain entrepreneurship across countries (Knorr et al.,
2013). Thus, we propose the following propositions:

Proposition 5a: The operationalization of insti-
tutional dimensions can be enriched by intro-
ducing new outcomes (such as entrepreneurial
exit or long-term orientation) leading to a more
comprehensive understanding of their influence
on the entrepreneurship phenomenon.
Proposition 5b: The measure of institutional
dimensions can be enriched by introducing new
mediators (such as the vision for women’s entre-
preneurship) and using the dimensions as mod-
erators to explain entrepreneurial orientation and
internationalization, leading to a more compre-
hensive understanding of their influence on the
entrepreneurship phenomenon.

5.5 Boundary conditions

No theory can be applied universally without limi-
tation. Each operates within specific boundaries,
beyond which its conclusions may lose validity or
fail. Boundary conditions determine when the the-
ory is applicable and when it is not (Makadok et al.,
2018).

We observed the lack of critical work that con-
trasts or discusses the consistency of the institutional
dimensions approach among authors who increased
the limit of the boundary conditions of the theory. As
mentioned in the contributions regarding constructs
and variables, our analysis identified an adaptation
of the definitions for institutional dimensions, which
allowed the researchers to adjust and apply them to
different sectors and phenomena within the field. For
example, studies have examined inconsistencies in a
country’s institutional context and the context inside
universities that influence university entrepreneur-
ship (Eesley et al., 2016); the role and influence of
institutional dimensions on the internationalization of
entrepreneurship (Mogos et al., 2011); and contexts
characterized by informal economies and tax avoid-
ance (Mickiewicz et al., 2019). In contrast, we did
not identify any research that made an explicit call
to restrict the theory or the definitions. This allowed
the authors, according to their interests, to broaden
their opportunities to adapt the theory to specific sec-
tors and units of analysis. Specifically, the studies in
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this category showed how the institutional dimen-
sions approach aids in understanding the picture of
entrepreneurship phenomena at different levels and
in different contexts. For example, these articles clar-
ify the boundary conditions by specifying when and
under what conditions institutional dimensions mat-
ter. Spencer and Gomez (2004) examine how insti-
tutional dimensions and economic factors influence
types of entrepreneurship, while Lim et al. (2016)
demonstrate that individual-level effects on entrepre-
neurial engagement depend on institutional contexts.
Other articles highlight how institutional dimensions
support different stages of entrepreneurship (Alvarez
et al., 2025) and innovative entrepreneurial activity
(Arabiyat et al., 2019) or shape the effectiveness of
causal and effectual entrepreneurial logics (Shirokova
et al.,, 2021). Kara et al. (2024) analyse variations
between developed and developing countries, and
Bernal et al. (2022) show that entrepreneurs’ respon-
siveness depends on venture stage and the intensity
of institutional pressures, and Althalathini and Tlaiss
(2023) demonstrate that the emancipatory potential
of digital technologies for women entrepreneurs is
contingent on specific institutional dimensions, while
Tlaiss (2019) challenges views of career success by
showing how its meaning is shaped by normative and
cultural-cognitive dimensions.

A key insight is that the influence of regulative
and normative dimensions may differ significantly
depending on whether entrepreneurship occurs in
developed or developing countries (Mickiewicz et al.,
2019), as well as within formal or informal sectors. In
environments where the regulative dimension exerts
strong control, entrepreneurs may gravitate towards
the informal economy if institutions become overly
restrictive (Webb et al., 2009). Conversely, in more
supportive environments, these same dimensions may
enhance formal or productive entrepreneurship (Sten-
holm et al., 2013). In short, the effect of institutional
dimensions on entrepreneurship is not universal but
is shaped by the surrounding context, including the
degree of informality.

Therefore, we put
proposition:

forward the following

Proposition 6: Regulative and normative dimen-
sions are specific according to the context in
which they operate. When informal economies
are considered, the relationship between insti-

tutional dimensions and entrepreneurship could
be counterintuitive. For instance, scarce regula-
tions supporting entrepreneurship and a nega-
tive stereotype of the entrepreneur inhibit entre-
preneurship.

Figure 3 illustrates the general model with the six
previous propositions.

5.6 Outputs

Finally, we found that most of the contributions to
the literature analysing entrepreneurship through the
lens of institutional dimensions are related to the
outputs, as shown at the bottom of Fig. 2. This indi-
cates how contributions to the theory can progress
as theories develop over time; when an approach is
new, researchers try to derive some initial outcomes
from it. For example, Busenitz et al. (2000) applied
the institutional dimensions approach to entrepre-
neurship, which was an essential contribution in this
field, mainly because of the novel application, as
other researchers began exploring the opportunities
to contribute by deriving additional outputs from the
existing theory. Recently, research in this classifica-
tion has started to combine the institutional dimen-
sions approach with other theoretical frameworks or
approaches to improve the analysis. Some of those
applications are also innovative, such as the combi-
nations with resource-based theory (Mohsen et al.,
2021), theory of planned behaviour (Bagis et al.,
2023; Garcia-Rodriguez et al., 2022; Ghazali et al.,
2021) and embedded agency perspective (Rieger
etal., 2021).

As seen in the earlier results, there is some con-
sensus regarding the influence of the regulative, nor-
mative and cultural-cognitive dimensions on different
types of entrepreneurship. Subsequently, in the the-
matic analysis, we focus on elucidating the evolution-
ary trajectories of research within each of the dimen-
sions and their specific outcomes.

5.6.1 Regulative dimension

Some studies do not support the use of the regula-
tive dimension to explain entrepreneurial activity
(Schillo et al., 2016; Valdez & Richardson, 2013).
This weak relationship can be explained by the types
of variables with which the authors operationalize
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methods analysis

Country/organisational level

(normative), organisation/university and country levels (regulative and
normative).

P4a: An unfavourable regulative in interaction with

P4b: Favourable regulative and normative dimensions
in interaction with favourable cultural-cognitive
dimensions lead to higher entrepreneurial
opportunity perceptions and entrepreneurial activity.

Individual level

the entrepreneurship phenomenon.

and a negative stereotype of the entrepreneur inhibits entrepreneurship.

P1: The influence of institutional dimensions on the entrepreneurship phenomenon is complex and requires qualitative, quantitative and mixed

Institutional dimensions

P3: Institutional dimensions operate at the individual (cultural-cognitive), family

strong normative and cultural-cognitive dimensions, RegUIatNe
increases entrepreneurs’ overconfidence, leading to
higher exit rates in developing countries. Normative

Cultural-cognitive

P5a: The operationalisation of institutional dimensions can be enriched by introducing new outcomes (such as entrepreneurial exit or long-term orientation)
leading to a more comprehensive understanding of their influence on the entrepreneurship phenomenon.

PSb: The measure of institutional dimensions can be enriched by introducing new mediators (such as vision for women's entrepreneurship) and using the
dimensions as moderators to explain entrepreneurial orientation and internationalization, leading to a more comprehensive understanding of their influence on

P6: Regulative and normative dimensions are specific according to the context in which they operate. When informal economies are considered, the
relationship between institutional dimensions and entrepreneurship could be counterintuitive. For instance, scarce regulations supporting entrepreneurship,

Entrepreneurship phenomena

P2a: In the first stages of entrepreneurship, institutional
dimensions favour various forms (such as female, small family
businesses, social entrepreneurship or technology new firms).
These effects vary across countries and regions, with notable
constraints, particularly on immigrant entrepreneurs due to
normative dimension disparities.

Entrepreneurship diversity/Type of
business or sector

Stage in the entrepreneurial
process

P2b: In the later stages of entrepreneurship, especially
during growth, or internationalization, the regulative
dimension (specifically financial support) has a significantly
greater impact.

Fig. 3 Proposed model to analyse the relationship between institutional dimensions and entrepreneurship phenomena (Propositions

1to 6)

this dimension and the development stage of the ven-
ture. For instance, Urbano et al., (2019a) found that
meanwhile some regulatory conditions (such as prop-
erty rights and government programmes) enhance the
probability of developing new technology initiatives
among new/established firms, other regulations (like
support for science and technology) retard this devel-
opment. In contrast, Coeurderoy and Murray (2008)
showed that, in terms of internationalization and the
choice of location of new technology firms, entrepre-
neurs are more influenced by the industry regulations
in which the company operates and less influenced by
foreign regulations. These findings concur with those
of Wang et al. (2017), who showed that the regula-
tive dimension helps new firms to acquire the nec-
essary resources and develop capabilities to exploit
opportunities to enter a new market. Bosma et al.
(2018) demonstrated that the regulative dimension,
when operationalized—such as financial stability and
a small government—is the most important predic-
tor of productive entrepreneurship. Sine et al. (2005)
showed that the regulative dimension legitimated the
electricity sector and provided incentives for entrants,
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significantly impacting novel and risky technologies.
Agostino et al. (2020) presented similar results where
the local institutional quality, referring to the regula-
tive dimension, positively affects entry rates, and its
impact is stronger in high-tech industries.

There are different perspectives on the contradic-
tory results of the influence of the regulative dimension
on entrepreneurial activity. One is that the regulative
dimension may be insufficient because there is little
trust that regulations intended to favour entrepreneur-
ship will remain stable over time (Garcia-Cabrera et al.,
(2018), which is also connected with poor entrepre-
neurship policies (Arshed et al., 2014), such as protect-
ing intellectual rights (Yu et al.,, 2013). Other problems
have been identified in bureaucratic licensing processes
within the government and unclear regulatory frame-
works in some sectors, such as new technologies (Effah
2016). To deal with this lack of regulation, some entre-
preneurs seek to create strategic relationships (Steinz
et al., 2016) with people of authority or form alliances
with large and established firms (Yu et al., 2013).
However, in other aspects, such as access to financing
(Diez-Martin et al. (2016), the regulative dimension
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(government policies that support entrepreneurs) has
a more positive and significant influence than the nor-
mative and cultural-cognitive dimensions. Moreover,
Moro et al. (2018) found that the regulative dimension
within banks affects entrepreneurs’ credit possibilities.
Informal relationships to overcome problems in the
regulative dimension and sector-specificities are part of
the culture and perception of opportunities in the envi-
ronment. For instance, Maallen et al. (2025) show that
a supportive normative dimension can compensate for
the absence of a favourable regulative dimension in the
context of sustainable entrepreneurial activity. We thus
found empirical evidence that shows the importance of
analysing the regulative dimension interrelated with the
normative one, as presented in Proposition 4. There-
fore, the following propositions are put forward:

Proposition 7a: Improvement on the regulative
dimension (such as clear property rights, small
government, regulation of credit, labour and busi-
ness markets, financial stabilityand government
support) increases the opportunities for high-tech,
innovative, green and digital entrepreneurship.
To some extent, scarce support of the regulative
dimension is compensated for with a highly sup-
portive normative dimension.

Proposition 7b: The regulative dimension (such
as the number of procedures and days to start a
business, intellectual property protection and
public trust in politicians) highly influences the
more consolidated new firms and financing of
entrepreneurship.

5.6.2 Normative dimension

Prior research suggests the importance of the
normative dimension in explaining entrepreneur-
ship in the hospitality sector (Li et al., 2020a, b)
and students’ entrepreneurial intention (Oftedal
et al., 2018). The normative dimension influences
entrepreneurial activity depending on the social
perceptions associated with entrepreneurship in
each context. In addition, literature highlights the
importance of the culture that supports entrepre-
neurship in different countries, over the regulative
dimension tied to formal regulations that favour
entrepreneurship.

On the other hand, we find a very particular
relationship in studies that examine the connection

between entrepreneurial intention and the norma-
tive dimension. Prior studies have shown that the
normative dimension is very important in enhanc-
ing entrepreneurial intentions among students
(Oftedal et al., 2018). It is worth noting that, while
existing studies on entrepreneurial intention pro-
vide a basis for latent entrepreneurship, there is a
notable absence of research exploring the influence
of institutional dimensions on this stage. Recent
research emphasizes a predominant emphasis by
local and national governments on promoting over-
all entrepreneurial activity (Agostino et al., 2020),
potentially neglecting the importance of intentions
and latent entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, entre-
preneurial intentions play a crucial role, as they
signify the initial steps towards nascent entrepre-
neurs. Accordingly, Valdez and Richardson (2013)
suggested that if people believe their society has a
favourable view of entrepreneurs, many people will
want to participate in entrepreneurship initiatives.
Cultural differences, such as beliefs and values,
might therefore play a more important role in entre-
preneurship than economic and regulative aspects,
such as transaction costs, especially in opportunity-
based entrepreneurship in the initial entrepreneurial
stages. He et al. (2020) argued that the normative
dimension, related to R&D transfer and open cul-
ture, promotes the influence of opportunity-based
entrepreneurship on the environmental quality
of sustainable development. They indicated that
opportunity-based entrepreneurs try to identify new
opportunities according to the values and common
rules (normative dimension) to improve their entre-
preneurial capabilities by building advantages for
themselves. Finally, Demirdag and Eraydin (2022)
produced similar results and noted the significant
role of normative institutions (such as an innovative
society, a good perception of production/trade and
knowledge transfer) in defining different regional
innovative entrepreneurship pathways in an emerg-
ing economy. Therefore, we point out the following
propositions:

Proposition 8a: The normative dimension has a
stronger influence on entrepreneurs motivated
by opportunity than on entrepreneurs moti-
vated by necessity. Particularly, where societal
perceptions play a crucial role, the normative
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dimension is more important than the regulative
dimension.

Proposition 8b: The stronger the normative
dimension (favourable view of entrepreneurs,
knowledge transfer, open culture) in a society,
the greater the entrepreneurial intentions and
the possibility that nascent entrepreneurs will
emerge.

5.6.3 Cultural-cognitive dimension

Companys and McMullen (2007) showed that entre-
preneurial opportunities, from the cultural-cognitive
dimension perspective, exist because of the environ-
ment’s ambiguity and the resources available for an
individual to interpret and redefine those opportuni-
ties. Moreover, the importance of the cultural-cogni-
tive dimension has been recognized in studies related
to the internationalization of new firms. Garcia-
Cabrera et al. (2016) recognize an entrepreneur’s
discretion or autonomy in decision-making, which
explains why some entrepreneurs in the same insti-
tutional environment decide to internationalize their
firms while others do not. Chowdhury et al. (2019)
found that improvement in institutions has a more
significant effect on entrepreneurship in developing
economies than in developed economies. This result
is related to the cultural-cognitive dimension, which,
in turn, is associated with the individual. In emerg-
ing economies, most new ventures are motivated by
necessity. Therefore, self-confidence and a favourable
perception of oneself regarding the skills needed to
start a new venture and succeed are essential. Simi-
larly, Bosma et al. (2018) found that the cultural-cog-
nitive dimension concerning perceived start-up skills
and a culture of entrepreneurship that nurtures aware-
ness is conducive to entrepreneurial activity. In the
same way, Garcia-Cabrera et al. (2018) showed that
the cultural-cognitive institutions related to business
experience are most responsible for the emergence
of different types of entrepreneurial motivation. To
explain other types of entrepreneurs, the cultural-
cognitive dimension also appears critical when
explaining opportunity entrepreneurship, as shown
by the role that this dimension plays in entrepre-
neurial behaviour compared to the other two dimen-
sions (Diez-Martin et al., (2016); Garcia-Cabrera
et al., (2016). Various authors have therefore focused
on how this dimension operates in entrepreneurship
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through concepts such as independence, risk-taking
and creativity (Knorr et al., 2013). Sine et al. (2005)
stated that the development of cultural-cognitive insti-
tutions influences new firms more than the other two
dimensions; they indicated that their goals and expe-
rience shape the type of technology entrepreneurs
choose. Johansson et al. (2021) found similar results
for the venture capitalist sector, arguing that while
the normative and regulative dimensions influence
investment decisions, the cultural-cognitive dimen-
sion dominates the final behaviour. In their qualitative
study, the cultural-cognitive dimension is related to
the individual (1) subjective evaluation of the mar-
ket, product and production potentials; (2) subjective
definitions of entrepreneurs’ and key people’s char-
acteristics; and (3) subjective expectations of future
financial performance (in comparison to industry
performance). A study on different contexts (Dickson
& Weaver, 2008) found evidence that the cultural-
cognitive dimension, measured as (1) the perception
of the general risk and uncertainty in the environment
and (2) the perception of attractiveness and the good
opportunities of the industry and the environment,
influences a firm’s entrepreneurial orientation (firm
actions that are more innovative, risk-taking and pro-
active), considering industries of different technologi-
cal levels and sizes. Finally, a study on the context of
entrepreneurial orientation (Wang et al., 2017) found
that the performance of a new venture is more posi-
tive when the cognitive dimension is stronger. There-
fore, the following propositions are suggested:

Proposition 9a: The cultural-cognitive dimen-
sion (such as skills and knowledge perception,
experience and expectations on financial perfor-
mance) interacts with the regulative and norma-
tive dimensions to shape entrepreneurial activ-
ity and investment decisions. This interaction
is crucial in contexts with weak or ambiguous
formal support.

Proposition 9b: The cultural-cognitive dimen-
sion (such as the perception of risk and uncer-
tainty, and the perception of the industry or mar-
ket opportunities) significantly influences the
firm’s entrepreneurial orientation and the crea-
tion of new businesses, particularly in the first
stages, such as the opportunity recognition stage.

Figure 4 illustrates the specific outcome prop-
ositions for studying the relationships between
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Country/Organisational level

Regulative
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Institutional dimensions

Entrepreneurship phenomena

Entrepreneurship diversity/Type of
business or sector

P7a: Improvement on the regulative dimension
(such as clear property rights, small government,
regulation of credit, labour and business markets,

financial stability, and government support)
increases the opportunities for high-tech,
innovative, green and digital entrepreneurship. To
some extent, scarce support of the regulative
dimension is compensated with a highly
supportive normative dimension.

P8a: The normative dimension has a stronger
influence on entrepreneurs motivated by
opportunity than on entrepreneurs motivated by
necessity. Particularly, where societal perceptions
play a crucial role, the normative dimension is
more important than the regulative dimension.

P9a: The cultural-cognitive dimension (such as
skills and knowledge perception, experience, and
expectations on financial performance) interacts
with the regulative and normative dimensions to

shape entrepreneurial activity and investment

decisions. This interaction is crucial in contexts
with weak or ambiguous formal support.

Stage in the entrepreneurial
process

P7b: The regulative dimension (such as the
number of procedures and days to start a
business, intellectual property protection, public
trust in politicians) highly influences the more
consolidated new firms and financing of
entrepreneurship.

P8b: The stronger the normative dimension
(favourable view of entrepreneurs, knowledge
transfer, open culture) in a society, the greater the
entrepreneurial intentions and possibility that
nascent entrepreneurs will emerge.

P9b: The cultural-cognitive dimension (such as
the perception of risk and uncertainty, and the
perception of the industry or market
opportunities) significantly influences the firm
entrepreneurial orientation and the creation of
new businesses, particularly in the first stages
such as the opportunity recognition stage.

Individual level

Context

Fig. 4 Proposed model to analyse the relationship between institutional dimensions and entrepreneurship phenomena (Propositions

7t09)

institutional dimensions and entrepreneurial
activity.

6 Discussion and conclusions

Through a rigorous systematic analysis of 84 arti-
cles published in Q1 journals included in the Journal
Citation Reports™ for the period 2000-2025, this
review enhances our understanding of entrepreneur-
ship research that uses institutional dimensions (reg-
ulative, normative and cultural-cognitive) as a con-
ceptual framework extending beyond the traditional
examination of formal and informal institutions. The
main findings could be helpful for further meth-
odological and thematic research that constructively
contributes to the development of entrepreneurship
research from this approach.

Regarding the methodological aspect, the main
results identified the problems encountered in meas-
uring the dimensions, because different papers have
contributed from their perspective by applying the
institutional dimensions to specific cases and units of

analysis. The variables used to operationalize insti-
tutional dimensions differ across works, and there is
no consensus on the appropriate measurements. For
example, while the scale allows the regulative dimen-
sion to be observed through individual perceptions, it
risks blurring the line between objectively grounded
formal rules and subjective interpretations. Although
studies building on Busenitz et al. (2000) have made
substantial progress in collecting primary data on
institutional dimensions, these approaches still warrant
careful consideration. One promising strategy involves
combining perception-based measures with objective
indicators to achieve a more reliable and comprehen-
sive assessment of institutional contexts. Similarly, we
found possibilities of improvement on the measure-
ment of the cultural-cognitive dimension given that,
in some research, it is a variable only of individual
perception of skills and self-confidence. However, this
dimension not only reflects personal assessments but
also arises from the social construction of beliefs. This
interplay complicates the boundaries of measurement
and poses challenges for operationalizing the institu-
tional dimensions. These challenges can be addressed
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through methodological refinements, such as employ-
ing multilevel modelling techniques.

The measurement methods depend on each author
and their research interests. Generally, there is a need
to include a broader range of institutional variables
and measures (Dickson & Weaver, 2008). Although
the same databases, such as the GEM, were used in
many publications, some authors revealed the exist-
ence of problems in these databases (Schillo et al.,
2016; Stenholm et al., 2013; Urbano & Alvarez,
2014; Valdez & Richardson, 2013; Yousafzai et al.,
2015). Data sources are limited, particularly when
attempting to conduct cross-country comparisons,
because of the limited number of indicators and the
differences in measurement across countries (Schillo
et al., 2016). Additionally, future studies should con-
sider the levels of analysis—national, regional, organ-
izational and individual—as institutional dimensions
may vary in relevance and impact depending on the
level studied (Appendix 3 provides a summary of the
key proxies and the levels of analysis used to meas-
ure institutional dimensions). Moreover, for example,
at the individual level, the cultural-cognitive dimen-
sions, such as perceived entrepreneurial skills, exhibit
greater variation compared to aggregated controls for
regulative aspects, which are often observed at the
national level. This variation reflects the nested struc-
ture of the data frequently used in studies, such as
GEM-based research. However, when data are aggre-
gated at regional or national levels, this variation is
diminished, potentially amplifying the role of regula-
tive dimensions. This highlights the need for future
research to account for the level of analysis when
interpreting institutional influences on entrepreneur-
ship (Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001).

We encourage researchers to adopt specific meas-
urements based on their subfield, as this practice is
gaining acceptance and yielding interesting results
in areas like social entrepreneurship, corporate entre-
preneurship and high-tech entrepreneurship (i.e.
Ghazali et al., 2021; Handrito et al., 2023). Incor-
porating these applications and conducting primary
data collection can enhance the quality and practical
implications of their findings. Furthermore, our find-
ings indicate a shift in research focus from viewing
institutional dimensions solely as antecedents of
entrepreneurship. Increasingly, these dimensions are
recognized as influential factors that impact various
outcomes, including entrepreneurship quality and
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survival. As a result, new measurements have been
employed, demonstrating the promising potential of
this research line.

Regarding study types, most articles were empiri-
cal, and quantitative research characterizes the field.
However, there is scope for improvement in the tech-
niques used. Only six articles presented panel data
as an analysis technique despite several research-
ers stressing the need for more longitudinal research
in this field using both quantitative and qualitative
methods (Lang et al., 2014). Larger sample sizes are
also needed. However, researchers should be careful
in these analyses and recognize the problems with
establishing a common institutional environment that
serves to generalize the results (Busenitz et al., 2000;
Gomez-Haro et al., (2011). The use of longitudinal
data in aspects such as the evaluation of the impact
of policies (regulative institutions) that seek to benefit
entrepreneurship is important because of the contra-
dictory results found in the literature. These measure-
ments must therefore consider specific aspects, and
this challenge could be overcome by continuing to
construct databases to support the measures of spe-
cific institutional dimensions. Quantitative results
showed that 40% of empirical studies used primary
data for their analysis, so there is a need for long-term
projects and endeavours to ensure that these efforts to
collect first-hand data are not lost.

On the other hand, adopting techniques that differ-
entiate between the levels of institutional dimensions
is essential to improve the quality of conclusions and
results because each dimension responds to a different
level of analysis. As previously highlighted, “the insti-
tutional environment is multifaceted” (Yiu & Makino,
2002). While the regulative dimension is related to the
rules or norms that affect the entrepreneurship policy
of a whole country or a city, the cultural-cognitive
dimension captures shared belief systems and inter-
pretive frameworks and illustrates how they influence
individual entrepreneurs’ decision-making. Although
much of the entrepreneurship literature grounded in
institutional theory has focused on macro-level factors,
the underlying mechanisms guiding entrepreneurs’
choices remain understudied (Stenholm et al., 2013).
Incorporating the cultural-cognitive dimension helps
address this gap by examining the interplay between
collective understandings and individual actions. This
study demonstrated that the academic community
cares about this issue, as 15% of the research published
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between 2018 and 2023 was based on multilevel analy-
sis, but it is still scarce compared to all research in the
field. The measures at the individual level to operation-
alize the cultural-cognitive dimension also do not fol-
low a clear path. Moreover, the use of the hierarchical
approach is urgent, as the cultural-cognitive dimension
is the most important variable in explaining different
types of entrepreneurship (Garcia-Cabrera et al., 2018;
Sine et al., 2005).

More quantitative and qualitative studies are
needed. In particular, qualitative research would help
to overcome the difficulties concerning a few vague
and unmeasurable institutional dimensions (Wang
et al., 2014). Combining qualitative and quantita-
tive techniques within the same project offers a more
comprehensive understanding by triangulating data,
analysing context-specific cases with diverse inform-
ants such as entrepreneurs and experts and employ-
ing structured tools to ensure systematic and rigorous
analysis. Similar results have been found in articles
on methods in general entrepreneurship research
(Molina-Azorin et al., 2012), and this logic can be
applied in a specific field through the institutional
approach. As noted by McDonald et al. (2015), the
discussion should focus on research design and make
criticisms that guide what the appropriate and par-
ticular approaches are for solving the problems within
the field. Having a critical vision that questions and
does not take anything for granted is a topic that has
been discussed in entrepreneurship research in gen-
eral (Blackburn & Kovalainen, 2009).

Regarding the thematic aspects, one of the criti-
cal challenges facing future research is the interac-
tion between institutional dimensions. Researchers
have advanced explanations of entrepreneurship,
considering each dimension, and have emphasized
different aspects of the regulative (Coeurderoy &
Murray, 2008), normative (Tlaiss, 2019) and cul-
tural-cognitive institutional dimensions (Knorr et al.,
2013). However, much needs to be understood about
how institutions function and interact with each other
and how regulatory institutions, such as laws, can be
incentivized and interpreted in various ways, depend-
ing on the environment and the relationship with the
other two dimensions (Scott, 1995). Some authors
have found that the regulative dimension may hin-
der the generation of new ventures (Valdez & Rich-
ardson, 2013)—not only entrepreneurship rates but
also the type of new companies created (Sine et al.,

2005). This can be explained by how the policy is for-
mulated and how individuals respond (Arshed et al.,
2014). Such results suggest, as in prior research, that
interactions between institutional dimensions could
be analysed in depth (Valdez & Richardson, 2013;
Wang & Chugh, 2014).

Another thematic aspect to consider in future
research is the importance of detailed studies, as this
allows for conclusive results. The key features to be
considered are classified as follows. The first aspect is
the country or regional level of development in which
the research is carried out (Diez-Martin et al., (2016).
Recent research has found that in less developed econ-
omies, heavy entry-regulation factors, such as corrup-
tion, aggravate the ineffective regulative dimension
(Dejardin & Laurent, 2024). Authors should also
explore the role of institutional “micro-climates”
within countries, which help explain within-country
variance (Stenholm et al., 2013). The second aspect
is the economic sector. In the most recent publica-
tions, concern is expressed regarding studies focused
on the effect of institutions in specific sectors, such as
sustainable entrepreneurship (Gasbarro et al., 2018;
MaalBlen et al., 2025). Despite these efforts, studies
must carefully analyse institutional dimensions in
new businesses from the perspective of other sectors
and the specific characteristics of new firms (Dickson
& Weaver, 2008), because the institutional dimen-
sions that can be considered advantageous in one sec-
tor may be disadvantageous in another. Finally, the
third aspect relates to the type and level of entrepre-
neurship. It is important to develop research that dif-
ferentiates between necessity- and opportunity-driven
entrepreneurship (Knorr et al., 2013) and corporate
entrepreneurship (Gémez-Haro et al., (2011). This
differentiation might help to develop entrepreneurial
policies and strategies according to the needs of each
country. When considering different types of entre-
preneurs, such as necessity- and opportunity-driven
entrepreneurs or those with high-growth aspirations
(Estrin et al., 2013), it is important to note that insti-
tutional dimensions influence them differently. While
GEM data is widely used in studies distinguishing
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship, it cannot
differentiate between formal and informal ventures,
limiting its scope. Future research should address
this gap by using alternative data sources to better
capture these distinctions, particularly in developing
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contexts where informal ventures are more prevalent
and shaped by unique institutional dynamics.

Articles adopting thematic analysis have revealed
an interesting finding. There has been greater inter-
est in elaborating on the regulatory dimension, but
the conclusions presented about the other two insti-
tutional dimensions are imbalanced. Although the
literature highlights all three dimensions as critical
for understanding the complexity of the institutional
context that shapes entrepreneurship (Alvarez et al.,
2025; Diez-Martin et al.,, 2016), this raises some
questions: Does this situation occur due to a particu-
lar interest in policy formulation? Why has there been
varying progress in the publication of results on the
normative and cultural-cognitive dimensions, despite
their importance in understanding the context shap-
ing entrepreneurial activity? One of the answers to
these questions is the difficulty of measuring these
dimensions. Much more information regarding regu-
lations exists compared to that available for normative
and cultural-cognitive dimensions, and research on
these latter two dimensions also takes more time and
resources.

In sum, to address the challenges for future
research, there must be continuity in this work.
Table 1 presents the future research agenda and the
main challenges to address in each case, considering
the article’s theoretical contribution to the field of
entrepreneurship and what remains to be done. Fur-
thermore, to build high-quality, focused and aligned
research, it is necessary to build research teams
with a broad vision that can manage complemen-
tary research techniques to respond to some of the
aspects previously discussed in the primary literature
and proposed in this study. Finally, these aspects are
important not only for researchers to contribute to
the discipline but also for policymakers. To ensure
effective policy intervention, it is important to clearly

@ Springer

define the objectives and characteristics of the popu-
lation served. The current development of these anal-
yses could distinguish strategies that promote suc-
cessful entrepreneurship and avoid contrary effects.

Despite its contributions, this paper also has sev-
eral limitations. This systematic literature review
only analysed the literature published in high-quality
journals with blind reviewers. Although this guaran-
teed the quality of the research analysed, some stud-
ies could probably meet the conditions for inclusion in
the analysis at a theoretical level but were published in
journals that are not included in the Journal Citations
Report. Future studies should consider having those
journals explore other papers or grey literature and
find differences between the results and the academic
conversations between the different research groups.
Another limitation is that we apply the institutional
approach to the entrepreneurship domain. However,
future research could explore how insights from this
approach influence and contribute to other academic
fields, as highlighted by Thurik et al. (2024).

We read all of the documents and classified them fol-
lowing the rules described in the methodology; however,
despite these systematic rules, the authors’ interpretation
was present in the classification of the contribution of the
papers. Other techniques or types of literature reviews
should be considered to analyse the content of the articles
reviewed, such as historical review or content analysis
through data analytics tools. Considering the increasing
number of studies that employ quantitative techniques,
the next step in the analysis would be to propose a meta-
analysis. Nonetheless, we think that research in the field
should continue to advance this technique, given the het-
erogeneity in current studies. For this reason, this study
categorized the research’s primary results, and it is a
helpful guide that academics should review to understand
the field and implement to advance constructively.
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D. Urbano et al.

Appendix 2 Journals and published articles per period regarding institutional dimensions and entrepreneurship

Journal Before 2010  2011-2015 2016-2020 After 2021 Total

—_
=)

Small Business Economics

International Business Review

International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development

Journal of Business Research

Management Decision

International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal
Journal of Small Business Management

Organization Science

Business Strategy and the Environment

—_— O O N e e e e e O = DN
—_ = = N == O W W N

1
3
0
1
1
0
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 1
0
0
1
0
0

International Small Business Journal-Researching Entrepreneurship
Journal of Innovation & Knowledge
Journal of International Business Studies
Regional Studies

Review of Managerial Science

Academy of Management Journal
Academy of Management Perspectives
Administrative Science Quarterly

Asia Pacific Journal of Management
British Journal of Management

Economic Geography

Education and Training

European Planning Studies

Global Strategy Journal

Information Technology for Development
Journal of Business Ethics

Journal of Business Venturing

Journal of Cleaner Production

Journal of Enterprise Information Management
Journal of International Management
Journal of Product Innovation Management
Journal of Technology Transfer

Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal
Technovation

O O OO0 O = OO0 00O R, P, OO =, OO, ONR~,ONOF~RFRFR,OONPR~DNDO W
L T S e e T T e T T = S S = o B NO T O B NC N G I NS IR SU IR SV IR SU R SV R U e NN IR |

O O OO O OO~ O 0O o oo O~ O oo o o -
_ o = = O O = = O = = 0O OO = O O O O o O o = O

S = O O O O O O O O o oo o0 o o0 o o o - o o -

Tourism Management Perspectives
Total

o
[ %)
o
=)}
N
&
N
N
®
=

@ Springer
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