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Abstract
Motivated by the social and environmental challenges re-
sulting from the COVID-19 pandemic, this research ex-
amines the influence of the “big five” personality traits; 
extroversion, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, 
and neuroticism on sustainable social responsibility with 
a mediating role of bricolage. We collected empirical evi-
dence from 245 family-owned SMEs. The results indicate 
that the personality traits do not directly influence sustain-
able social responsibility, although the traits (except ex-
troversion) influence bricolage. Moreover, we found that 
open, conscious, and agreeable personalities indirectly 
contribute to sustainable social responsibility, with brico-
lage as a mediator. Our findings encourage enterprises to 
focus on those personality traits during crises (especially 
COVID-19) that empower people to effectively manage 
existing resources (e.g., bricolage) and protect their stake-
holders. Family-owned SMEs need to assign resource 
utilization tasks to family members having personalities 
of openness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism because 
these kinds of people have high capacities for bricolage.
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1  |   INTRODUCTION

One of the greatest challenges the modern world has faced is COVID-19 pandemic. The disease is 
caused by syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), traced in a Chinese city Wuhan in December 
2019. At the start of March, 2020, the World Health Organization acknowledged that the disease is 
spreading very quickly worldwide (Bretas & Alon, 2020). COVID-19 has disrupted all organizational 
and individual activities across the globe. Businesses have seen their inward and outward interna-
tionalization transactions become interrupted and even clogged (Ratten, 2020). On the other hand, 
stakeholders are seeing institutional pressure directed at firms to take social and environmental action 
that benefits poor communities during the crisis. This second point has received tremendous attention 
from enterprises in Pakistan because of its collectivist culture, sense of social accountability, and the 
general need to support the poor. For instance, 43% of the population in Pakistan (57.2 million peo-
ple) are laborers. Their income and earnings in some cases have literally dropped to zero during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. In this situation, along with non-profit organizations (NPOs), the industry is the 
second source that provides daily necessities such as food and clothing to the communities. Because 
of their number and presence in the country, SMEs are particularly seen as a foremost industry sector 
(Khan et al., 2019), with many of them starting social initiatives to benefit poor communities by pro-
viding food and clothing (Eggers, 2020; Lu et al., 2020). Some of these SMEs display a significant 
motivation toward social activities when compared to others, raising specific questions about them as 
a result.

SMEs are well-known for their lacking resources which hinders their social practices. This is 
widely discussed in the literature (Bocquet et al., 2019; Ilyas et al., 2020). There is ample evidence 
indicating that SMEs exploit beneficial opportunities and try to manage their resources efficiently to 
participate in social activities (Khattak, 2020; Ilyas et al., 2020; Memon et al., 2020). Even though 
this is the case, the psychological factors and especially the personality traits of top managers and 
owners as they relate to social practices are often neglected. In a study, Berings and Adriaenssens 
(2012) considered the big five traits as control variables in the model of CSR activities only as de-
pendent variables, revealing that personality plays a significant role in CSR activities. Otherwise, 
most of the research on psychological factors and environmental activities are limited to more narrow 
traits (e.g., social dominance orientation; emotional stability; cognitive, prosocial value orientation; 
system justification) (Arbuthnot, 1977; Basil & Weber, 2006; Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007). During 
COVID-19, perhaps no study has yet focused on top managers’ personality factors in social activities. 
We argue that personality factors are important especially during COVID-19 because all the people 
have not the same capabilities to bricolage (e.g., the capability of using existing resources effectively 
and efficiently), and no desire to participate in social activities. Additionally, what types of traits en-
able top managers to efficiently utilize resources (bricolage) remains under-researched. Better insight 
into this topic would improve our understanding of standardized traits (e.g., the big five) that achieve 
sustainable social responsibility (SSR) and bricolage. SSR is an emerged term of CSR that covers 
various social activities concerning owners, employees, customers, suppliers, the community, and the 
environment. It is also not yet known what kinds of personality traits (extroversion, agreeableness, 
openness, conscientiousness, or neuroticism) lead SSR either directly or indirectly through a bricolage 
of resources. This study works to fill this gap, examining the influence of the big five personality traits 
on SSR with a mediating role of bricolage.

There are several motives/drivers behind using personality traits and bricolage as mediators to-
ward SSR. First, other factors such as motivation (Grimstad et al., 2020), competition (Graafland & 
Noorderhaven, 2020), a global mindset (Paul et al., 2011), ability (García-Sánchez et al., 2020), and 
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the intellectual capital (Barrena-Martinez et al., 2019) of top managers are discussed in the context of 
CSR, while the big five personality traits and how they impact SSR have been neglected, even though 
these traits play a significant role in organizational outcomes and success. Concerning COVID-19, 
studies have never assessed the relationship between top managers’ psychological factors, bricolage, 
and social activities. Second, considering the COVID-19 pandemic, it is difficult for organizations and 
especially SMEs to trade and collect resources (Eggers, 2020), compelling them to use their existing 
resources efficiently to obtain maximum benefit. In this case, bricolage plays an important role be-
cause it is concerned with effectively utilizing existing resources. This, however, has remained outside 
of the scope of research in the context of personality and SSR. Third, during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
in particular, societies in Pakistan have increased pressure on business to profit socially instead of 
financially. Despite practicing at least some social or environmental activities, the industry still needs 
comprehensive SSR, protecting stakeholders such as employees, owners, communities, suppliers, and 
customers with respect to environmental activities.

Our research makes three major contributions to the literature. First, this research aims to con-
tribute to studies on the growing COVID-19 crisis that has challenged the business world and SMEs 
in particular. Second, pressure has increased on top management to emphasize and adopt SSR, and 
our research enables them to ascertain suitable personality traits for SSR and bricolage. Third, this 
research offers important insights for policymakers and practitioners who formulate strategies for the 
environment and society. The findings enable them to hire managers with the right personalities and 
high bricolage abilities who can effectively achieve SSR under the crisis.

2  |   THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1  |  Personality traits

The big five personality traits propose five major dimensions of personality: extroversion, agreeable-
ness, openness to experience, neuroticism, and conscientiousness (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Howard 
& Howard, 1995). Personality is defined as “the sum of ways in which an individual reacts to and 
interacts with others” (Robbins & Judge, 2016, p. 175). The big five personality model is accepted by 
most scholars and researchers (e.g., Ward et al., 2017), and the traits are used to measure individual 
personality. A high score of a specific trait displays strength within it (Schmitt, 2013).

Barrick and Mount, (1991) define these traits as under:

Extraversion: Includes sociability, talkativeness, assertiveness, optimism, and being 
cheerful and robust.

Agreeableness: Specifies personal warmth, altruism, sympathy, utility, and collaboration.

Neuroticism: Depicts moodiness, tenseness, anxiety, and timidity.

Conscientiousness: Is reflective of determination, strong will, fortitude, consistency, and 
promptness.

Openness to experience: Shows an active mind, aesthetic sympathy, favorite for variety, 
knowledgeable curiosity, and extensive cultural interest.
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2.2  |  Bricolage

The French anthropologist Claude Lévi Strauss introduced the concept of bricolage in 1966/67, de-
fining it as “using current resources to create new forms and order from tools and materials at hand” 
(Levi-Strauss, 1966).

Lévi-Strauss presented bricolage as an analogy demonstrating a specific mode in which human 
actors relate to their environment. He deemed resourcefulness as a function of knowledge about the 
environment, which is exhibited in a process of bricolage through which an individual combines and 
uses different resources he/she has at hand to solve problems and exploit new opportunities (Baker, 
2007). Lévi-Strauss differentiated bricolage from engineering, in which Ingénieurs first identify a 
challenge and then go out to find resources to solve it. Bricoleurs in contrast start with resources on 
hand to respond to their problem, applying them to fulfill their needs (Ferneley & Bell, 2006).

Bricolage refers to combining the resources on hand to solve problems and take advantage of 
opportunities (Baker & Nelson, 2005). This is contrasted with behaviors that involve resource acqui-
sition to exploit new opportunities and address new situations (Duymedjian & Rüling, 2010). Witell 
et al. (2017) stated that bricolage is built on the following capabilities: (1) actively addressing resource 
scarcity; (2) efficiently using what is on hand; (3) extemporizing when recombining resources; and (4) 
relationships with external partners.

In the context of SMEs, scholars have defined entrepreneurial bricolage as “making do by creating 
new combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities.” Entrepreneurs make 
use of a variety of means and resources and engage in bricolage to gain maximum benefit and satisfy 
their customers. Considering the current COVID-19 situation, we posit that bricolage has become 
even more vital for SMEs. For instance, SMEs already face resource constraints. The COVID-19 
crisis has attenuated trade, keeping it in some cases limited to using the resources that are on hand. 
As important as bricolage is for small enterprises due to their limited resources, it is also essential in 
emerging markets because enterprises there have scarce, poor resources—motivating businesses to 
recycle and mobilize their existing resources efficiently (Linna, 2013).

2.3  |  Sustainable social responsibility

The idea of CSR takes us back to Bowen (1953) who wrote the seminal book Social Responsibilities 
of the Businessman. Bowen defined social responsibility as “the obligations of businessmen to pursue 
those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms 
of the objectives and values of our society.” It can perhaps be understood as a fact that, previously, 
social responsibility in business was voluntary; there essentially was no external pressure to adopt 
and practice social activities. However, as the business model changed (e.g., firms realized that social 
responsibility provides superior profit) (Carroll et al., 2012), and society became modern, customer 
pressure increased, legislation recognized different needs, and competition took place, social activi-
ties became a key source of competitive advantage. Since then there has been a shift in terminology 
from the social responsibility of business to CSR (Garriga & Melé, 2004). Organizations have gradu-
ally started understanding social activities as integral actions rather than mere volunteerism (Khan 
et al., 2020; Waller & Lanis, 2009). Businesses have realized that CSR is the key to competitive 
advantage (Porter & Kramer, 2006), reputation (Zhu et al., 2014), and financial performance (Choi 
et al., 2010). Consequently, the field has grown significantly, and today contains a wide selection of 
theories, terminologies, and approaches. For instance, stakeholder management, social policy, so-
cial issues management, society, and business, corporate accountability, SSR, and public policy and 
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business are just some of the terms used to depict the phenomenon related to social responsibility in 
society (Garriga & Melé, 2004; Khan et al., 2020). Khan et al. (2020) claim that SSR, synonymous 
with CSR, is now an obligation of firms rather than something voluntary. Top managers should favor 
CSR activities to respond to crises (Sajko et al., 2020). They should manage activities properly to 
configure CSR activities (Endrikat et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020).

According to stakeholder theory (Freeman & McVea, 2001), management should actively explore 
its relationships with all stakeholders (not only shareholders and owners) to develop business strate-
gies and to satisfy their requests and needs (Shad et al., 2019). Under the best of circumstances, this 
can result in high performance (Martín-de Castro et al., 2016; Singh et al., 2019) and a sustainable 
competitive position (Jones et al., 2018; Yadav et al., 2017). Parmar et al., (2010) have claimed the 
emerging theory of stakeholders to understand three interconnected business problems; (a) how value 
is created and traded, (b) connecting ethics and capitalism, and (c) helping managers think about man-
agement to solve the first two problems. Considering this theory in the current pandemic, we argue 
that top managers of SMEs search for possible solutions to create values while responding to the situa-
tions effectively. Concerning the Pakistan market, we demonstrate that social activities are considered 
essential for business firms due to the high pressure of the community. Hence, top managers of SMEs 
can create values through value activities in the market.

3  |   HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

3.1  |  Personality traits and SSR

CSR activities are now considered an essential element of sustainable competitive advantage and 
firm performance (Jia, 2020; Saha et al., 2020). Although not all managers/owners and stakeholders 
are actively engaged in CSR activities, managers with certain abilities are. They are characterized 
by motivation (Basil, & Weber, 2006), the right political mindset (Jiang et al., 2018), competition 
and motives (Graafland & Noorderhaven, 2020), and certain demographic characteristics (Liu et al., 
2018). Basil and Weber (2006) recommended that firms focus on managers with specific types of 
personality traits, and who are CSR-oriented. Despite the ample evidence confirming the importance 
of CSR and environmental activities in business success and competitiveness, many SMEs are still 
reluctant to carry them out (Knight et al., 2019). Major reasons behind their lack of interest include 
limited resources, poor support (Khattak, 2020), and lack of stakeholders’ interest (Albats et al. 2019).

Stakeholder theory is widely known in the literature. It sheds light on firms handling their ac-
countabilities in a socially responsible manner to consider and look after their stakeholders (McGuire 
et al., 2003). Shareholders and CEOs are the primary persons caring for their organizations. Their 
characteristics significantly influence the activities of financially driven organizations (Carmeli et al., 
2020). In the case of SMEs, top managers and owners are considered as the top managers who have 
influenced organizations’ outcomes. For instance, top management characteristics, background, and 
psychological factors affect organizational activities, policies, and outcomes (Hambrick, 2007). The 
claim of the UET is supported empirically and theoretically in business and marketing literature. For 
instance, Pérez and del Bosque (2017) scrutinized the demographic characteristics of age, experience, 
gender, and education, finding that they have dissimilar relationships to CSR activities. In general, 
the big five traits influence the citizenship behaviors of employees in an organization (Organ, 1994).

We realized that very limited evidence exists regarding the relationship between CEOs’, executives’, 
and top managers’ traits and CSR activities. The limited literature that does exist claims that there is a 
significant relationship between personality traits and environmental behavior (Arbuthnot, 1977; Fraj 
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& Martinez, 2006). However, in particular, it does not answer which personality traits influence SSR 
among family firms?”.

On the other hand, Myung et al. (2017) scrutinized the negative traits of CEOs: Machiavellianism, 
psychopathy, and narcissism, which are inversely related to CSR activities in organizations. Research 
has revealed fragmented results on the relationship between personality traits and environmental ac-
tivities. Many specific facets of personality have been scrutinized over the years, identifying traits 
such as extroversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness as favorable, while neuroticism is an ex-
ample of a negative predictor of environmental initiatives (e.g., Borden & Francis, 1978; Milfont & 
Sibley, 2012). Generally, being extroverted, agreeable, conscientious, and open to experiences are 
characterized as positive drivers of environmental activities (Fraj & Martinez, 2006; Hirsh, 2010; 
Markowitz et al., 2012).

It is argued that the trait of extroversion is evidence of higher pro-environmental activities (Borden 
& Francis, 1978). CSR activities are something done extra to achieve social aims and build communi-
ties (Lindgreen et al., 2009). This means that proactive behaviors are required for performing environ-
mental deeds (Cheong et al., 2017). Fang et al. (2015) revealed in their meta-analysis that extroverted 
individuals are more socially oriented and tend to build broader ties with people. Extroverted people 
are interested in social engagement and commitment (Malhotra et al., 2018), which is why it is argued 
that managers and owners with extroverted personalities are likely to engage in SSR.

Tran and Von Korflesch (2016) also claimed that highly extroverted, agreeable, open, and consci-
entious people have high socio-entrepreneurial intentions, while neurotic individuals have a low level 
of them. Agreeable persons display strong environmental behavior and are engaged in environmental 
activities (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007). High levels of openness make people tend to be engaged in new 
actions and likely to practice new activities, while a lower level of openness keeps individuals from 
social work, with them tending to prefer conventional and traditional practices (Howard & Howard, 
1995).

It is argued that relatively stable individual difference factors may play a significant role in shaping 
environmentally relevant tendencies and factors. For instance, some personality constructs motivate 
individuals toward pro-environmental action (Markowitz et al., 2012). People that are extroverted, 
neurotic, and open to experienced have more social interests, making them more likely to use social 
media such as Facebook (Hughes et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2012). Tang et al. (2016) on the other 
hand examined how personality traits such as agreeableness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism are 
negatively associated with addiction to Facebook. Wee et al. (2017) revealed that high levels of neu-
roticism lead to a low level of social networking among individuals. Similarly, Mandal et al. (2017) 
tested the relationship between the personality traits of owners of small enterprises and social media 
usage, describing that the relationship here varies from trait to trait. To summarize, after reading the 
literature, we realized that the relationships between social personality factors and social activities 
display fragmented characteristics as they relate to green decision making and environmental involve-
ment (Busic-Sontic et al., 2017; Tang et al., 2016). These results make it difficult to state which type 
of personality traits lead to SSR. However, taking just one example of extroverts, that is, people who 
are interested in building and engaging in social networking, have a high interest in social interaction, 
are talkative, and like to engage in social tasks (Costa & McCrae, 1992), we see that these kinds of 
individuals are willing to do new things like adapt to new situations, and have a high capacity for un-
derstanding them (Costa & McCrae, 1992). These kinds of people are furthermore concerned about 
the welfare of others and enjoy performing selfless service in their careers (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 
Openness people are more politically oriented and have high environmental behaviors (Klein et al., 
2019). Moreover, a few studies have reported openness to experience as the most predictor of pro-
environmental attitudes and activities (Brick & Lewis, 2016; Markowitz et al., 2012; Soliño & Farizo, 
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2014). People score high in agreeableness cooperate with others and have a high desire for social 
compatibility (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Agreeable people show empathy which positively influences 
pro-environmental behaviors (Hirsh & Dolderman, 2007). Individuals with neurotic traits on the other 
hand have low confidence, like to live within a small circle of people, and tend to be lonely instead of 
working as leaders of social change (Costa & McCrae, 1992). People with neuroticism traits do not 
tend to participate in environmental initiatives (Milfont & Sibley, 2012). Conscientious individuals 
are competent and dutiful, like to achieve their goals and tasks, and are involved in organizing things 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). Conscientious people are interested in social and environmental initiatives 
(Fraj & Martinez, 2006; Tran & Von Korflesch, 2016). We, therefore, hypothesize:

H 1  Being extroverted is positively related to SSR.
H 2  Being open is positively related to SSR.
H 3  Being agreeable is positively related to SSR.
H 4  Being neurotic is negatively related to SSR.
H 5  Being conscientious is positively related to SSR.

3.2  |  Personality traits and bricolage

Personality is understood as peoples’ attitudes, behaviors, stable motives, experiences, and directed 
actions (Meyer et al., 2014). Personality is also reflected upon to shape the behavior and attitudes of 
individuals in any society (Lim & Melissa Ng Abdullah, 2012). Every individual has different traits. 
For instance, in a workplace, some individuals prefer to work in a group, more sociably, participate in 
every activity, and manage things, while others like to perform their tasks alone, do not like to sit in 
groups, and are less likely to participate in social activities.

Extroverted individuals are highly active, talkative, social, and assertive (Barrick & Mount, 1991). 
They are leaders and aim to energetically apply resources and capabilities to complete tasks (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992). Neurotic people are introverted, afraid to bring change and do not try new things, and 
perform tasks in an organized manner rather than stray from standard procedures. They display a low 
level of innovative behavior (Ali, 2019). Farrukh et al. (2017) revealed that neuroticism is negatively 
related to affective commitment.

Individuals with conscientious personalities are goal-oriented and think before acting, planning, 
and organizing. They are more dependable, organized workers who effectively achieve tasks (Barrick 
& Mount, 1991). They immerse themselves in their work and tasks, requiring minimal requirements 
to achieve them (Organ & Ryan, 1995).

Individuals with agreeable personalities are helpful, forgiving, cooperative, and courteous (Barrick 
& Mount, 1991). Agreeable people enjoy engaging with other pleasant, satisfying people to create 
relationships with high levels of emotional attachment, generating extensive benefits (Matzler et al., 
2011). Farrukh et al. (2017) state how agreeable people are actively engaged in affective commitment 
and tend to manage things in a better way to fulfill it (Ali, 2019).

Esmaeelinezhad and Afrazeh (2018) examine how agreeable, conscientious, extroverted, and open 
personalities achieve significantly managed knowledge in organizations, while neuroticism has a neg-
ative influence on knowledge acquisition and sharing behaviors. Extroverts are confident in their 
business activities. Confident managers can manage and increase earnings and decrease future losses 
(Berry-Stölzle et al., 2018). Wang and Chen (2020) also determined that some traits (extroversion and 
agreeableness) are more important for cost efficiency and profitability when compared to neurotic 
managers. Openness to experiencing individuals involves a high level of risk-taking and frequent 
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involvement in uncertain activities. These personalities have a high ability to manage assets (e.g., 
financial resources) and entrepreneurship activities (Brown & Taylor, 2014; Obschonka et al., 2013). 
We therefore hypothesize:

H 6  Being extroverted is positively related to bricolage.
H 7  Being open is positively related to bricolage.
H 8  Being agreeable is positively related to bricolage.
H 9  Being neurotic is negatively related to bricolage.
H 10  Being conscientious is positively related to bricolage.

3.3  |  Bricolage and SSR

As an emerging entrepreneurship theory in the literature, bricolage has been considered an effective 
tool for organizations to overcome resource constraints (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Bricolage has strong 
implications for enterprises (Senyard et al., 2014). Desa (2012) states that entrepreneurs who use 
bricolage perform best practices of material inputs and resources. Resource constraints are the major 
problem hampering SMEs from environmental and social practices (Ilyas et al., 2020), which is why 
they need to manage resources effectively to perform them (Granados et al., 2017). In this sense, bri-
colage is the best strategy for SMEs to efficiently use resources to exploit new opportunities and gain 
performance (An et al., 2018). Steffens and Senyard (2009) describe how entrepreneurial bricolage 
provides better resource advantages, resulting in higher levels of competitive advantage.

Enterprises need to protect their resources to achieve long-term competitiveness. Enterprises also 
need to incorporate social responsibility activities into their business operations (Khan et al., 2020; 
Zain et al., 2006) and be able to develop solutions by accumulating resources. Entrepreneurial bri-
colage can be a strong advantage in doing this (Hooi et al., 2016). Mzembe et al. (2019) revealed 
that institutional bricolage is a significant driver of social value creation in developing economies. 
Moreover, Kwong et al. (2017) claimed that bricolage enables social enterprises when they articu-
late their resources, thereby resulting in high performance. We claim that bricolage influences SSR 
because it assists SMEs in using their scarce, limited, and rare resources efficiently, enabling them 
to achieve SSR. For example, bricolage helps SMEs improvise, cope with difficulties, and accelerate 
new information system development (Ferneley & Bell, 2006). SMEs aim to meet the social needs 
of people with limited resources. In this context, bricolage facilitates them in overcoming challenges, 
enabling them to fulfill social needs (Kannampuzha & Suoranta, 2016). Therefore:

H 11  Bricolage is positively associated with SSR.

3.4  |  Bricolage as a mediator

Considering the model, we use bricolage as a mediator between personality traits and SSR in SMEs. 
It here should be noted that not all managers can effectively perform bricolage activities. Instead, cer-
tain characteristics can lead to bricolage and might result in social and environmental activities. For 
instance, Gupta et al. (2019) claimed that specific personality traits encourage managers toward CSR 
for several reasons. Moreover, Hossain and Asheq (2020) revealed that proactive personality traits 
significantly motivate students to become social entrepreneurs, and prior experience and management 
strengthens this pathway. We as a result perceive that bricolage (being a parameter of knowledge, 
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experience, and management of resources) plays a key affecting the role between personality traits 
and social activities. Similarly, An et al. (2018) examined how young and mature firms have dif-
ferent influences on bricolage that result in high levels of innovation. Similarly, Yan et al. (2020) 
also revealed that top management boundary-spanning behavior significantly influences bricolage 
to build an effective business model. This notion is also supported by Su et al. (2020) who claimed 
that top management team heterogeneity effects entrepreneurial bricolage in newly born ventures. 
Considering the evidence, we argue that top managers’ psychological traits can influence bricolage 
activities in family SMEs.

Enterprises often face resource constraints when they work to build their business, improve perfor-
mance, and operate among transitional circumstances. In this sense, top managers need to emphasize 
bricolage strategy to avoid resource constraints and achieve objectives (Yan et al., 2020). Most en-
trepreneurs start with limited fundamental resources (Baker & Nelson, 2005), gradually mature and 
grow, then accumulate resources from external sources (Peng & Luo, 2000). In the development and 
maturity stage, enterprises are more actively engaged in social activities and environmental practices 
compared to new and young firms (Withisuphakorn & Jiraporn, 2016). It is also well known in the 
literature that many SMEs do not voluntarily engage in CSR activities because of resource constraints, 
poor support, and lacking capabilities (El Baz et al., 2016; Ilyas et al., 2020). It alternatively can be 
very beneficial to top SME managers to first efficiently manage resources and recognize opportuni-
ties before practicing CSR (Memon et al., 2020). The top management has a significant influence on 
firms’ policies, resources, and strategies that lead to desired performance and outcomes (Carpenter 
et al., 2004).

Studies have, however, generated mixed results in terms of personality traits and social initiatives. 
For instance, Nga and Shamuganathan (2010) displayed that agreeableness significantly influences 
socio-entrepreneurship, while openness shows only a weak association with it. İrengün and Arıkboğa 
(2015) also described that agreeableness affects socio-entrepreneurship, neuroticism influences re-
source use, openness to experience impacts social vision, and extroversion affects financial returns 
and resource use. Tran and Von Korflesch (2016) claimed that individuals with high extroversion, 
openness, conscientiousness, and agreeableness scores have high socio-entrepreneurial intentions, but 
a low level of neuroticism. On the other hand, İrengün and Arıkboğa (2015) revealed that people with 
highly agreeable traits do not aim to participate in socio-entrepreneurship activities that require strug-
gle and, as a result, would likely take more time to even begin them. Moreover, Liang et al. (2015) also 
inspected the idea of how openness to experience new things harms socio-entrepreneurial services. In 
emerging economies, bricolage is the key to managing and using existing resources, thereby enabling 
top managers to reach high levels of sustainable social performance (Sivathanu & Pillai, 2019). We, 
therefore, posit that some managers with specific traits might be more capable of managing resources 
to practice environmental and social activities when compared to the managers displaying a lack of 
motivation and desire for social activities.

H 12  Bricolage mediates the relationship between extroversion and SSR.
H 13  Bricolage mediates the relationship between openness to experience and SSR.
H 14  Bricolage mediates the relationship between agreeableness and SSR.
H 15  Bricolage mediates the relationship between neuroticism and SSR.
H 16  Bricolage mediates the relationship between conscientiousness and SSR.

Figure 1 illustrates conceptualized research model where the influence of personality traits on SSR 
with a mediating role of bricolage is shown.
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4  |   METHODOLOGY

4.1  |  Sample and data

This study's empirical analysis is based on data from family firms working in the emerging market 
of Pakistan. The sample was composed of enterprises operating in four major cities there: Peshawar, 
a historical city of trade; Rawalpindi, a large industrial city; Islamabad, the capital of Pakistan; and 
Lahore, the trade center. These cities were selected because their head offices and centralized decision-
making processes of the family firms we examined are located within them. They are furthermore 
well-known when it comes to business.

Given the aim of the study, only-family-based SMEs were targeted for our data collection. The lit-
erature has not yet determined a universal definition of SMEs (Memon et al., 2020), and every country 
defines it in its way (Beck et al., 2005). Generally, SMEs are defined based on annual sales, turnover, 
and number of employees (Anwar, 2018); due to the limitations of financial reporting and data, it is 
difficult to define SMEs based solely on financial figures. So some studies differentiate SMEs from 
other firms based on the number of employees (Anwar, 2018; Khan et al., 2019; Ilyas et al., 2020). 
In Pakistan, firms are considered SMEs when more than 20 and less than 250 employees work there 
(Anwar, 2018). With this definition in mind, we focused on those ventures where less than 250 em-
ployees are employed. It is estimated that two-thirds of enterprises in Pakistan are family-owned. 
Similarly, family firms have not a single definition. We considered those firms as family firms whose 
decision making process is influenced by family members or where family members were working as 
main actors (Arregle et al., 2007), and having employees less than 250 (e.g., family SMEs).

In Pakistan, SMEs are registered with the Chamber of Commerce and Small and Medium 
Enterprises Development Authority (SMEDA). We placed requests with the Sarhad Chamber of 
Commerce (3200 firms), Rawalpindi Chamber of Commerce (7900 firms), Islamabad Chamber of 
Commerce (6100 firms), and Lahore Chamber of Commerce and Industry (5900 firms) for business 
register lists, receiving the lists of registered firms. This contained information on each enterprise such 
as the name of the owner/manager, cell phone number, email, address, and kind of business. Each list 
had both family and non-family firms.

We used a structured questionnaire with two sections for data collection. In the first section, we 
asked questions about the main variables such as personality traits, bricolage, and SSR. In the second 
section, we asked about demographic information such as the educational background, experience, 

F I G U R E  1   Conceptualized research model
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and age of the owners; as well as the nature of their industry, its size, and the age of its enterprises. 
A cover letter was provided explaining how data secrecy would be ensured. It was also mentioned 
in the cover letter that the survey was to be completed by top managers/owners or assistant manag-
ers. Additionally, it was mentioned in the survey that only family-owned firms or firms where the 
decision-making process was done by family members would be allowed to participate in the survey. 
Because all the enterprises at the time of the research had closed their offices during the COVID-19 
lockdown, we used an online survey to collect data for the research. The online survey was thus the 
only source of data for the analysis. The good news from this is that during the lockdown, most of the 
enterprises did prefer contact via email and telecommunications. We enlisted enumerators who were 
paid for their services per questionnaire. They were guided in terms of the unit of analysis, target re-
spondents, and procedure before data collection. We requested they distribute a maximum number of 
questionnaires in each city to obtain as many responses as possible. Enumerator A, who was assigned 
the data collection from Peshawar, sent 870 emails randomly (one to each firm) of which he received 
only 93 back, with 87 useful responses, comprising a response rate of 10%. Enumerator B was as-
signed the collection of evidence from Lahore and sent 1350 emails. She received only 73 useful 
responses with a response rate of 5.41%. Enumerator C collected data from the family firms operating 
in Islamabad and contacted 1200 firms via email and phone. He received only 85 useable responses 
with a response rate of 7.08%. This resulted in a total of 245 effective responses that were used for the 
research analysis. Table 1 illustrates the family SMEs who completed the survey.

4.2  |  Measures

Our study used adapted measures with a 5-point Likert scale displaying: strongly disagree (1) to 
strongly agree (5).

4.2.1  |  Personality traits

While several personality traits have been introduced into the literature over the years (Myers et al., 
2010), scholars and academia gradually merged to consolidate the concepts into the “big five” traits 
(Brown & Taylor, 2014; Goldberg, 1993; Schmitt et al., 2007). In the present study, we used these 
five traits of extroversion, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism that are taken 
from the study by Anwar et al. (2018). Sample items here include extroversion (“I am a cheerful, 
high-spirited person”), agreeableness (“I generally try to be thoughtful and considerate”), openness 
(“I often try new and foreign foods”), conscientiousness “I keep my belongings neat and clean”), and 
neuroticism (“I often feel tense and jittery”).

4.2.2  |  Bricolage

This is not a single measure of bricolage, even though there is strong consistency between the ways 
it is operationalized (Salunke et al., 2013). Instead of using only three items (Salunke et al., 2013), 
we used eight to measure bricolage; these are taken from a recent study by Zhao et al. (2020) who 
comprehensively discussed it. A sample item here is “We are confident in our ability to find workable 
solutions to new challenges by using our existing knowledge.”
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4.2.3  |  Sustainable social responsibility

Several measures are used in the literature for SSR. These include CSR, social activities, environ-
mental activities, and sustainable practices (Jamali, 2008; Javed et al., 2017; Khan et al., 2020). In the 
present study, we aimed to use comprehensive measures of SSR that include building favorable ties 
with all stakeholders such as employees, owners, suppliers, customers, and the community to protect 
the environment. We used 62 items, of which 10 were for each SSR, including 12 for SSR toward 
customers; these are taken from a recent study conducted by Khan et al., (2020). Sample items for 
SSR include employees (“A healthy and safe work environment”), the environment (“Waste manage-
ment”), the community (“Community volunteer programs”), customers (“Full product disclosure”), 
suppliers (“Utilize local suppliers”), and owners (“Encouraging staff ownership of shares”).

4.3  |  Control variables

We controlled the size and age of the family firms and the qualifications of their top managers/owners 
in our analysis to rule out alternative explanations. The reason for this was that larger and more mature 
firms have more resources for social activities when compared to small and newly founded enter-
prises. Moreover, it is argued that managers with high levels of education might strive to achieve more 
social practices as a result of their awareness of and knowledge about social efforts and their benefits. 

T A B L E  1   Profile of the family SMEs

Particulars Frequency Percent

Industry

1. Manufacturing 93 38.0

2. Trading 64 26.1

3. Services 88 35.9

Size of the family firms

1. 20–50 employees 29 11.8

2. 51–100 employees 38 15.5

3. 101–150 employees 62 25.3

4. 151–200 employees 71 29.0

5. 201–250 employees 45 18.4

Age of the family firms

1. 10 years and less 52 21.2

2. 11–20 years 68 27.8

3. 21 and 30 71 29.0

4. 31 and above 54 22.0

Qualification of top management/owners

1. Bachelors or less 82 33.5

2. Masters 89 36.3

3. MS/MPhil 58 23.7

4. PhD 16 6.5

Total 245 100.0
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Consequently, studies in the same vein have also suggested these factors as controls when examining 
SMEs’ performance, outputs, and consequences (Anwar, 2018; Khan et al., 2020; Khattak, 2020). In 
our results, we found mixed results for these controls (see the findings of the structural model).

5  |   DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

We executed our analysis in SmartPLS, with several screening tests including descriptive statis-
tics, multicollinearity, common method bias, and non-response bias; these were done using SPSS. 
SmartPLS is better than other software because it provides several benefits; separates measurement 
errors, works on small sample size and abnormal data, manages a complex model easily and better in 
the case of mediation models (Hair et al., 2017).

5.1  |  Descriptive statistics

We executed descriptive statistics on the constructs as shown in Table 2. Here it is seen that consistent 
with the suggestions by George (2011), our data and all factors are normally distributed concerning 
the acceptable values (±2) of skewness and kurtosis.

5.2  |  Multicollinearity

The problem of overlapping between independent variables that are loaded on a particular variable 
(dependent) is seen. The results are influenced as a result (Mansfield & Helms, 1982). We checked the 
influence of personality traits and bricolage on SSR in SPSS, applying the collinearity test to assess 
multicollinearity. This resulted in a variance inflation factor (VIF) below 3 and a tolerance above 0.10 
for all of the constructs, confirming the absence of multicollinearity in the data (Schroeder et al., 1990).
T A B L E  2   Descriptive analysis

Constructs Median Kurtosis Skewness

Multicollinearity

Bricolage SSR

Extroversion −0.037 0.495 −0.629 1.209 1.262

Agreeable 0.061 1.518 −0.606 1.320 1.364

Openness 0.059 0.913 −0.627 1.705 2.979

Conscientious 0.219 1.205 −0.689 1.284 1.626

Neuroticism 0.000 0.308 0.105 1.442 1.539

Bricolage 0.206 1.166 −0.499 – 2.077

SSR 0.170 1.585 −0.384 – –

SSR Community 0.130 1.079 −0.202 – –

SSR Customers 0.126 0.760 −0.200 – –

SSR Employees 0.040 0.747 0.211 – –

SSR Environment 0.109 0.923 −0.131 – –

SSR Owner 0.135 1.177 −0.290 – –

SSR Suppliers 0.100 0.663 −0.145 – –
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5.3  |  Common method variance

This problem is very common in the cross-sectional data where a researcher collects data through a 
survey while targeting the same respondents (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). Generally, a survey 
related to the success and failure of organizational operations is influenced by social desirability bias. 
To check for the CMV problem, Harman's single factor test was applied in SPSS where all the items 
of personality traits, bricolage, and SSR were included. The results displayed the first factor with a 
variance of 18.75%. This is below 50%, thereby confirming the absence of CMV in the data.

5.4  |  Measurement model

In this test (Figure 2), we ensured the factor loadings, validity, and reliability of the items and con-
structs. First, we checked the fitness of the model, confirming that SRMR below 0.10 and NFI above 
0.90 is adequate (Browne and Cudeck (1992) recommended this value to be below 3 for a good 
model fit). All the items have satisfactory factor loading (above 0.70), and no major cross-loading 
was reported between the items (see Table 3). The results of validity and reliability are shown in 
Table 4.

5.4.1  |  Convergent validity

It demonstrates the variance explained by items in a particular variable. Our results met the condition 
(above 0.50) and confirmed that the items explained sufficient variance in their respective construct 
(Hair et al., 2017).

F I G U R E  2   Measurement model
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5.4.2  |  Discriminant validity

It illustrates if the items explain unique variance or overlapping each other while loaded on a specified 
variable. Our results displayed desirable values (above 0.70) for all the constructs as recommended by 
Bagozzi and Yi (1988). The value is higher than the correlation values between the variables, confirm-
ing desirable validity (Hulland, 1999).

5.4.3  |  Composite reliability

It displays the internal consistency and reliability among the items loaded on a specific variable. The 
threshold of the composite reliability was 0.70 or above, as recommended by Bacon et al. (1995); our 
research fulfilled this condition.

5.4.4  |  Cronbach's alpha

This is another test to confirm the internal consistency between the items toward a specific variable. 
A value greater than or equal to 0.70 delineates satisfactory reliability (Peterson, 1994). Our research 
met this condition.

5.5  |  Correlations

The relationships between the variables are shown in Table 5. It is seen that extroversion is sig-
nificantly and positively related to SSR (r = 0.020). Agreeableness is also positively related to SSR 
(r = 0.142). Openness displays a positive association (r = 0.280), and there is a positive link be-
tween conscientiousness and SSR (r = 0.121). Neuroticism is also positively associated with SSR 

T A B L E  4   Construct validity and reliability

Constructs
Cronbach's 
alpha

Composite 
reliability

Average variance 
extracted (AVE)

Discriminant 
validity

Extroversion 0.829 0.886 0.660 0.812

Agreeableness 0.825 0.884 0.656 0.810

Openness 0.778 0.850 0.531 0.729

Conscientious 0.882 0.914 0.680 0.825

Neuroticism 0.897 0.924 0.710 0.843

Bricolage 0.864 0.894 0.514 0.717

SSR Community 0.888 0.908 0.500 0.706

SSR Customers 0.917 0.929 0.525 0.725

SSR Employees 0.894 0.912 0.512 0.716

SSR Environment 0.898 0.916 0.522 0.722

SSR Owner 0.897 0.916 0.523 0.723

SSR Suppliers 0.903 0.920 0.537 0.733
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(r = 0.248). All the personality traits are positively associated with bricolage, and bricolage has a 
positive association with SSR.

The R2 describes 75% variation in bricolage, and 12% variance in SSR comes from the big five 
personality traits. The R2 is shown in Table 6.

5.6  |  Structural model

The structural model (see Figure 3) in SmartPLS with a resampling approach (bootstrapping 500; 
95% confidence interval) was applied to test the hypothesized relationship. We indicated the follow-
ing second-order constructs for SSR: SSR toward employees, SSR toward the environment, SSR 
toward owners, SSR toward the community, SSR toward suppliers, and SSR toward customers. We 
confirmed the model fitness before explaining the results.

Our results (see Table 7) display that the big five personality traits do not have a significant direct 
influence on SSR: extroversion (β = 0.019, p > 0.05), agreeableness (β = −0.010, p > 0.05), open-
ness (β = 0.035, p > 0.05), conscientiousness (β = −0.101, p > 0.05), and neuroticism (β = 0.088, 
p > 0.05). They do not support H1–H5.

All the big five personality traits except extroversion significantly influence bricolage: extrover-
sion (β = 0.001, p > 0.05), agreeableness (β = 0.104, p < 0.05), openness (β = 0.558, p < 0.05), 
conscientiousness (β = 0.285, p < 0.05), and neuroticism (β = 0.155, p < 0.05) which rejected H6 but 
accepted H7–H10, respectively. Our results reveal that bricolage has a significant influence on SSR 
(β = 0.297, p < 0.05), and support H11.

Our results furthermore indicate that the indirect influence of extroversion and agreeable per-
sonalities is insignificant on SSR (β = 0.000, p > 0.05 & β = 0.031, p < 0.05). This as a result does 
not support H12 and H13, respectively. It reveals that bricolage does not mediate the paths between 
extroversion and agreeable personalities and SSR. However, our results also show that the indi-
rect influence of openness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism is significant (β = 0.166, p < 0.05, 
β = 0.085, p < 0.05 & β = 0.046, p < 0.05). The direct impact became insignificant, supporting 
H13—H15.

T A B L E  6   R2 and adjusted R2

Constructs R2
R2 
adjusted

Bricolage 0.751 0.746

SSR 0.116 0.083

SSR community 0.198 0.194

SSR customers 0.561 0.559

SSR employees 0.102 0.099

SSR environment 0.552 0.550

SSR owner 0.601 0.599

SSR suppliers 0.495 0.493
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6  |   DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study examined the influence of the big five personality traits of family SME managers/owners 
on SSR with a mediating bricolage role. Utilizing data of 245 family-owned SMEs, we found that SSR 
activities on average increased during the COVID-19 shutdown. The distinct findings among family-
owned SMEs make this clear and are indicative of Pakistan.

These findings play a vital role in helping identify what can support stability in Pakistani society 
for the business industry, for example, especially SMEs. Previous studies have shed light on the psy-
chological factors and personality traits involved in organizational performance, focusing on financial 
outcomes (Nadkarni & Herrmann, 2010; O’Reilly et al., 2014; Shalender & Yadav, 2019) and CSR 
activities (Basil & Weber, 2006; Moscato & Hopp, 2019). No study however has reported on the role 
of the big five personality traits of top management managers in promoting SSR. Moreover, before 
our study, it was unknown whether any of these traits directly or indirectly influence SSR through 
bricolage. The present study advances our knowledge of these issues, revealing that some of the traits 
play a vital role in bricolage, which in turn influences SSR. Taking into account, the contribution of 
this research to stakeholder theory (Freeman, 2010), we found that top managers and owners actively 
strive to build favorable relationships with all stakeholders in order to protect the environment. Our 
research revealed that managers with specific traits can manage resources efficiently (e.g., bricolage), 
persistently engaging in building a positive relationship with stakeholders to protect the environment 
and benefit the community. This helps clarify the ambiguity in the literature surrounding this topic 
and helps understand what kinds of traits are more important when it comes to SSR and helping stake-
holders. Studies have yet to consider the psychological traits of managers in stakeholder theory, and 
have for the most part entirely ignored the bricolage concept.

Our research reveals that the big five personality traits of top managers do not directly influence 
SSR; this runs counter to our initial assumptions. Our findings are different than several previous 
studies where a significant relationship between psychological factors and personal motives and the 
social initiative was reported (e.g., Basil & Weber, 2006; Tran & Von Korflesch, 2016). For instance, 
Bernardino et al. (2018) examined how individuals with openness to experience, agreeableness, 

F I G U R E  3   Structural model
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T A B L E  7   Hypotheses testing

Paths Original sample T statistics
P 
values

Direct effects

Age → SSR 0.021 0.320 0.749

Size → SSR −0.048 0.652 0.515

Education → SSR 0.036 0.515 0.607

Extroversion → SSR 0.019 0.241 0.810

Agreeable → SSR −0.010 0.109 0.913

Openness → SSR 0.035 0.320 0.749

Conscientious → SSR −0.101 1.393 0.164

Neuroticism → SSR 0.088 1.310 0.191

Extroversion → Bricolage 0.001 0.028 0.977

Agreeable → Bricolage 0.104 2.422 0.016

Openness → Bricolage 0.558 8.325 0.000

Conscientious → Bricolage 0.285 5.569 0.000

Neuroticism → Bricolage 0.155 3.077 0.002

Bricolage → SSR 0.297 2.563 0.011

SSR → SSR Community 0.432 4.441 0.000

SSR → SSR Customers 0.754 16.883 0.000

SSR → SSR Employees 0.326 3.190 0.002

SSR → SSR Environment 0.738 13.753 0.000

SSR → SSR Owner 0.774 20.141 0.000

SSR → SSR Suppliers 0.710 15.617 0.000

Indirect effects

Extroversion → Bricolage → SSR 0.000 0.027 0.979

Agreeable → Bricolage → SSR 0.031 1.526 0.128

Openness → Bricolage → SSR 0.166 2.370 0.018

Conscientious → Bricolage → SSR 0.085 2.543 0.011

Neuroticism → Bricolage → SSR 0.046 2.082 0.038

Total effects

Age → SSR 0.021 0.320 0.749

Size → SSR −0.048 0.652 0.515

Education → SSR 0.036 0.515 0.607

Extroversion → SSR 0.020 0.242 0.809

Agreeable → SSR 0.021 0.221 0.825

Openness → SSR 0.201 2.180 0.030

Conscientious → SSR −0.017 0.233 0.816

Neuroticism → SSR 0.134 2.027 0.043

Bricolage → SSR 0.297 2.563 0.011
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conscientiousness, and that have extroverted personalities are more likely to start new social enter-
prises. Also our results are different than Hirsh (2010), Hirsh (2014), Pavalache-Ilie and Cazan (2018) 
who found significant and direct associations between personality traits pro-environmental behaviors 
Our findings are related to Brick and Lewis (2016) who scrutinized that green personality traits indi-
rectly influence environmental friendly behaviors through attitudes toward the natural environment.

Our results furthermore revealed that bricolage mediates the relationship between conscientious-
ness, neuroticism, and openness and SSR, while bricolage does not play any mediating role between 
extroversion and agreeable traits and SSR. We found that the indirect paths or direct paths between 
extroversion, agreeableness, and bricolage and SSR are insignificant, not supporting our suppositions 
as a result. For instance, our research discloses that managers/owners with extroverted personalities 
do not bricolage resources. Extroverted people are socially oriented and like to participate in social 
activities (Amichai-Hamburger & Vinitzky, 2010; Gosling et al., 2011). Our findings are different 
from those of Shaw et al. (2016) who claim that extroverted individuals properly allocate resources 
to perform a given task at a particular time. However, Nguyen et al. (2013) claim that extroverts are 
more efficient in acquiring resources, while introverts can utilize their mental resources effectively. 
Similarly, Pickett et al. (2019) also revealed that extroverts deliver a lower level of goal-oriented 
performance in an organization. Our results match a meta-analysis claiming that extroversion is not 
related to goal-oriented performance (McCabe et al., 2013). Our results also do not support Ryan and 
Xenos (2011), Amichai-Hamburger and Vinitzky (2010), and Gosling et al. (2011) who described 
how extroverted individuals exhibit high social activity and are engaged in building a wide social 
network. Additionally, in our study, the surprising results in terms of extroversion's relation to SSR 
might come from the current COVID-19 situation that has dismantled groups, teams, and meetings, 
compelling people to work alone or within a limited circle. Despite hoping to have extroverts around 
them, they are unable to practice and participate in social activities and programs, strongly contrasting 
to their usual activities and interests (e.g., they are more outgoing, convivial, and chatty, favoring work 
with others in a team rather than working alone (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005)).

We found that agreeable traits are significantly related to bricolage, with our results indicating that 
managers with agreeable personalities effectively manage their resources to gain maximum benefits, 
suggesting that agreeable managers do not accept criticism, work in a way to avoid it, and make the 
people around them happy (Cable & Judge, 2003). We also found that conscientious managers sig-
nificantly bricolage resources to protect their stakeholders. This is in line with Organ and Ryan (1995) 
who claimed that conscientious people perform work and achieve tasks while requiring only minimal 
inputs. Our analysis also revealed that neurotic managers tend to bricolage their resources to provide 
maximum advantages to society. Our findings do not coincide with Farrukh et al. (2017) who claimed 
that neurotic employees have a low level of commitment ability.

To summarize, our results illustrate that managers of family-owned SMEs with conscientious, 
neurotic, and open personalities effectively utilize existing resources to practice SSR and protect their 
stakeholders. In other words, managers with high scores of conscientiousness, neuroticism, and open-
ness indirectly contribute to SSR through bricolage.

6.1  |  Managerial implications

Given the increasing COVID-19 concerns worldwide, our study provides expedient implications for 
policymakers, top managers, and practitioners. First, by clarifying one of the driving aspects of per-
sonality traits, our research examines how the big five personality traits do not directly influence SSR 
activities during crises. It is seen that enterprises should not only emphasize all the personality traits 
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of top managers but also need managers with personalities who can manage resources (bricolage). In 
particular, conscientious, neurotic, and open personalities should be concentrated on during crises such 
as COVID-19 because it is these types of personalities that effectively utilize existing resources to pro-
tect stakeholders. Second, COVID-19 has impacted all business and non-business activities, in some 
cases completely stopping commercial transactions. It has been challenging for enterprises to keep their 
stakeholders happy with existing resources. From this perspective, our research is an attempt to facilitate 
enterprises’ response to this challenge and manage existing resources with the help of top managers’ 
abilities. Third, particularly in Pakistan, COVID-19 has created a widespread desire for socially driven 
activity in the business world, with pressure from customers and society expecting enterprises to conduct 
themselves socially. Irrespective of their size and business, enterprises have shown a great interest in 
philanthropic action. Our research recommends they bricolage their existing resources. This is possible 
with managers displaying high levels of conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness. And managers 
with extroverted and agreeable personalities can be assigned other tasks even when they are not made 
responsible for the optimization of existing resources. One idea would be to give them the task of acquir-
ing new external resources. Nguyen et al. (2013) for instance claimed that extroverted managers perform 
better in the acquisition of external resources because of their social, relationship-focused behavior.

Policymakers should also give extensive consideration to efficiently utilizing their existing tangi-
ble and intangible resources to achieve their SDGs. This will require hiring managers and staff with 
the ability to bricolage resources in a way providing maximum benefit. Our research sends a clear 
signal to listed/large firms, showing them their level of involvement in CSR activities compared to 
SMEs (Udayasankar, 2008). Here they have an opportunity to receive feedback from society and the 
environment via the right bricolage strategy. Additionally, foreign enterprises can also benefit from 
these implications to boost their social activities during the COVID-19 pandemic.

6.2  |  Limitations and future research

This research of course contains caveats that future researchers will have to examine and acknowledge. 
For instance, the generalizability of the results, although applicable in Pakistan and other neighboring 
countries, may not be universal. Therefore, family businesses from other (European and Asian) countries 
should be surveyed to articulate the results in a better/different way. Social desirability biases may also 
exist in a cross-sectional data set, thus lacking result validity. To avoid this, we suggest longitudinal data 
or in-depth interviews with owners and managers of family firms. Additionally, obtaining responses from 
other managers (instead of a single respondent) will minimize social desirability bias and its adverse in-
fluence on results. The limitations of this research are furthermore in line with the conceptual framework 
assessing the influence of personality traits on SSR with a mediating role of bricolage. Though standard-
ized traits (e.g., the big five) are considered in this study, the literature has recognized other manage-
rial traits such as overconfidence, emotions, lack of control, and proactive personalities (LeBoutillier & 
Barry, 2018; Schredl, 2007; Van Aarde et al., 2017). Moreover, in this study, SSR is considered as an 
outcome variable; this may not be a primary objective of family-based SMEs. So additional outcomes 
such as profitability and sustainable competitiveness can and should be considered in future research.

6.3  |  Conclusion

This study examined the influence of the big five personality traits of managers/owners of family-
owned SMEs on SSR with a mediating bricolage role. We used the empirical data of 245 family-owned 
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SMEs to test the hypothesized model. After applying SmartPLS, we found that the big five personality 
traits do not directly influence SSR. Nevertheless, all the personality traits except extroversion have a 
significant influence on bricolage. Additionally, we found that open, conscientious, and neurotic per-
sonalities indirectly contribute to SSR through bricolage as a mediator. Our research recommends that 
SMEs focus on those personalities having high bricolage capability to protect stakeholders, particu-
larly during crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, family firms need to assign resource 
management utilization roles to those family members who have open, conscientious, and neurotic 
personalities. It is after all people with these attributes who can effectively manage existing resources 
to the protection of stakeholders.
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