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Abstract 

Social entrepreneurship is becoming a global phenomenon and a promising research topic. Given the positive trajectory, 

social entrepreneurship studies must actively investigate ways to sustain and maximize growth. This edition sought 

articles on strategy and social entrepreneurship to provide a comprehensive guide for future academic work. The papers 

in this special issue are presented and integrated with this editorial. Three main themes emerge: the unique traits of the 

participants, the conflicting environmental factors, the diverse results of these efforts. A research agenda is created to 

build on the particular issue's insights and stimulate new strategies and social entrepreneurship scholarship. Social 

entrepreneurs are emerging as corporate executives endeavour to integrate social and environmental objectives into their 

business endeavours. The examination of how social entrepreneurs strategically manage the intricate relationship 

between the social and commercial aspects of their operations is essential for understanding their growth. This special 

edition advances knowledge in this field by studying how the conditions in which social entrepreneurs operate influence 

social and economic consequences. The above publications successfully integrate strategic principles, laying the 

groundwork for future research into social entrepreneurs' success. This study can also explain how, why, and how much 

these outcomes occur. In conclusion, this issue offers scholars, legislators, educators, and entrepreneur’s valuable 

perspectives. It advises on long-term social and environmental impact. 
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Introduction 

The increasing popularity of Social entrepreneurship is evident from its wide acceptance and recognition by institutions, 

customers, policymakers, researchers, etc. (Foss et al., 2019; Balsiger, 2021; UN, 2020). According to various scholars 

(Short et al., 2009; Bhalerao et al., 2022), the concept of social entrepreneurship integrate both the economic and social 

activites within the entrepreneurial aspects (Tracey et al., 2011; Grimes et al., 2012; Santos & Pache, 2013; Haugh et al., 

2014). The studies mentioned above ( Lumpkin, 2011;  Basu & Desa, 2013;Hertel et al., 2016;Mair & Marti, 2006; Dacin 

et al., 2010; Lumpkin et al., 2013; ; Zahra et al., 2009) examine the endeavors of striving for achieving social objectives 

combined with  profitability for sustainable longterm ventures. Hence, combining conflicting objectives, both the pursuit 
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of profitability and social goals to ensure the long-term viability of a venture continues to be a fundamental paradox that 

requires attention (Lee &Battilana, 2014; Moss et al., 2011). 

Significant transition has been observed in scholarly focus in recent years, with a noticeable increase social 

entrepreneurship research. This shift has been observed by scholars such as Bacq and Janssen (2011), McLean and 

Peredo (2006), and Moss et al. (2009), who have clearly represented the changing viewpoints of academic interest in this 

field. This surge in research aims to investigate how entrepreneurs operating in commercial contexts contribute to 

addressing societal issues. The greater awareness of social issues in the corporate world is the main reason for the 

increased visibility of social entrepreneurship as opined by Battilana et al., 2017. With the growth of social 

entrepreneurship, focus of entrepreneurs is shifting towards imbibing social objective in their business goals from simply 

pursuing and assessing their profitability (Warnick & McMullen, 2016; Shepherd et al., 2019; Hota et al., 2022). 

Organizations' extensive incorporation with objectives of social relevance, irrespective of their scale, offers significant 

prospects for research at the convergence of social entrepreneurship with strategy. In light of the on-going evolution of 

social entrepreneurship, it is essential to understand and evaluate legitimacy of factors' assertions about social value 

(Boulogne, 2023; Grimes et al., 2019). Additionally, it is crucial to establish the parameters for long-term positive 

effects, commonly referred to as social performance, and determine the entities responsible for defining these 

benchmarks (Hoos &Åstebro, 2021; Montgomery& Corbett , 2017;  Bergman &McMullen , 2017). Additionally, there 

exists a burgeoning requirement in several sectors, namely organizational hybridity, poverty settings, environmentalism, 

development, and business, to reconsider and articulate more precise definitions for the facets of social entrepreneurship. 

(Doblinger, et al., 2022). The exponential development of the social entrepreneurship field is both exciting and timely. 

However, this expansion has also brought to light significant gaps that require attention for more social entrepreneurship 

practices to achieve its maximum impact. A strategic approach is increasingly necessary for socially entrepreneurial 

organizations as they consider when, where, and how to integrate a social imperative into their structures, strategic 

priorities mission, activities, and identity. (Battilana et al., 2017; Matthew et al., 2019; Lee & Battilana , 2014). 

Considering this context, the current special edition of the Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal is focused on the 

application of strategic management theories to tackle pressing matters within the field of social entrepreneurship 

research. 

The strategy concept revolves around comprehending how organizations can effectively generate and safeguard a unique 

combination of values to establish a sustainable competitive advantage (Porter, 1996, p. 39). The field of strategy 

research acknowledges the presence of inherent trade-offs between different choices. These trade-offs include but are not 

limited to exploration versus exploitation, commitment versus flexibility, and make versus buy. Furthermore, it 

recognizes the imperative of addressing the varied goals of stakeholders. The field of social entrepreneurship research has 

transformed, progressing from an emerging area of study that primarily examined ventures integrating social and 

economic aspects to one that now places greater emphasis on social objectives, activities, and stakeholders within a 

diverse range of organizations (Vedula et al., 2022). Given this observed transition, we have curated this special edition 

to provide a platform for further investigating pivotal strategic considerations within social entrepreneurship. The 

concerns encompassed in this context pertain to the variety of strategic governance approaches observed in the field of 

social entrepreneurship, the decision-making frameworks employed to establish performance expectations, the 

compromises made when faced with conflicting priorities, the ability to adapt and respond to competitive pressures, and 

other related factors (Grimes et al., 2019; Kimmitt &Muñoz, 2019; Sen et al., 2022). 

Moreover, adopting a deliberate strategic move in this context aims to support scholars and professionals in 

understanding the results of social entrepreneurship strategies that successfully (or unsuccessfully) generate social 

advantages. Academics specializing in strategy demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of evaluating the intended 

and unintended consequences of strategic decisions made in uncertain circumstances and in creating economic value. In 

contrast, individuals who possess scholarly knowledge in the field of social entrepreneurship demonstrate a notable 

aptitude for understanding novel business models and frameworks that effectively integrate the generation of both social 

and economic value. As a result, these two fields are well-suited to examine the developing social entrepreneurship 
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strategies and to carry out research that supports theoretical statements regarding the essential processes involved in 

establishing, nurturing, and growing social ventures. 

In this particular edition, there has been a  careful selected a compilation of research papers that make notable 

advancements in exploring crucial deficiencies within social entrepreneurship research. These papers accomplish this by 

incorporating knowledge from strategy scholarship, utilizing inventive research methodologies, and developing original 

theoretical frameworks. In the subsequent sections, we conduct a comprehensive review and synthesis of the findings 

presented in the special issue. By leveraging and expanding upon these valuable contributions, we aim to construct a 

comprehensive research framework around three central themes of utmost significance. The aforementioned framework 

possesses the capacity to function as a valuable paradigm for shaping forthcoming research agendas that facilitate a more 

profound amalgamation of social and strategy entrepreneurship literature. 

1.1 A comprehensive overview on  integration and advancements of the article in special issue. 

The articles showcased in this edition make substantial and noteworthy contributions to the existing body of knowledge 

on the convergence of strategy and social entrepreneurship. Table 1 provides a concise summary of the articles included 

in the special issue, along with an identification of potential avenues for future research that can further develop and 

improve upon these contributions. The papers contained within the special issue collectively investigate theoretical 

inquiries across three main thematic domains. Teasdale et al. (2023) conducted a study that examines the impact of 

diverse characteristics among actors engaged in social entrepreneurship. In contrast, Sergey et al. (2023) and Diana et al. 

(2023) conducted separate studies investigating different environmental factors influence on the dynamics of social 

entrepreneurship competition. Furthermore, examining specific outcomes of social entrepreneurship endeavours is the 

focus of two papers by Boulogne (2023) and Yan et al. (2023). 

1.1.1 The Part Played by a Wide Selection of Players in the Domain of Social Entrepreneurship 

Teasdale et al. (2023) examine a significant concern in social entrepreneurship: the prevalent disparity between the lofty 

aspirations articulated by social entrepreneurs and the tangible realization of transformative societal impact.  

Table 1: Papers in the Special Issue, Submissions, and Upcoming Key Research Areas 

Foundational Concept 

and General Inquiry 

Advancements achieved in 

tackling these inquiries within the 

context of this special edition 

Critical queries that still require 

resolution 

Player: 

To what degree do the 

diverse traits, 

characteristics, and 

motivations of individuals 

engaged in social 

entrepreneurship influence 

the process of 

visualisation and 

subsequent outcomes? 

In their 2023 study titled "Turning 

Rebellion into Money?” Teasdale, 

Roy, Nicholls, and Hervieux 

examine the potential 

transformation of rebellion into 

financial gain. The strategic 

application of system 

transformation through social 

entrepreneurship broadens the 

conventional view of those working 

in this subject The study examines 

the effects of actions taken by 

internal and external stakeholders to 

reframe societal issues on the 

trajectory of a social enterprise. 

These actions can modify or 

appropriate the intended impact of 

1. To effectively tackle the intrinsic 

diversity of moral values among the 

interconnected participants involved in 

social entrepreneurship, such as 

producers, customers, and beneficiaries, 

it is crucial to develop strategies to 

accommodate and navigate these 

divergent perspectives. 

2. What is its inherent essence if social 

entrepreneurship arises from its 

conventional economic roots or 

potentially less ethical motives, such as 

virtue signalling? To what extent does 

the altruistic motivation of actors impede 

or facilitate the attainment of outcomes, 

and based on which criteria? 

3. This inquiry pertains to the essential 
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the enterprise, leading to 

unforeseen or unachieved 

outcomes. 

attributes that distinguish authentic 

social entrepreneurship and the methods 

by which a dependable framework for its 

identification can be established. 

Environment: 

To what extent do various 

interconnected 

environmental factors; the 

subject of social 

entrepreneurship is 

influenced in several 

ways, some of which 

aren't always compatible 

with one another. (SE)? 

The study conducted by Anokhin, 

Morgan, Christensen, and Schulze 

(2023) examines the impact of the 

local environment and 

governmental deficiencies on the 

emergence of social ventures, 

particularly during the post-crisis 

period. 

In their study, Diana, Steven, 

Levasseur, and Terjesen (2023) 

examine how institutional 

uncertainty and linguistic 

manifestations of future time 

reference affect social 

entrepreneurship in different 

cultural contexts  The results of 

their study indicate that individuals 

who employ languages that exhibit 

a greater emphasis on future time 

orientation are more likely to be 

drawn towardds   social 

entrepreneurship. 

1. What are the implications of a context in 

which moral principles are subject to 

debate and lack universal consensus on 

implementing social entrepreneurship? 

2. To what extent do informal governance 

systems influence social 

entrepreneurship's emergence and 

perceived legitimacy? 

3. To what degree does the extensive 

implementation of third-party moral 

validation mechanisms, such as 

certification, influence social 

entrepreneurship initiatives' magnitude 

of scale, scope, and future prospects? 

What are the unanticipated consequences 

of the widespread adoption of rigorous 

environmental certification processes 

compared to less structured evaluative 

standards? 

4. What are the adverse consequences of 

prioritising a particular environmental 

standard over alternative standards in 

the processes of adapting, scaling, and 

achieving success in the field of social 

entrepreneurship? 

Result: 

The practice of social 

entrepreneurship yields 

various outcomes, and it is 

essential to identify the 

beneficiaries of these 

results. 

In the study conducted by Boulogne 

(2023), an analysis is conducted on 

the diverse outcomes associated 

with work integration social 

enterprises (WISEs) using a 

cognitive perspective. This study 

suggests that the attainment of 

social or commercial goals is 

partially influenced by the 

prioritisation of specific objectives 

(either social or commercial) in the 

public communication of these 

enterprises. 

Yan, Mmbaga, and Gras (2023) 

conducted a study with the 

objective of investigating the 

exploration of diversification 

1. This inquiry examines how social 

entrepreneurship effectively navigates 

the coexistence of divergent social and 

environmental consequences and 

elucidates the decision-making process 

employed to determine the 

prioritization of these outcomes. 

2. Within the domain of social 

entrepreneurship, an inquiry arises 

regarding the determination of the 

entity responsible for establishing the 

parameters that delineate success. 

Specifically, the question arises as to 

whether this responsibility lies with the 

provider or the customer/beneficiary. 

Furthermore, an examination of the 

interplay between this determination 
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opportunities, efficiency, and 

revenue diversification within the 

context of social entrepreneurship. 

Research has indicated a significant 

positive relationship between 

programme diversification and 

revenue diversification, while the 

same association is not observed for 

internationalisation. 

and the temporal aspect and the moral 

standards implicated is warranted. 

3. What conditions and motivations lead 

to the convergence or divergence of 

social and economic outcomes in the 

realm of social entrepreneurship? 

4. What is the ideal timeframe for the 

longevity of social entrepreneurship 

initiatives? 

5. What are the unforeseen ramifications, 

both advantageous and 

disadvantageous, may emerge as a 

result of engaging in social 

entrepreneurship? 

6. This inquiry pertains to how 

competitive dynamics manifest within 

social entrepreneurship and the merits 

and limitations associated with 

competition in influencing social 

impact. 

 

This challenge is consistent with recent scholarly investigations that emphasize the gradual advancement and the 

frequency of obstacles, disappointments, and the pursuit of the optimal resolution when tackling significant challenges 

(Ferraro et al., 2015; Pearce et al., 2012; Clair & Sawyer, 2022, p. 291; Stephan et al., 2016). Teasdale and colleagues 

utilize Goffman's framing concept to elucidate the disparity between the mission and the actual implementation of 

systemic change in social entrepreneurship. The authors highlight the significant importance attributed to various 

stakeholders who participate in social initiatives yet demonstrate differing degrees of identification and dedication to a 

typical social mission. 

Teasdale et al. (2023) explore the actions taken by various internal and external stakeholders to counter-frame a social 

enterprise's impact, potentially influencing or appropriating its direction. The paper effectively integrates the 

development of theoretical concepts with comprehensive empirical illustrations, culminating in establishing a typology 

that delineates various approaches to attaining systemic transformation. The pathways under examination are exemplified 

by instances where social movements and social enterprises intersect, including fair trade, microfinance, and extinction 

rebellion. 

Teasdale et al. (2023) research suggest identifying Schumpeterian shifts (Schumpeter, 1934) within established systems, 

similar to creative destruction linked to entrepreneurial innovations. This statement encourages us to contemplate 

strategies for deviating from traditional modes of thinking to fully harness the transformative possibilities within social 

entrepreneurship, which is an ever-evolving field. The research conducted by the authors also brings attention to the 

strategic management challenges social enterprises face beyond their initial entrepreneurial phases. This underscores the 

complex nature of maintaining the participation of extremely engaged activist stakeholders, who may ultimately 

disengage or even create resistance towards the aims of the social business. Ultimately, the success of the social 

enterprise depends on their ability to do so. 
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1.1.2 The Confluence of Social Ventures and Its Surrounding Environment 

The second central theme explored in this special issue revolves around the significant influence of environmental factors 

on the development and scope of social entrepreneurship. Within strategy research, there has been a longstanding 

acknowledgment of the influence exerted by external environmental conditions on organizational decision-making. These 

conditions encompass a range of factors, including abundance or scarcity, receptivity or hostility, and institutional logic. 

In order to enhance our understanding of the dynamic relationship between the environment and social entrepreneurship, 

Anokhin et al. (2023) undertake a study to investigate the impact of external contextual factors on the probability of 

social venture emergence in a particular geographic area. The fundamental purpose of the research project that is 

currently being carried out in this area is to conduct an analysis of the association between the dynamics of the local 

market and the failures of the government with regard to the development of social companies in the wake of a big crisis. 

The authors provide results that demonstrate that regions suffering failures in both the commercial and the government 

sectors are situations that are favourable to the creation of social companies. The findings of the current investigation are 

presented as the outcome of an analysis of longitudinal data gathered from 88 counties in Ohio during the economic crisis 

that was caused by the dot-com catastrophe. 

This discovery demonstrates that individuals with an inclination towards entrepreneurship are driven to establish new 

social enterprises when current institutions are incapable of effectively resolving significant societal challenges. This 

study represents a notable advancement as it examines environmental factors within a developed context, specifically 

focusing on the United States. This study departs from prior research that predominantly concentrated on social 

entrepreneurship in developing economies characterized by "institutional voids" (Webb et al., 2020; Mair et al., 2007). 

The present study provides significant contributions to understanding the relationship between environmental factors and 

social entrepreneurship, emphasizing the necessity of incorporating the broader context in the field of entrepreneurship 

research (Welter, 2011). 

The study by Hechavarría et al. (2023) provides insights into the impact of language as an informal institutional factor on 

social entrepreneurial activities. The researchers employed a combination of theoretical and empirical analyses to 

investigate the influence of language, specifically related to future time orientation, on the decision-making process 

during the initiation of a new social venture. Utilizing the widely recognized "Sapir-Whorf hypothesis" in the field of 

anthropology, which posits that language has the potential to influence individuals' cognitive understanding of the world, 

the researchers analyzed a comprehensive dataset comprising 205,792 participants from 70 nations, encompassing a 

diverse range of 39 distinct languages. The data utilized in their study was obtained from the Adult Population Survey 

conducted by the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. 

The extensive scope of their study serves as a notable example of significant progress made in recent years, successfully 

addressing original concerns about the lack of rigorous quantitative research in the field of social entrepreneurship (Short 

et al., 2009). The study that was carried out by Hechavarra and his colleagues provides actual evidence to support the 

concept that people who live in cultures that place an emphasis on forward-looking thinking in their language are more 

likely to participate in social entrepreneurship. This study offers a complete investigation of the numerous factors that 

have an impact on social entrepreneurship, including the role that a person's sociocultural background has in the actions 

of entrepreneurs. As a consequence of this, it provides an important basis for directing the subsequent academic 

investigations into this field. 

1.1.3 Variability in Results within the Field of Social Entrepreneurship 

Historically, the primary emphasis of social entrepreneurship research has been examining how individuals and 

organizations effectively manage the complex interplay between achieving economic objectives and producing social 

benefits. However, within the context of these overarching objectives, a diverse range of potentially contradictory results 

require additional examination. For example, attaining a particular social goal may result in the detriment of other 

objectives, and the endeavor to achieve favorable financial outcomes necessitates skillful navigation of numerous 

compromises. The deficiency mentioned above in scholarly inquiry is now being rectified by two articles showcased in 

this particular edition. 



   

  

  

1115 

European Economic Letters 

ISSN 2323-5233 

Vol 13, Issue 4 (2023) 

http://eelet.org.uk 

In their study, Boulogne (2023) undertakes a comprehensive examination of the imperative to comprehend the diverse 

ramifications of social entrepreneurship. Boulogne provides a perspective on the blended value framework, introduced 

initially by Bacq et al. (2016) as a means to evaluate the consequences of social venture. This study adopts a theoretical 

framework that integrates organizational legitimacy theory, as presented by Wang & Sarkis (2017) and cognitive priming 

concepts proposed by Minton et al. (2017). The framework recognises that social ventures inherently strive to generate 

value in both commercial and social dimensions. This implies that the extent to which these endeavors effectively 

accomplish their objectives is impacted by how they prioritize particular goals, be they social or commercial, in their 

public discourse. The approach outlined by Grimes et al. (2019) incorporates considerations of social motivations and the 

deliberate communication of specific organizational attributes to external stakeholders. The study presents empirical 

findings demonstrating how social ventures that prioritize commercial or social objectives effectively enhance their 

ability to generate value in their respective domains. 

Moreover, this finding illustrates that the success of these relationships depends on the level of knowledge social 

ventures possess regarding their target audiences. This distinctive framework provides valuable insights into the 

strategies that social ventures can employ to generate various forms of value, which are crucial for achieving success in 

social entrepreneurship. This study provides a solid basis for future research that delves into the complexities of 

motivations in social entrepreneurship ventures and the tactics employed to gain acceptance from various stakeholders. 

Yan et al. (2023) utilize longitudinal methodologies and leverage a dataset comprising more than 50,000 observations to 

replicate previous research on the diversification strategies implemented by nonprofit organizations involved in social 

entrepreneurship endeavors. The results of their study demonstrate that there is a positive association between program 

diversification and revenue diversification. However, the exact relationship only holds for internationalization. This study 

follows the aims of this particular edition in two significant manners. The initial step involves incorporating a 

fundamental element of strategic management research, specifically diversification, within the framework of social 

entrepreneurship. 

Furthermore, it is worth noting that despite the longstanding endorsement of replication (Crawford et al., 2022), its 

implementation must be more frequent within social sciences, particularly in intersecting strategic management and 

social entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is essential to recognize the significance of replicating results in social 

entrepreneurship research. This practice helps to consolidate the growing body of scholarly work and establish a strong 

foundation for future research endeavours. 

1.2  Theoretical Framework: Enhancing the Field of Social Entrepreneurship Research 

The articles in this specialized edition provide a fundamental basis for influencing future social entrepreneurship research 

trajectories. Our objective is to establish a connection between the knowledge acquired from these papers and the 

potential for future research endeavors. In order to achieve this objective, an examination will be conducted on the 

difficulties associated with the three main topics previously addressed. Additionally, research inquiries that possess the 

capacity to stimulate innovation and significant investigation will be put forth. 

Social entrepreneurship is characterized by its inherently interdisciplinary nature, encompassing a diverse array of 

theories, phenomena, and hybrid outcomes. As the discipline has grown and developed, it has also witnessed an increase 

in its range of perspectives, providing avenues for creative problem-solving. However, this expansion has also brought 

difficulties in effectively incorporating these diverse concepts into a cohesive theoretical framework. Within the domain 

of social entrepreneurship, scholarly inquiry has led to the emergence of diverse areas of investigation. These include the 

examination of opportunity development, the identification of social concerns that are suitable for social 

entrepreneurship, and the analysis of the processes and models of social entrepreneurship. 

Moreover, various scholarly fields, such as Political Science, Anthropology, Sociology, Economics, Psychology, 

Philosophy, and Ethics have substantially contributed to the theoretical and practical exploration of potential resolutions 

for societal issues. The expanding range of research in social entrepreneurship has elicited heightened attention from 
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institutional actors, including governments, the United Nations, and academic institutions. The objective is to 

synchronize research agendas across various academic fields to tackle substantial societal challenges. 

Significantly, social ventures have emerged as promising frameworks for mobilizing diverse stakeholders to address 

these urgent challenges. Research on social entrepreneurship is in a favourable position to offer unique and valuable 

perspectives on the overarching objective of tackling significant societal challenges. This is due to the rising relevance of 

successfully managing hybrid objectives among stakeholders who have varied understandings of and commitments to 

social and economic goals. The reason for this is because hybrid objectives include elements of both economic and social 

goals. 

In the following section, we will outline some cross-cutting potential within the three topics that will be addressed in the 

special issue. Our goal is to encourage the merging of research on business strategy and social entrepreneurship so that it 

may more effectively address the needs of many disciplines. 

1.2.1 Comprehending the Entities Involved in Social Entrepreneurship 

Acquiring a comprehensive comprehension of the individuals and entities engaged in the realm of social entrepreneurship 

is of utmost importance. The comprehension of social entrepreneurship encompasses a broad range of motivations, 

ethical principles, and desired outcomes, all of which exert a substantial influence on the unfolding of this phenomenon. 

Historically, scholarly investigations in the field of strategy have primarily focused on examining the genesis of 

economic pursuits and the influence exerted by diverse stakeholders in shaping the priorities of organizations. This 

encompasses examining established participants and emerging participants, pioneers, and followers, as well as the 

interactions between individuals acting on behalf of organizations and the owners of those organizations. 

Furthermore, it is crucial to acknowledge the importance of various stakeholders who influence organizational 

governance and priorities, particularly in tackling intricate social problems. Further investigation is warranted to 

understand the various actors involved in initiating social entrepreneurial activities, the range of motivations and 

resources they possess, and how they engage with a diverse set of stakeholders. 

For example, Khavul, Chavez, and Bruton (2013) demonstrate the implementation of a social business model by 

emerging microfinance institutions in Guatemala aimed at offering banking services to individuals living in conditions of 

severe impoverishment. Following this, prominent financial institutions began to participate in the market, ostensibly 

catering to the marginalized population's needs. Nevertheless, the inclusion of this particular entry weakened the intended 

initial societal influence, prompting inquiries regarding the genuineness of social assertions and the underlying incentives 

of individuals who identify themselves as social entrepreneurs. 

Investigating the genuineness of social entrepreneurship and developing methods to differentiate it from economically 

driven or counterfeit ventures presents a compelling avenue for scholarly inquiry. Examining the influence of malevolent 

origins on social value creation and the significance of authentic social entrepreneurship warrants thorough scholarly 

inquiry. 

Given the dynamic nature of the social entrepreneurship landscape, it is imperative to analyze the manifestation of social 

entrepreneurship when it is grounded in traditional economic incentives or motivated by dubious intentions. From a 

pragmatic standpoint, ventures can have a social impact even if they do not explicitly declare social objectives. These 

ventures can still generate substantial benefits for society as a whole. These inquiries raise fundamental concerns 

regarding the genuineness and the correlation between declared objectives and tangible outcomes. Thorough exploration 

is required to investigate the authenticity of social entrepreneurship and assess the underlying motives of self-proclaimed 

prosaically organizations. 

1.2.2 Theoretical Framework: Enhancing the Field of Social Entrepreneurship Research 

The articles in this specialized edition provide a fundamental basis for influencing future social entrepreneurship research 

trajectories. Our objective is to establish a connection between the knowledge acquired from these papers and the 



   

  

  

1117 

European Economic Letters 

ISSN 2323-5233 

Vol 13, Issue 4 (2023) 

http://eelet.org.uk 

potential for future research endeavors. In order to achieve this objective, an examination will be conducted on the 

difficulties associated with the three main topics previously addressed. Additionally, research inquiries that stimulate 

innovation and significant investigation will be put forth. 

Social entrepreneurship inherently encompasses a multidisciplinary approach, incorporating many theories, phenomena, 

and hybrid outcomes. The expansion of the field has led to increased diversity, which has facilitated the emergence of 

innovative solutions and posed challenges in terms of integrating these diverse concepts into a unified theoretical 

framework. Scholarly inquiry within the domain of social entrepreneurship has led to the emergence of different areas of 

study, such as the exploration of opportunity development, the identification of social issues suitable for social 

entrepreneurship, and the analysis of social entrepreneurship processes and models. 

Furthermore, many scholarly fields, including anthropology, economics, ethics, philosophy, political science, 

psychology, and sociology have significantly contributed to the theoretical and practical exploration of possible 

resolutions for societal issues. The growing expansion of research in social entrepreneurship has generated significant 

attention from various institutional actors, including governments, the United Nations, and universities. The objective is 

to synchronize research agendas across various disciplines to tackle significant societal issues effectively. 

It is worth mentioning that social ventures have emerged as promising frameworks for effectively mobilizing a wide 

range of stakeholders to address these urgent challenges. With the increasing emphasis on effectively navigating the 

simultaneous pursuit of multiple objectives among stakeholders with varying perspectives and commitments to social and 

economic goals, social entrepreneurship research is in a favorable position to offer distinctive and valuable perspectives 

on the overarching objective of tackling significant societal challenges. 

1.2.3 An Investigation into the Complex and Multifaceted Characteristics of the Results of Social Entrepreneurship 

Historically, the predominant emphasis in assessing the efficacy of endeavors has been on their financial outcomes 

despite the considerable variability inherent in this dimension. Furthermore, the desired results within entrepreneurial 

endeavours may exhibit substantial variations contingent upon the objectives of the founders and investors. The goals 

encompass a broad spectrum of aims, including but not limited to achieving rapid growth in preparation for an initial 

public offering, establishing a strong competitive position within the market, pursuing ventures that align with personal 

lifestyle preferences, fostering family involvement, and other related pursuits. Attaining favourable economic outcomes 

in isolation presents inherent difficulties. 

Introducing social value into this equation introduces additional intricacy, mainly due to the varying interpretations of 

"social impact" and its corresponding resolutions among stakeholders. The integration of economic and social outcomes 

introduces complexity to the performance study. Careful consideration is required in order to avoid compromising the 

reliability of both theoretical and empirical models used in the study of social entrepreneurship. 

The inclusion of social value has sparked investigations into the potential alignment or divergence between social and 

financial performance in specific circumstances. The impact of society has been the subject of various efforts through a 

systematic measurement. Examining the interconnections between social impact measures, as reported by diverse 

stakeholders, including social entrepreneurs, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and governmental entities, is 

crucial. 

In social entrepreneurship, it is of utmost importance to effectively address the intricacies and inconsistencies arising 

from diverse interpretations and dedications to social objectives. For instance, pursuing global goals such as mitigating 

climate change may occasionally conflict with local social and economic aspirations, thereby presenting difficulties in 

determining the relative importance of competing impact objectives. 

It is imperative to comprehend how social entrepreneurs effectively manage the trade-offs that arise from conflicting 

priorities among stakeholders to define the desired impact outcomes. The process of evaluating impact entails measuring 
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and considering various assessments of value from a range of stakeholders, taking into account that perspectives on value 

may differ across different cultures, institutions, and moral frameworks. 

Furthermore, the evaluation of social entrepreneurship outcomes necessitates the adoption of a longitudinal approach. It 

is imperative to subject interventions aimed at achieving social impact to on-going scrutiny to ascertain whether their 

benefits outweigh their associated costs. Nevertheless, there is a need for more research concerning the enduring effects 

of social entrepreneurship, primarily attributable to the necessity of considering a wide range of stakeholder concerns and 

varying value frameworks within distinct environments. 

When assessing social entrepreneurship initiatives, it is crucial to consider three frequently disregarded factors. Firstly, it 

is essential to acknowledge the inherent risk of failure in social entrepreneurship initiatives, similar to other 

entrepreneurial endeavours. These initiatives can potentially fail or significantly deviate from their initial objectives. 

Furthermore, it is imperative to ascertain the duration of an intervention, which encompasses the strategic decision-

making process of when to pivot or contemplate market exit. In conclusion, it is essential to consider the potential 

unintended consequences that may emerge from interventions that address social impact during the evaluation process. 

Conclusion 

The present special edition focuses on a critical juncture within social entrepreneurship. Although there is 

significant growth in research and practical applications within this field, there is a potential concern regarding the 

possibility of fragmentation and dilution. With the recognition of this critical juncture, the objective of this special issue 

is to assess the current situation and anticipate future developments. The increasing expansion of social entrepreneurship 

scholarship necessitates the integration of strategic principles from research to facilitate more influential and meaningful 

future studies. The articles compiled in this particular edition provide a fundamental basis for forthcoming academic 

research, expanding upon and enhancing the noteworthy advancements that have elucidated the definition and credibility 

of social entrepreneurship. 

The unique issue papers yielded three critical themes of scholarship, which present promising avenues for future 

research. The aim is to cultivate a more profound and comprehensive academic inquiry that acknowledges the varied 

interpretations and dedications to the criteria of "social impact." The basic goal of this research is to come up with viable 

answers to a variety of important problems that are occurring all over the world. 

References 

1. Anokhin, S., Morgan, T., Christensen, L. J., & Schulze, W. (2023). Local context and post-crisis social venture 

creation. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1448 

2. Åstebro, T., & Hoos, F. (2021). Impact measurement based on repeated randomized control trials: The case of a 

training pro- gram to encourage social entrepreneurship. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 15(2), 254–278. 

3. Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei–Skillern, J. (2006). Social and commercial entrepreneurship: Same, different, or 

both? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(1), 1–22. 

4. Bacq, S., & Alt, E. (2018). Feeling capable and valued: A prosocial perspective on the link between empathy and 

social entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Business Venturing, 33(3), 333–350. 

5. Bacq, S., & Janssen, F. (2011). The multiple faces of social entrepreneurship: A review of definitional issues 

based on geo- graphical and thematic criteria. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 23(5–6), 373–403. 

6. Bacq, S., Hartog, C., & Hoogendoorn, B. (2016). Beyond the moral portrayal of social entrepreneurs: An 

empirical approach to who they are and what drives them. Journal of Business Ethics, 133(4), 703–718. 

7. Bacq, S., Hertel, C., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2022). Communities at the nexus of entrepreneurship and societal 

impact: A cross- disciplinary literature review. Journal of Business Venturing, 37(5), 106231. 

8. Balsiger, P. (2021). The dynamics of ‘Moralized Markets’: A field perspective. Socio-Economic Review, 19(1), 

59–82. 

9. Barley, S. R. (2007). Corporations, democracy, and the public good. Journal of Management Inquiry, 16(3), 201–

215. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1448


   

  

  

1119 

European Economic Letters 

ISSN 2323-5233 

Vol 13, Issue 4 (2023) 

http://eelet.org.uk 

10. Battilana, J., & Lee, M. (2014). Advancing research on hybrid organizing–Insights from the study of social 

enterprises. Academy of Management Annals, 8(1), 397-441. 

11. Battilana, J., Besharov, M., & Mitzinneck, B. (2017). On hybrids and hybrid organizing: A review and 

roadmap for future research. The SAGE handbook of organizational institutionalism, 2, 128-162. 

12. Bhalerao, K., Kumar, A., Kumar, A., & Pujari, P. (2022). A study of barriers and benefits of artificial 

intelligence adoption in small and medium enterprise. Academy of Marketing Studies Journal, 26, 1-6. 

13. Bloom, N. (2009). The impact of uncertainty shocks. econometrica, 77(3), 623-685. 

14. Boltanski, L., & Thévenot, L. (2006). On justification: Economies of worth. Princeton University Press.  

15. Boulongne, R. (2023). A cognitive approach to the expected value of work integration social enterprises. 

Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 17(1), 95-131. 

16. Brammer, S., Branicki, L., Linnenluecke, M., & Smith, T. (2019). Grand challenges in management research: 

Attributes, achievements, and advancement. Australian Journal of Management, 44(4), 517-533. 

17. Choi, N., & Majumdar, S. (2014). Social entrepreneurship as an essentially contested concept: Opening a new 

avenue for systematic future research. Journal of business venturing, 29(3), 363-376. 

18. Corbett, J., & Montgomery, A. W. (2017). Environmental entrepreneurship and interorganizational 

arrangements: A model of social‐benefit market creation. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 11(4), 422-440. 

19. Corner, P. D., & Ho, M. (2010). How opportunities develop in social entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship 

theory and practice, 34(4), 635-659. 

20. Crawford, G. C., Skorodziyevskiy, V., Frid, C. J., Nelson, T. E., Booyavi, Z., Hechavarria, D. M., ... & 

Teymourian, E. (2022). Advancing entrepreneurship theory through replication: A case study on contemporary 

methodological challenges, future best practices, and an entreaty for communality. Entrepreneurship Theory 

and Practice, 46(3), 779-799. 

21. Dacin, P. A., Dacin, M. T., & Matear, M. (2010). Social entrepreneurship: Why we don't need a new theory 

and how we move forward from here. Academy of management perspectives, 24(3), 37-57. 

22. Davis, G. F., & Greve, H. R. (1997). Corporate elite networks and governance changes in the 1980s. American 

journal of sociology, 103(1), 1-37. 

23. Desa, G., & Basu, S. (2013). Optimization or bricolage? Overcoming resource constraints in global social 

entrepreneurship. Strategic entrepreneurship journal, 7(1), 26-49. 

24. Di Domenico, M., Haugh, H., & Tracey, P. (2010). Social bricolage: Theorizing social value creation in social 

enterprises. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 34(4), 681-703. 

25. Dietz, T., Ostrom, E., & Stern, P. C. (2003). The struggle to govern the commons. science, 302(5652), 1907-

1912. 

26. Doherty, B., Haugh, H., & Lyon, F. (2014). Social enterprises as hybrid organizations: A review and research 

agenda. International journal of management reviews, 16(4), 417-436. 

27. Dooley, K. J. (1997). A complex adaptive systems model of organization change. Nonlinear dynamics, 

psychology, and life sciences, 1, 69-97. 

28. Drabek, T. E., & McEntire, D. A. (2003). Emergent phenomena and the sociology of disaster: Lessons, trends 

and opportunities from the research literature. Disaster Prevention and Management: An International Journal, 

12(2), 97-112. 

29. Drover, W., Busenitz, L., Matusik, S., Townsend, D., Anglin, A., & Dushnitsky, G. (2017). A review and road 

map of entrepreneurial equity financing research: Venture capital, corporate venture capital, angel investment, 

crowdfunding, and accelerators. Journal of management, 43(6), 1820-1853. 

30. Epstein, A. (2022). Fossil Future: Why Global Human Flourishing Requires More Oil, Coal, and Natural Gas--

Not Less. Penguin. 

31. Feldman, M. S. (2004). Resources in emerging structures and processes of change. Organization Science, 

15(3), 295-309. 

32. Freeman, R. B. (1984). Longitudinal analyses of the effects of trade unions. Journal of labor Economics, 2(1), 

1-26. 



   

  

  

1120 

European Economic Letters 

ISSN 2323-5233 

Vol 13, Issue 4 (2023) 

http://eelet.org.uk 

33. Ganz, M. (2005). Why David sometimes wins: Strategic capacity in social movements. The psychology of 

leadership: New perspectives and research, 209-238. 

34. George, G., Howard-Grenville, J., Joshi, A., & Tihanyi, L. (2016). Understanding and tackling societal grand 

challenges through management research. Academy of Management Journal, 59(6), 1880–1895. 

35. Gereffi, G., & Christian, M. (2009). The impacts of Wal-Mart: The rise and consequences of the world's 

dominant retailer. Annual Review of Sociology, 35, 573–591. 

36. Gornall, W., & Strebulaev, I. A. (2021). The economic impact of venture capital: Evidence from public 

companies. Available at SSRN 2681841. 

37. Grimes, M. G., McMullen, J. S., Vogus, T. J., & Miller, T. L. (2013). Studying the origins of social 

entrepreneurship: Compas- sion and the role of embedded agency. Academy of Management Review, 38(3), 

460–463. 

38. Grimes, M. G., Williams, T. A., & Zhao, E. Y. (2019). Anchors aweigh: The sources, variety, and challenges of 

mission drift. Academy of Management Review, 44(4), 819–845. 

39. Haidt, J. (2006). The happiness hypothesis: Finding modern truth in ancient wisdom. New York: Basic books. 

40. Hannan, M. T. (1998). Rethinking age dependence in organizational mortality: Logical formalizations. American 

Journal of Sociology, 104(1), 126–164. 

41. Haugh, H. M., & Talwar, A. (2016). Linking social entrepreneurship and social change: The mediating role of 

empowerment. Journal of Business Ethics, 133(4), 643–658. 

42. Hechavarría, D. M., Brieger, S. A., Levasseur, L., & Terjesen, S. A. (2023). Cross-cultural implications of linguistic 

future time reference and institutional uncertainty on social entrepreneurship. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal. 

43. Hirsch, P. M., & Lounsbury, M. (1997). Ending the family quarrel: Toward a reconciliation of “old” and 

“new” institutionalisms. American Behavioral Scientist, 40(4), 406–418. 

44. Hota, S. L., Sahoo, S. R., & Kumar, A. (2022). Social Science Perspectives on Natural Hazards Risk and 

Uncertainty. International Journal of Environmental Sciences, 8(1). 

45. Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. F. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs, and 

ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3, 305–360. 

46. Khavul, S., Chavez, H., & Bruton, G. D. (2013). When institutional change outruns the change agent: The 

contested terrain of entrepreneurial microfinance for those in poverty. Journal of Business Venturing, 28(1), 30–

50. 

47. Klein, P. G., Mahoney, J. T., McGahan, A. M., & Pitelis, C. N. (2019). Organizational governance adaptation: Who 

is in, who is out, and who gets what. Academy of Management Review, 44(1), 6–27. 

48. Kramer, M. R., & Porter, M. (2011). Creating shared value (Vol. 17). Boston, MA, USA: FSG. 

49. Kroeger, A., & Weber, C. (2014). Developing a conceptual framework for comparing social value creation. 

Academy of Management Review, 39(4), 513–540. 

50. Kroezen, J., Ravasi, D., Sasaki, I., Żebrowska, M., & Suddaby, R. (2021). Configurations of craft: Alternative 

models for organizing work. Academy of Management Annals, 15(2), 502–536. 

51. Lévi‐Strauss, C. (1966). Anthropology: Its achievements and future. Current Anthropology, 7(2), 124–127. 

52. Lieberman, M. B., & Montgomery, D. B. (1988). First‐mover advantages. Strategic management journal, 

9(S1), 41-58. 

53. Lumpkin, G. T. (2011). From legitimacy to impact: Moving the field forward by asking how entrepreneurship 

informs life. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 5(1), 3–9. 

54. Lumpkin, G. T., Moss, T. W., Gras, D. M., Kato, S., & Amezcua, A. S. (2013). Entrepreneurial processes in 

social contexts: How are they different, if at all? Small Business Economics, 40(3), 761–783. 

55. Mair, J., & Marti, I. (2006). Social entrepreneurship research: A source of explanation, prediction, and delight. 

Journal of World Business, 41(1), 36–44. 

56. Mair, J., Martí, I., & Ganly, K. (2007). Institutional voids as spaces of opportunity (No. hal-02311879). 

57. Mair, J., Marti, I., & Ventresca, M. J. (2012). Building inclusive markets in rural Bangladesh: How intermediaries 

work institutional voids. Academy of Management Journal, 55(4), 819–850. 



   

  

  

1121 

European Economic Letters 

ISSN 2323-5233 

Vol 13, Issue 4 (2023) 

http://eelet.org.uk 

58. Martin, R. L., & Osberg, S. (2007). Social entrepreneurship: The case for definition. 

59. McMullen, J. S., & Bergman, B. J. (2017). Social entrepreneurship and the development paradox of prosocial 

motivation: A cautionary tale. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 11(3), 243–270. 

60. McMullen, J. S., & Warnick, B. J. (2016). Should we require every new venture to be a hybrid organization? 

Journal of Management Studies, 53(4), 630–662. 

61. Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and ceremony. 

American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340–363. 

62. Miller, C. C., Washburn, N. T., & Glick, W. H. (2013). Perspective—The myth of firm performance. 

Organization Science, 24(3), 948–964. 

63. Miller, T. L., Grimes, M. G., McMullen, J. S., & Vogus, T. J. (2012). Venturing for others with heart and head: How 

compassion encourages social entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Review, 37(4), 616–640. 

64. Minton, E. A., Cornwell, T. B., & Kahle, L. R. (2017). A theoretical review of consumer priming: Prospective 

theory, retrospective theory, and the affective–behavioral–cognitive model. Journal of Consumer Behavior, 

16(4), 309–321. 

65. Moss, T. W., Short, J. C., Payne, G. T., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2011). Dual identities in social ventures: An exploratory 

study. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35, 805–830. 

66. Muñoz, P., & Kimmitt, J. (2019). Social mission as competitive advantage: A configurational analysis of the 

strategic conditions of social entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Research, 101, 854–861. 

67. Murphy, P. J., & Coombes, S. M. (2009). A model of social entrepreneurial discovery. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 87(3), 325–336. 

68. Nason, R. S., Bacq, S., & Gras, D. (2018). A behavioral theory of social performance: Social identity and 

stakeholder expectations. Academy of Management Review, 43(2), 259–283. 

69. Ocasio, W., Loewenstein, J., & Nigam, A. (2015). How streams of communication reproduce and change 

institutional logics: The role of categories. Academy of Management Review, 40(1), 28–48. 

70. Ostrom, E. (1990). Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collective action. Cambridge 

university press. 

71. Pache, A. C., & Santos, F. (2013). Inside the hybrid organization: Selective coupling as a response to competing 

institutional logics. Academy of Management Journal, 56(4), 972–1001. 

72. Pearce, J., Albritton, S., Grant, G., Steed, G., & Zelenika, I. (2012). A new model for enabling innovation in 

appropriate technology for sustainable development. Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy, 8(2), 42–53. 

73. Peredo, A. M., & McLean, M. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: A critical review of the concept. Journal of 

World Business, 41(1), 56–65. 

74. Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (2003). The external control of organizations: A resource dependence 

perspective: Stanford Business Books. 

75. Polumbo, B. (2022). Corporate America's rainbow virtue-signaling is not just hypocritical — it's harmful. 

Washington Post. https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/corporate-americas-rainbow-virtue-ignaling-is-

not-just-hypocritical- its-harmful 

76. Porter, M. E. (1980). Industry structure and competitive strategy: Keys to profitability. Financial Analysts 

Journal, 36(4), 30–41. 

77. Porter, M. E. (1996). What is strategy? Harvard Business Review, 74(6), 61–78. 

78. Puffer, S. M., McCarthy, D. J., & Boisot, M. (2010). Entrepreneurship in Russia and China: The impact of formal 

institutional voids. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(3), 441–467. 

79. Rainey, H. G., & Jung, C. S. (2015). A conceptual framework for analysis of goal ambiguity in public 

organizations. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 25(1), 71–99. 

80. Rawhouser, H., Cummings, M., & Newbert, S. L. (2019). Social impact measurement: Current approaches and 

future directions for social entrepreneurship research. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 43(1), 82–115. 

81. Rawhouser, H., Villanueva, J., & Newbert, S. L. (2017). Strategies and tools for entrepreneurial resource access: 

A cross- disciplinary review and typology. International Journal of Management Reviews, 19(4), 473–491. 

82. Reid, E., & Ramarajan, L. (2021). Seeking purity, avoiding pollution: Strategies for moral career building. 

Organization Science, 33(5), 1909-1937. 

https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/corporate-americas-rainbow-virtue-ignaling-is-not-just-hypocritical-
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/corporate-americas-rainbow-virtue-ignaling-is-not-just-hypocritical-
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/corporate-americas-rainbow-virtue-signaling-is-not-just-hypocritical-its-harmful


   

  

  

1122 

European Economic Letters 

ISSN 2323-5233 

Vol 13, Issue 4 (2023) 

http://eelet.org.uk 

83. Rindova, V., Barry, D., & Ketchen, D. J. (2009). Entrepreneuring as emancipation. Academy of Management 

Review, 34(3), 477–491. 

84. Saebi, T., Foss, N. J., & Linder, S. (2019). Social entrepreneurship research: Past achievements and future 

promises. Journal of Management, 45(1), 70–95. 

85. Santos, F. M. (2012). A positive theory of social entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Ethics, 111(3), 335–

351. 

86. Sawyer, K. B., & Clair, J. A. (2022). Hope cultures in organizations: Tackling the grand challenge of commercial 

sex exploitation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 67(2), 289–338. 

87. Schuller, M. (2012). Killing with kindness: Haiti, international aid, and NGOs. Rutgers University Press. 

88. Scott, W. R. (1995). Institutions and organizations (Vol. 2). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

89. Scott, W. R., Ruef, M., Mendel, P. J., & Caronna, C. A. (2000). Institutional change and healthcare organizations: 

From profes- sional dominance to managed care. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

90. Sen, L., Kumar, A., Hota, S., Biswal, S. K., & Panda, K. (2022). A profile view of healthcare service sector 

organizations through integration with organizational culture and subculture. Asia Pacific Journal of Health 

Management, 17(2), 1-7. 

91. Shepherd, D. A., Williams, T. A., & Zhao, E. Y. (2019). A framework for exploring the degree of hybridity in 

entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Perspectives, 33(4), 491–512. 

92. Short, J. C., & Anglin, A. H. (2019). Is leadership language ‘rewarded’ in crowdfunding? Replicating social 

entrepreneurship research in a rewards-based context. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 11, e00121. 

93. Short, J. C., Moss, T. W., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2009). Research in social entrepreneurship: Past contributions and 

future opportunities. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 3, 161–194. 

94. Stark, D. (2009). The sense of dissonance: Accounts of worth in economic life. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 

95. Starr, J. A., & MacMillan, I. C. (1990). Resource cooptation via social contracting: Resource acquisition 

strategies for new ventures. Strategic Management Journal, 11, 79–92. 

96. Stephan, U., Patterson, M., Kelly, C., & Mair, J. (2016). Organizations driving positive social change: A review and 

an integra- tive framework of change processes. Journal of Management, 42(5), 1250–1281. 

97. Stephan, U., Uhlaner, L. M., & Stride, C. (2015). Institutions and social entrepreneurship: The role of institutional 

voids, institutional support, and institutional configurations. Journal of International Business Studies, 46(3), 

308–331. 

98. Sutter, C., Bhatt, B., & Qureshi, I. (2023). What makes resource provision an effective means of poverty 

alleviation? A resourcing perspective. Organization Science, 34(1), 223-245. 

99. Teasdale, S., Roy, M. J., Nicholls, A., & Hervieux, C. (2023). Turning rebellion into money? Social 

entrepreneurship as the strategic performance of systems change. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 17(1), 

19-39. 

100. Thomas, L. (1995). The medusa and the snail: More notes of a biology watcher. New York, NY: Penguin. 

101. Thornton, P. H., Ocasio, W., & Lounsbury, M. (2012). The institutional logics perspective: A new approach to 

culture, structure and process. OUP Oxford. 

102. Tracey, P., Phillips, N., & Jarvis, O. (2011). Bridging institutional entrepreneurship and the creation of new 

organizational forms: A multilevel model. Organization Science, 22(1), 60–80. 

103. Tupy, M. L., & Pooley, G. L. (2022). Superabundance: the story of population growth, innovation, and human 

flourishing on an infinitely bountiful planet. Cato Institute. 

104. Vedula, S., Doblinger, C., Pacheco, D., York, J. G., Bacq, S., Russo, M. V., & Dean, T. J. (2022). Entrepreneurship 

for the public good: A review, critique, and path forward for social and environmental entrepreneurship research. 

Academy of Management Annals, 16(1), 391–425. 

105. Vishwanathan, P., van Oosterhout, H., Heugens, P. P., Duran, P., & Van Essen, M. (2020). Strategic CSR: A 

concept building meta-analysis. Journal of Management Studies, 57(2), 314–350. 

106. Wang, Z., & Sarkis, J. (2017). Corporate social responsibility governance, outcomes, and financial performance. 

Journal of Cleaner Production, 162, 1607–1616. 



   

  

  

1123 

European Economic Letters 

ISSN 2323-5233 

Vol 13, Issue 4 (2023) 

http://eelet.org.uk 

107. Webb, J. W., Khoury, T. A., & Hitt, M. A. (2020). The influence of formal and informal institutional voids on 

entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 44(3), 504-526. 

108. Weber, K., Heinze, K. L., & DeSoucey, M. (2008). Forage for thought: Mobilizing codes in the movement for 

grass-fed meat and dairy products. Administrative Science Quarterly, 53(3), 529–567. 

109. Welter, F. (2011). Contextualizing entrepreneurship—conceptual challenges and ways forward. 

Entrepreneurship theory and Practice, 35(1), 165-184. 

110. Williams, T. A., & Shepherd, D. A. (2016). Building resilience or providing sustenance: Different paths of 

emergent ventures in the aftermath of the Haiti earthquake. Academy of Management Journal, 59(6), 2069–

2102. 

111. Williams, T. A., & Shepherd, D. A. (2021). Bounding and binding: Trajectories of community-organization 

emergence following a major disruption. Organization Science, 32(3), 824–855. 

112. Yan, J., Mmbaga, N., & Gras, D. (2023). In pursuit of diversification opportunities, efficiency, and revenue 

diversification: A generalization and extension for social entrepreneurship. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal. 

113. Yunus, M., Moingeon, B., & Lehmann-Ortega, L. (2010). Building social business models: Lessons from the 

Grameen experience. Long Range Planning, 43(2–3), 308–325. 

114. Zahra, S. A., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D. O., & Shulman, J. M. (2009). A typology of social entrepreneurs: 

Motives, search processes and ethical challenges. Journal of Business Venturing, 24(5), 519–532 


