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Abstract: This paper explores the relationship between social entrepreneurship (SE) and economic inequality, aiming to 
understand SE’s potential in addressing economic disparities among non-state actors. Social entrepreneurship, often 
recognised for its capacity to create social value and drive social change, offers unique opportunities to tackle pressing 
societal issues, including economic inequality. By leveraging innovative business models, SE can bridge gaps in income 
distribution and create sustainable livelihoods for marginalised communities. However, understanding the extent of this 
impact requires a closer examination of SE’s contributions to economic inclusion and equity.  Through a systematic literature 
review, as well as a bibliometric and content analysis of the selected studies, this paper investigates the growing body of 
research on SE, identifying key themes, trends, and research gaps. The analysis reveals a global interest in SE, as evidenced 
by an increasing number of publications over the past two and a half decades. This rise in academic attention reflects the 
recognition of SE’s potential to address various social challenges. Despite this progress, the direct relationship between SE 
and economic inequality remains underexplored. Most research has focused on SE’s social impact—such as community 
development, poverty alleviation, and environmental sustainability—rather than its economic implications.  The paper also 
identifies core concepts associated with SE, including social entrepreneur, social enterprise, social innovation, social capital, 
economic development, work and employment, and sustainable entrepreneurship. However, references to economic 
inequality are often implicit rather than explicit, highlighting a gap in the literature. This suggests a need for more focused 
research that examines how SE can effectively reduce economic disparities, particularly through income redistribution, 
wealth creation, and access to economic opportunities for marginalised communities.  Whilst SE has the potential to be a 
powerful tool for reducing economic inequality, realising this potential requires addressing persistent challenges. Among 
these challenges is the widening gap between low- and high-income sectors, which complicates SE interventions and limits 
their transformative impact.   

Keywords: Economic Equality, Income Equality, Social Capital, Social Enterprise, Social Entrepreneurship, Social Innovation  

1. Introduction  
Interest in the concept of social entrepreneurship (SE) has been rising in the last 25 years.  A cursory search in 
the electronic database Scopus on the keyword social entrepreneurship will generate a result exhibiting a steady 
increase in the number of documents indexed between the years 2000 and 2024 (see Figure 1).  This upward 
trend is expected to continue overtime.  

The growing interest in SE may be attributed to its dual benefits: harnessing the positive effects of 
entrepreneurship whilst generating meaningful social impact within communities.  It is the form of 
entrepreneurship that serves as an impetus for economic growth and social change (Pathak & Muralidharan, 
2018).  The myriad benefits of entrepreneurship, both financial and non-financial, to the individual and the 
society are well established (Luke et al., 2007).  By integrating traditional entrepreneurship with social principles 
to tackle pressing social issues such as unequal wealth distribution and income inequality, the potential for 
inclusive benefits is greatly enhanced.  

Current extant research is focused on the factors that drive an individual to become a social entrepreneur 
(Pathak & Muralidharan, 2018).  Bozhikin et al. (2019), for instance, defined these drivers as “(i) social inclusion 
and social economy, (ii) SE and economic development, and (iii) networks and social innovation” (p. 736).  
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Meanwhile, other studies are focused on the role of government and key non-state actors in promoting or 
facilitating SE in developing countries (Bozhikin et al., 2019).  However, limited research exists on the direct 
relationship between SE and economic inequality.  

  

Figure 1: Number of documents related to ‘social entrepreneurship’ and indexed by year in Scopus  

One study examining the link between SE and economic inequality involved a total of 77,983 individual 
responses sourced from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor data across 26 countries, and similar country-level 
data retrieved from the Global Competitiveness Report by the World Economic Forum (Pathak & Muralidharan, 
2018).  The study found that income inequality increases the likelihood of SE under conditions of low-income 
mobility (Pathak & Muralidharan, 2018).  Whilst it is one of few studies that found a link between economic 
inequality and SE, other contextual factors that did not surface from the study deserve an exploration.  Our study 
therefore aims to expand their findings by determining other conditions that can connect economic inequality 
with SE using data from extant literature.  

There is no consensus on the exact definition of SE.  Some scholars have defined SE as an activity where business 
principles are adopted by non-business entities such as governments and not-for-profits in their operations 
(Bozhikin et al., 2019).  Nonetheless, SE has been adopted in corporate social responsibility and philanthropy 
programmes of private-sector business enterprises (Bozhikin et al., 2019).  Additionally, it has also made its way 
to social innovation studies (Bozhikin et al., 2019).  Other definitions are related to the method and approach 
adopted by SE in solving social problems such as poverty and environmental degradation (Bozhikin et al., 2019; 
Pathak & Muralidharan, 2018).  For the purposes of our study, we define SE in the context of traditional 
entrepreneurship; that is, it is a business or commercial activity whose financial benefits redound to a 
community or a marginalised sector of the society.  

Meanwhile, economic inequality is described in literature as a disparity among citizens in terms of their wealth 
and income (Pathak & Muralidharan, 2018).  The role of traditional entrepreneurship on income inequality has 
been investigated in a study covering data from 47 developing countries from 2009 to 2017 (Mohamad et al., 
2021).  Theoretically, if citizens, especially the poor and the marginalised, practice entrepreneurship, the country 
will experience less income inequality (Mohamad et al., 2021). Overall, the study confirmed that increasing 
entrepreneurship activities will decrease incidents of income inequality in developing countries (Mohamad et 
al., 2021).  

There have been a few studies linking entrepreneurship with income inequality.  Two of them find themselves 
in disagreement. The Swedish study (Halvarsson et al., 2018) observed that entrepreneurship increases income 
inequality.  Self-employment widens the gap in terms of income amongst the poor whilst incorporated 
entrepreneurship seems to increase the dispersion among the rich (Halvarsson et al., 2018).  On the other hand, 
the Ethiopian study (Kimhi, 2010) concluded that entrepreneurship helps reduce income inequality altogether.  

This paper seeks to answer the question: To what extent has SE contributed to reducing economic inequality 
among non-state actors?  While previous studies have explored the social impact of SE, this paper contributes 
to the literature by systematically analysing empirical studies that explore or imply SE’s influence on economic 
inequality.  It addresses a notable gap by focusing explicitly on economic dimensions such as income 
redistribution, employment generation, and financial inclusion, which are often overlooked in SE research.  

2. Materials and Methods  
Our study draws from data available from Elsevier’s Scopus which was selected from other similar databases 
and platforms for its comprehensive list and quality entries (Falagas et al., 2008; Gudanowska, 2017; Mingers & 
Meyer, 2017).  The methodology used for this research was systematic review of literature, which is regarded 
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as a rigorous approach to literature review for its objectivity, transparency, and replicability (Torgerson, 2003).  
Compared to narrative literature review, the systematic review approach can reduce bias and provides a more 
extensive analysis of extant knowledge (Bozhikin et al., 2019; Torgerson, 2003).  

On 03 April 2025, the following search keywords were typed in the search engine of Scopus: social 
entrepreneurship, social enterprise, social innovation, cooperative entrepreneurship, economic inequality, and 
economic equality.  The search was limited to publication years before 1999, or 2000 onwards.  The reason for 
the selection of this period was the observed rise in the interest in SE, which started in the 2000s (see Figure 1).  
The same trend was detected in a related systematic literature review (Bozhikin et al., 2019), which informed 
and inspired this study.   

The initial query generated a total of 2,062 documents in the Scopus database.  To further refine our search, we 
added filters to find journal articles only.  This was to ensure that only scholarly works were included in this 
systematic review.  The outcome was further filtered out to obtain papers in the English language only.  This 
surfaced a total of 1,041 studies.  

The preliminary results were screened to remove conceptual papers, those not related to this research, and 
others that were inaccessible.  The final screening resulted in a total of 53 empirical studies that would comprise 
the data sample for this analysis.  The search methodology employed in this systematic review is reflected in the 
schema shown in Figure 2.  

  

Figure 2: Schema of the search methodology used to obtain the data sample  

To minimise selection bias, two reviewers independently screened titles and abstracts using the predefined 
inclusion criteria.  Disagreements were resolved through discussion and, when necessary, consultation with a 
third reviewer.  The final coding of included studies followed a structured template to ensure consistency in 
extracting data on SE dimensions and economic impacts.  

3. Results  
An analysis of the bibliometric data from the sample of papers using the bibliometric visualiser software 
VOSviewer indicates that the following words frequently occur in the text: entrepreneurship, social entrepreneur, 
social innovation, social enterprise, social capital and economic development, and sustainable entrepreneurship.  
They are presented in the diagram with large fonts and different colours (see Figure 3).  Other minor or less 
recurring words are relationship, work, employment, implementation, and Morocco.  Notably, there were no 
specific references made in relation to the original search keywords economic inequality or economic equality.  
This indicates that studies related to the link between SE and economic inequality are scarce.  

  

Figure 3: Network diagram of frequently occurring words from the data sample  
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3.1 The Social Entrepreneur  

The first concept is focused on the individual, more specifically on the traits of social entrepreneurs.  Several 
studies (e.g., Bernardino et al., 2018; Clark Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan, 2016; Fernández et al., 2024; Hayhurst, 
2014; Kawarazuka et al., 2023; E. Kim, 2023; Kumari & Eguruze, 2022; Lauri, 2021; Maguirre et al., 2016; Nsereko 
et al., 2021; Siqueira et al., 2023) discussed gender equality within the context of SE.  The reason for the 
multitude of SE studies dedicated to gender equality is that it is a common view that SE is a valuable tool to solve 
the world’s social issues, including gender inequality (Bozhikin et al., 2019).  

Other studies focused on the individual traits, which are anchored on the general concept of traditional 
entrepreneurship as can be deduced from Figure 3.  Broccia et al. (2022) related the direct and indirect effects 
of innovativeness with entrepreneurial and social entrepreneurial self-efficacy in the light of organisational 
capabilities and philanthropic corporate social responsibility.  Lee et al. (2022) examined the role of social 
recognition in the motivational dynamics of social entrepreneurial intention.  Mouraviev and Kakabadse (2022) 
studied the role of social entrepreneurs’ cosmopolitan orientation in bridging the gap between prosperity and 
social deprivation whilst Choi and Chang (2020) applied the human capital theory to link social entrepreneurs’ 
characteristics with the performance of social ventures.  

3.2 The Social Enterprise  

The second concept that emerged from this systematic review of literature related to SE deals with the social 
enterprise itself. Oloke (2024) examined the perspectives of individuals managing social enterprises and found 
that these organisations contribute to transforming unequal social structures to varying degrees. This impact 
occurs regardless of whether their work is perceived as significantly changing the situation (transformative) or 
addressing deficiencies (compensatory) (Oloke, 2024).  Kajiita and Kang’ethe (2023) support this view, describing 
social enterprises as mechanisms for addressing social challenges.    

Related to these studies is the work of Musinguzi et al. (2023), which examined the interrelationships between 
internal factors (e.g., business planning), external factors (e.g., financial and training support), and critical 
success factors in the performance of rural social enterprises.  A similar study by Segovia-Vargas et al. (2024), 
analysed the factors influencing the survival or failure of social enterprises.  Additionally, Wang and Ni (2023) 
studied the impact of internet connectivity on the productivity of rural enterprises whilst Cucchi et al. (2022) 
explored how social enterprises helped ease tensions within communities with fixed sets of beliefs, norms and 
customs.  Similarly, the study of D’alessio et al. (2024) focused on the cultural dimensions surrounding social 
enterprise models by comparing findings between Italy and Romania.    

3.3 Social Innovation  

The third concept that surfaced from this systematic review concerns social innovation that arises from SE. Slee 
(2019) defines social innovation as any novelty of practice performed by the civil society.  In his paper he 
presents the different types of social innovation as practiced in rural Scotland (Slee, 2019).  Meanwhile, Olloqui 
et al. (2023), found that technological innovations are necessary to foster social innovation.  Further, there is a 
need for public-private partnerships to facilitate social innovation, and focusing efforts on social innovation is 
significant for attracting development and investments (Olloqui et al., 2023).  

3.4 Social Capital and Economic Development  

Most papers from this systematic review were related to social capital and economic development.  Specifically, 
these papers (Barinaga, 2013; Choi et al., 2018; Gordon et al., 2018; Michele, 2021; Montgomery et al., 2008; 
Mulyono et al., 2020; Nurlanova et al., 2023; Pathak & Muralidharan, 2018; Pothipala et al., 2021; Sangvikar et 
al., 2019; Singh et al., 2023; Van Trung, 2021) discussed how SE contributed to the socioeconomic development 
of societies and communities.  Siqueira et al. (2023) extended this socioeconomic development to include 
environmental change.  Further, the research conducted by Okutayeva et al. (2024) was among the studies that 
highlighted the important contribution of social entrepreneurship in reducing inequalities and promoting 
sustainable development by solving social issues.  Related to this study was that of Assaf (2024), which found 
strong links between financial inclusion strategies, among others, and women's empowerment.  Nonetheless, 
the study of Seferiadis et al. (2023) found that SE yielded insignificant benefits for young social entrepreneurs in 
Ghana.  
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Whilst these papers discuss the effects of SE on economic development, a few studies from this systematic 
review reveal the opposite: the impact of economic development on social enterprises.  For instance, Leitner et 
al. (2023) examined how residents of peri-urban settlements respond to unexpected developments and manage 
the uncertainties arising from market-induced displacement.  They found that large-scale planned developments 
and infrastructure projects lead to widespread displacement of residents and the disappearance of agricultural 
fields, vegetable plots, and small enterprises (Leitner et al., 2023).  

3.5 Implementation of SE and its Effect on Work and Employment  

A few studies illustrated the implementation of SE and its effect on work and employment.  One research (E. 
Kim, 2023) explored a project that involved conducting a product innovation and management course in a social 
enterprise by a university.  Mychajluk (2023) analysed the role of the learning environment and the interactions 
within ecovillages as far as learning outcomes and processes are concerned.  Nsereko (2021) highlighted the 
case of social entrepreneur Dr Moses Musaazi, the former managing director of social enterprise T4T, which 
manufactured low-cost sanitary napkins for teenage girls stigmatised because of their menstrual periods.  
Additionally, Pérotin (2006)examined the determinants of entry and exit between workers in cooperatives and 
conventional firms whilst Simanaviciene et al. (2017) compared social business models in Lithuania, Italy and 
Great Britain.  

3.6 Sustainable Entrepreneurship  

Lastly, several papers in this systematic review addressed the concept of sustainable entrepreneurship, another 
dimension of SE. Calvo et al. (2020) focused on upcycling-based social and creative enterprises.  Similarly, 
Fernández et al. (2024) highlighted the gendered and socioenvironmental effects of seaweed production, noting 
its connections to the global market and susceptibility to market fluctuations.    

Vázquez-Maguirre (2020) analysed how indigenous social enterprises contribute to building sustainable rural 
communities.  Vieira et al. (2019) examined the transformative potential of food-producing social enterprises in 
their efforts to create sustainable and resilient urban food systems. McQuilten (2017) explored the potential 
role of art- and fashion-based social enterprises in contributing to sustainable community development whilst 
also fostering critique and political engagement within contemporary capitalism. Popkova et al. (2023) focused 
on the post-COVID 19 pandemic perspective of SE in relation to sustainable development.    

4. Discussion  
Whilst this study confirms the effectiveness of SE in reducing economic inequality, it also found several 
significant challenges to reduce economic inequality through SE. One key difficulty is the need to effectively 
serve disadvantaged groups, who often lack access to resources and opportunities, making it challenging for SE 
initiatives to reach and support them adequately (Oloke, 2024).  Further, existing social development 
interventions within countries are frequently ineffective, necessitating SE to address these shortcomings, which 
can be complex and resource-intensive (Kajiita & Kang’ethe, 2023).  

The gap between high- and low-income groups continues to widen, further entrenching economic inequality 
and making it harder for SE to bridge this divide (Mouraviev & Kakabadse, 2022).  High levels of wealth 
inequality, combined with an ingrained patronage culture, create environments where SE struggles to gain 
traction and achieve its goals (Pothipala et al., 2021).  The lack of social awareness and the low operational 
efficiency of some social enterprises further hinder their effectiveness in tackling economic inequality (Pothipala 
et al., 2021). Issues like failing food systems and significant health inequalities present additional barriers, as SE 
must navigate these complex social problems whilst attempting to reduce economic disparities (Gordon et al., 
2018; Vieira et al., 2019).  Finally, the lack of opportunities in local communities and the pervasive economic 
inequality within these areas pose significant obstacles to SE's success (Mulyono et al., 2020).  

5. Conclusion  
Whilst SE is often associated with concepts such as social entrepreneur, social enterprise, social innovation, 
social capital, economic development, work and employment, and sustainable entrepreneurship, the direct 
connection to economic inequality is not as prominent. This finding suggests that the discourse around SE has 
predominantly focused on its social impact rather than its economic implications. The absence of economic 
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inequality as a frequently occurring theme in the literature highlights a significant gap that future research 
should aim to address.  

The limited research directly linking SE to economic inequality calls for more focused studies that examine the 
conditions under which SE can effectively narrow economic disparities. Additionally, there is a need for more 
empirical research that measures the economic outcomes of SE initiatives, particularly in terms of income 
redistribution and wealth creation among marginalised communities.  Policymakers and practitioners should 
consider the challenges when designing and implementing SE initiatives to ensure that they contribute 
meaningfully to economic inclusion and equity.  

Acknowledgments  
The authors gratefully acknowledge the University of the Philippines Diliman Office of the Vice Chancellor for 
Research and Development for its support through the Research Dissemination Grant, which made the 
presentation and dissemination of this research possible.  

Ethics Declaration  
This study did not involve human participants, personal data, or any form of intervention or interaction with 
individuals. As such, it did not fall within the scope of research requiring ethics review and clearance. Therefore, 
approval from an ethics review board was not sought nor required for the conduct of this research.  

AI Declaration  
An AI tool, ChatGPT by OpenAI, was used during the development of this paper solely for the purpose of checking 
grammar and ensuring consistency in the text. The content, analysis, and conclusions presented herein are 
entirely the work of the authors.  

References  
Assaf, A. (2024). Impact of social entrepreneurship on women empowerment through financial inclusion: An analytical 

study from the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Pakistan Journal of Life and Social Sciences (PJLSS), 22(1). 
https://doi.org/10.57239/PJLSS-2024-22.1.00368  

Barinaga, E. (2013). Politicising Social Entrepreneurship - Three Social Entrepreneurial Rationalities Toward Social Change. 
Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 4(3), 347–372. https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2013.823100  

Bastida, M., Vaquero García, A., Pinto, L. H., & Olveira Blanco, A. (2022). Motivational drivers to choose worker 
cooperatives as an entrepreneurial alternative: evidence from Spain. Small Business Economics, 58(3), 1609–1626. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-00459-8  

Bernardino, S., Freitas Santos, J., & Cadima Ribeiro, J. (2018). Social entrepreneur and gender: what’s personality got to do 
with it? International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 10(1), 61–82. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJGE-07-2017-
0040  

Bozhikin, I., Macke, J., & da Costa, L. F. (2019). The role of government and key non-state actors in social entrepreneurship: 
A systematic literature review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 226, 730–747. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.076  

Broccia, S., Dias, A., & Pereira, L. (2022). Sustainable Entrepreneurship: Comparing the Determinants of Entrepreneurial 
Self-Efficacy and Social Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy. Social Sciences, 11(12). https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci11120537  

Calvo, S., Morales, A., Núñez-Cacho Utrilla, P., & Guaita Martínez, J. M. (2020). Addressing Sustainable Social Change for 
All: Upcycled-Based Social Creative Businesses for the Transformation of Socio-Technical Regimes. International 
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(7), 2527. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17072527  

Choi, Y., & Chang, S. (2020). The effect of social entrepreneurs’ human capital on and firm performance: The moderating 
role of specific human capital. Cogent Business and Management, 7(1). 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1785779  

Choi, Y., Chang, S., Choi, J., & Seong, Y. (2018). The partnership network scopes of social enterprises and their social value 
creation. International Journal of Entrepreneurship, 22(1). https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
85051075704&partnerID=40&md5=f8a3d64f759fc1d116d7508ea05da1c7  

Clark Muntean, S., & Ozkazanc-Pan, B. (2016). Feminist perspectives on social entrepreneurship: critique and new 
directions. International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 8(3), 221–241. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJGE-10-
2014-0034  

Cucchi, C., Lubberink, R., Dentoni, D., & Gartner, W. B. (2022). ‘That’s Witchcraft’: Community entrepreneuring as a process 
of navigating intra-community tensions through spiritual practices. Organization Studies, 43(2), 179–201. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01708406211031730  

181 
The Proceedings of the 20th European Conference on Innovation and Entrepreneurship



Ian Jester M. de Vera et al 

 

D’Alessio, A., Zbuchea, A., & Scaletti, A. (2024). The influence of cultural dimensions on social enterprise models: a 
comparative study between Italy and Romania. Civil Szemle, 21(2), 181–194. 
https://doi.org/10.62560/csz.2024.02.13  

Falagas, M. E., Pitsouni, E. I., Malietzis, G. A., & Pappas, G. (2008). Comparison of PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science, and 
Google Scholar: strengths and weaknesses. The FASEB Journal, 22(2), 338–342. https://doi.org/10.1096/fj.07-
9492LSF  

Fernández, G. L. G., Avila, M., Saunders, F., Riquelme, R., Rodriguez, D., Aroca, G., & Gutierrez, J. (2024). Prospects of 
equitable and sustainable seaweed aquaculture: a case study of changing gender and socio-economic relations in 
Maullín, Chile. Maritime Studies, 23(1). https://doi.org/10.1007/s40152-024-00350-8  

Gordon, K., Wilson, J., Tonner, A., & Shaw, E. (2018). How can social enterprises impact health and well-being? 
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 24(3), 697–713. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-01-
2017-0022  

Gudanowska, A. E. (2017). A map of current research trends within technology management in the light of selected 
literature. Management and Production Engineering Review, 8(1), 78–88.  

Halvarsson, D., Korpi, M., & Wennberg, K. (2018). Entrepreneurship and income inequality. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
Organization, 145, 275–293. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2017.11.003  

Hayhurst, L. M. C. (2014). The “Girl Effect” and martial arts: social entrepreneurship and sport, gender and development in 
Uganda | El ‘Efecto Niña’ y las artes marciales: el emprendimiento social y el deporte, el género y el desarrollo en 
Uganda. Gender, Place and Culture, 21(3), 297–315. https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2013.802674  

Ibourk, A., & Raoui, S. (2022). Impact of cooperative entrepreneurship on territorial human development in Morocco –
 Spatial analysis. International Journal of Social Economics, 49(6), 914–929. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-03-2021-
0145  

Kajiita, R. M., & Kang’ethe, S. M. (2023). Creating alternative interventions in social work to promote socio-economic 
development in South Africa: Lessons from selected social enterprises. International Social Work, 66(2), 342–356. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020872820972463  

Kawarazuka, N., Hoa, P. T., Huyen, L. T. T., Trang, B., & Achandi, E. L. (2023). Social reproduction: the sidelined aspect in 
gender and agricultural research. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 7. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1220486  

Kim, E. (2023). Sustainable New Product Development for Ten Thousand Villages, a Fair-Trade Social Enterprise: 
Empowering Women and Economic Development through Problem-Based Service Learning. Sustainability 
(Switzerland), 15(8). https://doi.org/10.3390/su15086452  

Kim, J. (2015). A socio-legal corporate governance model: Analyzing South Korea’s social enterprise promotion act using 
public-private partnerships. Corporate Ownership and Control, 12(3), 357–370. 
https://doi.org/10.22495/cocv12i3c3p7  

Kimhi, A. (2010). Entrepreneurship and income inequality in southern Ethiopia. Small Business Economics, 34(1), 81–91. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-009-9196-4  

Kumari, G., & Eguruze, E. S. (2022). Positive Deviance Traits and Social Entrepreneurship for Women Empowerment Amid 
COVID-19. IIM Kozhikode Society and Management Review, 11(1), 109–125. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/22779752211030697  

Lauri, J. (2021). The discourse of social innovation and gender equality. Prometheus: Critical Studies in Innovation, 37(1), 
27–43. https://doi.org/10.13169/prometheus.37.1.0027  

Lee, J., Lee, S.-Y., & Chung, J. I. (2022). The Motivational Dynamics of Social Entrepreneurial Intention: The Interactive 
Effects Between Monetary Rewards and Social Recognition. Journal of Policy Studies, 37(4), 17–37. 
https://doi.org/10.52372/jps37402  

Leitner, H., Nowak, S., & Sheppard, E. (2023). Everyday speculation in the remaking of peri-urban livelihoods and 
landscapes. Environment and Planning A, 55(2), 388–406. https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X211066915  

Luke, B., Verreynne, M.-L., & Kearins, K. (2007). Measuring the benefits of entrepreneurship at different levels of analysis. 
Journal of Management & Organization, 13(4), 312–330. https://doi.org/10.5172/jmo.2007.13.4.312  

Maguirre, M. V., Ruelas, G. C., & De La Torre, C. G. (2016). Women empoWerment through social innovation in indigenous 
social enterprises. Revista de Administracao Mackenzie, 17(6), 164–190. https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-
69712016/administracao.v17n6p164-190  

McQuilten, G. (2017). The political possibilities of art and fashion based social enterprise. Continuum, 31(1), 57–71. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10304312.2016.1262103  

Michele, B. (2021). The Italian community structuration of community development processes in Italy. Review of Social 
Economy. https://doi.org/10.1080/00346764.2021.2006765  

Mingers, J., & Meyer, M. (2017). Normalizing Google Scholar data for use in research evaluation. An International Journal 
for All Quantitative Aspects of the Science of Science, Communication in Science and Science Policy, 112(2), 1111–
1121. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2415-x  

Mohamad, N. M., Masron, T. A., & Ibrahim, H. (2021). The Role of Entrepreneurship on Income Inequality in Developing 
Countries. Journal of Poverty, 25(6), 520–542. https://doi.org/10.1080/10875549.2020.1869662  

Montgomery, R. H., Palma, A., & Hoagland-Grey, H. (2008). Community investment programs in developing Country 
infrastructure projects. Journal of Infrastructure Systems, 14(3), 241–252. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)1076-
0342(2008)14:3(241)  

182 
The Proceedings of the 20th European Conference on Innovation and Entrepreneurship



Ian Jester M. de Vera et al 

 

Mouraviev, N., & Kakabadse, N. K. (2022). The role of social entrepreneurs’ cosmopolitan orientation in bridging the gap 
between prosperity and social deprivation. Society and Business Review, 17(2), 196–216. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/SBR-02-2021-0033  

Mulyono, S. E., Sutarto, J., Malik, A., & Loretha, A. F. (2020). Community empowerment in entrepreneurship development 
based on local potential. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change, 11(2), 271–283.  

Musinguzi, P., Baker, D., & Villano, R. A. (2023). Interrelationships amongst critical success factors and rural social 
enterprises’ performance in a developing country context. Journal of Rural Studies, 100. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2023.03.003  

Mychajluk, L. (2023). Learning sustainability through enterprise work in ecovillages. Studies in Continuing Education. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0158037X.2023.2222072  

Nsereko, I., Bignotti, A., & Farhoud, M. (2021). Creating change through social entrepreneurship: the case of girls’ school 
dropouts in Uganda. Emerald Emerging Markets Case Studies, 11(4), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1108/EEMCS-05-2021-
0157  

Nurlanova, N., Alzhanova, F., Saparbek, N., & Dnishev, F. (2023). Inclusive development: Assessment of regional inequality 
in Kazakhstan and measures to reduce it. Problems and Perspectives in Management, 21(2), 734–743. 
https://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.21(2).2023.65  

Okutayeva, S., Askerov, E., Smagulova, Z., Yesmagulova, N., & Kaidarova, S. (2024). Social entrepreneurship as a catalyst for 
addressing inequalities and promoting sustainable development. RIVISTA DI STUDI SULLA SOSTENIBILITA’, 14(1), 11–
25. https://doi.org/10.3280/RISS2024-001002  

Olloqui, I., Alfaro, J. A., & Recalde, M. (2023). How to promote social innovation within Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs): The case of the Audiovisual Industry in Navarre. European Public and Social Innovation Review, 8(2), 16–27. 
https://doi.org/10.31637/epsir.23-2.2  

Oloke, I. (2024). Transformative and Compensatory Social Enterprise Theories of Change in Discussions of Practitioners in 
Manitoba. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 15(1), 263–282. https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2021.1961286  

Pathak, S., & Muralidharan, E. (2018). Economic Inequality and Social Entrepreneurship. Business and Society, 57(6), 1150–
1190. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650317696069  

Pérotin, V. (2006). Entry, exit, and the business cycle: Are cooperatives different? Journal of Comparative Economics, 34(2), 
295–316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2006.03.002  

Popkova, E. G., Bogoviz, A. V., Lobova, S. V., Delo, P., Sergi, B. S., & Yankovskaya, V. V. (2023). Global transitions towards 
social entrepreneurship and sustainable development: A unique post-COVID-19 perspective. Global Transitions, 5, 
182–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glt.2023.08.005  

Pothipala, V., Keerasuntonpong, P., & Cordery, C. (2021). Alleviating social and economic inequality? The role of social 
enterprises in Thailand. Journal of Accounting and Organizational Change, 17(1), 50–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAOC-09-2020-0127  

Sangvikar, B., Pawar, A., & Kolte, A. (2019). The gains of group entrepreneurship development: Analyzing the employment 
dimensions of self help groups in India. International Journal on Emerging Technologies, 10(3), 345–351.  

Seferiadis, A.-A., Cummings, S., & Essegbey, G. (2023). Young women as social entrepreneurs in the environmental sector in 
Ghana: Development hackers and the re-imagining of sustainable development models. Highlights of Sustainability, 
2(3), 157–170. https://doi.org/10.54175/hsustain2030012  

Segovia‐Vargas, M. J., Camacho‐Miñano, M. del M., & Gelashvili, V. (2024). Social sustainability: Viability analysis of social 
firms. Global Policy, 15(S7), 83–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.13455  

Simanaviciene, Z., Dirma, V., Kapranova, L., Beniusyte, D., & Simanavicius, A. (2017). Comparison of Lithuanian, Italian and 
British social business models. Montenegrin Journal of Economics, 13(1), 97–110. https://doi.org/10.14254/1800-
5845/2017.13-1.7  

Singh, B., Indravesh, & Yadav, A. K. (2023). The impact of cultural and economic factors on social entrepreneurship and 
sustainable development goals. Journal of Law and Sustainable Development, 11(6). 
https://doi.org/10.55908/sdgs.v11i6.1193  

Siqueira, A. C. O., Honig, B., Mariano, S., Moraes, J., & Cunha, R. M. (2023). Creating economic, social, and environmental 
change through entrepreneurship: An entrepreneurial autonomy perspective informed by Paulo Freire. Journal of 
Business Venturing Insights, 19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2023.e00386  

Slee, B. (2019). An inductive classification of types of social innovation. Scottish Affairs, 28(2), 152–176. 
https://doi.org/10.3366/scot.2019.0275  

Spencer, R., Brueckner, M., Wise, G., & Marika, B. (2016). Australian indigenous social enterprise: measuring performance. 
Journal of Enterprising Communities, 10(4), 397–424. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEC-10-2015-0050  

Torgerson, C. (2003). Systematic Reviews. Bloomsbury Publishing.  
Van Trung, D. (2021). Social Enterprises Development in the Vietnamese’s Socialist Oriented Market Economy. Review of 

Economics and Finance, 19, 271–280. https://doi.org/10.55365/1923.X2021.19.38  
Vázquez-Maguirre, M. (2020). Building sustainable rural communities through indigenous social enterprises: A humanistic 

approach. Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(22), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12229643  
Vieira, L. C., Serrao-Neumann, S., & Howes, M. (2019). Local action with a global vision: The transformative potential of 

food social enterprises in Australia. Sustainability (Switzerland), 11(23). https://doi.org/10.3390/su11236756  
Wang, X., & Ni, D. (2023). Internet based rural economic entrepreneurship based on mobile edge computing and resource 

allocation. Soft Computing. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00500-023-08620-z  

183 
The Proceedings of the 20th European Conference on Innovation and Entrepreneurship


	de+Vera-EIE-131
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and Methods
	3. Results
	3.1 The Social Entrepreneur
	3.2 The Social Enterprise
	3.3 Social Innovation
	3.4 Social Capital and Economic Development
	3.5 Implementation of SE and its Effect on Work and Employment
	3.6 Sustainable Entrepreneurship

	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Ethics Declaration
	AI Declaration
	References




