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INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, the global development agenda has undergone a significant transformation,
emphasizing inclusivity, sustainability, and innovation (Samala et al., 2024). The adoption of the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in 2015 marked a pivotal shift towards a
holistic vision of development, integrating social, economic, and environmental dimensions. These
17 interlinked goals aim to eradicate poverty, reduce inequalities, ensure access to education and
healthcare, promote gender equality, and address climate change, among other global challenges.

Within this evolving framework, social entrepreneurship has emerged as a powerful vehicle for
driving transformative change (Godwin & Crocker-Billingsley, 2024). Positioned at the
intersection of business acumen and social impact, social entrepreneurs design and implement
innovative solutions to complex societal problems, often in ways that complement or extend
beyond the reach of traditional state and market mechanisms. In both developed and developing
contexts, social enterprises reimagine service delivery, empower marginalized communities, and
foster inclusive growth. As global priorities shift from growth-at-all-cost models to more equitable
and sustainable paradigms, understanding the role of social entrepreneurship is becoming
increasingly vital in achieving the SDGs. This background situates this chapter within
contemporary debates on development, sustainability, and institutional innovation.

The primary aim of this chapter is to explore the convergence between social entrepreneurship and
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and critically examine how social enterprises
contribute to sustainable development in practice (Littlewood & Holt, 2018). While much has been
written about both fields independently, there is a growing need to map the dynamic interplay
between entrepreneurial innovation and the global development agenda. This chapter seeks to fill
this gap by providing an integrated analysis of how social entrepreneurship supports, challenges,
and potentially redefines traditional development pathways.

This chapter interrogates the institutional and grassroots dimensions of social entrepreneurship,
illustrating its impact through case studies and thematic discussions (Binti Jaffri & Thamrin, 2025).
It will also evaluate the enabling and constraining factors policy frameworks, financing
mechanisms, and socio-cultural contexts that shape the ecosystem in which social enterprises

© 2025 Vikas Mishra, Social Entrepreneurship and Sustainable Development Goals in Rethinking Development:
Ideas, Institutions, and Impact in a Changing World. ISBN: 979-8-286-09875-0. pp. xx—xX. Published by the
Indian Institute of Industrial and Social Research.

All rights reserved. No part of this chapter may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any
form or by any means-electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise-without the prior written
permission of the authors or the publisher, except for brief quotations used for the purposes of critical review or
scholarly commentary.

130



Rethinking Development: Ideas, Institutions, and Impact in a Changing World.

operate. By highlighting both the opportunities and limitations of social entrepreneurship in
advancing the SDGs, this chapter offers a nuanced interdisciplinary perspective that is relevant to
academics, practitioners, policymakers, and students. Ultimately, this chapter advocates for a
rethinking of development practices, suggesting that social entrepreneurship can serve as a bridge
between innovation, equity, and sustainability in a rapidly changing world.

CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATION

Social entrepreneurship refers to the process of recognizing and resourcefully pursuing
opportunities to create social value (Kamran et al. 2022). Unlike traditional entrepreneurship,
which primarily aims for profit maximization, social entrepreneurship combines the mission of
addressing societal challenges with sustainable business practices to create social value. Social
entrepreneurs seek innovative solutions to pressing issues, such as poverty, educational inequality,
environmental degradation, and access to healthcare. The concept of social entrepreneurship is not
novel. Its roots can be traced to historical figures such as Florence Nightingale, who reformed
healthcare, and Vinoba Bhave, who launched the Bhoodan Movement in India (Malik, 2021).
However, the term gained traction in the 1980s, particularly through the work of Bill Drayton,
founder of Ashoka: Innovators for the Public. Organizations such as the Skoll and Schwab
Foundations for Social Entrepreneurship have institutionalized this concept in the global discourse.

At its core, social entrepreneurship bridges the gap between civil society and market-based
solutions, aiming to create a systemic social impact rather than one-time interventions (Douglas,
2015). It thrives in spaces where traditional public or private mechanisms have failed, offering a
hybrid model that leverages business acumen for public benefit. The evolution of social
entrepreneurship can be understood as a response to shifting paradigms in development,
governance, and the global economy (Horn, 2013). Initially, development challenges were largely
addressed through state mechanisms and philanthropic efforts. However, by the late 20th century,
there was growing disillusionment with state inefficiency and the limitations of charities. This has
created fertile ground for the rise of socially driven enterprise models.

In the 1980s and the 1990s, global economic liberalization and the rise of neoliberal policies
emphasized privatization, deregulation, and market-driven solutions (Oyedeji et al., 2019). While
this wave opened new avenues for innovation, it also exacerbated inequalities and externalities.
Social entrepreneurship has emerged as a corrective mechanism that infuses entrepreneurial
strategies with mission-driven ethos. The Grameen Bank, founded by Muhammad Yunus in
Bangladesh, is one of the most celebrated examples of how microcredit can empower the poor
while remaining financially viable. By the 2000s, social entrepreneurship had become a global
phenomenon. Academic programs, impact investing, and social innovation incubators have
proliferated in recent years (Christopoulos et al., 2023). Governments and international institutions
have begun to recognize the role of social enterprises in addressing the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). The UN’s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, launched in 2015, provides
a clear framework for aligning social entrepreneurship with measurable global outcomes.

Today, social entrepreneurship encompasses diverse models, including nonprofits with earned
income strategies, for-profit ventures with strong social missions, and hybrid forms (Samuel J,
2025). Technological advances, especially in digital platforms and fintech, have further expanded
the scale and scope of their social impacts. This evolution marks a paradigmatic shift in

131



Social Entrepreneurship and Sustainable Development Goals

development thinking that values resilience, adaptability, and community empowerment. To fully
understand social entrepreneurship, it is essential to distinguish it from related concepts such as
corporate social responsibility (CSR), non-profit management, and impact investing.

CSR refers to the voluntary actions undertaken by companies to operate in an economically,
socially, and environmentally sustainable manner (Ahmad et al., 2018). While CSR may involve
philanthropy or community initiatives, it is typically an ancillary function within profit-driven
corporations. In contrast, social entrepreneurship integrates social goals into its core business
model. The intent is not to "give back" to society as an afterthought but to create intrinsic value
for it through enterprise.

Nonprofit management focuses on the efficient administration of organizations that do not seek
profit but aim to fulfill social or charitable missions (Fischer & Mayer, 2022). Although social
enterprises may use nonprofit structures, the key difference lies in their revenue model. Social
entrepreneurs often seek to be financially self-sustaining through innovative market-based
approaches, whereas nonprofits traditionally depend on donations and grants.

Impact investing is another related area in which investors fund organizations that generate
measurable social or environmental impacts and financial returns (Le, 2025). Impact investing is
a financing mechanism, whereas social entrepreneurship is an operational and strategic approach
to addressing social issues.

Another distinction worth noting is between social innovation and entrepreneurship. Impact
investing is another related area in which investors fund organizations that generate
measurable social or environmental impacts and financial returns. By understanding these
distinctions, one can appreciate the unique position of social entrepreneurship as both a philosophy
and practical strategy that reconfigures how development goals are pursued and achieved.

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

The concept of social entrepreneurship (SE) emerges at the intersection of economic rationality
and social value creation. (Haugh et al., 2018) It draws upon multiple theoretical frameworks that
explain both the motivation behind, and the mechanisms of, leveraging entrepreneurial tools to
achieve sustainable development outcomes. One of the foundational theories underpinning social
entrepreneurship is Schumpeterian innovation theory, which conceptualizes entrepreneurs as
agents of “creative destruction.” (Pittz & Pittz, 2024) While Schumpeter originally focused on
profit-driven innovation, social entrepreneurs disrupt existing systems not merely to extract
economic value but to solve deep-rooted social or environmental problems. Their innovations may
target underserved populations, marginalized groups, or neglected environmental needs, aligning
closely with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

Stakeholder theory also provides a key pillar for the theoretical foundations of this study (Lange
& Bundy, 2018). Unlike traditional firms that prioritize shareholder wealth, social enterprises
recognize the value of all stakeholders, including beneficiaries, employees, local communities, and
environmental entities. This inclusive view mirrors the multidimensional and participatory nature
of the SDGs, especially those related to decent work (SDG 8), reduced inequalities (SDG 10), and
partnerships for goals (SDG 17). Stakeholder theory also provides a key pillar in the
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theoretical foundation(Freeman et al., 2018). Social entrepreneurship inherently operates within
this triadic balance, seeking to generate economic returns while simultaneously addressing the
organization’s social and environmental objectives. This directly aligns with the ethos of the
SDGs, which are integrated and indivisible, linking poverty reduction, environmental protection,
and inclusive growth together.

Institutional theory also informs the practice of social entrepreneurship by shedding light on how
norms, rules, and legitimacy shape entrepreneurial actions(Agrawal & Hockerts, 2013). Social
entrepreneurs often operate in institutional voids, contexts in which markets, formal regulations,
or public services fail to address collective needs. In such spaces, social entrepreneurs build new
institutions or adapt informal norms to scale their impact, contributing to governance-related
SDGs, such as Goal 16 (peace, justice, and strong institutions). Resource-based and effectuation
theories are particularly relevant to the operational dimension(Pérez Siglenza et al., 2022). The
former emphasizes leveraging unique capabilities and social capital for competitive advantage,
while the latter, developed by Sarasvathy, focuses on how entrepreneurs operate under conditions
of uncertainty by utilizing the available resources. Social entrepreneurs, often resource-
constrained, creatively combine local knowledge, community participation, and limited financial
capital to design scalable and frugal innovations that support goals such as SDG 1 (No Poverty),
SDG 3 (Good Health), and SDG 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation).

In summary, social entrepreneurship draws on a rich blend of theories from economics, business
ethics, and sociology. These theoretical strands collectively reinforce the idea that sustainable
development is not only a matter of resource allocation but also of rethinking value creation,
leadership and institutional design. Although the theoretical landscape supporting social
entrepreneurship is robust, it is not without tension (Mitzinneck and Besharov, 2018). Some
critiques emerge from critical development theory and postcolonial studies, which question
whether social entrepreneurship, often driven by Western models, reproduces the narratives of
neoliberal development. According to this view, social entrepreneurs may inadvertently displace
state responsibilities and create depoliticized solutions to deeply rooted, structural problems.

From a Marxian perspective, social entrepreneurship may be viewed as a palliative measure that
fails to address the root causes of inequality and capitalist exploitation (Mao et al., 2025). While
social enterprises may alleviate poverty or promote inclusion, they rarely challenge structural
imbalances in power and wealth distribution. In this sense, they may be viewed as co-opted agents
within a global capitalist system that offers “solutions” without structural change. In contrast,
perspectives from capabilities theory (Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum) provide a normative
complement, emphasizing the enhancement of individual freedom and agency (Bari 2020). Social
enterprises that build local capacities and empower communities align well with this view,
reinforcing a human-centric approach to the SDGs.

Similarly, systems thinking offers a complementary perspective that emphasizes the
interconnectedness of social, economic and ecological subsystems. Social entrepreneurs who
adopt a systemic lens move beyond isolated interventions toward ecosystem-based change, such
as circular economy models, community-led health systems, and regenerative agriculture,
contributing to the SDGs holistically. Thus, while critiques prompt important reflections on power,
justice, and the political economy, complementary frameworks such as capabilities and systems
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theory help to expand the ethical and practical horizons of social entrepreneurship within the SDG
framework.

For this chapter, a hybrid theoretical lens combining stakeholder theory, the Triple Bottom Line
(TBL), and institutional theory is most suitable for analyzing the interplay between social
entrepreneurship and the Sustainable Development Goals (Silva et al., 2024). Stakeholder theory
is critical because it highlights the participatory and inclusive nature of social enterprises, aligning
well with the SDGs' emphasis on "leaving no one behind.” It allows for an analytical framework
that evaluates not only outputs but also the ethical and governance dimensions of enterprise
practices. The Triple Bottom Line approach offers an operational scaffold for measuring impact
across economic, social, and environmental spheres, mirroring the integrated nature of the 17
SDGs (Liute & De Giacomo, 2021). This framework enables the assessment of how social
entrepreneurs balance the trade-offs between profitability, inclusivity, and sustainability in real-
world contexts.

Institutional theory is essential for understanding how social entrepreneurs navigate, reshape, and
fill institutional voids (Atogenzoya & Kumodzie-Dussey, 2020). Many SDGs hinge on systemic
changes in governance (Goal 16), education systems (Goal 4), and gender norms (Goal 5). Social
enterprises often act as institutional innovators, developing new models of service delivery or
resource mobilization when state or market mechanisms fail to do so. Moreover, this hybrid lens
supports a nuanced analysis that moves beyond binary categories (for-profit vs. non-profit,
economic vs. social) and captures the complexity of value creation in development contexts
(Cotterlaz-Rannard & Ferrary, 2024). This enables us to explore how mission-driven
entrepreneurship can act as a catalyst for localized and scalable solutions aligned with global goals.
Ultimately, this integrated theoretical approach offers both normative clarity and analytical depth,
which are essential for evaluating the transformative potential of social entrepreneurship within
the broader agenda of sustainable development.

DEBATES, GAPS, AND THEORETICAL CHALLENGES

Despite the optimistic discourse surrounding social entrepreneurship (SE) as a vehicle for
achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), several controversies and tensions persist
(Khalila et al., 2024). One of the most pressing concerns is the dual-mission dilemma of balancing
social impact and financial sustainability. While SDGs advocate for inclusive development, many
social enterprises struggle to avoid mission drift as they seek market-based solutions and invest
capital. The tension between profit-oriented logic and social missions creates ambiguity in
prioritization, particularly when scaling operations or competing in the market. Another debate
surrounds the measurement of its impact (Liu et al., 2016). Although SE is often hailed as being
more agile and grassroots-driven than traditional development actors, its contribution to SDG
targets is difficult to quantify. Metrics vary widely, and there is no standardized framework to
evaluate the long-term impact or differentiate between outputs (e.g., number of beneficiaries) and
systemic outcomes (e.g., structural poverty alleviation) of these programs. This raises questions
about accountability, transparency, and whether SE is genuinely transformative or merely
palliative in nature.

Another area of contention lies in the geopolitical and sociocultural contexts (Ggtzsche-Astrup &
Gatzsche-Astrup, 2022; ). Social entrepreneurship often assumes a universal model of innovation,
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sometimes rooted in Western and liberal economic ideas. This can lead to tensions in local contexts
where traditional knowledge, Indigenous practices, or collectivist community norms diverge from
entrepreneurial frameworks that privilege individual agency and market logic. Critics argue that
in attempting to universalize the model, SE risks reproducing neocolonial dynamics under the
guise of development. From a critical standpoint, social entrepreneurship has been critiqued as a
neoliberal extension of the development domain in which the responsibility for public welfare is
increasingly outsourced to private actors (Zhang et al., 2023). Scholars argue that the celebration
of entrepreneurial individuals as "changemakers" obscures the role of the state and diverts attention
from the structural causes of inequality, such as unjust trade systems, tax havens, or extractive
corporate practices. From this perspective, SE becomes a band-aid solution, offering localized
fixes without addressing the global systems that perpetuate underdevelopment and inequality in
the Global South. Another critique focuses on the fetishization of innovation (Smolka et al. 2024).
The discourse surrounding the SE often valorizes novelty and disruption, marginalizing traditional,
slow, or nontechnological approaches that may be more sustainable or culturally appropriate. The
push for scalability and replicability often driven by donor or investor interests may lead to the
homogenization of models, sidelining local context and participatory governance.

Additionally, feminist and postcolonial scholars have pointed out the invisible labor and unequal
power dynamics embedded in many social enterprises (Toxtli et al., 2021). For example, women
are often cast as both subjects and agents of development, celebrated for their resilience, yet
burdened with disproportionate responsibility. In this framing, empowerment is reduced to
microfinance or skill training, while deeper structural barriers such as gendered access to land,
credit, and political participation remain unchallenged. Similarly, marginalized communities may
be engaged as beneficiaries or consumers but rarely as co-creators or decision-makers.

These critiques emphasize the need to re-politicize development discourse and interrogate who
defines the problem, benefits from it, and is held accountable (Johnson, 2021). Without this critical
lens, SE risks being co-opted into the machinery of depoliticized and market-friendly
development. Although the literature on social entrepreneurship and sustainable development has
grown considerably, several important gaps remain. First, there is insufficient theoretical evidence
regarding the relationship between SE and the SDGs. Most studies treat SE as an unproblematic
contributor to development goals without investigating whether or how SE initiatives align with
the complex and interdependent nature of the SDGs. There is a need for more nuanced frameworks
that explore the synergies, trade-offs, and unintended consequences of social entrepreneurial
interventions across several Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) domains.

Second, much of the existing research is dominated by case studies from the Global North or urban
settings in the Global South, often focusing on high-profile success stories (R.B. B. Ahmad et al.,
2018). This creates a skewed representation of field and sideline experiences in rural, conflict-
affected and Indigenous communities. Comparative studies across regions, sectors, and
sociopolitical contexts are limited, making it difficult to generalize the findings or develop a robust
theory of context-sensitive social entrepreneurship. Another critical gap is the lack of longitudinal
impact studies (Hernandez-Pérez et al., 2024, this special issue). Many evaluations are short-term
and focus on outputs rather than systemic or intergenerational changes. Without longitudinal data,
it is difficult to assess whether social enterprises contribute to durable transformation or merely
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provide temporary relief. This is particularly relevant when assessing their alignment with the
SDGs, which are long-term, global targets.

Moreover, failure has been explored only to a limited extent in the social entrepreneurship
literature (Addae and Ellenwood, 2021). The dominant narrative emphasizes success and
resilience, often ignoring the realities of burnout, organizational collapse, unintended harm and
co-option. A more critical examination of both strategic and ethical failures offers valuable insights
into the limitations and risks of relying on SE for sustainable development. Finally, there is a need
for greater integration of interdisciplinary perspectives, including those from political science,
anthropology and critical development studies (Aronoff & Kubik, 2022). Current research often
emerges from management or economics disciplines, emphasizing efficiency, innovation, and
scale. Broader lenses are needed to capture the sociocultural, ecological, and political complexities
of embedding social entrepreneurship in sustainable development pathways.

APPLICATION OR ILLUSTRATION

SELCO India, a pioneering social enterprise founded in 1995 by Harish Hande, offers a compelling
illustration of how social entrepreneurship can be aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) (Susilowati et al., 2024). Operating primarily in underserved rural areas of India, SELCO
provides decentralized solar energy solutions to low-income households, schools, and
microenterprises. The model goes beyond merely supplying technology; it integrates customized
solar services with microfinancing, capacity building, and user-centric innovation. One powerful
example is SELCO’s work with itinerant street vendors and rural women entrepreneurs
(Barthelmes, 2018). These individuals often lack access to grid-based electricity, which limits their
productivity and income. SELCO has developed portable solar-powered lighting systems and
collaborated with local financial institutions to provide affordable loans for their purchase. This
initiative contributes directly to SDG 7 (Affordable and Clean Energy) while also advancing SDG
1 (No Poverty), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), and SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth).

The organization's strategy emphasizes inclusive design, local partnerships, and systemic changes.
Rather than treating the poor as passive beneficiaries, SELCO enables them to be active co-creators
and users of sustainable energy solutions (Nelson et al., 2018). Its long-term impact lies not only
in electrification but also in empowering marginalized communities and creating resilient
livelihood. By successfully blending profit sustainability with social impact, SELCO illustrates
how social entrepreneurship can be a transformative vehicle for achieving multiple SDGs, both
holistically and contextually.

The SELCO case underscores broader theoretical debates regarding the intersection of
entrepreneurship, innovation and development (Professor, 2024). Social entrepreneurship,
particularly in the Global South, embodies what scholars call a “hybrid institutional logic” a
blending of market mechanisms with social value creation. This hybridity challenges the
conventional dichotomy between for-profit and nonprofit models, revealing a more fluid spectrum
of organizational forms capable of addressing systemic inequalities. From a development theory
perspective, SELCO’s model resonates with Amartya Sen’s capability approach, which
emphasizes enhancing the real freedoms that individuals enjoy (Garcés Velastequi, 2020). By
providing solar lighting to enable nighttime study or allowing women to extend their working
hours, SELCO expands the substantive choices available to marginalized communities. This also
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speaks to the bottom-up innovation literature that privileges local knowledge, user engagement,
and distributed agencies over technocratic solutions.

Moreover, SELCO’s success suggests a shift from traditional aid-dependent development models
to more sustainable, enterprise-led approaches rooted in systems thinking (Zulu & Ndlozi, 2022).
The enterprise does not simply fill a market gap; it reconfigures existing structures technological,
financial, and institutional to create a more inclusive ecosystem. This reconfiguration is vital in
the context of SDGs, which require integrated, multisectoral, and context-specific strategies (Blau
2017). Social entrepreneurs like SELCO operate at the interstices of the public, private, and civil
society sectors, acting as boundary spanners who mobilize diverse resources to achieve collective
goals. In summary, the SELCO example highlights how social entrepreneurship serves as both a
practice and a paradigm, offering actionable insights for rethinking development inclusively,
innovatively, and impact-drivenly.

CONTRIBUTION AND INNOVATION

The intersection of social entrepreneurship and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
provides a transformative lens for reimagining pathways to inclusive and equitable development
(Susilowati et al., 2024). Traditional development paradigms often treat economic growth, social
welfare, and environmental sustainability as distinct policy arenas, resulting in fragmented
outcomes. However, social entrepreneurship offers an integrative framework that combines
economic innovation with social value creation and directly engages systemic problems at the
grassroots level. A key insight emerging from recent practices is the shift from aid-based to
empowerment-based models (Buscemi, 2023). Social entrepreneurs do not merely provide
services; they co-create solutions with marginalized communities, fostering local agencies,
resilience, and a sense of ownership. This participatory model aligns with SDG targets such as
gender equality (SDG 5), decent work (SDG 8), and reduced inequalities (SDG 10) by addressing
the root causes of exclusion rather than its symptoms.

Another significant contribution is the blending of ethical capitalism and community-centric
design (Sparviero 2021). Social enterprises challenge the binary distinction between profit and
purpose. They redefine success metrics to include social impact, environmental regeneration, and
cultural inclusion, thereby pushing for multidimensional impact-measurement frameworks that
extend beyond GDP or financial returns. This reflects a necessary evolution in global development
thinking, wherein local innovations and frugal ingenuity from the Global South are seen as central
to sustainable futures, rather than peripheral. This new perspective urges policymakers, educators,
and international agencies to recognize social entrepreneurs as key actors in achieving the SDGs
not just as service providers, but also as systemic changers, institutional innovators, and ethical
disruptors who are reshaping development from the ground up (Van Tuyll Van Serooskereken
Rakotomalala et al. 2025). By integrating the analysis of social entrepreneurship and the SDGs,
this chapter proposes a hybrid development model that is bottom-up in approach, pluralistic in
values, and systemic in scope. Social entrepreneurship should not be viewed as a peripheral
supplement to traditional development policy but as a core mechanism for advancing the 2030
agenda.

This proposition is based on three interlinked pillars.
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1.Ecosystemic Support: To scale and sustain their impact, social entrepreneurs must establish
enabling ecosystems involving impact investors, supportive legal frameworks, academic
institutions, and cross-sector partnerships (Shier & Handy, 2015). Public-private-community
collaboration is essential for unlocking innovation and amplifying reach, particularly in regions
with institutional voids.

2.Impact Integration into Policy Frameworks: National and global policies should formally
integrate social enterprise models into development strategies (Bidet et al., 2018). This includes
recognizing legal forms (e.g., benefit corporations and community interest companies), offering
fiscal incentives, and incorporating social enterprise metrics into national SDG reports.

3.Epistemic Pluralism in Development Thinking: Social entrepreneurship draws on diverse
knowledge systems, including local traditions, indigenous practices, feminist ethics,
environmental stewardship, and digital innovation (Jacoba, 2025). Therefore, the development
discourse must shift from top-down expertise to co-produced knowledge, enabling context-
sensitive solutions and ethical experimentation.

This synthesis contributes a novel proposition: that social entrepreneurship represents not only an
organizational form but also a developmental ethos a way of reimagining how problems are
defined, solutions are designed, and impact is valued (Gotea 2024). As such, it is uniquely
positioned to navigate complexity, foster resilience, and democratize development in a world that
is increasingly characterized by uncertainty, inequality, and ecological limits. By embedding social
entrepreneurship into the core of development frameworks, we can move toward a future in which
sustainability is not a policy add-on but a lived reality driven by innovation, inclusion, and justice.

IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The intersection of social entrepreneurship and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) offers
significant theoretical implications for development studies, innovation theory and institutional
analysis. Traditional economic theories have long considered profit maximization as the primary
motivation for entrepreneurial activity (Susilowati et al., 2024). However, social entrepreneurship
challenges this paradigm by emphasizing the importance of social value creation and financial
sustainability. This shift necessitates the reconceptualization of entrepreneurship through hybrid
organizational models that blend market mechanisms with social missions. From a development
theory perspective, the role of non-state actors in achieving global goals introduces a more
decentralized and pluralistic understanding of development (Sangbana, 2017). Social enterprises
are not merely supplemental agents of state and market institutions; rather, they are transformative
actors who reshape governance and accountability frameworks from the ground up. Their
engagement with localized problems and bottom-up innovation aligns with post-development and
participatory approaches, indicating the need to broaden theoretical frameworks beyond linear,
top-down development models.

Furthermore, integrating social entrepreneurship into the SDG discourse deepens our
understanding of resilience, systemic change and inclusive growth (Calderini et al., 2023). It also
raises new questions regarding the metrics, legitimacy, and ethics of impact, encouraging
interdisciplinary dialogue across sociology, political science, and economics. Despite the growing
interest, the field of social entrepreneurship related to the SDGs remains under-theorized and
empirically fragmented. Future research should address these issues. First, longitudinal studies are
needed to track the long-term impact of social enterprises on specific SDG targets, particularly in
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the context of institutional fragility and political volatility. Most current research focuses on short-
term outputs rather than sustained outcomes.

Second, comparative case studies across geographies and sectors can illuminate how cultural,
regulatory, and socioeconomic conditions influence the scalability and replicability of social
entrepreneurial models (Sigrist et al., 2016). Questions regarding the transferability of social
innovation practices from the Global North to the Global South or vice versa remain largely
unexamined in literature. Third, there is an urgent need to develop robust impact measurement
frameworks that go beyond traditional cost-benefit analyses (_Mora et al., 2020). Integrating
qualitative indicators, such as community empowerment, behavioral change, and ecological
restoration, with quantitative metrics can provide a fuller picture of social value.

Finally, more interdisciplinary and participatory research methods, such as action research and co-
design, can help scholars collaborate with practitioners and communities to generate more situated,
ethical, and actionable knowledge about what works, why, and for whom in the social
entrepreneurship—SDG nexus (Boetto et al., 2020). Practically, the alignment of social
entrepreneurship with SDGs offers a powerful platform for multi-stakeholder collaboration to
address complex societal challenges (Djampou 2023). Policymakers, educators, funders, and
social entrepreneurs must co-create enabling ecosystems that support experimentation, innovation,
and the scaling of impactful ventures. This involves policy reforms that ease regulatory burdens,
access to patient capital, and incorporate social entrepreneurship into educational curricula at all
levels of education.

For practitioners, integrating SDGs into their mission and operations enhances strategic clarity and
legitimacy (Hoffjann, 2021). However, it also demands a deeper commitment to transparency,
accountability, and continuous learning. Tools such as Theory of Change models, social return on
investment (SROI), and SDG-aligned reporting frameworks (such as IRIS+ or B Impact
Assessment) can help enterprises to meet these expectations. Additionally, grassroots social
entrepreneurs often face challenges in accessing resources, networks and visibility (Cuckovié,
2023). Thus, platforms that facilitate peer learning, mentorship, and partnerships between large
and small organizations can amplify these effects. Going forward, the practical agenda should
focus not only on scaling innovations but also on ensuring that they remain context-sensitive,
community-driven, and aligned with the ethical imperatives of sustainable development.

CONCLUSION

This chapter explores the critical intersection of social entrepreneurship and the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), emphasizing the transformative potential of innovative, mission-
driven ventures in rethinking 21st century development (Susilowati et al., 2024). Social
entrepreneurship challenges the conventional boundaries between the public, private, and civil
society sectors by blending business acumen with social mission. It offers scalable, context-
sensitive, and inclusive solutions to systemic issues such as poverty, gender inequality, climate
change, education, and healthcare access, which are core concerns of the SDG Framework.

We have demonstrated how social enterprises contribute directly and indirectly to multiple SDGs,
not merely as agents of service delivery but also as catalysts for institutional change, behavioral
transformation, and grassroots empowerment (Welter & Smallbone, 2019). The case studies and
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conceptual frameworks discussed highlight how social entrepreneurs operate in resource-
constrained environments, leverage local knowledge, and foster participatory development,
thereby making development democratic and sustainable. This chapter also recognizes key
limitations and challenges, including access to finance, policy ambiguity, and the risk of co-
optation by market forces (Du Plessis, 2023). These tensions call for a supportive ecosystem that
includes enabling policies, cross-sectoral collaboration, impact measurement tools, and ethical
guidelines that align with long-term social impacts rather than short-term profits.

In summary, social entrepreneurship emerges not as a silver bullet but as a vital and evolving
instrument for sustainable development. Its true strength lies in its ability to mobilize human
creativity, local agencies, and entrepreneurial strategies to address complex, global problems. As
the world grapples with persistent inequality, climate emergencies, and governance crises,
rethinking development through the lens of social entrepreneurship is relevant and imperative.
Future pathways must focus on building resilient ecosystems that nurture innovation while
safeguarding equity and sustainability at their core.

REFERENCES

Addae A. E., & Ellenwood C. (2021). Integrating Social Entrepreneurship Literature through
Teaching. Entrepreneurship Education and Pedagogy, 5(2), 225-244.
https://doi.org/10.1177/25151274211021999

Agrawal, A., & Hockerts, K. (2013). Institutional Theory as a Framework for Practitioners of
Social Entrepreneurship (pp. 119-129). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-36540-9 11

Ahmad, J., & Burcu Dogmuséz, B. (2024, September 1). A Comprehensive Document Analysis of
Green Infrastructure Case Studies in the Global South. https://doi.org/10.52460/issc.2024.054

Ahmad, R., Rahman, R., & Anuar, H. (2018). Organizational Whistleblowing Policy as a
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Initiative: Employees’ Perspectives of Moral and Religious
Considerations.  The  Journal of Social Sciences Research, 6, 266-270.
https://doi.org/10.32861/jssr.spi6.266.270

Alberto Mora, R., Monea, B., Elizabeth Thomas, E., Campano, G., Thakurta, A., Stornaiuolo, A.,
& Joshua Coleman, J. (2020). Editors’ Introduction: Decentering and Decentralizing Literacy
Studies: An Urgent Call for Our Field. Research in the Teaching of English, 54(4), 313-317.
https://doi.org/10.58680/rte202030735

Aronoff M. J., Kubik J. (2022). Anthropology and Political  Science.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780857457264

Atogenzoya, C. A., & Kumodzie-Dussey, M. K. (2020). Institutional Voids and Social
Entrepreneurship: How are Social Entrepreneurs Developing Unique Strategies to Cope with
Institutional ~ Voids? Academy of Management Proceedings, 2020(1), 11937.
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2020.11937abstract

140



Rethinking Development: Ideas, Institutions, and Impact in a Changing World.

Bari, C. (2020). Sviluppo umano come neo-Bildung. Il contributo Amartya Sen e Martha
Nussbaum per la formazione postmoderna. 12(19), 223-243. https://doi.org/10.15160/2038-
1034/2225

Barthelmes, L. (2018). Dealing with Uncertainty: Itinerant Street Vendors and Local Officials in
Hanoi (pp. 129-140). https://doi.org/10.7591/cornell/9781501719820.003.0011

Bidet, E., Ryu, J., & Eum, H. (2018). Diversity of Social Enterprise Models in South Korea.
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 29(6), 1261-1273.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-018-9951-8

Binti Jaffri, N. F., & Thamrin, H. (2025). Social Entrepreneurship and Its Impact on Agriculture
in Malaysia: Journal of Peasants’ Rights, 3(2), 101-106. https://doi.org/10.32734/jpr.v3i2.18961

Blau, J. (2017). The Context of Paris: The MDGs and the SDGs (pp.In: 85-94).
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53541-8_8

Boetto, H., Narhi, K., Powers, M., & Bowles, W. (2020). Raising awareness of transformative
ecosocial work: Participatory action research with Australian practitioners. International Journal
of Social Welfare, 29(4), 300—309. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsw.12445

Buscemi, M. (2023). Institutional Sanctions and Functionalism: Insights from Recent Practice.
International Organizations Law Review, 20(1), 52-81. https://doi.org/10.1163/15723747-
20010004

Calderini, M., Gerli, F., Pasi, G., & Chiodo, V. (2023). The centrality of social-tech
entrepreneurship in an inclusive growth agenda (pp. 284-308).
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780192868343.003.0012

Christopoulos, T. P., Verga Matos, P., & Borges, R. D. (2023). An Ecosystem for Social
Entrepreneurship and Innovation: How the State Integrates Actors for Developing Impact
Investing in Portugal. Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 15(2), 7968-7992.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01279-9

Cotterlaz-Rannard, G., & Ferrary, M. (2024). Exploring the virtuous circle of societal value
creation and capture by non-profit organizations from a Bourdieusian perspective. Public
Management Review, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print), 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2024.2402373

Cuckovig, Z. (2023). Visibility Networks (Pp. 230-247).
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198854265.013.13

Djampou, A. (2023). Rethinking Our Food Systems: A Guide for Multi-Stakeholder Collaboration.
https://doi.org/10.59117/20.500.11822/42743

141



Social Entrepreneurship and Sustainable Development Goals

Douglas, H. (2015). Designing social entrepreneurship education. International Journal of Social
Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 3(5), 362. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijsei.2015.072531

Du Plessis, E. M. (2023). Mindful co-optations? Exploring the responses of mindfulness teachers
to the risk of co-optation. Organization, 32(4), 584-606.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505084231214763

Fischer, R. L., & Mayer, D. (2022). Nonprofit Management (pp. 87-97).
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003294061-7

Freeman, R. E., Sisodia, R., & Phillips, R. (2018). Tensions in Stakeholder Theory. Business
&amp; Society, 59(2), 213-231. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650318773750

Garcés Velastegui, P. (2020). Humanizing development: taking stock of Amartya Sen’s capability
approach. Problemas Del Desarrollo. Revista Latinoamericana de Economia, 51(203).
https://doi.org/10.22201/iiec.20078951e.2020.203.69586

Godwin, C. N., & Crocker-Billingsley, J. (2024). Social Entrepreneurship.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199975839.013.1304

Gotea, M. (2024). Social Problems and Innovative Solutions: Social Entrepreneurship in Brasov
County, Romania (pp. 585-593). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-51038-0_63

Gatzsche-Astrup, J., & Ggtzsche-Astrup, O. (2022). Cultural Models of Contention: How Do the
Public Interpret the Repertoire of Contention?  Sociology, 57(3), 586-605.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00380385221109698

Haugh, H., Lyon, F., & Doherty, B. (2018). Social Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurship and Social
Value Creation (pp. 125-142). https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473984080.n8

Hernandez-Pérez, M., Hernandez-Castellano, P. M., Alonso-Sanchez, J. A., & Quevedo-Gutiérrez,
E. G. (2024). The lack of STEM vocations and gender gap in secondary education students.
Frontiers in Education, 9. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1428952

Hoffjann, O. (2021). Between strategic clarity and strategic ambiguity — oscillating strategic
communication. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 27(2), 284-303.
https://doi.org/10.1108/ccij-03-2021-0037

Horn, D. M. (2013). Democratic Governance and Social Entrepreneurship.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203597859

Jacoba, R. C. (2025). Sacred Ties to Ancestral Land: Reclaiming Indigenous Practices in

Environmental Stewardship in the Cordillera. Media: Jurnal Filsafat Dan Teologi, 6(1), 1-30.
https://doi.org/10.53396/media.v6i1.519

142



Rethinking Development: Ideas, Institutions, and Impact in a Changing World.

Johnson, S. (2021). Who is accountable for capability development? (pp. 249-258).
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789901207.00022

Kamran, S. M., Abro, M. M. Q., Khaskhely, M. K., Nassani, A. A., & Haffar, M. (2022). Social
Entrepreneurship Opportunities via Distant Socialization and Social Value Creation.
Sustainability, 14(6), 3170. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14063170

Khalila, N. R. A. B. M., Basar, M. F., & Sagar, S. A. L. S. (2024). An Overarching Summary of
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). International Journal of Research Publication and
Reviews, 5(1), 1234-1240. https://doi.org/10.55248/gengpi.5.0124.0209

Lange, D., & Bundy, J. (2018). The Association between Ethics and Stakeholder Theory (Vol. 38,
pp. 365-387). https://doi.org/10.1108/s0742-332220180000038019

Le, B. (2025). Social Impact Investing: Balancing Financial Returns with Societal Benefits.
Journal of Lifestyle and SDGs Review, 5(5), e06599. https://doi.org/10.47172/2965-
730x.sdgsreview.v5.n05.pe06599

Littlewood, D., & Holt, D. (2018). How Social Enterprises Can Contribute to the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) — A Conceptual Framework (Vol. 8, pp. 33-46).
https://doi.org/10.1108/s2040-724620180000008007

Liu, J., He, X.-Q., Gong, F., Huang, H.-Q., & Zhu, Q.-K. (2016). Impact of Light Polarization on
the Measurement of Water Particulate Backscattering Coefficient. Spectroscopy and Spectral
Analysis, 36(1). https://doi.org/10.3964/j.issn.1000-0593(2016)01-0031-07

Liute, A., & De Giacomo, M. R. (2021). The environmental performance of UK-based B Corp
companies: An analysis based on the triple bottom line approach. Business Strategy and the
Environment, 31(3), 810-827. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2919

Malik, S. K. (2021). Vinoba Bhave (pp. 182-199). https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003118770-16

Mao, D., Chen, J., & Hu, S. (2025). Urban-rural economic inequality: is social entrepreneurship
the solution? China Agricultural Economic Review. https://doi.org/10.1108/caer-12-2023-0371

Mitzinneck, B. C., & Besharov, M. L. (2018). Managing Value Tensions in Collective Social
Entrepreneurship: The Role of Temporal, Structural, and Collaborative Compromise. Journal of
Business Ethics, 159(2), 381-400. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-4048-2

Nelson, M. J., Colton, S., Gaudl, S. E., & Deterding, S. (2018). Curious users of casual creators.
117, 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1145/3235765.3235826

Oyedeji, J. K., Alhassan, I. O., & Fatoki, S. O. (2019). Privatization and deregulation, a panacea

to  Nigeria’s economic  challenges?  African  Research  Review, 13(3), 55.
https://doi.org/10.4314/afrrev.v13i3.5

143



Social Entrepreneurship and Sustainable Development Goals

Pérez Siglienza, M., Ramon Jeronimo, J. M., Rodriguez-Ledn Rodriguez, L., & Florez Lépez, R.
(2022). Management Control Systems and International Entrepreneurship in Small, Young Firms
from Resource-Based Theory, Contingence, and Effectuation Approach Perspectives. Journal of
Risk and Financial Management, 15(8), 363. https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm15080363

Pittz, S. F., & Pittz, T. G. (2024). Towards an ethical awareness of entrepreneurs: a Nietzschean
perspective on creative destruction. Entrepreneurship &amp; Regional Development, ahead-of-
print(ahead-of-print), 707—721. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2024.2305193

Professor, S. (2024). Innovation and Sustainable Development in Entrepreneurship. SMS Journal
of Entrepreneurship &amp; Innovation, 10(1), 69-81.
https://doi.org/10.21844/smsjei.v10i01.30006

Samala, A. D., Mhlanga, D., Howard, N.-J., Bojic, L., & Coelho, D. P. (2024). Blockchain
Technology in Education: Opportunities, Challenges, and Beyond. International Journal of
Interactive Mobile Technologies (iJIM), 18(01), 20—42. https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v18i01.46307

Samuel J, K. (2025). Social Entrepreneurship: Balancing Profit and Purpose. RESEARCH
INVENTION  JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN  EDUCATION, 5(1), 15-21.
https://doi.org/10.59298/rijre/2025/511521

Sangbana, K. (2017). The role of non-state actors in the development and implementation of
international water law (pp. 287-296). https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315651132-22

Shier, M. L., & Handy, F. (2015). Cross-Sector Partnerships: Factors Supporting Social Innovation
by Nonprofits. Human Service Organizations: Management, Leadership & Governance, 40(3),
253-266. https://doi.org/10.1080/23303131.2015.1117556

Sigrist, L., Verboven, P., Rouco, L., May, K., Morch, A., & Vingerhoets, P. (2016). On Scalability
and Replicability of Smart Grid Projects A Case Study. Energies, 9(3), 195.
https://doi.org/10.3390/en9030195

Silva, M. V. D. D. C,, Pereira, A. D. S., & Silva, M. S. (2024). Innovation and Sustainable Public
Budget Under the Aegis of The Triple Bottom Line (Tbl) And the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs). Revista de Gestéo Social e Ambiental, 18(7), e06154.
https://doi.org/10.24857/rgsa.v18n7-092

Smolka, M., Doezema, T., & VVon Schomberg, L. (2024). Critique in, for, with, and of responsible
innovation. Journal of Responsible Innovation, 11(2).
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2024.2373922

Sparviero, S. (2021). The Contribution of Global Media to Ethical Capitalism (pp. 55-65).
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780367816742-8

144



Rethinking Development: Ideas, Institutions, and Impact in a Changing World.

Susilowati, E., Basuki, A., & Umatin, C. (2024). Analysis of the Role of Social Entrepreneurship
in Achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGS) in Indonesia. Formosa Journal of
Multidisciplinary Research, 3(4), 107-118. https://doi.org/10.55927/fjmr.v3i4.8990

Toxtli, C., Savage, S., & Suri, S. (2021). Quantifying the Invisible Labor in Crowd Work.
Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction, 5(CSCW2), 1-26.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3476060

Van Tuyll Van Serooskereken Rakotomalala, S., Nyalali, K., Wamoyi, J., Onduru, O. G., Mshana,
G., Stok, F. M., Yerkes, M. A., & De Wit, J. B. F. (2025). Scaling up of parenting support to
prevent violence against children in Tanzania: insights from policymakers and service providers.
Implementation Science Communications, 6(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s43058-024-00684-8

Welter, F., & Smallbone, D. (2019). Creative Forces for Entrepreneurship: The Role of
Institutional Change Agents (pp. 300-328). https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788119474.00021

Zhang, S., Zhu, H., Lu, J.,, & Lu, M. (2023). The forging of moral leaders in social
entrepreneurship: A comparative study from two public welfare organizations in China. Frontiers
in Environmental Science, 10. https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2022.1042113

Zulu, V. B., & Ndlozi, M. (2022). Applying Systems Thinking Approach to Enterprise

Development. South African Journal of Maritime Education and Training, 1(1), 29-39.
https://doi.org/10.47348/sajmet/2022/i1a4

145



