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A B S T R A C T 

Social entrepreneurship occupies an increasingly important position between 
public service provision, community action and market coordination. Yet its 
contribution to local sustainable development is often described through 
success narratives rather than explicit causal mechanisms or comparable 
outcome measures. This integrative critical review synthesizes recent peer-
reviewed research and authoritative institutional publications released during 
2024-2026. Rather than presenting a new field experiment, it identifies and 
evaluates six mechanisms linking mission-oriented enterprise to local 
outcomes: access to essential services, inclusive employment, community 
wealth retention, social capital and participatory governance, environmental 
innovation, and adaptive resilience. Evidence from rural enterprise evaluation, 
urban township case studies, comparative organizational research, and 
international policy reports indicates that social ventures can address specific 
local market and institutional failures, especially when beneficiaries 
participate in design and governance. However, impact remains conditional on 
organizational sustainability, the distribution of benefits, external public 
systems, and credible counterfactual measurement. The review develops a 
place-based logic model, proposes a multidimensional evaluation dashboard, 
and specifies a practical policy sequence for municipal and regional 
ecosystems. It concludes that social entrepreneurship is best understood as a 
complement to, not a substitute for, equitable public institutions and structural 
reform. Future studies should prioritize longitudinal designs, geographically 
explicit spillovers, disaggregated distributional analysis, and more transparent 
impact claims. 

  

 

 

Introduction 

Problem context 

In many places, development deficits are 

simultaneous rather than isolated. A community 

may face insecure work, poor transportation, 

inadequate childcare, declining environmental 

quality and limited access to credit at the same time. 

These difficulties reinforce one another: a lack of 

affordable care reduces labor-market participation; 

precarious income undermines health and 

educational attainment; and depleted local natural 

resources reduce the viability of small enterprises. 

National aggregate growth therefore does not 

automatically translate into locally experienced 

well-being.  

Recent UN assessments underline that global 

progress toward the Sustainable Development Goals 

remains uneven, creating a strong rationale for 

context-sensitive implementation rather than 

assuming that a universal delivery model can solve 

each locality’s problems [21,22]. 

 

Defining the organizational form: 

Social entrepreneurship refers here to 

entrepreneurial activity that deliberately prioritizes a 

social or environmental mission and mobilizes an 

economically viable organizational model to pursue 

it. Social enterprise is one possible institutional 

expression of that activity; cooperative, nonprofit 

trading, community-benefit and mission-locked 

corporate forms may also be involved. The social 

and solidarity economy is a wider ecosystem that 

additionally includes mutual organizations, 

associations and foundations. These categories 

overlap but should not be treated as identical: an 
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organization’s legal status alone cannot establish 

that it generates additional social value [3,17,18]. 

 

Why local development matters: 

Local sustainable development requires a 

territorially relevant balance among economic 

opportunities, social inclusion, environmental 

stewardship and institutional capability over time. 

The adjective local does not imply isolation: local 

firms operate within supply chains, regulatory 

systems and climate risks that cross municipal 

borders. Rather, it locates analysis at the scale at 

which services are used, jobs are accessed, 

relationships are formed and ecological effects are 

experienced. Evaluating an intervention at this scale 

makes visible who benefits, who pays, and whether 

gains persist after an initial subsidy or charismatic 

founder departs [6,8,15].  

 

The evidence-claim gap: 

The rapid growth of the social enterprise discourse 

has outpaced its ability to prove impacts 

consistently. Estimates of global scale in the 2024 

World Economic Forum synthesis are valuable 

contextual indicators but cannot themselves 

demonstrate local causal effects, because 

organizational definitions, country coverage and 

data quality differ [19]. Individual case studies can 

illuminate mechanisms and lived experience but 

cannot establish a universal average treatment 

effect. Conversely, tightly identified evaluations 

may capture income or participation without 

observing institutional trust or ecological recovery. 

This review therefore treats the strength and scope 

of each evidence type as part of the substantive result 

[2,8,9]. 

 

Purpose and contribution: 

The article asks three questions: through which 

mechanisms can social entrepreneurial activity help 

resolve place-specific social problems; what 

conditions translate venture-level activity into 

durable territorial development; and how should 

impact be measured without exaggeration? Its 

contribution is a mechanism-centered synthesis that 

distinguishes plausible pathways, empirical 

observations, enabling conditions and unresolved 

causal claims. It also translates those distinctions 

into an actionable framework for local authorities, 

funders and social enterprise leaders [15-17]. 

 

Materials and Methods 

Review design: 

This article uses an integrative critical narrative 

review rather than a registered systematic review or 

statistical meta-analysis. The approach is 

appropriate because available evidence includes 

heterogeneous qualitative cases, survey-based 

impact studies, conceptual analyses and institutional 

monitoring reports. No original participant data 

were collected, and no pooled effect size is claimed. 

The synthesis is explanatory: it identifies recurring 

mechanisms, checks the contexts in which they 

operate, and explicitly distinguishes empirical 

findings from analytic propositions. 

 

Search scope and selection logic: 

The review prioritizes items published from January 

2024 through October 2026, drawing on publisher 

and institutional records located through targeted 

online discovery. Search concepts combined social 

entrepreneurship, social enterprise, social and 

solidarity economy, local development, 

sustainability, community resilience, impact 

evaluation, employment, and social innovation. 

Eligible material addressed at least one of three 

domains: observed community outcomes, 

organizational mechanisms, or enabling policy 

conditions. A limited set of high-authority 

institutional reports was retained to place enterprise-

level findings in economic and regulatory context. 

This was a purposive evidence sample, not an 

exhaustive database census. 

 

Evidence appraisal: 

A source was considered more directly informative 

about impact when it specified its population, 

intervention, comparison, time horizon and outcome 

operationalization. Qualitative work was assessed 

for contextual richness and mechanism 

identification; systematic reviews for breadth and 

transparency of synthesis; organizational surveys for 

representativeness and construct validity; and global 

reports for definitions, geographic coverage and 

comparability. Conclusions are therefore graded 

descriptively as directly observed, supported by 

convergent evidence, plausible but untested, or 

context dependent. This grading is the authors’ 

analytical interpretation rather than a formally 

validated quality score. 

 

Synthesis and limits: 

The extracted material was grouped into six 

domains: services, livelihoods, place-based 

economic value, collective agency, ecological 

outcomes, and resilience. Cross-cutting themes were 

financing, governance, scale, technology and 

measurement. Because the collection process was 

not a fully reproducible PRISMA search, this article 

does not report invented database hit counts, 

screening flow diagrams or inclusion statistics. 

Publication bias, English-language visibility, 

inconsistent definitions, and the greater availability 

of positive case studies restrict generalizability. All 

charts identified as conceptual in this article are 

author-developed illustrations rather than estimates 

from a new dataset. 
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Evidence class Typical strength Primary limitation 

Matched or comparison-based 

impact evaluation 

Potential causal inference for 

defined outcomes 

External validity, selection and 

time horizon 

In-depth community cases 
Explains mechanisms and local 

institutional settings 

Small samples and limited 

attribution 

Multi-country synthesis 
Identifies patterns and policy 

conditions 
Comparability and selection bias 

Policy and global sector reports 
Scale, institutional mapping and 

definitions 
Not venture-level causal proof 

Results: Mechanisms Linking Social 

Entrepreneurship and Local Development 

Closing gaps in access to essential services: 

Community-oriented ventures can supply or 

coordinate affordable care, food distribution, 

training, clean energy, disability-inclusive services 

and last-mile logistics when neither conventional 

markets nor public agencies offer reliable access. 

Their advantage may be detailed knowledge of 

language, mobility, trust and informal constraints 

rather than technological novelty. A South African 

township study of 16 community-based social 

enterprises found contributions through addressing 

service gaps, job creation, identity and risk 

awareness, but these findings represent a context-

specific qualitative account rather than a national 

treatment effect [1]. 

Service access matters for sustainability when it 

increases lasting capabilities, not simply 

transactions. Indicators should therefore move 

beyond number of clients served to include 

affordability relative to income, continuity, service 

quality, waiting time and inclusion of residents who 

previously lacked access. Locally embedded 

provision can also reproduce exclusion if 

beneficiaries have limited voice or if fee schedules 

favor customers most able to pay. Thus, social 

mission must be tested against actual distributional 

outcomes [15,17]. 

 

Inclusive livelihoods and decent work: 

Social ventures frequently intervene in labor 

markets by recruiting people who face 

discrimination, providing practical training, 

aggregating work opportunities or lowering entry 

barriers for micro-producers. These activities can 

create pathways to dignified employment and 

household security, especially where formal jobs are 

scarce. However, a count of jobs alone conceals their 

quality. Decent work requires attention to earnings, 

predictability, occupational safety, progression, 

social protection and worker participation. The 

OECD’s 2025 European social economy report 

highlights employment and service provision 

together, suggesting that labor-market and 

community outcomes should be interpreted as 

connected dimensions [17]. 

Labor inclusion should not be confused with low-

cost labor extraction. Mission-driven organizations 

can encounter the same financial pressures as 

commercial contractors, particularly when public 

procurement rewards lowest price rather than 

continuity or quality. A durable intervention must 

build productivity and bargaining power rather than 

rely indefinitely on underpaid staff. Where informal 

waste recovery, food services or care work is 

involved, formalization efforts should preserve 

accessibility and social ties while strengthening 

labor rights [23]. 

 

Local wealth circulation and territorial value: 

Community enterprises may keep a greater share of 

procurement, employment, ownership and surplus 

within a locality. This is especially important when 

external capital extracts profits while local 

communities bear environmental or infrastructure 

costs. Cooperative ownership, community-share 

structures and beneficiary participation can generate 

multiplier-like effects, although these should not be 

presumed without tracing purchases, wages, leakage 

and displacement. The community-based 

entrepreneurship literature emphasizes the 

development of local infrastructure and collective 

opportunity creation, rather than scaling solely 

through individual firms [6,16]. 

Place-based value also depends on complementarity. 

A successful local food enterprise can stimulate 

growers, logistics providers and neighborhood 

markets, yet may displace a pre-existing 

microbusiness if demand does not expand. Rigorous 

assessments need net additionality: new jobs after 

displacement; net income after costs; and household 

gains after prices change. The distinction between 

gross organizational performance and net territorial 

impact is essential for preventing inflated 

development claims [8,15]. 

 

Social capital, participation and institutional 

trust: 

Social entrepreneurship can create relational 

infrastructure: repeated collaboration across 

residents, schools, clinics, firms and municipal 

agencies. Bonding ties help mobilize mutual 

support; bridging ties connect different groups; and 

linking ties establish access to institutions and 

resources. Recent work explicitly examines social 

capital as a condition for establishing sustainable 

community enterprises [7]. Yet dense networks may 
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also produce insider favoritism, elite capture or 

barriers for migrants and marginalized residents. A 

socially valuable network must be permeable, 

accountable and open to disagreement. 

Participatory governance can improve the accuracy 

of problem definition and increase organizational 

legitimacy. Representation is meaningful only if 

participants influence priorities, budgets, grievance 

processes or board decisions. Consultation without 

decision rights risks turning community 

participation into a branding device. More 

demanding indicators include the proportion of 

decisions shaped by beneficiaries, grievance-

resolution rates, and transparency about whose 

preferences were not adopted [12,17]. 

 

Environmental innovation and just transition: 

Environmental social enterprises address repair, 

circular materials, renewable energy, sustainable 

food systems, water stewardship and nature 

restoration while attempting to share benefits 

equitably. Hybrid organizations can link ecological 

outputs with inclusion, for example by organizing 

waste collection alongside safe employment and 

training. Recent research on sustainable 

technologies and social enterprise emphasizes the 

interaction of organizational capabilities, innovation 

and inclusion [5]. The 2025 ILO-linked circular 

employment report likewise demonstrates why 

environmental transition policy must attend to labor-

market quality and informality [23]. 

Environmental benefits are not automatically 

positive: transporting reused materials can produce 

emissions; renewable systems create disposal 

obligations; and affordable green products may 

remain inaccessible to the poorest households. 

Credible appraisal should specify a functional unit, 

baseline and lifecycle boundary, then examine 

whether gains are shifted to neighboring 

communities or future generations. A just-transition 

analysis also asks whose employment is lost and 

whether the affected workers receive meaningful 

alternatives [5,23]. 

 

Community resilience and crisis responsiveness: 

Enterprises embedded in a place can interpret 

emerging needs early and adapt services when 

shocks interrupt normal institutions. Recent studies 

of necessity-based social entrepreneurship and rural 

enterprises suggest that lived experience, 

improvisation and local ties can support adaptive 

responses [13,14]. Community resilience should be 

understood as the ability to maintain essential 

functions, learn and transform after disruption—not 

simply the survival of the organization. A venture 

may remain financially viable while residents 

become more dependent or vulnerable. 

Resilience has important trade-offs. Emergency 

adaptation may require changing the commercial 

model, reallocating reserves or sharing assets with 

other providers. Such choices are easier when 

governance makes mission priorities explicit and 

when flexible finance is available. Strong pre-crisis 

relationships with public institutions support 

coordination, yet dependence on a single funder or 

buyer can become a systemic fragility. Resilience 

therefore requires diversification, clear referral 

mechanisms and locally accountable contingency 

planning [1,13,14]. 

 

 

Mechanism Plausible local outcome Essential counterfactual question 

Accessible services 
Reduced unmet needs and 

improved capabilities 

Would access have improved 

without the venture? 

Inclusive work 
Higher-quality work for excluded 

groups 

Are jobs net additional and 

decent? 

Wealth circulation 
More locally retained income and 

ownership 

Was activity shifted from other 

local firms? 

Social capital Stronger cooperation and voice 
Whose participation and power 

changed? 

Green innovation 
Lower environmental burden with 

fair benefits 

Are lifecycle and distributional 

effects positive? 

Resilience 
Continuity and recovery after 

shocks 

Did vulnerability decline for 

residents? 

Results: Evidence Across Places and 

Organizational Scales 

Rural livelihoods and agriculture: 

A 2024 rural social enterprise study used a survey of 

1,021 smallholder farmers and propensity score-

based comparisons alongside stakeholder discussion 

to assess social impacts in a developing-country 

setting [8]. This is particularly important because the 

research moves beyond anecdotal description 

toward an explicit counterfactual. Nevertheless, 

matched comparisons depend on measured 

covariates; unobserved motivation, network access 

or land quality may still bias findings. The study 

demonstrates both the feasibility of stronger rural 

impact evaluation and the need to avoid interpreting 

a single context as a universal blueprint. 

 

Urban underserved communities: 

The township enterprises investigated by Mogotsi 

and Baron offer evidence about localized service 



 

502 

 

Adv. J. Manag. Humanit. Soc. Sci. (2026), Volume 2, Issue 5, 498-516 

gaps, opportunities, community identity and risk 

awareness [1]. These findings indicate that social 

value can emerge through relational and institutional 

channels that conventional accounting omits. Their 

qualitative design is appropriate for identifying 

mechanisms, but does not quantify the population-

level contribution of social entrepreneurship to 

poverty reduction. Future work could follow 

households and neighborhoods over time, compare 

similar areas, and document how complementary 

public interventions affect the observed trajectory. 

 

Cross-country organizational outcomes: 

A comparative study of 49 social ventures across ten 

countries proposes three outcome dimensions: 

individual transformation, capital provision and 

societal influence [12]. This is useful because it 

demonstrates how a venture may change individual 

trajectories, redistribute resources or alter broader 

arrangements. It also cautions against reducing 

organizational effectiveness to a single financial or 

social-return ratio. Outcomes interact: capital 

provision can create individual agency, while wider 

societal influence may require coalitions and policy 

reform beyond the enterprise’s direct customer base. 

 

The regional institutional environment: 

Policy research shows that enabling conditions are 

not confined to national statutes. Municipal land 

access, contract design, local intermediary 

organizations, business development support and 

relationships with service authorities shape what 

ventures can accomplish. The OECD’s 2025 

comparative report identifies a diversity of legal, tax 

and support arrangements across European systems 

[17]. These differences suggest that transplanting a 

celebrated enterprise model without adapting local 

procurement, labor markets and community 

governance may produce disappointing results. 

 

Global scale, local inference: 

The World Economic Forum’s 2024 synthesis 

describes approximately 10 million social 

enterprises globally, roughly USD 2 trillion of 

annual revenues and nearly 200 million jobs, based 

on a compilation of country data [19]. These are 

indicative sector-wide estimates, not an independent 

census or causal measure of improvement. The 2025 

Africa-focused report describes a substantial role for 

women and young leaders, while emphasizing better 

ecosystem support [20]. Such reports strengthen the 

rationale for policy attention, but precise local 

benefit must still be measured on the ground. 

 

What the newer reviews add: 

Recent systematic and integrative reviews trace a 

shift from philanthropy-versus-business debates 

toward complex questions of sustainability, 

digitalization, resilience and institutional conditions 

[2,3,5,6]. One synthesis uses literature mapping to 

show how sustainability and digital capabilities have 

become more prominent [3]. The implication is not 

that technology necessarily improves outcomes, but 

that data infrastructures, digital payments and online 

coordination can amplify a locally legitimate model. 

Digital exclusion, privacy risks and platform 

dependence remain possible countervailing effects. 

 

Results: Integrated Conceptual Model and 

Evaluation Framework 

The synthesis yields a sequential proposition: locally 

recognized unmet needs motivate mission-oriented 

experimentation; an organization combines 

community knowledge, resources and partnerships; 

the intervention changes service access, livelihood 

opportunities, relationships or ecological practices; 

these proximal outcomes accumulate or fail to 

accumulate into territorial development. Feedback, 

power relations and contextual institutions influence 

every step. The model intentionally includes failure 

pathways such as displacement, mission drift and 

unequal access. It is a conceptual integration of the 

reviewed evidence, not an empirically estimated 

structural model [2,7,12,15-17]. 

 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual pathway from community needs to locally sustainable outcomes. Author-developed 

synthesis; not an estimated causal model. 

 

A multidimensional assessment dashboard 

Dimension Core indicator 
Suggested 

disaggregation 
Evidence source 
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Service inclusion 
New sustained access; 

affordability; quality 

Income, gender, 

disability, geography 

Client records plus 

household survey 

Livelihood quality 
Real earnings; retention; 

security 

Age, gender, prior 

employment status 

Payroll plus worker 

interviews 

Local economic effect 
Net locally retained value; 

procurement share 

Supplier scale and 

ownership 

Accounts and supply-

chain mapping 

Collective agency 
Meaningful decision 

rights; trust 

Beneficiaries vs. 

nonparticipants 

Governance records and 

panel survey 

Environment 

Net 

emissions/waste/resource 

use 

Neighborhood and 

supply chain 

Lifecycle assessment, 

audits 

Resilience 
Continuity/recovery and 

diversified resources 
High-risk groups 

Repeated surveys and 

stress tests 

Measurement design should start with a locally co-

produced theory of change. For each indicator, 

researchers should establish baseline conditions, 

define a feasible comparison group, record who is 

reached and who is excluded, specify the 

observation period, and assess harms. Longitudinal 

tracking should distinguish outputs (training 

sessions), short-run outcomes (skills acquisition), 

and distal impacts (stable income and greater 

agency). The OECD’s 2024 guidance argues for 

measuring, managing and maximizing impact as a 

continuous organizational practice rather than a 

single promotional exercise [15]. 

 

Illustrative evidence strength and interpretation: 

Figure 2 is a qualitative interpretation matrix, not a 

numerical meta-analysis. Directly observed 

community mechanisms are best supported by 

qualitative studies; measurable household effects 

have fewer rigorous comparative studies; and claims 

about whole-region transformation remain 

especially sensitive to attribution. The diagram is 

deliberately nonquantitative to avoid fabricated 

effect sizes. 

 

 
Figure 2. Qualitative evidence-characterization matrix prepared for this review; categories are interpretive and 

do not represent pooled statistical confidence. 

 

Discussion 

Mission and markets: The hybrid organization 

problem: 

The defining tension of social entrepreneurship is 

not simply whether profit and purpose can coexist. 

It is how everyday decisions arbitrate conflicts 

between affordability, scale, quality, worker 

conditions and organizational reserves. A venture 

serving low-income customers may improve 

survival by raising prices, yet undermine its stated 

inclusion objective. Conversely, maintaining a 

socially appropriate price without reliable cross-

subsidization can generate chronic financial 

fragility. Strong governance therefore specifies 

which mission commitments are nonnegotiable, 

what minimum financial thresholds preserve 

continuity, and how trade-offs will be disclosed 

[9,12,15]. 

The right organizational form depends on context. 

An association can mobilize volunteers but may 

struggle to borrow for infrastructure; a cooperative 

can distribute control but face slow collective 

decision-making; and a mission-locked company 

can attract investment while facing pressure to 

monetize users. Policy should protect mission 

integrity without enforcing a single form that 

excludes legitimate local innovation. Transparent 

beneficiary voice, conflict-of-interest rules and 

accessible annual reporting are more important than 

celebratory labels [17,24]. 
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The state, additionality and public responsibility: 

Social enterprise should not be construed as a low-

cost replacement for universal public duties. Health, 

education, housing and social protection rely on 

sustained public legitimacy and financing. Social 

ventures can identify access barriers, pilot service 

designs, coordinate delivery and hold providers 

accountable, but overreliance on them can fragment 

entitlements across neighborhoods with different 

fundraising capacities. A better interpretation is 

institutional complementarity: governments 

maintain rights and standards; social enterprises test 

adaptive approaches; residents define priorities; and 

independent evaluators assess who gains [17,18,21]. 

Additionality must be tested at two levels. At 

organizational level, ask whether users receive 

better services or workers obtain better opportunities 

than without the enterprise. At system level, ask 

whether the intervention changes the conditions 

producing the problem, or simply compensates 

temporarily for a policy failure. The latter may still 

be valuable, particularly in emergencies, but claims 

of structural transformation should require evidence 

of diffusion, institutional learning or durable shifts 

in access and bargaining power [1,12]. 

 

Financing, scale and place-based accountability: 

Social venture financing is often mismatched to 

mission timelines. Grants can support 

experimentation but may create discontinuity; debt 

imposes cash-flow pressure; outcome payments can 

encourage narrow measurement; and unrestricted 

equity may strain mission safeguards. Blended 

mechanisms should align repayment expectations 

with beneficiary capacity and asset longevity. For 

example, capital-intensive local energy or housing 

models need patient finance, while employment 

services need predictable operating revenue. Public 

purchasers can improve continuity through 

outcome-aware procurement that recognizes quality, 

local accessibility and fair labor standards [16,17]. 

Scaling requires distinguishing replication, 

organizational growth, institutional adoption and 

movement building. One social enterprise 

expanding into neighboring districts may weaken 

local co-design, whereas a federated model can 

spread knowledge while retaining local autonomy. 

Geographical expansion research highlights the role 

of resource bricolage and stakeholder engagement 

[11]. A useful decision rule is to scale only when 

evidence indicates that benefits survive transfer and 

the receiving community has authority to adapt the 

model. Growth is a strategy, not the definition of 

success. 

 

Inclusion, gender and uneven power: 

Social entrepreneurship is commonly described as 

an inclusive sector, and global mapping reports 

indicate strong representation of women among 

social enterprise leaders [19,20]. Representation is 

important but insufficient. The central questions 

concern assets, compensation, executive authority, 

time burdens and unpaid care responsibilities. A 

venture may employ marginalized women while 

leaving governance and ownership unchanged. 

Inclusion analysis must also consider intersecting 

disadvantages that national averages obscure, 

including rural remoteness, migration status and 

disability. Data should be disaggregated without 

compromising privacy or increasing identification 

risk [15,20]. 

A place-based strategy can unintentionally privilege 

articulate civic organizations and highly networked 

founders. Participatory funding decisions should 

therefore build in accessible language, support for 

travel and caregiving, and a process for contesting 

priorities. Community consent is not a one-time 

consultation but an ongoing arrangement of 

representation and accountability. Evaluators should 

report who declined participation and whether the 

costs of collaboration are disproportionally carried 

by the people the venture intends to support [7,17]. 

 

Digital tools, sustainability and unintended 

consequences: 

Digital services can reduce coordination costs, 

support adaptive logistics and document social 

results. Yet technology can also reconfigure power 

by turning an essential community intermediary into 

a dependent user of a proprietary platform. Internet 

costs, digital literacy, data protection and 

algorithmic exclusion matter. The literature’s 

growing attention to digitalization should thus be 

interpreted as a conditional opportunity rather than a 

generic indicator of progress [3,5]. 

Environmental interventions require similarly 

explicit system boundaries. A repair initiative can 

reduce material throughput, but this benefit changes 

with transport distances, device longevity and 

replacement patterns. Metrics should make 

uncertainty visible and prioritize absolute ecological 

burdens alongside social distribution, not just 

efficiency per unit of output. Social enterprises are 

particularly well placed to combine ecological and 

employment objectives, provided safeguards for 

worker safety and community health are maintained 

[5,23]. 

 

Knowledge gaps and future research design: 

There remains a fundamental gap between 

demonstrating that an enterprise delivers a service 

and demonstrating that it changes a locality’s 

development trajectory. Research needs repeated 

observations before and after interventions; credible 

matched or quasi-experimental comparisons where 

feasible; explicit tests of interference and spillovers; 

and mixed methods to explain why estimated 

changes occur. The rural study using a large farmer 

survey is a useful illustration of moving beyond 



 

505 

 

Adv. J. Manag. Humanit. Soc. Sci. (2026), Volume 2, Issue 5, 498-516 

descriptive outcomes, although residual selection 

bias is still possible [8]. 

Future studies should also follow enterprises that 

close, change mission, merge with government 

programs or cease serving a neighborhood. 

Survivorship bias otherwise exaggerates resilience. 

Multisite comparative designs could examine how 

similar social enterprise models behave under 

different municipal procurement, finance and 

governance conditions. Finally, an open reporting 

standard should require publication of outcome 

definitions, nonresponse, costs, unintended harms 

and funding dependence, thereby enabling more 

reliable cumulative science [2,9,15]. 

 

Policy and Practice Implications 

Step 1: Diagnose place-specific constraints: 

Map unmet need and existing provision through 

administrative statistics, resident deliberation and 

service-provider mapping. Identify spatial 

disparities, the most excluded groups and the 

mechanisms that create access barriers. Do not begin 

by assuming that a new venture is necessarily 

preferable to improving an existing institution. 

 

Step 2: Build an enabling local ecosystem: 

Coordinate municipal procurement, technical 

assistance, schools, financial intermediaries, civil 

society and mission-driven investors. Make 

contracts attainable for smaller ventures, but require 

basic financial transparency, fair labor practice and 

safeguarding. Use intermediary organizations to 

reduce compliance costs without removing 

accountability. 

 

Step 3: Finance experimentation and continuity 

differently: 

Use small flexible grants for testing, patient or 

concessional capital for durable assets, and reliable 

service contracts for proven ongoing provision. 

Preserve room for adaptation during shocks. 

Evaluate total local public value rather than focusing 

only on the contract’s lowest nominal price. 

 

Step 4: Institutionalize meaningful community 

governance: 

Require accessible feedback, fair representation in 

decisions and disclosure of material trade-offs. 

Establish simple complaints procedures and 

conflict-of-interest protections. Partnership 

agreements should define which responsibilities 

remain with the state and how service continuity will 

be protected if a venture fails. 

 

Step 5: Measure net outcomes and iterate: 

Co-design a small indicator set and collect baseline, 

follow-up and comparison data where feasible. 

Report costs, attrition, displacement, differential 

access and ecological trade-offs. Publish what did 

not work as well as successes. Scale through local 

adaptation only after there is a defensible case for 

persistence and additionality [15-18]. 

 

Advanced Analysis: Sectoral Applications and 

Territorial Trade-offs 

Food systems, nutrition and smallholder 

coordination: 

Local food insecurity is not only a question of 

aggregate agricultural output. It can reflect the 

absence of cold chains, price volatility, insecure land 

access, weak purchasing power and inadequate 

linkages between rural producers and urban 

households. Social enterprises may coordinate 

aggregation, transparent pricing, community-

supported agriculture or affordable retail. In a 

successful model, farmers gain predictable demand 

while consumers access nutritious and culturally 

appropriate foods. These outcomes must 

nevertheless be examined separately. A low 

consumer price can be achieved by transferring risk 

to producers; higher producer revenue can coincide 

with an affordability burden for low-income buyers. 

The relevant evaluation therefore considers both 

sides of the local market, alongside food loss and 

nutrition quality. Comparative farmer evidence 

offers an instructive model for measuring 

participation and outcomes, although specific 

program effects remain context bounded [8]. 

A territorial food model also needs a clear theory of 

climate and seasonal risk. Local sourcing does not 

always have the lowest ecological footprint, and 

seasonal supply shocks can threaten financial 

sustainability. Diversified suppliers, crop-risk 

planning and stable purchase commitments can 

strengthen resilience but increase coordination costs. 

A municipality can improve the enabling 

environment by providing shared market 

infrastructure, transparent food procurement and 

accessible licensing rather than by choosing a 

favored enterprise without competition. Success 

should be evaluated through real farm-gate income, 

consumer affordability, nutritional quality, loss rates 

and the durability of reciprocal relations. These 

measures clarify whether a venture has created 

additional value or merely moved margin among 

supply-chain actors. The strongest development 

claim would demonstrate that improved household 

capabilities persist after the initial project subsidy 

ends [6,15,23]. 

 

Community health, prevention and care: 

Healthcare-related social enterprises may improve 

navigation, transport, health literacy, prevention or 

culturally responsive support in places where 

mainstream providers struggle to reach underserved 

populations. Their distinctive comparative 

advantage can be trust, outreach flexibility and the 

capacity to connect formal clinical services with 

informal support networks. That advantage should 

not be mistaken for authority to replace licensed 
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clinical care. Robust partnerships must define 

referral thresholds, patient confidentiality 

obligations, safeguarding, professional supervision 

and emergency escalation. Evaluators should 

distinguish awareness and service uptake from 

verified improvements in health outcomes. A rise in 

screening appointments, for example, can be 

positive but may reflect changed reporting rather 

than reduced disease burden. It also entails potential 

downstream resource demands on public health 

systems [17,21]. 

Care enterprises confront a particularly visible 

equity-versus-revenue tension: residents most in 

need may be least able to pay, and care workers may 

already be undercompensated. Sliding fees and 

cross-subsidies can improve accessibility but require 

credible financing and explicit eligibility criteria. 

From a territorial perspective, the most important 

outcomes may include reduced travel time, fewer 

missed appointments, improved caregiver 

participation in paid employment and greater 

continuity of support. These indicators are 

meaningful only when disaggregated across 

disability, income, age and neighborhood. Public 

contracting should avoid rewarding the lowest cost 

per contact when complex cases require sustained, 

relationship-intensive work. Cooperative 

governance and patient advisory structures may 

improve responsiveness if participants have decision 

rights rather than merely symbolic consultation 

[15,17]. 

 

Affordable housing and neighborhood 

regeneration: 

In expensive housing markets, social enterprises and 

community land initiatives can pursue housing 

stability through non-speculative ownership, 

renovation, shared facilities or tenant-centered 

management. The value proposition involves not 

only units delivered but the prevention of 

involuntary displacement and the preservation of 

social infrastructure. Financing is difficult because 

land and buildings have long payback periods, while 

social benefits extend across households and 

generations. A model that works in a municipality 

with discounted public land may not transfer to a 

place facing private speculative acquisition. Local 

authorities therefore need to scrutinize tenure 

security, governance rights and maintenance 

reserves, not merely construction totals. The 

European social economy literature highlights 

housing among the sectors in which collective-

interest organizations can address essential needs 

[17]. 

Neighborhood regeneration may produce an 

unintended increase in property values, rents and 

commercial pressures. The area can appear more 

successful while original residents are displaced. 

Evaluators should therefore use a resident-centered 

rather than a property-centered definition of 

improvement. Measures include housing cost 

burden, energy efficiency, security of tenure, 

eviction or displacement rates, accessibility and the 

participation of tenants in building management. 

Where local employment is created through 

construction or retrofits, labor quality and long-run 

maintenance must also be recorded. Public benefit 

clauses, resale restrictions or land stewardship 

arrangements may support durable affordability, but 

their suitability depends on local property law and 

institutional capacity. Sustainable housing impact 

requires credible asset governance as well as good 

intentions [15,17]. 

 

Education, digital inclusion and capability 

building: 

Mission-driven training enterprises can connect 

marginalized learners to digital skills, professional 

networks and employment opportunities. However, 

completion statistics often overstate value because 

course attendance does not establish improved 

capabilities or job prospects. The strongest evidence 

would track competencies using independent 

assessments, employment transitions, earnings and 

participant satisfaction over sufficient periods. 

Educational programs should also report attrition 

and whether entry criteria exclude residents with the 

greatest barriers. The opportunity cost of training is 

important: unpaid time can be costly for caregivers 

or people holding multiple jobs. Free access does not 

always mean equitable access where devices, 

transportation and connectivity remain 

unaffordable. The expanding digital orientation of 

social entrepreneurship calls for careful analysis of 

such prerequisites [3,5]. 

An inclusive training model should be designed with 

local employers and public educators, while 

protecting learners from narrow training for 

precarious platform work. Meaningful credentials, 

accessible formats, paid placements and ongoing 

mentoring can increase the relevance of training to 

local labor markets. Yet job placement into an 

already saturated market might simply reshuffle 

employment opportunities. A better local 

development assessment examines additional 

demand, quality of employment, and whether 

participants gain transferable skills that strengthen 

long-run bargaining power. Digital learning 

platforms require strong privacy practice and clear 

explanations about automated assessment. Public 

authorities can help by aligning recognized 

credentials and community centers, rather than 

subsidizing disconnected initiatives without 

evaluating their occupational outcomes [16,17]. 

 

Circular economy and the distribution of 

environmental gains: 

Local circular ventures can organize reuse, repair, 

composting, recycling and resource recovery. The 

case for such initiatives becomes strongest when 
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they reduce material use while creating safe, fairly 

remunerated jobs. A common analytical error is to 

compare the weight of material collected with 

environmental impact. Material collected may not 

be successfully reused, and downstream processing 

can involve energy demand, hazardous exposure or 

transport emissions. Lifecycle accounting and 

traceability are therefore necessary. Equally 

important is distribution: residents should know 

whether hazardous processing or nuisance activities 

are concentrated near disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

The global employment-in-circularity report 

illustrates the relevance of formal and informal labor 

arrangements to a just transition [23]. 

Circularity also raises an economic question: can 

repair and reuse remain affordable when product 

design discourages maintenance or replacement 

parts are expensive? Social enterprises often have 

limited influence over upstream manufacturers. 

Their contribution may therefore extend beyond 

service provision to advocacy for repairability, 

transparent material standards or procurement rules. 

This is a form of systemic influence that needs 

different evidence than the enterprise balance sheet. 

Evaluation should record net material displacement, 

verified environmental performance, worker 

protections, household cost savings and changes in 

local institutional practice. Without these 

safeguards, a circular label can obscure burdens 

shifted from consumers to low-paid workers or from 

one neighborhood to another [5,12,23]. 

 

Local energy access and energy democracy: 

Energy-oriented social ventures may organize 

community ownership of small-scale generation, 

energy-efficiency services or inclusive access to 

cleaner technologies. Their potential social value 

lies in combining energy affordability, resilience 

and local participation in asset governance. 

Nevertheless, capital-intensive infrastructure creates 

a large mismatch between up-front financing and 

gradual household benefits. A financially viable 

enterprise must anticipate maintenance, tariff risk, 

technical failure and equipment replacement. 

Community participation should include clear 

decisions about ownership, compensation for 

surplus energy and allocation of technical risks. A 

one-time installation count does not demonstrate 

durable access. Evaluation requires hours of reliable 

service, affordability, household expenditure 

changes and system performance over multiple 

seasons [17,22]. 

The ecological assessment must account for 

equipment manufacture, storage, end-of-life 

processing and the grid’s displaced energy mix. 

Moreover, community energy can unintentionally 

redistribute costs if participating households are 

already better off, own suitable roofs or can finance 

co-payments. Explicit subsidies for low-income 

renters and shared ownership models may be 

needed. Municipal involvement can reduce 

permitting friction and improve integration with 

public facilities, but it should not guarantee an 

individual provider’s long-run monopoly. A 

defensible local-development claim demonstrates 

that the energy transition improves affordability and 

resilience without excluding the poorest users or 

increasing environmental burdens elsewhere [5,15]. 

 

Youth, migration and social participation: 

Young people and migrant residents often face 

linked barriers to labor-market entry, institutional 

recognition and civic participation. Social ventures 

may offer entrepreneurship mentoring, language 

support, recognition of informal skills and 

community-based employment. Such interventions 

can also facilitate bridging networks between groups 

with different resources. Yet integration should not 

be defined only as individual adaptation to an 

unequal system. The meaningful question is whether 

institutions also change, for example by making 

hiring transparent, translating services or 

recognizing qualifications. The Africa-focused 

social enterprise landscape report emphasizes the 

prominence of younger and female leadership, but 

leadership composition is not itself proof of 

population-wide equity [20]. 

Programs should be evaluated for retention, income 

quality, independent capabilities, social 

participation and discrimination experiences. The 

risk of selection bias is substantial: applicants with 

higher motivation and stronger networks are often 

more likely to complete training or receive seed 

funding. Transparent eligibility criteria, wait-list 

comparisons or matched cohorts can help separate 

program effects from pre-existing advantage. 

Projects should also be monitored for exploitation 

through unpaid internships and for reputational 

pressure that treats beneficiaries as promotional 

stories. A rights-based approach recognizes 

participant dignity and privacy as outcomes as well 

as ethical obligations [7,8,15]. 

 

Rural-urban differences in service economics: 

Rural and urban social enterprises frequently solve 

similar problems through very different cost 

structures. Rural ventures face dispersed 

populations, higher transport requirements, variable 

seasonal demand and thinner supplier markets. 

Urban ventures may access denser networks but 

contend with high rents, fragmented neighborhoods 

and intense competition for scarce public contracts. 

Consequently, a unit cost that looks inefficient in 

rural delivery may be justified by geographic equity. 

Comparing organizations without adjusting for 

population density, distance and unmet need can 

penalize the enterprises serving the most 

disadvantaged localities [1,8]. 

Policy instruments must reflect these differences. 

Shared physical hubs, mobile service models and 
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cooperative logistics may reduce rural cost 

disadvantages; urban strategies may prioritize 

neighborhood accessibility, cross-ethnic 

participation and protections against displacement. 

Digital provision can reduce some geographic 

barriers, but unreliable connectivity can deepen 

exclusion. A credible assessment therefore describes 

service catchments, geographic reach and the 

distribution of public cost per additional person 

effectively served. Territorial fairness cannot be 

inferred from average cost efficiency alone. 

Researchers should also inspect spillovers across 

administrative boundaries because the area 

receiving the funding may not be the only area 

experiencing the benefit [6,15,17]. 

 

Financing models and mission protection: 

The social enterprise capital structure is itself a 

determinant of impact. Philanthropic grants absorb 

experimentation risk but can favor short project 

cycles; contracts supply revenue but may constrain 

flexibility; cooperative capital preserves voice yet 

limits rapid asset accumulation; and commercial 

debt can crowd out service to lower-paying users. 

These tensions cannot be resolved by declaring all 

financing to be impact investment. Appropriate 

instruments depend on cash flow, public benefit, 

asset value and the people bearing downside risk. 

The OECD’s social economy policy work supports 

tailored financing and business support rather than a 

uniform financial product [16,17]. 

A useful financing assessment asks whether cash 

flows are sufficiently predictable, whether the 

organization holds resilience reserves, whether 

repayment conditions permit fair employment, and 

whether investors can alter mission commitments. 

Covenants, asset locks or community decision rights 

may protect purpose, but rigid restrictions can also 

prevent necessary adaptation. Funders should 

distinguish subsidies that correct an ongoing public-

service financing gap from temporary subsidies 

supporting a business model’s learning phase. Long-

term support is not automatically failure where the 

social outcome represents a public good. The 

relevant standard is transparent value and 

opportunity cost compared with credible 

alternatives, not the absence of public funding 

[15,17]. 

 

Public procurement as an institutional lever: 

Local procurement can transform social 

entrepreneurship from a sequence of fragile grants 

into a predictable provider ecosystem. Procurement 

frameworks that recognize accessibility, quality, fair 

work and environmental performance can reward 

organizations whose value is not captured by lowest-

bid pricing. Yet social criteria must be verifiable and 

competitively fair. Overly elaborate reporting can 

exclude small community providers and favor large 

intermediaries with dedicated compliance staff. 

Contract design therefore needs proportionate 

requirements, accessible bidding assistance and 

transparent evaluation criteria [17]. 

Public contracting also creates dependence risks. If 

a mission-driven organization obtains almost all 

revenue from one municipal program, a budget 

shock can interrupt essential services. Contract 

portfolios, reserves and contingency plans are 

therefore part of community resilience. Outcome-

based payments may improve focus but should 

avoid selecting only easy-to-serve clients. Payment 

metrics should balance service quality, inclusion, 

retention and independent satisfaction; they should 

also provide adjustments for case complexity. An 

independent grievance mechanism and clarity over 

data ownership can preserve accountability when 

public and nonprofit responsibilities overlap. In this 

respect, procurement policy becomes a mechanism 

of local institution-building rather than merely a 

purchasing exercise [15,16]. 

 

Measuring spillovers, displacement and net 

additionality: 

A local enterprise may generate benefits outside its 

direct participants through better market practices, 

imitation, neighborhood safety or improved 

institutional trust. It may equally displace other 

providers, attract scarce staff away from the public 

sector or increase competition for limited funding. 

Neither pathway can be observed from program 

attendance lists. Evaluations should define their 

relevant geographic unit, track comparison areas and 

distinguish direct from indirect effects. Where 

feasible, designs can combine household panels, 

administrative data and interviews with 

nonparticipants or incumbent firms. Geographical 

spillovers should be treated as an empirical question, 

not automatically interpreted as beneficial [8,11]. 

Net additionality is a demanding but essential 

standard for territorial claims. If a supported venture 

creates 30 jobs but contributes to 20 losses in 

competing businesses, reporting only the gross 30 is 

misleading. Similarly, a community initiative may 

reduce an unmet need while allowing a government 

department to withdraw funding elsewhere. The 

correct benchmark is a plausible alternative path, not 

an imagined world with no response to the problem. 

Researchers should report assumptions, identify 

likely substitution and displacement, and present 

uncertainty rather than compressing all outcomes 

into a single social-return number. The OECD 

impact guide provides a practical foundation for 

such transparent evidence use [15]. 

 

Time horizons and intergenerational 

sustainability: 

Social outcomes mature over different periods. 

Access to a food bank can change within days; stable 

employment may require months; educational 

earnings may take years; and ecosystem restoration 
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can require decades. Short grant cycles encourage 

organizations to measure outputs that move rapidly 

rather than long-run conditions that matter most. A 

strong local sustainable development design links 

immediate indicators to a defensible theory of 

longer-term change, while acknowledging 

uncertainty in the links. Organizations should 

document both leading indicators and lagging 

outcomes and retain the ability to revise hypotheses 

when evidence does not support them [15,21,22]. 

Intergenerational effects make environmental and 

financial maintenance especially important. A 

facility that provides services now but carries 

unfunded future repair costs may not be sustainable. 

Conversely, investments in social trust or preventive 

health may generate benefits beyond the initial 

reporting period. Evaluation should therefore make 

the time horizon explicit, identify who bears delayed 

costs and avoid discounting future harms to near 

invisibility. Scenario analysis can help when reliable 

counterfactual data are sparse, but assumed 

trajectories must be labeled as models rather than 

observations. The point of such analysis is 

disciplined planning, not numerical certainty [9,15]. 

 

Governance, power and the meaning of 

participation: 

Community ownership and consultation are often 

discussed as if they were interchangeable. They are 

not. Residents may attend workshops but have no 

control over budgets, procurement or strategic 

priorities. Conversely, a member-owned enterprise 

may reflect only the interests of current members 

and exclude future beneficiaries. Genuine 

participation requires a theory of representation, 

accessible procedures and decisions that are open to 

contestation. It must also address the practical costs 

of participation travel, translation, childcare and 

time away from paid work. Recent comparative 

organizational work makes clear that outcomes 

extend beyond individual services to societal 

influence and resource arrangements [12]. 

Governance evaluation should record who proposes 

decisions, whose preferences change them, how 

conflicts are resolved and whether board 

composition corresponds to those exposed to the 

greatest risks. An organization can be locally rooted 

yet governed by influential insiders. Rotating 

representation, transparent minutes, public meetings 

and grievance processes can mitigate this problem, 

but they require resources. Funders should not 

demand extensive participation without covering its 

real costs. A useful standard is not whether an 

enterprise claims to listen, but whether residents can 

identify and correct consequential mistakes. Such 

governance is relevant to resilience because trust 

and the legitimacy of emergency decisions are built 

before crises occur [1,7,13]. 

 

Resilience beyond organizational survival: 

An enterprise surviving a shock is not necessarily 

evidence that its community has become resilient. It 

may remain solvent by eliminating the hardest-to-

serve clients, reducing wages or shifting 

environmental burdens. Community resilience 

should instead examine whether households 

maintain access to essential functions, recover losses 

and adapt future practices. Recent case research 

connects local enterprise activity with risk 

awareness, resource mobilization and organizational 

improvisation; these pathways are plausible but vary 

by place and institutional support [1,13,14]. 

Assessment can combine indicators of service 

continuity, recovery times, household vulnerability 

and the strength of mutual support networks. It 

should compare shocks of similar magnitude and 

consider whether the enterprise relied on 

extraordinary assistance that cannot be repeated. 

Financial reserves and diversified partnerships 

matter, as do relationships with clinics, municipal 

agencies and emergency providers. The strongest 

claim would show that a locality faces lower future 

vulnerability, not merely that one organization has 

become adept at fundraising after disruption. 

Resilience also includes learning: communities 

should be able to revise norms and institutions that 

exposed residents to risk in the first place [14,17]. 

Standards of evidence and ethical reporting: 

The popularity of impact language creates an ethical 

obligation to avoid unverified causal claims. A 

social enterprise can report how many people 

completed a program with high accuracy, yet still 

lack the data needed to assert that it reduced regional 

poverty. Authors and funders should disclose the 

design, sample, comparator, attrition, observation 

period and plausible confounders for consequential 

claims. They should also distinguish estimates based 

on administrative records from participant self-

reports and modeling. Validating a 

multidimensional measurement framework is a 

promising step, but indicator validity alone does not 

establish program additionality [8,9,15]. 

Reporting should include null effects and harm. A 

program that improves average income while 

worsening conditions for a vulnerable subgroup 

needs a more qualified description than a positive 

average. Privacy and informed consent require 

particular attention in small places where unusual 

circumstances can make residents identifiable even 

when names are omitted. Community partners can 

advise whether public dissemination exposes people 

to stigma or retaliation. Independent verification is 

appropriate for high-stakes funding decisions, but 

proportionality matters: small ventures need 

credible, affordable systems rather than burdens so 

large that measurement displaces the mission itself 

[15,17]. 
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Research priorities for comparative local 

development science: 

Comparative research should investigate which 

causal mechanisms travel between localities and 

which depend on specific institutional arrangements. 

Multi-site studies could examine similar social 

enterprises across municipalities with different 

public contracting regimes, geographic accessibility 

or levels of economic deprivation. The resulting 

evidence could separate general practices, such as 

transparent pricing or stakeholder representation, 

from location-specific mechanisms, such as 

informal trust networks or indigenous resource 

governance. Studies must specify what counts as a 

social enterprise so that cross-country estimates do 

not collapse fundamentally different organizations 

into a misleading sample [2,3,19]. 

A complementary research agenda follows 

organizational trajectories over a full lifecycle, 

including failures, mergers, founder succession and 

transitions to public operation. It pairs quantitative 

estimates of outcomes with qualitative work on 

power, identity and trust. Researchers should 

preregister impact hypotheses when feasible, 

publish instruments and protocols, report missing 

data, and invite community review of interpretation. 

Sustainability comparisons should include 

ecological, social and financial dimensions without 

forcing each into a single unit. The purpose is a body 

of evidence that helps places make better decisions, 

not a ranking of heroic entrepreneurs detached from 

context. Such an approach would make social 

entrepreneurship research more useful to municipal 

and regional policy [6,9,15]. 

 

Comparative Implementation Matrix 

 

Local context 
Promising organizational 

design 
Critical risk Priority evaluation 

Remote rural districts 
Producer cooperatives 

and mobile services 

High delivery costs and 

seasonal demand 

Net household income 

and service continuity 

Disadvantaged urban 

districts 

Neighborhood 

enterprises and local 

partnerships 

Elite capture and 

displacement 

Equity of access and 

resident voice 

Post-crisis communities 
Flexible multi-

stakeholder service hubs 

Funder concentration 

and fragility 

Recovery times and 

household vulnerability 

Green transition 

localities 

Circular and community-

energy ventures 

Labor precarity and 

shifted ecological costs 

Lifecycle effects and 

quality of jobs 

Areas with weak public 

services 

Contracted social 

services with public 

oversight 

Substitution for public 

entitlement 

Additionality and rights-

based coverage 

This matrix summarizes theoretically appropriate 

institutional choices rather than prescribing a 

universal optimal business model. Local diagnostic 

evidence, legal feasibility, resident preferences and 

implementation capability should determine which 

option is selected. Each option also requires a 

stopping or redesign rule when harms or inequities 

become evident. 

 

Analytical Propositions and a Research-to-Policy 

Translation Agenda 

Proposition: Local legitimacy moderates service 

impact: 

A social enterprise is more likely to improve access 

when its model is recognized as legitimate by the 

intended beneficiaries, not merely by external 

funders. Legitimacy is constructed through reliable 

delivery, fair treatment, language accessibility and 

demonstrated capacity to listen. It may reduce 

information barriers and support continued 

participation. However, local familiarity is not 

synonymous with legitimacy across the entire 

community. Dominant networks may exclude 

newcomers, minority groups or people unable to 

participate in public meetings. The empirical 

proposition is therefore conditional: perceived 

legitimacy improves sustained service use when 

representative accountability safeguards are present 

[1,7]. 

A suitable study would survey eligible residents 

before launch and at repeated follow-ups, comparing 

engagement across neighborhoods with similar 

baseline unmet need. Interviews could identify why 

some residents regard the venture as trustworthy and 

others do not. Researchers should avoid treating 

satisfaction among existing users as representative 

of all potential beneficiaries. Outcomes would 

include initial use, repeat access, referrals and the 

accessibility of grievance mechanisms. This design 

connects organizational behavior with both direct 

outcomes and the possibility of systematic 

exclusion. 

 

Proposition: Financial diversity supports 

adaptive resilience: 

Diversification of unrestricted donations, contracts, 

earned revenue and patient capital may enable 

adaptation when a major income source fails. Yet 

diversity is not universally beneficial: each revenue 

source brings transaction costs, reporting demands 

and sometimes incompatible mission incentives. 

The relevant mechanism is not the number of 
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funding streams but the degree to which their timing, 

restrictions and risks offset one another. Enterprises 

that operate essential services may require stable 

baseline public finance even when they earn 

complementary commercial revenue [13,16,17]. 

Researchers could construct longitudinal funding 

profiles and examine whether volatility, service 

interruption and beneficiary exclusion differ by 

revenue structure. An important confounder is 

organizational maturity: established enterprises may 

be both better financed and more resilient because of 

prior performance. Comparative analysis should 

adjust for age, sector and local economic conditions. 

Stress tests might also estimate resilience under 

plausible reductions in public contracts or customer 

demand. The policy application is to reward 

sustainable continuity rather than an arbitrary target 

for self-financing. 

 

Proposition: Community voice improves the 

distribution of gains: 

Where intended beneficiaries influence decisions, 

ventures may better recognize hidden costs and 

prevent services from disproportionately favoring 

easy-to-reach clients. This pathway is strongest 

when representation has substantive decision 

authority and access to useful information. Mere 

attendance at consultation sessions may change little 

if prices, eligibility and investment plans remain 

insulated from input. Participatory decision-making 

also has costs and can slow urgent operational 

changes, implying an optimal design must balance 

responsiveness with legitimate oversight [7,12,17]. 

An evaluative design might compare social 

enterprises with different governance rules while 

controlling for sector and beneficiary composition. 

Important outcomes include the share of resources 

directed toward highly excluded groups, time to 

resolve complaints, user retention and measured 

perceptions of procedural fairness. Qualitative 

observation of budget meetings could reveal 

whether decisions reflect community input or 

symbolic endorsement. Causal claims would require 

accounting for the possibility that more inclusive 

places are already predisposed to establish more 

participatory organizations. 

 

Proposition: Public-sector complementarity 

enables systems impact: 

A venture’s broader influence depends on whether 

public institutions can recognize, learn from and 

institutionalize viable solutions. A locally tested 

service model might improve administrative 

practice, procurement standards or referral 

coordination without expanding as one large firm. 

This is an alternative pathway to scale that may 

preserve responsiveness and reduce monopoly risk. 

However, partnerships can blur responsibility and 

make it difficult for residents to know who is 

accountable for a failed service. Clearly defined 

roles are therefore indispensable [16-18]. 

To test systems impact, researchers could trace 

policy changes, budget commitments, referral rules 

and adoption by independent providers. 

Documentary analysis should be linked to 

interviews across government, enterprise and 

community stakeholders, and should examine 

alternative explanations for reforms. The most 

persuasive evidence would demonstrate both 

adoption of a practice and improvements in the 

experiences of residents. Mere attendance of 

officials at an innovation event or inclusion of an 

enterprise in a policy document does not establish 

system transformation. 

 

Proposition: Locally retained value depends on 

market structure: 

A mission-driven enterprise can improve the 

proportion of spending retained locally, particularly 

through local wages, supplier relationships and 

collectively held assets. Yet high local retention is 

not inherently beneficial if it entails lower quality, 

higher environmental burden or exclusion of outside 

suppliers who could offer essential goods 

affordably. The normative target is residents’ net 

well-being and capabilities, not economic closure. 

Local procurement should therefore be treated as 

one possible mechanism for inclusive development, 

contingent on competitive and ecological conditions 

[6,17]. 

Researchers should map an enterprise’s expenditure, 

supplier geography, workforce residence and 

allocation of surplus. Regional input-output models 

may be useful, but their assumptions should be 

published and sensitivity tested. Household surveys 

can reveal whether the additional local spending 

reaches poorer residents or accrues to existing asset 

owners. Displacement assessments should ask 

whether locally preferred contracts merely transfer 

business from equally vulnerable neighboring 

communities. This approach avoids confusing 

geographic proximity with distributive justice. 

 

Proposition: Digital technology has nonlinear 

inclusion effects: 

Digital platforms often lower transaction costs and 

broaden reach after a minimum threshold of 

connectivity, devices and digital literacy has been 

met. Below that threshold, reliance on digital 

delivery may actually exclude the residents most in 

need. The effect may therefore be nonlinear: early 

digitization expands access for connected 

populations before complementary support is 

introduced for others. Social ventures should 

maintain accessible offline or assisted channels 

when basic digital conditions are uneven [3,5]. 

A mixed-method evaluation can compare digital-

only, hybrid and in-person service approaches using 

indicators of access, user cost, completion and 
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satisfaction. Subgroups should be defined by 

income, age, disability and geographic connectivity. 

Total costs must incorporate travel, data charges and 

unpaid assistance from family members. 

Researchers should also assess privacy, consent and 

the power to challenge automated decisions. An 

efficient online service is not socially successful 

when the least advantaged households disappear 

from its observed user population. 

 

Proposition: Mission drift is observable before it 

becomes irreversible: 

Pressure to increase revenue may first appear in 

changes to marketing, customer eligibility, staffing 

or payment terms rather than in formal statements of 

purpose. Such operational choices can gradually 

move an enterprise away from its intended 

population while preserving its mission language. 

An early-warning dashboard could therefore 

examine customer income distribution, service 

affordability, worker conditions and the share of 

expenditures dedicated to underserved groups. 

Monitoring should respect the financial viability 

necessary for the organization to persist [9,12,15]. 

Longitudinal research could compare declared 

mission priorities with actual changes in business 

mix, governance minutes and beneficiary 

characteristics. Investigators should distinguish 

responsible adaptation from drift: discontinuing an 

ineffective service may reinforce, rather than 

undermine, mission integrity. The relevant test is 

whether changes improve the best feasible 

achievement of social objectives under real 

constraints. Transparency about trade-offs allows 

community stakeholders to contest decisions before 

exclusion becomes entrenched. 

 

Proposition: Enterprise ecosystems outperform 

isolated success stories: 

Individual organizations commonly depend on 

infrastructure they do not control: local finance, 

skilled intermediaries, supportive public officials 

and community trust. A strong ecosystem can allow 

small ventures to specialize, share resources and 

coordinate referrals. Conversely, a single celebrated 

enterprise may become a bottleneck or distract 

public authorities from systemic provision. Recent 

policy work highlights the importance of business 

support, institutional coordination and context-

sensitive scaling [16,17]. 

Researchers could compare localities with similar 

socioeconomic profiles but different levels of 

ecosystem support. Outcomes of interest would 

include enterprise survival, collaborative service 

coverage, workforce quality and community-level 

indicators. Network analysis could capture resource 

flows, but centrality alone should not be interpreted 

as social benefit. Studies should consider whether 

ecosystem funding disproportionately accrues to 

well-connected intermediaries. The practical 

objective is a broad capacity to solve problems, not 

the indefinite growth of a few visible organizations. 

 

Proposition: Social value cannot be reduced to a 

single return ratio: 

Social impact accounting may attempt to express 

heterogeneous outcomes in monetary units. Such 

approaches can improve investment comparisons, 

but their apparent precision depends on contested 

valuations and counterfactual assumptions. A 

measured improvement in household income, an 

increase in trust and the protection of a wetland do 

not share a neutral conversion rate. Aggregating 

them into one figure may obscure distributive and 

ethical judgments. Multidimensional reporting 

preserves decision-relevant distinctions [9,12,15]. 

A stronger approach uses a concise dashboard with 

explicit priority rules established through 

community deliberation. Analysts can offer 

monetary cost-effectiveness estimates for narrowly 

specified outcomes while retaining separate 

descriptions of rights, ecological thresholds and 

fairness. Sensitivity analyses should show how 

conclusions change with alternative assumptions. 

Funders should reward transparent uncertainty 

rather than require a deceptively simple claim of 

universal positive impact. Comparability is useful 

only when the underlying outcomes and populations 

are genuinely comparable. 

 

Proposition: Local development outcomes 

require institutional time: 

Social venture activity may produce immediate 

outputs, but changes in labor markets, neighborhood 

trust and policy rules evolve slowly. A short project 

may therefore look unsuccessful because its main 

impacts have not matured—or successful because 

short-run gains later evaporate. The appropriate 

observation period depends on the causal pathway. 

Training programs, housing assets, ecological 

restoration and crisis response each require distinct 

temporal horizons [15,21,22]. 

Evaluation funding should include follow-up after 

an intervention ends, where practical. Maintaining a 

panel of beneficiaries and nonparticipants can 

improve understanding of persistence and dropout, 

although attrition itself must be modeled or 

transparently described. Qualitative histories can 

explain shifts in local institutions that are difficult to 

capture in annual statistics. Policy decisions should 

balance the need for timely evidence with the risk of 

mistaking short-term indicators for sustainable 

transformation. 

 

Proposition: Geography changes what counts as 

efficiency: 

A uniform cost-per-client threshold tends to favor 

dense and relatively accessible communities. In 

remote areas, delivering the same service may entail 

much higher transport and staffing expense. If policy 
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ignores this cost structure, it can systematically 

defund places with the greatest unmet needs. 

Geographic equity therefore requires comparing 

feasible alternatives at similar levels of isolation and 

vulnerability, not treating the national mean as the 

appropriate benchmark [8,17]. 

Researchers could estimate accessibility-adjusted 

costs using travel times, population dispersion and 

local purchasing power. A combined metric might 

describe public expenditure per additional person 

achieving a specified outcome, alongside 

geographic coverage and service quality. Because 

such adjustments depend on assumptions, the 

reporting should show both raw and context-

adjusted figures. Equity-sensitive efficiency 

analysis helps policymakers distinguish avoidable 

waste from the necessary cost of reaching neglected 

populations. 

 

Proposition: Responsible scaling depends on 

adaptation rather than fidelity alone: 

Scaling a social venture raises the dilemma of what 

must remain unchanged. Core protections mission 

accountability, fair work and evidence of benefit 

may be essential, while delivery technology, 

partnerships and financing should often adapt to the 

destination. Excessive fidelity can reproduce a 

model that does not fit local conditions; excessive 

improvisation can erase the mechanism that 

originally generated impact. Recent research on 

geographic expansion and community movements 

points to the importance of stakeholder engagement 

and locally developed capacity [11,16]. 

A practical scaling protocol should identify essential 

mechanisms before replication and allow the 

receiving community to revise implementation. 

Evaluation then tests whether the target outcomes 

remain positive, particularly among excluded 

groups. Transfer studies can compare adapted and 

unadapted versions while documenting site-level 

institutions and ecological conditions. Failure to 

replicate is not necessarily evidence that the original 

venture was ineffective; it can reveal a context-

specific dependency that must be understood before 

any further expansion. 

 

Operational Guidance for Robust Place-Based 

Evaluation 

Specify the estimand before collecting outcomes: 

Impact evaluation should define what comparison it 

intends to estimate. Examples include the average 

effect of program access among eligible residents, 

the effect of enrollment among participants or the 

effect of establishment on neighborhood outcomes. 

These are not interchangeable. Participation is partly 

a choice, and more advantaged households may 

enroll earlier. Clarity about the estimand determines 

the sampling frame, timing and analytical model. It 

also restricts the strength of permissible claims: a 

matched estimate for participating households 

cannot by itself reveal effects on all residents or on 

the municipality’s overall economy. When random 

assignment is infeasible, transparent quasi-

experimental designs and sensitivity analysis are 

preferable to unqualified assertions of causality 

[8,15]. 

Measurement protocols should record recruitment 

dates, eligibility, program dosage, baseline 

conditions and concurrent changes in the wider 

community. For longitudinal designs, evaluators 

should track who leaves the study and why. Attrition 

can be correlated with treatment outcomes and 

thereby bias seemingly positive findings. Local 

partnerships can help preserve follow-up while 

maintaining voluntary participation. Any analysis of 

vulnerable people should include secure handling of 

contact information and explicit limits on data use. 

 

Select a defensible comparison strategy: 

Possible comparison strategies include matched 

nonparticipants, phased rollout sites, synthetic 

comparison series or interrupted time-series designs. 

Each choice answers a different question and relies 

on assumptions. Matched comparisons require 

adequate measurement of factors related to both 

participation and outcomes; interrupted time series 

requires a sufficiently long baseline and attention to 

coinciding policies. When programs are 

implemented at neighborhood level, statistical 

analysis should acknowledge clustering and the 

likely movement of residents or services across 

boundaries [8]. 

Where no credible comparator exists, descriptive 

monitoring remains valuable but should not be 

relabeled a causal estimate. Qualitative process 

tracing can explain sequences of change and identify 

rival mechanisms; it strengthens interpretation 

without eliminating all attribution uncertainty. A 

useful minimum reporting standard specifies the 

comparison logic and plausible biases in ordinary 

language. This permits policymakers to make 

decisions under uncertainty rather than treating an 

attractive point estimate as definitive. 

 

Operationalize multidimensional sustainability: 

An operational dashboard should include indicators 

of organizational viability and outcomes for people 

and ecosystems. Financial measures might cover 

liquidity, revenue concentration and reserves. Social 

measures could include sustained access, income 

quality, perceived agency and distribution of 

benefits. Ecological measures may track net 

emissions, energy use, waste or land outcomes 

relative to a justified baseline. None should be 

silently substituted for another: a venture can be 

financially secure while socially ineffective, or 

socially useful while financially fragile [9,15]. 

To avoid overwhelming small organizations, 

reporting tiers can match measurement burden to 

scale, risk and financing. A neighborhood service 
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provider might monitor a handful of well-defined 

metrics and commission an independent evaluation 

periodically. A large publicly funded intermediary 

may reasonably be asked to maintain panel data and 

undergo external audit. The objective is learning and 

accountability, not the accumulation of indicators 

that no one uses in decisions. 

 

Value distributional information: 

Average effects may conceal significant 

heterogeneity. Suppose a service reduces average 

household expenditures but high travel costs prevent 

remote residents from participating. The aggregate 

result can be favorable while territorial inequality 

worsens. Analysis should therefore prespecify 

relevant subgroups and report both reach and 

outcomes. Disaggregation can be based on income, 

employment status, disability, age, gender and 

geographic accessibility when data collection is 

ethically and legally appropriate [15,20]. 

Small subgroup sizes may produce unreliable 

estimates or create privacy risk. Evaluators should 

communicate wide uncertainty and suppress 

identifiable cells rather than present unstable 

precision. Qualitative interviews can provide insight 

when numerical subgroup estimates are 

impracticable. In all cases, distributional analysis 

must ask who is absent from the dataset as well as 

who benefits among enrolled participants. 

 

Record opportunity costs and unintended harms: 

Every venture uses scarce resources, including 

money, volunteer time, public buildings, 

administrative attention and community trust. Its 

evaluation should consider realistic alternatives: 

strengthening a municipal provider, improving an 

existing cooperative or making direct transfers to 

eligible households. Without this comparison, an 

enterprise can appear valuable while being an 

inefficient method of achieving the same social goal. 

Relevant opportunity costs are often place-specific 

and may change as local institutions evolve [15,17]. 

Potential harms warrant a formal register. Examples 

include employment displacement, exposure to 

environmental risks, informal labor exploitation, 

dependency on one provider, reputational stigma 

and loss of privacy. A harm register should identify 

the affected population, severity, likelihood, 

mitigation measures and a process for escalation. 

These precautions do not imply that social 

entrepreneurship is unusually risky; they apply the 

same accountability expected of other development 

interventions. 

 

Make the policy feedback cycle explicit: 

Evidence should inform clear decisions rather than 

sit in an annual report. One practical cycle is to 

jointly define the problem, specify expected 

outcomes, establish a baseline, implement a limited 

pilot, examine participant and nonparticipant 

experiences, revise the service, and determine 

whether to continue or scale. A periodic independent 

review should examine whether the original social 

problem has changed and whether the enterprise 

remains the appropriate response [15,16]. 

This approach also enables disciplined exit. 

Terminating an ineffective pilot is not a failure of 

public learning if residents are protected from abrupt 

loss of essential services. Exit plans should specify 

referral arrangements, data transfer obligations, 

employee protections and disposition of community 

assets. Such arrangements keep the social mission 

larger than any one organization and reinforce local 

institutional capability. 

 

Integrate qualitative and quantitative evidence: 

Quantitative analyses estimate the direction and 

potential magnitude of selected outcomes, while 

qualitative evidence examines mechanisms, 

experiences and local meaning. A mixed-method 

design can begin with resident interviews to identify 

important dimensions that administrative records 

overlook, then use longitudinal measurement to test 

changes, followed by qualitative inquiry into 

unexplained differences. This sequencing avoids 

imposing a ready-made measurement framework 

that misunderstands local priorities [1,8]. 

Triangulation should not mean counting how many 

methods appear to agree. Each method has distinct 

limitations, and apparent agreement can emerge 

from common selection bias. Investigators should 

actively search for rival explanations and 

contradictory accounts. For example, favorable 

survey ratings may coexist with exclusion 

documented by people who never enrolled. 

Integrating those observations produces a more 

faithful understanding of territorial development. 

 

Report uncertainty and context for 

transferability: 

A scientific conclusion about a local enterprise 

should specify the setting in which it was observed, 

the organizational model, beneficiary composition, 

institutional partnerships and evidence limitations. 

These details are prerequisites for transferability. 

The same intervention can behave differently under 

distinct labor laws, infrastructure quality, municipal 

budgets or community power relations. A claim of 

universal effectiveness based on a few enthusiastic 

cases would therefore be inappropriate [1,6,17]. 

Where estimates exist, reports should supply 

uncertainty intervals and sensitivity tests rather than 

only favorable point values. Where they do not, 

authors should identify observed processes and mark 

projected benefits as scenarios. Reporting 

organizational failures, difficult trade-offs and 

deviations from the original plan is as valuable as 

documenting successes. Together these practices 

can replace promotional narratives with a 
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cumulative and useful science of local social 

entrepreneurship. 

 

Conclusion 

Recent evidence supports the proposition that social 

entrepreneurship can contribute to solving localized 

social problems by improving service access, 

enabling inclusion in livelihoods, strengthening 

cooperative capacity, supporting environmental 

transitions and responding adaptively to shocks. Its 

distinctiveness lies less in replacing public or 

commercial activity than in connecting 

entrepreneurial experimentation with locally 

situated knowledge and mission-driven 

accountability. Nevertheless, contributions differ 

markedly across sectors, territories and 

organizational designs. A successful intervention is 

not sufficient evidence of net development impact: 

attribution, who benefits, opportunity costs, 

displacement, ecological effects and resilience over 

time remain decisive. Local sustainable 

development is most likely where social enterprises 

are embedded within enabling public institutions, 

meaningful community decision-making, 

appropriate finance and proportionate impact 

measurement. A rigorous future agenda should 

combine longitudinal counterfactual research with 

qualitative accounts of agency, institutional change 

and lived experience. Social entrepreneurship is 

therefore a promising but conditional instrument of 

local transformation not an automatic solution to 

structural inequality. 
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