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A recent report on global multi-dimensional poverty,! which includes factors like health,
education, and living standards, across 110 countries revealed that out of 6.1 billion people,
1.1billion are experiencing poverty, mainly in low and middle-income countries. The report
indicates a general decrease in poverty levels, but it also warns that the COVID-19 pandemic,
population growth, and persistent conflicts might have impeded the pace of poverty allevia-
tion efforts. Organizations from various sectors, including for-profit, non-profit, and public
sectors, play a role in poverty alleviation (Wadhwani, 2018). Among these, for-profit busi-
ness organizations, which are the focus of our review, are increasingly recognized as signifi-
cant actors in multilateral discourses on poverty alleviation (Agarwal & Holmes, 2019;
Bruton, 2010; Colquitt & George, 2011; Suddaby, Bruton, & Walsh, 2018). At the same time,
scholars have also scrutinized the negative role of for-profit business organizations in con-
tributing to poverty (Leana & Meuris, 2015; Leana, Mittal, & Stiechl, 2012; Meuris &
Gladstone, 2023). In a broader sense, organizational scholars have been called upon to
actively engage with poverty to promote socially inclusive growth that allows the poorest
and disenfranchised populations to participate in social and economic progress (George,
Howard-Grenville, Joshi, & Tihanyi, 2016).

The study of how organizations interact with poverty is crucial for management schol-
ars, for both instrumental and moral reasons. From an instrumental standpoint, poverty is
closely linked with organizational value creation, distribution, and capture, significantly
affecting business operations and strategies (Bapuji, Ertug, & Shaw, 2020; Dembek,
Sivasubramaniam, & Chmielewski, 2020; Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019). Value creation in
businesses is influenced by the broader socio-economic context, including poverty, which
affects market dynamics, consumer power, and labor markets. A more balanced value cre-
ation and distribution through fair employment, trade practices, and community invest-
ments can not only help firms achieve sustainable development goals (e.g., SDG 1-No
Poverty and many other related SDGs), but also enhance brand reputation, customer loy-
alty, and business environment, thereby enabling better value capture (Bapuji, Husted, Lu,
& Mir, 2018; Bapuji et al., 2020).

From a moral standpoint, it is imperative for organizations not only to minimize their
contribution to poverty but also to actively engage in practices that alleviate poverty. This
ethical responsibility (Pongeluppe, 2022; Sud & VanSandt, 2011) goes beyond mere compli-
ance or philanthropy; it is about integrating poverty reduction into core business strategy. For
instance, the principles of stakeholder theory (Dmytriyev, Freeman, & Hoérisch, 2021)
emphasize an organization’s duty to all parties affected by its operations. This duty, increas-
ingly acknowledged and enshrined in legal frameworks, transcends the traditional focus on
shareholders, customers, and employees. Recognizing the poor as key stakeholders is not just
a strategic necessity but a moral imperative (Bailey & Lumpkin, 2023; Mair, Marti, &
Ventresca, 2012).

This evolving instrumental and moral perspective represents a paradigm shift in the pur-
pose of for-profit corporations, widely seen as shareholder wealth maximization (Aguilera,
2023). It underscores the growing recognition in contemporary management scholarship of
the need for businesses to play a proactive role in societal welfare (Jones et al., 2016). By
integrating poverty alleviation into their corporate purpose, organizations can contribute to a
more equitable and sustainable future, aligning their success with the broader health and
prosperity of the communities they serve.
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The above-mentioned shifts have resulted in a rich and rapidly growing organizational
literature on poverty. Indeed, more than 80% of the 177 articles meeting our selection criteria
were published after 2010. This burgeoning area has been noted for a lack of conceptual clar-
ity about poverty (George, McGahan, & Prabhu, 2012)—for instance, in terms of conflation
with inequality (Bapuji et al., 2020)—and is dispersed in different management fields (Sutter
etal.,2019). Accordingly, we review this literature to assess and integrate the diverse insights
in the literature, identify common themes, and explicate future research opportunities.? To
this end, we focus on the domain of organizational engagement with poverty and approach
our review with three questions: 1) How is poverty conceptualized in organizational research?
2) How do organizations engage with poverty? and 3) What are the factors that influence
organizations in their poverty alleviation efforts?

In answering these questions, our review makes four contributions. First, we enhance
conceptual clarity by defining poverty from an organizational perspective to strengthen orga-
nizational research and practice related to poverty. Second, we highlight the often-overlooked
role of organizations in poverty aggravation, while consolidating the research on poverty
alleviation, which has been the dominant focus of management scholars. Third, we identify
the factors influencing organizations to effectively engage in poverty alleviation through
market participation. Finally, we lay out an agenda for future research on organizational
engagement with poverty, focused on adopting a multi-level approach and using context-
appropriate methods.

Our paper is structured as follows. We first explain the method adopted to systematically
identify research on organizational engagement with poverty and analyze the articles. We
then clarify what poverty means in an organizational context. This is followed by a discus-
sion on organizational practices that alleviate or aggravate poverty and the factors influenc-
ing effective organizational engagement with poverty alleviation. Finally, we present future
research avenues that can help expand the boundaries of organizational research on poverty.

Review Process and Overview of the Literature

We followed a three-step process of identification, screening, and completion of articles
(Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 2003). See Table 1 for details. First, we identified relevant
articles by conducting a topic search in the Scopus database for combinations of keywords
that we developed through iterative discussion (i.c., “poor,” “poverty,” “base/bottom of pyra-
mid,” “social entrepren*/enterpr*,” “institutional entrepren*/enterpr*,” “disadvantage,”
“informal,” “deprivation,” “marginal*,” “victim,” “beneficiar*,” “aid,” “consumer”). To
keep the scope of our review pertinent to management scholars, we limited our search to a
selected set of 57 journals, including (a) the FT-50 list of journals, (b) journals ranked 4/4*
in the CABS Academic Journal Guide 2021, and (c¢) specialist journals that publish organi-
zational research and practice on poverty, such as Business & Society (see Table 1 and
Appendix B for details).

Second, following Stephan, Patterson, Kelly, and Mair (2016), two members of the
research team screened the articles for inclusion using a set of inclusion criteria. First, the
article must focus on organizational engagement with poverty. Second, the article had to be
theoretical/conceptual or report empirical research (either quantitative, qualitative, or mixed
methods).
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Table 1
Summary of Article Selection Process

Count of Articles

Appearing in
Process Description Scopus Database
Identification: 272

o Initial search for articles on the Financial Times Top 50 (FT-50) list of journals and
CABS Academic Journal Guide 4/4* ranked journals' using the following search words in
the abstract, title, or keywords of the article until the end of 2022 (the search words were
arrived at through consultation with other researchers on the topic): “poor” OR “poverty”
AND “base/bottom of pyramid” OR “social entrepren*/enterpr*” OR “institutional OR
entrepren*/enterpr*” “disadvantage” OR “informal” OR “deprivation” OR “marginal*”
OR “victim” OR “beneficiar*”” OR “aid” OR “consumer”

e After some initial explorations, we eliminated 7 journals? where discussions were from
a macro-economic rather than an organizational perspective.

e We also consulted relevant researchers for additional sources and information. Based
on these discussions, we included journals that were not part of the above but are
known to publish leading work on poverty and related social issues, like Business
& Society, Journal of Product Innovation Management, and Industrial Relations. In
summary, we considered 57 journals.

Screening: 167

Two authors separately reviewed the article abstracts, and if needed the whole paper, and

rated them based on the following criteria for inclusion.

o First, the article must focus on organizational engagement with poverty.

e Second, the article had to be theoretical/conceptual or report empirical research (either
quantitative, qualitative, mixed methods or a review of empirical research).

Completing: 177

To ensure that the list is complete:

o First, we went through the references of the screened 167 articles.

e Second, we checked the forward citations of highly cited (>100 citations) screened articles.

Tn General Management & Ethics, Organization Studies, International Business, Entrepreneurship, Marketing and
Operations category of journals.

2Econometrica, Journal of Accounting and Economics, American Economic Review, Journal of Financial
Economics, Journal of Political Economy, Quarterly Journal of Economics, and Review of Economic Studies.

Finally, we conducted a backward and forward citation search (Hiebl, 2023). First, we
reviewed the reference list of screened articles to check for new articles. Subsequently, for
the highly cited screened articles (>100 citations on Scopus), we looked at their forward
citations. Through this process, we identified additional articles for inclusion in the review.

Overall, the three-step process resulted in 177 articles (120 empirical and 57 conceptual)
being retained for the final review over the period of 1985-2022. We present a summary of
the search procedure in Table 1, including the search terms and inclusion criteria. In addition,
we provide the list of included articles in Appendix B.

Aside from an occasional article in the late 1980s, management research on this topic
began in earnest around the turn of the century and has steadily escalated since that time. In
the pre-2005 period, discussions were more from an ethical viewpoint (e.g., Egan, 1988; Hill,
2002). With the backdrop of the Global Financial Crisis and rising emphasis on sustainable
development, the number of relevant publications began to increase since 2010, with over
80% of the 177 articles in our review published between 2010 and 2022. This research has
been published in journals such as the Academy of Management Journal, Strategic
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Management Journal, and Journal of Management and more frequently in journals such as
the Journal of Business Ethics, Journal of Business Venturing, and Business & Society. This
mix of journals from different sub-fields of management reflects the interdisciplinarity of the
field and its broad relevance to management theory and practice.

We conducted a content analysis of the 177 articles identified. Three members of the
author team coded the articles iteratively in consultation with the other team members. We
coded all the articles for the scope and context of the study, theoretical lens used, methodol-
ogy, level of analysis, and key findings/conclusions. Then, we coded all articles for insights
into the conceptualization of poverty and integrated them into meaningful themes that cap-
tured the multidimensional content of the construct and generated a consolidated definition
(See Table 2 for sample coding). Building on the definition, we then coded for different
practices of organizational engagement with poverty and consolidated them to develop two
different modes of organizational engagement with poverty, namely alleviation and aggrava-
tion, and a range of relevant practices that reflected these modes of engagement. Finally, we
coded for factors influencing organizational engagement with poverty alleviation and con-
solidated them into three levels, namely institutional, organizational, and individual.

The articles in our set draw on a wide range of theories including Rawls’ fairness-as-jus-
tice theory (Hahn, 2009; Hill, 2002), network theory (Ring, Peredo, & Chrisman, 2010;
Shivarajan & Srinivasan, 2013), the resource-based view (Hart & Dowell, 2011; Tashman &
Marano, 2010), institutional theory (Kent & Dacin, 2013; Sud & VanSandt, 2011), and stake-
holder theory (Sun & Im, 2015). Of the 177 articles in our review, 120 (68%) were empirical
studies, while the remaining were theory or perspective pieces. The theory and perspective
pieces offer a foundational understanding of organizational engagement with poverty, high-
lighting aspects such as ethical and social dilemmas (Griffiths, 2012; Miles, Munilla, &
Covin, 2002), justice (Santos & Laczniak, 2009; Sud & VanSandt, 2011) and human rights
(Hudon, 2009; Mena, de Leede, Baumann, Black, Lindeman, & McShane, 2010). Overall,
the articles are positioned within diverse management fields, including entrepreneurship,
marketing, finance, and ethics. To integrate insights from this diverse research and also
advance future research, it is crucial to examine how poverty is understood in the existing
literature.

Understanding Poverty

Organizational research lacks a well-defined construct to capture poverty (George et al.,
2012), with some studies failing to offer or adopt a clear definition of the term (e.g.,
Venkataraman, Vermeulen, Raaijmakers, & Mair, 2016). Researchers often define poverty
with operationalizations, rather than offering a constitutive or conceptual definition. For
example, income level is often used as an indicator of poverty, such as daily income less than
USS$ 1 (Chakravarti, 2006), daily income below US$1.25 (Bardy, Drew, & Kennedy, 2012),
daily income less than US$2 (An, Cho, & Tang, 2015), or annual income less than US$3,000
(London, Esper, Grogan-Kaylor, & Kistruck, 2014).

In addition, various non-income-based indicators are also used to define poverty, includ-
ing limited or lack of access to assets, education, and housing (Mair & Marti, 2009), or
poorly met basic needs such as access to potable water and sanitation (Martin & Hill, 2012).
In addition, labels such as “Bottom of the Pyramid (BOP)” or “subsistence markets” are used
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to describe people living in impoverished conditions. These varying indicators and labels
underscore the multidimensional nature of poverty and the need for a clear theoretical defini-
tion that is pertinent to organizational research.

A Definition of Poverty from an Organizational Perspective

We build on the research reviewed (i.e., the conceptualization and measurement of poverty)
and develop our definition of poverty inductively from an organizational perspective (refer
to Table 2 for inductive coding and analysis). Our analysis reveals that, in management and
organization studies, poverty is understood in terms of market-oriented resources, opportuni-
ties, and capabilities. The market refers to both formal and informal markets (London et al.,
2014), although in certain contexts, the boundaries between formal and informal markets
may be blurred (Webb, Tihanyi, Ireland, & Sirmon, 2009).

Based on our analysis, we define poverty as a significant limitation in terms of market-
oriented resources, opportunities, and capabilities. Impoverished individuals significantly
lack certain market-oriented material resources, such as money (Bardy et al., 2012;
Chakravarti, 2006), assets in the form of land or property (Calton, Werhane, Hartman, &
Bevan, 2013), and/or resources to meet the basic needs of food, water, and shelter (Nelson,
Ingols, Christian-Murtie, & Myers, 2013). Studies also demonstrate that poverty often ema-
nates from a significant lack of market-oriented opportunities in the form of lack of rights
(Ault & Spicer, 2014; Sud & VanSandt, 2015), social exclusion (Baron, Tang, Tang, & Zhang,
2018; Chatterjee, 2020), spatial exclusion (Gras & Nason, 2015; Lawson-Lartego &
Mathiassen, 2021; Ring et al., 2010) and lack of choice (Alamgir & Cairns, 2015; Khavul &
Bruton, 2013). Finally, impoverished individuals also significantly lack market-oriented
capabilities in the form of education (Prahalad, 2012; Tashman & Marano, 2010), skills
(Mair & Marti, 2009), and experience (Maak & Stoetter, 2012).

This definition of poverty provides a basis for organizational research and practice, as it
recognizes poverty as a multifaceted, contextual, and dynamic concept that is rooted in mar-
ket orientation. Poverty is multifaceted because it encompasses not only limited resources
but also constrained opportunities and capabilities. Poverty is contextual since the levels and
types of market-oriented resources, opportunities, and capabilities differ across markets (i.e.,
contexts). Therefore, what is considered “significantly limited” varies depending on the spe-
cific context. Poverty is also dynamic because the value of resources, opportunities, and
capabilities changes over time such that a given level of these may not be valued the same
across time.

By comprehending poverty from an organizational standpoint, we can help managers cre-
ate more effective and suitable strategies to alleviate poverty and foster sustainable develop-
ment. Toward this end, we turn our attention to the research on organizational engagement
with poverty.

Organizational Engagement with Poverty

We integrate the reviewed studies in a framework (Figure 1) that explicates two distinct
modes of organizational engagement with poverty: poverty alleviation and poverty aggrava-
tion. The framework also outlines organizational offering and depriving practices related to
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Figure 1
Organizational Engagement with Poverty

Factors influencing poverty alleviation practices

e Offering capabilitics

Institutional Organizational Individual
e Institutional stability e Offering orientation o Characteristics of
e Institutional support e Offering strategy impoverished

individuals
Characteristics of
organizational
members

Poverty
Aggravation

Depriving

Resources

e Escalating
indebtedness

e Resourcing bias

o Amplifying
expenditures

e Paying unfair wages

Opportunities

¢ Hindering self-
employment

e Perpetuating
marginalization

Capabilities

e Limiting
development

e Suppressing agency

Offering

Resources

o Infusing capital

e Paying fair wages

e Subsidizing
essentials

Opportunities

e Accessing market

e Developing
market

Capabilities

¢ Forming networks

e Transferring
knowledge

Poverty

Alleviation

these modes and the factors influencing organizations in poverty alleviation efforts through

market participation. We delve into these below.

Organizational Practices That Alleviate Poverty

To combat poverty, organizations offer a blend of market-oriented resources, capabilities,
and opportunities to enhance market participation for the impoverished.

Resource offering. Organizations play a crucial role in supporting the market participa-
tion of the poor by offering market-oriented resources in three forms: infusing capital, paying
fair wages, and subsidizing essentials.
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Microfinance—small, low-interest loans primarily aimed at the unbanked in developing
nations—stands out as the primary form of capital infusion studied in the literature (Beisland,
Djan, Mersland, & Randey, 2021; Bruton, Khavul, & Chavez, 2011; Galak, Small, &
Stephen, 2011; Sun & Im, 2015). The purpose of micro-finance is twofold: to kickstart small
businesses (Bruhn & Love, 2014; Cobb, Wry, & Zhao, 2016), and to facilitate the acquisition
of assets like land and livestock (Mair & Marti, 2009). While some organizations directly
lend money, other organizations support the market participation of the poor by bridging the
gap between lenders and borrowers, acting as financial intermediaries (Butler, Cornaggia, &
Gurun, 2017). Capital infusion also takes the form of philanthropy during institutional dis-
ruptions (i.e., “the sudden and unexpected, temporary, and systemic breakdowns in market-
oriented institutions”) to restore factors that are essential for the market to function
(Ballesteros & Magelssen, 2022, p. 1501).

In addition to infusing capital, a few studies also demonstrate that organizations also
bolster market participation by offering fair wages to employees, especially those at the
bottom of the supply chain (Burchielli, Delaney, Tate, & Coventry, 2009) and small and
medium enterprises (Maksimov, Wang, & Luo, 2017). Elevating worker income is a stra-
tegic move to combat poverty, with emphasis on providing more than just the minimum
wage (e.g., living wage) as demonstrated by a study on the Australian Fair Wear Campaign
(Burchielli et al., 2009).

However, organizational efforts to support the market participation of the poor are not
limited to offering monetary provisions in the form of capital and wages. A few studies in the
literature show that organizations also offer essentials for the impoverished for free or at an
affordable price. This includes reducing expenditures of the poor on essentials like clean
water, sanitation, stoves, and electricity (Khavul & Bruton, 2013; Pless & Appel, 2012), and
modern amenities like telecommunications (Acosta, Kim, Melzer, Mendoza, & Thelen,
2011; Lashitew, Bals, & van Tulder, 2020). For example, Safaricom telecom firm expanded
financial access through mobile banking innovations like M-Pesa in multiple African coun-
tries (Lashitew et al., 2020). Furthermore, organizations enhance affordability through dis-
counts, vouchers, and bulk purchase options, reducing household costs (Noble, Lee, Zaretzki,
& Autry, 2017; Orhun & Palazzolo, 2019).

Opportunity offering. Organizations play a pivotal role in enhancing the market par-
ticipation of the poor by offering market-oriented opportunities in two forms: accessing
market and developing market.

Market access focuses on bridging the gap between the impoverished and the formal
sectors, offering both self-employment and employment avenues to boost income. This
approach encompasses buying goods and services from underprivileged entrepreneurs for
resale in urban/developed markets (Ramachandran, Pant, & Pani, 2012), leveraging these
entrepreneurs for product distribution (Kistruck, Sutter, Lount, & Smith, 2013), integrating
them into value chains (Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos, 2015; Reficco & Marquez, 2012),
and amplifying labor force involvement (Cooray, Dutta, & Mallick, 2017). For instance,
social ventures like Arzu in Afghanistan and Habi in the Philippines have been highlighted
for procuring products such as rugs and shoes from low-income women and introducing
them to developed markets (Dembek & York, 2022; Mena et al., 2010). Another exemplary
initiative is by Fabindia, which integrated over 15,000 rural artisans into its supply chain,
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granting them ownership of production hubs and thus boosting clothing production (Sud &
VanSandt, 2011).

In addition to providing market access to the poor, organizations also attempt market
development, especially in contexts riddled with institutional complexities and inefficien-
cies. This practice revolves around reshaping market structures and legitimizing new mar-
ket players, aiming to facilitate market access and participation by renegotiating prevailing
social norms (Mair et al., 2012). This also extend to what McMullen (2011) termed “devel-
opment entrepreneurship,” a process that seeks to dismantle the political, legal, social, and
cultural barriers obstructing the impoverished from active market engagement.

Capability offering. Market-oriented capabilities that organizations offer to the economi-
cally disadvantaged take two forms: forming networks and transferring knowledge.

Networks are invaluable capabilities for impoverished entrepreneurs, offering both suste-
nance and growth opportunities. Studies underscore the importance of organizations in facili-
tating these networks, emphasizing their role in bridging gaps within impoverished
communities and between impoverished communities and resource-rich networks
(Alawattage, Graham, & Wickramasinghe, 2019; Ansari, Munir, & Gregg, 2012). Ansari
et al. (2012) posit that these networks ensure the diffusion of new capabilities while enhanc-
ing existing capabilities required for growth. Alawattage et al.’s (2019) study on women in
Sri Lankan villages illuminates this, showing that internal community networks functioned
as micro-accountability systems by monitoring each other, enabling them to adhere to lend-
ing norms and thus become “bankable.”

Knowledge sharing stands as another practice in enhancing the market participation
abilities of the impoverished. This is achieved predominantly through incubation and
training. A singular study on business incubators in South Africa revealed that entre-
prencurs, when mentored by highly skilled individuals, witnessed significant growth
in both revenue and employment compared to their non-incubated counterparts
(Assenova, 2020).

Training, on the other hand, has been the subject of multiple studies (Chatterjee, Shepherd,
& Wincent, 2022; Tashman & Marano, 2010). The majority of these studies focused on ven-
ture creation training, encompassing both industry-specific technical training (Nelson et al.,
2013) and broader entrepreneurial skills like risk management and innovative business mod-
eling (Chakrabarty & Bass, 2015). A case in point is Pure Home Water, which not only
retailed water filters but also provided training and employment prospects to the poor in
Ghana, equipping them to establish their businesses in the future (Nelson et al., 2013).
Additionally, organizations also tailor training programs to bridge labor market gaps, which
in turn, enhance job opportunities for the impoverished. For instance, recycling firms in
Kinshasa were noted for training initiatives that target young individuals and women with
subsequent employment (Etambakonga & Roloff, 2020).

In summary, our review highlights that organizations adopt diverse practices to offer mar-
ket-oriented resources, opportunities, and capabilities, thereby enhancing market participa-
tion for individuals living in poverty. This positive contribution has been a predominant
theme in existing literature, underscoring the proactive role organizations can play in poverty
alleviation. However, our review also uncovers a less frequently discussed but equally impor-
tant aspect: the potential of organizational practices to aggravate poverty.
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Organizational Practices That Aggravate Poverty

Organizations aggravate poverty by depriving the impoverished of market-oriented resources,
capabilities, and opportunities needed for market participation.

Resource depriving. Organizations sometimes advertently or inadvertently deprive mar-
ginalized communities of essential market-oriented resources, hindering their market partici-
pation. This deprivation manifests in four primary forms: escalating indebtedness, resourcing
bias, amplifying expenditures, and paying unfair wages.

Scholars highlighted that microfinance, often lauded as a tool for poverty alleviation, has
its dark side. Some studies spotlight the role of microfinance institutions in exacerbating the
indebtedness of the already impoverished. By levying steep interest rates on loans, these
organizations, even if inadvertently, push vulnerable communities further into debt (Banerjee
& Jackson, 2017; Hudon & Sandberg, 2013). An example comes from rural Bangladesh,
where microfinance was found to intensify the economic, social, and environmental vulner-
abilities of impoverished communities (Banerjee & Jackson, 2017).

Organizational resourcing biases lead to the exclusion of certain segments of the impover-
ished population. Ballesteros and Magelssen (2022) highlight that, on a macro scale, organiza-
tions tend to allocate resources (e.g., aid or donation) preferentially to countries that hold greater
economic significance to their interests. This means that the impoverished in some countries are
left out even during major economic shocks due to epidemics, terrorist attacks, and natural disas-
ters. At a micro-level, Galak et al.’s (2011) study on microfinance reveals a tendency for manag-
ers to favor individuals who share similarities with them in aspects such as gender, occupation,
and even the initial of their first names, thereby sidelining those who do not fit these criteria.

In the realm of employment, organizations sometimes resort to offering unfair wages as a
cost-cutting measure (Alamgir & Cairns, 2015; Etambakonga & Roloff, 2020; Joseph,
Katsos, & Dabher, 2021). Tactics include employing individuals on short-term contracts
(Etambakonga & Roloff, 2020) or temporary home-based work (Alamgir & Cairns, 2015),
which, while providing immediate cash flow, often deny long-term security and benefits for
workers. The plight of vulnerable individuals stands out in this context. For example, Joseph
et al. (2021) illustrated that businesses exploit the vulnerability of refugees by offering sub-
par wages and undesirable working conditions. Similarly, Khan, Munir, and Willmott (2007)
highlighted how the world’s largest soccer ball manufacturing cluster in Pakistan had a long-
standing practice of child labor to keep wages low.

Lastly, organizations increase the financial burden on the impoverished through pricing
strategies. Overpricing in impoverished areas (Huang, 2005; Jacob, Vieites, Goldszmidt, &
Andrade, 2022; Talukdar, 2008), and neglecting these markets altogether (Hill, 2002;
Leisinger, 2005) are common practices that increase the financial burden on the poor.
Talukdar’s (2008) research reveals that retail prices in impoverished regions were consis-
tently higher than in more affluent areas, even after accounting for factors like store size and
competition. Leisinger (2005) further critiques large corporations, like those in the pharma-
ceutical sector, for overlooking impoverished markets, arguing that they lack the mandate or
the means to act with social responsibility.

Opportunity depriving. Research shows that organizations deprive the impoverished of
market-oriented opportunities in two ways: hindering self-employment and perpetuating
marginalization.
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Self-employment opportunities for the underprivileged are obstructed by organiza-
tions in various ways. These include perpetuating economic disparities by favoring
resource-rich entreprencurs and side-lining those with fewer resources (Chatterjee, 2016;
Granados, Rosli, & Gotsi, 2022). For instance, Chatterjee (2016) argues that Base of the
Pyramid (BoP) projects often overlook the inherent inequalities of capitalism, inadver-
tently maintaining the status quo and further sidelining the impoverished. Indirectly,
organizations obstruct self-employment by pursuing natural resource-seeking invest-
ments, such as land acquisition, that potentially harm natural ecosystems, thereby imped-
ing subsistence farming (Brandl, Moore, Meyer, & Doh, 2022) or by influencing state
investments to divert resources away from infrastructure crucial for market participation
(Yamin & Sinkovics, 2009).

Beyond self-employment barriers, organizations also marginalize the impoverished by
silencing their voices. This manifests in various ways, such as denying them platforms to
address workplace concerns (Arnold, 2013; Berkey, 2021) or excluding them from interven-
tions designed for their benefit (Boersma, 2009). Boersma’s (2009) analysis of Fair Trade
exemplifies this dynamic and highlights that the decision-making power in poverty allevia-
tion initiatives is predominantly held by organizations in the Global North. In contrast,
impoverished farmers of the Global South—the presume