
This file is to be used only for a purpose specified by Palgrave Macmillan, such as checking proofs, preparing an index, reviewing,
endorsing or planning coursework/other institutional needs. You may store and print the file and share it with others helping
you with the specified purpose, but under no circumstances may the file be distributed or otherwise made accessible to any other
third parties without the express prior permission of Palgrave Macmillan.
Please contact rights@palgrave.com if you have any queries regarding use of the file.

January 4, 2011 16:28 MAC/BERR Page-397 9780230_289970_24_cha22

PROOF

22
Socially Entrepreneurial Behaviour of
Multinational Corporations: Are MNCs
‘Social Entrepreneurs’?
Misagh Tasavori and Rudolf R. Sinkovics

Introduction

Multinational corporations (MNCs) have been recognized as the key agents of
globalization. Rugman and Verbeke (2004) highlight the fact that most MNCs’
sales are within their home region, namely in North America, the European
Union and Asia. On the other hand, Dunning and Lundan (2008) emphasize
that MNCs are deemed to be not only bringers of economic development but
also agents of social well-being, especially in less developed countries. Thus,
a growing number of MNCs are altering their strategies to play a substantial
role as regional agents to solve social challenges. They are embracing a new
approach to corporate social responsibility (CSR) by reformulating their CSR activ-
ities. They identify social problems, not as a challenge to be avoided, but as a
profitable opportunity that can be seized. Among various social problems, this
paper will focus on poverty, which has inspired MNCs’ efforts in less developed
countries (London and Hart, 2004; Prahalad, 2009). For instance, the bottom of
the pyramid (BOP) approach explains the new strategy for implementing social
responsibility and poverty reduction as well as making profit. In his seminal
book, ‘The fortune at the bottom of the pyramid’, Prahalad (2004) provides
examples of pioneering MNCs in emerging markets that have modified their busi-
nesses and processes. As in many emerging fields, most of the examples and
case studies about the innovative initiatives of MNCs in offering sustainable
solutions to social hurdles are fragmented and there have been few attempts to
provide a theoretical explanation. Thus, this research aims to bridge this gap
by borrowing the literature from entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship
domains.

The primary contribution of this chapter will be to offer a theoretical clar-
ification of the socially entrepreneurial behaviour of MNCs. Moreover, this
conceptual work will contribute to extending the literature of international busi-
ness and social entrepreneurship (SE) by offering the term ‘corporate social
entrepreneurship’ as a new avenue for learning about MNCs’ role as social
agents.

397



January 4, 2011 16:28 MAC/BERR Page-398 9780230_289970_24_cha22

PROOF
398 Corporate Governance and Organization

Social challenges and commercial firms’ responsibilities

While the world is experiencing massive wealth creation, technological innova-
tion, and political emancipation, almost two-thirds of the world’s population are
still deprived of access to basic services and products (World Economic Forum,
2005). The United Nations Development Program has invited all nations of
the world to embrace the Millennium Development Goals and address relevant
dimensions of global poverty and human development. Historically, non-profit
organisations, including non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and civil soci-
ety organisations, have been deemed responsible for satisfying needs overlooked
by governments (Wei-Skillern et al., 2007). Though their endeavours have been
fruitful, evidence demonstrates that tackling poverty will not be strikingly success-
ful without the engagement of all agents. This has led to increasing expectations
that private sector firms, especially MNCs, offer sustainable solutions for the miti-
gation of social hurdles such as poverty (Prahalad and Hart, 2002). By harnessing
their managerial and financial capabilities, MNCs can offer new products, services,
initiatives and business models to solve social problems and promote quality of
life in societies. On the other hand, commercial firms and their shareholders may
view firms’ social responsibility as the supply of the goods and services required by
societies at the right price, quality and level of service. Knox and Maklan (2004)
argue that demanding that MNCs commit themselves to solving social challenges
may be an over-expectation.

These two divergent requirements have made MNCs rethink their approach
towards social responsibilities and they have begun to envisage social problems
as opportunities to satisfy the development agencies’ expectations at the same
time as the profitability demands of their shareholders.

Social challenges as an opportunity: a market-based approach

There is increasing agreement among NGOs and MNCs that charity and philan-
thropic donations will only satisfy the short-term needs of the poor but will not
remove the underlying reasons for their poverty. This means that the pressure on
corporations to mitigate social hurdles such as poverty will not diminish and they
will continue to need to donate considerable amounts of money.

On the other hand, MNCs in developed countries are faced with saturated
markets which propel them to look for new opportunities to guarantee their long-
term growth and profitability (London and Hart, 2004). The billions of dollars
in untapped markets such as the BOP provide a new window of opportunity for
MNCs. While the traditional approach to poverty assumed that at the subsistence
level people were not able to help themselves and needed charity or public assis-
tance, the new approach views social problems as an opportunity to be addressed
by the provision of market-based solutions. Advocates of the latter practice believe
that being poor does not necessarily eliminate commerce; instead, the poor can be
treated as potential consumers and producers (Hammond et al., 2007). A market-
based approach suggests solutions such as producing affordable new products and
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services and/or incorporating poor people in the MNCs’ supply chains (Prahalad,
2009). When corporations view this market as an opportunity, then the potential
growth that they can offer their investors will be massive. It has been estimated
that growth in developed countries will be around 3 per cent annually, whereas
the growth rate in poor countries will be double or three times that rate. Addition-
ally, the number of the low-income population is many times the number of the
middle class or rich (Agarwal, 2006).

MNCs’ innovative initiatives in addressing social challenges

There is a surging consensus that business is the key driver in mitigating social
problems both through the opportunities it creates and the services it provides.
MNCs can link rich and poor countries, and transfer capital, knowledge, ideas and
values to less developed economies (Meyer, 2004) and employ their global resource
base and superior technology for the eradication of poverty (Prahalad and Hart,
2002).

Serving the low-income population is a demanding job even for large corpo-
rations, as it requires a new deeper understanding of the consumers’ needs and
paying capacity. Companies should rethink their current business models and
embrace new innovative strategies (London and Hart, 2004). Prahalad (2004)
adds that corporations have to revise every step in their supply chains. CEMEX,
for example, one of the world’s largest cement manufacturers, had to change
its distribution strategy and bypass several intermediaries to provide affordable
building materials for the low-income population in Mexico. Another example
is Hindustan Unilever that has employed a new distribution strategy to serve
the poor in India. It has developed a rural network of women who sell deter-
gent products door-to-door in more than 100,000 villages, while raising awareness
of the importance of hygiene and nutrition (Subrahmanyan and Gomez-Arias,
2008). Another example by this company is the introduction of a new iodized
salt in rural areas of India, to prevent iodine deficiency and mental disorders.
It was noticed that in India most of the iodine in salt is lost in the process of
storage, transportation and cooking. Since iodized salt prevents iodine deficiency,
the company modified its product for this market and developed a proprietary
micro-encapsulation technology to stabilize the iodine content in salt (Prahalad,
2004). ITC, a multinational company in India, has provided internet access for
low-income farmers to benefit from a variety of information such as weather fore-
casts, prices of commodities and best practices for farming (Subrahmanyan and
Gomez-Arias, 2008).

Theoretical explanation of socially innovative strategies of MNCs

As indicated in the previous two sections, increasing numbers of MNCs are recog-
nizing social challenges as opportunities which can be exploited profitably. How-
ever, this necessitates fundamental changes in their business models and strategies
for the production and provision of services. The process of the recognition of
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social opportunities and the innovative exploitation and mobilization of resources
is usually the focus of attention in the emerging field of SE. Hence, in the follow-
ing sections, we review some definitions of SE and unveil the key components
of the concept. Then we examine whether MNCs can be considered to be social
entrepreneurs.

Review of the SE literature

SE refers to organizations that employ innovative business models to satisfy the
basic human needs which have been ignored by existing markets and institutions
(Seelosa and Mair, 2005). Although SE has a long heritage among practition-
ers (Mair and Marti, 2006), it has only a brief scholarly history (Weerawardena
and Mort, 2006). Similar to other emerging fields, there is still not much con-
sensus on its definitions (see Table 22.1) and domains (Mair and Marti, 2006;
Martin and Osberg, 2007; Peredo and McLean, 2006). Some academics describe SE
broadly as the effort of an individual, group, network, organization or alliance of

Table 22.1 Examples of social entrepreneurship definitions

Author(s) Definition

Dees (1994) Social enterprises are private organizations dedicated to
solving social problems, serving the disadvantaged and
providing socially important goods that were not, in their
judgement, adequately provided by public agencies or
private markets.

Leadbeater (1997) The use of entrepreneurial behaviour for social ends rather
than for profit objectives, or alternatively, that the profits
generated from market activities are used for the benefit of a
specific disadvantaged group.

Dees (1998) Social entrepreneurs play the role of change agents in the
social sector by: (1) adopting a mission to create and sustain
social value (not just private value), (2) recognizing and
relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve that
mission, (3) engaging in a process of continuous innovation,
adaptation and learning, (4) acting boldly without being
limited by resources currently in hand and (5) exhibiting
heightened accountability to the constituencies served and
for the outcomes created.

Fowler (2000) Social entrepreneurship is the creation of viable
socio-economic structures, relations, institutions,
organizations and practices that yield and sustain social
benefits.

Thompson et al. (2000) Social entrepreneurs are people who realize where there is an
opportunity to satisfy some unmet need that the welfare
state will not or cannot meet.

Drayton (2002) A social entrepreneur is a major change agent, one whose
core values centre on identifying, addressing and solving
societal problems.
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Alvord et al. (2004) Social entrepreneurship creates innovative solutions to
immediate social problems and mobilizes the ideas,
capacities, resources, and social arrangements required for
sustainable transformation.

Haugh (2005) Social entrepreneurs combine innovation, entrepreneurship
and social purpose to be financially sustainable by
generating revenue from trading.

Austin et al. (2006) Social entrepreneurship is an innovative, social
value-creating activity that can occur within or across the
non-profit, business or government sectors.

Peredo and McLean (2006) Social entrepreneurship is exercised where some person or
group . . . aim(s) at creating social value . . . shows a capacity
to recognize and take advantage of opportunities . . . employ
innovation . . . accept an above average degree of risk . . . and
are unusually resourceful . . . in pursuing their social
venture.

Mair and Marti (2006) Social entrepreneurship is a process of creating value by
combining resources in new ways . . . intended primarily to
explore and exploit opportunities to create social value by
stimulating social change or meeting social needs.

Light (2006) Social entrepreneurship is an effort by an individual, group,
network, organization, or alliance of organizations
that seeks sustainable, large-scale change through
pattern-breaking ideas in what governments, non-profits
and businesses do to address significant social problems.

Martin and Osberg (2007) Social entrepreneurship is the: (1) identification of a stable
yet unjust equilibrium which excludes, marginalizes or
causes suffering to a group which lacks the means to
transform the equilibrium, (2) identification of an
opportunity and development of a new social value
proposition to challenge the equilibrium and (3) the
forging of a new, stable equilibrium to alleviate the
suffering of the targeted group through the imitation and
creation of a stable ecosystem around the new equilibrium
to ensure a better future for the group and society.

Massetti (2008) Social entrepreneurship is making profits by innovation in
the face of risk with the involvement of a segment of
society and where all or part of the benefits accrue to that
same segment of society.

Zahra et al. (2008) Social entrepreneurship encompasses the activities and
processes undertaken to discover, define, and exploit
opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by creating
new ventures or managing existing organizations in an
innovative manner.

Light (2008) Social entrepreneurship includes efforts to solve intractable
social problems through pattern-breaking change.

Bloom and Chatterji (2009) Individuals who start up and lead new organizations or
programmes that are dedicated to mitigating or eliminating
a social problem, deploying change strategies that differ
from those that have been used to address the problem in
the past.
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organizations to pursue sustainable, large-scale change, through pattern-breaking
ideas in what government, non-profit organisations, and businesses do to solve
significant social problems (Light, 2006). It has also been observed that it is the
process of exploring and exploiting opportunities and combining resources in new
ways to create social value (Mair and Marti, 2006). Fowler (2000) simply explains
it as new structures to solve social problems. Similarly, Austin et al. (2006) provide
a concise definition by referring to SE as social value-creating activities. To better
understand the boundaries of this field, the key concepts in SE definitions have
been identified and discussed in the next section.

Key concepts in SE definitions

A review of SE definitions illustrates a variety of approaches towards defining
this domain. Some scholars have explained it by unravelling the ‘social’ and
‘entrepreneurial’ dimensions (Peredo and McLean, 2006). Others have referred
to the level of analysis such as individuals, firms, networks and alliances (Light,
2006). Another group has emphasized the funding strategy in their definitions
(Leadbeater, 1997; Massetti, 2008). Built upon the review of the extant SE lit-
erature, we classify these common concepts in SE definitions into five main
categories: the entrepreneurial dimension, social mission and social value creation,
the level of analysis, the context and the funding strategy. Learning about these
elements will help us to investigate whether MNCs can be considered as social
entrepreneurs.

Entrepreneurial dimension

Several researchers have recognized the entrepreneurial dimension as the essen-
tial component of SE (Nicholls, 2008a; Peredo and McLean, 2006). Inheriting
entrepreneurship as the core component, SE has incurred a continuous debate over
its definition and evolution. Some scholars seek to understand social entrepreneurs
by their characteristics. Drayton (2002) states that social entrepreneurs are change
agents who are inspired by identifying, addressing and solving societal chal-
lenges. Based on their experiences with many social entrepreneurs, Elkington and
Hartigan (2008) provide a long list of social entrepreneurs’ characteristics.

Another group of researchers define entrepreneurship as a combination of inno-
vative, proactive and risk-taking behaviour (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Miller, 1983).
Likewise, some SE researchers have developed their definitions based on key
entrepreneurial dimensions such as innovativeness (Alvord et al., 2004; Austin
et al., 2006; Zahra et al., 2008).

The third strand of definitions refers to the process of entrepreneurship or
what the entrepreneurs do (Gartner, 1988; Kent et al., 1982). In this approach,
entrepreneurs identify opportunities and exploit them innovatively. Shane and
Venkataraman (2001) define entrepreneurship as ‘examination of how, by whom,
and with what effect opportunities to create future goods and services are
discovered, evaluated and exploited’. Nicholls and Cho (2008) highlight inno-
vation and market orientation as key entrepreneurial dimensions of social
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entrepreneurs. Similarly, some scholars identify innovation, opportunity creation
and recognition as determinant elements in SE (Dees et al., 2004; Thompson,
2002). Zahra et al. (2008) refer to SE as the innovative activities and pro-
cesses undertaken to discover, define, and exploit opportunities to enhance social
wealth. Some researchers have highlighted the resource mobilization process.
Mair and Marti (2006) define SE as the process of creating value by mobi-
lizing resources in new ways to explore and exploit opportunities to offer
social changes or address social needs. Finally, Brooks (2009) indicates that
the SE process includes five stages: opportunity recognition, concept develop-
ment, resource mobilization, launch and venture growth and harvesting the
venture.

Social mission and social value creation

Despite the differences in the various definitions, the social dimension has been
the common element in all definitions of SE (Brooks, 2009). Nicholls and Cho
(2008) distinguish social entrepreneurs from their commercial counterparts by the
‘social’ element. For social entrepreneurs, the social mission is at the centre of
their agenda and has priority over all other organizational objectives (Dees, 1998;
Nicholls, 2008a). Dees (1994) emphasizes that social entrepreneurs solve social
problems, serve the disadvantaged and offer socially important goods. Though
social mission and social value creation have been referred to as the vital com-
ponents of the SE definition, few researchers have provided an explanation about
the realm of this dimension. Those who have defined this term have built their
argument on the operation, process, output, or context of social mission (Nicholls,
2008a). Nicholls (2008a), for instance, explains that the embracing of the social
mission by social entrepreneurs means that they identify unmet social needs
or create new social value. Emerson (2003) explains social objectives through
their outcomes. He states that social entrepreneurs address social opportunities
which are usually the result of dysfunctional systems due to a range of reasons,
including a lack of reliable performance information, high transaction costs, and
a lack of innovation. Smallbone et al. (2001) describes social objectives as pro-
viding goods and services which the market or public sector is either unwilling
or unable to provide, developing skills and empowering socially excluded peo-
ple. Bornstein (2004) identifies the primary social challenges addressed by social
entrepreneurs as:

• poverty alleviation through empowerment, for example, the microfinance
movement

• healthcare, ranging from small-scale ventures to tackling the HIV/AIDS pan-
demic

• education and training, such as widening participation and the democratiza-
tion of knowledge transfer

• environmental preservation and sustainable development, such as ‘green’
energy projects

• community regeneration, such as housing associations
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• welfare projects, such as employment for the unemployed or homeless and
drug and alcohol abuse projects

• advocacy and campaigning, such as fair trade and human rights promotion.

The most recent definition of social value creation has been provided by Young
(2008). He provides a detailed explanation of the dimensions of social value cre-
ation. He states that ‘social’ may be found in everything and the ‘value’ that
social entrepreneurs pursue refers to benefiting people whose urgent needs are
not satisfied by other means. He then conceptualizes social value through four
elements, namely, social added value, empowerment and social change, social
innovation and systemic change. He believes that social added value is a com-
mon feature among all the activities of social entrepreneurs. There is a variety of
models that create social added value. For example, it could refer to the gener-
ation of economic and social benefits in poor communities, or alternatively to
combining personal, family and community resources (low-cost resources) to pro-
duce new product or offer services that are affordable to all. Young (2008) explains
that added value represents additional inputs which enhance the quality of the
beneficiaries’ lives.

Young’s second aspect of SE refers to empowerment and social change. Fur-
ther to the creation of added social value, social entrepreneurs strive to change
the social and economic situations of disadvantaged groups. They create employ-
ment opportunities for those who are seen by other parts of society to be taboo,
dysfunctional or undeserving. Approaches that alter practices, structures, beliefs
and deep-rooted cultural prejudices will be also valuable as they create social
change.

Social innovation creates social value by allowing people to achieve more for
less, or by solving insoluble problems. Innovation is the result of combining exist-
ing elements in a new way. International Development Enterprises’ experience
in India, for example, has proved how cheap, simple, durable technology, such
as water pumps or irrigation design, can transform the lives of poor farmers by
allowing them to earn more money from their land.

Finally, systemic change describes the transformation of how things work and
is a crucial factor in social value creation. The work of Mohammad Yunus, who
introduced microfinance to the people at Grameen Bank, is one of the most suc-
cessful examples in this area. The system he employed for giving loans to the poor
changed the prospects of many Bangladeshi people, and has now become popular
in other parts of the world as well.

Level of analysis

The level of analysis has been addressed in a few of the SE definitions. In some
of the definitions, social entrepreneurs are limited to ‘individuals’ looking for new
ways to add value (Brinckerhoff, 2001; Thompson et al., 2000). Peredo and McLean
(2006) refer to social entrepreneurs as ‘persons’ or ‘groups’ who create social value.
Light (2006) expands this boundary by mentioning that SE is an effort by an
individual, group, network, organization or alliance of organizations.
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Context

Another concept which has been employed in some of the SE definitions is
the context or sector in which SE can occur. Leadbeater (1997) suggests that
SE can be present across all three sectors of society namely, the public sector
adopting business skills, socially affirmative businesses or businesses focusing on
social ends and finally, the voluntary and not-for-profit sector adopting more
entrepreneurial approaches (Nicholls, 2008a). In the same vein, Austin et al. (2006)
state that SE can occur within or across the non-profit, business and government
sectors.

Funding strategy

Funding strategy is another element which has been stated in a number of SE
definitions. While early studies of SE shared the assumption that SE is a non-
profit sector phenomenon (Dees et al., 2001), some scholars disagree and argue
that social entrepreneurs can rely on different sources of funding. As an exam-
ple, some researchers introduce the concept of the double bottom line and view
non-profit organizations that employ income-generating strategies as social enter-
prises or ‘hybrid’ organizations (Davis, 1997). In this case, social entrepreneurs
earn money and invest the profits to extend their products and/or services. These
groups of scholars emphasize that the primary motive of a social entrepreneur’s
economic mission is to gain ‘surplus’ rather than ‘profit’ to ensure the viabil-
ity of their activities (Fowler, 2000). For example, some non-profit organizations
establish an enterprise to support other non-economically viable activities (Fowler,
2000).

Elkington and Hartigan (2008) believe that most social entrepreneurs’ business
models are closer to those of non-profit organizations because of the immaturity
of the markets they address. Nicholls (2008a) suggests a continuum of SE ven-
tures based on their funding strategies (Figure 22.1). At one extreme, voluntary
activism is dependent on donated assets and volunteers and, at the other extreme,
corporate social innovation represents social ventures within the context of pri-
vate sector organizations. Moving along the continuum, social entrepreneurs seek
greater self-sufficiency through generating income to support their activities.

Not for profit:
grant funded

Social
enterprise: fully

self-funded

Corporate
social

innovation

Voluntary
activism

Not for profit:
partially self-

funded

Figure 22.1 Continuum of social entrepreneurship based on funding strategy
Source: Nicholls (2008b).
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Reconciling SE definitions

Although SE is widely accepted as a phenomenon, an agreed universal definition
of SE is absent. Before proceeding to the question of whether MNCs can be classi-
fied as social entrepreneurs, it is crucial to reach an agreement on its definition. For
the purpose of this paper, we offer a comprehensive but broad definition which
will be beneficial for the development of the early stages of the field (Sharma and
Chrisman, 1999). SE refers to “embracing social mission (solving a social prob-
lem and offering solutions for the unmet needs of the disadvantaged groups)
as the primary mission, employing entrepreneurial activities to achieve the
mission and creating social value” (see Figure 22.2).

It is important to highlight the fact that in our definition social mission and
social value creation have been differentiated. Since there are social problems in
the society, social entrepreneurs choose to play a part as change agents. Hence the
main reason behind the establishment of their enterprises will be a social rather
than economic mission. Even when they are for profit, they aim to generate a
surplus to support their activities (Fowler, 2000). Social value creation will be the
outcome of their activities and as Young (2008) has indicated this results in social
added value, empowerment and social change, social innovation and systemic
change.

Some may claim that social value creation may also be the result of economic
activities of organizations. Commercial firms also provide jobs and enhance the
lives of a group of people through the employment opportunities that they offer.
Though these consequences can be deemed as empowerment, it is important that
organizations adopt a social mission and create value for those parts of the society
that are deemed as dysfunctional or taboo.

The entrepreneurial dimension is definitely the core concept of SE definitions.
Not all organizations that pursue a social missions are entrepreneurs. Based on
the entrepreneurship literature, they should be innovative, proactive and risk-
taking (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Miller, 1983). From the process perspective
of the entrepreneurship literature, social entrepreneurs perceive social problems
as opportunities and mobilize the required resources innovatively in order to
seize them.

In line with Light’s (2006) definition, SE may be pursued by individuals, groups,
networks, organizations or alliances of organizations in the public or private sec-
tor, but it is important that they embrace social missions as the primary goals
for their activities. Also, an increasing number of examples confirms that social
entrepreneurs may adopt different approaches towards their funding strategies
(Nicholls, 2008a).

Social mission
Entrepreneurial

activities
Social value

creation

Figure 22.2 Social entrepreneurship definition
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Are MNCs social entrepreneurs?

To answer this question, we should examine whether the key concepts of SE
are applicable for MNCs’ behaviour. The first dimension is the entrepreneurial
approach which has been distinguished as an effective instrument towards the
mitigation of social problems in the world (Dees, 2001). As previously highlighted,
a growing numbers of MNCs are recognizing social challenges as opportunities and
mobilizing financial and managerial resources to offer innovative solutions.

Social mission and social value creation have been recognized as the key ele-
ments of SE. To investigate the presence of these two concepts in the socially
entrepreneurial behaviour of MNCs, we start with social value creation. MNCs
offer some social value at the BOP level, which results in poverty reduction. They
offer new products and services for deprived and disadvantaged groups who have
been neglected by other agents. Commercial banks, for example, offer microfi-
nance to the low-income population who may not otherwise have access to loans.
MNCs also empower the poor by modifying their sourcing and supply chain strate-
gies. Nestlé trains poor farmers in good practices for breeding and feeding herds
in order that they can enhance milk yields and consequently they have increased
the income of these farmers (Subrahmanyan and Gomez-Arias, 2008).

Social mission is the major antecedent in the SE process. Despite the consider-
able roles of MNCs in solving social challenges in an entrepreneurial manner, the
primary aim of MNCs is not the pursuitof a social mission. To this end it may
require a new term for describing the socially entrepreneurial behaviour of MNCs.

Corporate SE

Apart from SE scholars, CSR researchers have employed the term corporate social
entrepreneurship (CSE) in recent years. Wood (2008) in ‘The A to Z of corporate
social responsibility’ refers to CSE and defines it as the creation or development
of new products, services, or market segments to satisfy social needs, innova-
tion in processes or less harmful technologies, or the identification of business
opportunities to earn profit while addressing a social challenge. Similarly, Schwab
(2008) in ‘Global corporate citizenship’ describes CSE as the transformation of
socially and environmentally responsible ideas into products and services. Draw-
ing on CSR literature we suggest expanding the SE literature by introducing the
concept of CSE to describe socially entrepreneurial behaviour of MNCs. This
will be also in accordance with the entrepreneurship domain that distinguishes
between entrepreneurship in small and medium sized enterprises and large and
established organizations by introducing corporate entrepreneurship. CSE refers to
“embracing an economic and social mission (solving a social problem and offering
solutions for the unmet needs of the disadvantaged groups) as the primary mis-
sion; employing corporate entrepreneurial activities to achieve the mission and
creating social value” (see Figure 22.3).

When embarking on CSE, a large organization will employ the characteristics of
corporate entrepreneurs to offer social enhancement. Therefore, MNCs that alter
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Economic and
social mission

Corporate
entrepreneurial

activities

Social value
creation

Figure 22.3 Corporate social entrepreneurship definition

their business models innovatively, offer new products and services to ignored
segments of the population, such as the poor, and enhance their lives, can be
considered corporate social entrepreneurs.

It is noteworthy to clarify that social responsibility related activities can be
referred to as SE only when there is an entrepreneurial element. Thus, we believe
that the devotion of employees’ time to educating poor students, although
valuable, cannot be classified as CSE. Similarly, the initiatives of organizations
that engage in charitable giving or cause-related branding cannot be categorized
as CSE.

Conclusion and future research directions

Rugman and Verbeke (2004) emphasize that IB scholars should take into account
the fact that most MNCs’ activities are in their home region. This research seeks
to explain the new role of MNCs in emerging economies as economic and
social engines. Recently, MNCs have begun to recognize social challenges such
as poverty as opportunities and have mobilized the required resources to address
them. The main contribution of this research relies on highlighting the socially
entrepreneurial behaviour of MNCs and examining whether we can offer new
insights into the field of international business by incorporating the SE litera-
ture. To this end, the definitions of SE have been reviewed and its components
have been discussed. In spite of our expectations, the analysis of the extant lit-
erature demonstrates that MNCs cannot be deemed social entrepreneurs as they
pursue both an economic and social mission. Thus, we have drawn on the CSR
literature and suggested CSE to refer to the socially entrepreneurial behaviour
of MNCs.

This research is the first building block in the domain of CSE in international
business. It will be beneficial that IB scholars further elaborate on the defini-
tion of CSE and its underlying concepts. In addition, developing a typology of
CSE will highlight a new profitable strategy for MNCs to play a more substantial
role in the implementation of their social responsibility. CSE that offers a win-
win strategy for addressing social problems have crucial implications for policy
makers; it opens a new avenue for the eradication of social problems by utiliz-
ing the MNCs’ financial and managerial resources. In addition, investigating how
MNCs can successfully align a social mission with their economic mission will
help to tackle conflicting expectations about their role toward society. We also
suggest re-examining the role of NGOs and civil society in persuading MNCs
to embrace CSE and access the BOP. Partnerships between MNCs and NGOs at
the BOP have brought about innovative business models which invites further
studies.



January 4, 2011 16:28 MAC/BERR Page-409 9780230_289970_24_cha22

PROOF
Misagh Tasavori and Rudolf R. Sinkovics 409

References

Agarwal, R. (2006) ‘Business strategies for profitable sales to the poor: how free enterprise
can fight poverty’, in S.C. Jain and S. Vachani (eds.) Multinational Corporations and Global
Poverty Reduction, 125–41, (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar).

Alvord, S.H., Brown, D.L. and Letts, C.W. (2004) ‘Social entrepreneurship and societal
transformation: an exploratory study’, Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 40(3), 260–83.

Austin, J.E., Stevenson, H. and Wei-Skillern, J. (2006) ‘Social and commercial
entrepreneurship: same, different, or both?’, Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 30(1),
1–22.

Bloom, P.N. and Chatterji, A.K. (2009) ‘Scaling social entrepreneurial impact’, California
Management Review, 51(3), 114–33.

Bornstein, D. (2004) How to Change the World: Social Entrepreneurs and the Power of New Ideas,
1st edn (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Brinckerhoff, P.C. (2001) ‘Why you need to be more entrepreneurial – and how to get started’,
Nonprofit World, 19(6), 12–5.

Brooks, A.C. (2009) Social Entrepreneurship: A Modern Approach to Social Venture Creation
(Hillsdale, NJ: Pearson Education).

Covin, J.G. and Slevin, D.P. (1989) ‘Strategic management of small firms in hostile and
benign environments’, Strategic Management Journal, 10(1), 75–87.

Davis, L. (1997) The NGO Business Hybrid: Is the Private Sector the Answer? (Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University).

Dees, J.G. (1994) ‘Social enterprise: private initiatives for the common good’, Harvard Business
Review, 76(1), 54–8.

Dees, J.G. (1998) ‘The meaning of social entrepreneurship’ Research Paper, Duke University’s
Fuqua School of Business, Center for the Advancement of Social Entrepreneurship.

Dees, J.G. (2001) The Meaning of Social Entrepreneurship [Online]: Fuqua School of
Business, Duke University. Available: http://www.caseatduke.org/about/whatissocialentre
preneurship/ (March 07, 2009).

Dees, J.G., Anderson, B.B. and Wei-Skillern, J. (2004) ‘Scaling social impact’, Stanford Social
Innovation Review, 1(1), 24–32.

Dees, J.G., Emerson, J. and Economy, P. (2001) Enterprising Non-Profits: A Toolkit for Social
Entrepreneurs (Non-Profit Series) (New York: John Wiley and Sons).

Drayton, W. (2002) ‘The citizen sector: becoming as entrepreneurial and competitive as
business’, California Management Review, 44(3), 120–32.

Dunning, J.H. and Lundan, S.M. (2008) Multinational Enterprises and the Global Economy, 2nd
edn (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar).

Elkington, J. and Hartigan, P. (2008) The Power of Unreasonable People (Boston, MA: Harvard
Business Press).

Emerson, J. (2003) ‘The blended value proposition: integrating social and financial returns’,
California Management Review, 45(4), 35–51.

Fowler, A. (2000) ‘NGDOs as a moment in history: beyond aid to social entrepreneurship or
civic innovation?’, Third World Quarterly, 21(4), 637–54.

Gartner, W.B. (1988) ‘Who is an entrepreneur? is the wrong question’, American Journal of
Small Business, 12(4), 11–32.

Hammond, A.L., Kramer, W.J., Tran, J., Katz, R. and Walker, C. (2007) The Next 4 Billion: Mar-
ket Size and Business Strategy at the Base of the Pyramid (Washington, D.C.: World Resources
Institute, IFC, and the World Bank).

Haugh, H. (2005) ‘The role of social enterprise in regional development’, International Journal
of Entrepreneurship and Small Business, 2(4), 346–57.

Kent, C.A., Sexton, D.L. and Vesper, K.H. (1982) Encyclopaedia of Entrepreneurship (Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall).

Knox, S. and Maklan, S. (2004) ‘Corporate social responsibility: moving beyond investment
towards measuring outcomes’, European Management Journal, 22(5), 508–16.



January 4, 2011 16:28 MAC/BERR Page-410 9780230_289970_24_cha22

PROOF
410 Corporate Governance and Organization

Leadbeater, C. (1997) The Rise of the Social Entrepreneur (London: Demos).
Light, P.C. (2006) ‘Reshaping social entrepreneurship’, Stanford Social Innovation Review, 4(3),

47–51.
Light, P.C. (2008) The Search for Social Entrepreneurship (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings

Institution).
London, T. and Hart, S.L. (2004) ‘Reinventing strategies for emerging markets: beyond the

transnational model’, Journal of International Business Studies, 35(5), 350–70.
Mair, J. and Marti, I. (2006) ‘Social entrepreneurship research: a source of explanation,

prediction, and delight’, Journal of World Business, 41(1), 36–44.
Martin, R.L. and Osberg, S. (2007) ‘Social entrepreneurship: the case for a definition’, Stanford

Social Innovation Review, 5(2), 29–39.
Massetti, B.L. (2008) ‘The social entrepreneurship matrix as a “tipping point” for economic

change’, Emergence: Complexity and Organization, 10(3), 1–9.
Meyer, K.E. (2004) ‘Perspectives on multinational enterprises in emerging economies’, Journal

of International Business Studies, 34(4), 259–77.
Miller, D. (1983) ‘The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms’, Management

Science, 29(7), 770–91.
Nicholls, A. (2008a) ‘Introduction’, in A. Nicholls (ed.) Social Entrepreneurship: New Models of

Sustainable Social Change, 1–35 (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
Nicholls, A. (ed.) (2008b) Social Entrepreneurship: New Models of Sustainable Social Change

(Oxford: Oxford University Press).
Nicholls, A. and Cho, A.H. (2008) ‘Social entrepreneurship: the structuration of a field’, in

A. Nicholls (ed.) Social Entrepreneurship: New Models of Sustainable Social Change, 99–118
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Peredo, A.M. and McLean, M. (2006) ‘Social entrepreneurship: a critical review of the
concept’, Journal of World Business, 41(1), 56–65.

Prahalad, C.K. (2004) The Fortune at the Bottom of the Pyramid: Eradicating Poverty through
Profits (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Wharton School Publishing).

Prahalad, C.K. (2009) The Fortune at the Bottom of the Pyramid: Eradicating Poverty through
Profits, 5th edn (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Wharton School Publishing).

Prahalad, C.K. and Hart, S.L. (2002) ‘The fortune at the bottom of the pyramid,’ Strategy and
Business, 26(1), 54–67.

Rugman, A.M. and Verbeke, A. (2004) ‘A perspective on regional and global strategies of
multinational enterprises’, Journal of International Business Studies, 35(1), 3–18.

Schwab, K. (2008) ‘Global corporate citizenship’, Foreign Affairs, 87(1), 107–18.
Seelosa, C. and Mair, J. (2005) ‘Social entrepreneurship: creating new business models to

serve the poor’, Business Horizons, 48(3), 241–6.
Shane, S. and Venkataraman, S. (2001) ‘Entrepreneurship as a field of research: a response

to Zahra and Dess, Singh, and Erikson’, The Academy of Management Review, 26(1),
13–16.

Sharma, P. and Chrisman, J.J. (1999) ‘Toward a reconciliation of the definitional issues in the
field of corporate entrepreneurship’, Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 23(3), 11–27.

Smallbone, D., Evans, M., Ekanem, I. and Butters, S. (2001) ‘Researching social enterprise’,
in Final Report to the Small Business Service, London: Centre for Enterprise and Economic
Development Research.

Subrahmanyan, S. and Gomez-Arias, J.T. (2008) ‘Integrated approach to understanding
consumer behavior at bottom of pyramid’, Journal of Consumer Marketing, 25(7), 402–12.

Thompson, J.L. (2002) ‘The world of the social entrepreneur’, The International Journal of
Public Sector Management, 15(4/5), 412–32.

Thompson, J.L., Alvy, G. and Lees, A. (2000) ‘Social entrepreneurship – a new look at the
people and the potential’, Management Decision, 38(5), 328–39.

Weerawardena, J. and Sullivan Mort, G. (2006) ‘Investigating social entrepreneurship: a
multidimensional model’, Journal of World Business, 41(1), 21–35.



January 4, 2011 16:28 MAC/BERR Page-411 9780230_289970_24_cha22

PROOF
Misagh Tasavori and Rudolf R. Sinkovics 411

Wei-Skillern, J., Austin, J.E., Leonard, H. and Stevenson, H. (2007) Entrepreneurship in the
Social Sector (Los Angeles, CA/ London/ New Delhi/ Singapore: Sage Publications, Inc).

Wood, D. (2008) ‘Corporate social opportunity’, in W. Visser, D. Matten, M. Pohl and
N.Tolhurst (eds.) The A to Z of Corporate Social Responsibility: A Complete Reference Guide
to Concepts, Codes and Organisations, 119–20 (New York: John Wiley and Sons).

World Economic Forum (2005) ‘Partnering for success: business perspectives on multi-
stakeholder partnerships’, in Geneva, Switzerland: World Economic Forum.

Young, R. (2008) ‘For what it is worth: social value and the future of social entrepreneurship’,
in A. Nicholls (ed.) Social Entrepreneurship: New Models of Sustainable Social Change (Oxford,
New York: Oxford University Press).

Zahra, S.A., Gedajlovicb, E., Neubaumc, D.O. and Shulman, J.M. (2008) ‘A typology of
social entrepreneurs: motives, search processes and ethical challenges’, Journal of Business
Venturing, 24(5), 519–32.


