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Summary

Nowadays, a company’s social purpose has become a key factor that should be
considered in organisational design and strategic decision-making. For-purpose enterprises
are for-profit, financially self-sustained organisations, which embed a social aim as one of
their main objectives. Companies that simultaneously must envisage a double purpose,
namely, social and competitive, face an even greater complexity, i.e., a likely risk of internal
logics’ tensions and structural drifts.

Scholars have proposed different theoretical and operative frameworks; on the one
hand, they describe ad hoc business models to foster synergies between the social impact and
economic and competitive-oriented actions. On the other hand, they also try to focus on an
organization’s governance, suggesting incentive schemes and organizational designs that
could smooth trade-offs and tensions, which could jeopardize a company’s viability. This
piece aims at building a comprehensive overview of the studies that, in different fields, have
contributed to the understanding of businesses with purposes under different angles.
Following Mitnick et al. (2021), scholars have differentiated two clusters of studies: i)
instrumental-strategic—economic stream; ii) injunctive—social-behavioural.

The first approach perceives as critical the balance between social-oriented aims and
profit with a viable business model. Under this perspective, the concept of synergies between
the two aims is critical. Its mainstream framework is the stakeholder theory approach, while

recent approaches, rooted especially in marketing and strategic human capital studies, bring



to the central stage how corporate social responsible actions develop social identity processes
with focal stakeholders, which are responsible for reciprocity behaviours. These different
perspectives, although complementary, could imply significant differences for the
organisation design, product strategy, and the role and power of the chief sustainability
officer as well as allocation of resources and capabilities.

The second group of studies, i.e., injunctive—social-behavioural, is focused on
understanding how to maintain active social aims under economic and competitive
constrains. These works are particularly focused in investigating the intrinsic motivations of
doing good and the type of tensions that could arise in organizations with a social mission.
The works thus analyse the potential drifts, risks, and solutions that could mitigate tension
and trade-offs. In this stream, the first line of work is related to social entrepreneurship,
especially in developing countries, while the second is more focused on human resource
incentive schemes and organizational designs that preserve a company’s social goals under
economic constrains.

In sum, providing a general and actualized map of the research related to for-purpose
enterprises, this article aims to highlight the focal points of investigation that could generate

new management theory developments.
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1. Introduction: An Evolution of Philanthropy and Social Responsible Actions

Philanthropy derives from the ancient Greek word for “love for the human being” and
has been a concept for philosophers and political scientists over the centuries, from
Aristoteles to Bacon, from Thomas Aquinas to Hume. However, it was with the development
and operationalization of Defoe’s (1697) idea of organized philanthropy, and the following
Benjamin Franklin’s writings and actions, that the notion of philanthropy began to be
associated with the role of spontaneous organizations and associations not directly related to
governments and religious institutions. Only at the end of the XV 111 century did the first
well-structured charity organizations begin to focus on health and schooling issues.

By the XIX century, philanthropy was being increasingly associated with the role of
private business, especially during the second industrial revolution. Entrepreneurs like
Carnegie or Rockefeller generated the idea that business entrepreneurs should reinvest
personal wealth for society’s well-being. Accordingly, these actions were usually decided
directly by the entrepreneur, or their family foundations, and were not included and indicated
as a company’s official business strategy.

In the 1970s, companies began to transform philanthropic actions into corporate
social responsibility (CSR) investments. In this respect, social actions became part of the
decision processes and discussions of the board of directors of the same company and were
no longer disembodied from the corporation, i.e., delegated to foundations’ decision (Matten
& Moon, 2008). This trend has led to the well-known critique of Friedman (1970) under the
shareholder primacy model of the firm (e.g., Dalton, Hitt, Certo, & Dalton, 2007; Jensen &
Meckling, 1976; Stout, 2012) who states that a company’s only aim should be the
maximization of profits and value of its shareholders. Friedman’s position was often
interpreted as a broad attack on philanthropic donations and social initiatives; in reality,

however, Friedman’s point was precisely intended to avoid mixing in boards’ discussions of



strategic business decisions with philanthropic perspectives. Thus, this critique was intended
to direct CSR back to the old concept of philanthropy, namely, separating social actions from
classical economic and business decisions. Thus, social investment should be individual
shareholders’ or entrepreneurs’ private decisions, managed by an external organizational
entity—and not the company itself. Friedman’s ideas are usually analysed under the umbrella
of agency problems, where managers, under the lack of monitoring, are diverting funds from
shareholders’ wealth to increase their reputation and power in front of the eyes of the
stakeholders by committing to societal needs. This could be done, among other things, with
CSR investments: managers detract funds from important competitive investments that
maximize dividends, while CSR actions could increase the managers’ image and legitimacy.

Granted, Friedman’s point created a still lively debate in strategy centred to
investigate if there is a reason to include CSR into a firm’s decision-making. The focus of
these research works is to understand if CSR actions are correlated with firm profitability. Up
to date, CSR remains a contested field of theories (Mitnick et al., 2021) with a major
distinction between the instrumental-strategic—economic and the injunctive—social—
behavioural views, with varied nuances of more micro-distinctions inside these two big
streams.

The following paragraphs will analyse the different theoretical trajectories. However,
before moving into the explanations of these two approaches, a definitional problem should
be addressed. Although there is no unified position among scholars, some common
definitions are emerging. In the last decade, social enterprises, hybrid social companies,
social hybrids, and for-purpose companies have become labels used to define, according to
most scholars, organizations that merge social with commercial competitive goals in the core
of their strategic and organization routines (Batillana & Lee, 2014; Batillana & Dorado,

2010; Wry & York, 2017; Moroz et al., 2018; Fosfuri et al., 2016). In this respect, the



simultaneous pursuit of a company’s social and profit goals helps to exclude pure for-profit
companies and nonprofits such as NGOs or charities, which achieve economic viability with
donors’ support. In sum, this piece only considers a for-purpose enterprise, i.e., an
organization that pursues a clear set of social goals, while it is obtaining its economic and

financial viability only by competing in markets of products and services.

2. Instrumental-Strategic-Economic View

This stream of works has a common denominator in considering the strict relationship
between CSR and a company’s profitability. In this respect, related studies typically accept
the idea that profit maximization is an indisputable aim for a corporation. Given this
condition, these studies typically investigate the relationship between classical measures of
accounting and financial performance and the type of social actions, focusing on the idea that
a company’s optimal decision-making relies in its ability to find the right contingencies that
create synergies between a company’s profit and social objectives. When social actions are
embedded in a strategic plan, this article refers to CSR, because the corporate adjective is
important to differentiate from the classical philanthropic donations, i.e., social actions that
are disembodied from a company’s business model. Within this realm, two main theoretical
approaches are discussed, namely, the institutional theory with stakeholder view and the

social identity theory.

2.1 Stakeholder Perspective

Rooted in an institutional perspective (Zucker, 1987), the stakeholder theory has
become the mainstream approach in sustaining that social actions should be included in a
company’s business decisions (George et al., 2021). Generally, stakeholder theory challenges

the vision that a company should be interpreted with a collection of agency problems, where



shareholders and managers are the two main actors. This theory recognizes that a firm is
thriving in an institutional environment, which is a constellation of several stakeholders.
Different stakeholders exert different pressures on a firm’s actions with an impact on its
performance; in turn, stakeholders are influenced by a firm’s behaviour (Hawn & Ioannou,
2016). In this respect, the assumption of mutual interdependence between a company and its
stakeholders is fundamental for the development of all theoretical mechanisms.

Moreover, key stakeholders are usually defined as employees, customers, suppliers,
and creditors. This double feedback between a company and stakeholders generates a shared
dependency that should be considered when a company’s objectives are set in place.
Stakeholderism concludes that the sole maximization of sharcholders’ wealth is a reductive
view of the corporate scope, as different pressures, interests, and incentives are key factors of
a firm’s viability. The objective of the companies, thus, is indeed to maximize the wealth and
the utility of all the main stakeholders, especially the key ones, i.e., those that could influence
more directly a firm’s profitability. A related corollary from a financial viewpoint is therefore
to avoid targeting pure accounting measures of performance, like EBIT; managers would
focus instead on a company’s overall market value as a better measure to include this
stakeholder perspective. In this regard, a high portion of a firm’s market value depends on
intangible capital, in which legitimacy and negative factors such as tension and boycotts with
stakeholders are included.

How can the relationship between CSR investments and profits be explained under the
stakeholder paradigm? There are three main avenues. The first two employ a transaction
costs perspective a la Williamson, according to which CSR investments increases trust
toward a company and therefore, they can reduce different market imperfections between a

focal company and its stakeholders.



Therefore, on the one hand, the reduction of such transaction costs, especially with the main
stakeholders, will generate an advantage in cost-saving transactions. The underlying
mechanism is the following: CSR tends to increase organizational trust, and hence, in turn it
reduces information asymmetries, opportunistic behaviour suspects, and risks generated by
moral hazard (Schuler & Cording, 2006). These mechanisms link CSR with less transaction
costs of exchange with key stakeholders such as suppliers of raw materials, logistical
distributors, investors, and prospective customers (Flammer, 2018, McMillan & Siegel,
2016).

On the other hand, the trust effect spurring from CSR engagement represents a form of
insurance, meaning a reputational shield. which could preserve a company's value (Godfrey,
2005) and protects it in the case of negative exogenous events. Therefore, in the case of
negative exogenous events occur, stakeholders would not impinge on issues of moral hazard
(i.e., misconduct of the company) and asymmetric information, which are typical in presence
of high transaction costs. On the contrary, stakeholders are likely to associate the negative
occurrence to a random combination of external causes, rather than to the company’s
misbehaviour. Thus, CSR assets could even lead to higher profitability under the occurrence
of negative events (Godfrey et al., 2009).

Finally, the third avenue is related to an institutional view, which suggests that companies to
increase their legitimacy tend to adapt to external social pressures in the quest of conformity
(King & Lenox, 2002). Regulatory and normative pressures can generate relevant costs to
companies when avoided or dismissed. The negative results could be summarized in
penalties, sanctions, lengthy litigations, boycotts from activist groups and social movements.
CSR directed toward these kinds of social pressures could lead to a cost-saving strategy that

benefits profitability (Berrone et al., 2013).



Empirical studies that address the relationship between CSR and profitability use
accounting and financial market data from a standard data set, along with CSR data mainly
coming from KLD data sets or compulsory pollution certification. These works have
generally reached the consensus of a positive relationship on average, even if the presence of
studies that find no or negative results is not trivial (Surroca et al., 2010).

In this debate, micro-founded research attempts to identify what contingencies could
affect the relationship between profits and socially responsible initiatives, referring recently
to a presence of firm capabilities in managing this relationship (Tang, Hull, & Rothenberg,
2012; Nardi, Zenger, Lazzarini, & Cabral, 2022; Mishra & Modi, 2016). The idea is that not
all social actions are similar. Part of this research is devoted to separate substantive versus
symbolic actions, in which symbolic actions are more related to communication practices
(Wang et al., 2021; Zajac & Westphal, 1994). Extreme investments in symbolic actions could
indeed backfire and generate suspicion of greenwashing and decoupling. Indeed, the
literature and works related to decoupling (Delmas & Burbano, 2011) highlights how
triggering stakeholders with only symbolic actions could be detrimental. Along this line,
there is also a trajectory that studies the gap between a company’s substantive actions and its
level of communication, thus estimating the effect of a humble or inflated approach.
Compared with a pure institutional stakeholder theory, in which the governing idea is the
maximization of all stakeholder value, it is quite interesting to note that these works
reintroduce part of the agency theory approach, including the costs of monitoring between
stakeholders versus shareholders (Kim & Lyon, 2014). Shareholders are thus seen with a
different angle compared with all the other stakeholders, with interests sometimes in contrast
with those stakeholders. Shareholders then want to maximize CSR actions and visibility

when stakeholder pressures are more salient for a company’s profitability, but they would



like to reduce them in situations when efficiency and financial constraints are more pressing.
Shareholders could move this balance in terms of substantive and symbolic actions.

In sum, this literature has, overall, concentrated on how the intensity and quality of
CSR actions are perceived positively from the stakeholders and how this, in turn, could be

transferred to profitability by the reduction of transaction costs of different kinds.

2.2 Social Identity Theory

Social identity theory approaches are successive to the mainstream institutional view
on CSR actions; further, social identity tends to be rooted in studies more related to human
resources and consumer behaviour; they also try to move away from a perspective that sees
CSR as a tool to only respond to stakeholder pressures (Gond & Crane, 2010; Vishwanathan
et al., 2020). Theoretically, these scholars do not adopt the logic of the
stakeholder/transaction cost framework but go deeper into a more microdynamic perspective.
They are more interested in explaining detailed mechanisms that link a firm with focal
stakeholders, and mechanisms that, from a particular stakeholder behaviour, led to higher
profitability for a company.

Compared with stakeholder theory, scholars might abandon the high-level view of
corporate parental effects and prefer to dive into micromechanisms of shared value creation
(Porter & Kramer, 2011). In this respect, social-psychology approaches (Tajfel & Turner,
1979) can be useful in opening the black box of inner micromechanisms of stakeholder
theory. In so doing, these approaches focus on the role of synergies between CSR and
economic goals, such that they reinforce each other (Fosfuri et al., 2016), especially in terms

of employee job satisfaction and productivity as well as customer loyalty and willingness to

pay.



The processes and mechanisms by which a firm can connect with a focal stakeholder
to develop a common identity, with mutual meaning and a sense of belonging, are well
addressed by the canonical social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This theory
identifies social groups and interactions as central to sociology research (Reed, 2002);
further, it has spurred multiple applications in social science because its holistic approach is
relevant to various phenomena, including social movements, religious affiliation,
ethnocentrism, altruism, and reciprocity (Turner & Tajfel, 1986). The theory is rooted in
social psychology studies; originally, it applied mainly to intergroup dynamics, designed to
understand a person’s sense of who they are, based on their group membership, and, over
time, has been employed in human relations (e.g., Ndofor et al., 2015), organization studies
(e.g., Leavitt & Sluss, 2015), marketing and consumer behaviour (e.g., Brough et al., 2016),
and strategic human capital (e.g., Buttner & Lowe, 2017).

According to Tajfel and Turner (1979) and Stets and Burke (2000), identity
construction could be created when individuals see “the self as an embodiment of the in-
group prototype” (Stets & Burke, 2000, p. 231). Three main steps support the identity
formation: categorization; identification; comparison. First, identity forms through
categorization, such that the subject selects a social group to join, according to a perceived
alignment in subject- and group-related prototypical social values (Hogg & Terry, 2000). The
second step is through identification, i.e., the individual progressively develops a social
identity through continued participation in and interaction with group members. Finally,
comparison helps the member reinforce this social identity by assigning in- and out-group
membership to others (Stets & Burke, 2000). By establishing a community’s boundaries,
symbols and behaviours reinforce the identification process by enabling differentiation from
other communities (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Thus, symbols are also critical to the comparison

step because they reinforce a sense of belonging among members of a community, as
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opposed to nonmembers. Reciprocity guarantees community survival; to reciprocate,
members engage in nonstipulated actions that mutually reinforce the community identity
(Turner & Tajfel, 1986). Thus, the premise is that companies that are “not truly walking the
talk” with CSR actions, as in cases of decoupling or greenwashing, will not be able to trigger
social identity mechanisms (Walker & Wan, 2012). These studies introduce an element of
“reciprocity” (Fosfuri et al., 2016) or reciprocation (Vishwanathan et al., 2020) as a basic
mechanism of economic value creation. This means that CSR tends to improve an
individual’s identity salience, loyalty, and sense of belonging to a community in which the
focal firm is a member or a founder (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Flammer, 2015).

As noted, the level of analysis is narrower, considering specific types of CSR
activities, a specific stakeholder, and the direct effect on a firm’s economic value (King &
Lenox, 2002; Wang & Qian, 2011). For example, an employee can reciprocate a firm’s CSR
actions with greater job productivity (De Roeck et al., 2016) or higher levels of
organizational commitment (Ali et al., 2010; Brammer et al., 2007; Bode et al., 2015; Hansen
et al., 2011) and decrease knowledge leaks to protect internal innovation informally
(Flammer & Kacperczyk, 2019). Further, customers seem more attracted to derive
satisfaction from purchasing products or services from firms active in CSR (Luo &
Bhattacharya, 2006; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001), which increases their purchasing intention
(Sen et al., 2006) as well as their willingness to pay premium prices (Homburg et al., 2005;
Marin et al., 2012), and the level of customer retention.

Companies that invest in CSR actions might activate processes of identity formation
and reciprocity in focal groups of stakeholders who reciprocate by attributing more economic
value to a company. In the case of customers, for instance, CSR investments could turn
products and services into symbols of social values for some individuals’ identities (Fosfuri

et al., 2015), which translates into more loyalty and willingness to pay. It is also worth noting
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that, compared with stakeholder approaches, this perspective depicts a more proactive
corporate role, less sensitive to external pressures, and whose economic value generation is
less dependent on transaction cost savings. Indeed, it acquires importance in the customers’
willingness to pay or buy or the employees’ higher productivity (Bode et al., 2015; Hansen et
al., 2011; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001).

All in all, social identity theory can explain how corporate actions with social impacts
can establish an identity-based mechanism between a firm and a focal stakeholder. They
impinge at the end of the comparison mechanisms, meaning that, when products or working
in a company assume a symbology that represents some value, it is when economic value is
created. The role of companies is more proactive compared with that of a stakeholder-
pressure view; here, CSR activities do not preserve value but create it. In this respect, a
company must manage with its CSR actions all the potential dynamics and fault lines

between in- and out-group members.

3. Injunctive-Social-Behavioural Views

With respect to the instrumental-strategic—economic view, this stream of works
shares the common idea that entrepreneurs and companies have their main objectives in
influencing a society’s well-being. While the instrumental-strategic—economic stream focus
intends for researchers to understand whether and how synergies between doing well and
doing good exist and under which conditions, the injunctive—social-behavioural one is more
concerned in doing good under the constraint of doing well. These scholars usually assume
the presence of an intrinsic, almost innate motivations of entrepreneurs and managers to have
an impact on society, especially in emerging and underdeveloped economies, and to be
dedicated to social goals salient for the society. Organizational problems arise because a

company’s economic activity creates tensions with its social aims, which could jeopardize the
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company’s overall mission and/or its viability. For this reason, these studies focus on
understating the problems spurring from the contrasting logics that coexist in a company.
These studies further analyse cases when this tension pushes toward a complete drift of a
company; further, they propose potential solutions that could be implemented to avoid
different types of drift or economic bankruptcy of a for-purpose company.

Moreover, it is worth to note that usually a related study’s approach is more
behavioural-oriented rather than adopting a strategic decision-making approach. Such
tensions could be avoided or solved by a correct scheme of human resource incentives and
organizational design. On the same line, other studies are more devoted to the conflicts that a
single founder or entrepreneur face to establish a double-aim company; the studies, thus,
propose solutions to such conflict resolution via theories rooted in the psychological and

identity role of an individual.

3.1 Social Entrepreneurship and Bottom of the Pyramid

Businesses with purpose and especially venturing with social purposes have also been
at the centre of the field of entrepreneurship throughout two lines of research, namely, social
entrepreneurship and bottom of the pyramid.

Social entrepreneurship, which is defined as the activity with the explicit objective to
alleviate societal pain, has followed a similar growing trend from the academic and
practitioner fronts (Dacin et al., 2011; Lepoutre et al., 2013, Seelos & Mair, 2007; Zahra et
al., 2009). However, although simple, the concept of social entrepreneurship has a complex
range of meaning, which has opened an unsettled definitional debate and reflected into an
extent of concept struggling to establish an institutional legitimacy and clear domain
boundaries (Trexler, 2008; Lepoutre et al., 2013). In this respect, scholars have focused on

reducing ambiguity of such investigation field via recognizing a series of characteristics that
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distinguish social entrepreneurship from the regular, commercial entrepreneurial process and
also from a series of overlapping and related concepts such as corporate social responsibility,
nonprofit and philanthropic organizations, and hybrid ventures (Saebi et al., 2019).

Accordingly, the literature identifies three main references to an explicit and
predominant social objective, which is fundamental, as “social entrepreneurs cater directly to
the basic human needs that remain unsatisfied by current economic or social institutions”
(Seelos & Mair, 2005: 243-244) or, similarly, entrepreneurial activity with an embedded
social purpose (Austin et al., 2006). The social facet is critical because it sets the distinctive
domain by differentiating from the classical, commercial-oriented drives (Dacin et al., 2011;
Santos, 2012; Harding, 2006). In this regard, it is important to define what social means: the
predominance of the social mission suggests it would create a superior social value for clients
(and, broadly, for society) (Sud et al., 2009; Dacin & Dacin, 2011), particularly addressing
society’s neglected problems via involving localized positive externalities (Pache, 2002),
which benefit powerless segments of the population.

Furthermore, social entrepreneurs tend to create rather than capture value because
their objective projected toward society makes them more likely to seek sustainable solutions
built on community-oriented logics (which do not depend initially on markets or government
mechanisms) rather than on sustainable advantages (Dees, 2001; Martin & Osberg, 2007).
Thus, the social aspect is reinforced by the fact that social entrepreneurs typically develop
new commercial solutions moved more by a logic of empowerment than by a logic of control
(Santos, 2012).

In contrast with commercial entrepreneurs, the social ones are concerned about the
value of the overall effectiveness of the system of activities and not exclusively by the one of
their own organizations. In addition to the social aspect, the literature highlights a second

selection criterion in regard to the extent of innovativeness characterising the solutions to
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complex and social issues (Lepoutre, 2013; Alvord et al., 2004; Borins; 2000). The process of
social entrepreneurship includes all the “innovative use of resource recombination to pursue
social benefits” (Mair & Noboa, 2006: 122).

Last, social entrepreneurship refers to economically sustainable ventures that generate
social value, regardless of where the revenue comes from (Tracey & Jarvis, 2007; Austin et
al., 2006). A social value creation mission does not necessary negate the importance of
economic returns, but they are a second-order factor: they are important and substantial
inputs for the life of the economic venture and thus for the creation of social value. The study
of social entrepreneurship has been conducted at the micro (or individual), meso (or
organizational), and macro (or institutional) levels (Dacin et al., 2011; Saebi et al., 2019);
they investigate, respectively, a) the profiling, cognition, behaviours, motivations, emotions,
values, types of opportunities and decisions of social entrepreneurs as individuals; b) the
social enterprise missions, leadership and entrepreneurial team, organizational culture,
reputation, incentive system of the social venture and its performance and scalability; c) the
social and institutional context, the extent of poverty or injustice for instance, and the social
change created by the social enterprise.

However, despite all, Saebi et al. (2019) concluded that, from a theoretical standpoint,
social entrepreneurship is still a contested concept where constructs are not completely clear,
which hampers advancements in the field. Still, although social entrepreneurship refers
explicitly to a multilevel and multistage phenomenon, it has not been studied in an explicit
multilevel setting, making it difficult to understand antecedents and outcomes of this
phenomenon (Dacin et al., 2011).

Another entrepreneurial approach aimed to improve the social context of poverty and
inequality, is the so-called the bottom/base of the pyramid literature (i.e., BoP) (Prahalad &

Hart, 2002). The BoP approach to the role of business and entrepreneurial activities has
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moved to the heart of strategic business, thus introducing the possibility of serving the poor
and alleviating poverty with profitability. Given that, through aid-based programs sponsored
by governments and institutions, in general, society has registered numerous failures, BoP
has become a direct call for businesses, especially multinational enterprises (MNE), to act
directly as agents of change to fight poverty (Hart, 2005). The underlying assumption of this
new philosophy of business is that the “the poor can be a very profitable market, with the
profit driven by the volume and capital efficiency” (Prahalad & Hart, 2002: 6).

The core argument of the first conceptualization of the BoP framework is that
business plays a major role in alleviating poverty, not via socially responsible or charitable
initiatives, but rather by engaging with segments of the market at the BoP. For instance,
addressing the needs in developing countries was argued to be an ideal arena to launch
disruptive environmental technologies or products that provide a competitive advantage in a
developing world. This seminal version of the BoP was based on Western business practices
applied to the poorest market segments (Sharmin et al., 2014) aimed to make profits via price
reduction, redefining product(s) and packaging, overall extending distribution throughout the
arm’s-length relationship mediated by NGOs. Although criticized, this first approach has left
room for a new iteration of the BoP 2.0, which shifts the argument from “selling to the poor”
to “business/co-venturing with the poor” (Karnani, 2009; Simanis & Hart, 2008; 2009).
Therefore, poor segments of the market are also involved in direct business relationships, still
mediated by NGOs, which created shared commitment to co-create products, services, and
business ventures, giving an extent of empowerment to locals.

Recently, a new push toward a BoP 3.0 has created a more holistic framework that
describes a more collaborative way to alleviate poverty, seen as a more stable societal
transformation rather than a transitional economic growth (Cafneque & Hart, 2015; London,

2016). In this regard, this third version of BoP is focused on improvement of the local

16



community moving from an MNE-led toward more locally led BoP initiatives, adjusting BoP
business mechanisms to broader community circumstances. In the final two transition phases,
BoP scholars suggest that the distinctive element of this approach from others (such as
corporate social responsibility, philanthropy, or the same social entrepreneurship) is that the
positive combination of profit with poverty alleviation takes place on a large scale if this
approach combines new business models, i.e., product adaptation by engaging the poor, who
are no longer the mere recipients of these products.

The general BoP literature, including all its iterations, is mainly theoretical, aiming to
develop the central constructs and definitions (e.g., who are the poor, if different types of
poor exist, if geographical areas enter the studies) among the empirical case studies and
preferred practitioner-oriented outlets (also with limited theoretical contribution), as they may
reflect a preference for BoP scholars with high practical managerial implications (Follman,
2012; Kolk et al., 2014; Dembek et al., 2020). Recent literature reviews highlight that there
are different streams of investigation: poverty, community and network, strategy and
business, consumer, technology and innovation, and sustainability and development (Dembek
et al., 2020; Khandker, 2022). Thus far, the approach appears on the macro-level
(institutional contexts, environmental and societal impact and outcomes); however, micro-
details of BoP, e.g., BoP consumer behaviours or BoP business model innovations, have not
yet been studied (Kolk et al., 2014; Khandker, 2022).

3.2 Social Hybrids and Organization Behaviour

Social hybrids are organizations where two logics, social and economic, coexist, and
scholars of this field assume that they tend to be independent. These scholars do not focus
mainly in analysing how investments in CSR could generate a return in a company’s
economic profitability; however, they shift the focus to organizational dynamics, aiming to

explain how they are affected and can be managed in the presence of these two logics at the
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core of a company’s mission. This argument leads to the most important second assumption,
which speaks of a natural emerging contrast between these two objectives. Organizations
characterized by this double purpose are bound to generate internal tensions.

Thus, this stream of works tends to analyse the for-purpose enterprises under the
paradigm of hybridity. They share with the stakeholder view the idea that organizations are
not a random occurrence but are the product of an external environment with prevailing
social traits. Historical organization studies have investigated hybridity in the form of
multiple coexisting organizational identities (Corley et al., 2006), forms (Hannan & Freeman,
1986), and logics (Pache & Santos, 2010). This last perspective is the mostly commonly used
in this realm. This view offers considerable insights into the opportunities and challenges
faced by for-purpose enterprises because they are characterized by at least two competing
logics (Battilana & Lee, 2014; Havemann & Rao, 2006, Marquis & Lounsbury, 2007): social
and commercial. These scholars point out how, despite expectations of all stakeholders
including the entrepreneur, social business hybrids are prone to suffer from organizational
supply-side tension, i.e., they must overcome important internal hurdles to preserve their
hybridity. The two logics indeed are prone to conflict, which can lead to organizational
paralysis, drift, breakup, or shutdown (Pache & Santos, 2013; Tracey & Jarvis, 2006).

The literature on multiple logics depicts institutional logics as taken-for-granted social
prescriptions that represent shared understandings of what constitutes legitimate goals and
how they may be pursued (Scott, 1994). Research in institutional theory has studied the role
that logics play in shaping actors’ beliefs and practices as well as how these logics emerge,
rise, and fall (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999). Research has also shown that multiple institutional
logics often coexist in organizations (e.g., Marquis & Lounsbury, 2007), where they naturally
generate conflicting demands. The main assumption that multiple logics will always generate

conflict means that dealing with them is challenging for organizations because these conflicts
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create internal competition for resources and contrasts among organization members, who are
experiencing the practical negative effects of different logics inside an organization (Fosfuri
etal., 2016).

Thus, this literature is particularly passionate about the problems of tensions, because
it is the main cause of these corporations’ organization instability. It is then a mostly inside-
organization investigation, which focuses on understanding the nature of these tensions and
the contrasts and power struggles that these firms face internally (Jay, 2010; Pache & Santos,
2013).

Granted, these scholars have analysed the two main outcomes: first, what happens
when tensions are not solved, and second, which potential solutions might reduce or delete
these tensions and preserve hybridity. In terms of solutions, for-purpose enterprises are, by
definition, arenas of contradictions and instability where solutions should avoid the
dominance of either logic over the other. Scholars have proposed, for instance, human-
resource practices and socialization policies (Battilana & Dorado, 2010) as some ways to
form a common strand of language, routines, and discussion where conflicts could be solved
without escalation; thus, the competition for internal resources could be reduced. In this way,
a company could reach a balanced equilibrium between the two logics. Second, this literature
has proposed that social business hybrids can gain viability by implementing the ad hoc
organization design structures (Battilana & Dorado, 2010), which clearly separate the two
logics internally and then reconnect them with well-designed flows of integration (Battilana
et al., 2015), performance indicators, and organizational routines that help managers in
persevering hybridity (Jay, 2010; Santos et al., 2015).

In the cases in which solutions are not found, hybridity will cause a mission drift
(Battilana & Dorado 2010), thus making one logic prevail over the other, e.g., a for-purpose

company that becomes a full-flag for-profit company or a standalone charity supported by
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donors’ investments. Otherwise, when the power struggle becomes too exacerbated, these
competition costs between the two logics could generate an overall financial instability that
leads to the organization death (Tracey & Jarvis, 2006).

In sum, these scholars assume that the coexistence between social and business aims
will naturally lead to an organization behaviour that generates instability and tensions, which
could be softened by a correct scheme of incentives, culture, and organization design that
aims to preserve this hybridity. Otherwise, the same for-purpose enterprise will cease to exist

because of bankruptcy or because it transforms itself into other types of organization.

4. Certifications and Standards

The literature streams present in this article acknowledge that for-purpose enterprises
suffer problems of asymmetric information (what the companies are really doing socially)
and measurement. The increasing presence of socially responsible businesses in turn has also
increased the need to measure and assess their social impact and particularly the authenticity
of the declared commitment toward the environment, society, and governance transparency
(i.e., ESG) in order to contrast the phenomenon of greenwashing. Accordingly, over time,
ESG factors have become nonfinancial criteria for investors to guide their decision-making to
recognize business sustainability when investing in a firm. In this respect, it has become
fundamental for companies to signal their commitment with some concrete indicators. From
an academic viewpoint, comprehensive databases such as the MSCI KLD Social Index,
Thomson Reuters Asset4, Risk Metrics, SharkRepellent, and Foundation Directory Online
(FDO) (e.g., information on corporate giving of U.S. firms) have been employed to assess the
socially responsible initiatives of public firms and their ESG ratings. From the business side,

third parties or agencies have started processes of certifications such as IQNet SR10
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certifications, 1ISO 26000, ISO 37001, to certify firms along social responsibility criteria
(economic, environmental, and social aspects), ethical management, and transparency.

In 2013, public benefit corporations made its appearance in Delaware (US) when its
legislation was enacted. As defined under the statute, a “public benefit corporation” is a for-
profit corporation that is intended to produce a public benefit or public benefits and to operate
in a responsible and sustainable manner, which includes a positive impact on society,
workers, the community, and the environment in addition to profit as its legally defined
goals, in that the definition of “best interest of the corporation.” Since then, approximately 40
US states have adopted some sort of benefit corporation legislation, although the laws vary
from state to state. Laws concerning conventional corporations typically do not specify the
definition of “best interest of the corporation,” meaning that shareholder value (profits or
share price) is the main compelling interest of the firm (André, 2012). Legislations that grant
a public form of business with purpose are currently in the United States, British Columbia
(Canada), Ecuador, Colombia, Italy (e.g., Societa benefit), Spain (i.e., Empresa con
Proposito), and France (Segrestin, Hatchuel, & Levillain, 2021). The public benefit
corporations, however, must not be confused with the certified B-corporations (henceforth B-
corps) (Moroz et al., 2018), which are still profit-seeking corporations that combine and
pursue social impacts.

Started in 2007 in the United States, B-corps achieve their status from a nonprofit
organization called B-Lab, which acts as an external auditor and helps entrepreneurs obtain
certification by ensuring their social mission. These B-corps number 5,700 companies in 157
sectors and 83 countries (see Cao et al., 2017). Prominent B-corps include Ben & Jerry’s,
Danone North America, and Patagonia. Other examples of B-corps include DataWorld,
Kickstarter, and Plum Organics. At present, B-corps certification is available to any business

worldwide. To achieve certification, the organization must submit its own B impact
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assessment and score at least 80 out of 200 on four core metrics: community, environment,
governance, and workers. Although self-reported, the score also is verified by external B-Lab
evaluators and weighted by company size, sector, and nationality (www.bcorporation.net).
Certification can be renewed every two years, during which time companies have a chance to
improve their social impact score or else suffer decreases, which could lead to a loss of
certification. The fundamental idea underlying B-corps is a redefined way to do business, as
their motto states to “compete not to be the best in the world, but for the best of the world”
(source: www.bcorporation.net).

Among several business certifications, B-corps has attracted the most research
attention, especially as the movement has advanced beyond an early adopter phase (Cao et
al., 2017). Overall, the literature has addressed a few macro-themes, e.g., benefits of the B-
corps structure for society and critique of the structure itself and the impact of the
certification to an organization and notable phenomena of the B-corps movement (Cao &
Gehman, 2021). Moreover, uncertainty still exists about the value and social impact of the B-
corps structure (André, 2012; Lofft, Manier, & Rosemberg, 2012; Moroz et al., 2018).

Legal and finance scholars typically address shareholder value maximization in the
presence of a social certification and protections of the social mission during takeover

attempts (e.g._Alexander, 2016; Blount & Offei-Danso, 2012; Cohen, 2012), whereas

business scholars focus more on the role of the certification process and its impact on

corporate social responsibility performance (André, 2012; Hiller, 2013), corporate legitimacy

(Wilson & Post, 2013), or defining the frontier among business, society, and public policy

(Haymore, 2011; Kurland, 2017; Rawhouser, Cummings, & Crane, 2015). In the

management domain, debates about B-corps highlight their status as hybrids (Santos et al.,

2015), reflecting efforts to understand how these business hybrids compete, gain
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differentiation advantages (Fosfuri et al. 2013), or deal with trade-offs across their dual
purposes when they seek to expand (Fosfuri et al., 2016).

At an organizational level, efforts to analyze the entrepreneurial journey explore the
nature of prosocial opportunities related to certification processes (Conger, McMullen,
Bergam, & York, 2018; Moroz et al., 2018), the imprinted characteristics of B-corp
entrepreneurs and their ventures (Grimes, Gehman, & Cao, 2018), and the characteristics and
behaviors of startups that endure or change over time in the presence of social certification
options (Mufioz, Cacciotti, & Cohen, 2018; Siquiera, Guenster, Vanacker, & Crucke, 2018).

Scholars have employed a few theories to study the phenomenon of B-corps (Cao &
Gehman, 2021). For instance, institutional and stakeholder theories focus on the emergence
of new practices and legitimation of new practices associated with this new business form.
Social identity theory research thus attempts to understand motivations and processes that
enable firms to certify as a function of a perception of business owners and contextual
factors.

Moreover, imprinting theories study how past decisions have an enduring impact on
firms; notably, scholars have studied how the choice of becoming a B-corp, how objectives
are set and pursued, and the effects on other firm’s objectives and general company survival.
Categorization theories explore how the certification can help firms to connect with peers’
categories, feel like a new category, and realign the identity since categories are powerful
constructs that guide cognition, social comparison, and social practices. At the same time, B-
corps have fallen into the studies of hybrid organizations, as an example of organizations,
which have been discussed previously, where the logics of profit and social goals coexist.
Finally, value theories emphasize the role of values and how, from the leaders’ or
organizational perspectives, they move or explain firms’ actions (Cao & Gehman, 2021).

5. Conclusions
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Two views permeate the debate on for-purpose enterprises. The first discerns the
necessity to include sustainability investments in a business model that should target the
maximization of competitive advantage and profitability. In this respect, the main
investigation is centred in understanding under which conditions it is possible to achieve
synergies between business and social goals.

The second stream is related to understand the inner individual motives of an
entrepreneur and manager to move an enterprise to have a positive impact on the society,
especially when nonavoidable, deep-rooted tensions between social and business aims are
manifesting. These scholars thus analyse potential remedies to preserve an enterprise’s social
goals, together with its economic and financial viability under stressful situations.

The two perspectives start from two different traditions and analyse different
problems; they also propose a different menu of normative prescriptions and solutions.
Granted, some common ground exists in which several shared findings and suggestions could
nurture future avenues of research.

First, the organization design matters. The position of the sustainability division
inside an organization chart, the career experience of the chief sustainability officer, and the
flow of information between the sustainability division and the other departments of a
company both influence the exploitation of synergies and the control of tensions. This is, in
general, a point scarcely addressed by the literature due to lack of reliable data across time
but with promising opportunities of new discoveries, as original data sets will be constructed.

Second, authenticity of social actions is key to evaluate the coherence of a business
model, and the level of potential tensions that could arise inside a company. Authenticity is a
main issue because the information about social actions is, most of the time, difficult and
costly to monitor, meaning that is permeated by asymmetric information problems. Thus, it is

important for an enterprise to not only decide the boundaries of its social actions but also how
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the communication strategy is framed internally and externally. The level of asymmetric
information is an important moderator in both streams of literature. In this matter, the role of
certification from autonomous third-party institutions is also a key factor. However, there is
still room to improve our knowledge about the interplay between a firm’s communication
strategy and its willingness to participate in accreditation processes, along with the
subsequent diffusion of accreditation scores.

Third, the measurement problem still permeates the research in for-purpose enterprises. Here,
it is important to distinguish between data source and measurement problems. Companies
show complications to fully understand and include a common scoreboard platform of
potential input and output measures of social actions. This scoreboard should be correctly
used to better proxy synergies between sustainability and business models and/or to prevent
the raise of potential tensions. What are KPIs for a company in terms of sustainability? In this
respect, while some measures are nowadays quite standard like carbon footprint, wastewater,
and paper-recycling, others are more subject to high levels of uncertainty. In this respect,
competition across different accreditation and rating agencies with different scoreboards
could pose severe maladies to a company sustainability plan. It is worth to note that measures
could also define companies’ resource allocation. If measures are used to promote internal
market competition of resources among companies’ divisions, then escalation of tensions
should be expected. If measures used to generate a common understanding of the targets and
processes, synergies could be better exploited, then tensions could be avoided. This third
avenue of future research may be more pressing, but it could be the one with higher
possibilities. Machine-learning techniques could help in matching texts related to standard
accreditations, texts related to a company’s communication, and texts presented in formal
documentation scrutinized by third parties like patents and trademarks in order to create

validated proxy of a firm’s social actions. One central point of this research is the validation
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of social keyword vocabularies, which should be used as the starting base for any machine-
learning algorithm. However, here are present not only problems of different languages and
cultural differences; different bulk of social dictionaries could lead to different results even
inside the same language. Moreover, machine learning techniques should carefully be
instructed to spot false positives, i.e., words that could be misleadingly associated to a
sustainability content. From a research point of view, this lack of validity represents a key
opportunity, particularly fruitfully for a perspective doctoral student, given the necessity of a
long-term research agenda. Validation of social dictionaries under different contingencies
from industry, regulatory and normative social pressures could require time and detailed
robustness checks, as well as mixed methodology (namely, secondary data collection,
validation of the meaning and perceptions via focused groups or experiments, possibility to
adopt artificial intelligence algorithms in presence of big data). For instance, an interesting
avenue could be to classify and triangulate different social dictionaries (such as the Corporate
Knights or Elsevier) with the UN 17 Social development goals, with SABS industry
materiality pressures information, and with B Impact assessment categories of the private B-
corporation certification. Finally, an addition aspect, fruitful for PhDs and still quite
unexplored, is related to the internationalization of corporate social responsibility practices for
business for purposes. In such process, cultural distance and language differences are
contingencies that play a key role. Therefore, social vocabulary, heterogeneity of social-
oriented initiatives, the sensitivity to different social aspects could represent an opportunity of
investigation for young scholars and PhDs in international business who would like to focus,
for instance, on CSR strategy of a multinational corporation with subsidiaries in different

countries.

26



Acknowledgements

The authors thanks two anonymous reviewers for their comments and suggestions. This
article was partially funded by State Research Agency (AEI) -10.13039/501100011033 Grant
No. PID2019-104568GB-100 and by the IE University Research Award on Sustainability

Impact .

Further Reading

Dorobantu, S., Aguilera, R. V., Luo, J., & Milliken, F. J. (eds.). (2018). Sustainability, stakeholder
governance, and corporate social responsibility. Emerald Group Publishing.

Battilana, J., Besharov, M., & Mitzinneck, B. (2017). On hybrids and hybrid organizing: A review
and roadmap for future research. The SAGE Handbook of Organizational Institutionalism, 2,
133-1609.

Busch, C., & Hehenberger, L. (2022). How to evaluate the impact of corporate purpose. MIT Sloan
Management Review, Fall Issue.

Hawn, O., Chatterji, A. K., & Mitchell, W. (2018). Do investors actually value sustainability? New
evidence from investor reactions to the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI). Strategic
Management Journal, 39(4), 949-976.

loannou, I. & Hawn, O. (2019). Redefining strategy in the age of sustainability. Oxford handbook of
corporate social responsibility: Psychological and organizational perspectives. Marquis, C.
(2020). Better business: How the B-corp movement is remaking capitalism. Yale University
Press.

Park, K., Grimes, M., & Gehman, J. (2022). Becoming a generalized specialist: A strategic model for
maximizing your firm’s SDG impact while minimizing externalities. In George, G., Haas, M.,
Joshi, H. McGahan, A., & Tracey, P. (Eds.), Handbook on the Business of Sustainability

Seelos, C., Mair, J., Battilana, J., & Dacin, M. T. (2011). The embeddedness of social
entrepreneurship: Understanding variation across geographic communities. In C. Marquis, M.
Lounsbury, & R. Greenwood (Eds.), Research in the Sociology of Organizations.
Communities and Organizations, 33: 333-363.

Smith, W. K., Gonin, M., & Besharov, M. L. (2013). Managing social-business tensions: A review
and research agenda for social enterprise. Business Ethics Quarterly, 23(3), 407-442.

Vaccaro, A., & Ramus, T. (2022). Social innovation and social enterprises. Towards a holistic

perspective. Cham: Springer International Publishing.

27


https://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198802280.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780198802280-e-22

Voegtlin, C., Scherer, A. G., Stahl, G. K., & Hawn, O. (2022). Grand societal challenges and
responsible innovation. Journal of Management Studies, 59(1), 1-28.

Readings

Alexander, F. H. (2016). The capital markets and benefit corporations. Bus. L. Today, 1.

Ali, 1., Rehman, K. U., Ali, S. ., Yousaf, J., & Zia, M. (2010). Corporate social responsibility
influences, employee commitment and organizational performance. African Journal of
Business Management, 4(13), 2796-2801.

Alvord, S. H., Brown, L. D., & Letts, C. W. (2004). Social entrepreneurship and societal
transformation: An exploratory study. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 40(3), 260-
282.

André, R. (2012). Assessing the accountability of the benefit corporation: Will this new gray sector
organization enhance corporate social responsibility? Journal of Business Ethics, 110(1), 133-
150.

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

Battilana, J., & Dorado, S. (2010). Building sustainable hybrid organizations: The case of commercial
microfinance organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 53(6), 1419-1440.

Battilana, J., & Lee, M. (2014). Advancing research on hybrid organizing—Insights from the study of
social enterprises. Academy of Management Annals, 8(1), 397-441.

Battilana, J., Sengul, M., Pache, A. C., & Model, J. (2015). Harnessing productive tensions in hybrid
organizations: The case of work integration social enterprises. Academy of Management
Journal, 58(6), 1658-1685.

Berrone, P., Fosfuri, A., Gelabert, L., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (2013). Necessity as the mother of
‘green’ inventions: Institutional pressures and environmental innovations. Strategic
Management Journal, 34(8), 891-9009.

Blount, J., & Offei-Danso, K. (2012). The benefit corporation: A questionable solution to a non-
existent problem. Mary's LJ, 44, 617.

Bode, C., Jasjit S., & Michelle, R. (2015). Corporate social initiatives and employee retention.
Organization Science, 26(6), 1702-1720.

Brammer, S., Millington, A., & Rayton, B. (2007). The contribution of corporate social responsibility
to organizational commitment. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 18(10), 1701-1719.

Brough, A. R., Wilkie, J. E., Ma, J., Isaac, M. S., & Gal, D. (2016). Is eco-friendly unmanly? The
green-feminine stereotype and its effect on sustainable consumption. Journal of Consumer
Research, 43(4), 567-582.

28



Buttner, E. H., & Lowe, K. B. (2017). Addressing internal stakeholders’ concerns: The interactive
effect of perceived pay equity and diversity climate on turnover intentions. Journal of
Business Ethics, 143(3), 621-633.

Caneque, F. C. (2015). Lessons learned: Moving the inclusive business agenda forward. Caneque, FC
& Hart, SL (edi.) Base of the Pyramid, 3.

Cao, K., & Gehman, J. (2021). Certified B corporations and benefit corporations. SSRN paper.

Cao, K., Gehman, J., & Grimes, M. G. (2017). Standing out and fitting in: Charting the emergence of
Certified B Corporations by industry and region. In Hybrid Ventures. Emerald Publishing
Limited.

Collins, J. L., & Kahn, W. N. (2016). The hijacking of a new corporate form? Benefit corporations
and corporate personhood. Economy and Society, 45(3-4), 325-349.

Conger, M., McMullen, J. S., Bergman Jr, B. J., & York, J. G. (2018). Category membership, identity
control, and the reevaluation of prosocial opportunities. Journal of Business Venturing, 33(2),
179-206.

Corley, K. G., Harquail, C. V., Pratt, M. G., Glynn, M. A., Fiol, C. M., & Hatch, M. J. (2006).
Guiding organizational identity through aged adolescence. Journal of Management
Inquiry, 15(2), 85-99.

Dacin, M. T., Dacin, P. A., & Tracey, P. (2011). Social entrepreneurship: A critique and future
directions. Organization Science, 22(5), 1203-1213.

Dalton, D. R., Hitt, M. A., Certo, S. T., & Dalton, C. M. (2007). The fundamental agency problem
and its mitigation. Academy of Management Annals, 1(1), 1-64.

De Roeck, K., EI Akremi, A., & Swaen, V. (2016). Consistency matters! How and when does
corporate social responsibility affect employees’ organizational identification? Journal of
Management Studies, 53(7), 1141-1168.

Defoe, D. 1967. Essays upon several projects: or, Effectual ways for advancing the interest of the
nation, etc. Thomas Ballard.

Delmas, M. A., & Burbano, V. C. (2011). The drivers of Greenwashing. California Management
Review, 54(1), 64-87.

Dembek, K., Sivasubramaniam, N., & Chmielewski, D. A. (2020). A systematic review of the
bottom/base of the pyramid literature: Cumulative evidence and future directions. Journal of
Business Ethics, 165(3), 365-382.

Flammer, C., & Kacperczyk, A. 2019. Corporate social responsibility as a defense against knowledge
spillovers: Evidence from the inevitable disclosure doctrine. Strategic Management Journal,
40(8), 1243-1267.

Flammer, C. (2015). Does corporate social responsibility lead to superior financial performance? A

regression discontinuity approach. Management Science, 61(11), 2549-2568.

29



Follman, J. (2012). BoP at ten: evolution and a new lens. South Asian Journal of Global Business
Research.

Fosfuri, A., Giarratana, M. S., & Roca, E. (2015). Walking a slippery line: Investments in social
values and product longevity. Strategic Management Journal, 36(11), 1750-1760.

Fosfuri, A., Giarratana, M. S., & Roca, E. (2016). Social business hybrids: Demand externalities,
competitive advantage, and growth through diversification. Organization Science, 27(5),
1275-1289.

Friedman, M. (1970). The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. The New York
Times Magazine (13 September), 32-33, 122, 126.

George, G., Haas, M. R., McGahan, A. M., Schillebeeckx, S. J., & Tracey, P. (2021). Purpose in the
for-profit firm: A review and framework for management research. Journal of Management,
01492063211006450.

Godfrey, P., Craig, M., & Hansen, J. (2009). The relationship between corporate social responsibility
and shareholder value: an empirical test of the risk management hypothesis. Strategic
Management Journal, 30(4), 425-445.

Gond, J. P., & Crane, A. (2010). Corporate social performance disoriented: Saving the lost paradigm?
Business & Society, 49(4), 677-703.

Grimes, M. G., Gehman, J., & Cao, K. (2018). Positively deviant: Identity work through B
corporation certification. Journal of Business Venturing, 33(2), 130-148.

Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1986, December). Where do organizational forms come from?

In Sociological Forum, 1(1), 50-72). Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Hansen, S. D., Dunford, B. B., Boss, A. D., Boss, R. W., & Angermeier, I. (2011). Corporate social
responsibility and the benefits of employee trust: A cross-disciplinary perspective. Journal of
Business Ethics, 102(1), 29-45.

Harding, R., & Cowling, M. (2006). Social entrepreneurship monitor.

Hart, S. L. (2005). Capitalism at the crossroads: The unlimited business opportunities in solving the
world's most difficult problems. Pearson Education.

Hart, S. L., & Simanis, E. (2009). Innovation from the inside out. MIT Sloan Management
Review, 50(4), 76-88.

Haveman, H. A., & Rao, H. (2006). Hybrid forms and the evolution of thrifts. American Behavioral
Scientist, 49(7), 974-986.

Hawn, O., & loannou, 1. (2016). Mind the gap: The interplay between external and internal actions in
the case of corporate social responsibility. Strategic Management Journal, 37(13), 2569-
2588.

Haymore, S. J. (2011). Public (ly oriented) companies: B corporations and the Delaware stakeholder

provision dilemma. Vand. L. Rev., 64, 1311.

30



Hiller, J. S. (2013). The benefit corporation and corporate social responsibility. Journal of Business
Ethics, 118(2), 287-301.

Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. J. (2000). The dynamic, diverse, and variable faces of organizational
identity. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 150-152.

Homburg, C., Koschate, N., & Hoyer, W. D. (2005). Do satisfied customers really pay more? A study
of the relationship between customer satisfaction and willingness to pay. Journal of
Marketing, 69(2), 84-96.

Jay, J. J. (2010). Paradoxes of hybrid organizing in the Cambridge Energy Alliance by Jason Jesurum
Jay (doctoral dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology).

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1979). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and
ownership structure. In Corporate Governance (pp. 77-132). Gower.

Karnani, A. (2009). The bottom of the pyramid strategy for reducing poverty: A failed promise. New
York, USA.

Khandker, V. (2022). Two decades of the bottom of the pyramid research: Identifying the influencers,
structure, and the evolution of the concept. Management Review Quarterly, 1-28.

Kim, E. H., & Lyon, T. P. (2015). Greenwash vs. brownwash: Exaggeration and undue modesty in
corporate sustainability disclosure. Organization Science, 26(3), 705-723.

King, A., & Lenox, M. (2002). Exploring the locus of profitable pollution reduction. Management
Science, 48(2), 289-299.

Kolk, A., Rivera-Santos, M., & Rufin, C. (2014). Reviewing a decade of research on the “base/bottom
of the pyramid” (BOP) concept. Business & Society, 53(3), 338-377.

Kurland, N. B. (2017). Accountability and the public benefit corporation. Business Horizons, 60(4),
519-528.

Leavitt, K., & Sluss, D. M. (2015). Lying for who we are: An identity-based model of workplace
dishonesty. Academy of Management Review, 40(4), 587-610.

Lepoutre, J., Justo, R., Terjesen, S., & Bosma, N. (2013). Designing a global standardized
methodology for measuring social entrepreneurship activity: the global entrepreneurship
monitor social entrepreneurship study. Small Business Economics, 40(3), 693-714.

Lofft, K. R., Maniar, P. B., & Rosenberg, T. R. (2012). Are hybrids really more efficient: A drive-by
analysis of alternative company structures. Bus. L. Today, 1.

London, T. (2016). The base of the pyramid promise: Building businesses with impact and scale.
Stanford Business Books, Stanford, CA

Luo, X., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2006). Corporate social responsibility, customer satisfaction, and
market value. Journal of Marketing, 70(4), 1-18.

Mair, J., & Noboa, E. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: How intentions to create a social venture are

formed. In Social Entrepreneurship (pp. 121-135). Palgrave Macmillan, London.

31



Marin, L., Rubio, A., & de Maya, S. R. (2012). Competitiveness as a strategic outcome of corporate
social responsibility. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 19(6),
364-376.

Marquis, C., & Lounsbury, M. (2007). Vive la résistance: Competing logics and the consolidation of
US community banking. Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 799-820.

Martin, R. L., & Osberg, S. (2007). Social entrepreneurship: The case for definition.

Matten, D., & Moon, J. (2008). “Implicit” and “explicit” CSR: A conceptual framework for a
comparative understanding of corporate social responsibility. Academy of Management
Review, 33(2), 404-424.

Mishra, S., & Modi, S. B. (2016). Corporate social responsibility and shareholder wealth: The role of
marketing capability. Journal of Marketing, 80(1), 26-46.

Mitnick, B. M., Windsor, D., & Wood, D. J. (2021). CSR: Undertheorized or essentially contested?
Academy of Management Review, 46(3), 623-629.

Moroz, P. W., Branzei, O., Parker, S. C., & Gamble, E. N. (2018). Imprinting with purpose: Prosocial
opportunities and B Corp certification. Journal of Business Venturing, 33(2), 117-129.

Mufioz, P., Cacciotti, G., & Cohen, B. (2018). The double-edged sword of purpose-driven behavior in
sustainable venturing. Journal of Business Venturing, 33(2), 149-178.

Nardi, L., Zenger, T., Lazzarini, S. G., & Cabral, S. (2022). Doing well by doing good, uniquely:
Materiality and the market value of unique CSR strategies. Strategy Science, 7(1), 10-26.

Ndofor, H. A., Sirmon, D. G., & He, X. (2015). Utilizing the firm’s resources: How TMT
heterogeneity and resulting faultlines affect TMT tasks. Strategic Management
Journal, 36(11), 1656-1674.

Pache, A. C., & Santos, F. (2010). When worlds collide: The internal dynamics of organizational
responses to conflicting institutional demands. Academy of Management Review, 35(3), 455-
476.

Pache, A. C., & Santos, F. (2013). Inside the hybrid organization: Selective coupling as a response to
competing institutional logics. Academy of Management Journal, 56(4), 972-1001.

Pache, A. C. (2002) The development of the Unis-cité: 1994-2002(A). ESSEC case.

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2011). Creating shared value: Redefining capitalism and the role of
the corporation in society. Harvard Business Review, 89(1/2), 62-77.

Prahalad, C. K., & Hammond, A. (2002). Serving the world’s poor, profitably. Harvard Business
Review, 80(9), 48-59.

Prahalad, C. K., & Hart, S. L. (2002). Strategy + business. The Fortune at the Bottom of the
Pyramid, 26, 2-14.

Rawhouser, H., Cummings, M., & Crane, A. (2015). Benefit corporation legislation and the

emergence of a social hybrid category. California Management Review, 57(3), 13-35.

32



Reed, A. (2002). Social identity as a useful perspective for self-concept—based consumer
research. Psychology and Marketing, 19(3), 235-266.

Saebi, T., Foss, N. J., & Linder, S. (2019). Social entrepreneurship research: Past achievements and
future promises. Journal of Management, 45(1), 70-95.

Segrestin, B., Hatchuel, A., & Levillain, K. (2021). When the law distinguishes between the
enterprise and the corporation: The case of the new French law on corporate purpose. Journal
of Business Ethics, 171(1), 1-13.

Santos, F. M. (2012). A positive theory of social entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Ethics, 111(3),
335-351.

Santos, F., Pache, A. C., & Birkholz, C. (2015). Making hybrids work: Aligning business models and
organizational design for social enterprises. California Management Review, 57(3), 36-58.

Scott, L. M. (1994). Images in advertising: The need for a theory of visual rhetoric. Journal of
Consumer Research, 21(2), 252-273.

Seelos, C., & Mair, J. (2005). Social entrepreneurship: Creating new business models to serve the
poor. Business Horizons, 48(3), 241-246.

Sen, S., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2001). Does doing good always lead to doing better? Consumer
reactions to corporate social responsibility. Journal of Marketing Research, 38(2), 225-243.

Simanis, E., & Hart, S. (2008). The base of the pyramid protocol. Innovations, 3(1), 57-84.

Siqueira, A. C. O., Guenster, N., Vanacker, T., & Crucke, S. (2018). A longitudinal comparison of
capital structure between young for-profit social and commercial enterprises. Journal of
Business Venturing, 33(2), 225-240.

Stets, J. E., & Burke, P. J. (2000). Identity theory and social identity theory. Social Psychology
Quarterly, 224-237.

Stout, L. A. (2012). The shareholder value myth: How putting shareholders first harms investors,
corporations, and the public. Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Surroca, J., Tribo, J. A., & Waddock, S. (2010). Corporate responsibility and financial performance:
The role of intangible resources. Strategic Management Journal, 31(5), 463-490.

Tajfel H., & Turner, J. C. (1979) An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. Austin W. G., Worchel
S., eds. The Social Psychology.

Tang, Z., Hull, C. E., & Rothenberg, S. (2012). How corporate social responsibility engagement
strategy moderates the CSR—financial performance relationship. Journal of Management
Studies, 49(7), 1274-1303.

Thornton, P. H., & Ocasio, W. (2008). Institutional logics. The Sage Handbook of Organizational
Institutionalism, 840, 99-128.

Tracey, P., & Jarvis, O. (2006). An enterprising failure. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 4(1), 66-
70.

33



Trexler, J. (2008). Social entrepreneurship as algorithm: Is social enterprise sustainable? E: Co
Issue, 10(3), 65-85.

Turner, J. C., & Tajfel, H. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. Psychology of
Intergroup Relations, 5, 7-24.

Vishwanathan, P., van Oosterhout, H., Heugens, P. P., Duran, P., & Van Essen, M. (2020). Strategic
CSR: A concept building meta-analysis. Journal of Management Studies, 57(2), 314-350.

Walker, K., & Wan, F. (2012). The harm of symbolic actions and green-washing: Corporate actions
and communications on environmental performance and their financial implications. Journal
of Business Ethics, 109(2), 227-242.

Wang, H., Jia, M., Xiang, Y., & Lan, Y. (2021). Social performance feedback and firm
communication strategy. Journal of Management, 01492063211042266.

Wilson, F., & Post, J. E. (2013). Business models for people, planet (& profits): exploring the
phenomena of social business, a market-based approach to social value creation. Small
Business Economics, 40(3), 715-737.

Wry, T. &. York, J. G. (2017). An identity-based approach to social enterprise. Academy of
Management Review, 42(3), 437-460.

Zahra, S. A., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D. O., & Shulman, J. M. (2009). A typology of social
entrepreneurs: Motives, search processes and ethical challenges. Journal of Business
Venturing, 24(5), 519-532.

Zajac, E. J., & Westphal, J. D. (1994). The costs and benefits of managerial incentives and monitoring
in large US corporations: When is more not better? Strategic Management Journal, 15(S1),
121-142.

Zucker, L. G. (1987). Institutional theories of organization. Annual Review of Sociology, 13, 443-464.

34



