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Abstract

- Benson Honig? - David Urbano®*

We systematically review social entrepreneurship literature to analyse how the notion of well-being is perceived. We found
that well-being in social entrepreneurship is accounted for in two forms: self-oriented and other-oriented. Our review indicates
that both hedonic and eudaimonic well-being have received significant research attention, although the latter has gained more
prominence. We found that negative well-being resulting from social entrepreneurial interventions is a matter of concern.
Apart from critically synthesizing the literature, this paper offers a number of avenues for future research connecting well-

being and social entrepreneurship.
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Introduction

Social enterprises have gained prominence in the last two
decades due to their stated potential to create social value
by addressing stubborn social problems (Dacin et al., 2011;
Peredo & McLean, 2006; Shepherd et al., 2023). We define
social entrepreneurship as “an individual, group, network,
organization, or alliance of organizations that seeks sus-
tainable, large-scale change through pattern-breaking ideas
in what or how governments, non-profits, and businesses
do to address significant social problems” (Light, 2006, p.
50). Social enterprises often engage in producing and/or
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offering products and/or services to the beneficiaries and
communities (Mair & Marti, 2006). Despite their growth,
there is some disagreement on whether they contribute
to the well-being of target communities, employees, or to
social entrepreneurs themselves (Ryff, 2019; Wiklund et al.,
2019). There are several reasons for a measure of scepti-
cism, as growing evidence indicates that social injustices
and inequalities “are sometimes proliferated and facilitated”
by social enterprises (Bote et al., 2024, p. 225). Further,
their interventions are said to deprive communities of attain-
ing competence and long-term well-being (Diochon, 2013;
Williams & Shepherd, 2016) as they may primarily engage
in surface-level social change interventions (Stephan et al.,
2016).

Even at the entrepreneurs' personal level, research shows
that social entrepreneurs with empathetic feelings for others
may experience negative well-being (Shepherd et al., 2023)
and have a higher risk of burnout and entrepreneurial fatigue
(Patzelt & Shepherd, 2024). In addition, commercial entre-
preneurs with prosocial motives experience increased stress
and reduced life satisfaction (Kibler et al., 2019). Well-being
concerns are further fueled by entrepreneurial traits and mar-
ket conditions such as uncertainty and risk-taking (Stephan
et al., 2023), competition, and pressure (Stephan, 2018).
Given the resource-constrained environment where social
enterprises typically operate, staff and volunteers are also
often stressed and experience burnout (Barki et al., 2023;
Kelly et al., 2019). Employees face moral dilemmas when
they are expected to deal with paradoxes between serving the
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needy and complying with organizational principles empha-
sizing economic viability and efficiency (Bote et al., 2024).

Adding fuel to the complexity of social entrepreneurial
practices, well-being is a complex phenomenon perceived
in two broad ways—hedonic and/or eudaimonic' (Ryan &
Deci, 2001; Ryff, 2019). These differing motives can signifi-
cantly influence the goals, decision making, and approach
social entrepreneurs undertake to run their ventures, thus
impacting outcomes. Hedonic motivations prioritize per-
sonal satisfaction, pleasure, and immediate positive emo-
tions gained from recognition or achieving short-term suc-
cess and quick wins. Eudaimonic motivations are more
focussed on purpose, meaning, and long-term impact, driven
by a sense of responsibility to help solve societal problems.
This encourages long-term solutions that tackle the root
causes of problems. Each of these perspectives shapes the
entrepreneur’s journey and outcomes, impacting how they
sustain their ventures when faced with challenges.

Shepherd et al. (2023) argue that well-being is not a zero-
sum game, as actors may experience varying levels of well-
being after participating in or benefiting from social entre-
preneurial interventions. Further research avoids embracing
well-being as a “positive/transformational outcome” without
critically understanding its nuances (Palakshappa et al. p.
343). Thus, it becomes imperative to understand how the
scholarly social entrepreneurship literature perceives well-
being attainments for all those involved.

Much as research is conducted on entrepreneurial inten-
tions as a shortcut to evaluating social entrepreneurial
behaviour over an extended period, the causality between
behaviour and intentions of social entrepreneurs may be
missing or even reversed (Miralles et al., 2017). Studies fre-
quently equate entrepreneurial aspirations about social value
creation, with the actual social value being created through
their interventions, to avoid this subjective quagmire. For
example, Brieger et al. (2021) highlighted that social entre-
preneurs’ perception of their contribution to creating social
value may enhance their own well-being. However, such
perceptions could falsely project the achievement of soci-
etal well-being (Stephan et al., 2016). Thus, studying how
social entrepreneurship contributes to well-being attainment
is beneficial not only for social entrepreneurs themselves but
for society as a whole (Stephan et al., 2023).

In this research, we aim to study how well-being is
perceived, not exclusively by the social entrepreneurs
themselves (Yitshaki et al., 2022), but rather in the social

! Entrepreneurship literature that investigates well-being attainments
has advanced in the last decade, with several new variables and com-
ponents showing their influence on well-being attainment. We dis-
cuss this in the next section and show why we have chosen to rely on
hedonic and eudaimonic well-being in this research.
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entrepreneurship literature, to gauge the effectiveness of
research when reporting various interventions initiated to
create social value. Ryff (2019) calls for future research to
understand the holistic contribution of social entrepreneur-
ial initiatives to achieve well-being. Notably, it is important
to understand how entrepreneurial activity impacts other
stakeholders, including employees, beneficiaries, and the
surrounding community, especially in consideration of well-
being accomplishments (Wiklund et al., 2019).

In order to answer our question regarding how social
entrepreneurship scholarship perceives and operationalizes
well-being, we reviewed 42 papers that were published on
the topic. Our review makes four contributions. At a broader
level, we show that the literature has positioned well-being
at two levels—(i) self-oriented well-being, which refers to
the well-being of the social entrepreneurs themselves; (ii)
other-oriented well-being, which refers to the well-being
of the communities, beneficiaries, and employees. Stephan
(2018), while primarily reviewing the literature on com-
mercial entrepreneurship, argues that well-being research
relies on individual analysis at the entrepreneurial level. We
expand this perspective by showing that most social entre-
preneurship literature focuses on other-oriented (employees,
beneficiaries or communities) well-being.

Second, our analysis indicates that social entrepreneur-
ship literature contributes to understanding both hedonic
and eudaimonic well-being, a combination of which contrib-
utes to a greater understanding of well-being achievement
(Nikolaev et al., 2020). Recently, Shepherd et al. (2023)
argue that most of the entrepreneurship literature focuses on
either subjective or psychological well-being, and it is rare
to see research that includes both approaches together. Our
study thus contributes to well-being literature by combining
these two perspectives. We show that social entrepreneurial
intentions contribute to the well-being of social entrepre-
neurs, employees, beneficiaries, and target communities,
albeit to different degrees.

Third, most entrepreneurship literature has overlooked
how eudaimonic well-being is crucial for the entrepreneurial
endeavour. This research shows how social entrepreneurs
strive to achieve their eudaimonic well-being and those of
others, including employees, beneficiaries, and communi-
ties. Finally, we emphasize negative well-being to show how
social entrepreneurial interventions may diminish actors'
well-being, an outcome that deserves further attention.

The paper is divided into five sections. While the second
section below highlights the relationship between social
entrepreneurship, ethics, and well-being, the third section
discusses the methods used for the study and the analyti-
cal approach we adopted to analyse the selected papers.
The fourth section discusses the two types of well-being
we uncovered from the literature and incorporates how both
eudaimonic versus hedonic well-being is perceived. Finally,
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the discussion section summarizes the paper’s key findings
and offers avenues for future research.

Ethical Orientation of Social
Entrepreneurship

Social entrepreneurship and ethics have a unique relation-
ship. Social entrepreneurs engage in social entrepreneurship
to advance the well-being of the disadvantaged (Dacin et al.,
2010; Shepherd et al., 2023), which in turn helps advance
their own well-being (Brieger et al., 2021). Social entrepre-
neurs carry out activities driven by their empathetic orienta-
tion to achieve this aim (Shepherd et al., 2023), including
inventing or distributing new products and/or services or
reinventing how those products and services are sourced,
grown, manufactured, distributed, or repurposed (Corner &
Ho, 2010).

Given their societal relevance, ethical and moral per-
ception is crucial in forming actors’ intentions to initiate a
social venture (Kickul & Lyons, 2012; Yitshaki et al., 2022).
Arjoon et al. (2018) argue that the intent of social entrepre-
neurs, which is referred to as being virtuous by their ethical
determinants, and the common good they aim to achieve
are two sides of the same coin. As a result, the intent to cre-
ate social good and their contributions to the well-being of
society, by default, is said to offer an ethical narrative to the
motives (Bote et al., 2024). The ethical dimension differenti-
ates social entrepreneurship from commercial entrepreneur-
ship (Dacin et al., 2010). Three specific aspects are said to
be crucial here—(i) social entrepreneurial commitment to
address social problems, (ii) their intent to behave ethically
to achieve others’ well-being, and iii) their perception of
the moral approval they gain in society (Bacq et al., 2016).

Despite the central role that the common good and ethi-
cal factors may play in social entrepreneurial commitment,
intent, and their perception (Peredo & McLean, 2006),
recent research argues that ethics are essentially not, a priori,
concerned with social entrepreneurial intent and practice.
Thus, the social entrepreneur as an actor is not a representa-
tion of ethical virtuousness (Dey & Steyaert, 2016). Bote
et al. (2024) argue that as evidence indicates social enter-
prises sometimes proliferate and facilitate social inequali-
ties and injustice. More constructively, an ethical orienta-
tion needs to be derived from the moral practices adopted
in everyday organizing (Jackall, 1988). Evaluating ethical
activities may be rooted in understanding the existing power
relations as well as the subjectivity and freedom in which
social enterprises operate (Dey & Steyaert, 2016; Koehne
et al., 2022). Chell et al. (2016) accordingly maintain that
social entrepreneurship raises several ethical challenges.
An important avenue in which an ethical orientation may
be understood is whether social entrepreneurs contribute

towards creating well-being. Research argues that a greater
ethical inclination is an indication of achieving greater well-
being (Giacalone et al., 2016). However, implementation is
key to improving well-being, irrespective of ethical goals
(Bolzani et al., 2020).

Well-Being in the Context of Social
Entrepreneurship

Amartya Sen (1992) provides an important framework for
understanding well-being that is particularly relevant to
social entrepreneurship. He reaches beyond measures of
wealth and income to focus on people’s ability to live lives
that they value—to use their capabilities, what he calls “do”
to function as “be” for healthy educated, social, and politi-
cally participating individuals. Both personal well-being—
to choose one’s own path, and societal well-being—when
institutions are in place to support individuals—address
capability deprivation, where they are lacking. Social entre-
preneurs can be viewed as agents who help expand societal
well-being by promoting empowerment, opportunity, justice,
and equity.

Entrepreneurship literature in general, and social entre-
preneurship literature in particular have recently paid
increasing attention to well-being. For example, Shepherd
et al. (2023) proposed an empathy-driven entrepreneurial
action model of well-being where social entrepreneurs often
show empathetic responses when they are exposed to human
suffering. They respond in different ways towards address-
ing the identified causes that result in suffering. The authors
refer to four types of entrepreneurial action—hedonic coop-
erative, hedonic paternalistic, counter-hedonic paternalistic,
and counter-hedonic cooperative. Each of these action types
results in varying levels of well-being attainment levels for
beneficiaries, which in turn results in fulfilling entrepre-
neurs’ own well-being differently.

Further, Stephan et al. (2023) proposed a component view
of well-being whereby they introduce several components
crucial for well-being that include a) cognitive well-being
reflective of how actors evaluate their own life and work
and how satisfied are they generally; b) affective well-being
which assesses ones positive and negative feelings and
mood—it is the combination of both positive cognitive and
affective well-being and absence of negative affective well-
being that is combined under the broader notion of hedonic
well-being; c¢) eudaimonic wellbeing refers to one’s poten-
tial to thrive and feel authentic as they go on fulfilling their
goals and put their competence to use; d) negative well-being
includes mental health problems that result from work or
personal life-related stressors. Overall, positive well-being is
determined by positive cognitive, affective, and eudaimonic
well-being. On the contrary, negative well-being refers to
a combination of negative affective well-being and mental
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health-related problems. In order to grasp variance to the
level of enterprise creation and well-being attainment, the
authors added four contextual factors to their organizing
framework: resources, rule of law, regulations, and culture.

An alternative approach examines the importance of psy-
chological functioning referred to as “purposeful engage-
ment with life, adapting to challenging and uncertain situ-
ations, the realization of personal talents and capabilities,
and fulfilment of intrinsic needs of autonomy, competence,
and relatedness” (Nikolaev et al., 2020, p. 558). This per-
spective proposes an integrative framework that assertedly
helps entrepreneurs experience subjective well-being. Their
focus is on both evaluation—to the extent to which actors
assess their own life satisfaction—as well as incorporating
hedonic well-being as the basis for subjective well-being.
They find that entrepreneurs generally experience higher
levels of subjective well-being compared to those who are
in wage employment. Notably, they maintain that psycho-
logical functions remain crucial for achieving subjective
well-being. Thus, the emergent literature that converges
entrepreneurship and well-being largely relies on two major
aspects of well-being dimensions—hedonic and eudaimonic
well-being, which form the basis for this research. We dis-
cuss these two dimensions in the following section.

Hedonic and Eudaimonic Well-Being

Hedonism and eudaimonism perspectives are prevalent in
understanding the achievement of well-being (Ryan & Deci,
2001; Ryft, 2019). We adopt this approach because hedonic
and eudaimonic well-being provide well established, distinct
conceptual boundaries. Other approaches including cogni-
tive, affective, and psychological dimensions essentially
build on these two foundations. They also provide a good fit
for social entrepreneurs, who must balance personal achieve-
ment with social impact. While multi-dimensional models
are valuable, specifying a focus on these two mechanisms
allows for a deep nuanced analysis. We acknowledge that
the field has advanced with multi-dimensional approaches
like Stephan et al. (2023) and Ryff et al. (2021), which
integrate diverse dimensions of well-being. However, this
paper’s deliberate focus on either the hedonic or eudaimonic
perspective allows for an in-depth investigation of one key
approach.

Building on the narrative that one’s life goal is to achieve
maximum happiness, the hedonism perspective emphasizes
the pleasure or happiness one gains from participating in
an activity. The hedonic perspective largely relies on how
actors subjectively perceive their lives based on whether
they experience pleasure or displeasure upon receiving
goods or services (Kraut, 1979). The associated positive
feelings resulting from material objects determine hedonic
well-being (Waterman et al., 2008). For example, life and
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job satisfaction are often seen as a reflection of entrepre-
neurial hedonic well-being (Stephan et al., 2020). Other
emotions, such as being happy, nervous, calm or sad, all
contribute to hedonic well-being (Nikolaev et al., 2020).
The ethic of hedonic well-being is thus considered to be
achieved by maximizing such positive experiences rooted
in pleasure and happiness (Waterman et al., 2008). Litera-
ture maintains that social entrepreneurial interventions are
aimed at enhancing communities emotional well-being by
promoting positive emotions and removing negative ones
(Shepherd et al., 2023).

The hedonic perspective has gained prominence in both
research and practice, given the ease at which the deter-
mining parameters can be measured. Growth in this per-
spective represents the introduction of the World Happiness
Index (Carlsen, 2018). Subjective Well-being (SW) relies
on material objects and their accessibility. Well-being is
thus considered a moral project rooted in individual judge-
ments (Christopher, 1999). SW assessment often refers to
how actors evaluate their own lives (Wiklund et al., 2019).
SW considers three aspects—life satisfaction, positive mood
prevalence, and the absence of negative mood, combined
to result in happiness or pleasure (Kashdan et al., 2008).
Under this dictum, well-being is equated with the pleasure or
happiness beneficiaries experience upon receiving goods or
services from social entrepreneurial interventions. However,
a critique of this perspective draws on the notion that not all
pleasure-producing initiatives result from human virtue or
result in enduring human satisfaction based on relationship
building and self-actualization (Ryff, 1989). Ansari et al.
(2012) further argue that while incomes may enhance cer-
tain capabilities, that cannot be equated with well-being per
se. Ryan and Deci (2001) emphasize that “placing too much
priority on material goods..., which in themselves do not
satisfy basic psychological needs, can at best only partially
satisfy the needs, and at worst can distract from foci that
would yield need fulfillment” (p. 153).

The eudaimonic view, on the contrary, emphasizes attain-
ing a flourishing life by realizing the human potential to
achieve well-being (Robinson, 2018; Steyl, 2020). For Aris-
totle, this is achieved through fully engaging in activities that
align with the actors’ internal virtue. A virtuous moral life
is an absolute requirement for attaining eudaimonia (Tay-
lor, 2000). While hedonism emphasizes relaxing and finding
quick fixes to gain happiness, the eudaimonic view seeks
to challenge and enhance actors’ capabilities to solve prob-
lems and live a life worth living (Martela & Steger, 2016).
Aristotle argued that eudaimonia requires both personal and
social relationships at the community level as it involves
the cultural nurturing of virtues and contextual conditions
such as stability, economic prosperity, and social harmony
(Duvall & Dotson, 1998; Paul, 2022). Further, ethics, friend-
ship, and knowledge are all considered part of eudaimonia
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(Brulde, 2007). The Eudaimonia view thus not only refers to
bringing out the best within us (Waterman et al., 2008) but
also emphasizes the importance of community development
for attaining the fullest human potential through display of
virtue (Chen et al., 2013).

The eudaimonia perspective is often measured based
on several factors drawn across psychological well-being
(PW) (Ryff, 1989, 2021). PW focuses on a ‘fully function-
ing person’ or ‘vigor/ vitality’ and is based broadly on three
factors—autonomy, competence and relatedness (Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Ryff & Singer, 2008; Shepherd et al., 2023). It
relies on dimensions such as positive relations, autonomy,
purpose in life, environmental mastery, personal growth, and
self-acceptance (Ryff, 1989, 2021). Attaining psychological
well-being essentially requires actors to perform highly on
different tasks that they have reason to value. For example,
goods or services may not fulfil psychological needs. PW
refers to actively reflecting on one’s virtue and bringing the
best out of one’s capabilities (Huta & Waterman, 2013). The
maximum happiness dictum adopted in hedonism is consid-
ered not an end but a byproduct in the context of eudaimon-
ism. It occurs when actors achieve excellence in activities,
they believe are worth undertaking. Accordingly, engaging
in entrepreneurship offers actors opportunities to achieve
their own eudaimonic well-being (Stephan et al., 2020) by
fulfilling their values and aspirations and embarking on a
journey of achieving a purposeful life (Shir & Ryff, 2022).
Shir et al. (2019), for example, argue that engaging in entre-
preneurship allows actors to self-organize, thereby position-
ing autonomy at the core of their entrepreneurial efforts to
achieve well-being. Further, eudaimonic well-being helps
effectively engage in proactive behaviours, thereby express-
ing their entrepreneurial passion (Hahn et al., 2012) and
entrepreneurial energy (Kakatkar et al., 2024).

Given the contrast between these two perspectives,
they are rooted in different ethical and philosophical ori-
entations (Huta & Waterman, 2013). Specifically, attain-
ing eudaimonic well-being requires salience of positive
mental functioning (Compton et al., 1996), capabilities
(Ryan et al., 2008), self-actualization that involves dedi-
cating efforts to pursue excellence (Waterman, 2011) and

being autonomous (Steger et al., 2013) that have long-term
impact (Stephan et al., 2023). For example, volunteering
to create a social good or engage in social entrepreneur-
ship may be considered part of the eudaimonic nature of
well-being. At the same time, Keyes (2002) argues that
contributing to creating social value results in individual
well-being. As a result, actors use their competence to
create greater good (Seligman, 2002).

Despite the varying ways in which both hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being are perceived and their empiri-
cal distinctiveness (Keyes et al., 2002), certain overlaps
bring these two perspectives together. For example, when
actors experience higher eudaimonic well-being, they may
also perceive higher hedonic well-being (Waterman et al.,
2008). However, according to the authors, the opposite
may not be possible as higher hedonic well-being may
not co-relate with high eudaimonic well-being. Shepherd
et al. (2023), on the contrary, argue that “entrepreneurial
action that enhances emotional [hedonic] well-being can
be the same as those that facilitate psychological well-
being [eudaimonic]”—emphasis added (p. 5). Based on
the hedonic and eudaimonic perspectives, we draw Table 1
for conceptual clarity.

Research Approach

Our review followed a three-step process suggested by
Tranfield et al. (2003). The steps include—(i) planning the
review, (ii) conducting the review, and (iii) reporting and
dissemination. As part of the planning, we initially con-
ducted a scoping study to understand the literature avail-
able on well-being and social entrepreneurship. We were
interested in cross-disciplinary literature to account for the
variety of possible approaches to this topic. As part of the
scoping study, we identified the keywords that would be
used to select the literature. In the second step, we used
the search terms that were developed during the initial
stage to decide the search strings. Figure 1 summarizes our
selection, exclusion, and inclusion criteria for this study.

Table 1 Hedonic and

Eudaimonic

] . . Well-being Hedonic
eudaimonic nature of well-being
Aim Happiness
Key focus Subjective well-being
Orientation Subjective
Relies on
Measurement

Primary goods, utilities, commodities, incomes

Life satisfaction, positive mood prevalence,

Human potential
Psychological well-being
Objective

Competence enhancement, building
social capital, long-term impact

Competence, autonomy and Relatedness

absence of negative mood
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Fig. 1 PRISMA framework for
inclusion/exclusion criteria

Identification

Inclusion based on Social Sciences, and Business,

Management and Accounting Journals/ limited.

Records from Scopus
(n=1814)

Excluded: (n=1177)
Included: (n=637)

to peer-reviewed journal articles. L

Articles included in ABS 3 and 4* journal list

The number of articles

after cross-reference-based inclusion

The final number of articles

Keyword Search

We used prosociality OR social_entre* OR social_enter-
prise OR social_entrepreneur AND well-being OR well-
being in Scopus Title-Abstract-Keyword search in March
2024 and found a total of 1814 articles. We used prosoci-
ality as a keyword because the literature articulates that
social entrepreneurs are motivated by their prosocial traits
such as compassion, empathy, the ethic of care, and moral
judgement, among others (Douglas & Prentice, 2019;
Yitshaki et al., 2022). We narrowed the list by limiting
the search to social sciences, business, management, and
accounting journals, which reduced the number of pub-
lications to 637 documents. In the next stage, to ensure
rigour, we decided to include those articles that were
published in the Association of Business Schools (ABS)
ranking 3 and 4/4*, which further helped us to exclude
another 560 articles and limit the number of articles to
77. We have also included another 11 articles that are rel-
evant but did not enter our list due to our review criteria
as they have not, for example, included our keywords in
the introduction or abstract but are highly relevant for our
paper, as they emphasized well-being later in the paper
(Yitshaki et al., 2022). In total, we had 88 papers at this
stage. We carefully reviewed each article's abstract and
introduction to determine their relevance for our review.
At this stage, we had to exclude another 48 articles as
they broadly focussed on prosociality but failed to refer
to social entrepreneurship. Eventually, we included 42
articles for our review.
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Excluded: (n=560)
Included: (n=77)

v

Included: (n=11)
List of articles: (n=88)

v

Excluded: (n=46)
Final Inclusion: (n=42)

Data Analysis

We adopted a qualitative content analysis approach for the
data analysis. As part of the analysis, we drew subjective
interpretations of the text being analysed (Hsieh & Shannon,
2005). Further, content analysis was helpful in summariz-
ing the trends in the literature and underscoring important
aspects (Bretas & Alon, 2021). Specifically, we relied on
deductive content analysis (Moldavska & Welo, 2017) to
read through all the articles in detail and prepared notes
about the context, examining well-being with an empirical
focus on studying the methods adopted and the key findings
in each article.

The first author initially read through all the articles
and coded them based on their contributions to well-being
(please refer to Appendix Tables 2, 3 4). The tables and arti-
cles were then transferred to the remaining author team who
went through the papers independently and either agreed or
suggested to change the interpretation or the focus of the
papers. Any disagreements on the coding were resolved in
frequent meetings being organized among the authors teams.
As we reviewed the papers, we found a pattern in terms
of how well-being is conceived in the literature. There are
two basic categories according to their contribution to the
well-being literature. First, social entrepreneurs engage in
social entrepreneurship to enhance their own well-being,
which we labelled as self-oriented well-being; second, social
entrepreneurs engage in social entrepreneurship to create
well-being at the employees, beneficiaries, and commu-
nity levels, which we call other-oriented well-being (please
refer to Appendix Table(s) 2). With regard to classifying the
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evidence on communities and beneficiaries, we coded those
initiatives and activities that do not specifically identify a set
of target beneficiaries and focus on contextual factors includ-
ing well-being of societies in general (Sarracino & Fumarco,
2020), Canadian aboriginal communities (Dichon, 2015),
regional cities (Kilpatrick et al., 2021) or national well-being
(Torres & Augusto, 2020) under broader communities cat-
egory, whereas beneficiaries are those who benefit from
products and/or services offered by the social entrepreneurs.
We also relied on references to several instances of negative
well-being, which we discussed in our review below.

We are also broadly interested in studying how each of
these articles discusses or relates to either hedonic or eudai-
monic well-being or both (please refer to Appendix Table 3).
By drawing from the literature, we used three constructs
for hedonic (life satisfaction, positive mood prevalence, and
negative mood absence) and another three for eudaimonic
(autonomy, competence, and relatedness) well-being. Our
review indicates that both types of well-being received sig-
nificant research interest, although eudaimonic well-being
received greater attention in the literature. We provided three
tables in the appendix to show how our review captured the
most essential aspects that connect both social entrepreneur-
ship and well-being. We discuss our findings in detail below.

Well-Being in Social Entrepreneurship

In the articles we reviewed, well-being has been referred to
at multiple levels, including the well-being of social entre-
preneurs (Campin et al., 2013), the well-being of individuals
(Sacchetti, 2015), youth well-being (Bublitz et al., 2021),
well-being of the disadvantaged (Ansari et al., 2012), soci-
etal well-being (Stephan et al., 2016), psychological well-
being (Wiklund et al., 2019), emotional well-being (Shep-
herd et al., 2023), national well-being (Torres & Augusto,
2020), and global well-being (Zahra et al., 2014). Well-being
is an outcome of and results in positive social change. For
example, when community well-being is enhanced, it then
results in a positive social change (Stephan et al., 2016); on
the contrary, the higher the levels of well-being in a geo-
graphical context, the greater the prospects of initiating
social enterprises (Sarracino & Fumarco, 2020). Well-being
is also achieved when an individual’s health is protected
(Gordon et al., 2018). On the other hand, the literature also
emphasized that when social enterprises create social cohe-
sion and inclusion, it in turn results in social entrepreneurs'
well-being (Kilpatrick et al., 2021). For example, Brieger
et al. (2021) argue that when social entrepreneurs perceive
their efforts yield social value creation, they enjoy higher
job satisfaction and their own well-being. Below, we discuss

the two dimensions of well-being that we uncovered in the
literature.

Self-Oriented Well-Being

Self-oriented well-being refers to the well-being of social
entrepreneurs. Understanding self-oriented well-being is
necessary as prosocial entrepreneurs who can concentrate
on and develop their own well-being end up creating last-
ing social impact which advances societal well-being. For
example, entrepreneurs who focus on their own well-being
see enhancement in their psychological resources, includ-
ing optimism, resilience, and self-esteem. Those with higher
levels of psychological resources tend to do well in their
ventures (Wiklund et al., 2019). Further, they are also able
to identify opportunities that are connected to their self-
compassion and other-oriented compassion (Yitshaki et al.,
2022).

Entrepreneurs are generally considered highly satisfied
with their lives and have higher levels of hedonic well-being
(Stephan, 2018). Greater life satisfaction results in a positive
stage of mental well-being (Wiklund et al., 2019). Stephan
et al. (2023) note that entrepreneurs generally have high lev-
els of autonomy, which allows them to make self-regulated
actions that help reach their psychological needs. Nikolaev
et al. (2023) take the conversation further by emphasizing
that entrepreneurs, due to the unique nature of their work,
experience psychological benefits, which help them to thrive
in entrepreneurship despite the insecurity and uncertainty it
causes. Relatedness also equally plays a crucial role in social
entrepreneurial intention to address social problems and cre-
ate community well-being. In fact, it is the positive social
relations that social entrepreneurs build with the communi-
ties and a sense of relatedness with them that result in social
venture creation (Pathak & Muralidharan, 2024). Campin
et al. (2013) argue that social entrepreneurs consider them-
selves part of the ‘whole’, and their thrust to address social
problems is an extension of their own selves. They use their
personal agency, self-efficacy, risk tolerance, and empathy as
they engage in social entrepreneurship (Bublitz et al., 2021).

On the contrary, given the complexities involved in entre-
preneurial processes, entrepreneurs may also experience the
depletion of their psychological resources as they navigate
through the tensions that arise in the process (Palakshappa
et al., 2024). When entrepreneurs themselves suffer from
well-being fatigue, they tend to be less innovative, produc-
tive, and persistent (Stephan, 2018). Fatigue constraints
actors' autonomy as they feel less autonomous after being
deprived of their entrepreneurial passion and energy, which
then results in a loss of relatedness (Patzelt & Shepherd,
2024). Given this dichotomy, social entrepreneurs need to
look after their own well-being, failing may result in their
efforts being derailed to advance societal well-being.

@ Springer



R. K. R. Kummitha et al.

Social entrepreneurs adopt several strategies to maintain
a positive organizational environment. One of the strategies
highlighted is servant leadership, which refers to “develop-
ing employees and serving others to positively impact the
community through one’s work” (Kimakwa et al., 2023,
p- 93). This approach allows social entrepreneurs to share
their passion with employees and inspires them to achieve
the ventures' dual mission of creating social and economic
value. Proper time management also allows actors to main-
tain social relationships and effectively organize the employ-
ees to achieve well-being at different levels. In addition, it
also enhances cognitive skills and competence that help
attain well-being (Levesque & Stephan, 2020). To overcome
the resource-constrained environment in which they gen-
erally operate (Wiklund et al., 2019), social entrepreneurs
may adopt a jugaad strategy that unleashes their creative
potential (Radjou et al., 2012). The mechanisms they adopt
include assertive defiance, trial-and-error, and recombina-
tion of resources at hand (Shepherd et al., 2020). Further,
they may navigate through complex environments by using
a zig-zagging process to create and scale the impact (Rangan
& Gregg, 2019).

Notably, while the term “self-oriented well-being” may
evoke concerns of self-centeredness, it is important to rec-
ognize that personal well-being and prosocial behaviour
are not mutually exclusive, and are often interdependent.
Research on self-care and well-being highlights that main-
taining personal well-being is a foundational element for
effective prosocial behaviour. Motivations for prosocial
behaviour may be the result of empathy, personal experi-
ences, or common concern (Yitshaki et al., 2022). As well,
individuals who experience higher levels of personal well-
being are more capable of displaying empathy, compassion,
and support towards others. Thus, self-compassion is associ-
ated with the concern for others (Neff & Pommier, 2013).

There are three ways in which self-oriented well-being
may be understood—(i) social entrepreneurs initiate social
enterprises to enact their own well-being, henceforth
referred to as ‘active enactment’, (ii) social entrepreneurs
initiate social enterprises that may passively enact their own
well-being, we term ‘passive enactment” where it refers to
the incidental or indirect effects of entrepreneurship on
well-being. Finally, we have (iii) negative self-oriented well-
being, what we call ‘negative well-being’. We discuss the
three ways of self-oriented well-being below.

Active Enactment

While the primary motivation of the social entrepreneur
may be to address social challenges, well-being often
emerges as a significant outcome of these entrepreneurial
actions. This aligns with research that highlights the inter-
connectedness between the processes of entrepreneurial
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action and the outcomes, including social change and
well-being (Dacin et al., 2011). In this sense, “active
enactment” refers to the intentional structuring of entre-
preneurial activities in ways that also promote personal
well-being.

The literature examines well-being attained under the
active enactment route via two mechanisms. First, social
entrepreneurs initiate social enterprises to enact their own
eudaimonic well-being, such as fulfilling autonomy, relat-
edness, and competence (Pathak & Muralidharan, 2024;
Patzelt & Shepherd, 2024). Nikolaev et al. (2020) found
that people who engage in prosocially motivated ventures
experience superior subjective well-being. However, psy-
chological resources play a crucial role in the process.
Shepherd et al. (2020), by referring to jugaadus in the
Indian context, argue that prosocial entrepreneurs often
‘enjoy’ the process of problem identification and solving
it largely driven by their intrinsic motivation. Fulfilling
intrinsic motivation allows them to feel privileged and
happy. As social entrepreneurs generally find purpose in
addressing stubborn social problems, they seek to enhance
their autonomy and well-being in the process (Nikolaev
et al., 2020). Their sense of autonomy allows them to take
self-regulated actions while fulfilling their psychological
needs (Stephan et al., 2023).

Second, when actors experience negative effects for
a prolonged period, they may engage in entrepreneurial
behaviours (Wiklund et al., 2019). In other words, social
entrepreneurs initiate social enterprises to address their own
exclusions and deprivations. Yitshaki et al. (2022) refer
to aspects of self-compassion that actors develop as they
experience suffering in their own lives and initiate ventures
to heal their own pain and suffering in the current context
or retrospectively. Often social entrepreneurs may initiate
ventures in response to the suffering they experienced dur-
ing their childhood. Shepherd et al. (2010), for example,
argue that those who experience personal hardships tend to
engage in entrepreneurship to attain their own well-being,
which eventually contributes to others' well-being when
their products and/or services are sold or imitated by oth-
ers. For example, women entrepreneurs often initiate ven-
tures to address their own drudgery and suffering as part of
microcredit initiatives. When the products and/or services
they produce are sold in the markets, then their well-being is
considered achieved (Lamy, 2019). Actors may relate their
own suffering with that of others in similar situations as
they go about addressing the causes that result in the suf-
fering (Yitshaki et al., 2022). Further complicating matters
related to the microcredit model, critiques point to various
limitations such as over indebtedness, financial instability,
the exacerbation of inequality, failure to foster innovation,
and a dependency culture, all limiting the effectiveness of
these interventions (Bates, 2018).



Social Entrepreneurship: A Well-Being Based Approach

Passive Enactment

Social entrepreneurial initiatives contribute to their own
emotional well-being, albeit passively. As social entrepre-
neurs create positive social change, they feel energized by
their own perception of social value creation. For example,
social entrepreneurs may experience higher levels of self-
efficacy upon perceiving that their interventions address
social problems (Shepherd et al., 2023). Their well-being,
thus, is dependent on the social value they create and the
absence of working conditions that result in burnout (Brieger
et al., 2021). Cruz and Fromm (2019) argue that when immi-
grants initiate social enterprises in their home country, they
perceive enhancement in their personal well-being. Societies
appreciate their contributions and consider them heroes and
role models, which adds to pride and recognition, thereby
leading to emotional well-being. Yitshaki et al. (2022) refer
to other-regarding compassion that gets triggered when
actors develop social awareness and identify social problems
and others' suffering that result in prosocial venturing. As
they heal community suffering and help achieve their well-
being, it, in turn, contributes to the psychological well-being
of the social entrepreneurs.

Overall, entrepreneurial well-being fuels entrepreneurial
energy and intent to venture (To et al., 2020). We infer that
both hedonic and eudaimonic well-being may be attained as
societal praise and appreciation result in happiness (hedonic)
and make people feel related (eudaimonic) in the larger
social communities, enhancing their self-worth (Shepherd
et al., 2020).

Negative Self-Oriented Well-Being

The third set of literature under this category focuses on
negative self-oriented well-being. Prosocial motivation, for
example, reduces entrepreneurial well-being as it depletes
one's psychological resources and enhances stress (Wiklund
et al., 2019). Several reasons contribute to negative well-
being including stress, burnout, and fatigue. Contextual
factors—such as national, regional, or organizational—cer-
tainly play a crucial role in fostering negative self-oriented
well-being. In an environment with a weak rule of law, for
example, (a typical social entrepreneurial context), entrepre-
neurs would experience higher negative well-being due to
increased levels of uncertainty. Stephan et al. (2023) argue
that entrepreneurs tend to have higher negative well-being
than employees while working in contexts dominated by a
weak rule of law, whereas, in environments with a strict
rule of law, the opposite is plausible. Further, the authors
argue that uncertainty, typical of entrepreneurial work envi-
ronments and high workloads, diminishes their well-being.
Complex regulations may harm entrepreneurial well-being
as such regulations, accompanied by the weak rule of law,

result in anxiety and stress. Often lack of support from the
regulatory environment may also cause burnout. Campin
et al. (2013), for example, argue that social entrepreneurs
consider the government “worse than unhelpful” as they
are often forced to compete with larger charities due to
unfriendly policies (p. 508). Such an experience would result
in negative well-being.

Other organizational-level stressors include conflicts
between employees and customers, competition and pres-
sure (Stephan, 2018), and family-level stressors. These
include household-related issues such as investing personal
finances and time into social endeavours (Brieger et al.,
2021), extended working hours, and time mismanagement
(Wiklund et al., 2019), all of which contribute to negative
well-being. Palakshappa et al. (2024) argue that managing
tensions that emerge in social enterprises results in a well-
being paradox whereby social entrepreneurs often compro-
mise their own well-being to ensure their values and the
well-being of the beneficiaries, employees, and communi-
ties are fulfilled. Further, the authors argue that the tensions
and sense of responsibility deplete founders' psychological
resources due to the enhanced stress. It has also been found
that commercial entrepreneurs with social motives end up
experiencing stress due to their thrust to combine social and
commercial goals, leaving their well-being at stake (Kibler
et al., 2019).

Often, social entrepreneurs engage in interventions that
fulfil the hedonic well-being of beneficiaries. However,
continuation of goods offerings, such as free products and/
or services, limits beneficiary personal development and
reduces their autonomy (Shepherd et al., 2023). When social
entrepreneurs realize their efforts do not yield long-term
impact, their psychological well-being diminishes, result-
ing in a reduced commitment to help beneficiaries, which
has negative well-being implications (Shepherd et al., 2023).

Further, when a social enterprise helps enhance societal
well-being without receiving compensation, they may strug-
gle to keep the venture floating for a long term. Despite
contributing to the community's well-being, such uncer-
tainty leaves social entrepreneurs stressed at the personal
level (Lamy, 2019). Recent research also suggests that
when entrepreneurs fail to manage their time well, it bur-
dens employees and entrepreneurial well-being enormously,
increasing their time pressure and enhancing work demand
(Levesque & Stephan, 2020). In addition, the literature also
notes the role being played by the contextual aspects. Geo-
graphically, rural contexts limit social enterprises' access
to resources. Smaller workforces and funding to pay staff
salaries in rural areas add an extra burden, leaving actors
repeatedly to report burnout and stress. Further, the decline
in a rural population (through rural-urban migration) nega-
tively affects the commercial interests of social enterprises,
as there are fewer local customers (Kelly et al., 2019).
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This leaves organizations struggling to cope with growing
needs and a reduced resource supply that minimizes social
entrepreneurs', beneficiaries, communities, and employees'
well-being.

Highly motivated actors tend to put in greater effort and
risk to help target communities. In the process, they may
experience entrepreneurial fatigue and burnout due to daunt-
ing work conditions and long working hours, the continu-
ous need to seek resources, engagement with stakeholders,
and managing the conflict between social and commercial
missions, all contributing to negative well-being (Patzelt &
Shepherd, 2024). Such conditions result in their detachment
from beneficiaries and communities and eventual exit from
their effort. When social entrepreneurs suffer from fatigue,
their psychological resources, such as “entrepreneurial pas-
sion, autonomy, social support, and self-compassion”, are
negatively affected (Patzelt & Shepherd, 2024, p. 5), which
results in a permanent hole in their entrepreneurial passion
and their thrust to create social value.

Other-oriented Well-Being

Other-oriented well-being refers to the well-being of the
stakeholders, including employees, beneficiaries, and com-
munity members. In most cases, the interventions carried
out by social entrepreneurs aim to “create social value by
improving the well-being of disadvantaged individuals”
(Kroeger & Weber, 2014, p. 514). Specifically, social entre-
preneurs are often motivated by issues in their ‘backyard’
and use their passion to solve them (Rangan & Gregg,
2019). As social entrepreneurship has gained prominence
due to its promise to create positive social change and
achieve well-being at the societal level, most of the papers
we reviewed fall under this category. Our review indicated
several instances in which social entrepreneurs initiate social
enterprises and contribute to creating the well-being of tar-
get beneficiaries and communities. Three specific sets of
stakeholders received attention in this literature—employ-
ees, beneficiaries, and communities.

Employee Well-Being

Employee well-being is essential to enhance employees’
prosocial motivation, which invariably contributes to the
beneficiaries and communities well-being. Employee well-
being also results in positive reputation building and helps
gain organizational legitimacy. In addition, it promotes
employee job satisfaction, social worth, low stress, and
burnout, which, if unchecked, would have negative implica-
tions for organizational performance (Kimakwa et al., 2023).
When employees perceive intrinsic motivation to conduct
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prosocial activities, their life satisfaction levels increase as
stress and burnout rates reduce (Kibler et al., 2019).

Particularly, employee eudaimonic well-being allows
them to do more for the beneficiaries and communities
towards advancing their well-being (Kimakwa et al., 2023),
which in turn creates a virtuous cycle that also results in
their own well-being. Casini et al. (2018) maintain that
social enterprises that provide opportunities for employees
to harness and exhibit skills and competence result in higher
employee well-being. Motivating employees, developing
their capabilities, and providing opportunities to commit
to creating positive social change more broadly (Stephan
et al., 2016) help in engaging in multiple missions that
social enterprises typically adhere to (Vickers et al. 2017).
Organizational values and culture also contribute to their
well-being. This is particularly true as social entrepreneurs
imprint their values into the organizational core. As employ-
ees follow those values, their well-being is advanced. Fur-
ther, social enterprises need to build competence among the
employees to trust community members, thereby building
and deepening employee relatedness in the target communi-
ties (Bote et al., 2024). Listening to community needs allows
for achieving employee psychological needs, such as a sense
of belonging to a larger community (Kimakwa et al., 2023).

Despite the important role employees play in achiev-
ing organizational goals, they may struggle to attain their
own well-being. They find it difficult to balance achieving
organizational efficiency and contributing to advancing ben-
eficiaries' well-being. Bote et al. (2024) show how front-
line employees experience dilemmas between adhering to
the strict requirements imposed by organizations’ rules and
regulations and their motive to help others simultaneously.
It becomes even more difficult for employees when they are
part of the beneficiary community being served, as they may
have multiple, perhaps conflicting motives.

Beneficiary Well-Being

Beneficiaries in the context of social entrepreneurship refer
to those who receive products and/or services directly from
social enterprises (Weaver, 2018). These products and ser-
vices may contribute to achieving short-term hedonic well-
being or to enhancing beneficiaries' eudaimonic well-being.
For example, surface-level social change initiatives may aim
to bring about temporary solutions and hedonic well-being,
whereas deep-level positive change initiatives may target
achieving beneficiaries' eudaimonic well-being (Stephan
et al., 2016). They aim to promote capabilities, including
enhancing skills and building social capital, that helps them
connect with larger communities, attaining healthier lives
and confidence, among others. Deep-level positive social
change initiatives, in particular, strive to develop benefi-
ciary skills and capabilities. These interventions often seek
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deeper-level change by not only transforming beneficiaries'
capabilities, beliefs, and perceptions but also enhancing their
social capital and opportunities for empowerment. Positive
social change projects typically target individuals or groups
and transform their living conditions, thereby creating a col-
lective sense of community. The opportunities being created
allow beneficiaries to have the capabilities to control their
own lives and act as responsible citizens in the larger com-
munities (Stephan et al., 2016).

As social entrepreneurs are tasked to address the drudgery
of the affected individuals, they often engage in co-produc-
tion and co-design of services (Vickers et al., 2017). When
social entrepreneurs co-construct solutions by partnering
with beneficiaries, the psychological well-being of both the
beneficiaries and entrepreneurs will be enhanced. In addi-
tion, entrepreneurs may also experience positive emotions
when they see improvements in beneficiaries' well-being
(Shepherd et al., 2023).

Further, social enterprises help enhance “feelings of hap-
piness” among beneficiaries (Kelly et al., 2019, p. 234). Par-
ticularly, those social enterprises that work in rural and iso-
lated areas provide actors with opportunities to connect with
larger communities, which helps isolated actors find purpose
in life. They integrate the disadvantaged into both social
and economic life. The resultant benefits include building
social capital and a sense of community and belonging-
ness that forms the basis for community building (Kilpat-
rick et al., 2021). This view is further strengthened by Calo
et al. (2019), who argued that social enterprises, by address-
ing local problems faced by the beneficiaries, help enhance
their self-confidence, thereby promoting their sense of worth
and belongingness. However, it is worthwhile to note that,
despite receiving the same benefits from social enterprises,
beneficiaries would end up experiencing varying well-being
levels (Shepherd et al., 2023). The competence the actor
possesses to put the goods or services into effect results in
this diversity of outcomes.

Two particular interventions that gained prominence
are the microcredit initiative and Work Integration Social
Enterprises (WISE). Kroeger and Weber (2014) refer to
how microcredit and investment lessons improve women
borrowers' skills and competence, enhancing their financial
well-being. Such strategies develop the capabilities of the
beneficiaries and enhance their social ties and networks.
Organizations may thus set up goals being appreciated at
the ground level and seek feedback based on their perfor-
mance. Whereas WISE help the unemployed secure market
employment, and contribute to advancing their capabilities
(Roy et al., 2014; Weaver, 2018). However, literature main-
tains that mere job provision may be insufficient (Ansari
et al., 2012) and argue that goals should include health care,
mental health, work integration, housing, and other subjec-
tive measures for attaining well-being (Rangan & Gregg,

2019). More goods or services targeting people at the bot-
tom of the pyramid may not yield their economic inclusion,
address poverty, or represent capability expansion (Ansari
et al., 2012). As mentioned above, there are numerous con-
straints that tend to limit the effectiveness of these interven-
tions (Bates, 2018).

Community Well-Being

Social enterprises create opportunities to enhance social
cohesion, harmony, and connectedness among communi-
ties (Zahra et al., 2014). They promote community skills
that help them to be autonomous (Rangan & Gregg, 2019)
and enhance their health and well-being (Roy et al., 2014)
through building social capital (Ansari et al., 2012; Kilpat-
rick et al., 2021).

Conducive socio-political conditions lead to the high
prevalence of social enterprises, resulting in community
subjective well-being (Deng et al., 2020). In contexts riddled
with constraints and weak institutions, social enterprises
may offer products and/or services in unserved markets to
enhance life satisfaction (Barbour & Luiz, 2019), making
use of digital technologies in the process (Torres & Augusto,
2020). Sacchetti (2015) argue that well-being is derived not
by attaining a preferred outcome but from the enjoyment
actors attain by participating in an activity.

Deng et al. (2020) indicate that government activism is
essential in combining social and commercial approaches
to achieve societal well-being. For example, Vickers et al.
(2017) show that social enterprises in England found it chal-
lenging to combine public health (social orientation) and
achieve efficiency, primarily seen as part of a commercial
orientation. One pathway to promote community well-being
for social enterprises is to operate in a collaborative environ-
ment, complementing existing systems (Cal¢ et al., 2018).
Rangan and Gregg (2019) also express a similar view that
social entrepreneurs themselves may not be able to achieve
community well-being due to cultural and norm-based local
conditions. As a result, partnering with the public, economy,
and third-sector organizations helps promote community
well-being (Gordon et al., 2018).

Both geographical orientation (urban and rural) and
social enterprises' ability to promote ‘relatedness’ in the
local context have attracted research attention. Sarracino
and Fumarco (2020) argue that the greater the number of
social enterprises in cities, the higher the local communities
consider enhancements in their well-being levels. Embed-
ding in a specific context allows actors to draw resources
from local communities and policymakers. Further, social
enterprises help include disconnected actors in inclusive
spaces, creating a sense of community (Calo et al., 2019).
Richter (2019) argues that rural social enterprises have an
advantage due to their proximity and embeddedness with

@ Springer



R. K. R. Kummitha et al.

local communities in leveraging their capabilities to foster
social innovations. They combine local ideas with external
resources to create community well-being. On the contrary,
when social enterprises operate in geographically distant
neighbourhoods, they act as intermediaries between locals
and outsiders to attain resources, build networks and skills
that would be channelled to promote community well-being.

On the contrary, Zahra et al.’s (2014) work focuses on
the global level and argues that social entrepreneurs create
global sustainable well-being—equal social and economic
outcomes at a global level—which requires firm-level con-
tribution, institutional arrangements, and international gov-
ernance. The authors emphasize that creating a supportive
global environment requires bringing together different
actors with multiple interests, goals, and capabilities.

However, not all contexts provide sufficient conditions
for social enterprises to create community-level impact.
Where institutional voids are prevalent, social enterprises
tend to promote national well-being, whereas in advanced
economies, their impact is minimal (Torres & Augusto,
2020). On the contrary, advanced economies allow rapid
commercialization of social innovations, thereby contribut-
ing to enhanced community well-being (Zahra et al., 2014).
Although emerging markets offer greater opportunities,
institutional voids such as poverty, corruption, political
instability, and ongoing conflicts all contribute to actors'
reduced interest in entering specific markets that are riddled
with resource-constrained environments (Barbour & Luiz,
2019). In such contexts, the capabilities of social entrepre-
neurs alone may not be sufficient, but collective capabili-
ties that bring different organizations with complementary
capabilities together aid the process (Ansari et al., 2012).

When promoting ‘community relatedness’, Kilpatrick
et al. (2021) argue that social enterprises enhance social
capital in local areas, thereby contributing to advancing
community engagement and well-being. Further, Ansari
et al. (2012) emphasize that efforts to enhance well-being
among communities must promote inter-group bonding and
intra-group bridging social capital that helps actors improve
local conditions and well-being.

Negative Other-Oriented Well-Being
Apart from the positive well-being benefits of social entre-
preneurial interventions, the research critically examined

the negative effects on other-oriented well-being, which we
discuss in detail below.

Employee Negative Well-Being

Three specific aspects attracted research attention that dis-
cuss employee negative well-being: (i) close ties between
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employees and communities, (ii) lack of resources, and (iii)
organizations’ failure to create lasting impact.

First, employees of social enterprises maintain close ties
with the communities they serve. Some staff members work
in the frontline and interact with beneficiaries and commu-
nity members on a daily basis. Such interactions require
employees to be compassionate towards the concerns and
problems of the affected actors. However, the literature indi-
cates that employees' compassionate approach towards target
beneficiaries may often be seen as a lack of professionalism
and have implications for their work behaviours, resulting
in their own negative well-being (Bote et al., 2024). On the
contrary, community-level embeddedness warrants employ-
ees to act as ‘good citizens’ by showing their compassion
towards the needy, failing, which results in a loss of trust.

As they navigate between being professionals and good
community actors, community concerns are often internal-
ized as employees engage in a continuous dialogue with
local communities. Employees of non-profits, for example,
that care for the target communities while also contributing
to commercial activities initiated by the social enterprises
felt burnout, stress, and demotivation as they may be una-
ble to explain their core offering and the motive behind the
commercial approaches being adopted (Carre et al., 2021).
On the contrary, communities appreciate those organiza-
tions that do not engage in commercial ventures or adopt
business-like approaches as they seek reassurance in treating
them without any disparity (Carre et al., 2021).

Second, a lack of resources may also contribute to
employees' negative well-being. Richter (2019) argues that
rural areas are generally riddled with several social prob-
lems, including weak health care, a lack of qualified employ-
ees, and a lack of public transport. As a result, social enter-
prises that aim to serve these areas face inherent financial
and resource-related problems, which result in employee
burnout and stress (Kelly et al., 2019). Calo et al. (2019)
also argue that a lack of funding results in staff turnover and
community distrust.

Third, organizations may often focus on creating social
change at the surface level, relying on quick fixes. Under
such circumstances, employees may struggle in their daily
routines and experience negative mental well-being and
burnout as the organizations fail to genuinely emphasize
creating lasting social impact (Stephan et al., 2016).

Beneficiary Negative Well-Being

Beneficiary negative well-being refers to the decline in benefi-
ciaries' well-being levels. The major focus of this stream of lit-
erature is on how social enterprises fail to create eudaimonia's
well-being among beneficiaries. Although Kroeger and Weber
(2014) emphasize that microcredit enhances beneficiary eude-
monic well-being, there is a considerable body of literature
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that highlights the risks associated with microcredit and
its implications for their negative well-being. For instance,
Ansari et al. (2012) argue that non-payment of loans may
force women beneficiaries to borrow money from other means
at higher interest rates to repay the instalments. Further, it is
also found that actors may often use the loans for emergencies
or help their friends instead of using them for productive pur-
poses (Bote et al., 2024). Further, several impact measurement
studies indicate limited evidence of microcredit programmes
impact in terms of alleviating poverty reduction and enhanc-
ing well-being (Rangan & Gregg, 2019).

Similarly, food projects that social enterprises carry out
to address food poverty have been criticized as they con-
tinue to distribute food as a ‘quick fix’ instead of address-
ing broader fundamental changes necessary to bring about
systemic social change or enhancing beneficiary skills (Gor-
don et al., 2018). For example, in relation to those affected
by homelessness, Rangan and Gregg (2019) argue that the
provision of shelter may help attain basic needs for them
such as a place to sleep and a hot meal, but their long-term
well-being may be attained only by providing with skills that
help them in rehabilitating themselves through continuous
provision of income, healthcare, and housing. Surface-level
positive social change initiatives often encourage beneficiar-
ies to react to extrinsic motivations such as rewards or social
pressure. The impact created by these initiatives often fails
to create lasting changes in beneficiaries’ behaviours, atti-
tudes, and motivations (Stephan et al., 2016).

The extent to which social enterprises need to initiate
interventions to attain positive moods has also been debated.
For example, Stephan et al. (2016) argue that quick fixes
may often suffice to attain positive moods, which can be
achieved by initiating surface-level positive social change-
related interventions. However, several instances indicate
that achieving hedonic well-being may not result in the long-
term sustenance of interventions and the well-being of their
communities. For example, immediately after the earthquake
in Haiti, a social venture called Sogeun was established to
help victims overcome emotional distress and anxiety. They
provided food and shelter for immediate relief. However,
surprisingly, it was found that six years after the disaster,
Sogeun continued to provide the same goods, which invari-
ably reduced the potential and competence of the commu-
nities and enhanced their reliance on the social enterprise
(Shepherd et al., 2023). Continuous protection by offering
goods limits personal development. Further, beneficiaries'
autonomy may also be reduced as they continue to rely on
the free goods provided.

Communities Negative Well-Being

In line with the beneficiary negative well-being, commu-
nity negative well-being focuses on the failure of social

enterprises to build sustained broader community resilience
and well-being. Diochon (2013) critiques that members of
the Canadian First Nations Community, a social enterprise,
were able to exercise considerable entrepreneurial compe-
tence, but the broader competence of the community mem-
bers was not positively affected. The authors argue that the
efforts of the venture have resulted in a continuous loop of
dependency, as they hardly played any role in accomplishing
their own self-sufficiency. Stephan et al. (2016) further argue
that surface-level strategies force communities through
coercive approaches to follow the rules stipulated to show
quick impact. Such attempts may result in negative mood
and well-being at the community level. It is also noted that
not all types of community members experience similar lev-
els of well-being advancements. For example, women tend
to be significantly worse off compared to men (Diochon,
2013). Diochon (2013) thus critiques that social enterprises
remain ineffective in creating necessary change; rather, we
need social enterprises from the people who experience
poverty and exclusion. Koehne et al. (2022) point out that
power asymmetries between external social entrepreneurs
and indigenous communities result in barriers preventing
sustainable impact. They argue for developing intermediar-
ies to reduce social distance through bi-directional learning
and reflexive impact measurement.

Ansari et al. (2012), on the other hand, argue that when
Multinational Corporations (MNCs) enter BoP markets,
small businesses with strong local inclination and embed-
dedness, which are essential for addressing local problem:s,
may be crowded out. These developments destroy local
social capital and harm community well-being.

Discussion and Conclusion

Persistent social problems, particularly the so-called “wicked
problems’ such as inequality, poverty, health, education, and
pollution, significantly benefit from the attention of social
entrepreneurs (Stephan et al., 2016). However, there is an
ambiguity in understanding whether social entrepreneurs
contribute to advancing societal well-being. We conclude
that the social entrepreneur as an actor has complicated
motives, which do not necessarily represent ethical virtu-
ousness (Dey & Steyaert, 2016). We even found research
evidence indicating that social enterprises sometimes pro-
liferate and facilitate social inequalities (Bote et al., 2024).

We examined social entrepreneurship by considering
different levels of analysis—research reporting well-being
for social entrepreneurs, their employees, beneficiaries, and
communities. This allowed us to develop a more compre-
hensive model synthesizing the existing research by iden-
tifying the full range of factors that should be considered
when attempting to solve complex social problems. Thus, we
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Sense of belonging
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relatedness
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Collaboration builD
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Social

Embed locally v

Employees

Entrepreneurs . e
Act as intermediaries
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v Prosocial Motivation |[——»
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regulations; lack of recognition/ resources

Contextual: Weak rule of law/ Complex J
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Competition; conflicts; time pressure

loop of dependency
Quick fixes alone
Failure to gain competence
and sustained resilience.

Higher Compassion
Multiple logics
Working in remote areas
Double embeddedness
Lack of resources

Surface-level social change

Self- Oriented Well-Being

Anxiety; Stress; Fatigue
Loss of Passion;

Detachment

Other-Oriented Well-Being

Blended-Oriented Well-Being

Fig.2 Well-being in social entrepreneurship literature

were able to integrate negative dependency loops and their
causes, as well as clarify the implications of hedonic and
eudaimonic returns to the actors and communities involved,
leading to potential conflicts as well as solutions.

In this review, we found that social entrepreneurial interven-
tions achieve two specific types of well-being attainment: self-
oriented and other-oriented. Figure 2 below gives a schematic
organization of how well-being is conceived in the social entre-
preneurship literature. Social entrepreneurial well-being, ben-
eficiaries, and the community’s well-being are tightly coupled.
Social entrepreneurs attain both hedonic and eudaimonic well-
being in active and passive routes by serving target beneficiar-
ies and communities. They do so by building collaborations
with beneficiaries and communities and showing their com-
passion and empathy towards them (Calo et al., 2018; Koehne
et al., 2022). Further, they are embedded in the local context
to contribute to advancing community social capital (Yitshaki
et al., 2022). While the positive aspects are abundant, there are
also causes for concern. This is particularly true when social
entrepreneurs have higher prosocial motivation (Wiklund et al.,
2019), operate in the context of the weak rule of law (Stephan
et al., 2023), and organizationally experience high workload,
competition, conflicts among employees and target commu-
nities (Patzelt & Shepherd, 2024), and fail to manage time
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well (Levesque & Stephan, 2020). They experience anxiety,
stress, and fatigue that result in loss of passion and detach-
ment from their entrepreneurial endeavour, which altogether
results in negative well-being (Stephan et al., 2023). Further,
certain decisions they make may contribute to beneficiaries'
and community-level well-being but are determinants of their
own well-being (Palakshappa et al., 2024). Lack of recognition
for their effort also results in the negative well-being of social
entrepreneurs (Lamy, 2019).

Simultaneously, at the beneficiaries and community lev-
els, the high prevalence of social enterprises in a geographi-
cal context results in subjective happiness in the communi-
ties that contribute to their hedonic well-being (Sarracino &
Fumarco, 2020). Similarly, employment creation (Roy et al.,
2014), offering products and/or services and engaging in
activities organized by social entrepreneurs all contribute to
beneficiary hedonic well-being (Kelly et al., 2019). Surface-
level social change interventions also temporarily contrib-
ute to well-being. On the contrary, deep-level social change
interventions and lessons on microfinance and competence
building contribute to their eudaimonic well-being (Stephan
et al., 2016). However, when social entrepreneurial interven-
tions fail to advance community competence and focus on
surface-level social change interventions, then it results in
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a loop of continuous dependency on social entrepreneurs
(Diochon, 2013), which contributes to their negative well-
being in the long run.

There is limited research that focuses on employee well-
being. We found limited focus on their hedonic well-being,
with much focus on around competence and skill building.
The role of organizational values and culture, as well as
balancing multiple goals, may all contribute to eudaimonic
well-being (Kimakwa et al., 2023). However, while dealing
with multiple goals, employees may experience severe dis-
tress and anxiety, leading to their negative well-being (Carre
et al., 2021). Further, higher compassion (Bote et al., 2024)
and lack of resources (Richter, 2019) to cater for the needs
of the communities and ensure proper functioning of the
social enterprises all contribute to their negative well-being
(Bote et al., 2024).

Theoretical Contributions

Our research makes four theoretical contributions. First, we
show how social entrepreneurs contribute to advancing both
the hedonic and eudaimonic well-being of their own and
that of beneficiaries, communities, and employees. Shep-
herd et al. (2023) argue that most of the literature focuses on
either subjective or psychological well-being, and it is rare
to see research that includes both these approaches together.
Combining these two types of well-being components helped
explain how short-term subjective aspects of life satisfaction,
absence of negative mood, and presence of positive mood are
attained, and long-term aspects such as promoting compe-
tence, relatedness, and autonomy are achieved.

Second, most well-being research in entrepreneurship
relies on an individual level of analysis, largely at the entre-
preneurial level. For example, Stephan (2018) indicates that
92 per cent of the 144 articles she reviewed remain focussed at
an individual level. Our research shows growing evidence that
social entrepreneurship literature largely emphasizes other-
oriented well-being, unlike in commercial entrepreneurship.
The growing focus has helped us to classify well-being in
social entrepreneurship in two forms—self-oriented well-
being, which emphasizes the well-being of social entrepre-
neurial actors, and other-oriented well-being, which focuses
on both the beneficiaries, communities and employees.

Third, Stephan (2018) argued in her seminal research
that entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-being remains largely
unexplored despite its implications for firm performance.
Nikolaev et al. (2020) further strengthen this view, criticiz-
ing that most entrepreneurship literature has overlooked the
eudaimonic nature of well-being, particularly its psycho-
logical functions. In response, we show how eudaimonic
well-being is instrumental in helping social entrepreneurs
create positive societal change. Further, Stephan et al. (2016)
argue that research hardly studies how initiatives aimed at

advancing societal well-being contribute. It largely focuses
on inward—organizational phenomenon—and rarely empha-
sizes the external impact of these interventions in creating
societal well-being. We show that social entrepreneurial
interventions contribute to both hedonic and eudaimonic
well-being of not only social entrepreneurs themselves, but
also of the beneficiaries, communities, and the employees.

Lastly, we also show how negative well-being is a reality
for social entrepreneurs and other stakeholders, something
that social entrepreneurs need to overcome. Wiklund et al.
(2019) argue that while positive emotions in facilitating
entrepreneurial outcomes are well documented, the nega-
tive aspects, which are equally important, have been ignored.
Our review discusses several conditions under which social
entrepreneurs, employees, and target communities experi-
ence negative well-being.

Avenues for Future Research

The literature argues that social entrepreneurs need higher
self-efficacy and take higher risks than their commercial
counterparts (Bacq & Alt, 2018). It is important to under-
stand how self-efficacy and risk-taking affect social entre-
preneurial well-being. Does higher self-efficacy lead to
well-being, or is the opposite true? The same is true for
risk-taking; how does risk-taking influence social entrepre-
neurial well-being? Finding the mechanisms that balance
self-efficacy, risk-taking, and well-being should be a fruitful
research activity. As Wiklund et al. (2019) argued, it may be
important to understand the spillover effect of social entre-
preneurial interventions on their families and friends. We
observed the significant role eudaimonic well-being plays
among social entrepreneurs, employees, beneficiaries, and
communities as they make use of their competence to live a
life worth living. We see particular opportunities in pursuing
the capability approach for future research. The capability
approach, in particular, allows us to understand how actors
are able to engage in beings and doings which are referred to
as ‘functionings’ that actors have reason to value. The role
capabilities play in the process and how they attain these
capabilities and put them to use to achieve well-being is a
worthwhile avenue (Sen, 1992; Weaver, 2018).

It is worthwhile to understand whether interest in fulfilling
one’s eudaimonic or hedonic well-being results in social ven-
ture creation. For instance, Pathak and Muralidharan (2024)
argue that actors who engage in commercial entrepreneurship
seek to enhance their hedonic well-being, whereas a focus on
eudaimonic well-being, which has prosocial dimensions, leads
to more social entrepreneurship. This is an interesting obser-
vation as the authors claim prosocial dimensions may seek
to enhance other-oriented well-being by engaging in social
entrepreneurship. However, the growing evidence shows it is
not always the case (Bote et al., 2024; Shepherd et al., 2023).
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Thus, we suggest that future research focus on understanding
whether social entrepreneurial interest in hedonic or eudai-
monic well-being results in social enterprise creation. Another
worthwhile avenue is to study commercial entrepreneurs and
their interests in well-being advancements. Particularly, it
would be interesting to study if there are any interventions by
commercial entrepreneurs that emphasize promoting stake-
holders well-being, or in specific beneficiaries and communi-
ties' endaimonic well-being. At the social entrepreneur level, it
is important to study if social entrepreneurs see enhancement
in their hedonic and/or eudaimonic well-being or both upon
initiating the ventures. Further, it would be advantageous to
study the consequences in the short and long terms.

How do social entrepreneurs respond or engage in course
correction if they understand that their interventions hardly
advance beneficiaries' or community well-being? For exam-
ple, Shepherd et al. (2023) argue that empathy-driven pater-
nalistic entrepreneurial action may enhance beneficiaries'
emotional well-being and reduce their psychological well-
being. Often, social entrepreneurs may be unaware that, in
the long run, their interventions may not yield any sustainable
changes in beneficiaries' lives. Thus, it may be interesting to
study the mechanisms in place to engage in course correction.

The self-oriented active enactment route may often con-
tradict motivational theories that emphasize the role other-
oriented factors such as compassion and empathy play.
However recent literature emphasized that often social entre-
preneurs engage in entrepreneurship to overcome their own
suffering and deprivations (Yitshaki et al., 2022). Hence,
we encourage more research examining the role of entrepre-
neurial background, regarding interest in engaging in social
entrepreneurship.

Considering a geographical focus, Africa—a region
where institutions are generally weak and social entrepre-
neurs’ efforts comparatively more beneficial—has received
very little attention in our reviewed papers. In contrast,
research in Europe and North America is well articulated.
Thus, an important opportunity is for scholars to examine
self- and other-oriented well-being that may be at stake in
settings where institutions are weak. Future research might
examine how social entrepreneurs combine resources and
address social problems, considering the impact of such
interventions on both self and other-oriented well-being in
environments of high diversity, high inequality, and weak
institutional support.

As well, research is needed to understand how well-
being attainments contribute to achieving social entre-
preneurial ethical orientations. Studies are particularly
needed to analyse the ethical orientation of selecting tar-
get communities, as well as the everyday practices social
enterprises adopt and their well-being achievements.

We also see an opportunity to better understand social
enterprises' blended value creation propensity—the
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creation of both social and commercial value—to help
attain the well-being of social entrepreneurs and their tar-
gets (Kummitha, 2022). Our review indicated that social
enterprises aim to create blended value, which may result
in negative well-being for social entrepreneurs, employees,
beneficiaries, and communities. It would be interesting to
study under what conditions the well-being may be dimin-
ished and what strategies might help social enterprises
overcome these challenges. It would also be useful to study
how failure to create blended value may hamper attaining
social entrepreneurs' and targets' well-being.

We also echo Levesque and Stephan (2020), who advised
taking a time-based view to understand the well-being of
communities and individuals. Self-esteem, a sense of belong-
ing, and self-actualization should all play a role (O’Donnell
et al., 2021). Thus, we encourage future research that con-
ducts longitudinal studies on well-being attainment at both
the community and social entrepreneur levels.

Entrepreneurs typically claim to have high levels of
autonomy (Stephan et al., 2023). However, social entre-
preneurs work in constrained environments where their
autonomy is limited due to a lack of resources and a weak
rule of law, etc. How do social entrepreneurs deal with
such contexts while ensuring the beneficiaries and com-
munities well-being is protected? Although we highlighted
several instances whereby beneficiary competence and
autonomy are promoted by social entrepreneurial inter-
ventions, we need to know how beneficiaries use autonomy
and competence.

Finally, another interesting element worth studying
is how social entrepreneurs who contribute to advance
beneficiary well-being continue to benefit communities.
Rangan and Gregg (2019) argue that intervention-based
outcomes are largely associated with beneficiaries and
seek to enhance their well-being, whereas associated
lasting change is often determined by the level at which
they achieve community or societal level well-being. The
well-being at the beneficiary level may be sustained when
they achieve community or societal level well-being as it
requires bringing in processes and setting up structures
that may not be attained by entrepreneurs themselves.
They need to build collaborations and partnerships with
other institutions. Thus, it would be interesting to study
how they engage in such processes.

In sum, it is our hope that this study leads to further
research insights that enhance the effectiveness of social
entrepreneurship in varied contexts, for both social entre-
preneurs and the communities they attempt to support.

Appendix

See Appendix Tables 2, 3, 4.
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Table 4 List of articles that focus on social entrepreneurship and well-being

S. nos Author(s)

Key finding

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

17

18

Ansari et al. (2012)

Barbour and Luiz (2019)

Bote et al., (2024)

Patzelt and Shepherd (2024)

Stephan et al., (2023)

Shepherd et al., (2023)

Shepherd et al., (2020)

Stephan et al., (2016)

Stephan (2018)

Campin et al., (2013)

Bublitz et al., (2021)

Brieger et al. (2021)

Calo et al., (2019)
Carre et al., (2021)

Calo et al., (2018)

Casini et al., (2018)

Cruz and Fromm (2019)

Roy et al., (2014)

Building on Sen’s work, the authors redefine capabilities not just as a lack of income but as a lack
of capabilities. They argue that to understand the impact created by ventures operating at BoP, one
must understand the capability enhancement of the communities. The authors study BoP initiatives
from the perspective of the community

The authors discuss how Uber created a market in Africa by addressing unmet consumer needs at
both BoP and MoEP (Middle of the Economic Pyramid). They argue that we must be mindful of the
institutional voids and the underlying different value propositions at play in these markets

The article discusses the ethical dilemmas and moral ambiguities experienced by frontline workers as
they navigate between structured rules and regulations and living as members of local communities.
The authors argue that FLWs engage in three strategies: cautious disengaging, safeguarding self-
interest, and justifying relevance

The authors argue that helping others may cause social venturing fatigue that includes mental and
physical exhaustion that negatively impacts actors' interest in creating social value

The research argues that entrepreneurs experience higher positive well-being compared to employees,
but they do not differ much in experiencing negative well-being. In a weak institutional environment
(the rule of law), entrepreneurs have negative well-being and employees have higher well-being,
whereas the strong role of law results in higher entrepreneurial well-being and lower employee well-
being

The paper builds an empathy-driven entrepreneurial action model of well-being. Its discussion
revolves around the varying nature of entrepreneurial empathy and how it leads to entrepreneurial
action and potential outcomes

The authors argue that the focus on firm-level attributes, which emphasizes competitive advantage, is
not sufficient to study individual creative problem-solving skills in the resource-constrained environ-
ment generally dominated by emerging economies

The authors differentiate between surface and deep-level organizational strategies to create positive
social change. Three key organizational factors remain crucial—motivation, capability and opportu-
nity

The paper discusses antecedents and consequences of entrepreneurial mental health and well-being
and underscores overlooked and undertheorized sources and outcomes

The authors argue that micro and small businesses, given their local embeddedness, contribute signifi-
cantly to the well-being of the communities in developed countries. The findings indicate that most
micro-business owner-operators are actively supported by the local community; thereby, their profit
motives are driven by more than pure profits

The paper develops a young social entrepreneur ecosystem framework that helps young social entre-
preneurs to be successful in their social endeavour

This study focuses on understanding how entrepreneurs' social value creation goals relate to their own
work-related well-being. The findings indicate that those who perceive that their work is contributing
to positive social change would, in turn, experience job satisfaction and less burnout

Social enterprises act as community boundary spanners thereby creating positive strong ties among
the organization staff, beneficiaries, and the broader communities

The study discusses how non-profit business hybridity impacts its legitimacy. While hybridity is a
determinant for the closest stakeholders, it is beneficial for those who remain distant

The paper argues that social enterprises collaborate to achieve community connectedness, well-being,
and self-confidence. The results indicate that they do not operate as substitutes for public sector
organizations; rather, they engage in collaborative arrangements

Employees in social enterprises consider their work highly meaningful, so they claim to experience
lower stress levels and emotional exhaustion. However, engaging in social innovation in service
delivery has not made any difference in terms of well-being claims

The paper highlights that highly skilled members of diaspora contribute to form diaspora knowledge
networks, which in turn help create social enterprises. These specific factors remain crucial—their
place attachment, sense of duty, and well-being

Social enterprises create impact in different ways. One way is to enhance the skills and prove employ-
ability for the marginalized, which in turn results in self-reliance and self-esteem. Further, the
interventions result in building social capital and community well-being

@ Springer
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Table 4 (continued)

S. nos Author(s)

Key finding

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

Deng et al., (2020)

Diochon (2013)

Gordon et al., (2018)

Kelly et al., (2019)

Kibler et al., (2019)

Palakshappa et al., (2024)

Torres and Augusto (2020)

To et al., (2020)

Sacchetti (2015)

Sarracino and Fumarco (2020)
Rangan and Gregg (2019)
Richter (2019)

Pathak and Muralidharan (2024)

Zahra et al., (2014)

Vickers et al., (2017)

Kimakwa et al., (2023)

Levesque and Stephan (2020)

Yitshaki et al., (2022)

The paper discusses the importance of feasible socio-political contexts in assisting social entrepre-
neurs in creating and promoting well-being. The results also indicate that a lack of social enterprises
also creates high levels of subjective well-being when there is a high level of post-materialistic
values and weak government activism

Although social enterprises can help communities overcome poverty-related problems, women tend to
experience less impact in their lives. Further, communities are considered ‘value takers’ rather than
value creators, which means they continue to depend on social enterprises to see improvements in
their own lives

The research argues that social enterprises are although able to create positive social impact at the
individual and community level, they fail to influence larger social contexts, leading to limited
overall impact

Social enterprises initiate activities that counteract those factors that result in social isolation and lone-
liness. Despite the merit, the sustenance of the impact created by the social enterprise is questionable
as limited knowledge and experience and the lives of the volunteers and staff limit the potential

The findings argue that a higher level of prosocial motivation among commercial entrepreneurs results
in higher levels of stress and lower levels of life satisfaction. The results are said to be the same for
employees of for-profit firms. However, stress may be reduced when entrepreneurs' autonomy is high
and intrinsic motivation is high for employees

Women entrepreneurs experience three ethical dilemmas as they navigate concerns related to manag-
ing dual and conflicting goals: business strategy versus personal goals, financial versus holistic
sustainability, and finally, personal well-being versus the well-being of other stakeholders. The paper
further claims that social enterprises, in fact, have a solid impact on personal and social well-being

The study argues that digitalization contributes to advancing national well-being provided that there is
an adequate education system, good governance, and a financial system dominated by philanthropy.
The study further emphasizes that social entrepreneurs contribute to national well-being where
institutions are weak, thereby supporting the institutional voids perspective

The article claims that social entrepreneurs' previous work experience, autonomy, and social assertive-
ness have a strong relationship with eudaimonic well-being

The author discusses how actors' preferences, their choices, and the public sphere determine well-
being attainment. The paper highlights governance heterogeneity in a range of firms, including
cooperatives, social ventures, and corporations

The paper discusses if social economy can improve people’s well-being in terms of advancing indi-
viduals’ satisfaction with their own lives

The paper underscores a framework for discussing how social entrepreneurs navigate a zig-zagging
process as they alternate between scaling their organizations and delivering social impact

Social enterprises act as embedded intermediaries whose efforts result in transformational change and
local well-being

The paper argues that societal eudaimonic well-being and sociability are inherently connected to
higher rates of social entrepreneurship, whereas hedonic well-being, adaptability, and self-control
are connected to commercial entrepreneurship

The paper classifies well-being as a multi-dimensional concept encompassing financial, social, and
environmental wealth creation. The central thesis of the paper argues that international social enter-
prises are set to create blended value and address most pressing social problems

The paper studies hybrid social enterprises that offer both care health and social care and are situated
at the intersection of public, market, and civil society. The results indicate that social enterprises
engaged in a fluid and creative interplay of different logics at their disposal

Drawing on the servant leadership orientation, this paper discusses how social entrepreneurs can align
the inconsistent goals and demands social enterprises experience with the employees' engagement.
Most importantly, the servant leadership style allows social entrepreneurs to achieve employee well-
being

The authors argue how time pressure and time affluence perspectives emphasize providing fresh per-
spectives on mental health, well-being, and resilience. Ineffective time management by entrepreneurs
would have negative well-being results for everyone involved

The authors highlight two interconnected mechanisms of well-being, reflexivity, and imprinting,

which may equally lead to prosocial behaviours. They underscore that compassion acts as both cog-
nitive and affective motivation for prosocial opportunity recognition

@ Springer
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Table 4 (continued)

S.nos Author(s) Key finding

37 Weaver (2018)

The article argues that the capability approach is a novel mechanism that helps explain human well-

being assessment, opportunities based on core needs identification, and capability dispersion

38 Nikolaev et al., (2020)
and subjective well-being

39 Wiklund et al., (2019)

This paper underscores the critical role played by psychological factors in connecting entrepreneurship

The authors call for research to study well-being as a key outcome in entrepreneurship research. As

the entrepreneurial journey is riddled with uncertainties and struggles, it is necessary to understand
how the well-being of the entrepreneurs, employees, and other stakeholders travels along

40 Kroeger and Weber (2014)

The paper brings together literature on subjective well-being and organizational effectiveness to

develop a conceptual framework for comparing the effectiveness of social interventions. The authors
argue the importance of using life satisfaction-related measures to consider the well-being created by
different types of social interventions in different sectors

41 Kilpatrick et al., (2021)

The paper argues that social enterprises use their network relations to interact with other actors in

regional cities that help address exclusion and disadvantage and enhance well-being and inclusion

42 Lamy (2019)

The author proposes institutional reforms that would aid social entrepreneurs to promote their actions
and safeguard sustainability
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