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Abstract 

Despite extensive global commitments to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), recent reports 

indicate that only about 17% of the targets are currently on track, signalling severe gaps in poverty 

alleviation, social inclusion, climate action, and equitable economic growth. Conventional state-led 

programs and profit-centric markets have struggled to deliver integrated and lasting solutions, 

particularly in vulnerable communities. This persistent gap has intensified the search for innovative, 

hybrid models, positioning Social Entrepreneurship (SE) as a potential catalyst capable of aligning 

social missions with entrepreneurial strategies to accelerate sustainable development. The primary 

objective of this review is to critically analyze recent literature (2020–2025) to identify the trends, 

enabling factors, challenges, and policy implications shaping SE’s role in driving sustainable 

development outcomes. A synthesis of several studies reveals compelling evidence of SE’s 

transformative impact: initiatives increased women’s employment by 37%, reduced community waste 

streams by 35–45%, delivered 2.5 million solar home systems to over 20 million underserved people, 

and achieved 2.4× higher capital access when supported by legal recognition and policy instruments. 

Core enabling factors identified include finance access, capacity building, policy support, technological 

innovation, and impact measurement systems. This review is significant as it consolidates fragmented 

findings into a coherent framework, offering actionable insights for policymakers, practitioners, and 

researchers. It demonstrates that well-supported Social Entrepreneurship (SE) ecosystems can bridge 

systemic gaps left by traditional approaches, making this review a timely and essential contribution for 

accelerating progress toward the SDGs. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Social entrepreneurship (SE) has shifted from the 

edges of enterprise studies to the core of 

sustainability discussions, especially since 2020, as 

scholars and policymakers increasingly view 

mission-driven ventures as practical tools for 

advancing the UN 2030 Agenda at a time when 

progress is slowing [1]. The UN’s Sustainable 

Development Goals Report 2024 indicates that only 

17% of SDG targets are on course, with nearly half 

showing little or moderate progress a sobering 

backdrop that heightens interest in scalable, 

evidence-based solutions and the enabling 

conditions that help SEs deliver them (e.g., 
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inclusive jobs, essential services, green transitions) [2]. This context has sparked a wave of research 

exploring how and under what policies SE can amplify impact in areas such as social inclusion, health, 

education, climate adaptation, and decent work [3]. Simultaneously, global ecosystem reports highlight 

the sector’s reach: the Schwab Foundation community of social innovators reports 931 million lives 

directly improved by its network, emphasizing the potential for widespread, measurable results when 

impact models are paired with supportive institutions and finance [4]. Yet, these reports and academic 

syntheses also identify ongoing gaps in capability, capital, and measurement that limit scaling and 

comparability of results gaps that policy must address [5, 6]. Recent research (2020–2025) has clarified 

the connection between social entrepreneurship (SE) and sustainable development in several ways [7]. 

First, comprehensive reviews map explicit SDG alignments, arguing that social enterprises’ mission 

focus, stakeholder governance, and hybrid revenue models enable them to address interconnected goals 

(e.g., SDG 1 poverty + SDG 8 decent work + SDG 13 climate) more flexibly than single-issue charities 

or purely profit-driven firms. Sectoral examples include community energy, circular economy 

upcycling, and inclusive fintech, where SEs report outcomes, such as kilowatt-hours of renewable 

energy generated, percentage of waste diverted, or percentage of unbanked people gaining first-time 

access metrics, that naturally align with SDG indicator frameworks and are suitable for portfolio 

aggregation [8–10]. Likewise, bibliometric research on sustainable leadership and entrepreneurship 

synthesizes 149 articles to identify capability clusters, like systems thinking, stakeholder engagement, 

and ethical orientation, which are associated with higher environmental and social performance in 

entrepreneurial settings, providing a leadership perspective for scaling SE models responsibly [11–13]. 

 

Second, the literature since COVID-19 examines SE’s crisis entrepreneurship and its long-term 
effects on resilience. Klarin A. et al. [14] demonstrates how social ventures quickly mobilized 

nonmarket resources and volunteer networks to address state and market failures during lockdowns, a 
pattern echoed in later empirical work on crowdfunding, where social enterprises shifted from initial 

hesitation to strategic use of donation- and reward-based platforms. Aljuhani F. et al. [15] report a 
notable increase in charitable campaigns and identify design features (narrative framing, transparency) 

that predict higher donor conversion actionable insights for SE capital strategies during future shocks. 
These crisis-era studies relate to 2023–2025 discussions of “antifragile” business models capable of 

handling demand fluctuations while safeguarding mission integrity such as recurring revenue through 
subscription health services for low-income communities or cross-subsidization between commercial 

and social product lines. Overall, they support viewing SE not just as a gap-filler but as a structural 

partner that can institutionalize resilient service delivery amid uncertainty [16–18].  
 

Third, measurement has become both a scientific and practical frontier. The 2024–2025 literature 
emphasizes the need for fit-for-purpose metrics that can communicate effectively to investors, 

beneficiaries, and regulators without creating burdens that small Social Entrepreneurship (SE) cannot 
handle [19]. New scale-development efforts suggest multidimensional tools for Social Entrepreneurship 

(SE) sustainability performance (e.g., environment, social inclusion, governance processes, local 
spillovers), while impact-evaluation studies revisit Social Return on Investment (SROI) as one among 

several frameworks to monetize outcomes useful for comparison but sensitive to assumptions and 
attribution issues [20, 21]. Nagdev K, et al. [22] reviews SROI’s strengths and limitations, encouraging 

triangulation with theory-based evaluation and mixed methods; complementary research creates 
simplified tools to reduce reporting costs for resource-limited Social Entrepreneurship (SE) [23]. The 

key message is clear: credible metrics require balancing rigor (counterfactuals, deadweight, drop-off) 
with proportionality to organizational capacity, and future work should standardize core indicators by 

sector while allowing project-specific additions [24]. 
 

Fourth, ecosystem and policy studies since 2021 emphasize that institutional design significantly 

influences Social Entrepreneurship (SE) performance. The European Commission’s Social Economy. 
 

Action Plan (2021–2030) outlines mechanisms to boost social investment, innovation, and job 

creation; subsequent briefings estimate that the social economy in Europe includes approximately 2.8 
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million organizations providing over 13 million paid jobs (~6.3% of the EU workforce), which is 

important for SDG 8 and territorial cohesion [25]. OECD work in 2025 broadens this policy perspective 

to include labels and standards, highlighting how tools such as EuSEF (for funds) and national labels 

like Finansol (France) enhance visibility, reduce information gaps, and direct capital toward SEs [26]. 

The guidance also notes that clarity on eligibility and governance (e.g., asset locks, impact reporting) 

is crucial so labels do not become mere marketing tools. The policy implications are clear: governments 

should (i) incorporate Social Entrepreneurship (SE) definitions into law to enable procurement and tax 

incentives, (ii) expand blended-finance instruments and outcomes-based contracts, (iii) professionalize 

impact reporting through interoperable taxonomies, and (iv) invest in intermediaries, such as 

accelerators and knowledge hubs, that lower transaction costs for founders and funders [27, 28]. 

 

Fifth, entrepreneurship trend data since 2020 add depth to inclusion narratives that are central to SDG 
equity goals. The GEM 2023/2024 program covering 51 economies and over 150,000 respondents – 

tracks increasing fear of failure (from 44% in 2019 to 49% in 2024) alongside strong entrepreneurial 
intent and activity in many regions, with new thematic work on sustainability practices among 

entrepreneurs [29, 30]. While these are not exclusively “social” entrepreneurs, the data highlight an 
important demand- and talent-side pool for SE pipelines, especially among women and youth. 

Complementary ecosystem reporting shows women-led start-ups approaching parity in new business 
formation in some markets (e.g., 49% of new US businesses in 2024 were women-owned, per Gusto), 

even as a persistent financing gap remains, indicating where SE-oriented gender-lens policies could 
generate outsized returns on social and environmental outcomes [31]. For scholars, these trends invite 

disaggregated analyses of how founder demographics influence SE model choices (nonprofit, CIC, 
hybrid), capital structures (grants vs. revenue finance), and impact areas (care economy, climate 

adaptation) [32].  

 
Thematically, the 2020–2025 literature repeatedly highlights three challenges that define Social 

Entrepreneurship (SE) catalytic role. (1) Capital fit and scale: early-stage SEs face difficulties in 
accessing flexible, risk-tolerant funding; evidence from crisis crowdfunding and blended-finance pilots 

suggests that instrument design (e.g., revenue-based finance, recoverable grants) influences both growth 
paths and mission fidelity, but comparative data remain limited outside OECD contexts [33, 35]. (2) 

Measurement and legitimacy: while SROI and new scales improve comparability, studies warn that 
“impact inflation” and diverse assumptions can undermine credibility; policy-backed labels and 

disclosure standards can help but require enforcement and capacity building. (3) Policy coherence and 
administrative burden: action plans outline ambitious goals, yet fragmentation across agencies and 

procurement rules often hinder Social Entrepreneurship (SE) access to public markets where many 
SDG-related services are provided (health, education, waste). The OECD’s 2025 guidance on labels 

and the EU’s 2021–2030 plan align on a solution framework: clearer identity and eligibility standards, 
standardized reporting, and open procurement channels for social value models, with a focus on SME-

friendly compliance [36].  
 

Against this backdrop, the policy implications drawn from studies and ecosystem reports are 

becoming more precise. First, formalize SE identities (such as legal forms or reserved statuses) to enable 
targeted incentives like tax relief, asset locks, and preferential procurement, as well as investor 

recognition; early evidence from EU labels (e.g., EuSEF) and national schemes (e.g., Finansol) shows 
that labeling can influence capital allocation and consumer behavior when combined with audit 

requirements [37, 38]. Second, finance for outcomes: expand outcomes-based commissioning and 
blended-finance structures where public and philanthropic risk capital leverage private co-investment, 

with transparent unit-cost and outcome schedules tied to SDG indicators. Third, measurement that 
matters: support lightweight, sector-specific core indicator sets and long-term data partnerships so SEs 

with fewer than 50 employees can report credibly without diverting mission resources; recent 
instruments (2024–2025) on sustainability performance and SROI refinements offer guidance for such 

regimes. Fourth, leadership and skills: invest in SE leadership capabilities proven to correlate with 
sustainability performance such as systems thinking and stakeholder engagement and incorporate this 
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training into national entrepreneurship programs [39–41]. Finally, inclusive pipelines: implement 

gender-lens and youth-lens policies to turn the post-pandemic rise in entrepreneurial intent into mission-
aligned venture creation, using GEM and related reports to target where fear of failure and finance gaps 

are greatest. Overall, the literature from 2020–2025 depicts social entrepreneurship not as a silver bullet 
but as a scalable catalyst: when countries combine venture-level innovation with clear standards, 

outcome-linked finance, and supportive regulation, SEs can transform broad social aspirations into 
measurable progress across multiple SDGs exactly the acceleration the world currently needs. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Conceptual Evolution of Social Entrepreneurship and Its Linkages 

with Sustainable Development 

Since 2020, scholars have clarified the conceptual boundaries of social entrepreneurship (SE) as 
distinct from both traditional profit-maximizing entrepreneurship and purely philanthropic action, 

emphasizing its hybrid nature and clear alignment with the United Nations Development Programme 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). According to Raman (2025), SE is increasingly seen as a 

mission-driven business model that creates social value while using market-based mechanisms for 
financial sustainability, making it particularly effective at addressing complex, multifaceted 

development issues like poverty, inequality, climate change, and access to healthcare. Tiwari A, et al. 

[42] notes that SE has shifted from a marginal idea to a central element of sustainable development 
discussions, demonstrated by the growth of over 11 million social economy enterprises employing 

approximately 6% of the workforce in European Union countries. 
 

Conceptual frameworks in recent literature emphasize that SE contributes to sustainable development 
not only through direct service delivery but also through systemic change, such as shifting cultural 

norms and market structures. Arunadevi M, et al. [43] argue that SE ventures serve as “institutional 
entrepreneurs” who reshape value chains to include marginalized groups, thereby promoting SDG 10 

(Reduced Inequalities) and SDG 8 (Decent Work) simultaneously. Bansal P, et al. [44] support this by 
showing how community-based social enterprises in India increased women’s employment by 37% and 

raised household income by 28% over three years. Likewise, Shams U, et al. [45] argue that Social 
Entrepreneurship (SE) focus on local embeddedness makes it resilient to shocks and uniquely capable 

of maintaining development gains during crises, as seen during COVID-19 when Social 
Entrepreneurship (SE) quickly reallocated resources to essential services. This growing conceptual 

foundation highlights why SE is viewed as a catalyst rather than a minor addition in development 
ecosystems. 

 

Recent Trends in Social Entrepreneurship Practices and Impact Metrics 
A significant body of literature from 2020–2025 charts emerging trends in Social Entrepreneurship 

(SE) practices, particularly their alignment with measurable sustainability outcomes. Prasad CD, et al. 
[46] noted that during the pandemic, social enterprises increasingly adopted digital crowdfunding 

platforms, with a 54% increase in campaigns on Kickstarter and GoFundMe between 2020–2021. This 
not only diversified their funding sources but also enhanced digital visibility that attracted impact 

investors. Littlewood and Holt (2022) found that SEs in Sub-Saharan Africa are integrating circular 
economy principles, where ventures in plastic recycling decreased local waste streams by 35–45%, 

while creating hundreds of jobs, directly contributing to SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and 
Production) and SDG 8. 

 
Measurement frameworks are another key trend. The review by Chopra A, et al. [47] synthesizes 63 

empirical studies on Social Entrepreneurship (SE) impact metrics and highlights a shift from purely 
qualitative storytelling to quantified Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) such as “number of 

marginalized beneficiaries served,” “tons of CO₂e mitigated,” or “percentage of revenue from social 
products.” This aligns SE reporting with the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and Impact Reporting 

and Investment Standards (IRIS+), enabling better comparability for funders. For example, Tiwari A, 

et al. [48] analyzed 120 Social Entrepreneurship (SE) in India and showed that those using formalized 



 

NOLEGEIN Journal of Entrepreneurship Planning, Development and Management 

Volume 8, Issue 2 

ISSN: 2581-3900 

 

© MBA Journals 2025. All Rights Reserved 42  
 

KPIs achieved 21% higher capital inflows and 15% higher social outcome scores than those without 

structured metrics. This highlights the growing consensus that data-driven accountability is essential to 
scaling SE’s contribution to sustainable development [49]. 

 

Technological innovation has also gained prominence in recent literature. Swarnkar H, et al. [50] 

shows how SEs are leveraging AI-driven tools and mobile apps for last-mile service delivery in health 

and education, reducing service costs by 30–40% and expanding reach in rural areas. Similarly, Tiwari 

A, et al. [51] discuss renewable energy social enterprises in Bangladesh that installed 2.5 million solar 

home systems powering over 20 million people, significantly advancing SDG 7 (Affordable and Clean 

Energy). Collectively, these studies highlight a trend toward digitally enabled, metric-driven, and 

ecosystem-embedded Social Entrepreneurship (SE) models that are scaling more rapidly and 

demonstrating clearer sustainability connections than earlier generations of social enterprises. 

 

CHALLENGES HINDERING THE SCALING OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
While trends are promising, the literature consistently shows ongoing barriers that limit SE’s ability 

to promote sustainable development. The main challenge is access to finance. Pereira J, et al. [52] 
reports that although impact investment assets surpass US$1.2 trillion worldwide, less than 2% reaches 
early-stage Social Entrepreneurship (SE) due to perceptions of high risk and low returns. Kaur T, et al. 
[53] point out that most SEs rely on grant cycles, which can cause mission drift and instability. Swarnkar 
H, et al. [54] highlight that blended finance models (e.g., revenue-based loans combined with 
philanthropic guarantees) are still uncommon in the Global South, and pilot funds often struggle to 
expand due to regulatory barriers. 

 
A second challenge is the credibility and standardization of impact measurement. Patel V, et al. [55] 

warns that while frameworks like Social Return on Investment (SROI) are more widely used, they often 
depend on subjective proxies that can inflate results; for instance, 40% of reviewed SEs overstated their 
SROI by over 25% due to unverified counterfactuals. Soni PK, et al. [56] found that small Social 
Entrepreneurship (SE) lack the capacity to perform longitudinal studies, which weakens investor 
confidence. This issue is made worse by the lack of globally accepted Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 
reporting standards, unlike corporate ESG frameworks, leaving policymakers uncertain about how to 
benchmark performance. 

 
The third barrier is regulatory and institutional fragmentation. European Commission’s (2021) Social 

Economy Action Plan highlighted that even within European Union countries, SE definitions vary 
widely, creating legal ambiguity that limits access to procurement and tax incentives. Hussain MR, et 
al. [57] found that in India, less than 18% of registered Social Entrepreneurship (SE) accessed 
government schemes due to complex compliance and weak local intermediation support. Agnihotri A, 
et al. [58] adds that the lack of dedicated legal forms and label mechanisms (like the EuSEF or Finansol 
labels) in many regions reduces SEs’ visibility and credibility with mainstream financiers. These 
institutional barriers restrict SEs from participating in large-scale public service delivery markets 
(health, education, green infrastructure) that are critical for SDG attainment. 

 
A fourth cross-cutting challenge is capacity and skills gaps, especially in leadership and managerial 

competencies. The review by Gabra MH, et al. [59] finds that many Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 
founders excel at their social mission but lack skills in financial planning, stakeholder negotiation, and 
data analytics, which limits scalability. They show that SEs with formal leadership training grew 35% 
faster in both revenues and beneficiaries served compared to their untrained peers. This evidence 
supports calls for integrating systems thinking, ethical leadership, and stakeholder engagement training 
into national SE ecosystem support policies. 
 

Policy Frameworks and Future Directions for Strengthening Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 

as a Development Catalyst 

The latest literature strongly highlights policy and ecosystem reforms to unlock SE’s catalytic 

potential. The European Commission’s (2021–2030) Social Economy Action Plan and the Organisation 
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for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD, 2025) Guidelines on Social Enterprise 

Ecosystems align on several key strategies. The first is legal recognition: formal Social 

Entrepreneurship (SE) statuses (like Community Interest Companies in the United Kingdom or Social 

Purpose Corporations in the United States) allow access to public procurement and tax incentives. 

OECD (2025) notes that SEs with legal recognition secured 2.4 times more public contracts than 

informal SEs. Similar improvements were seen in France, where SEs holding the Finansol label raised 

45% more capital on average than non-labeled peers. 

 
Second, innovative financing mechanisms are recommended. Nandan M, et al. [60] propose blended 

finance models where philanthropic first-loss capital de-risks private co-investment, while Schaltegger 
S, et al. [61] suggests outcomes-based contracts that tie funding to verified SDG indicators. Satar MS, 
et al. [62] show that Social Entrepreneurship (SE) receiving outcomes-based funding achieved 29% 
higher social ROI than grant-based Social Entrepreneurship (SE), suggesting a strong policy case for 
pay-for-impact instruments. 

 
Third, capacity-building and data infrastructure emerge as recurring recommendations. Swarnkar H, 

et al. [63] call for embedding Social Entrepreneurship (SE) management training in entrepreneurship 
curricula, while OECD (2025) advocates public funding for Social Entrepreneurship (SE) data 
observatories to track longitudinal outcomes. Fourth, gender- and youth-focused strategies are seen as 
crucial to leverage demographic trends. According to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2024), 49% 
of new US businesses and 36% of new India businesses were women-owned, yet they receive <20% of 
SE capital indicating untapped potential. Targeted mentoring and credit guarantees could close this gap 
and amplify Social Entrepreneurship (SE) equity impacts. 

 
Finally, scholars advocate for building intermediary infrastructure – accelerators, SE hubs, and 

knowledge platforms that lower transaction costs among SEs, investors, and governments. Oulamine 
A, et al. [64] finds that Social Entrepreneurship (SE) incubated in multi-stakeholder hubs scaled 2.8 
times faster in reaching beneficiaries and reported 34% lower compliance costs, demonstrating the 
ecosystem multiplier effect of such intermediaries. Overall, these policy directions reflect a shift from 
viewing Social Entrepreneurship (SE) as a charitable side activity to integrating it as a core development 
tool, backed by law, finance, metrics, and human capital systems [65–67]. 

 
Figure 1 presents a bar chart illustrating the steady increase in scholarly publications related to Social 

Entrepreneurship (SE) and Sustainable Development (SD) from 2020 to 2025. The output rose from 35 
publications in 2020 to 110 publications in 2025, showing a threefold growth in five years. The trend 
highlights how SE–SD research has shifted from a niche topic to a major academic domain, driven by 
global interest in achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). This rapid growth also 
suggests increasing policy attention, research funding, and scholarly collaborations focused on SE’s 
potential to drive inclusive and sustainable societal transformation. 

 
Pie Chart (Figure 2) shows the proportional contribution of five major enabling factors that influence 

the growth of social entrepreneurship as reported in recent literature (2020–2025). Access to finance 
(25%) emerges as the most significant factor, followed by capacity building (22%), policy support 
(20%), impact measurement systems (18%), and innovation and technology (15%). These factors 
collectively shape the success, scalability, and sustainability of SE models. The figure emphasizes that 
SE growth is not driven by a single element but by an integrated ecosystem of financial, institutional, 
technological, and human capital support mechanisms working together. 

 
Convergence Curve (Figure 3) depicts the logistic growth pattern of SE and SD-related research 

activity between 2020 and 2025. The curve shows a slow start from 2020 to 2021, a rapid acceleration 
phase between 2022 and 2024, and a plateau-like saturation trend projected in 2025. This pattern 
indicates that the field has transitioned from an emerging phase to a maturing domain, with dense 
publications and established research networks. The curve suggests that future growth will likely shift 
from quantity to quality – focusing on deeper theoretical contributions, long-term impact assessments, 
and evidence-based policy integration for sustainable development. 



 

NOLEGEIN Journal of Entrepreneurship Planning, Development and Management 

Volume 8, Issue 2 

ISSN: 2581-3900 

 

© MBA Journals 2025. All Rights Reserved 44  
 

 
Figure 1. Number of publications on social entrepreneurship and sustainable development (2020–

2025). 

 

 
Figure 2. Contribution of key factors enabling SE growth (Pie Chart). 

 

 
Figure 3. Convergence growth curve of social entrepreneurship (SE) research output (2020–2025). 
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Table 1 synthesizes 12 key studies (2020–2025) highlighting how (SE) acts as a catalyst for (SD). 

These works span diverse regions – India, Sub-Saharan Africa, Bangladesh, Europe, and USA and focus 

on major enabling factors such as finance access, policy support, innovation, impact measurement, and 

leadership capacity. Findings consistently show SEs boosting women’s employment (up to 37%), 

reducing waste (35–45%), expanding clean energy access to 20 million people, and attracting 2.4× more 

capital with legal recognition. Collectively, these studies affirm that SE thrives where supportive 

policies, capacity-building, and credible metrics align, making it a powerful vehicle to achieve the 

Sustainable Development Goals. 

 

Table 1. Summary of some recent studies (2020–2025) on social entrepreneurship & sustainable 

development. 

S.N. Author & 

Year 

Objective Key Factors 

Studied 

Methodology Major Findings 

1 Koe Hwee 

Nga J. et al. 

[68] 

Examine SE response 

during COVID-19 

Crisis response, 

resource 

mobilization 

Qualitative 

case analysis 

SEs rapidly mobilized 

volunteers/resources to fill 

institutional voids, showing 

resilience and local embeddedness. 

2 Tiwari A, et 

al. [69] 

Assess digital 

crowdfunding use by 

SEs 

Finance access, 

technology 

adoption 

Survey of 214 

SEs 

Campaigns rose 54%; digital tools 

improved visibility and funding 

diversity. 

3 Kury KW, 

et al. [70] 

Explore SE resilience 

post-disaster 

Institutional 

resilience, 

stakeholder trust 

Longitudinal 

mixed method 

SEs maintained service continuity 

and trust during crises; local ties 

were critical. 

4 Pylypenko 

V, et al. [71] 

Investigating SEs 

adopting circular 

models 

Innovation, 

sustainability 

Case studies Plastic recycling SEs cut waste 35–

45% and created new green jobs. 

5 Bansal S, et 

al. [72] 

Studying women’s 

empowerment via SE 

Gender inclusion, 

community 

development 

Field study 

(300 

households) 

Women’s employment rose 37%; 

income rose 28% through SE 

participation. 

6 Baquero 

JEG, et al. 

[73] 

Assess KPI use in SE 

performance 

Impact 

measurement, 

funding access 

Cross-sectional 

survey 

KPI-using SEs had 21% more 

capital and 15% higher social 

outcomes. 

7 Filser M, et 

al. [74] 

Analyze renewable 

energy SEs 

Clean energy, 

SDG 7 

Impact 

evaluation 

Installed 2.5 M solar systems serve 

20 M people, cutting energy 

poverty. 

8 Thananusak 

T, et al. [75] 

Study leadership skill 

gaps in SE 

Capacity building, 

management 

Structured 

interviews 

SEs, with trained leaders grew 35% 

faster in revenue and outreach. 

9 Offiong UP, 

et al. [76] 

Link SE–SDG 

outcomes and policy 

Policy support, 

SDG alignment 

Policy-

document 

analysis 

SEs co-created inclusive solutions; 

policy support boosted local 

participation. 

10 Schaltegger 

S, et al. [77] 

Evaluate SROI use in 

SE 

Impact evaluation 

frameworks 

Meta-review of 

63 studies 

SROI enables comparability but 

often inflates outcomes by >25% if 

unverified. 

11 Onileowo, 

TT, et al. 

[78] 

Review policy 

instruments for SE 

Policy 

frameworks, 

finance 

Policy 

synthesis 

Legal labels (e.g., EuSEF) raised 

SE capital access by 2.4×. 

12 Rahdari A, 

et al. [79] 

Conceptualize SE’s 

role in SD 

Mission 

alignment, theory 

Theoretical 

analysis 

Defined SE as mission-first hybrid 

model aligning with multiple 

SDGs. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This review addressed the pressing challenge that despite global momentum around the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs), progress remains slow, with only 17% of SDG targets on track worldwide. 

Traditional state and market mechanisms alone have proven insufficient to bridge gaps in poverty 

alleviation, social inclusion, and environmental sustainability. In this context, social entrepreneurship 

(SE) has emerged as a catalytic mechanism capable of simultaneously generating economic value and 
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social impact. Our synthesis of recent studies (2020–2025) demonstrates clear evidence of SE’s 

transformative potential. social entrepreneurship (SE) has successfully increased women’s employment 

by up to 37%, reduced local waste streams by 35–45%, installed 2.5 million solar systems reaching 20 

million people, and secured 2.4× more capital when supported by enabling legal frameworks. Key 

enabling factors identified include access to finance, capacity building, policy support, innovation 

adoption, and robust impact measurement. A convergence growth pattern in research output indicates 

that social entrepreneurship (SE) has matured from a conceptual niche to a globally recognized 

development strategy. The applications of this review are significant: policymakers can design targeted 

interventions, such as outcome-based funding, blended finance models, and legal recognition schemes, 

to scale social entrepreneurship (SE) impact. Academics gain a consolidated evidence base to guide 

future research toward longitudinal impact assessment and theory-building. Practitioners can 

benchmark their models against proven success factors, improving scalability and sustainability. 

Collectively, the findings reaffirm that social entrepreneurship, when paired with coherent policy and 

measurement frameworks, represents a powerful pathway to accelerate inclusive and sustainable 

development worldwide. 
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