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Abstract  

Results from prior meta-analyses and systematic literature reviews (SLR) on the formation of Social entrepreneurial behaviour (SEB) 
have been focusing on the antecedents of social entrepreneurial intention (SEI). However, the impact of the behaviour on welfare and 
social improvement is essential to distinguish social entrepreneurs from commercial entrepreneurs. Therefore, this article aims to extend 
the SLR beyond SEI to include any articles related to the formation and impact of SEB. This SLR is carried out in 4 phases. An 
extensive search in phase 1 has resulted in 332 articles being collected. Filtration in phase 2 resulted in 50 SEI and five SEB articles 
left for analysis. Descriptive analysis in phase 3 retrieved pertinent general information, such as SEI and SEB research trends, while 
thematic analysis revealed five theories, six models, and 50 psychological predictors. In phase 4, a systematic researchable framework is 
synthesised, which is explainable by a proposed theory called the Integrated Theory of Sociopreneurial Behaviour (ITSB). This 
framework may encourage researchers to identify and verify various external factors that prospectively reinforce or prevent the process of 
converting SEI into SEB. Besides, the model may suggest more attempts to validate the impact of SEB on the community and 
sociopreneurs. 

Keywords: Social Entrepreneurship, Social Entrepreneurs, Social Entrepreneurial Behaviour, Social Entrepreneurial Intention, 

Decent Work and Economic Growth. 

 

Introduction 

Social entrepreneurship (SE) is a growing field of research in which people with a vision, enthusiasm and 
innovation for supporting and serving society are involved in social transformation rather than profit 
maximisation (Roberts & Woods, 2005; Hasan, 2020). Social entrepreneurs are vital change agents who 
take risks in creating meaningful solutions to answer societal problems and develop the community instead 
of just creating wealth for themselves (Alvord et al., 2004; Sidek & Arrasyid, 2022). From Mair and Noboa's 
concept of sociopreneurship, SEB can be understood as a specific behaviour conducted by individuals that 
produces tangible outcomes for society (Mair & Noboa, 2006). SEB differentiates social entrepreneurs from 
commercial entrepreneurs. The abovementioned definitions describe several elements that may form the 
SEB, such as social vision, social innovation, and risk-taking. Subsequently, the outcome of SEB should 
focus on providing maximum benefits for the community as an answer to social issues while gaining a small 
portion for the performers.   

The SEB research is halted on social entrepreneurial intention (Akter et al., 2020). A meta-analysis of 31 
articles examined the applicability of the theory of planned behaviour (TPB) for predicting SEI 
(Zaremohzzabieh et al., 2018). Besides the TPB being an effective model, they also found that the model 
can be altered to better predict the intention of sociopreneurship, as in Ernst's (2011) model and Schlaegel 
and Koenig's (2014). Meanwhile, Luc et al. (2019) presented a systematic literature review (SLR) of 36 SEI 
papers. Their thematic analysis revealed theories, models and constructs frequently used in SEI studies. 
Their findings also acknowledge that the conversion process of the intention to actual behaviour is still 
challenging since the research on this relationship still needs to be improved (Luc et al., 2019).  
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Considering the number of SEI articles that have been reviewed and analysed, there is still an opening in 
the conversion of SEI to SEB and the impact of sociopreneurial behaviour. Therefore, another SLR is 
required to re-ignite the research focus towards SEB instead of being halted on the intention of becoming 
social entrepreneurs. Authors comprehensively analyse the empirical articles of SEI and SEB within the 
significant journal databases of WOS, Scopus, MyJurnal and Proquest. The articles of theories and models 
extracted from prior studies were also carefully reviewed. This article aims to extend the systematic literature 
review (SLR) beyond SEI to include any articles related to the formation and impact of SEB. Compared 
with the conventional narrative literature review, the SLR can respond to research objectives more orderly 
(Correia et al., 2017). Moreover, the SLR can decrease bias and the erratic fallacy that may happen in 
traditional narrative reviews (Fu et al., 2018). SLR spots the discrete among studies and abridges the findings 
from prior research in a specific field of science (Bozhikin et al., 2019).  

Methodology 

Figure 1 depicts this SLR article procedure carried out in 4 (four) phases. Firstly, the collection of academic 
literature by using keywords and the “snowballing technique”. Secondly, filtration of the academic literature 
supports omitting redundancy. Thirdly, analyse the literature contents by descriptively unfolding relevant 
general information of SEI and SEB studies, such as annual research trends. Subsequently, thematic analysis 
is conducted in this third phase to extract theories and models validated in the prior studies, to identify the 
predictors of SEI and SEB, and to scrutinise the conversion process from SEI to SEB and the impact of 
sociopreneurial behaviour. In the final stage, a systematic researchable framework is synthesised based on 
the flaws found in previous studies, supported by established models and theories. 

Phase 1: Collection of Academic Literature Supports 

The SLR procedure is started by collecting the academic literature support. The quality of journals is 
considered the foundation for determining the quality of publications (Luc et al., 2019). Therefore, several 
databases were searched for academic articles in the English language. Firstly, the author looks at Emerald 
Insight and Science Direct using keywords of “Social entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurs, social 
entrepreneurial intention and social entrepreneurial behaviour”. Secondly, the “snowballing technique” is 
utilized for more relevant articles. Snowballing is a reference and citation tracking procedure that involves 
scanning the reference list and citations from particular full-text articles (Wohlin, 2014). Once the searching 
procedure was implemented, more articles from WOS, Scopus, MyJurnal, and Proquest were included in 
the delve. This phase has resulted in a total of 332 pertinent social entrepreneurship articles. 

Phase 2: Filtration of Academic Literature Supports 

Phase 2 involves filtering academic literature support by carefully reading the title, abstract, introduction, 
hypotheses development, methodology, result and discussion of collected 332 articles to omit redundancy 
and ensure the selected literature is within the SEI and SEB areas. This review is based on the prior 
quantitative studies to find a theoretical gap in this topic. As a result, 51 first-hand published articles were 
chosen with the following details. WOS and Scopus, 49 articles, one from Proquest and another from 
MyJurnal. In addition, one unpublished thesis to which 19 significant articles are referred (i.e. Ernst, 2011), 
one academic research report that has been cited by three papers in the mentioned databases (i.e. Wilton & 
Venter, 2016), one meta-analytic of 31 SEI verifiable studies (i.e. Zaremohzzabieh et al., 2018), and one 
SLR of 36 factual SEI articles (i.e. Luc et al., 2019) are included in this SLR. In total, 55 empirical articles 
are selected for content analysis. Of 55 papers, 50 are SEI research, while the remaining five articles are 
SEB studies. 
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Figure 1. Procedure of Systematic Literature Review 

 

Phase 3: Content Analysis 

In phase 3, the content analysis technique is utilised to scrutinise 55 empirical articles. This method is 
suitable for identifying the focal areas of the research subject (Krippendorff, 2004). The content analysis 
procedure consists of two stages, descriptive and thematic, to determine the theoretical gap left by prior 
studies (Luc et al., 2019). The descriptive analysis reviews the general information of the selected papers, 
such as annual published articles on SEI and SEB research, where the research was conducted, and 
respondents' characteristics of those studies. Meanwhile, in the thematic analysis stage, the articles' contents 
are categorised into the following subject classification: theories and models extraction, predictors of SEI 
& SEB identification, conversion of sociopreneurial intention to the actual behaviour, and the impact of 
SEB. The extracted theories and models are analysed simultaneously with the relevant empirical articles for 
each classification.   

Phase 4: Synthesis of Researchable Theory & Framework 

Finally, once the content analysis comes out with a systematic result, the current theories and models 
examined in the SEI & SEB research are synthesized into researchable theory and framework in phase 4. 
The theoretical viewpoints and models are developed based on the research gap that left open by prior 
empirical studies combined with the thought of those extracted theories and models.  

Content Analysis 

Descriptive Analysis 

Figure 2 shows the number of SEI and SEB research trends annually from 2010-2021, dominated by SEI 
studies. On the other hand, Table 1 shows the details of SEB research within the same period to emphasize 
that there is a lack of attention in this area because, to this date, only 5 (five) studies have been published 
in significant journal databases. In 2006, Mair and Noboa introduced the concept of SEI and SEB through 
their social entrepreneurial intention model (SEIM). The empirical studies of SEI grew in 2010, started by 
Nga & Shamuganathan (2010) and Tan & Yoo (2010). In 2011, Kati Ernst conducted her thesis regarding 
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SEI based on the TPB cited by 19 other articles in the mentioned major journal databases. Studies of SEI 
were primarily done in 2017 with ten published articles and in 2020 with 13 studies. 

Figure 2. Sociopreneurial Intention and Behaviour Empirical Research Trend 

 

Figure 3 illustrates the geographic area by continent from which the selected empirical articles collected 
their data. Most of the data were collected in Asia, 53%. From that figure, Southeast Asia is leading at 36%, 
East Asia at 33%, South Asia at 21% and the Middle East at 10%. Meanwhile, Europe and North America 
contributed almost the same value, with Africa not far behind. SEI and SEB studies have just started to 
emerge in South America. The USA collected the most empirical data, followed by China, India, Malaysia 
and South Africa, with five articles per country. 
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Table 1.  Sociopreneurial Behaviour Published Articles 

 

Figure 3. Empirical Data Collection by Continent 

 

University students are the majority of respondents of SEI studies, as per display in figure 4. Thirty-seven 
research used students as their respondents, mostly undergraduates. Within that 32% figure, 13 articles in 
the SEI research and 5 (five) papers in the SEB studies employ non-students as their participants, such as 
low-income residents (Cavazos-Arroyo et al., 2017; Sousa-Filho et al., 2020), owner of civil society 
organization (Luc, 2020; Nsereko, 2020, 2021), nascent sociopreneurs (Tiwari et al., 2020), SME owners 
(Rahim et al., 2015), management personel of non-profit organization (Tan & Yoo, 2010). Besides, there 
are studies with more than one respondent characteristic which are students and media professional (Liu et 
al., 2020), students and volunteers of community organization (Chincilla & Garcia, 2017). 
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Figure 4. Respondents Characteristic 

 

Thematic Analysis 

Based on the content of the 55 selected articles, the thematic analysis in this study is categorized into four 
classifications which expound as follows. 

Classifications 1. Theories and Models Extraction  

The majority of selected articles in this study used TPB (Ajzen, 1985, 1991) as their theoretical framework. 
This SLR recorded 18 studies that stopped at SEI applying TPB as their fundamental theory (Table 2) and 
only 1 article in the SEB studies (Salhi, 2018). In her thesis, Ernst modified the TPB model in order to have 
a better prediction of SEI. Besides the original antecedents of Intention, Social Entrepreneurial Personality, 
Social Entrepreneurial Human Capital, Social Entrepreneurial Social Capital, Empathy, and Prosocial 
Personality were included in the study (Ernst, 2011).  

Shapero’s EEM (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Shapero, 1982) is one of the early international entrepreneurial 
models. There are 3 (three) sociopreneurial intention studies based on this model (Ayob et al., 2013; 
Moorthy & Annamalah, 2014; Yu et al., 2020). In their research, Ayob et al. (2013) exercised the original 
EEM in their model. Meanwhile, Moorthy and Annamalah (2014) modified the EEM significantly by not 
putting perceived desirability (PD) and perceived feasibility (PF) as mediators to intention. Instead, they 
were put alongside other predictors to determine SEI.  

In 2006, Mair and Noboa developed the SEIM by integrating the EEM and the TPB. Following the EEM, 
PD and PF mediate between antecedents and SEI. However, regarding the SEI and SEB relationship, the 
SEIM corresponds with the TPB framework, in which intention is the sole determiner of behaviour without 
influence from any moderation factors. The SEIM was used by 11 SEI studies (Table 2) and 1 SEB research 
(Table 1) as their reference model. Interestingly, in their research framework, SEI is not used as a construct 
(Akter et al., 2020). The antecedents directly predicted SEB and mediated by PD. Therefore, PD is a central 
construct that determines SEB directly and mediates other variables (Akter et al., 2020). The SEIM is the 
main reason why the EEM is not widely utilized by researchers in SEI & SEB studies because SEIM is 
basically a modified EEM in the social entrepreneurship context. 

Hockerts (2015) validated all antecedents in the SEIM by establishing the social entrepreneurial antecedents 
scale (SEAS). Kai Hockerts developed his model in 2017 with a significant change from the original SEIM. 
Hockerts removed the PD and PF. He then changed moral judgment to moral obligation. Finally, he added 
prior experience as an antecedent, which can directly predict the SEI or be mediated by empathy, moral 
obligation, self-efficacy, and perceived social support (Hockerts, 2017). Unlike the TPB, the EEM and the 
SEIM, which are behavioural models, Hockerts’s model stops at SEI. Bazan et al. (2020) combine 
Hockerts’s model with the TPB in their research framework by adding perceived behavioural control (PBC). 
Hockert’s model is implemented by 11 published articles listed in this research (Table 2). 
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The big five personality traits/model by Costa and McRae (1992) is another model applied by researchers 
in the SEI realm (Irengun & Arikboga, 2015). Nga & Shamuganathan (2010) are considered the early 
researchers who did the empirical SEI studies. They found a link between SEI and personality traits such 
as neuroticism, openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness. Liu et al. (2020) combine this 
model with Hockerts’s model. They use personality traits alongside prior experience to predict SEI directly 
and are mediated by other factors such as empathy and self-efficacy (Liu et al., 2020). Five articles in this 
study are referred to this model. 

Table 2. Theories and Models Extraction from the SEI and SEB Studies 

 

The ART was implemented twice by Isa Nsereko during his SEB research in 2020 and 2021. Since the 
number of SEB published articles to this date is only 5 (five), thus twice is quite considerable. ART views 
the action as target-oriented behaviour that needs to be managed (Hacker, 2003). Every action has a certain 
degree of intention before being converted to behaviour (Zacher & Frese, 2018). This theory binds an 
intention with action to achieve the purpose (Gielnik et al., 2015). Therefore, ART expounds on the 
behavioural control of a person in reaching their targets through a cognitive mechanism such as planning, 
goal setting and evaluating (Nsereko, 2020). 

As displayed in Table 2, other theories and models are not too significant in terms of their application and 
influence in the empirical SEI and SEB research. Finally, there are 5 (five) articles in which the 
implementation of any particular theories or models is not able to be determined (Chandra et al., 2020; 
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Hasan, 2020; Rahim et al., 2015; Tan & Yoo, 2010; Younis et al., 2020). Nevertheless, either the TPB, EEM, 
SEIM, and Hockerts, or a combination of those four, were discussed by those studies. 

Classifications 2. Predictors of Sociopreneurial Intention and Behaviour  

Through meta-analysis by Zaremohzzabieh et al. (2018), it was found that most studies on the determinants 
of SEI are purely psychological factors. Besides the original antecedent constructs of the TPB and the 
SEIM, there are other variables such as Perseverance, Proactive Personality, Concern for Social Problems, 
Life Satisfaction (Zhang et al., 2021), Social Worth (Usman et al., 2021), Perceived Social Impact (Baierl et 
al., 2014; Usman et al., 2021), Prosocial Motivation (Tiwari et al., 2020; Yu et al., 2020), Creativity in Social 
Work (Yu et al., 2020), Positivity (Younis et al., 2020), Dispositional Optimism, Entrepreneurial Alertness, 
(Urban, 2020), Moral Obligation (Hockerts, 2017, 2018), Social Entrepreneurial Personality (Ernst, 2011), 
Proactive Personality, Hope (Prieto, 2011),  and Personality Traits (Hsu & Wang, 2018; Irengun & 
Arikboga, 2015; Liang et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2020; Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010). Self-efficacy is the most 
validated construct, with 22 articles, followed by Empathy, with 19 papers. Frequently, Self-Efficacy was 
modified into social entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Bacq & Alt, 2018; Hockerts, 2018; Lacap et al., 2018; Liu 
et al., 2020; Urban, 2020; Zhang et al., 2021) and entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Hasan, 2020; Osiri & Kungu, 
2019).    

Other determinants of sociopreneurial intention are prior experience (Hockerts, 2017; Lacap et al., 2018; 
Sousa-Filho et al., 2020), social network (Usman et al., 2021); entrepreneurial education, entrepreneurial 
network (Hasan, 2020), social entrepreneurial human capital (Ernst, 2011). These variables are not supposed 
to be psychological factors. However, these constructs are also measured as perception instead of actual 
events that may influence the SEI. In particular, Nsereko (2020) used social status as an antecedent of 
sociopreneurial behaviour. It stated in the article that people with political, religious and social status 
affected the support for social business (Nsereko, 2020). Therefore, according to the statement, social status 
is not supposed to be a perception. Nevertheless, the measurements do not reflect that argument. It 
becomes another psychological construct. 

Classifications 3. Conversion of Sociopreneurial Intention to Behaviour  

Through a systematic literature review, Luc et al. (2019) stated that apprehending the process of converting 
sociopreneurial intention (SEI) to actual behaviour is still quite a task. Table 1 accentuates the rareness of 
sociopreneurial behaviour (SEB) studies. From 2010 until 2021, there are only 5 (five) articles have been 
published. Of those five, two articles, Salhi (2018) and Nsereko (2020), explain the SEI to SEB conversions. 
By implementing the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1985, 1991), Salhi (2018) found an insignificant 
relationship between the intention and behaviour of social entrepreneurs. On the other hand, using the 
combination of the action-regulated theory (Hacker, 2003) and the conservation of resources theory 
(Hobfoll & Ford, 2010), Nsereko (2020) concluded that a positive relationship between sociopreneurial 
intention and sociopreneurial action.  

Both studies (i.e. Nsereko, 2020; Salhi, 2018) do not use any moderator variable that may support or hinder 
the conversion of SEI to SEB as suggested by the EEM (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Shapero, 1982), the 
original TPB (Ajzen, 1985), and ART (Hacker, 2003). According to the EEM, intentions still need a trigger 
to perform the behaviour. Therefore, a displacement or a precipitating event triggering the actual behaviour 
construct was introduced (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Shapero, 1982). Krueger and Carsrud redefined this 
precipitating event concept as a facilitating event with more positive values (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993). 
Similarly, the TPB stated that the intention to conduct a behaviour might be deviated before the actual 
action occurs because of numerous external factors such as time, opportunity, knowledge, lack of skill, 
change of information, etc. (Ajzen, 1985). Based on the TPB as a theoretical framework, Salhi (2018) found 
that SEI can not be converted directly to SEB. However, those external factors are not depicted as 
moderator variables in the TPB framework (Ajzen, 1991). Hence, the opinion that an intention would 
automatically create behaviour approximately comes up because of this (Akter et al., 2020). Aligning with 
those two models, ART sees that a situation or another person's involvement may highly influence goal-
setting, the action to achieve the goal and the success of that intended action (Hacker, 2003).  
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Behavioural intention can be explained as an intention to try to conduct a particular behaviour but not 
actually do it (Ajzen, 1985; Akter et al., 2020). Simply put, actual behaviour is an action (Nsereko, 2020), 
and external variables moderate the process of converting intention to action (Ajzen, 1985; Hacker, 2003; 
Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Shapero, 1982). Therefore, behaviour and external factors influencing the 
intention-behaviour conversion should be measured as an actual event rather than a perception. Referring 
to definitions of sociopreneurship, the measurement scale of SEB should reflect what actions have been 
performed to improve the community. However, the questionnaire items of the 5 five empirical SEB articles 
do not show that, or the items are not presented in those articles. For example, Nsereko (2020, 2021) built 
their measurement items of SEB based on what kind of effort has been taken to prepare a social business 
start-up. 

Classifications 4. The Impact of Sociopreneurial Behaviour 

This SLR found only one published article on SEB outcomes (i.e. Rahim et al., 2015). Their research is 
conducted in Malaysia by employing 384 Bumiputera small and medium enterprise (SME) owners as their 
respondents (Table 1). Organizational Performance (OP) is set as the outcome of SEB. Their finding shows 
a positive and significant relationship between SEB and OP (Rahim et al., 2015). From numerous 
definitions of social entrepreneurship and sociopreneurs compiled by Zahra et al. (2009) and Tasavori & 
Sinkovic (2011), it can be concluded that the outcomes of SEB should give maximum benefits to the 
community and little to the sociopreneurs themselves. In their study, Rahim et al. (2015) focused on wealth 
creation by conducting SEB. Thus, OP serves as the outcome of SEB in that context. However, it also 
means that the contribution of those 384 SME owners to their community remains uncovered. Besides, the 
SEB measurement items do not reflect any socially oriented behaviour.  

Initially, the SEIM proposed establishing social enterprise as the outcome of sociopreneurial behaviour 
(Mair & Noboa, 2006), which becomes too narrow and less stimulating for further research enquiry. 
Nevertheless, through the analysis of the questionnaires, it was found that most of the items to measure 
SEI and SEB are to set up the social business instead of solving the social problem. In their study, Mair & 
Noboa (2006) argue that sociopreneurship aims at a double bottom line (if not triple), a mixture of social 
and economic value creation. It provides more justification for SEB to have an impact on both society and 
sociopreneurs. 

Synthesis of Researchable Theory and Framework 

The essential information from the descriptive analysis is the exact number of researchers who mainly focus 
on SEI formation studies and pay poor attention to SEB and its outcomes within the same period (Figure 
2; Table 1). The following important details are respondent characteristics. Most SEI studies used students 
as their participants (Figure 4). SEI is all about what someone intends to do to help their communities; 
thus, students are fit for SEI research. On the other hand, despite the limited amount of SEB research, they 
used the exemplary character of respondents (Table 1). SEB is about what individuals have done or are 
currently doing for society. Therefore, students, in general, are only likely to be suitable as SEB research 
participants if they are actively involved in social activities.  

Meanwhile, the 4 (four) subject classifications in the thematic analysis have revealed a theoretical gap left 
by prior studies, which led to the theories and model integration. Based on the thematic analysis 
classification 1, five theories and six models have been extracted from the SEI and SEB research (Table 2). 
The most implemented are the TPB, the EEM, the SEIM, and Hockerts’s model. ART is considered since 
it has been applied twice from only five SEB studies for over a decade. Big five personality traits were used 
to justify the personality traits as determinants of SEI. Other theories and models are insignificant regarding 
the number of validations and their influence in the SEI and SEB studies. 

Classification 2 exposes that all articles used psychological factors to predict SEI and SEB. Other variables, 
such as prior experience and entrepreneurial education, which are not supposed to be psychological, have 
also been measured as perception. Classification 3 disclosed that besides the empirical studies in the SEI 
conversion to SEB are very limited; they also used different theories, which resulted in different findings. 
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None of the SEB research has ever validated the role of external support or hindrance as a moderator to 
influence the SEI and SEB relationship as suggested by the EEM (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Shapero, 
1982) and acknowledged by the TPB (Ajzen, 1985) and the ART (Hacker, 1994; Hacker, 2003). Finally, 
classification 4 revealed that there has been only one empirical study on the impact of SEB (i.e. Rahim et 
al., 2019). However, that study focused on wealth creation instead of solving societal problems through 
conducting the SEB. Their research only discovers the impact on the sociopreneurs side instead of the 
community. The impact on the community should be the main focus of social entrepreneurship. 

Based on the findings from the content analysis, this article proposes a systematic framework and theory 
to extend the sociopreneurship studies, namely the integrated theory of sociopreneurial behaviour (ITSB). 
The word “integrated” was justified based on two reasons; first, it incorporated the psychological 
antecedents and multidisciplinary moderators (external supports and/or hinders) in the formation of 
sociopreneurial behaviour (classification 2; classification 3) with its impact on the community and 
sociopreneurs themselves (classification 4). Secondly, the appropriate established theories and models 
extracted from prior studies (classification 1) were integrated into the frameworks. The proposed model, as 
in Figure 5, portrays the integration. 

Figure 5. Proposed Model for The Integrated Theory of Sociopreneurial Behaviour 

 

The first view of the ITSB is that external support(s) and/or hindrance(s) are significant moderators (s) to 
strengthen or weaken the prediction of sociopreneurial intention conversion to successful SEB (Sidek & 
Arrasyid, 2022). The reasons behind this view are explained explicitly in Classification 3, in which the TPB, 
EEM and ART suggested that converting an intention to behaviour is not automatic. There are factors 
from outside a person that may reinforce or prevent the intention from becoming a behaviour (Ajzen, 1985; 
Hacker, 1994, 2003; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Shapero, 1982). Consequently, the moderator variables 
should be measured based on the actual event instead of perceptions (Sidek & Arrasyid, 2022). 

The second notion of the ITSB is that the individuals who perform sociopreneurial behaviour should create 
an impact on both the community and themselves without any conflict of interest (Sidek & Arrasyid, 2022). 
The proposed theory explains the differences between sociopreneurs and social venture capitalists, where 
sociopreneurs aim to address the societal problem. In contrast, social venture capitalists seek a return on 
investment from their innovation (Bahena-Álvarez et al., 2019). Sociopreneurs prioritise social issues over 
financial return. Therefore, ITSB summarised that any conducted behaviour should not be regarded as SEB 
unless the beneficial impacts on the community are maximised. At the same time, sociopreneurs should 
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take minimum return without jeopardising the objective of improving the community (Sidek & Arrasyid, 
2022). 

Attention to the outcome of SEB is acknowledged by the SEIM (Mair & Noboa, 2006), which sets social 
enterprise as the outcome of sociopreneurial behaviour. That is too rigid and has no potential for 
proliferation. The formation of a social business also only guarantees an impact on the community if the 
main activity is identified (Sidek & Arrasyid, 2022). Under the limitation of empirical study for the impact 
of SEB, classification 4 provides the foundation of this second conception of the proposed integrated 
theory. 

The proposed model may be useful to the following parties. For academicians, the model could encourage 
identifying and verifying various external supports and resource variables that prospectively reinforce or 
prevent the process of converting SEI into SEB. Furthermore, from the impact viewpoint, the model may 
suggest more attempts to validate whether the social changes or innovations directly benefit the community. 
Funders could execute social innovation project evaluation according to the impact objectives set for 
different types of resources provided. For sociopreneurs, it provides directions to carry out any social 
mission and avoid conflicts of interest (Sidek & Arrasyid, 2022). 

Future Research Direction 

The descriptive and thematic analysis systematically reveals that most prior social entrepreneurship studies 
are stranded in SEI. It is more than the number of research on the SEB formation that is scant. They 
overlook the role of external factors that support or hinder the conversion of an intention into behaviour 
(classification 3). Following that, future research should aim to explore beyond the establishment of social 
enterprise as the outcome of SEB (Mair & Noboa, 2006) or just wealth creation for the sociopreneurs 
(Rahim et al., 2015) towards solving the societal problem and improve the community (classification 4). 
The ITSB has provided methodological guidelines for preparing and carrying out social entrepreneurship 
research based on the proposed model (Figure 5). 

According to the ITSB (Sidek & Arrasyid, 2022), even though the proposed model comprises the formation 
and impact of sociopreneurial behaviour, future research could be conducted separately or all together, 
depending on whether the academician and professional attempt to validate the theory, to evaluate project 
implementation or other similar purposes. The ITSB has also provided a detailed example of how future 
research should be conducted in simulation on several research topics, including the variables and 
hypotheses in each subject. The example was explicitly categorised according to the notions of the ITSB, 
which are the conversion of SEI to SEB and the impact of individuals performing SEB (Sidek & Arrasyid, 
2022).  

Conclusion 

This SLR has been conducted to extend research in social entrepreneurship areas. The content analysis 
managed to retrieve the empirical data required from prior studies, such as the annual research trend of SEI 
and SEB, from where the data was collected, who are the respondents, what are the theories and models 
implemented in those studies, what are the predictors of SEI and SEB, how those constructs have been 
measured, how was the attention to the conversion of SEI to SEB and what is the impact of SEB.  

Within the same period of 2010 – 2021, it was found that most researchers conducted empirical SEI studies 
with 50 articles compared to 5 SEB articles. Most of the data collection is in Asia, using university students 
as the majority of respondents for SEI studies, whilst the SEB research participants are business or social 
business owners. Therefore, it is not too much to say that SEB formation research has been halted in SEI 
all these years. 

The thematic analysis extracted five theories and six models validated in both SEI and SEB studies 
(classification 1). All 55 articles used psychological factors in predicting SEI and SEB (classification 2). Only 
two articles have validated the conversion of SEI to SEB without any external factors as moderator variables 
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(classification 3). The only study on the impact of SEB was conducted with a focus on wealth creation for 
the SEB performers instead of bringing social justice to society or improving the community (classification 
4).  

Both content analysis results systematically justified the proposed integrated theory of sociopreneurial 
behaviour (ITSB) and its framework. Classification 3 proved the first statement of the proposed theory, 
which is supported by the TPB, the EEM and ART. In TPB, the moderator of the intention to behaviour 
conversion is called external factors. In the EEM, it is referred to as facilitating or displacement events, 
while in ART, it is referred to as a situation including the involvement of another person.  

The second statement of ITSB is proposed based on the definition of sociopreneurs and sociopreneurship, 
which concentrate on solving society’s difficulty instead of setting up social enterprise as an outcome 
proposed by SEIM or only focusing on wealth creation for the actors of sociopreneurial behaviour. This 
view is explicated in classification 4. The measurement of SEB and the external support and/or hindrance 
as moderator variables should refer to an actual event rather than a perception. Further, the impact of 
sociopreneurial behaviour should be measured from community benefit and the sociopreneur’s personal 
gain with verification of conflict of interest. 
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