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Abstract

:

Understanding entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship as engines of outcomes beyond economic terms, this paper introduces the Special Issue “Entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship in social, sustainable, and economic development”. Institutions set the basis to analyze the role societies and organizations play in supporting entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial activity. Thus, we take a broad look at formal and informal institutions as those contextual components that are encompassed in a social progress orientation. Based on this, we discuss and provide examples about how entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship lead social, sustainable, and economic outcomes. Thus, in this paper and this Issue, we argue that it is necessary to consider those (institutional) antecedents and (developmental) consequences of entrepreneurship and its diversity as a simultaneous process. In addition to summarizing the main contributions of those articles contained in this Issue, we highlight some opportunities and challenges to further explore the role of entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship not only in economic development but also in social change and sustainability.
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1. Introduction


Today’s crisis derived from COVID-19 has drawn the attention of many people from different areas. Scientists are looking for vaccines or medicine to diminish the negative effects of the virus; governments are reacting through different strategies (e.g., lockdown, more equipped hospitals, public aid for those unemployed, etc.) and new rules of the game (i.e., mandatory use of face masks, social distancing, etc.); banks are re-assessing loans system and interest rates; the educational sector is struggling to deliver education with quality despite the restrictions and constraints; and companies are doing their best to adapt strategies while preserving employment and surviving. One way or another, all these actors are showing an entrepreneurial capacity to creatively overcome the current situation. However, entrepreneurial activity is not only a reaction of this particular juncture. It has become a vehicle to solve problems beyond economic terms, reflecting the existence of institutions toward social progress [1,2].



As such, entrepreneurship is a research area that has been shaped thanks to insights from a variety of disciplines. Scholars have contributed to understanding the psychological, sociological, anthropological, managerial, and economic aspects of entrepreneurial activity [3]. Among these contributions, academia has recognized the importance of institutions not only for entrepreneurship, but also for economic development [4]. Although most of the existing research focuses on traditional entrepreneurial activities [5], other types of new ventures have emerged to tackle different economic, humanitarian, and environmental problems [6]. Yet, there is still much room to keep exploring how other sorts of entrepreneurial activities can enhance economic, social, and sustainable development from an institutional perspective [7].



Although entrepreneurship is diverse in terms of its types and nature, particular gaps might exist, from sociodemographic characteristics, corporate dynamics, regional and national outputs, and environmental issues [8]. For example, finer connections between women’s entrepreneurship [9], intrapreneurship [10], and sustainable entrepreneurship [11], among other (less explored) types of entrepreneurial activities and development might serve to improve our understanding of entrepreneurial behavior.



Considering that entrepreneurship does not emerge in isolation, there is also a lacuna regarding the role of the institutional context [12] in shaping individual decisions, not only for becoming entrepreneurs [13] but also for undertaking innovative projects within firms [10]. Hence, it is suggested that institutions may condition the identification of entrepreneurial opportunities that offer solutions for social and sustainable problems at the regional and country level [11].



Given these research opportunities, we openly invited scholars within all the main economics, management, and sustainability sub-disciplines, among other areas, to explore the influence of (formal and informal) institutions on gender issues, intrapreneurship (and corporate entrepreneurship), as well as on green entrepreneurial activity for social, sustainable, and economic development. Thankfully, this Special Issue collected literature reviews and empirical papers, characterized by cutting-edge discussions about entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship for a variety of outcomes related to development at the organizational, regional, and national levels.



This paper, apart from the introducing the Special Issue, revises in Section 2 the disparate literature on institutions and entrepreneurship (including intrapreneurship). Section 3 focuses on the role entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship play in social, economic, and sustainable development. Section 4 summarizes the main contributions of those papers in this Special Issue; and Section 5, in addition to concluding, discusses some future research avenues.




2. Institutional Context for Entrepreneurship and Intrapreneurship


North and Thomas [14] help us understand the development process through which institutions play a key role in influencing productive activities that are ultimately linked to economic outcomes. Despite this approach being mostly related to economic growth, the general concept of institutions as “rules of game” [12] opens the possibility to explore other social and environmental outcomes as a result of human interactions and decisions. For example, North [15] suggests that societies have different motivations toward progress. Accordingly, intentionality constitutes a key component that differentiates some countries and regions from others. According to North [15], open societies are those who create and align incentives for all members to be more productive, whereas limited societies create barriers for production, and hence, development. These incentives and barriers come mainly from what North [12] calls formal and informal institutions. The former refers to written laws and regulations, whereas the latter consists of culture and habits. Both formal and informal institutions act at different levels, implying that informal institutions are more general and less dynamic than formal ones, which are focused on particular aspects of the policy design, thus changing rapidly [16].



The complementary relationship between formal and informal institutions has called the attention of scholars in entrepreneurship research as it basically enables us comprehend that the context matters to influence decisions around entrepreneurial activity and new ventures‘ performance [17]. By considering entrepreneurship as a process [18,19], extant research has suggested that potential entrepreneurs may ultimately set up new ventures thanks to the social support [20]. Even in the event of an individual not being interested in creating a new business, this social support enables his or her to perform any kind of activity in an entrepreneurial way (i.e., identifying a problem and offering a solution). In this case, societies as a whole are equipped with entrepreneurial potential [21], which is needed for potential entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial activity [22]. That is why institutions become relevant to understand the existing incentives that lead to the formation not only of traditional (or commercial) new ventures but also of other types of entrepreneurial activities with a social component [5]. In this regard, to a greater extent, institutions explain the main differences of entrepreneurship across regions and countries [23,24], as well as the emergence and need of gender [9,25], green or sustainable [11,26], immigrant [27], sport [28], and intrapreneurship [29], which are ultimately engines of development.



Particularly for intrapreneurship, there is a mixture of institutions in which the formal and informal context constitute the more external level [10]. It turns out that institutions at the organizational level [30] also condition the entrepreneurial employees’ initiatives within existing companies. The societies’ perception about the key role companies play in the economy as a whole, and especially in the formation of a corporate culture toward diversity, creativity, innovation, greenism, and social purposes, create an (organizational) environment that stimulates everybody within the company. Thanks to this, employees at different hierarchical levels may be motived to move forward entrepreneurial projects that not only help the company to grow but also the economy and society as a whole.




3. Entrepreneurship and Intrapreneurship as Engines of Development


3.1. Social, Sustainable, and Economic Outcomes of Entrepreneurship


Extant research has shown that if societies are oriented toward progress, then these societies provide a suitable environment for entrepreneurs, who in exchange, create social benefits [2,31]. Indeed, econometrically speaking, the existing loop (i.e., endogeneity) between entrepreneurship and development is overcome thanks to the presence of institutions that positively affect entrepreneurial activity in one way or another. Accordingly, plenty of evidence exists around institutions, entrepreneurship, and growth (Bjørnskov and Foss [4] and Urbano et al. [32] offer thorough literature reviews). However, there are still unanswered questions regarding the role of entrepreneurship in other aspects of the development process beyond income and productivity.



Important efforts have been made regarding analyses on social outcomes such as poverty reduction [33], inequality [34], inclusive growth [2], and gender equality [35]. Although it is not as abundant as compared to the analysis of traditional economic growth, this literature confirms that entrepreneurs have a social sense, implying that their decisions transcend materialism and the money-making mindset. Williams and Shepherd [6], for instance, show appealing cases about the existence of new ventures that are created to solve problems derived from natural disasters. Similar devastation is observed when civil wars and internal conflicts destroy world heritage and create social displacement. More than jobs or other assets, people simply lose everything. To survive, they migrate to other countries where cultural aspects are sometimes totally different. From this perspective, Honig [27] and Smallbone et al. [36] reflect on how immigrant entrepreneurship turns into a solution for immigrants and even for locals, who may know about different products, services, processes, etc. This social consciousness leads individuals to turn needs and problems into opportunities through entrepreneurship. Ruiz-Rosa et al. [37] provide a perfect example, in which it is demonstrated that social entrepreneurial orientation reacts when external shocks such as the COVID-19 pandemic take place. Similar behavior is observed when environmental problems are considered more than a simple externality. Scholars agree that environmental problems become social issues in both the short- (poor healthy, misuse and exploitation of natural resources, etc.) and long-term (next generations, extinction of species, etc.) [26].



Wigger and Shepherd [38] explain that collectivism is key to entrepreneurially using natural resources while keeping environmental and social consciousness. Although much remains to be done in terms of sustainable development, the idea that social support and consciousness can properly produce what we need, helps us to comprehend that what we do may affect others not just today but also in the near future. Collective reflection entails the acceptance of everybody, regardless of religion, origin, gender, and race. In this regard, Holliday et al. [39] invite scholars to consider the importance of gender and immigration to achieve the social development goals. Accordingly, the role of women and immigrants in multilateral organizations, policymaking, private companies, entrepreneurship, and families (as the deepest root) constitute a key component of diversity, which leads to social and environmental outcomes. Hall et al. [40] recognize that entrepreneurial mindset may enhance the decision-making processes of all stakeholders in the society aiming at sustainability. This implies, however, that much more evidence on how entrepreneurship (and its diversity) at different levels leads to better humanitarian, economic, and environmental outcomes is needed.




3.2. Instrapreneurship as a Source of Social, Sustainable, and Economic Change


Particularly for the organizational level, DiMaggio and Powell [30] analyze how societies and, especially, organizations react when social norms and shared cultural habits exist. Depending on these institutions at the country and organizational levels, firms design strategies that are linked to the entrepreneurial mindset employees might have, hence, encouraging entrepreneurial action. Nevertheless, important uncertainty can cause imitation of harmful practices [41], which may destroy all intrapreneurial initiatives toward economic development. Wrongly oriented policies or ineffective institutions may encourage behavior that is not beneficial to the economy [42,43]. As a possible solution, DiMaggio and Powell [30] suggest that cognitive scripts and schemes serve to absorb information, which is needed to define productive projects within organizations. Thus, existing rules in a society and beyond condition the best entrepreneurial practices that organizations adopt.



There exist different examples showing how rules and norms define the way entrepreneurial actions take place within organizations. In this regard, intrapreneurship is helpful for entering internationalization processes, enhancing innovativeness, and increasing performance, among other outcomes (cf. De Falco and Renzi [44] and Klofsten et al. [45]). In this sense, this sort of entrepreneurial activity within organizations has emerged as a mechanism to generate not only profitable results for firms but also valuable solutions for the society [46]. Despite the discussion around intrapreneurship, there is also extant research suggesting that certain institutions at organizational and country level influence the quantity and quality of this type of entrepreneurial activity [45,47]. For instance, Audretsch et al. [42] and Turró et al. [10] show that intrapreneurial decisions and actions are negatively affected when over-regulations for labor mobility and business procedures exist. Usually, these sorts of institutions are imposed in developing countries, where entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial action may be associated with survival reasons rather than growth and wealth creation.



However, from a theoretical perspective, Patriotta and Siegel [48] raise a debate on the role of institutions in the way individuals judge the entrepreneurial process. Honig and Samuelsson [47] explain that the intrapreneurial planning process of identification and exploitation of opportunities depends on the institutional context that is created at the aggregated level, and most importantly at the intra-firm level. Taking into account the internal and external environment, intrapreneurs create patterns that better use their resources and capabilities as mechanisms to start an adaptation process for firm and social value creation [45,49]. In light of this discussion, a better understanding on how intrapreneurs should also think strategically to overcome institutional barriers is required. Even though the exploration of human resources such as scientists, managers, workers, and intrapreneurs in general, can be derived from internal approaches, the understanding of external factors such as cultural support, social learning and adaptation, etc., that influence firms’ performance might be required to understand sustainability initiatives that intrapreneurs lead in order to create firm growth and social change [49].



Figure 1 conceptually depicts the role of institutions in creating entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship for social, sustainable, and economic development.





4. Summary of the Papers in the Special Issue


In this Special Issue about entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship in social, sustainable, and economic development, a variety of 14 articles cover all the elements raised in our main debate. For example, Martínez-González et al. [50] focus on institutions as antecedents of entrepreneurial intentions. In particular, this research shows that cultural aspects such as beliefs, social norms, and values influence motivation, self-efficacy, and intention among young students in Spain and Poland. As institutions are also observed at the university level, Jung and Lee [51] exploit a survey tool (i.e., CS-EMS) to explore differences in gender and programs (i.e., engineers vs. non-engineers). The main findings suggest that entrepreneurial mindset differs between the analyzed groups. A deeper level of institutions refers to the family support that shapes entrepreneurial intentions. In this regard, Georgescu and Herman [52] show that the entrepreneurial background of families constitutes a relevant institutional factor for students’ perceiving entrepreneurship as a good career choice.



Moving from intentions to actions, in which social support is needed (particularly the family one), Escamilla-Fajardo et al. [28] reveal through an exhaustive literature review that extant research about sport entrepreneurship can be classified based on four clusters, namely (i) football, entrepreneurship, and social development; (ii) football, innovation, and management; (iii) football, efficiency, and new technology; and (iv) football, injuries, and innovation in rehabilitation. This research opens up questions on how entrepreneurial activity (and the formation of these clusters) takes place across time and space. In this regard, Litsardopoulos et al. [53] empirically demonstrate that individuals allocate time to self-employment based on gender characteristics and the place (i.e., urban and rural areas) they live. Certainly, time, dedication, and motivation matter to move forward projects regardless if these are new ventures or initiatives within existing companies.



Encouraging entrepreneurship within firms requires the understanding of the external and internal environment, which leads to the creation of different strategies to readapt the company itself when there is institutional change. In this sense, Butkouskaya et al. [54] explore the role of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and integrated marketing communication (IMC) in SMEs’ growth. Interestingly, this research finds important differences for these factors when comparing companies from Spain (as a developed country) and Belarus (as a developing one). The development stage of countries turns out to be an important characteristic of the environment. Hence, Seikkula-Leino and Salomaa [55] analyze the effect of entrepreneurial competences and organizational change in Finnish universities. Thanks to this research, intrapreneurial universities can be understood as those higher educational organizations where supervisors and employees are equipped with entrepreneurial thinking and action. Having these characteristics would lead to an increase in the efficiency of managerial as well as teaching activities. Similar results are found in Pei et al.’s [56] study, which demonstrates that learning absorption through entrepreneurial team cognition significantly influences firms’ growth in China.



Learning and knowledge are, then, key aspects that entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship can use to deliver social, sustainable, and economic benefits for entrepreneurs and everybody else in the society. Being unaware of the institutional context, particularly regulations and processes, might bring negative effects to companies as well as the society. Jaramillo-Moreno et al. [57] bring this discussion to our attention by identifying that some community-based tourism enterprises in Ecuador have neither designed nor implemented managerial, financial, operational, strategic, and marketing plans. The fact that these elements of a business plan have not been considered might reduce the social goals of these enterprises, especially in areas that are highly dependent on the tourism sector. This is something Ertac and Tanova [58] confirm in their article. They shed some light on the importance of empowering women through entrepreneurship to increase their entrepreneurial mindset, which is useful for personal development and business growth. Accordingly, the aggregated results lead to social benefits in Cyprus, even under unfavorable contexts.



Ruiz-Rosa et al. [37] suggest that when context becomes unfavorable, social entrepreneurial intention might be negatively affected. However, Ruiz-Rosa et al.’s [37] research also shows that students are explicitly expressing a desire for becoming social entrepreneurs. This is similar to what Butkouskaya et al. [59] find when analyzing tourism students in Spain. Accordingly, institutional characteristics at the macro, but most importantly, at the university level, define the intention of students to becoming entrepreneurs oriented toward sustainability. Alwakid et al. [26] also bring to our attention the power of (informal) institutions to increase the level of green entrepreneurial activity. In particular, this research builds upon the importance of sustainable entrepreneurship for the achievement of the sustainable development goals in Saudi Arabia, where knowledge expansion and growth are taking place thanks to public investment in research and development (R&D). Dobrzanski and Bobowski [60] confirm that this does not happen only in Saudi Arabia but also in ASEAN countries. By using data envelopment analysis (DEA), these authors find that public expenditure in R&D has created different effects, highlighting, for example, the case of Hong Kong, Indonesia, Singapore, and the Philippines. Certainly, the way entrepreneurs and incumbent firms identify and manage knowledge defines the development path, in which social change and sustainability transcend the traditional economic growth perception. Table 1 summarizes all these contributions.




5. Conclusions and Ways Forward


This paper has brought together entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship as mechanisms that translate the influence of institutions on outcomes beyond economic terms such as social change and sustainability. By using institutional economics [12], we have analyzed the roles formal (as regulations) and informal institutions (as social support) play in the formation and development of entrepreneurship and its diversity, which includes gender, immigrant, social, green entrepreneurship, and intrapreneurship. In particular, for the latter, institutions at the organizational level [30] have served to complement the influence of contextual factors on (intra)entrepreneurial activity. This framework analysis has helped us explore the extant literature, examples, and gaps around the usefulness of entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship for social, sustainable, and economic development. These analyses have served to open up a debate in which different scholars have participated with outstanding evidence, discussions, and contributions, in which entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship have been explored through different types such as gender, green, community-based entrepreneurship, and intrapreneurship, among others.



Some challenges still exist when considering the causal chain running from institutions, entrepreneurship, and development. Although Wigger and Shepherd [38] have drawn our attention through the proper exploitation of natural resources as a source of opportunities for entrepreneurship, some other aspects that have been always there might also drive entrepreneurial projects that individuals and companies can lead. As academics, practitioners, and policymakers, we can learn from what the Dutch non-profit company called The Ocean Cleanup is doing to preserve the environment. This firm has identified not an opportunity but a problem that is getting worse year by year: the enormous amount of plastic in oceans and rivers. The Ocean Cleanup has created a floating vacuum cleaner that, through a boat, is sucks up plastic and cleans the ocean. The way we as a society support companies like this one may create higher motivation to come up with solutions for social, sustainable, and economic problems. In this regard, alliances between universities, companies, and governments may foster a solid environment and ecosystem for entrepreneurs in pursuit of outcomes beyond money-making goals.



This undoubtedly brings theoretical challenges as well. Therefore, one might think that the complementary relationship between institutions at the macro- [12] and meso-level [30] brings solid foundations not only for firm growth but also for social, sustainable, and economic development. This theoretical viewpoint may be helpful for those policymakers oriented toward entrepreneurship, firm growth, and development, as it motives a debate around the role of different types of institutions in entrepreneurial activity at different levels in the development process [4,7]. That is why we need a better understanding of how macro- and meso-institutions improve the decisions of policymakers, companies, and entrepreneurs before, during, and after entrepreneurial and strategic processes, which might take place in turbulent times (e.g., COVID-19, violence, natural disasters, etc.).
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Figure 1. Integrating institutions, entrepreneurship, and intrapreneurship for development. 
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Table 1. Summary of the studies in this Special Issue.
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	Category
	Activity/Outcome
	Authors
	Contributions





	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Entrepreneurship (Entrepreneurial intentions)
	Martínez-González, Kobylinska, García-Rodríguez, and Nazarko [50]
	Subjective characteristics (i.e., beliefs, social norms, and values) initiate the chain of effects that influence the action variables (i.e., motivation, self-efficacy, intention). Attitude is the nexus variable between both groups of variables in Spain and Poland.



	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Entrepreneurship (Entrepreneurial intentions)
	Jung and Lee [51]
	The results indicate that strict invariance held for either gender or educational experiences, while scalar invariance held between the engineering and non-engineering groups. While the male, engineering, and educational experience groups generally scored higher on both the latent and observed sub-scales of the CS-EMS, the results of the conditional effects of grouping variables indicate that educational experiences mattered most.



	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Entrepreneurship (Entrepreneurial intentions)
	Georgescu and Herman [52]
	Results show that students with an entrepreneurial family background, effectiveness of entrepreneurship education, and entrepreneurial personality traits reported a higher entrepreneurial intention than those without such a background. However, entrepreneurial family background negatively moderated the relationship between effectiveness of entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intention.



	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Entrepreneurship (Sport)
	Escamilla-Fajardo, Núñez-Pomar, Ratten, and Crespo [28]
	Through a bibliometric analysis, four clusters about sport entrepreneurship were identified: (1) football, entrepreneurship and social development, (2) football, innovation and management, (3) football, efficiency and new technology, and (4) football, injuries and innovation in rehabilitation.



	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Entrepreneurship (Gender)
	Litsardopoulos, Saridakis, and Hand [53]
	This research advanced knowledge on the existence of complex dynamics between gender and age, which affect the allocation of time to self-employment between rural and urban areas.



	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Intrapreneurship (Gender)
	Butkouskaya, Llonch-Andreu, and Alarcón-del-Amo [54]
	There is a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation (EO), integrated marketing communications (IMC), and performance among SMEs in Spain and Belarus. However, these connections are significantly stronger in the case of male, rather than female managers in a developed market (Spain). The EO-IMC-performance relations are more intensive when the manager is female.



	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Intrapreneurship
	Seikkula-Leino and Salomaa [55]
	Entrepreneurial strategies about entrepreneurial thinking and actions at individual and organizational levels have been explored. Both supervisors and employees evaluate themselves and the organization to be entrepreneurial. Results provide insights for universities aiming to implement an entrepreneurial strategy, stressing psychological factors in the development of entrepreneurial competencies.



	Institutions and entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship
	Intrapreneurship
	Pei, Wu, Guo, and Hu [56]
	Entrepreneurial team cognition characteristics and behavior characteristics affect venture performance. Additionally, partial mediating effects of entrepreneurial team behavior characteristics on the relationship between cognition characteristics and venture performance were found.



	Entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship and development
	Social change
	Jaramillo-Moreno et al. [57]
	Despite having a certificate from the Ministry of Tourism (MINTUR), the Community-Based Tourism Enterprises have not implemented important administrative and financial processes such as a strategic plan, operational plan, market study, cost analysis, process manual, market plan, initial situation, results status, final status, or financial indicators.



	Entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship and development
	Social change (Gender)
	Ertac and Tanova [58]
	When psychological empowerment is high, women ecotourism entrepreneurs in Northern Cyprus with a higher level of growth mindset experience a greater level of flourishing, even in an unfavorable context.



	Institutions, entrepreneurship, and development
	Social entrepreneurial orientation and social change
	Ruiz-Rosa, Gutiérrez-Taño, and García-Rodríguez [37]
	Findings serve to validate the explanatory model of social entrepreneurial intention from the perspective of the theory of planned behavior. Results also show that social entrepreneurial intention decreases in times of deep socioeconomic crises and high uncertainty, such as that caused by COVID-19.



	Institutions, entrepreneurship, and development
	Sustainable entrepreneurship, gender, and sustainable development
	Butkouskaya, Romagosa, and Noguera [59]
	Economic factors (both societal and university related), the level of innovation in society, and the students’ self-confidence are barrier for sustainable entrepreneurship amongst university students of tourism. Female students were more conscious of the possible obstacles to new business creation than male students. For example, females considered their lack of entrepreneurial education as more significant than did the males. In addition, the female students tended to need more economic and practical support than male students.



	Institutions, entrepreneurship, and development
	Green entrepreneurship and sustainable development
	Alwakid, Aparicio, and Urbano [26]
	Cultural characteristics such as environmental actions, environmental consciousness, and temporal orientation, increase the level of green entrepreneurial activity across cities in Saudi Arabia. This study contributes to existing knowledge about (informal) institutions, green entrepreneurship, and sustainable development



	Entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship and development
	Economic growth
	Dobrzanski and Bobowski [60]
	Hong Kong and the Philippines are the most efficient regarding research and development (R&D) if efficiency is assessed through constant return to scale (CRS) approach. However, according to the variable return to scale (VRS) approach, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Singapore, and the Philippines are more efficient. The study also confirms that increased spending on innovation is resulting in non-proportional effects.
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