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 Introduction

The world economy has experienced solid growth in the last quarter century, 
but this growth has evidently not eradicated poverty and income inequality 
(Ahlstrom 2010; Alvarez et al. 2015). A large portion of the world’s popula-
tion, between two and four billion people, lives on the equivalent of less than 
two US dollars per day (World Bank 2012). Income inequality even increased 
in most Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development coun-
tries in the new millennium (OECD 2011), and neither the government 
nor the market can fully resolve social pains, such as global poverty, endemic 
disease, homelessness, famine and pollution. Socially oriented organizations, 
such as nonprofit organizations (Stiglitz 2006; Boli and Thomas 1997) and 
social ventures (Zahra et al. 2008, 2014), have, thus, increasingly stepped in 
to fill the gap between the public sector and the private sector and address the 
pervasive social pains (Teegen et al. 2004).

The above-noted socially oriented organizations and social ven-
tures are known to be capable of tackling social problems and making an 
impact at the global level. International business scholars have neverthe-
less long ignored the phenomenon of the internationalization of socially  
oriented organizations. The classic research realm of international business 
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(IB) was limited to firms of the private sector, which were considered to be  
exclusively profit oriented in line with the post-war organization ontology 
(Teegen et  al. 2004). Despite this disregard in IB, there have been studies 
on the internationalization of socially oriented organizations in other fields 
of business and management, such as nonprofit management and nonprofit 
marketing. However, most of those studies focused on how socially oriented 
organizations, especially nonprofit organizations, interacted with the institu-
tional context in the home or host country and other actors embedded in the 
same institutional context, such as governments, firms and inter- governmental 
organizations (London and Hart 2004; Teegen et al. 2004; Rondinelli and 
London 2003). Existing theories of the internationalization of socially ori-
ented organizations focused on explaining how socially oriented organiza-
tions behave in the global context (such as international markets) rather than 
why socially oriented organizations internationalized. Business scholars know 
little about the determinants of the internationalization of socially oriented 
organizations.

This chapter aims to add to the limited extant knowledge on the interna-
tionalization of socially oriented organizations by exploring the determinants 
or predictors of likely internationalization, using a data set of 271 socially 
oriented organizations from 63 countries. More specifically, we examined 
the extent to which the organizational form, social nature and home coun-
try institutional environment of a socially oriented organization might pre-
dict its likelihood of internationalization. After reviewing existing theories 
of social entrepreneurship (SE), sustainability and nonprofit management, 
we selected different types of social interventions typically undertaken by 
socially oriented organizations as explanatory variables. Subsequent analysis 
showed that socially oriented organizations that conduct social interventions 
aimed at improving beneficiaries’ satisfaction with employment opportunities 
and employment conditions were less likely to be international than socially 
oriented organizations that do not. Socially oriented organizations that con-
duct social interventions to improve beneficiaries’ satisfaction with formal 
and informal education, natural and communal environment, physical and 
mental health, or access to physical resources such as clean water, energy and 
housing were more likely to be international than socially oriented organiza-
tions that do not. We also found that nonprofit organizations do not differ 
significantly from social ventures in terms of likelihood of internationaliza-
tion and that stronger and better-developed institutions in the home country 
provided better institutional support to the internationalization of socially 
oriented organizations.
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 Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

 Two Types of Socially Oriented Organizations and Their 
Internationalization

The global business environment nowadays is different from that of the 
1990s and earlier, when most existing theories of internationalization of 
ventures were introduced. The evaluation of an organization’s performance 
has changed, as indicated by the notion of “triple bottom line” (Norman and 
MacDonald 2004): the public evaluates an organization’s contribution to the 
society by not only its financial performance but also its performance in the 
social and environmental domains. Social and environmental damages caused 
by organizations, such as economic recession, unemployment, disposition to 
crime, civil discord, environmental pollution and waste of non-renewable 
resources, are considered to be social and environmental costs with negative 
effects.

Value creation within organizations has also changed, in line with the 
changes in the evaluation standard for organizational performance. Value 
creation within organizations has shifted to the creation of blends of eco-
nomic, social (societal) and environmental values (Emerson 2003), instead 
of a traditional exclusive focus on the creation of economic value. Academic 
understandings of value creation have deepened in recent years with the 
development of the academic fields of SE and sustainability: the ultimate 
goal of social entrepreneurial activities in socially oriented organizations is 
to create social benefits contributing to the overall well-being of the society 
(Kroeger and Weber 2015). The term “social”, inherited from the concept of 
social benefits (Gonzalez et al. 2002), was used in the field of SE and non-
profit management to generalize for value other than economic profit for the 
entrepreneur (Kroeger and Weber 2015). The new broad concept of social 
value in the context of SE and sustainability includes not only non-economic  
gains to the society and community (a narrow definition of social or societal 
value) and the environment (environmental value) but also economic gains to 
individuals other than the entrepreneur (Shepherd and Patzelt 2011; Patzelt 
and Shepherd 2011) (Table 9.1).

According to the traditional post-war ontology of organizations, ventures 
in the private sector are considered to be profit oriented that often cause social 
and environmental damages with negative effects (Teegen et al. 2004). There 
is an emerging phenomenon that some ventures can actively create social and 
environmental wealth, which positively contributes to the overall well-being 
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Table 9.1 Literature review on social value and social interventions

Broad concept of 
social value: 
Value other than 
economic value 
for the 
entrepreneur 
(Patzelt and 
Shepherd 2011)

Social interventions 
(academics)—Seven life 
domains (Cummins 
1996)

Social interventions (practitioners)—
Ten life domains (Measuring 
national well- being by Office for 
National Statistics, UK, 2015)

Economic gains for 
individuals other 
than the 
entrepreneur

satisfaction with 
financial situation

Personal finance (reported financial 
difficulty, satisfaction with the 
income of their household, real 
median household income, median 
wealth per household including 
pension wealth, individuals in 
households with less than 60 
percent of median income after 
housing costs)

Economy (inflation rate, UK public 
sector net debt as a percentage of 
GDP, real net national disposable 
income per head)

What we do (unemployment rate, 
satisfaction with their job)

Non-economic 
gains for the 
society and 
community

satisfaction with health Health (life expectancy at birth, 
reported a long-term illness and a 
disability, satisfaction with own 
health condition, evidence 
indicating depression or anxiety)

satisfaction with healtha Personal well-being (very high rating 
of satisfaction with their lives 
overall (%), very high rating of 
how worthwhile the things they 
do are (%), rated their happiness 
yesterday as very high (%), rated 
their anxiety yesterday as very low 
(%), population mental 
well-being)

satisfaction with 
community integration

Our relationships (average rating of 
satisfaction with family life, 
average rating of satisfaction with 
social life, has a spouse, family 
member or friend to rely on if they 
have a serious problem)

satisfaction with 
housing,

satisfaction with 
community 
integrationa,

satisfaction with safety

Where we live (satisfaction with 
own accommodation, households 
with good transport access to, key 
services or work, agreement on 
whether they felt they belonged to 
their neighbourhood, felt safe 
walking alone after dark, crimes 
against the person)

(continued )
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satisfaction with 
community 
integrationa,

satisfaction with healtha,
satisfaction with equality

What we doa (unemployment ratea, 
satisfaction with their joba, 
satisfaction with their amount of 
leisure time, volunteered more 
than once in the last 12 months, 
engaged with/participated in arts 
or cultural activity at least three 
times in last year, adult 
participation in 30 minutes of 
moderate intensity sport, once per 
week)

satisfaction with 
community integrationa

satisfaction with 
equalitya

Governance (trust in national 
Government, voter turnout at UK 
General Elections)

satisfaction with 
education

Education and skills (UK residents 
aged 16–64 with no qualifications, 
five or more GCSEs A* to C 
including English and Math, 
human capital—the value of 
individuals’ skills, knowledge and 
competences in labour market)

Non-economic 
gains for the 
environment

Not included Natural environment (household 
waste that is recycled, energy 
consumed within the UK from 
renewable sources, protected areas 
in the UK, total greenhouse gas 
emissions)

Where we livea (accessed natural 
environment at least once a week 
in the last 12 months)

aRepetitive items in italic

Table 9.1 (continued)
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of the society (or the community) (Stiglitz 2010), instead of wrecking social 
and environmental damages with negative effects. Those ventures that focus 
on creating blends of economic and social values and contributing to the 
overall well-being of the society or community are named as social ventures 
(Zahra et al. 2009, 2014).

Social ventures were theoretically predicted to be able to internationalize 
(Zahra et  al. 2008). Some entrepreneurial opportunities that aim at social 
change (e.g. to fill the global poverty gap) or environmental sustainability 
(e.g. to fight against climate change and energy depletion) are inherently 
of international nature and embedded in the transnational context (Zahra 
et  al. 2008, 2014). Social ventures, in which those opportunities are pur-
sued, would inevitably have border-crossing business activities. Although 
the internationalization of social ventures had been recognized and regarded  
as different from the internationalization of profit-oriented ventures, empiri-
cal evidence on the internationalization of social ventures is still scarce in the 
existing IB literature, especially before 2014 (Zahra et al. 2014; Stephan et al. 
2015; Audretsch 2015; Ghauri et al. 2014; Roy and Goll 2014).

Nonprofit organizations are a different form of socially oriented organiza-
tions, which also aim at creating social value and have been long known to 
be capable of internationalizing their operations (Stiglitz 2006, 2010; Boli 
and Thomas 1997). Nonprofit organizations follow a nonprofit mechanism, 
which relies on inflow of external funding, such as public funds and philan-
thropic donations. Once the inflow of external funding ceases, the nonprofit 
mechanism stops working (Yunus 2007). Nowadays, nonprofit organizations 
also face market pressure and competition for limited resources (Alexander 
and Weiner 1998; Andreasen and Kotler 2003). As a consequence, they have 
started to adopt business-like techniques and develop income-generating 
activities to reimburse at least parts of their operating costs (Goerke 2003). 
However, the earned income is still insufficient to cover all the operating costs 
and sustain continuous operations (Goerke 2003). On the contrary, social 
ventures are economically sustainable (Dees 1998; Santos 2012). Although 
social ventures can still be partially funded by external donations or public 
funds, they rely on their own earned income to sustain operations or support 
expansion, either domestically or internationally.

Social ventures and nonprofit organizations share similarities, despite their 
core difference on economic sustainability. Both social ventures (Zahra et al. 
2014) and nonprofit organizations (Gonzalez et al. 2002) are socially oriented 
organizations that are motivated to create social benefits contributing to the 
overall well-being of the society or community (Kroeger and Weber 2015). 
Social entrepreneurial activities can exist in a wide range of organizations 

 J. Chen et al.



  173

(Zahra et al. 2009), including both social ventures (Zahra et al. 2014) and 
nonprofit organizations (Alvarez et  al. 2015). Both social ventures and 
nonprofit organizations with profit-generating activities create blends of 
economic and social values. At the same time, both social ventures (Zahra 
et al. 2014) and nonprofit organizations (Alvarez et al. 2015) can expand their 
operations internationally or even globally and alleviate social pains beyond 
their home country. The current business and management literature has, 
however, not yet compared social ventures and nonprofit organizations in 
terms of internationalization.

Nonprofit organizations are driven by inflow of external funding, especially 
inflow of public funds (Kearns 1996; Bryson 2011). The public sector that 
manages the public funds, such as national or regional government institutions, 
in most cases only has intentions or interests to invest in nonprofit organizations 
that aim to create social benefits within the national (or regional) border, 
and not those with interests beyond the national (or regional) border (Kearns 
1996). Nonprofit organizations’ reliance on external public funds would limit 
their potential to geographically expand their operations, especially beyond 
the national border. On the contrary, social ventures rely on their own 
earned income to sustain operations and expand. Decision making regarding 
international expansion in social ventures is subject to lesser influence by the 
public sector. We therefore hypothesize that:

H1: Social ventures are more likely to internationalize than nonprofit 
organizations.

 Social Interventions and Internationalization

The ultimate goal of SE, no matter the form of socially oriented organization 
involved, is to create social value, which contributes to the well-being of dis-
advantaged individuals (Martin and Osberg 2007) and the overall well- being 
of the society (Zahra et al. 2009, 2014). Disadvantaged individuals are often 
referred to as beneficiaries in the social context (Bruce 1995; Gonzalez et al. 
2002). However, similar to the other types of value, social value is intan-
gible (Di Domenico et al. 2010). Scholars usually measure or categorize the 
output of value that is created in an organization. For example, the output 
of economic value for the entrepreneur, which is created in a venture, is the 
profit that the entrepreneur can withdraw from the venture. The output of 
social value is referred to as social interventions that focus on the eventual 
changes in well-being of the beneficiary group (Kroeger and Weber 2015). 
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For example, a microfinance institute in Bangladesh helped women at the 
bottom of the pyramid by providing microfinance and investment lessons to 
help them break the vicious cycle of poverty. In this case, the microfinance 
institute conducted microfinance interventions that improved the financial 
situation and investment skills of the beneficiary group (women at the bottom 
of the pyramid in Bangladesh), by providing the beneficiary group micro- 
credits and investment lessons (Yunus 2007; examples given in Kroeger and 
Weber 2015).

Social interventions are not as homogeneous as economic profit, which 
can be easily measured by monetary unit (Di Domenico et  al. 2010). The 
realization of social value of different nature creates different types of social 
interventions (Kroeger and Weber 2015). Social interventions are heteroge-
neous (Cummins 1996) and highly context dependent (Zahra et al. 2008). 
Social interventions can have different beneficiary groups, even within the 
same community. Similar beneficiary groups in different institutional and 
cultural contexts can have different social demands. Social demands in one 
community (e.g. women’s limited access to gym and other sport facilities in 
an Islamic community) could become nonexistent in another community 
within a different context (e.g. a Northern European community). It is thus 
challenging to categorize and measure different and unrelated interventions 
that serve different beneficiary groups in different institutional and cultural 
contexts (Austin et al. 2006; Dacin et al. 2010; Mair and Marti 2006; Zahra 
et al. 2009; Kroeger and Weber 2015).

In addition, scholars of SE and nonprofit management (Diener et al. 2013; 
Kroeger and Weber 2015) or practitioners (e.g. Office for National Statistics 
2015) widely accept that the overall well-being of a community (or a society) 
is a function of satisfactions in multiple fictive life domains. One of the 
most well-known models has a design of satisfactions in seven life domains 
(Cummins 1996), specifically education, financial situation, health, housing, 
community integration, equality and safety (see Table 9.1). A socially oriented 
organization can conduct social interventions to improve satisfaction in one 
or multiple life domains. This idea of life satisfaction in multiple domains is 
now widely adopted by practitioners. For example, the Measuring National 
Well-being Project by the Office of National Statistics (2015) measures life 
satisfaction in ten life domains. Though not exactly similar, these ten life 
domains largely overlap with the seven life domains of Cummins’ original 
model (1996). Since Cummins’ theoretical model was introduced almost 
two decades ago, it might not perfectly fit into the present socio-economic 
context. Practitioners, such as the Office of National Statistics (UK), drew on 
academic research in the field of SE and sustainability to extend the range of 
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life domains. For example, the development of knowledge on environmental 
sustainability (Shepherd and Patzelt 2011) significantly led to the inclusion 
of satisfaction with the natural and communal environment. Satisfaction in 
the health domain was extended to both physical health and mental health. 
Satisfaction in the education domain was extended to both formal education 
and work-related informal education (see Table 9.1).

Most of the existing life satisfaction theories from either academics or prac-
titioners were developed in the context of developed economies. These exist-
ing models may be unsuitable for a developing economy context, as they 
largely omit some social pains that widely exist in developing economies 
but are less common or almost nonexistent in developed economies, such 
as hunger and malnutrition and gender equality in patriarchal societies (see, 
for example, the 17 Sustainable Development Goals by the United Nations 
2014). Social interventions that alleviate those social pains can significantly 
increase the well-being of beneficiary groups in some developing economies. 
In sum, existing theories of multiple-domain life satisfaction do not share a 
uniform understanding of how to divide life domains, which can be further 
used to categorize social interventions. In addition, these theories might not 
fit the context of developing economies. As a result, based on a data set cover-
ing 271 socially oriented organizations in 63 counties, we employ exploratory 
methods to define our own categories of life domains and use them to catego-
rize types of social interventions.

Socially oriented organizations differ according to the type of social inter-
ventions they undertake, which then affects their likelihood of internation-
alization, as different types of social interventions tend to have different 
resource requirements. The delivery of some social interventions relies heav-
ily on financial resources or knowledge-intensive intangible resources or tacit 
knowledge of the local socio-economic context and networks (Zahra et  al. 
2009). When a social entrepreneur tries to copy successful experience from 
one location to another unknown location, mobilizing and transferring finan-
cial or knowledge-based resources to the new location tends to be less challeng-
ing than obtaining relevant tacit knowledge and localized human resources. 
For example, undertaking social interventions in the health domain (in Table 
9.1) to eradicate an epidemic in a developing economy may heavily rely on 
knowledge-intensive resources (e.g. low-cost medicine or medical treatment) 
that can only be found in a developed economy. A socially oriented organiza-
tion that conducts this kind of social intervention in a developing economy 
is highly likely to have border-crossing activities, given the need to leverage 
knowledge-intensive resources located in a developed economy to meet iden-
tified needs in a developing economy. On the contrary, undertaking social 
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interventions in the safety domain (in Table 9.1), to make females feel safer 
to walk alone after dark in a British community, would require deep under-
standing of the social, economic, demographic and historical reasons behind 
this type of crime, in addition to relationship building with the local police, 
other public actors, residents in the community or even potential female 
attackers. A socially oriented organization that conducts social interventions 
to make females feel safer to walk alone after dark is more likely to stay within 
that community than expand internationally, since the organization cannot 
easily mobilize and transfer the required resources (such as localized human 
resources and embeddedness in the local networks) from one community (or 
society) to another. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H2: Socially oriented organizations that conduct different types of social inter-
ventions differ on the likelihood of internationalization.

 Institutional Strength in the Home Country 
and Internationalization

Institutions refer to authoritative guidelines and constraints for individual 
behaviours, which are deeply embedded in the social structure (North 1990; 
Scott 2005). Institutional environments have strong impacts on cross-border 
entrepreneurship activities by shaping the entrepreneur’s cognition (Zahra 
et  al. 2005). Strong institutions are characterized by good enforcement of 
commercial and intellectual property laws, transparent judicial and litigation 
systems, developed factor markets and efficient market intermediates (Peng 
2003). Better-developed institutional environments in the home country 
are found to support the internationalization of firms (Wu and Chen 2014), 
since strong institutions can provide more tangible and intangible resource 
support (Buckley et al. 2007; Stephan et al. 2015). By contrast, unstable and 
frequently changing institutional environments of the home country cannot 
provide sufficient institutional support for the internationalization of socially 
oriented organization and sometimes even prohibit internationalization (Wu 
and Chen 2014). Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H3: Socially oriented organizations from economies with stronger institutions are 
more likely to internationalize.
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 Methods

 Data

The data used in this study were adopted from the Social Entrepreneur 
Database by the Schwab Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship. The Social 
Entrepreneur Database by the Schwab Foundation included a diverse range of 
real-life social entrepreneurs who created socially oriented organizations tack-
ling different forms of social issues in countries with different development 
levels. The Database included 271 real-life socially oriented organizations from 
63 countries (listed in Table 9.2) and provided us with an overview of the 
spectrum of SE activities, which was often overlooked in country-specific case 
studies. The Database provided detailed descriptions of the social issues tack-
led by each socially oriented organization, and the socially significant products, 
services or solutions that the organization provides. The Database also outlined 
the educational and experiential background of the entrepreneur for each case.

The Database and other supplementary textual documents were first coded 
into quantitative data used in a sequential statistical analysis in early 2015. 
The quantitative data reflected each socially oriented organization’s status (e.g. 
cross-border activities, social interventions undertaken etc.) by the end of the 
year 2014.

 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable “Internationalization” measured whether the socially 
oriented organization had activities beyond its national border or not. If a 
socially oriented organization had activities beyond its national border, it was 
considered to be “international”; if a socially oriented organization did not 

Table 9.2 List of home countries of socially oriented organizations on the data set

Home 
country 
(N = 63)

Argentina, Australia, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Brazil, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
France, Germany, Ghana, Guatemala, Haiti, Hong Kong, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Korea (Rep.), 
Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Myanmar, Nepal, 
Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Switzerland, 
Tanzania, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, UK, Ukraine, USA, 
Venezuela and West Bank and Gaza
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have activities beyond its national border, it was considered to be “domestic”. 
The dependent variable “Internationalization” was a binary variable with the 
value of 1 if the socially oriented organization was international and the value 
of 0 if the socially oriented organization was domestic.

 Independent Variables

 Organizational Form: Social Ventures Versus Nonprofit 
Organizations

Social entrepreneurial activities can exist in a wide range of organizations 
(Zahra et al. 2009), from profit-oriented ventures with social value created as a 
byproduct, to socially oriented organizations with active social value creation, 
such as social ventures and nonprofit organizations. The Social Entrepreneur 
Database by the Schwab Foundation only included socially oriented organiza-
tions. Consistent with the literature (Yunus 2007; Santos 2012), the Database 
used organizations’ economical sustainability (i.e. whether the organization’s 
earned income can cover its operating costs or not) as the standard to differ-
entiate social ventures from nonprofit organizations with income-generating 
activities. A binary independent variable “Organizational form” was created 
to differentiate whether a socially oriented organization was a social venture or 
a nonprofit organization, with the value of 1 if the socially oriented organiza-
tion was a social venture and the value of 0 if the socially oriented organiza-
tion was a nonprofit organization.

 Types of Social Interventions

An exploratory method was used to figure out the possible types of social 
interventions that can be conducted by socially oriented organizations, since 
existing typologies do not fit the present global business environment, nor 
the context of developing economies. We collected textual descriptions of 
each socially oriented organization’s targeted social issues and business models 
from the Social Entrepreneur Database and the official websites of the focal 
socially oriented organizations (terms such as vision, mission and activities 
were looked for) and used these as empirical data. Keywords, describing social 
issues of concern or socially significant products, services and innovations 
introduced, as well as who the beneficiaries were and how they benefited, 
were extracted from the empirical data (see the Appendix for examples of 
keywords). We focused on the eventual improvements of the well-being of 
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beneficiaries that had been served by socially oriented organizations instead of 
these organizations’ long-term social goals. One or multiple keywords could 
be extracted from each socially oriented organization, and these were then 
grouped into categories by their inherent similarity (Gioia et al. 1994, 2013), 
regardless the source of extraction. As a result, eight types of social interven-
tions were found to be conducted by socially oriented organizations from the 
empirical data (Table 9.3). These were named as Codes #1.

Sequentially, we coded the empirical data for all the 271 socially oriented 
organizations, not by extracting keywords, but by assigning one or multiple 
standardized types of social interventions (as in Table 9.3) for each socially 
oriented organization. The coding process was conducted twice, following 
different alphabetic orders. The codes obtained from the sequential two 
coding processes were named Codes #2 and Codes #3, respectively.

Codes #1, #2 and #3 were further compared. Codes #1 and #2 shared a 
similarity of 87 percent. Codes #2 and #3 shared a similarity of 97 percent. 

Table 9.3 Eight types of social interventions

Codes Descriptions Frequency
Marginal 
percentage

DIS To assist disadvantaged people, such as 
people with disabilities, disadvantaged 
ethnic or religious groups and women 
and children on patriarchal cultures

N(DIS = 1) = 75 27.7%

EMP To provide employment and growth 
opportunities and to improve 
employment conditions

N(EMP = 1) = 55 20.3%

EDU To provide education, from formal 
education to work-related informal 
education

N(EDU = 1) = 74 27.3%

ENV To preserve global and communal 
environment

N(ENV = 1) = 53 19.6%

HEA To solve physical and mental health issues N(HEA = 1) = 75 27.7%
HMN To maintain equality, harmony and 

community integration and to reduce 
crimes in the community (or society)

N(HMN = 1) = 49 18.1%

POV To fight against regional poverty and to 
support regional development, to 
provide microfinance to break the 
vicious cycle of poverty and to eradicate 
global poverty gap

N(POV = 1) = 58 21.4%

RES To provide physical resources (e.g. 
electricity, fuel, clean water, housing, 
etc.) to people who previously had no 
access

N(RES = 1) = 33 12.2%

Total N = 271
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Codes which were found to differ across Codes #1, #2 and #3 were selected 
and further validated by rechecking the empirical data and, if necessary, col-
lecting additional textual data, such as corporate webpages and media expo-
sures. One of the major sources for the differences among Codes #1, #2 and 
#3 was that we did not clearly differentiate between social interventions which 
had been conducted and long-term social missions which were targets to 
achieve in the future when we obtained Codes #1. The final codes were gener-
ated after validation, used in the sequential analyses and labeled as Codes #4. 
Codes #4 shared similarities of 83 percent, 98 percent and 97 percent with 
Codes #1, #2 and #3, respectively.

Eight binary independent variables “DIS”, “EMP”, “EDU”, “ENV”, 
“HEA”, “HMN”, “POV” and “RES” (Table 9.3) were generated to indicate 
whether a socially oriented organization conducted each of the eight types of 
social interventions or not, respectively. Each binary variable has the value of 
1 when the socially oriented organization has conducted this type of social 
intervention and the value of 0 when it has not.

 Institutional Strength in the Home Country

We measured institutional strength in the home country from the perspectives 
of economic development, social development and institutional development 
(governance) and merged a variety of data sets with multiple national-level 
measures. The measure for economic development was the Gross National 
Income (GNI) per capita adjusted in US dollars in 2014, collected from the 
World Bank database. The measure for social development was the Human 
Development Index (HDI) in 2014, collected from the United Nations 
Development Programme database. HDI measures the average achievements 
in a national economy on three basic dimensions of human development: a long 
and healthy life, access to knowledge and a decent standard of living. The level 
of governance or institutional development was measured using the Worldwide 
Governance Indicators (WGI) developed by the World Bank Group. Three 
relevant dimensions out of the total six WGI dimensions were selected and 
the scores on the year 2014 were used. The three measures were government 
effectiveness (GE), regulatory quality (RQ) and the rule of law (RL). GE 
measures the quality of public services, civil services and policy formulation 
and implementation. RQ measures the ability of the government to formulate 
and implement sound policies to permit and promote private sector develop-
ment. RL measures the quality of contract enforcement, property rights, the  
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police and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and violence. In sum, 
we use five continuous variables, “GNI”, “HDI”, “GE (WGI)”, “RQ (WGI)” 
and “RL (WGI)” to measure institutional strength in the home country.

 Control Variables

The gender of the entrepreneur and the organization’s age are commonly used 
demographic control variables in a cross-country study of entrepreneurship 
(Lloyd-Reason and Mughan 2002; Van Stel et al. 2007; Estrin et al. 2013). A 
binary control variable, “Gender of entrepreneur”, was created, with the value 
of 1 when the entrepreneur(s) are all male entrepreneurs and the value of 0 
when the entrepreneur is female, or at least one of the entrepreneurs is female. 
A continuous control variable, “Organization age”, was created to measure 
the number of calendar years from the establishment of the socially oriented 
organization till the end of the year 2014. For example, a socially oriented 
organization established in the year 2013 has an organization age of 2 years 
on the data set.

 Models

A binary logistic regression model was ideal for this study, since the depen-
dent variable is binary and it was intended to test the effects of two control 
variables in the same model. The dependent variable “Internationalization” 
was binary with the value of 1 if the socially oriented organization is interna-
tional and 0 if the socially oriented organization is domestic. The independent 
variable “Organizational form” was binary with the value of 1 if the socially 
oriented organization is a social venture and 0 if the socially oriented organiza-
tion is a nonprofit organization. Eight independent variables “DIS”, “EMP”, 
“EDU”, “ENV”, “HEA”, “HMN”, “POV” and “RES” were binary, with each 
representing whether the socially oriented organization conducted each of 
the eight types of social interventions or not, respectively. Five continuous 
variables, “GNI”, “HDI”, “GE (WGI)”, “RQ (WGI)” and “RL (WGI)”, were 
selected to measure the institutional strength in the home country from the 
perspectives of economic, social and institutional development. The binary 
variable “Gender of entrepreneur” and continuous variable “Organization 
age” were selected as control variables. Descriptive statistics of variables on 
the binary logistic regression model are summarized in Table 9.4.
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 Results

 Institutional Strength in the Home Country

The five national-level measures strongly correlate with each other (Pearson 
correlation coefficients range from 0.797 to 0.957, as in Table 9.5), thus 

Table 9.4 Descriptive statistics of variablesa

Variables Valueb

Marginal 
percentagec

Dependent variable

  Internationalization N(international) = 119 56.1%
N(domestic) = 152 43.9%

Independent variables

  Organizational form N(social ventures) = 84 31.0%
N(nonprofit 

organizations) = 187
69.0%

  Institutional strength

   GNI: Gross National Income per 
capital adjusted in US dollars, year 
2014

24,975 (19,493)

   HDI: Human Development Index, 
year 2014

0.766 (0.134)

   GE(WGI): Worldwide Governance 
Indicators: government effectiveness, 
year 2014

0.479 (0.938)

   RQ(WGI): Worldwide Governance 
Indicators: regulatory quality, year 
2014

0.464 (0.907)

   RL(WGI): Worldwide Governance 
Indicators: the rule of law, year 2014

0.460 (1.025)

   Principal component score of five 
country-level measures

0.264 (0.980)

Control variables

  Gender of entrepreneur N(including at least one 
female) = 84

29.9%

N(all male) = 190 70.1%
  Organization age 18.82 (11.11)

Total N(total) = 271 100%
aDescriptive statistics of variables “DIS”, “EMP”, “EDU”, “ENV”, “HEA”, “HMN”, 

“POV”, “RES” have been included in Table 9.3 respectively and therefore excluded 
in Table 9.4

bMeans and standard deviations (in parentheses) for continuous variables
cMarginal percentages for categorical variables
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implying problems with multicollinearity. A principal component score of 
the five national-level measures was then used instead of the five national-level 
measures. A single component emerged from the principal component analy-
sis of the five national-level measures, with an eigenvalue of 4.44, explaining 
88.9 percent of the variance. The component loadings were all in excess of 
0.910.

 Results of Binary Logistic Regression

The results of the binary logistic regression are reported in Table 9.6. The 
model’s chi-square significance was smaller than 0.001, showing that the 
model was a significant fit of the data. The gender of the entrepreneur and 
the age of socially oriented organization were not critical in predicting the 
likelihood of internationalization of a socially oriented organization.

We found that social ventures did not differ significantly from nonprofit 
organizations in terms of the likelihood of internationalization. H1 was 
therefore refuted. We found that socially oriented organizations conducting 
EMP-type social interventions were less likely to be international than those 
not conducting EMP-type social interventions. We also found that socially 
oriented organizations conducting EDU-, ENV-, HEA- and RES-type social 
interventions were more likely to internationalize than those not conduct-
ing EDU-, ENV-, HEA- and RES-type social interventions, respectively. H2 
was supported. We found that socially oriented organizations from economies 
with stronger institutions were more likely to internationalize. H3 was also 
supported.

Table 9.5 Correlation matrix of five country-level measures of strength of national 
institutions

GNI HDI GE(WGI) RQ(WGI) RL(WGI)

Correlation GNI 1 0.837*** 0.833*** 0.800*** 0.828***

HDI 0.837*** 1 0.863*** 0.797*** 0.806***

GE(WGI) 0.833*** 0.863*** 1 0.934*** 0.957***

RQ(WGI) 0.800*** 0.797*** 0.934*** 1 0.946***

RL(WGI) 0.828*** 0.806*** 0.957*** 0.946*** 1
***p < 0.001
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 Discussion

The Organizational Form of a Socially Oriented 
Organization Is Not Critical in Predicting Its Likelihood 
of Internationalization

We found that social ventures did not differ significantly from nonprofit 
organizations in terms of the likelihood of internationalization. This suggests 
that whether a socially oriented organization is economically sustainable (or 

Table 9.6 Results of binary logistic regression

International§ B

Independent variables

  Organizational form 
 social venturesa 0.311(0.316)
  Type of social interventions
  DISb 0.082 (0.349)
  EMPb −0.772*(0.375)
  EDUb 0.965**(0.347)
  ENVb 1.133**(0.386)
  HEAb 1.049** (0.360)
  HMNb 0.092 (0.393)
  POVb 0.453 (0.368)
  RESb 0.903* (0.455)
  Institutional strength (home country)
  Principal component score of five country-level measures 0.739***(0.151)

Control variables

  Gender of entrepreneur
  Including at least one female entrepreneurc −0.391(0.314)
  Organization Age 0.008(0.012)

 Model fit

  N 271
  Deviance (−2 log likelihood) 323.490
  χ2 48.167***

  df 12
  Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0.218
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
§The reference group is to be domestic
aThe category of nonprofit organizations with profit-making activities is set to zero 

because it is redundant
bThe categories of not creating one of the eight types of social interventions (DIS, 

EMP, EDU, ENV, HEA, HMN, POV or RES) are set to zero respectively because they 
are redundant

cThe category of all male entrepreneurs is set to zero because it is redundantStandard 
errors in parentheses
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not) is not critical on its decision to internationalize or not. Socially oriented 
organization’s internationalization decision might depend more on other fac-
tors, for example, where the targeted beneficiaries are located and whether the 
resources required to undertake social interventions to improve the well- being 
of the targeted beneficiaries are located within the same national border. If 
some of the required resources are located in a different country from that of 
the targeted beneficiaries, the delivery of social interventions would inevitably 
involve cross-border resource combination. Socially oriented organizations 
internationalize when conducting social interventions that require cross- 
border resource combination. However, this finding cannot be fully verified 
in this study and needs to be tested in future research.

Although social ventures and nonprofit organizations do not differ sig-
nificantly on the likelihood of internationalization, international social ven-
tures and international nonprofit organizations might still differ on market 
choice. Social ventures are expected to have similar international market  
selection strategies as profit-oriented ventures, since the total amount of 
resources for economically sustainable social ventures is limited. By con-
trast, nonprofit organizations can leverage the advantages of external fund-
ing inflow and choose to expand into international markets with deeper 
social pains. Those international markets might be less attractive to social 
ventures since operations in those markets are less likely to be delivered in 
an economically sustainable manner due to pervasive institutional failure 
and weak institutional support. The market choice of international social 
ventures and that of international nonprofit organizations still need to be 
further evaluated in future research.

 Types of Social Interventions Conducted by Socially 
Oriented Organization and Likelihood 
of Internationalization

We found that socially oriented organizations that conducted EMP-type 
social interventions were less likely to internationalize than those which did 
not. The reason could be that conducting social interventions that improve 
beneficiaries’ satisfaction with employment opportunities and employment 
condition relies heavily on the social entrepreneur’s knowledge of the local 
socio-economic context and embeddedness in the local networks (Zahra et al. 
2009). Socially oriented organizations that successfully conducted EMP-type 
social interventions found it difficult to rapidly copy their successful experience 
from one community (or country) to another community (or country). The 
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reason could be that it is time consuming and costly to gather the required 
tacit knowledge and localized human resources in the new community (or 
country).

We also found that socially oriented organizations that conducted EDU-, 
ENV-, HEA- or RES-type social interventions were more likely to interna-
tionalize than those which did not. The reason could be that socially ori-
ented organizations could leverage the advantages of knowledge- intensive 
intangible resources or capabilities and innovation (Cavusgil and Knight 
2015) to improve beneficiaries’ satisfaction with formal and informal edu-
cation, natural and communal environment, physical and mental health, 
and access to physical resources such as clean water, energy and housing. 
For example, socially oriented organizations can introduce low-cost and 
technologically innovative intraocular lens and cataract surgeries to cure 
blind people in poor communities; they can also introduce low-cost and 
technologically innovative UV-light devices to clean contaminated water 
in natural water resources to provide people in poor communities with 
access to clean and safe water sources and eradicate water-borne epidem-
ics. In addition to technological innovation, socially oriented organizations 
can leverage the advantages of socially significant and innovative services 
or solutions to improve beneficiaries’ satisfaction with education, environ-
ment, health and access to physical resources. For example, socially ori-
ented organizations can introduce innovative education methods to help 
children who are away from, or cannot survive, in the national formal edu-
cation system. In sum, socially oriented organizations that conduct EDU-, 
ENV-, HEA- or RES-type social interventions can leverage the advantages 
of knowledge-intensive resources and technological or social innovation to 
achieve internationalization.

Lastly, we found that socially oriented organizations which conducted 
DIS-, HMN- or POV-type social interventions did not differ in terms of 
the likelihood of internationalization from those which did not. In most 
cases, conducting social interventions that help disadvantaged benefi-
ciary groups, improve community integration and harmony, or eradicate 
poverty heavily relied on the social entrepreneur’s knowledge of the local 
socio-economic context and embeddedness in the local networks (Zahra 
et  al. 2009), similar to conducting EMP-type social interventions. For 
example, socially oriented organizations that conduct social interventions 
to reduce the reliance of local businesses on the mafia and increase com-
munity harmony in Southern Italy required deep understanding of social, 
cultural, economic and historical backgrounds of the Mafia and Mafia-
influenced community and trust-building with the local business owners 
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to help them fight against the fear of the Mafia. The successful experience 
of those socially oriented organizations cannot easily be copied beyond the 
Mafia-influenced communities in Southern Italy. However, at the same 
time, socially oriented organizations that conduct social interventions to 
help disadvantaged beneficiary groups, improve community integration 
and harmony or eradicate poverty can destroy the dated social systems 
and introduce revolutionary changes, by instigating new and more suit-
able social systems (see examples of Social Engineers in Zahra et al. 2009), 
and that experience can be used beyond national borders. For example, 
microfinance institutes can conduct microfinance interventions to break 
the vicious cycle of poverty by changing the social structure and copying 
successful experience nationwide or beyond the national border, interna-
tionally or even globally. Socially oriented organizations which conduct 
DIS-, HMN- or POV-type social interventions have a diverse range of 
impact, from community-based to global.

 Home Country Institutions of Socially Oriented 
Organization and Likelihood of Internationalization

The institutional contexts of both the home country and the host country  
are long known to have a strong impact on the internationalization of  
profit- oriented ventures (Buckley et  al. 2007; Wu and Chen 2014). We 
discovered that stronger and better-developed institutions in the home 
country provided better institutional support not only to the internation-
alization of profit- oriented ventures, but also to socially oriented organiza-
tions. That said, the impact of the institutional environment in the home 
country on the internationalization of socially oriented organizations and 
profit-oriented ventures still needs to be further investigated in the future.

 Conclusion

Based on a data set covering 271 socially oriented organizations from 63 
countries with rich textual details, we explored the impact of three potential 
determinants of the internationalization of socially oriented organizations. 
The three potential determinants are (1) the organizational form, whether the 
socially oriented organization is economically sustainable or not; (2) the social 
nature, which types of social interventions the socially oriented organization 
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undertakes and (3) the strength of the institutional environment in the home 
country.

Our findings are as follows. The organizational form of a socially ori-
ented organization (i.e. a social venture or a nonprofit organization) is not 
critical in determining its likelihood of internationalization. The conduct of 
social interventions to improve beneficiaries’ satisfaction with employment 
opportunities and employment condition by a socially oriented organization 
reduces its likelihood of internationalization. The conduct of social interven-
tions to improve beneficiaries’ satisfaction with formal and informal educa-
tion, natural and communal environment, physical and mental health, and 
access to physical resources such as clean water, energy and housing by a 
socially oriented organization increases its likelihood of internationalization. 
Stronger and better-developed institutions in the home country can provide 
better institutional support for the internationalization of socially oriented 
organizations.

The findings help reveal the nature of the internationalization of socially 
oriented organizations. Socially oriented organizations internationalize 
when conducting social interventions whose delivery requires cross-border 
resource combination. In most cases, the requirement for cross-border 
resource combination arises because the targeted beneficiaries and at least 
some of the necessary resources for social interventions were not located 
in the same country. The findings also have implications for policy makers 
and public money managers. Socially oriented organizations differ in their 
capability for international expansion: some only stay in a local commu-
nity, while others can diversify operations and have an impact at the global 
level. Socially oriented organizations of different organizational forms and 
social nature require different resources (both tangible and intangible) 
and support from public institutions for their continuing operations and 
expansion.
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 Appendix: Examples of Keywords Extracted 
Corresponding to the Eight Types of Social 
Interventions

Codes Examples of keywords

DIS disadvantaged, vulnerable, marginalized, neglected group, grassroots, 
(people) excluded from society, to obtain status in society, (people with) 
physical/mental disabilities, physical disabled/handicapped/blind/visually 
impaired/deaf/hearing impaired (people), women and children (after 
decades of wars/long-term absence of male family members/etc.), rural 
women/youth, refugees, slum dwellers, migrants labourers

EMP Keywords linked with employment opportunities:
employment/job opportunities, job placements, jobless, unemployed, 

excluded from opportunities, devoid of opportunities
Keywords linked with employment conditions:
labour conditions, employment conditions, protection from malpractices/

hazards
EDU Keywords linked with formal education:

(unable to) read and write, (il)literacy, access to education, (high) dropout 
rate, (low) enrollment rate, education/enrollment of girls, improve school 
enrollment/retention/(public) school performance/outcomes/passing rates, 
(lack of) school facilities, access to books/libraries, access to student loans, 
teaching methodology, (to improve) reading/writing/mathematics 
capabilities, (to promote) problem solving/critical thinking, alternative path 
(for high school/college education)

Keywords linked with informal education:
professional training, vocational training, skills training, market-relevant 

skills, capacity building, agricultural education, to build/develop (self-)
confidence

ENV (environmentally/ecologically) sustainable, sustainability, ecotourism, 
conservation, to safeguard rainforest, to combat the trafficking of wildlife, 
to conserve species/ecosystems, biodiversity, to reverse depleted fish stocks/
sustainable fishing, climate change, low carbon communities, to reduce 
energy use/emissions, low environmental impact, (ecologically) sustainable 
farming/agriculture, (to reduce) use of inorganic fertilizers/pesticides/
herbicides, micro-irrigation technology (to save water use), pollution 
monitoring, consumer awareness/conscious consumption, urban/communal 
environmental issues, green spaces, recycling, waste management, 
hazardous waste, bio-degradable plastics

HEA Keywords linked with physical health:
healthcare, to improve healthcare access, health services, health needs, health 

risks (associated with…), post-care support, (high) infant mortality rate, 
low-cost infant warmer, sanitary conditions, public health, epidemics, (to 
eradicate) cholera/typhoid/malaria/tuberculosis, HIV treatment/care support, 
(low-cost) cataract surgery/intraocular lenses/ophthalmic products, blood 
cancer, malnutrition, chronic hunger, (affordable/specialized) diabetes care, 
low-price food, food scarcity, food security

Keywords linked with mental health:
mental/psychological health/illnesses/diseases, anxiety, depression

(continued )
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Codes Examples of keywords

HMN (gender/race/income/social class (caste)) (in)equality, empowerment of 
women, women’s leadership, human rights, (post-communism) political 
transformation, civic engagement, to build a democratic state, social 
change, crime prevention, crime victims, Mafia extortion, (to prevent) 
domestic violence/abuse, to promote cultural integrity, restoration and 
enhancement of heritage sites, handicraft/craft production, community/
society harmony, social integration, social inclusion, community 
participation/collaboration, neighborhood transformation

POV poverty, to eradicate poverty, to remove the structural causes of poverty, 
impoverished region, income generating, wealth creation, economic 
development, regional/rural development, limited financial resources/
funding, microfinance, microcredit, micro-loans, micro-leasing arrangements

RES safe/unsafe/clean (drinking) water, (water) purification, (affordable) water 
filters, solar energy/lighting/lantern/mobile phone charger, biomass-based 
electricity, inexpensive fuel (biogas), mini power stations (fueled by weeds 
and agricultural wastes), micro-hydro plants, cost-effective electricity 
distribution system, (affordable/cost-effective) housing, homelessness, 
post-earthquake reconstruction, (to recycle and distribute) clothing/bicycles/
under-utilized resources (from urban households to the rural poor, or from 
Europe to sub-Saharan Africa), to develop distribution network (of 
consumer goods to reach rural villages)
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