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Abstract
This study seeks to identify and measure the association linking sustainable entre-
preneurship and social innovation, through corporate social performance as a medi-
ating variable. To assess the research model, five determinants of sustainable entre-
preneurship are identified which can generate social innovation. The hypothesis 
test is based on a quantitative approach in which data was gathered through a ques-
tionnaire distributed to 180 SMEs in Saudi Arabia. The study applies a structural 
equation model in order to verify the relative importance of corporate social per-
formance, alongside its mediating effect. The results demonstrate a mediating effect 
from corporate social performance between sustainable entrepreneurship extrinsic 
motivation and sustainable entrepreneurship outcome as determinants, and social 
innovation. This mediating effect seems to be less important for other determinants 
such as knowledge resource acquirement. The results define a critical pathway for 
social innovation in order to facilitate its definition and try to operationalize the pro-
cess of its generation. In fact, this study provides an operationalized approach for 
social variables.
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Introduction

Sustainable entrepreneurship (SE) has emerged as a composite concept which inte-
grates sustainability and commercial activity (Schaltegger & Wagner, 2008), gener-
ating a new perception of this area and its impacts (Graham, 2010) according to a 
sustainable development view (Tilley & Young, 2009).

In spite of its importance and its great effect, and based on Wei-Loon et  al. 
(2015), while it is clear that SE is derived from an entrepreneurship process, there is 
still confusion about its definition and application: especially noting the multidimen-
sionality of different aspects which are relevant to it. This is why this study seeks to 
present an operational definition of this emergent concept.

Independently of the theoretical limitations related to its definition, sustainable 
entrepreneurship is becoming critical for business continuity (Belz & Binder, 2017). 
It is known that continuity deals with profit. In this case, to appreciate the oppor-
tunity from this process, it is necessary to refer to performance, and especially to 
corporate social performance, but more precisely, it is necessary to consider this 
specific objective for the private sector, which is profit-oriented.

Based on Majid and Koe’s definition  (2012), sustainable entrepreneurship can 
be associated with innovative processes for exploiting opportunity, to achieve eco-
nomic benefits, socially equitable outcomes, benefit for the environment, and equity 
in preserving cultures. Bell and Stellingwerf (2012) demonstrate that this innovative 
approach adopted by entrepreneurs and issuing from their sustainability knowledge 
contributes to the adoption and application of sustainable entrepreneurship. So, it 
is considered that there is an impact from SE on innovation. A direct association 
between SE and innovation is difficult to identify from the existent literature. The 
objective in this study is therefore to demonstrate that this effect exists, and then to 
identify how it can be stimulated.

Osburg (2013) argues that SE is within the essence of the realization of sustain-
able innovation, with its different aspects related to sustainability (social, economic 
and environmental). More precisely, sustainable entrepreneurship represents efforts 
developed and defined to serve community through the definition of new solutions 
for new social and ecological challenges, to contribute to economic development as 
associated with ameliorating life conditions (World Business Council for Sustain-
able Development, 2012).

This study follows on from Crals and Vereeck (2007), who link this process to 
industrial companies and present a number of requirements for the success of this 
synergetic effect, including time and financial resources. Schaltegger and Wagner 
(2011) explain this continual process as a focused and maintained combination of 
capabilities to define competitive advantage.

The integrative model developed here will try to provide empirical evidence of 
such effects: especially when remembering that there is a lack of literature related to 
the different relationship adopted here.
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Literature Review

Sustainable Entrepreneurship

As a composite idea, SE is based on an association between entrepreneurship and 
sustainability. In fact, Kai and Wüstenhagen (2010) demonstrate that entrepre-
neurship contributes to the development of sustainable practices. Similarly, Hall 
et al. (2010) argue that entrepreneurship is the best solution to social and environ-
ment problems. The major idea adopted here is the benefit of entrepreneurship for 
sustainability, leading to the supposition that sustainable entrepreneurship repre-
sents activities related to creating a project, idea, business, or any entrepreneurial 
act which can contribute to the development of sustainability in its three dimen-
sions (Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011).

Schaltegger and Wagner (2011) present an interesting definition of this concept 
related to the current topic of research, according to which SE is underpinned 
by basic aspects of entrepreneurship, focusing less on technical and management 
approaches, and centering the entrepreneur/entrepreneurial group’s skillsets and 
initiative for the achievement of wide commercial success as well as positive 
social impacts, innovating in ways which benefit society and the environment. 
This definition insists on the immaterial character of entrepreneurial activities 
generated by sustainable entrepreneurship with a high social and environmental 
impact.

Vuorio et  al. (2018) reinforce this idea and present an exhaustive approach to 
different aspects of sustainable entrepreneurship, suggesting a combination of three 
main entrepreneurship factors comprising social, economic, and environmental 
entrepreneurship, with an ultimate objective of value creation. This concept can be 
explained through referring to its nearest equivalents as presented by other research-
ers. These works talk about “sustainability-driven entrepreneurship” (Majid et al., 
2012), “sustainable-minded entrepreneurship” (Gagnon, 2012), and “environmental 
entrepreneurship” (Krueger, 2005; Schlange, 2006).

It is clear that there are a variety of definitions in the existent literature but with 
one common element related to durability in entrepreneurship. Also, this variety 
of definitions can be associated with the existence of different approaches to sus-
tainable entrepreneurship (Fichter & Tiemann, 2020; Terán-Yépez et  al., 2020). 
An environmental approach is found (Boons & Lüdeke-Freund, 2013) which is 
represented by the concept of eco-entrepreneurship (Rodgers, 2010) with refer-
ence to an entrepreneurial activity-oriented environmental (Schaltegger, 2014). An 
innovative approach is also defined proportionally to sustainable entrepreneurship 
and points to the existence of sustainable innovation addressed to a very large part 
of society (Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011), taking into account economic, ecologi-
cal, and social issues (Boons & Lüdeke-Freund, 2013).

Another vision of SE implies the concept of preservation of the different ele-
ments to guarantee life’s continuity and future in terms of economic and non-
economic outputs for the person, society, and economy (Muñoz & Cohen, 2018). 
Cohen and Winn (2007) associate this concept with an entrepreneurial opportunity 
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to create and generate new goods or benefits for the whole community and on dif-
ferent levels. In this same conceptual field, Belz and Binder (2017) consider SE as 
an operational vector which aims to recognize and exploit opportunities in order 
to effect action on the ecological and social environment (Muñoz & Cohen, 2018).

Finally, it should be noted that SE needs a stimulator to become operational, and 
in general, this is represented by the identification of a problem on an economic or 
ecological level which needs to be resolved by the definition of a specific solution, 
represented by innovation in the majority of cases (Eller et al., 2020).

Based on this analysis, it is concluded that SE is associated with social inno-
vation, and this impact seems to be indirect due to the existence of other external 
elements.

Corporate Social Performance

Corporate social performance (CSP) can be defined as a concept focusing on the 
responsibility of the firm toward different stakeholder groups, including its person-
nel, wider communities, and as additional to the more conventional responsibility to 
satisfy those with a financial stake in the firm (Turban & Greening, 1996). Accord-
ing to this definition, CSP is a large and determinant concept covering two levels of 
analysis: internal and external. Wood (1991) considers CSP as multidimensional, 
and Garcia et al. (2017) consider it to encompass various social facets of the chosen 
activity, action, and policy set applied for managing stakeholders.

According to those definitions, it is clear that CSP differs from corporate social 
responsibility (CSR). While CSR implies practices and policies to generate social 
benefits (Matten & Moon, 2008), CSP is related to the results of these organizational 
practices (Clarkson, 1995). To simplify, CSR represents activities, and CSP deals 
with their results (Salazar et al., 2012). For Carroll (1979), CSP must be regulated 
in order to establish rules such as the necessity for evaluation, the existence of social 
questions, and a philosophical response. As observed, the literature on these con-
cepts is interrelated. This research seeks to present CSP as an output issuing from 
sustainable entrepreneurship. Moreover, as detailed below, this requires measure-
ment and, at this level of analysis, will be evaluated through different factors avail-
able from environmental and social databases, as put forward by Xie et al. (2019)

Salazar et  al. (2012) relate CSP to the quality and effectiveness of programs 
adopted by organizations, and for this study, this point is important because it per-
mits this quality to be assessed through consumer needs in sustainable development. 
In other words, CSP will be considered to exist if the initial problem (social, envi-
ronmental, or economic) which stimulates the sustainable entrepreneurship process 
in the beginning is resolved and there is satisfaction of the needed element.

Effectively, to assess CSP, in the data collection process, the practices and scales 
as recommended by Fiandrino et al. (2019) are adopted.
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Social Innovation

Szegedi et al. (2016) explain that the new orientation toward social innovation stems 
from a need to find solutions for emergent social, environmental, and demographic 
problems which are unsatisfied by technical innovation defended by an economic 
perspective:

“Social innovations are new solutions (products, services, models, markets, pro-
cesses etc.) that simultaneously meet a social need (more effectively than existing 
solutions) and lead to new or improved capabilities and relationships and better use 
of assets and resources. In other words, social innovations are both good for society 
and enhance society’s capacity to act” (Grice et al., 2012).

Tardif (2005) considers social innovation to be a novel response for the well-
being of individuals and/or communities. It is characterized by its social character 
and its objective associated with positive social issues. Moreover, Fontan (2004) 
states that social innovation involves processes which are multifaced and have multi-
ple dimensions, to produce the new or rework what currently exists, with the aim of 
producing social change at different levels.

Several authors define the concept of social innovation simply by giving a social 
dimension to innovation (Fontan, 2004) across a new economic approach (Lévesque, 
et al., 2001) and socio-economic approach (Benko & Lipietz, 2000). Fontan et al. 
(2003) argue that rather than seeking how innovation works, it is necessary to ask 
how the new practices induced by innovation can be converted to make the commu-
nity able to innovate.

Phills et  al. (2008) consider that social innovations are actions which address 
issues in society with greater effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability than pre-
existing approaches to those issues, and from which value creation occurs which 
benefits social stakeholders over private agents. Meanwhile, Djellal and Gallouj 
(2012) present fundamental characteristics of social innovation, the first of which 
is target. They confirm based on Cloutier (2003) that this target can be individual, 
territorial, or also a company which is seeking the development of its performance. 
These researchers insist on the immaterial aspect of social innovation generated 
through a specific process and stakeholders. They identify actors and their own pro-
cess of generating social innovation. In fact, these processes are often developed 
locally and in informal way by a variety of actors to solve a social problem.

Based on this, social innovation is considered here to connect with an innova-
tive social activity which responds to needs or desires which the social actor formu-
lates. This action can be related to an organization or community and can modify 
the social structure. In general, such innovation is related to cultural orientations and 
new methods of managing social relationships and is exercised to change individual 
and collective habits.

Added to this, to identify social innovation, its main components must be defined: 
this type of innovation is a solution for a social problem to a specific target accord-
ing to a process and must generate social profit as a determinant objective.
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Hypothesis

As stated at the beginning of this paper, sustainable entrepreneurship aims to create 
value through different levels, economic, social, and environmental. To achieve this 
objective, entrepreneurs adopt a new orientation based on sustainability in terms of 
products and processes, to address issues in society and the environment (Hall et al., 
2010).

Bell and Stellingwerf (2012) indicate that sustainable practices motivate entre-
preneurs to achieve their sustainable objective to be a sustainable enterprise because 
they become able to contribute to solutions for environmental and social problems.

Schaltegger and Wagner (2011) demonstrate that sustainable entrepreneurship 
assists in addressing environmental and social issues by achieving business success 
and developing sustainably via company activities which show entrepreneurship. 
Added to this, they report that sustainable entrepreneurship forms a basis for sus-
tainable innovation which generates added value for society and stakeholders. This 
reflects the definition of social innovation.

To assess this hypothesis, a knowledge approach and competencies can be 
adopted. Here, Shevchenko et al. (2016) argue that the development of sustainability 
as claimed by all stakeholders requires the development of specific competencies. 
Raderbauer (2011) in this case considers that sustainability knowledge exists and 
permits entrepreneurs to communicate effective sustainability practices to their con-
sumer and community.

Senge (1990) confirms the link connecting sustainable entrepreneurship with 
innovation through definition of a specific sustainable entrepreneur profile charac-
terized by the development of creative acts in these individuals’ professional life.

Cohen et al. (2004) define sustainable entrepreneurial activities as the key to the 
success of social objectives in general and social improvements required by stakehold-
ers; it should be mentioned here that the environmental aspect is integrated within this 
mechanism, but the main interest of this study is the social field. In reference to knowl-
edge, it can be confirmed that the use of sustainable knowledge is effective when the 
sustainable transition is successful and growth is achieved (Horisch, 2015).

Fig.1  The impact-driven 
approach of entrepreneurship.  
Source: Osburg (2013)
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Oppenheim et  al. (2007) report the development of a corporate sustainability and 
corporate social performance that are related to innovative activities. Moreover, Carroll 
(2015) confirms the effect of CSP on corporate ethics and citizenship, management and 
sustainability for the stakeholder groups who define the sustainable entrepreneurship pro-
cess as described earlier. Figure 1 presents here can summarize the general idea devel-
oped here.

As presented in Fig. 1, a sustainable entrepreneurship corresponds to high busi-
ness impact and a high societal impact. In this study, high business impact will be 
viewed through corporate social performance generated by a sustainable entre-
preneurship which will ameliorate the level of social innovation. Fig. 2 traces the 
research model in an operational manner.

Based on the previous analysis, three main hypotheses can be adopted. The main 
objective is related to the mediating effect of CSP between sustainable innovation 
and social innovation. So, it is suggested that sustainable entrepreneurship, via spe-
cific activities, stimulates corporate social responsibility and generates a higher level 
of social innovation because it permits the social entrepreneur to better understand 
the environment and social needs, leading them to try to innovate in order to reduce 
social problems or issues.

Methodology

The methodology is based on quantitative approach, by the development of a ques-
tionnaire distributed to 180 employees, stakeholders and suppliers related to the 
industrial private sector in Saudi Arabia. The administration of the questionnaire 
took place through a combination of different strategies depending on the situation: 
face to face if access was easy and possible, or by mail, and in this case, it was nec-
essary to we were obliged to continue the collection process as needed in order to 
get data. This process was continued for 3 months.

Definition of the sample and its size relied on specific characteristics such as 
experience, level of education, and age. These elements were identified through the 
literature review as control variables.

The data collected was analyzed through SPSS 16.0, with a descriptive analysis 
performed to understand sample composition, added to an exploratory approach to 
verify the multidimensionality and implicit composition of the variable.

Corporate Social Performance (CSP)

H2     H3

Sustainable Social Innovation
Entrepreneurship (SE) H1 (SI)

Fig. 2  Research model
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Results and Discussion

The mediating effect was then addressed using Amos 16. A test related to the 
measurement model was performed, added to a structural analysis to verify the 
mediation effect developed in this study. It is important to remember that SE 
is treated as an independent variable, CSP as mediating variable, and SI as a 
dependent variable. To verify the mediating effect, following the recommenda-
tions of Baron and Kenny (1986), the link between SE and CSP in the first step 
must be verified, then the relation between SI and CSP, and in the last test step, 
the link between SE and CSP, which must be ameliorated by the existence of CSP 
if this is effectively a mediating variable.

To measure SE, it is necessary to refer to Dai et al. (2018). SE as independent 
variable is represented by the five determinants SEIM, SEEM, SEOR, KRA, and 
SEO, which respectively represent: sustainable entrepreneurship intrinsic motiva-
tion, sustainable entrepreneurship extrinsic motivation, sustainable entrepreneur-
ship opportunity recognition, knowledge resources acquirement, and sustainable 
entrepreneurship outcome. All items were developed by Dai et al. (2018) except 
for those attached to SEOR, which were derived from Chandler and Jansen (1992, 
cited in Dai et al., 2018). The items for each determinant are detailed in Table 1.

Social innovation (SI) is considered through 25 items developed by Bulut et al. 
(2013) and detailed in Table 2. As item 25 did not align with the study context, 
this was deleted based on the pre-testing stage.

CSP, being a multidimensional concept, will be evaluated through three dimen-
sions: CSP of employees, community, and suppliers available, appreciated by 
adopting a binary tool to measure these variables (0 if No and 1 if Yes) (Garcia 
et al., 2017). Table 3 presents items related to this variable (the dependent variable).

As discussed below, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed using 
16.0. A principal component analysis was established using rotation (Varimax 

Table 1  Dimensions of the independent variable, SE

Construct Dimension Items Loafing Variance Alpha

Sustainable 
entrepreneurship 
(SE)

Sustainable Entrepreneurship Intrinsic 
Motivation (SEIM)

SEIM 1
SEIM 2
SEIM 3

0.47
0.51
0.55

Deleted Deleted

Entrepreneurship Extrinsic Motivation 
(SEEM)

SEEM 1
SEEM 2
SEEM 3
SEEM 4
SEEM 5
SEEM 6

0.58
0.61
0.71
0.77
0.80
0.60

11% 0.87

Knowledge Resources Acquirement 
(KRA)

KRA 1
KRA 2
KRA 3

0.51
0.66
0.78

18% 0.71

Sustainable Entrepreneurship Out-
come (SEO)

SEO 1
SEO 2
SEO 3

0.77
0.64
0.41

Deleted Deleted
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rotation). The results reported for each construct are represented separately 
(Tables 1, 2, and 3).

For all scales, communalities are greater than 0.6, and items with a low con-
tribution were deleted (1 item for SI, 2 for sustainable entrepreneurship) in line 
with the recommendations of MacCallum et al. (2001). The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin 
(KMO), which represents the adequacy of the sample for variables, was calcu-
lated. In relation to this, Hair et al. (2014) set a range of 0.7 as acceptable. Added 
to this, explained variance is measured and discussed in terms of percentages up 
to 60%, as discussed by Hair et al. (2014).

The component analysis factor reveals that sustainable entrepreneurship is rep-
resented by only three axes. The first, at 17%, represents knowledge acquirement 
(KA). The second is entrepreneurship extrinsic motivation (SEEM), with 11%, 
and the third is sustainable entrepreneurship opportunity recognition (SEOR), at 
8%. The remainder of the dimensions was deleted because they did not seem to 
be representative for the sample. The Cronbach’s alphas related to these dimen-
sions are shown in Table 1 and are all accepted.

Table 2  Items for the dependent 
variable

Construct Items Loading Alpha

Social Innovation 
(SI)

SI 1 0.55 0.71
SI 2 0.78
SI 3 0.66
SI 4 0.67
SI 5 0.53
SI 6 0.58
SI 7 0.63
SI 8 0.77
SI 9 0.48
SI 10 0.51
SI 11 0.75
SI 12 0.81
SI 13 0.59
SI 14 0.69
SI 15 0.65
SI 16 0.54
SI 17 0.59
SI 18 0.49
SI 19 0.57
SI 20 0.48
SI 21 0.71
SI 22 0.73
SI 23 0.46
SI 24 0.41
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Social innovation (SI) is unidimensional. Only one axis is retained, which rep-
resents 26% of the total variance explained, while the others represent only an 
average of 1%. At this level, items related to this axis are maintained, and the rest 
are deleted. The underlined items in Table 1 are all deleted.

The multidimensionality of CSP is confirmed, and the use of the indicators 
related to this variable must be considered. The descriptive analysis demonstrates 
that the sample allows the use of four indicators. Only one indicator was deleted, 
which is corporate social responsibility for community. This indicator was not 
recognized by the respondents in this study.

At this point, it is necessary to examine the reliability of each construct 
through Cronbach’s alpha, which must be above 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978). Its values 
range from 0.801 to 0.911 and so demonstrate reliability.

The next step was the confirmatory factor analysis by AMOS 24 to assess the 
convergent validity of constructs toward (AVE) which must exceeds 0.5 as recom-
mended by Fornell and Larcker (1981).

After this, a structural equation model was used to analyze date and hypothesis test. 
This method was selected for multiple reasons. First, the model contains several vari-
ables measured by a great number of items, and this method can provide interesting 
results for this type of concept (Hair et  al., 2014). Second, one step of this analysis 
is based on the assessment of a measurement and structural model with a specific fit 
index and at the same time. Third, the limited number of respondents is better analyzed 
through this method based on variance compared with covariance on reduced size.

Table 3  Description of the mediating variable

Construct Variable Dimension Nature of Variable Frequencies

CSP CSP employees CSPE 1 0/1 1: 23%
0: 77%

CSPE 2 0/1 1: 10%
0: 80%

CSPE 3 0/1 1: 34%
0: 66%

CSPE 4 0/1 1: 41%
0: 59%

CSPE 5 0/1 1: 14%
0: 86%

CSP supplier One dimension 0/1 1: 30%
0: 70%

CSP community One dimension Quotient between 
total spending 
and the number of 
employees

Table 4  Fit index Chi-square ddl RMSEA GFI RMR CFI

38.90 17 0.075 0.96 0.041 0.96
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In other words, a measurement model was tested to understand the quality of dif-
ferent scales used to measure variables as a first step. After this, the structural model 
was addressed, based on the hypothesis presented and conceived in the first part of this 
paper through a deep literature review. The hypothesis is accepted if p value < 0.05.

The quality of the structural model is assessed by R square which for SI was 
0.559, for SE was 0.305, and for CSP 0.432, each being > 0.1 as per the recommen-
dations of Hair et al. (2014).

The fit index related to this structural model is presented in Table 4.
The majority of values are significant; the goodness of the structural model can 

be accepted. Figure 3 shows the results of the structural test and the robustness of 
different relationships (hypothesis).

H1.1 and H1.2 predict the existence of a positive and significant effect between 
SE dimensions and SI. Only two dimensions related to sustainable entrepreneurship 
seems to be significant in this model: entrepreneurship extrinsic motivation (SEEM) 
and knowledge resources acquirement (KRA). Indeed, a positive link was found 
between structural SEEM (β = 0.34, p < 0.001), KRA (β = 0.37, p < 0.01), and SI 
(β = 0.21, p = 0.047) on CSP.

However, SEOR is not significantly linked to SI, and the effect seems to be nega-
tive (p > 0.05). H1.3 is rejected. H3 is accepted, and the link between CSP and SI is 
significant. The problem is with hypothesis 2, which integrates SE and CSP. This 
link exists, and it is significant, but not strong enough. Only knowledge resources 
acquirement (KRA) as a dimension of SE affects CSP. This may be related to the 
importance of resource exploitation to define performance. Added to this, the results 
confirm the importance of RBV theories related to the role of intangible resources 
such as knowledge on performance.

The mediation effect is verified in four steps, as recommended by Baron and 
Kenny (1986). In addition, a non-parametric bootstrapping approach as defined by 
Hair et al. (2014) helped to verify the mediating effect.

SI 

0.37
KRA 0.21

0.02
-0.43 CSP

SEEM
0.00

-0.01
0.39

SEOR

Fig. 3  Structural equation model results
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Here, the effect of SE on SI must be tested without consideration of CSP. In 
this case, the structural model is representative (β = 0.401, p < 0.001). The CSP is 
then integrated into this relationship, and it is assumed that it will absorb the direct 
impact identified previously (Hair et al., 2014).

Mediation is accepted, and H4 is confirmed. Total mediation exists for KRA, and 
partial mediation between SEEM and SI is also relevant.

Figure 3 summarizes the structural equation model results. The mediating effect 
offered by CSP is confirmed for KRA and SEOR. This means that there is an indi-
rect effect between SE and SI through CSP.

This research aims to highlight the effect of corporate social performance on 
social innovation through sustainable entrepreneurship. It is suggested that sustain-
ability actions can guarantee a high level of corporate social performance and so 
stimulate social innovation to address social needs and problems. In this regard, this 
study can be considered as among primary research interested in social innovation 
through a quantitative-social measure. The mediating effect of the CSP is verified 
and seems significant. The findings, in general, converge with a societal approach of 
innovation.

Conclusion and Policy Implications

The objective here was to study and understand the link between sustainable entre-
preneurship and social innovation through corporate social performance. In doing 
this, a new issue was addressed related to an integrative approach between three 
main values: sustainable, social, and corporate. Usually, performance is considered 
as a final output of the majority of research, but in this case, it was considered as a 
mediating variable which permits the transition from sustainability to social aspects. 
Here, there was an attempt to make entrepreneurial action as durable as possible: to 
generate performance and innovation at the social level, as one of the most impor-
tant elements related to the sustainable development.

The originality of this work compared to previous research is in the adequacy 
between three heterogeneous variables: the first is related to entrepreneurship and 
durability, while the second is relevant to performance and social aspects, and the 
last is attached to innovation and social aspects. In general, researchers in innova-
tion are looking for a foundation to generate innovation. In the current case, this 
foundation is available through performance: not economic, but social performance 
and corporate social performance between the organization and the society. This 
can make a great difference because this process is auto controlled: to be durable, 
it is essential to generate profit and ensure perpetual communication with social 
improvement to satisfy new needs, in this case, and based on the findings, it is rec-
ognized that a guarantee of performance in a corporate sense with relation to society 
can push forward social innovation through evidence.
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This research presents a deeper understanding of the entrepreneurial mechanism 
and innovation in social terms. The empirical findings demonstrate that a synergetic 
effect exists in spite of the apparent divergence between the variables selected in 
the conceptual model. Moreover, a new consideration of performance as a medi-
ating variable is confirmed. This provides a new insight for performance experts 
in revising the determinant character of this concept. While this new conception 
is approached through specific concepts, it is revealed that performance can be 
enlarged to combine a social effect more important than the restrictive economic 
aspect within the organization. Performance at this level of analysis has external and 
internal aspects. The general results can be summarized as follows: an entrepreneur-
ial activity can be sustained for a long time where social aspects are integrated into 
the vision in terms of shared (corporate) performance and innovation.

In terms of managerial implications, the study provides directives for decision-
making on corporate vision. First, it is necessary to integrate a sustainable approach 
into entrepreneurial behavior in order to maximize outputs. In this sense, the appro-
priate entrepreneurial activity must be chosen, considering sustainable development 
dimensions. Second, the performance generated by this entrepreneurial activity must 
be correlated with social performance through a common interest between organiza-
tion and society. So, economic performance in itself becomes one of the different 
types of performance measures, but the main reference is still social performance, 
because if it is properly defined, economic performance will be evident. Third, this 
combination integrates sustainable development objectives at the level of the organi-
zation, society, and economics in terms of different mechanisms which vary from 
economic to social. Fourth, organizations looking to improve performance effective-
ness have to change their frame of reference in making decisions: a shifting perspec-
tive on social objectives and needs must be integrated from the beginning: it is a 
necessity, not simply an option.

In spite of this, this research presents some limitations. First, the number of 
respondents needs to be enlarged in order to maximize the opportunity for applica-
tion and generalization of results. Thus, the size and nature of the sample could be 
revisited. Second, the scales used for measuring the variables could be improved 
through qualitative research, to generate more appropriate and updated item from 
another perspective. Third, integrating control variables such as sector of activity, 
size, and experience into the research could provide new evidence and in fact would 
lead to more interesting classifications of sustainable entrepreneurship because the 
nature of the contribution may depend on other criteria, or certain criteria may be 
more important in some contexts. Nevertheless, some variables may exist which 
can mediate and/or moderate the effect of sustainable entrepreneurship and social 
innovation.

These variables will be incorporated into further studies to investigate an ame-
liorative process in this field of research, as discussed in this study. Finally, a cross-
cultural study or a comparative study could shed light upon hidden facets of this idea.
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