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V 

Tiivistelmä 

Nykyisessä globaalissa ympäristössä kansainvälinen kestävä yrittäjyys (ISuE) ja 

kansainväliset sosiaaliset yritykset (ISoV) ovat nousseet keskeisiksi vaihtoehdoiksi 

vastaamaan yhteiskunnallisiin ja ympäristöllisiin haasteisiin säilyttäen samalla 

taloudellisen kannattavuuden. Tämä väitöskirja tutkii ISuE ja ISoV yhtymäkohtaa 

keskittyen ISoV kansainvälistymisprosessiin ja liiketoimintamallin (BM) 

muutoksiin. Vaikka ISuE on runsaasti tutkittu aihealue, se kaipaa edistyäkseen 

synteesiä sekä vankkaa temaattista ja teoreettista perustaa. Tutkijat ovat 

havainneet selkeitä tutkimusaukkoja erityisesti kansainvälistymisen ja 

kestävyyden yhtymäkohdassa. Lisäksi ainutlaatuisiin haasteisiin, joita SoV-

yritykset kohtaavat muuttaessaan liiketoimintamallejaan kansainvälisessä 

kontekstissa, on kiinnitetty vähäistä huomiota. Näihin tutkimusaukkoihin 

keskittyminen on olennaista sekä teoreettisen ymmärryksen että käytännön 

sovellusten edistämiseksi. Tässä tutkimuksessa pyritään vastaamaan edellä 

mainittuihin tutkimusaukkoihin keskittymällä seuraavaan pääkysymykseen: 

Miten olemassa oleva tieto kansainvälisestä kestävästä yrittäjyydestä ja 

empiirinen tutkimus voivat auttaa ymmärtämään kansainvälisten sosiaalisten 

yritysten liiketoimintamallien muutosta kansainvälistymisen aikana? 

Tutkimuksen monitieteinen luonne asemoi tutkimuksen kestävyyden, 

yrittäjämäisen kansainvälistymisen ja sosiaalisen yrittäjyyden alojen 

yhtymäkohtaan. Väitöskirjan kolme esseetä keskittyvät tutkimuksen 

alakysymyksiin tarjoten oivalluksia nykyisen tutkimuksen tilasta sekä 

jatkotutkimuksen suunnasta. Essee 1 analysoi ISuE aihealueen tutkimuksia ja 

luokittelee tutkimusteemat kansainvälisiin, kulttuurienvälisiin ja kansainvälis-

kulttuurienvälisiin konteksteihin. Essee 2 esittää bibliometrisen analyysin 

kansainvälistymisen ja kestävän yrittäjyyden välisestä suhteesta, tuoden esiin 

alustavia yhteyksiä sekä lisätutkimusta vaativia alueita. Essee 3 syventyy 

liiketoimintamallien muutoksiin ISoVssa. Siinä analysoidaan liiketoimintamallin 

muutosta sosiaalisten yritysten kansainvälistymisen aikana BM:n ulottuvuuksiin 

(focus, locus ja modus) pohjautuen sekä tunnistetaan tekijöitä, jotka vaikuttavat 

BM-muutokseen. Tulokset korostavat hienovaraisten strategioiden merkitystä 

kansainvälisen kasvun ja laajentumisen saavuttamiseksi samalla, kun kestävyys 

säilytetään. Tämän väitöskirjan tutkimustulokset auttavat ohjaamaan 

päätöksentekijöitä, sijoittajia ja käytännön toimijoita kohti ISuE. 

Asiasanat: Kansainvälinen kestävä yrittäjyys, kansainväliset sosiaaliset yritykset, 

kansainvälistyminen, liiketoimintamalli, kestävyys. 
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Abstract 

In the contemporary global landscape, international sustainable entrepreneurship 

(ISuE) and international social ventures (ISoVs) have emerged as critical options 

to address societal and environmental challenges while maintaining economic 

viability. This dissertation investigates the intersection of ISuE and ISoVs, 

focusing on the internationalization process and the business model (BM) changes 

of ISoVs. While ISuE is a rich and productive research area, it lacks cohesive 

synthesis, solid thematic and theoretical grounding for further advancement. 

Scholars have noted gaps in the literature, particularly at the intersection of 

internationalization and sustainability, as well as limited focus on the unique 

challenges SoVs face when changing BMs in international contexts. Addressing 

these gaps is crucial for advancing both theoretical understanding and practical 

applications in the field. This research fills research gaps by posing the following 

main research question: How can the extant knowledge in the international 

sustainable entrepreneurship literature and an empirical investigation help us to 

understand changes to international social ventures’ business models during 

internationalization? The interdisciplinary nature of the study positions it at the 

convergence of the fields of sustainability, entrepreneurial internationalization, 

and social entrepreneurship. Three essays within the dissertation address specific 

sub-questions, offering insights into the current research status and future 

directions. Essay 1 evaluates the current research status of ISuE, categorizing 

research themes into international, cross-cultural, and international-cross-

cultural contexts. Essay 2 reports a bibliometric analysis of the relationship 

between internationalization and sustainable entrepreneurship, revealing nascent 

connections and areas for further exploration. Essay 3 delves into the changes in 

BMs in ISoVs. It analyzes BM change during the internationalization of social 

ventures according to the BM dimensions of focus, locus, and modus and identifies 

factors influencing BM change. The findings highlight the importance of nuanced 

strategies for achieving international growth and expansion while maintaining 

sustainability. This dissertation contributes to the advancement of frameworks 

guiding policymakers, investors, and practitioners toward ISuE. 

Keywords: International sustainable entrepreneurship, international social 

ventures, internationalization, business model, sustainability. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter begins by providing an overview of the research background, 

emphasizing the significance and current status of the research topic. It then 

discusses the existing research gaps and explains the rationale behind the research 

aims and questions. Next, the chapter outlines the positioning and intended 

contributions of the study, underscoring its significance and novelty. Finally, the 

chapter presents definitions of key concepts used in this study and describes the 

structure of the dissertation. 

1.1 Background of the study 

The field of international entrepreneurship (IE) is a dynamic arena where the 

creation and growth of new ventures intersect with the global landscape, 

influencing not only economic prosperity but also societal progress. Scholars, 

including Ireland et al. (2001) and McDougall and Oviatt (2000), have illuminated 

the profound impact of new ventures on financial wealth creation, shaping our 

understanding of the intricate mechanisms at play in the international arena. The 

expanding realms of sustainable entrepreneurship (SuE) and social ventures 

(SoVs) present compelling opportunities to reshape discourse within the domain 

of IE. 

The pioneering works of scholars such as Austin et al. (2006), Drayton (2002), 

Emerson (2003), Nicholls (2010), and Weerawardena and Mort (2006) in SoVs, 

along with the groundbreaking contributions of Esty and Charnovitz (2012), 

Kanter (2012), Larson (2011), Patzelt and Shepherd (2011), and Shepherd and 

Patzelt (2011) in sustainability studies, offer valuable insights that can redefine IE 

research. The concept of sustainability encompasses three pillars of sustainability: 

social, environmental, and economic (Rajeev et al., 2017; Joyce and Paquin, 2016). 

Social sustainability includes practices that encourage social interconnection and 

well-being for all individuals and communities (Dempsey et al., 2011). 

Environmental sustainability involves protecting natural resources and preserving 

the ecosystems, minimizing the factors that affect climate change, and promoting 

responsible consumption and production (Azam et al., 2023; Placet et al., 2005). 

Lastly, economic sustainability encompasses building robust economies that 

ensure financial stability and prosperity for all stakeholders (Spangenberg, 2005; 

Calheiros and Stefanakis, 2021). 

In the contemporary global context, the topics of SuE and SoVs have emerged as 

pivotal areas of focus in academia. SuE, which promotes sustainability, relates to 

addressing deficits in human well-being, fostering environmental stewardship, 
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and catalyzing holistic economic development (Azmat et al., 2015; Mair and Marti, 

2006). SuE relates to starting and running a business that, alongside economic 

viability, deals with environmental and societal challenges. Enterprises involved 

in SuE aim to lead in developing innovative solutions that address societal and 

environmental issues while simultaneously creating economic value (Gast et al., 

2017). Specifically, SuE provides the dimensions to understand the present needs 

and fulfill those needs without compromising the capabilities of future generations 

(Ten and Gordijn, 2020; Verma, 2019; Sen, 2016). In contrast to the usual firms 

typically studied in SuE research, for instance, international social ventures 

(ISoVs) addresses global social issues, operates on an international scale, adopts 

an entrepreneurial approach to financial, social, and environmental opportunities, 

and maintains a balance between earned and contributed income, setting them 

apart from nonprofits (Zahra et al., 2014; Gast et al., 2017). 

While the SuE is a broader research area, social entrepreneurship (SoE) focuses 

on “encompasses the activities and processes undertaken to discover, define, and 

exploit opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by creating new ventures 

or managing existing organizations in an innovative manner (Zahra et al., 2009, 

p. 519)”. SoE narrows down the scope to primarily tackle social challenges such as 

poverty, education, and health, often reinvesting profits to support its mission 

(Dees, 1998). Both concepts share a commitment to generating positive impact, 

but SoE distinctly targets specific social needs, highlighting the nuanced 

differences within the overarching umbrella of sustainable business practices. 

Social ventures (SoVs) are firms that commonly adopt dual aims of creating 

positive social value along with financial sustainability to address the sustainability 

issues in business, focusing on social well-being (Mair and Marti, 2006). In the 

context of international business, SoVs extend their venture activities beyond 

national borders, targeting societal issues and concerns that transcend 

geographical boundaries (Dacin et al., 2010). Social ventures have emerged as 

leaders in a global transformation, founding new organizations to address diverse 

social needs, thereby enhancing the quality of life and promoting human 

development worldwide (Mair and Noboa, 2003; Martin and Osberg, 2007). There 

is significant interest in the field of SoVs and the impact of SoVs across the globe 

(Chell et al., 2010; Perrini et al., 2010; Desa, 2012). SoVs are characterized by the 

combination of profit and social purpose that seeks to address various societal 

challenges alongside safeguarding financial sustainability (Singaram et al., 2023; 

Sadiq et al., 2022). SoVs operate across diverse sectors, including education, 

healthcare, environmental preservation, poverty mitigation, and gender equality. 

Typically, various SoVs have been identified in developed countries like the USA, 

and numerous initiatives have also been undertaken in developing countries 
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(Seelos and Mair, 2005). However, the lack of the necessary resources’ limits ISoV 

operations in developing countries. Nevertheless, the emergence of novel BMs 

among SoVs, organizational structures, and business strategies that connect 

resources to generate social value (Seelos and Mair, 2005) highlights the potential 

for internationalization to enhance the impact of ISoVs. 

Internationalization is a strategic move for SoVs aiming to extend their reach 

beyond domestic boundaries, enabling access to global markets, diverse funding 

channels, cross-sectoral alliances, and knowledge exchange with international 

stakeholders (Kusa, 2016; Prashantham and Dhanaraj, 2010). Zahra et al. (2008) 

identified four key factors that drive the internationalization of SoVs; these include 

demographic shifts, liberalization of national economies and attendant markets, 

institutional and state failures, and technological advances. This approach aligns 

with the concept of ISoVs, which involves the establishment of enterprises focused 

not only on profitability but also on addressing global social and environmental 

challenges (Zahra et al., 2014; Cohen and Winn, 2007). 

The expansion of SoVs on the international stage facilitates the resolution of 

sustainability challenges on a broader scale and from diverse perspectives. ISoVs 

thereby enhance their efficacy by engaging with a myriad of cultures, contexts, and 

challenges. Leveraging global markets and cultivating cross-border partnerships 

enables these ventures to instigate sustainable and enduring transformations. For 

example, when an SoV extends its operations internationally, it can adapt its 

innovative solutions to provide to the distinct requirements of various 

communities (Smith and Stevens, 2010). Such adaptability is indispensable for 

ensuring the longevity and efficacy of their endeavors. 

Furthermore, internationalization affords SoVs access to an expanded repertoire 

of resources, knowledge bases, and expertise. Collaboration with international 

entities, including organizations, governments, and stakeholders, engenders a 

dynamic exchange of ideas and best practices. This collaborative environment 

allows SoVs to gather insights from diverse perspectives, leading to the 

implementation of more effective solutions, while internationalization enhances 

their sustainability (Chakrabarty and Wang, 2012; Curley and Salmelin, 2017; 

Schaltegger et al., 2018). 

The internationalization of SoVs has emerged as a vital area of new exploration in 

academia. Various scholars have investigated various facets of this evolving area, 

examining both its challenges and opportunities. Firstly, Alon et al. (2020) 

proposed that internationalization offers SoVs options to scale potential impacts, 

connect with mass international communities, and advance their social missions. 

This idea focuses on the strategies (and deepens the unsurpassed practices) that 
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enable SoVs to navigate the difficulties of international markets while focusing on 

the main variable of the SoV, such as its social mission (Yeoh, 2004; Zahra et al., 

2008). Understanding the factors that contribute to the internationalization of 

SoVs facilitates legislators, stakeholders, and ambitious social entrepreneurs 

making informed decisions to promote the growth of such ventures. Secondly, 

Mair and Marti (2006) caution that the internationalization process may bring 

tensions between commercial imperatives and social objectives, necessitating a 

delicate balance. Research in this field can reveal the challenges and barriers that 

social ventures face during their internationalization journey (Agarwal et al., 

2020). Identifying these obstacles allows stakeholders to devise targeted 

interventions and support mechanisms to bolster the ventures’ capabilities. 

Moreover, Dees (1998) highlights the importance of strategic partnerships and 

networks in facilitating the internationalization of social ventures, underscoring 

the significance of collaborative approaches in navigating unfamiliar markets. 

Studying the internationalization of SoVs can lead to valuable insights into the 

potential of cross-cultural collaborations in addressing global challenges and 

fostering sustainable development (Luo, 2002). Overall, the literature underscores 

the complexity of internationalization for SoVs, emphasizing the need for nuanced 

strategies that align with both economic and social goals. Building on this 

understanding of internationalization, it is essential to examine the business 

models that support the growth and sustainability of social ventures (SoVs) in 

global markets. According to Teece (2010, p. 179), “A business model describes the 

design or architecture of the value creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms 

employed.” A well-structured business model for SoVs integrates both financial 

sustainability and social impact, often through hybrid models that blend for-profit 

and non-profit elements (Battilana & Lee, 2014). Recent studies emphasize the 

importance of flexibility in business models, allowing SoVs to adapt to diverse 

market conditions and regulatory environments. For instance, Bocken et al. (2014) 

highlight that social ventures benefit from circular business models, which 

prioritize resource efficiency and long-term value creation, aligning with the 

principles of sustainable development. By leveraging innovation and technology, 

SoVs can enhance their scalability and reach, creating systemic change across 

borders while maintaining their core mission (Margiono et al., 2018). Ultimately, 

the success of an SoV’s business model lies in its ability to balance social and 

economic objectives, while continuously evolving to meet the dynamic needs of 

global markets. 

The ongoing research into the internationalization of SoVs underscores its critical 

role in fostering global impact and sustainability (Zahra et al., 2014; Zahra et al., 

2008). As SoVs navigate international markets, they amplify their influence, tap 
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into diverse resources, and cultivate cross-cultural collaborations, thereby 

reinforcing their commitment to sustainability and positive societal change. 

1.2 Research gaps 

This dissertation addresses several gaps in the ISuE literature and builds on 

several fields of study, including international social ventures, sustainability, 

business models, and internationalization. The internationalization of SoVs, the 

process of expanding these mission-driven organizations beyond their domestic 

borders, has attracted considerable attention in recent years (De Beule et al., 2023; 

Chen et al., 2016; Ghauri et al., 2014). Entrepreneurs leading ISoVs prioritize their 

organization’s overarching mission when balancing social objectives with 

profitability (Zahra et al., 2014). It is their pursuit of financial sustainability to 

drive meaningful social impact that distinguishes ISoVs as entrepreneurial 

endeavors. Consequently, ISoVs expressly emphasize social impact and their 

capacity for driving societal change, a feature not typically prioritized by for-profit 

enterprises (Zahra et al., 2014). While for-profit ventures may generate social 

benefits, they do not inherently prioritize investment in social impact and systemic 

change capabilities as fundamental aspects of their business model. This 

dissertation explores the research gaps in the extant literature with regard to ISuE 

and the internationalization of SoVs that will be discussed next. 

Firstly, the interdisciplinary nature of ISuE implies that its insights converge from 

diverse academic domains, including IE and sustainability disciplines. While being 

a rich and productive area of research, ISuE still lacks tight synthesis and more 

consolidated grounding needed for advancing this domain forward (Alon et al., 

2020). While there has been advancement, the study advances have not produced 

a fully developed research paradigm at this interface. Despite the substantial 

quantity of research on IE and sustainability published over the past decades, very 

few reviews exist, and those that exist focus exclusively on ISoVs and lack thematic 

analyses (Larsen and Hannibal, 2021). Gupta et al. (2020) identified recurring 

themes within narratives in SoE literature, which were then analyzed and 

compared with existing theories to verify their alignment, but the review lacks 

focus on international aspects. Another literature review by Muñoz and Cohen 

(2018) provides a conceptual foundation aimed at stimulating scholarly discourse 

and enhancing the collective understanding of SuE. However, it falls short in 

comprehensively addressing the key concepts and themes that form the 

intersection between sustainability and the IE research domains as it also lacks the 

specific focus on international aspects. Moreover, to be able to progress research 

in this field we need an understanding of the conceptual, empirical, and 
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methodological gaps in the literature at the intersection of SuE and ISuE. 

Furthermore, we need better directions on how to develop future research. 

Second, the interface between internationalization and sustainability has attracted 

considerable attention within academic circles (Doh and Guay, 2006; Mudambi 

and Navarra, 2004). However, despite notable progress in research endeavors, 

there remains a noticeable gap in the literature concerning the fundamental 

building blocks at the confluence of internationalization and sustainability. To 

advance understanding within this intersection, it is imperative to elucidate the 

intellectual knowledge structure (Chakrabarty and Wang, 2012; Barbosa et al., 

2022). This necessity arises from the foundational premise that all scholarly 

investigations rely on existing building blocks in literature to either propose novel 

perspectives or test hypotheses (Chabowski et al., 2011 and 2023). Unfortunately, 

few studies examine the intellectual knowledge structure at the intersection of 

internationalization and sustainability. This gap impedes clear insight and hinders 

scholarly progress. 

Moreover, there is a distinct shortage of longitudinal analyses of sustainability 

research in the context of internationalization, which would serve to gauge the 

trajectory of research progression and advancement over time (de las Heras-Rosas 

and Herreram, 2020; Barbosa et al., 2022). Such longitudinal insights are best 

obtained through systematic data acquisition and careful analysis over long 

periods. The process will allow researchers to identify emerging trends, gaps, and 

areas most likely to open up for further exploration, which supports the possible 

delineation of future research avenues on the interesting intersection between 

internationalization and sustainability. 

Third, the importance of BMs in facilitating the growth of SoVs, particularly in the 

context of expanding internationally, has been emphasized in recent research 

conducted by Davies et al. (2019) and Bocken et al. (2019). Considerable attention 

has been directed toward understanding the internationalization strategies of 

traditional businesses, but limited scholarly focus has been placed on the unique 

challenges and opportunities faced by SoVs operating in international contexts 

(Shepherd et al., 2011; Mair and Marti, 2006). Moreover, while SuE has gained 

traction as a field of study, there remains a dearth of research specifically 

addressing the internationalization processes of SoVs. Existing literature in SE 

primarily concentrates on dominant themes such as the tension between social and 

commercial objectives (Siti-Nabiha et al., 2018; Alegre, 2015) and the influence of 

institutional contexts on internationalization strategies (Kiss et al., 2008). Critical 

issues, such as the understanding of social impact across borders and the 

adaptation of sustainable business models (SBM) to diverse cultural and 
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regulatory environments, require further exploration (Schaltegger et al., 2016; 

Bocken et al., 2014). 

While existing research has begun to explore the BM change of SoVs during 

internationalization, there is a need for further investigation into how SoVs can 

effectively navigate international markets while upholding their core social 

mission (Bretos et al., 2020; Zahra et al., 2014). A BM change perspective on the 

internationalization of SoVs presents an exciting avenue to drive sustainable 

impact and address global challenges. The internationalization of SoVs is a 

dynamic process that holds significant promise for driving global impact and 

sustainability (Larsen and Hannibal, 2021; Desa and Koch, 2014; Zahra et al., 

2008). The study conducted by Zahra et al. (2008) focuses on the analysis of SoVs 

BMs as a means to get insights into their internationalization process. 

Furthermore, the distinct focus of SoVs on generating social value is evident in 

their particular BMs, which incorporate decision factors that impact the 

organization’s processes of value creation, delivery, and capture (Dobson et al., 

2018; Yunus et al., 2010). Social ventures can effectively navigate international 

markets by rethinking elements of their BM to suit global contexts, leveraging 

technology for cross-border reach, addressing cross-cultural challenges, and 

fostering stakeholder collaboration and network building while staying true to 

their social mission. 

1.3 Research questions 

This doctoral dissertation narrows the research gaps discussed in section 1.2 

directed by the following main research question: “How can the extant knowledge 

in the international sustainable entrepreneurship literature and an empirical 

investigation help us to understand changes to international social ventures’ 

business models during internationalization?” 

This question is further explored in three sub-questions: 

i. What key research themes, gaps, and directions can be identified at 

the intersection of international entrepreneurship and 

sustainability literature? 

ii. What underlying intellectual knowledge structure and research 

directions can be identified at the intersection of 

internationalization and sustainability literature? 
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iii. How do the business models of international social ventures change 

during internationalization? 

The dissertation includes three essays that address the specific sub-questions. 

Essay 1 focuses on the first, evaluating the current research status of ISuE and 

identifying research opportunities for future studies. The essay conducts (a) a 

systematic review of the internationalization of sustainable ventures, (b) aims to 

identify different research themes, (c) assesses the research progress, and (d) 

offers guidelines for future research from theoretical, methodological, and 

contextual perspectives. 

Essay 2 addresses the second sub-question by conducting a thorough bibliometric 

analysis of existing literature concerning the intersection of internationalization 

and sustainability and by building an integrated framework for future ISuE 

research. This approach considers economic, environmental, and social 

dimensions of sustainability. The study intends to establish future research 

directions in the intersection of internationalization and sustainability. 

Essay 3 addresses the third sub-question. Essay 3 empirically addresses research 

gaps identified in the literature reviews conducted in Essays 1 and 2 with regard to 

the need to enhance understanding of the change of business model dimension 

during internationalization. Building on that understanding can help ISoVs release 

their full potential to provide sustainable value. This essay will advance as a result 

of a better understanding of the internationalization approach of SoVs from the 

business model change perspective. Essay 3 discusses the theoretical approach to 

internationalizing BMs of ISoVs, enterprises engaged in international expansion 

and social entrepreneurship. In addition, in the context of businesses that are 

internationalizing, this study develops a theoretical approach to BMs of 

internationalizing enterprises and BMs of SoV corporations. This study also 

discusses how the BMs of SoVs evolve and the factors that drive that evolution. 

The systematic review (Essay 1) and multidimensional scaling (MDS) bibliometric 

analysis (Essay 2) offer crucial aids to comprehending the evolution of business 

models in international social ventures and their impact on the process of 

internationalization (Essay 3). Both Essays 1 and 2 are literature reviews; however, 

they differ in their purposes while providing complementary value for this 

dissertation. Essay 1 analyzes the literature based on a systematic review of the 

articles, including their content. In contrast, Essay 2 is based on a co-citation 

analysis that reveals the underlying intellectual structures of the literature domain. 

The bibliometric analysis (Essay 2) additionally provides valuable theoretical 

building blocks that are useful for comprehending the evolution of business 
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models in international social ventures, which is investigated in the last essay 

(Essay 3). 

First, it is important to conduct a systematic review to comprehensively analyze 

and synthesize the existing body of literature related to ISuE (Adams et al., 2016; 

Terjesen et al., 2016; Klewitz and Hansen, 2014). The use of this particular method 

guarantees an impartial analysis of the existing literature, contributing to the 

development of a strong foundation for study (Tranfield et al., 2003). A methodical 

examination of studies permits scholars to identify shortcomings, inconsistencies, 

and the emergence of themes within the body of literature. Doing so will identify 

relevant research gaps that are addressed in the empirical study (Essay 3), 

particularly with regard to the business model dimensions of ISoVs. 

Secondly, the use of MDS modeling in a bibliometric analytical study enhances the 

review process by providing a quantitative and visual dimension (Foroud et al., 

2021; Carroll, 1998). Multidimensional scaling is a robust analytical instrument 

employed by researchers to successfully represent and illustrate the 

interconnections among various research publications, mostly relying on citation 

patterns or similarities in content (Carroll, 1998; Börner et al., 2003; Foroud et al., 

2021; Chabowski et al., 2011 and 2022). This modeling technique helps to uncover 

the intellectual structure of a research field, highlighting clusters of related studies 

and their interconnections. Employing MDS enables researchers to identify the 

most influential works, key research themes, and the evolution of ideas over time. 

The process will identify research themes that have been investigated scarily in the 

extant literature, such as the understanding of internationalization of ISoVs and 

useful theoretical building blocks. 

Third, equipped with the identified research gap of the need to study the ISoVs and 

particularly the change of business model dimensions in the ISoVs, we set out to 

study this phenomenon (essay 3). This essay identifies empirically the business 

model dimensions and studies their change during internationalization as well as 

the associated triggers of this change. 
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Note: Sub-RQ refers to sub-research questions; 1,2, and 3 refer to papers 1,2, and 3 in this dissertation; ISuE 

denotes international sustainable entrepreneurship; SuE denotes to sustainable entrepreneurship; ISoV 

denotes to international social ventures; BM denotes to business model. 

Figure 1. The research framework and relationships between each essay 
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1.4 Positioning of the study and intended contributions 

This research aims to contribute to the fields of social ventures, sustainability, and 

international entrepreneurship. Figure 2 shows how this dissertation is positioned 

at the intersection of three major literature streams. 

By focusing on ISoVs, the study establishes their mission-driven nature, 

emphasizing the ISoVs’ primary objective of creating positive social and 

environmental impacts on a global scale. First, this dissertation investigates the 

extant literature at the interface of IE and sustainability through a systematic 

literature review, identifying research streams, assessing progress, and offering 

guidelines for future research in Essay 1. This positioning is at the intersection of 

IE and sustainability. The investigation revolves around three contextual concepts: 

international, cross-cultural, and international and cross-cultural. For instance, 

Kropp et al. (2008) have highlighted the significance of cross-cultural 

competencies in IE. Essay 1 contributes to the literature by revealing the key 

research themes at the intersection of IE and sustainability. Moreover, it intends 

to identify research gaps and propose directions for future research in this domain. 

Second, this dissertation conducts a bibliometric analysis of the interface between 

internationalization and sustainability in essay two. Thus, this essay is positioned 

at the intersection of international entrepreneurship, sustainability, and SoVs. The 

essay intends to contribute to the literature by revealing the intellectual knowledge 

structures in the internationalization and sustainability literature domain. This 

dissertation highlights that internationalization and sustainability research has 

not been extensively explored in leading business and marketing journals. 

Essay 3 focuses on understanding the internationalization of SoVs from a BM 

change perspective, discussing the evolution of BMs in internationalizing 

enterprises. The essay can be positioned at the intersection of international 

entrepreneurship and SoVs. This essay investigates theoretical approaches to 

business models, with a particular focus on understanding the triggers that lead 

SoVs to change their BMs during internationalization. By examining these aspects, 

the research aims to provide evidence-based recommendations that will empower 

SoVs to thrive internationally and create lasting positive change. In addition, this 

dissertation delves into the challenges and potential frictions that may arise due to 

cultural variations and how SoVs adapt their BMs to embrace diversity and foster 

cultural sensitivity. 
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Figure 2. Research focus in the dissertation 

The intended contribution of Essay 3 lies in the understanding of the 

internationalization of SoVs through a BM change perspective. This dissertation 

intends to extend the understanding of how SoVs adapt their BMs to operate in 

diverse global contexts. This dissertation seeks to shed light on the complexities 

and nuances of the internationalization process of SoVs by exploring key themes 

related to addressing international and cross-cultural challenges and aligning 

SoVs’ social missions with the demands of international markets. The real-world 

case studies examined here provide valuable insights into the factors influencing 

changes in the business models of internationalizing SoVs. Scholars, including 

Phillips et al. (2015), Macke et al. (2018), and Gupta et al. (2020), have noted that 

the field of social ventures is still evolving and requires more systematic research 

to advance both theoretical understanding and practical applications. This study 

addresses this need by thoroughly examining the international dimensions of 

SoVs, thereby contributing to the maturation of the field of ISoVs. 

This dissertation contributes to both theoretical and practical domains while 

prioritizing ethical considerations as a fundamental component of the research 

process. It has been represented and conducted with a profound estimation for 

diversity, encompassing gender, ethnic group, culture, religion, administrative 

differences, and social status. The confidentiality of interviewees’ information is 

rigorously maintained, with informed consent obtained prior to utilizing interview 

scripts for further analysis. Furthermore, all referenced materials are properly 

cited in accordance with copyright requirements. The research adheres to the 

principles and guidelines outlined in the EU Code of Ethics for Socio-Economic 

Research. 
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1.5 Definitions of key concepts 

This dissertation incorporates several key concepts, namely sustainability, 

sustainable entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship, international 

entrepreneurship, internationalization, international social entrepreneurship, 

international social ventures, business model, and sustainable business model. 

Table 1 provides a concise overview of the definitions associated with key concepts. 

Table 1. Definition of key concepts 

Key concepts Descriptions 

Sustainability “achieving success today without compromising the needs of 

the future” (Boudreau and Ramstad et al. 2005, p. 129). 

Sustainable 

entrepreneurship 

“Sustainable entrepreneurship is in essence the realization of 
sustainability innovations aimed at the mass market and 
providing benefit to the larger part of society.” (Schaltegger and 
Wagner, 2011, p. 225) 

Social 

entrepreneurship 

“innovative, social value-creating activity that can occur within 

or across the nonprofit, business, or government sectors.” 
(Austin et al., 2006, p. 2). 

International 

entrepreneurship 

“…a combination of innovative, proactive, and risk-seeking 

behavior that crosses national borders and is intended to create 

value in organizations” (McDougall and Oviatt, 2000, p. 903). 

Internationalization “…internationalization of the firms is a process in which the 

firms gradually increase their international involvement…This 

holds for the two directions of internationalization we 

distinguish: increasing involvement of the firm in the individual 

foreign country, and successive establishment of operations in 

new countries.” (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977, p. 23). 

International social 

entrepreneurship 

“At the firm level, social entrepreneurship suggests that IE 
opportunity recognition, formation, evaluation, and 
exploitation should also encompass social issues on a global 
scale, and this would entail both economic and social 
cost/benefit analysis.” (Zahra et al., 2014, p. 139) 

International social 

ventures 

“These ventures are also international in scope; are 
entrepreneurial in their orientation to financial, social, and 
environmental opportunities; and exhibit a greater balance of 
earned versus contributed income—which differentiates them 
from nonprofits.” (Zahra et al., 2014, p.139) 

Business model “describes the design or architecture of the value creation, 

delivery, and capture mechanisms it employs” (Teece, 2010, p. 

172). 
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Key concepts Descriptions 

Sustainable 

business model 

“a sustainable business model aligns interests of all stakeholder 
groups, and explicitly considers the environment and society as 
key stakeholders.” (Bocken et al., 2014, 44) 

1.6 Research process 

Research is a structured inquiry process guided by established methodologies and 

standards aimed at generating novel knowledge within a specific discipline. 

Consequently, it involves various stages and activities. The research process of the 

thesis is illustrated in Figure 3. It comprises four main stages and their associated 

tasks: ideation and refinement, design and investigation, essay development, and 

thesis development. 

First, during the ideation and refinement stage, a literature review cultivates a 

foundational understanding of the ISoVs paradigm and the essence of SuE. This 

comprehension enabled the identification of initial gaps in the existing literature 

and the formulation of relevant research inquiries. These gaps and queries 

underwent further refinement through continued literature review and 

exploration of contextual and theoretical frameworks examined in previous 

studies. Consequently, ISoVs were established as the focal context for SoVs, with 

Finland identified as the geographical context for this thesis. 

Second, to address the identified gaps leading to the formulation of the first and 

second essays, the design and investigation stage commenced with a systematic 

exploration and evaluation of literature based on predefined search strategies and 

assessment criteria. This initial phase was refined through an iterative process 

involving the expansion of search parameters, inclusion of additional keywords 

and combinations, and modification of inclusion/exclusion criteria for literature 

evaluation. Concurrently, survey instruments such as questionnaires were 

developed to address the third research gap through empirical investigations 

involving international social ventures in Finland. Those instruments were 

iteratively refined through pretesting before their implementation in the final 

surveys. 

Third, the collected data from the empirical examinations were then analyzed and 

corresponding articles were developed. Simultaneously, the article related to the 

systematic literature review concerning the sources and categories of ISuE was 

developed. Fourth, the research process concluded with the development, revision, 

and finalization of this thesis. 
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Figure 3. The research processes 
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1.7 Structure of the dissertation 

This dissertation is divided into two sections. Part 1 offers an introduction and 

overview, while Part 2 contains the actual dissertation essays. Part 1 comprises five 

chapters. The opening chapter, Introduction, begins with a brief exploration of the 

study background. 

The second chapter, Theoretical Background, provides a comprehensive 

exploration of the dissertation’s theoretical framework and offers an overview of 

pertinent existing studies. The primary aim of this chapter is to examine the 

research status of relevant topics and provide an evaluation of the fundamental 

research premises supporting the three essays in this dissertation. The literature 

review is structured into several sections, including ISoVs, global impact on 

internationalization of SoVs, SoVs and sustainability, ISuE, scalability and 

sustainability, triple bottom line (TBL) and SoV, BM change, and 

internationalization of SoVs. 

The third chapter, Methodology, outlines the methods used to conduct the study 

and provides a more thorough explanation of the theoretical foundations of the 

research. The chapter begins with a comparative examination of several 

methodological ideologies and presents a rationale for selecting critical realism as 

the research paradigm. There follows a detailed justification of the utilization of a 

qualitative research approach. Next, the abductive methodology applied is 

outlined. The chapter ends with an exposition of the study design, empirical 

samples, and analysis. 

The fourth chapter, Summary of Essays, provides an overview of each of the 

dissertation essays. The previously mentioned parts incorporate an examination 

of the scholarly context, the research methodologies used, the outcomes, and the 

respective contributions of each academic essay. 

The fifth chapter, Conclusion and Discussion, is the apex of the dissertation’s 

initial segment. It starts by providing an overview of the key findings derived from 

the three publications. It then proceeds to elucidate the research’s theoretical and 

managerial contributions. Finally, the chapter analyzes the study’s limitations and 

proposes prospective directions for future research work. 
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2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

This dissertation stands at the intersection of the current fields of research on 

sustainability, SoVs, and entrepreneurial internationalization. The chapter starts 

by reviewing prior research, with a specific emphasis on the definitions of 

sustainability and its fundamental attributes. The provided definitions play a 

fundamental role in the subsequent discussions, which are divided into three 

segments: sustainability and international entrepreneurship, the 

internationalization of social entrepreneurship, and business model and social 

entrepreneurship. Furthermore, a comprehensive examination of existing 

scholarly works associated with the field of ISuE and social ventures in the context 

of international business is undertaken in order to emphasize the essential 

importance of ISoVs and augment theoretical understanding within the domain of 

ISoVs. 

2.1 Sustainability and International Entrepreneurship 

2.1.1 Sustainability 

Sustainability research means more to the years that follow, as it adopts a holistic 

approach to solving critical issues facing the world in terms of environmental 

degradation, social inequality, and economic instability (Hopwood et al., 2005). 

Over the last couple of decades, sustainability has become a prominent concept 

among individuals, a business entity, and a policy maker, among other players, 

given its foundational principle to secure not only the present but also the future 

generation’s potential to serve their needs (Ekins et al., 2008). This section takes 

a meticulous view of this rather complex concept of sustainability, cutting through 

its historical use, the examination of the core principles, and the clarification of its 

implications across sectors of society. 

The inception of the modern concept of sustainability is quite often said to have 

begun with the seminal publication Our Common Future, published in 1987 by the 

World Commission on Environment and Development. Commonly referred to as 

the Brundtland Report, the publication advanced a simple concept of 

sustainability—consisting of social, economic, and environmental—based on the 

fundamental argument that the three are interdependent (Olawumi and Chan, 

2018). This definition suggests that sustainability needs to be considered more 

generally than in terms of the environment; instead, it is part of society and the 

economy. In contrast, Table 2 offers a long list of definitions of sustainability, 



22 

which indicates the very many dimensions this notion has within the spheres of 

the environment, society, and the economy. 

Table 2. Definitions of sustainability 

Reference Definition 

Boudreau et 

al. 2005, p. 

129 

“achieving success today without compromising the needs of the 

future.” 

McMichael et 

al., 2003, p. 

1919 

“Sustainability means transforming our ways of living to maximize 

the chances that environmental and social conditions will 

indefinitely support human security, well-being, and health.” 

Ehrenfeld, 

2005, p. 24 

“I define sustainability as the possibility that all forms of life will 

flourish forever.” 

Dyllick and 

Hockerts, 

2002, p. 131 

Corporate sustainability is “defined as meeting the needs of a firm’s 

direct and indirect stakeholders (such as shareholders, employees, 

clients, pressure groups, communities, etc.) without compromising 

its ability to meet the needs of future stakeholders as well.” 

The unprecedented changes in the environment and the discrepancies in the levels 

of socioeconomic conditions that characterize the recent past mean that 

sustainability issues must be given attention (Agyeman et al., 2003; Truffer and 

Coenen, 2012; Loorbach et al., 2017). It is becoming clear that the environmental 

balance of this planet is under threat as significant environmental challenges, such 

as climate change, biodiversity loss, and depletion of resources (McMichael, 1993; 

Campbell et al., 2017) occur in parallel with the socioeconomic challenges 

impacting a large portion of the global population. Those challenges include 

poverty, inequality, and lack of access to the education and healthcare sectors 

(Peters et al., 2008). Naturally, given the gravity of the situation, most control 

institutions of the world, including governments, organizations, societies, and 

individuals, have begun to incorporate sustainability as a significant and 

overarching principle in their decision-making, planning, and practice. 

In a business context, sustainability has graduated from being a marginal concern 

to one that is mainstream and imperative. Most companies increasingly realize 

that adopting sustainable business practices brings benefits not only to the welfare 

of the environment and society but also to the long-term commercial resilience and 

competitiveness of the companies themselves (Eccles et al., 2014). Sustainable 

entrepreneurship practice embraces a wide variety of actions by companies to 

reduce carbon emissions, promote ethical supplier chains, cultivate diversity and 
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inclusion, and amalgamate circular economy concepts (Murray et al., 2017; Patil 

et al., 2021). 

The concept of the circular economy has attracted a lot of interest as a feasible and 

sustainable model for business operations (Geissdoerfer et al., 2017, 2020). In 

contrast to the typical linear model of the economy, which is said to rely on a “take-

make-dispose” model, it offers the regenerative and restorative use of resources 

(Sreekumar et al., 2024; Merli et al., 2018). The objective is to reduce waste, 

prolong the life of a product, and encourage its recycling and reuse as much as 

possible, with the tenets of environmental sustainability. The finance sector is 

extremely influenced by sustainability, and that is reflected in this sensibility by 

the inclusion of environmental, social, and governance (ESG) criteria in 

investment decisions (Sciarelli et al., 2021). There is a growing understanding that 

firms with robust ESG performance develop more resilience against both 

environmental and social liability, and further, they perform better financially over 

the long term (Sciarelli et al., 2021; Clementino et al., 2021). This recognition has 

been the motivation for a very important further increase in the field of sustainable 

investments, in that assets managed by sustainable funds have remarkably 

increased in the last years, according to a 2020 report of the Global Sustainable 

Investment Alliance. The three-pillar conceptualization of sustainability further 

underscores the importance of integrating these aspects into business models, 

thereby reinforcing the relevance of the circular economy and ESG criteria in 

fostering long-term resilience and financial performance (Schaltegger and 

Wagner, 2011). 

The three-pillar conceptualization of sustainability: environmental, social, and 

economic (Purvis et al. 2019), also known as the triple bottom line (TBL) 

(Elkington and Rowlands, 1999). The concept of environmental sustainability is 

centered around the protection and preservation of the health of an ecosystem, the 

preservation of biodiversity, and the attempt to minimize the adverse influences 

that are caused by the actions of humankind toward natural systems of the world 

(Hansmann et al., 2012; Purvis et al., 2019). The concept of social sustainability 

encompasses the focus on the notions regarding equality, justice, and quality of life 

and aims to keep a balanced division of society’s benefits and costs (Eizenberg and 

Jabareen, 2017). Economic sustainability means the setting up of frameworks that 

guarantee constant economic growth in the end without exceeding the capacity of 

ecological systems, without harming the welfare of society, or both (Lorek et al., 

2014; Spangenberg, J. H., 2005). 

The concept of sustainability has only recently become an object of inquiry in every 

discipline in the academy, from environmental sciences to economics and 
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sociology. The pursuit of a sustainable future drives scholars to begin addressing 

natural systems, social structures, and economic processes in an interconnected 

way, interpreting relations and building strategies for a sustainable world (Yarime 

et al., 2012). 

2.1.2 Sustainable entrepreneurship 

Sustainable entrepreneurship (SuE) has become the most dominant factor in the 

current business and innovation climate as it promises to marry economic 

expansion and an eco-friendly and socially responsible economy (Rahdari et al. 

2016). The recently observed change in entrepreneurial behavior can be regarded 

as a paradigm shift indicating the increased realization of the need for corporations 

to add value to society and, at the same time, ensure the environment’s long-term 

sustainability. SuE (otherwise known as green entrepreneurship or social 

entrepreneurship, see Terán-Yépez et al. 2020) rejects traditional profit-seeking 

goals and adopts a holistic perspective that includes the triple bottom line— 

individuals, the environment, and finances (Elkington, 1998). The TBL is the core 

and integrates the notion of SuE. This perspective holds that firms must include 

social and environmental added value when evaluating their success not merely 

financial profits. As discussed above, the TBL is the fusion of profit-related 

activities, social responsibility, and environmental conservation. It is; therefore, 

the corporate scene where financial success is closely knitted with morals. It has 

since become a foundation of what is often conceived of as the three pillars of 

sustainability, that is, environment, social, and economic (Purvis et al., 2019). The 

three are, therefore, essential determinants of SuE. 

The concept under consideration is not only a collection of discrete actions but 

rather a cognitive framework that influences every facet of entrepreneurial 

activities. Table 3 provides a comprehensive overview of SuE definitions and 

accompanying examples, illustrating the multifaceted nature of ventures that 

integrate economic viability with environmental and social responsibility. 

Table 3. Definitions of sustainable entrepreneurship 

Reference Definition 

Shepherd and 

Patzelt, 2011, 

p. 137 

“preservation of nature, life support, and community in the 

pursuit of perceived opportunities to bring into existence future 

products, processes, and services for gain, where gain is broadly 

construed to include economic and non-economic gains to 

individuals, the economy, and society.” 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/bse.2000?casa_token=pAN2eLpPFgcAAAAA%3A92ygLlwXR1LLFHI97qyExQu6ZNTKQ764K29jzTsOW3cqALLRq8RKPiIqCE6byVXoojHQKWq4hjwhyDI#bse2000-bib-0110


25 

Reference Definition 

Dean and 

McMullen, 

2007, p. 58 

“the process of discovering, evaluating, and exploiting economic 

opportunities that are present in market failures which detract 

from sustainability, including those that are environmentally 

relevant.” 

Dyllick and 

Hockerts, 

2002, p. 131 

Corporate sustainability is “defined as meeting the needs of a 

firm’s direct and indirect stakeholders (such as shareholders, 

employees, clients, pressure groups, communities, etc.) without 

compromising its ability to meet the needs of future stakeholders 

as well.” 

The wide definition of SuE has intrapreneurs as a significant subset of sustainable 

entrepreneurs. Intrapreneurs are employees in an organization who significantly 

contribute to transforming and shaping the environment and the business growth 

trajectory of the firm (Schaltegger and Wagner, 2011). SuE is a multifaceted 

concept that aims to align economic activity with social and environmental issues. 

Central to the many dimensions of SuE is the commitment to ensuring 

environmental sustainability. Increasingly, entrepreneurs have recognized their 

ecological impact and the need to offset those costs by implementing strategies to 

curtail resource depletion, reduce waste production, and mitigate negative 

emissions (Dean and McMullen, 2007; Veleva, 2021). While such actions are 

tenets of sustainability in that they involve the prudent use of natural resources 

and their preservation for the benefit of current and future generations (WCED, 

1987), the facilitators of SuE have included such strategies as the first line of 

defense in maintaining environmental quality. For instance, green product design 

and manufacturing have become the key strategies that have defined the scope of 

SuE (Schaltegger and Wagner, 2011; Rosen and Kishawy, 2012). Global brands 

have committed to adding environmentally safe features to their products. A prime 

example would be clothing brand Patagonia, which has reinforced its 

commitment to environmental stewardship and embedded sustainability into its 

core business strategy. This example proves that profitability and environmental 

accountability are not mutually exclusive (Zucchella and Urban, 2014). 

It is important to remember that SuE is more than handling environmental issues; 

the concept assumes social responsibility (Rahdari et al., 2016; Hall et al., 2010). 

The latter envisages involvement in events to spur affluence among people, 

advocacy of fair labor, and the diminish of socioeconomic gaps (Wilson and Post, 

2013). The concept of socially responsible entrepreneurism is aimed at 

implementing a positive impact on society through the promotion of inclusive 

company practices (Székely and Knirsch, 2005). The engagement of microfinance 

institutions, such as Grameen Bank in Bangladesh, is the manifestation of what 
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entrepreneurism can do to spur social uplift (Kumar et al., 2013). Grameen Bank 

pioneered the strategy of offering financial services to people alienated from the 

market economy. It has succeeded in nurturing small and medium enterprises to 

support the ideas and hence break the vicious circle of poverty. 

In a nutshell, while environmental and social factors play a major role in the two 

dimensions of sustainable business, economic viability has to be maintained first 

and foremost. In other words, one must maintain economic viability to ensure the 

long-term viability and long-lasting positive benefits of SuE. Strategic planning 

and creative thinking are the only ways through which businesses can keep a 

balance between financial profitability and ethical business. As Eccles and 

Serafeim (2013) found, companies that prioritize sustainability achieve better 

financial performance over the long term compared to their peers. It suggests the 

fact that sustainability is not an ethical issue but a strategic issue in the context of 

a competitive corporate sector. 

In the province of SuE, innovation is a powerful driver of change. Entrepreneurs 

are supposed to distinguish such innovative solutions with their answers not only 

to the demand of the market but also to pressing environmental and social 

challenges. In such situations, innovation characterizes a proactively engaged 

social entrepreneurship moving toward devising sustainable business models that 

nurture economic feasibility and societal well-being. 

2.1.3 International entrepreneurship 

International entrepreneurship (IE) has attracted substantial interest over the last 

few years because of the globalization of businesses and the interdependency of 

the global economies. The term international entrepreneurship was first used in 

a short essay by Morrow in 1988 (Etemad, 2019). With the approach of seeing 

international entrepreneurship by Wright and Ricks (1994), Oviatt and McDougall 

(2005) research the new field of study as marked by those authors. Such a study 

comprises comparative research on entrepreneurship behavior in countries and 

cultures and the study of the organization in the context of extending 

entrepreneurially across national borders. Table 5 shows some examples of 

descriptions of IE. 
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Table 5. Definitions of International entrepreneurship 

Reference Definition 

McDougall 

and Oviatt, 

2000, p. 903 

“International entrepreneurship is a combination of innovative, 

proactive, and risk-seeking behavior that crosses national borders 

and is intended to create value in organizations.” 

Oviatt and 

McDougall, 

2005, p. 540 

“International entrepreneurship is the discovery, enactment, 

evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities—across national 

borders—to create future goods and services.” 

Zahra and 

George, 2017 

p. 262 

“the process of creatively discovering and exploiting opportunities 

that lie outside a firm’s domestic markets in the pursuit of 

competitive advantage.” 

The term IE signifies the systemic process of developing, enriching, and 

monitoring a new business that is international in dimension and comprises the 

identification and exploitation of opportunities globally (Onetti et al., 2012; Zahra 

and George, 2017). The definition of IE by Zahra and George (2017) aligns closely 

with my research on ISuE, as both fields emphasize the discovery and exploitation 

of opportunities beyond domestic markets. While Zahra and George focus on 

competitive advantage, my research extends this by integrating sustainability, 

which not only seeks economic gains but also prioritizes environmental and social 

impact. Thus, both perspectives highlight innovation and opportunity-seeking on 

a global scale, but my research incorporates sustainability as a core aspect of 

creating long-term value across borders. IE is of considerable importance in terms 

of promoting economic growth and elevating the scale of new ideas and 

employment generation. Scholars have researched various areas of this dynamic 

domain, which include the influences wielded by culture, institutional 

environments, and technology in determining international entrepreneurial 

conduct (Zahra and George, 2017; Terjesen et al., 2016; Ferreira et al., 2009). 

Culture plays a crucial role in the choices and strategies of entrepreneurs operating 

in international business (Dimitratos et al., 2012; Fletcher, 2004). McDougall and 

Oviatt (2000) reference the vital role of culture in how people perceive 

opportunities, rate the dangers, and make choices in relation to doing business. 

International business projects are more likely to succeed or fail on the basis of 

relevant cultural factors, such as language, social etiquette, and values. According 

to studies by Knight and Cavusgil (2004), cultural intelligence is one of the most 

important critical skills for entrepreneurs when acting internationally, as it 

provides the ability to adjust extemporaneously and engage effectively in culture. 



28 

So, for an entrepreneur, understanding the depth and width of business is one 

thing, but understanding the cultural difference that is a part by default of 

international business operations is another important factor. 

The institutional setting of a nation also influences its IE landscape (Welter and 

Smallbone, 2011). Institutions are the environmental substrates within which 

entrepreneurial activities exist; they encompass legal systems, regulatory 

frameworks, and government policies (Welter and Smallbone, 2011; Szyliowicz 

and Galvin, 2010). For instance, scholars have advanced the notion that the 

institutional setting of a country can either encourage or deter foreign 

entrepreneurial activities (Bowen et al., 2008; Peng, 2003). For instance, a 

transparent legal system and government policies supportive of IE can create a 

suitable environment for international entrepreneurs, reduce the uncertainties 

and risks usually associated with engaging in cross-border activities (Minniti, 

2008), and create a conducive environment for operating, thereby reducing the 

uncertainties and risks usually associated with cross-border activities. 

In addition, the fast pace of technology has drastically changed the face of IE. For 

example, the use of the Internet, digital communication, and electronic commerce 

has contributed significantly to the growth of entrepreneurial activities at the 

international level, and business operators are well capable of operating beyond 

national and geographical boundaries with great speed (Vadana et al., 2020; Amit 

and Zott, 2017; Oviatt and McDougall, 1997). Reuber and Fischer (2011) 

commented that the utilization of technology has reduced the cost of conducting 

foreign transactions as well as businesses are provided with the option to touch 

large masses and gain access to useful information sources as well. The process of 

digitization in international entrepreneurship has come with the formation of 

various types of businesses, for example, virtual organizations and e-commerce 

businesses, the formation of business that enables businesses to transcend beyond 

geographical barriers and develop their links with customers and business 

partners at an international level (Vadana et al., 2020). 

2.1.4 International sustainable entrepreneurship 

International sustainable entrepreneurship (ISuE) refers to entrepreneurial 

activities concerning economic growth but at the same time involve social and 

environmental duties within an international perspective (Zahra et al., 2014; 

Schaltegger and Wagner, 2011). Thus, ISuE is focused on the dual objectives of 

economic development and environmental protection at an international scale. 

The trends of risky global environmental degradation, climate change, and 

resource depletion have catalyzed actions for the adoption of business 
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sustainability (Purwandani and Michaud, 2021). Entrepreneurs operating on the 

international arena are better positioned to lead from the front by embedding 

sustainability into core business models while scaling across borders. 

The SDGs by the United Nations have given a pathway upon which entrepreneurs 

can design their operations and align with global sustainability objectives, 

especially in emerging markets (UN, 2015). These goals will enable entrepreneurs 

to achieve attraction of finance, improve reputation, and develop cross-border 

partnerships necessary for scaling their impact. The corollary to this outcome, 

however, is that entrepreneurs take the long view, manage across cultures, and 

constantly innovate so evolving standards for sustainability are met (Shepherd & 

Patzelt, 2011). One of the main challenges facing international sustainable 

entrepreneurs is a trade-off between profit-making with environmental and social 

goals, since many countries vary greatly in their regulatory standards, cultural 

expectations, and levels of market maturity (York & Venkataraman, 2010). This 

makes entrepreneurs navigate this grueling web of stakeholder demands-from 

customers seeking ethically produced goods to investors focusing on sustainable 

returns (Fischer et al., 2020). It gets even more complicated in overseas markets 

because their regulations are far from our own, with all sorts of varying swings in 

sustainability. But when entrepreneurs can integrate sustainability into their 

businesses, they open up new market opportunities, create innovative ideas, and 

develop competitive advantages to help them win in the marketplace (Cohen & 

Winn, 2007). 

2.2 Social entrepreneurship and internationalization of 

social ventures 

The strategic importance goes beyond the context of IE and ISoVs and is a highly 

relevant dimension in the internationalization of SoVs (Zahra et al., 2014; Desa, 

2012). This evidence is taken into consideration in the seminal ideas and 

definitions of the IE term, focusing these definitions on the linkages between IE 

and SoVs. The discussion moves forward to identify the patterns of 

internationalization and emphasizes the specific issues and opportunities that 

SoVs face on the international scale. Additionally, this study discusses the 

international perspective of social venture internationalization, putting the 

influence of global forces on the strategies and performance of social mission 

ventures in perspective. Given this strong influence, it is essential to learn how IE 

is directed to become the forerunner in propelling the cause of SoVs to a global 

platform. 
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2.2.1 Social entrepreneurship 

Social entrepreneurship (SoE) as a field has been growing in prominence as it 

offers a means to solve trends of societal problems. SoE is subsumed under SuE. 

It has been conceptualized as the creation of social value in the long run, 

maintaining environmental and economic sustainability. It is defined as an 

enterprise that blends an entrepreneurial logic with a strong commitment to 

change and sustainable development or with a potent will to achieve positive social 

outcomes and sustainable development. The idea of SoE transcends the 

mainstream business perspective to embrace the elevation of society and the 

surroundings in conjunction with economic considerations. SoE can be conceived 

of as “Social entrepreneurship encompasses the activities and processes 

undertaken to discover, define, and exploit opportunities in order to enhance 

social wealth by creating new ventures or managing existing organizations in an 

innovative manner” (Zahra et al., 2009). In other words, it is about “seeing 

possibilities and capitalizing on them.” 

The definition of IE by Zahra et al. (2009) is directly related to my research on 

ISuE and SoE, as both emphasize the discovery and exploitation of opportunities 

with the goal of enhancing social wealth. My research builds on this by focusing 

specifically on sustainability and social impact, where creating new ventures or 

managing existing ones innovatively goes beyond economic goals to address 

environmental and societal challenges. Similarly, Choi and Majumdar (2014) 

suggested SuE is an “essentially contested concept,” and this explains the ongoing 

difficulty of settling on a universal definition for SoVs. This assertion explains the 

continuous challenge in arriving at a universal understanding of SuE, which in turn 

gives meaning to a myriad of understandings of the term by different players and 

scholars (Saebi et al., 2019). This definition explains the continuous challenge in 

arriving at a universal understanding of SuE, which in turn gives meaning to a 

myriad of understandings of the term by different players and scholars. Table 4 

provides some illustrative definitions of SoVs along with various examples to grasp 

the variety of conceptual meanings in the field. 

Table 4. Definitions of social entrepreneurship 

Reference Definition 

Zahra et al., 

2009, p. 519 

“encompasses the activities and processes undertaken to 
discover, define, and exploit opportunities in order to enhance 
social wealth by creating new ventures or managing existing 
organizations in an innovative manner.” 

Haugh, H., 

2005, p. 3 

“In the terminology, ‘social’ relates to their aim of generating 

non-economic outcomes, and ‘enterprise’ is manifest in their 
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Reference Definition 

financial structure (they aim to be self-financing and independent 

and not reliant on donations and philanthropy), and their 

innovation in trading goods and services to bring new responses 

to unmet needs, and/or contracting to supply services on behalf 

of the state.” 

Pomerantz, 

M., 2003, p. 25 

“Social entrepreneurship can be defined as the development of 

innovative, mission-supporting, earned income, job creating or 

licensing, ventures undertaken by individual social entrepreneurs, 

nonprofit organizations, or nonprofits in association with for 

profits.” 

SoE is defined primarily by the application of an entrepreneurial mindset and 

creative strategies to make inroads into intractable social and environmental 

issues (Santos, 2012; Koe Hwee Nga and Shamuganathan, 2010). The age-old 

demarcation line between profit and purely philanthropic effort is no longer so 

clear-cut in this case, as its leading lights look to align entrepreneurial profitability 

with a dedication to social and environmental ends (Austin et al., 2006). The 

fusion of profit and purpose in unprecedented business trends signals a break from 

the past and the emergence of a different breed of entrepreneur―one who 

perceives business as a vehicle for changing the world for the better. 

The defining feature of SoE is the mission-related approach (Dees, 1998; Komatsu 

Cipriani et al., 2020). While normal entrepreneurial work is focused on profit 

maximization, social entrepreneurs are guided by a compelling vision in the 

accomplishment of certain social problems. Social entrepreneurs are those 

individuals with a visionary focus: creating systemic impact; they view the 

opportunity in terms of innovation and change, not an insurmountable status quo 

with respect to social and ecological problems (Phills et al., 2008). The mission-

related approach, therefore, provides the drive to generate solutions that are 

innovative and go beyond conventional means regarding dilemmas, providing a 

fresh outlook on age-old problems. 

The rise in SoVs raises the need for an appreciation of their ability to make critical 

changes, not only to serve acute social needs at the national but also the 

international border. As social entrepreneurs internationalize their ventures, they 

cope with different cultural, economic, and regulatory settings to develop societal 

value abroad (Mair and Marti, 2006). ISoVs express their commitment to 

international and cross-border positive changes with a view to pointing out the 
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intricate interplay of global social and environmental problems and opportunities. 

To date, this dissertation tries to lay the groundwork for an elaborate investigation 

of international social entrepreneurship in its larger set of SuE. This study 

investigates the key characteristics, challenges, and major social and 

environmental impacts of the area. 

2.2.2 Internationalization and social ventures 

The commonality shared between IE and entrepreneurship of social good is a 

desire to fix the world’s most challenging issues with innovative business models. 

McDougall and Oviatt (2000) proposed defining IE as the discovery and utilization 

of entrepreneurial opportunities outside national borders. SoE, on the other hand, 

has been defined more in terms of social responsibility or social change, where one 

is trying to help people or the world through the invention of a regular business 

model. The increased acceptance that several social and monetary advantages are 

attributable to SoE has been noted by the academic community as being a recently 

interesting topic in terms of international social and economic phenomena (Zahra 

et al., 2008; Dacin et al., 2010; Mair and Marti, 2006). Importantly, in reality, 

several social enterprises are located in developed nations. They involve the 

creation of novel economic organizations that serve fundamental human needs 

(Seelos and Mair, 2005). For instance, such organizations have developed low-

priced cataract surgery for the treatment of blindness or have installed water and 

sanitation systems in poor local community land (Elkington and Hartigan, 2008). 

The international social entrepreneurship (ISoE) is one of the most vital and 

rapidly changing research area and focuses around the integration of the research 

streams of entrepreneurship, social impact, and internationalization. The reasons 

for the difficulty in understanding and defining ISoE reflect the range of problems 

concerned with addressing global social issues related to changes in demographic 

patterns, the liberalization of national economies and markets, problems within 

institutions and governments, and technology shifts (Zahra et al., 2014; McMullen, 

2011; Zahra et al., 2008). The ISoE incorporates an international focus and are 

concerned not only with matters of economic prosperity but also with the 

promotion of positive social change at an international level. Scientific evidence 

indicates that the more orthodox boundaries between profit-seeking activities and 

social impact are more blurred in the ISoE research. The situation has led to a 

stronger reliance on firms acting as agents of positive change with regard to 

current international issues (Zahra et al., 2000; 2008). 

International businesses operate in environments typified by high market 

potential, as they can gain access to significant resources and clients not only from 
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their homeland but from other countries as well (Cleveland et al., 2011; Singh et 

al., 2012). Conversely, the rate of economic and social issues dramatically increases 

and hence must be catered to by global stakeholders. In this scenario, SoE has been 

formulated as one of the most crucial trends of the economy, as it generates both 

social and economic value (Santos, 2012; Dacin et al., 2010; Mair and Marti, 

2006). An inherent feature of ISoV is that the same emphasizes addressing 

complex social and environmental issues by way of novel business methods and 

sustainable models. SuE is considered a tool for economic and social development 

at a global scale and as an emerging model of economy based on the consideration 

of the economic, social, and environmental needs of communities (Short et al., 

2009; Zahra et al., 2008). Social entrepreneurs are connected globally and 

systemically address social issues while at the same time contributing to a 

sustainable economy (Dees, 2007; Short et al., 2009). The problems that social 

entrepreneurs address have implications for global business opportunities (Bruton 

et al., 2013). 

Desa (2012) has widely stated that the SoE concept has been used in national 

contexts and is subject to a variety of definitions, from the limited to the wide-

ranging. Examples can be observed in third-sector nonprofit ventures in social 

services in Germany, France, Belgium, and Ireland; worker co-operatives like child 

and healthcare sectors in Nordic countries (Defourny and Nyssens, 2010; 

Defourny and Pestoff, 2014); multi-stakeholder work integration programs 

throughout Spain, Italy, and Portugal (Borzaga and Spear, 2004); a wide variety 

of organizational types in the USA, including nonprofit organizations with earned-

income activities as well as profit companies with a social purpose (Short et al., 

2009). Furthermore, a great deal more variety can be noted, such as non-

governmental organizations having relatively limited earned-income compared to 

for-profit start-up ventures with a social mission operating in Latin America, Asia, 

or Africa, for example (Austin et al., 2006; Seelos and Mair, 2005). 

In its very quest to be a matter of IE, the global presence of SoV lays vulnerable to 

being read between the lines as it explicates internationalization strategies and 

offers insights into how a presence can be forged in a foreign market (Zahra, 

2008). Although the approach of internationalization has been extensively 

researched in the last few decades (Ruzzier et al., 2006; Madsen and Servais, 

2017), and much is known about how SoV developes, very little is known about the 

internationalization of SoVs. This area, or gap, is relatively less researched (Haugh, 

2005; Short et al., 2009; Dacin et al., 2010). Very little theoretical and empirical 

research has been undertaken with respect to elucidating and predicting the 

concept of SoVs; in fact, current research in this area is mostly descriptive (Roper 

and Cheeny, 2005; Mair and Noboa, 2003). 
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Indeed, the selected entry mode can impact internationalization of SoVs 

International sustainable entrepreneurship. The prevailing entry mode in SoVs is 

the mutual partnership contractual form in the SoV sample (Murthy et al., 2021). 

Although partnerships and joint ventures mean shared control and increased risks 

of information leakage (Hill et al., 1990; Erramilli and Rao, 1993; Beamish and 

Lupton, 2009), these aspects seem to be of reduced importance. Moreover, the 

scarce resources typical in small companies (Mathews and Zanders, 2007; Knight 

and Cavusgil, 2004) mean it often forces the company to enter joint agreements 

with its external partners. Local partners, through an increased amount of market 

information, minimize the risks and the possibility of costly mistakes while 

undertaking social entrepreneurship. As in most cases, the social enterprise must 

remain in an emerging economy, and the institutionalist systems can be 

particularly challenging (Sakarya et al., 2007; Bruton et al., 2013); cooperation 

agreements with local actors are particularly beneficial (Brouthers and Nakos, 

2004; Bodin, 2017). That may have affected the entry mode selected and may be 

an essential driver behind the relatively convergent entry mode. 

The need to adapt to local conditions and leverage local knowledge is a driver of 

the observed convergent entry mode in many social enterprises. More importantly, 

strategic international expansion is often vital for the business model of SoVs but 

is largely influenced by the choice of entry modes (Reuter, 2022; Seelos and Mair, 

2007; Luo and Tung, 2007). The choice of entry modes for international markets 

is often driven by the social ventures’ attempt to blend profit motives with social 

impact goals. The peculiar priorities and resource-constraint underpinnings of 

business models of social ventures—for-profit, not-for-profit, or hybrid—tend to 

primarily have informed their entry strategies (Alberti et al., 2017). For example, 

where the social ventures are for-profit, they may need quick entry into markets 

for quick revenue generation. Therefore, in large part, exporting and licensing are 

largely preferred because of the low initial investment and reduced risk associated 

with them (Bocken, 2016). These modes are quicker and less costly in entering 

markets while at the same time maintaining the flexibility for adjusting social 

impact goals. 

2.3 Business model and social entrepreneurship 

International business has changed dramatically, having become internationalized 

by social business, which unites a social impact mission with business targets. 

Firms that internationalize their business beyond national borders must adapt 

their models to become congruent with the specificities of the markets, legal 

systems, and cultures in which they operate. These facts highlight the necessity of 
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having thorough multilevel knowledge of the interactions between social 

responsibility and economic sustainability. In this context, most scholars have 

argued that scaling is easy when the target—that is, the social business model—has 

a reliable and proven core (Dees et al., 2004; Perrini et al., 2010; Klang et al., 

2014). The interrelatedness promotes the building of a business model as part of 

the ISoE. 

2.3.1 Business model 

The concept of a business model (BM) is central to the way organizations create, 

deliver, and capture value in the market economy (Teece and Linden, 2017). 

Business models represent the plan for an enterprise, demonstrating how it 

operates, earns revenue, and remains sustainable in the long run. Both scholars 

and practitioners have explored their numerous dimensions, whereby it has been 

acknowledged that BMs are central to determining the success or failure of any 

business operating in different sectors of an economy. As Teece (2010) puts it, a 

BM is a description of the company’s activities: how it chooses its resource 

architecture, activities, and partnerships in the network, services, and products it 

offers, and more importantly, how it interacts with its customers in delivering and 

offering value. One draws from this definition the dynamic and multifaceted 

character of BMs, particularly their adaptability to changes in market conditions 

and technological developments. 

However, the absence of a single, unified definition of the term BM makes defining 

it and its components problematic. The BM term might be used interchangeably 

with the term’s strategy, business concept, revenue model, or economic model 

(Morris et al., 2005). Stewart and Zhao (2000) define the model as “a statement 

of how a firm will make money and sustain its profit stream over time.” In its most 

elementary sense, the BM is posited relative to the firm’s economic model, derived 

from the profit logic concept, the most important decision variables encompassing 

the revenue sources, price setting methods, cost structures, margins, a potential 

break-even volumes level for an unlimited period (Morris et al., 2005). Table 6 

shows some definitions of business models. 

Table 6. Definitions of Business model 

Reference Definition 

Chesbrough 

and 

“The business model provides a coherent framework that takes 

technological characteristics and potentials as inputs and converts 

them through customers and markets into economic inputs. The 
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Reference Definition 

Rosenbloom, 

2002, p. 532 

business model is thus conceived as a focusing device that mediates 

between technology development and economic value creation.” 

Onetti et al., 

2012, p. 339 

Successful execution of the “locus,” “modus,” and “focus” 

dimensions necessitates a robust business model that supports the 

comprehensive set of decisions governing the geographical 

positioning, local integration, relationships with other entities, 

organizational boundaries, and strategic concentration of efforts on 

core activities within a company’s business activities. 

Morris et al., 

2005, p. 727 

“A business model is a concise representation of how an interrelated 

set of decision variables in the areas of venture strategy, 

architecture, and economics are addressed to create sustain- able 

competitive advantage in defined markets.” 

Shafer et al., 

2005, p. 202 

“We define a business model as a representation of a firm’s 

underlying core logic and strategic choices for creating and capturing 

value within a value network.” 

Teece, 2010, 

p. 179 

“A business model describes the design or architecture of the 
value creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms employed.” 

The definition of a business model by Onetti et al. (2012) is highly relevant to my 

research on BM changes in ISoVs, as it emphasizes the need for a robust 

framework to guide decisions related to geographical positioning, integration, and 

relationships. In the context of SoVs, these decisions must balance the pursuit of 

social impact with operational efficiency across different markets. My research 

explores how these ventures adapt and evolve their BMs to maintain focus on core 

activities while ensuring that their social missions are effectively integrated into 

diverse international contexts. Teece (2010) pointed out that BMs have been 

inseparably related to business and economic activities for a considerable time. It 

was not, however, until the expansion of the Internet from about the late mid-

1990s that business models became so prevalent. The BM is introduced as the 

process of creating value for customers, with ensuing payments arriving as income 

(Teece, 2010). This understanding has been the buzzword for researching trading 

and economic behaviors. 

According to Timmers (1998, p. 2), a BM is the architecture of a product, service, 

and information flow. That study also describes a BM as the description of the 

potential benefits for the different business actors and a concrete explanation of 

the sources of revenue. The rising diversity of BM designs due to technological 

changes, new customer interests, and globalization has made business model 

development research very important. The various approaches that researchers 

have targeted business models’ studies from include integrated systemic plots of 
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organizations (Magretta, 2002), processes converting innovation into benefits 

(Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002), structured frameworks, just like a 

company’s cross-border operations (Amit and Zott, 2001), and one-way flow 

between a business and its customers (Freudenreich et al., 2020). 

The study of BMs covers a plethora of factors, such as revenue sources, cost 

structures, value propositions, and interaction with consumers (Lewandowski, 

2016; Teece, 2010). Some of the most prominent authors who contributed 

significantly to the topic include Osterwalder and Pigneur (2013), who developed 

the Business Model Canvas, a diagrammatic tool that provides a comprehensive 

view of a BM and supports innovativeness and strategic analysis. This study 

included companies from technological start-ups to established firms and has 

implications for both incumbent companies and new business units. The 

identification of workable BMs shapes the existence and is the lifeblood of any firm 

that requires its expansion to be sustained and a competitive edge in the very 

networked and complex contemporary business environment. The authors 

conceptualized the BM in various ways by incorporating the idea of organizational 

characteristics and decision variables. They influence how the value is created and 

captured (Zott and Amit, 2010). Alongside that approach, Yunus et al. (2010) 

discriminate between the common BM and the social business model (SBM); the 

former typically comprises three common elements that together form the value 

proposition: the customer, the identified customer need, and the value that the 

firm offers to the consumer. The value constellation is made of suppliers, partners, 

and other stockholders that are pulled in to work together in achieving the goals of 

the business and to make the profit equation positive. 

According to Dobson et al. (2018), a SBM is one in which social and environmental 

concerns are given equal importance in all its parts, unlike in the conventional BM, 

where only the value proposition and value constellation are customer-oriented. A 

SBM also seeks to address the interests of all the stakeholders; it focuses on 

completely recouping costs and capital and not merely the maximization of 

financial profit. What is also added is a fourth component, the social profit 

equation, which accommodates the envisaged social and environmental benefits 

(Yunus et al., 2010). 

2.3.2 Business models in social enterprises 

Social entrepreneurship BM define the very strategies taken by ventures interested 

in solving social or environmental problems. Accordingly, researchers have found 

the study of social entrepreneurship BMs compelling, considering the intersection 

between for-profit motives and the accomplishment of social objectives. In fact, 
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researchers like Dees (1998) indicated the necessity of social value creation at the 

core of the business models, away from the traditional profit-centric business 

model. Arguably, these business models are of importance in studies considering 

that by striking a balance between the social mission and the financial returns. In 

particular, the study of BMs in SoE concerns such elements as revenue generation, 

and resource allocation and the different stakeholders in the ventures (Yunus et 

al., 2010; Wilson and Post, 2013). Consequently, the work of Yunus et al. (2010) 

differentiates the conventional BMs from the BMs in the social context. They 

identify that conventional BMs tend to propagate the maximization of profits 

through value propositions, value constellations, and positive profit equations 

(Michelini and Fiorentino, 2012). From this standpoint, a new dimension 

introduced is that of SBMs that primarily encourage the resolution of social and 

environmental issues (Weerawardena and Mort, 2006). Another feature of such 

models is extending their scope to consider all stakeholders. Thirdly, they redefine 

the profit equation toward full recovery of costs and capital rather than financial 

profit maximization. In this regard, Weerawardena and Mort (2006) elucidates 

how BMs in SoE can lead to realizing social transformation in a context in which 

profit and social impact are not mutually exclusive but intricately interlinked. 

The concept of the business model canvas, first described by Osterwalder and 

Pigneur (2010), has significantly helped the professional deduction of BMs in the 

field of SoE. The business model canvas is a graphic representation adopted in this 

work to provide the general framework to help practitioners and researchers 

develop the schema of key elements of a BM: customer segments, value 

propositions, channels, customer relationships, revenue streams, key resources, 

key activities, key partnerships, and cost structure (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 

2010; Sparviero, 2019). The comprehensive view facilitates strategic analysis and 

innovation in the context of BM. The use of the business model canvas in social 

entrepreneurship is exceptionally important because it facilitates the formulation 

of a social mission by an organization that is coherent with effective and efficient 

business strategies. 

An essential feature of the social entrepreneurship BM is the emphasis on social 

impact measurement and evaluation (Müller, 2012). With a twofold goal of 

financial sustainability and the creation of social value, social entrepreneurs need 

to develop solid metrics that go beyond traditional financial indicators. Austin et 

al. (2006) are supportive of the double-bottom-line approach of measurement in 

both the financial and the social metrics. The approach enables the measurement 

and communication of the social result and impact of a social enterprise to 

stakeholders and enables stakeholders to draw lessons for future improvement. 

The challenge is to make metrics that capture the multidimensionality included in 
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social impact factors, such as improved livelihoods, environmental conservation, 

and community empowerment. 

Moreover, social entrepreneurship BM are increasingly moving from being 

academic and theoretical to become effective applications in different sectors. For 

instance, SoVs dealing with the microfinance domain, as pioneered by the 

Grameen Bank in Bangladesh, have led the frontier on innovative BMs against 

financial inclusivity and poverty alleviation (Yunus et al., 2010). The Grameen 

Bank model is based on the provision of microcredit to individuals, especially 

women, within less-privileged communities, enabling them to start and expand 

small businesses (Wirtz and Volkmann, 2015). The model has not only proven to 

be financially sustainable but has also affected social and economic 

transformations that were considered unimaginable in the normal banking and 

entrepreneurial world. While examples like these indeed go a long way to show the 

richness and innovation in social entrepreneurship BMs, it does not come without 

its fair share of difficulties. Trying to balance financial sustainability with social 

impact goals is quite a thin line to walk across. According to Yunus et al. (2010), 

social businesses should aim to have the full recovery of costs and capital and a lot 

of financial self-sufficiency, but they should not pursue the traditional goal of profit 

maximization. This balance requires social entrepreneurs engage in multiple 

trade-offs that may be very complex, with very strategic decisions that can align 

and be informed by social missions and financial viability. 

The discourse on SoE reveals the interesting play between profit-driven motives 

and the pursuit of socially beneficial outcomes in business models. These are of 

utmost importance in making business models to be economically viable while 

contributing to sustainable development, social equity, and environmental 

stewardship. However, research on effective models and their practical 

applications to meet these multifaceted aims is ongoing (Neessen et al., 2021). It 

remains for this purpose that the business model canvas and the distinction 

between the conventional and social business models are available. The tools guide 

organizations in creating the strategy that will boost their effectiveness and spur 

innovative solutions to advance their mission (Bansal et al., 2019). Social 

entrepreneurs, working by mitigating global challenges, benefit incredibly from 

the definition and development of their BM. The BM is a roadmap showing future 

practices in socially responsible and sustainable business operations (Yunus et al., 

2010). Since social enterprises integrate the dynamics of the market with the 

creation of social value, the trade-off between the social mission and the economic 

goals is often elementary. They operate as hybrids, blending various elements to 

achieve both social and economic objectives. This dual focus ensures their 

sustainability and impact, driving progress in both business and societal contexts 
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(Bansal et al., 2019; Neessen et al., 2021). It allows the social entrepreneur a more 

comfortable ride across the challenges and opportunities for continued social 

impact because of the double focus on the dimension of sustainability and impact 

in the BM (Neessen et al., 2021). 

2.3.3 Business model concept of internationalizing ventures 

The process of internationalizing ventures depends on the use of particular BMs 

and approaches that assure successful operations in foreign markets. 

Internationalization needs a dynamic factor in value creation and capture, 

especially for professional service firms whose client interactions are highly 

variable by nature. This discussion is supported by the study of McQuillan and 

Scott (2015), which found that companies might use multiple BMs to attend to the 

different demands of international markets. This strategy allows the firm to tune 

appropriately to different market conditions and customers’ needs. More 

importantly, internationalization depends significantly on business model 

innovation. The dynamic capability perspective, as explained by Sosna et al. (2010) 

and further elaborated by Demil and Lecocq (2010), considers business model 

internationalization an iterative process of continuous experimentation and 

adaptation. The approach helps firms sense opportunities in foreign markets, seize 

them by designing unique BMs, and reconfigure their resources to ensure 

competitive advantage. More important, well-established theories, such as the 

resource-based view and transaction cost economics, provide high theoretical 

framework strength regarding how firms can renew their BMs to support 

international expansion (Sosna et al., 2010; George and Bock, 2011). Most 

particularly, these theories explain how firms can design BMs that increase value 

through novelty, lock-in, complementarities, and efficiency (Zott and Amit, 2010). 

The business model of internationalizing ventures is a complex multidimensional 

construct that mandates firms to employ a dynamic, theory-based approach to 

innovation and adaptation of BMs to secure successful internationalization (Zott 

and Amit, 2010; Sosna et al., 2010; McQuillan and Scott, 2015). 

When a firm chooses to act globally, it must then focus on adapting its BM, which 

gives rise to a globalized environment for competitiveness. That is, its effects do 

not just stretch from the deals’ value propositions in the national context and 

reallot deals on foreign markets where resources and practices are either bought 

or sold. Business models that prosper nationally sometimes need to be attuned to 

the financial, diplomatic, legal, or cultural context of the foreign country to fit into 

the relevant markets (Thompson and MacMillan, 2010; Rask, 2014). 
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With regard to BMs, Sosna et al. (2010) classified the stages of internationalization 

in terms of exploration and exploitation. In this situation, BM replication works 

with international markets to adapt and find means of suiting foreign countries. 

BM innovation as the discovery of a fundamentally different BM within an existing 

business (Wirtz et al., 2016). Here, it implies that the BM is innovated by adapting 

a different BM perspective. The definition fits very well with the company’s view 

on internationalization as a decision-making process concerning innovation. In 

the context of this study, therefore, the focus on BM change and innovation is 

based on research inside a research stream that the main implication explores the 

factors and processes included in the internationalization journey. 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

This chapter provides a comprehensive review of the methods applied in this 

dissertation. The aim of discussing the methods in this context is not to replicate 

the methodological details in each essay but to present the rationale behind how 

the diverse methodologies and strategies in each essay contribute to the entire 

dissertation. The methodological choices and analytic methods are also covered in 

the relevant essays. 

In the subsequent section, the discussion commences with an exploration of the 

research paradigm, serving as a guiding framework for theoretical approaches, 

data collection, and analysis (Sayer, 2010). This study aligns with the research 

paradigm of pragmatism, as articulated by Johnson et al. (2007). In accordance 

with this theoretical framework, the implementation of the abductive research 

technique (Tavory and Timmermans, 2014) is elaborated, detailing its application 

throughout the research process and its reflection in the dissertation essays. The 

selection of a qualitative method approach as the study method is justified for its 

ability to provide multiple perspectives and data sources when investigating the 

complex phenomena of ISuE. 

The research strategy section offers a thorough explanation and rationale for the 

use of a qualitative method approach to effectively address the core objective of 

this dissertation. Ultimately, this chapter concludes with a comprehensive 

examination of the study strategy, data collection, and analysis employed in each 

publication. 

3.1 Research paradigm 

Research methodologies are greatly influenced by the beliefs and the paradigms of 

inquiry researchers subscribe to (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). The research paradigm 

refers to the expectations and beliefs about knowledge and how knowledge is 

linked to the research process (Saunders et al., 2018). The term “research 

philosophical paradigm” may refer to a set of ideas and procedures that 

researchers subscribe to in deciding the choice of the research subjects and the 

methods researchers use to explore those questions (Morgan, 2007, p. 49). In this 

regard, the research paradigm can be conceptualized as a framework that guides 

the formulation of research questions and that impacts the decision-making 

process in various stages of the research process. It also is a means of a way for 

researchers to identify and make connections with people who share similar 

perspectives and ideas (Shannon-Baker, 2016). 
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Therefore, this study aims to describe how a particular research paradigm was 

provisionally decided upon and how the choice translated into the research goals 

and choice of methods. In this study, the paradigm applied is the pragmatist 

paradigm (Johnson et al., 2007) in bridging the existing conceptual and empirical 

research gaps in relation to the phenomenon of understanding the 

internationalization of social entrepreneurship through a business model change 

perspective. Diversity, in this case, refers to the combination of methodologies that 

are necessary in relation to the research problem (Kaushik and Walsh, 2019). 

This dissertation is relying on a literature review, abductive and qualitative 

research approach. It reflects the pragmatic philosophy that bases practical 

outcomes of ideas, as supported by Saunders et al., 2016, that “the relevance of an 

idea is that it improves something”. Pragmatic refers to information being valid 

when it is practical and helpful in deciding upon something or fixing something 

about a particular situation or set up. That, therefore, validates the theoretical and 

practical insights that the dissertation offers to the world of entrepreneurship. 

Furthermore, pragmatism allows reflexivity to be conducted by research where his 

values and judgments get to be included. This dissertation demonstrates reflexivity 

by reflecting on the context, substance of observations, and interpretations 

(Saunders et al., 2016). This approach enhances the overall depth and richness of 

the research. 

3.2 Literature review approach 

A literature review is an important component of the research methodology, as it 

provides a comprehensive synthesis of existing knowledge and theoretical 

frameworks related to the research topic. It helps to identify gaps in current 

research, establish the study's context, and justify the research focus (Creswell, 

2014). By systematically reviewing and evaluating relevant studies, researchers 

can position their work within the broader academic discourse, ensuring that it 

builds upon or challenges existing findings (Booth, Sutton, and Papaioannou, 

2016). Furthermore, the literature review supports methodological decisions by 

highlighting the most effective approaches and methodologies used in previous 

studies (Fink, 2020). Essays 1 and 2 are utilizing a literature review approach, 

which contribute to developing detailed and contextually rich explanations, 

providing a nuanced understanding of complex phenomena. More specifically, 

Essay 1 utilizes a systematic literature review method, which is based on qualitative 

content analyses of the reviewed articles. Essay 2 utilizes a bibliometric research 

method that is based on quantitatively analyzing academic publications, co-

citation patterns, and research trends. While traditional literature reviews focus 
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on synthesizing and evaluating qualitative aspects of the literature, bibliometric 

analysis complements this by offering a systematic and objective way to measure 

the impact, relevance, and interconnectedness of studies (Zupic and Čater, 2015). 

As a bibliometric research design of Essay 2, this method can help identify 

influential papers, underlying intellectual structures, and emerging areas of 

research, thus guiding the literature review process by highlighting theoretical 

building blocks, significant contributions and research gaps (Donthu et al., 2021). 

Integrating bibliometric analysis enhances the depth and rigor of literature 

reviews, ensuring a more comprehensive understanding of the academic 

landscape. Essays 1 and 2 show research method diversity by using two different 

literature review methods that provide different outcomes. The former provides an 

in-depth understanding of the applied research theories and methods and studied 

research themes while the latter uncovers the underlying intellectual structures 

and theoretical building blocks of the research domain (see Table 7). . 

3.3 Abductive research approach 

This dissertation strategizes the pragmatic paradigm’s essential flexibility, which 

enables the integration of deductive and inductive reasoning (see Table 7) into a 

methodological approach generally referred to as abductive reasoning. An 

abductive research method requires the analysis of many alternative explanations 

or interpretations. Moreover, the researcher must then select the most promising 

hypothesis in terms of its compatibility with the evidence available and its capacity 

to account for the patterns of observed data or the anomalies discovered. Unlike 

deductive reasoning, which moves from general to specific, and inductive 

reasoning, which derives generalizations from cases, abductive reasoning falls 

within the domain of inference to the best explanation, where plausibility and 

coherence are the bases of hypothesis formation (Harré, 2002). This reasoning 

becomes especially useful in exploratory or theory-construction research aiming 

to present novel insights or theoretical structures to guide further exploration and 

understanding. Essay 3 has combined abductive methodologies. The analytical 

approach is one of the continual and recursive interplays between empirical 

observations and theoretical aspects (Suddaby, 2006; Saunders et al., 2016). 

Follow-up on Essay 3 also combined the two modes of reasoning, the inductive and 

deductive techniques. The process involves the personal interpretation of textual 

material by systematically sorting case data into categories to establish themes or 

patterns using empirical investigation. 
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3.4 Utilizing a qualitative research approach 

Qualitative methods is selected in the third essay as a result of the inherent nature 

of research questions within the thesis at the doctoral level. Qualitative methods 

are best suited for complex and multidimensional phenomena (Denzin and 

Lincoln, 2000 and 2011). There are three generic approaches within the domain of 

research methodology: quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods. Qualitative 

research constitutes a systematic approach to the investigation, interpretation, and 

categorization of various types of actions and observations in a manner that 

unveils the underlying significances and relationships (Hohenthal, 2006). 

Qualitative research is a process capable of making major contributions through 

the explanation of complexities of the organizational process and the theory 

contribution through description detail and the uncovering of features of the 

international context of business (Doz, 2011). 

Qualitative forms of research methods have attracted increased interest and 

attention from academic scholarship due to their capability to unveil complex and 

subtle phenomena. This chapter is divided into four sub-sections, in which the 

importance of qualitative methods is unpacked through a series of statements 

providing a rationale for their selection in a doctoral thesis, informed by the 

scholarly literature. Qualitative research has been renowned for its central 

emphasis on the subjectivity of experience, meanings, and social context in 

understanding human behavior (Creswell, 2013). In contrast with qualitative 

methods, which have an emphasis on measurable variables and statistical analysis, 

qualitative methods show a focus on the depth and rich texture of the human 

experience, which allows researchers to explore the nuances of social phenomena 

(Denzin and Lincoln, 2011; Neergaard and Ulhøi, 2007). 

The importance of qualitative methods highlights one commonality: firstly, their 

utility in exploring complex, multidimensional aspects of research questions 

(Creswell, 2013). Complexity in human behavior, social interactions, and cultural 

phenomena is what makes these aspects very complex, and qualitative research 

methods allow access to depth and diversity within the phenomena under question 

(Denzin and Lincoln, 2011). By applying qualitative research methods, researchers 

can observe the patterns, meanings, and relationships that can be missed in 

quantitative approaches. More than that, it provides detailed insights into the lived 

experiences of the subjects under study. The interpretative nature of qualitative 

methods enables researchers to obtain the subjective perspectives of the 

participants, providing a more holistic understanding of the phenomena under 

study (Creswell and Creswell, 2017). Open-ended interviews, observations, and 
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content analysis can reveal fine grains of human behavior, hence leading to 

heightened and extended analysis of human behavior (Elo and Kyngäs, 2008). 

Another important dimension is flexibility in qualitative research methods. It is 

one of the advantages because qualitative research approaches are very flexible 

and sensitive to dynamic characteristics of research questions; hence, it allows for 

the emergence of themes and coming of new findings that may shape the research 

process (Creswell, 2013). This flexibility is particularly advantageous in the case of 

exploratory studies or research into novel areas where a predetermined framework 

might be constraining (Creswell and Creswell, 2017). Philosophically, qualitative 

research is based upon the premise that there is a greater need for the researcher 

to be worried about the subjective meaning that human actors attach to experience 

(Denzin and Lincoln, 2011; Crotty, 1998). This paradigmatic stance accepts the 

social and cultural context of the research, and it accepts that reality is socially 

constructed and subjective (Creswell, 2013). To adopt qualitative research 

methods implies embarking upon a sense-making process, which serves to capture 

the intricate human phenomena in its natural context. 

The choice of qualitative research in a doctoral thesis is mainly dependent on the 

nature of the research questions, which derive from the general aims of the study. 

The choice is logical in this doctoral thesis because it consists of a systematic 

literature review, a bibliometric review using methods of multidimensional 

scaling, and an explorative case study. 

The use of qualitative methods in the form of explorative case studies (essay 3) 

helps this thesis to elicit the depth and complexity of real-world situations, 

therefore allowing a sensitive analysis of the research problem (Yin, 2018). In this 

regard, Stake (1995) advocates for the use of qualitative case studies to explore 

real-life situations, providing a rich and contextualized understanding of complex 

phenomena. Part of the qualitative paradigm is, therefore, the use of exploratory 

case studies to help the researcher penetrate the surface of everyday activity and 

understand the context, the process, and the social circumstances that lead to 

activity—a dimension that intensive numbers cannot expose (Yin, 2018). 

3.5 Data collection and analysis 

The data applied to this dissertation consist of qualitative methodologies, 

incorporating thorough interviews and an extensive dataset focused on the 

subjects of ISuE and ISoV. The subsequent sections will present a thorough 

examination of the methodologies applied to data collection and analysis in these 

studies, as outlined in Table 7. 
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Table 7. Research methods and design of the study 

Essay 1 Essay 2 Essay 3 

Research 

approach 

Literature Review Literature Review Abductive 

Research 

method 

Systematic 

literature review 

Bibliometric 

literature review 

Qualitative method 

Research 

design 

Thematic content 

analysis 

Co-citation 

analysis, and MDS 

modeling. 

Explorative case 

studies 

Data collection Published journal 

articles 

Published journals Semi-structured 

interviews, and 

secondary data 

Sample size 134 journal 
articles 

Summarizes 926 
publications and 
60,426 citations 

4 Finnish firms 

Data analysis Extraction of the 
data from the 
primary articles 
and analyzing 
with Nvivo 

Extraction of the 
citation data from 
the primary 
articles and 
analyzing with 
MDS in SPSS 

Transcription of the 
interview data and 
analyzing with Nvivo 

3.5.1 Essay 1 

The first essay is a literature review encompassing scholarly articles. The 

evaluation procedure employed a systematic approach involving three main stages 

of data gathering and analysis (see Figure 1). 

Stage 1 – Planning the Review: During the preliminary phase of the review 

planning process, my co-authors and I specified the scope by establishing explicit 

criteria for the selection of papers to be included. The criteria included the 

recognition of the necessity for conducting a review, a concentration on 

international perspectives on sustainability in entrepreneurship rather than solely 

on sustainability, situating the research within the framework of ISuE, and limiting 

the choice of publication outlets to articles listed in the Academic Journal Guide 

2021 journal ranking catalog based in the United Kingdom. The elimination of 

non-listed journal papers, book chapters, conference papers, and business 

magazine sections was based on the selection criterion established by Trusov et al. 

(2009). 
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Stage 2: Conducting a review and searching process-inclusion and exclusion of 

papers. In order to get relevant publications, an extensive search was done across 

a range of electronic databases, including ScienceDirect, Web of Science, ABI, and 

Google Scholar. The incorporation of many terms, such as sustainability and 

international entrepreneurship, facilitated the thorough examination of relevant 

research. In addition, we run a syntax to Web of Science, such as ((“sustainability”) 

OR (“sustainable”) OR (“social”) OR (“corporate responsibility”) OR (“corporate 

social responsibility”) OR (“CSR”) OR (“corporate social performance”) OR 

(“Corporate environmental responsibility”) OR (“Corporate environmental 

performance”) OR (“CSP”) AND (“entrepreneurship*”) OR (“ISE*”) 

(“International Entrepreneurship*”) OR (“entrepre*”)) AND ((“international*”) 

OR (“global*”) OR (“foreign*”) OR (“export*”) OR (“internationaliz*”) OR 

(“internationalis*”) OR (“globaliz*”) OR (“globalis*”)). 

The preliminary search produced a substantial corpus of over 700 items. 

Additionally, a systematic manual investigation was undertaken to identify 

complementary papers. That required a thorough examination of the references 

cited in select publications to reveal any relevant works that might have eluded 

initial detection. Through these systematic procedures, the essay effectively 

narrowed down the pool to a final selection of 134 scholarly papers that met our 

eligibility criteria. Doing so involved the comprehensive evaluation of each paper 

subsequent to a rigorous assessment of the abstract and title during the initial 

screening process. 

Stage 3 – Reporting and Dissemination. A systematic coding process was applied 

to progress a more extensive evaluation of the selected articles. This protocol 

encompassed several critical criteria, including the source of the articles, the study 

design applied, the scope of the research, the research method used, and the 

research stream to which the articles belonged (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 4. Search and selection stages of the systemic review (adapted from 

Tranfield, Denyer, and Smart 2003; Phillips, Lee, Ghobadian, 

O’Regan and James 2015; and Sengupta, Sahay and Croce 2017). 

During the systematic coding process, each co-author conducted individual work, 

carefully collecting relevant information from the chosen articles. Any differences 

in the code were discussed and settled in joint sessions with all co-authors through 

cooperative discussion. The information collected was systematically recorded and 

stored in a spreadsheet using Microsoft Excel, ensuring thorough documentation 

and enabling further examination. 
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The data analysis stage encompasses a thorough examination and integration of 

the data, employing a sequential approach and a method for categorization as 

described by Spiggle (1994) and Whittemore and Knafl (2005). The process of data 

analysis was divided into two independent components: descriptive analysis and 

subsequent evaluation. The objective of the descriptive analysis was to reveal the 

patterns of themes, the distribution patterns of journal publication outlets across 

different periods, and the trajectories, whether they were ascending or descending, 

within each research stream. The second phase of the study explored the empirical, 

theoretical, and methodological challenges within each research stream in more 

detail. A quantitative component was added to the overall understanding of the 

data set by carefully calculating all percentage distributions using Microsoft Excel. 

3.5.2 Essay 2 

Essay 2 adopts a bibliometric analytical approach, employing MDS modeling. The 

scope of this study encompasses a meticulous examination of 926 publications 

sourced from journals within the realms of business, marketing, management, and 

operations research. To ensure a robust dataset, 60,426 citations were retrieved 

from the Web of Science (WOS) using predefined search criteria proposed by 

reputable sustainability researchers (Chabowski et al., 2022; Foroudi et al., 2021; 

Niñerola et al., 2019). The significant contribution lies in uncovering the 

intellectual framework of current research within this domain, thereby laying the 

groundwork for future research trajectories. This essay is guided by the 

fundamental notion that preceding and contemporary research activities shape the 

path of knowledge within a particular field of investigation (Chabowski et al., 

2023). 

Despite the significant advancements in sustainability studies, a conspicuous gap 

persists in research pertaining to the international dimension of this crucial issue. 

This essay endeavors to fill this gap by undertaking a bibliometric analysis of 

published research examining the nexus between internationalization and 

sustainability on an international scale (Ghani, 2022). The analysis is framed 

within the context of the triple-bottom-line sustainability approach, which 

emphasizes the interconnectedness of social, environmental, and economic 

dimensions (Elkington, 1998). From 1970 to 2021, the chosen articles that meet 

the criteria of the study provide valuable perspectives on the evolving dialogue 

concerning the relationship between internationalization and sustainability. 

Following an exhaustive literature review, the inclusion search keywords applied 

in this study were run from publications in the WOS deemed relevant to the 

research. The MDS method, employed in data analysis, serves as a technique to 
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illustrate the similarities and differences between various objects or variables in a 

high-dimensional space. The data analysis unfolds in two main parts: descriptive 

analysis and further analysis. The descriptive analysis unveils the temporal trends 

in topics from 1970 to 2023, the distributions of journal publication outlets across 

different periods, and the trajectories—whether upward or downward—within 

each research stream. In this context, further co-citation analyses using MDS in 

SPSS offer additional insights into the empirical, theoretical, and methodological 

dimensions of each research stream. The percentage distributions are calculated 

using SPSS from these findings and, therefore, contribute to the depth and 

refinement of the analytical process. These MDS maps effectively depict the 

intellectual structures so that the relationship and patterns of the research data 

can be illustrated. 

3.5.3 Essay 3 

Essay 3 employs a qualitative methodology to contextualize business models of 

international social ventures (Baskarada, 2014; Snyder, 2012). The research draws 

insights from 14 detailed interviews conducted with the founders of international 

social ventures from Finland. These interviews were conducted in two rounds to 

ensure the study grasps the change in the business models of these firms. The first 

round of data collection was in 2021, while the second round in 2022 aimed to 

capture the evolving scenario of these ventures over the previous year—exploring 

any changes that occurred or assessing whether the firms’ situations remained 

consistent. We shared an interview guide with the participants before the 

meetings, outlining the interview’s purpose and the background of the study. This 

guide summarized the study’s objectives and highlighted the key questions to be 

discussed. 

The predetermined questions in the interview guide (see Table 8) were 

complemented with additional exploration, especially when intriguing or unique 

aspects of the respondents’ approaches to the social entrepreneurial business 

model emerged during the discussions. Each interview, lasting approximately one 

hour, focused on two main areas: the international social business activities and 

associated business model of the firm and the catalysts influencing changes in the 

business model during the process of internationalization. The interview guide is 

attached as Appendix 1. 

The analysis of the interview data was supported by NVivo software to ensure 

transparency and rigor in the process. The ability of NVivo to facilitate the 

organization and management of qualitative data ensures transparency in the 

research process, which in turn makes the whole process clear, easy to track, and 
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documentable. It has tools for detailed coding, annotation, and linking of source 

materials for easy verification and replication of findings, thus increasing the 

strength of credible research. The chosen method for coding the data from the 

interviews was open thematic content analysis, a methodology recommended by 

Corbin and Strauss (2012). This approach allows for the systematic and extensive 

exploration of emerging themes and patterns within the data, contributing to a 

nuanced understanding of the information gleaned from the interviews. The use 

of NVivo facilitates the organization and management of qualitative data, ensuring 

a well-structured analysis aligned with the principles of open thematic content 

analysis. 
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4 SUMMARY OF ESSAYS 

This chapter summarizes the principal research outcomes presented in the three 

papers constituting the second section of the dissertation. Each paper investigates 

a distinct research question that contributes to the overarching research goals of 

this dissertation. Furthermore, the chapter delineates the contributions of each 

paper to pertinent theoretical research domains and elucidates their significant 

implications. Table 8 offers a concise overview of the three papers featured in this 

dissertation. 

Table 8. An overview of three essays in the dissertation 

Essay 1 Essay 2 Essay 3 

Title International 

Sustainable 

Entrepreneurship: A 

Systematic Review of 

Literature. 

Internationalization 

and the paradigm of 

sustainability research, 

1970–2021: a platform 

for potential research 

prospects 

Internationalization 

of Social Ventures: A 

Business-Model-

Change Perspective 

Research 

question 

• What are the key 

concepts and 

themes that 

create the nexus 

of sustainability 

and international 

entrepreneurship 

research 

domains? 

• What are the 

research gaps 

(conceptual, 

empirical, and 

methodological) 

at the 

intersection of 

SuE and ISuE? 

• What are the 

potential new 

• What is the 

underlying 

intellectual 

knowledge 

structure of 

research in the 

intersection of 

internationalization 

and sustainability, 

how has it 

developed over 

time, and what 

future research 

direction can be 

proposed based on 

this knowledge? 

How do the business 

models of ISoV 

change during 

internationalization 

and what triggers this 

development? 
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Essay 1 Essay 2 Essay 3 

questions/ 

directions for 

future research? 

Research 

findings 

• Recognized 

diverse research 

streams 

categorized 

under three 

contextual 

dimensions: 1) 

international, 2) 

cross-cultural, 

and 3) 

international and 

cross-cultural. 

• Presented 

comprehensive 

summaries 

encompassing 

empirical, 

theoretical, and 

methodological 

applications. 

• Deliberated upon 

identified 

research gaps 

and proposed a 

robust agenda 

for future 

research 

initiatives. 

• Specific topics 

within the field 

have garnered 

significant 

attention from the 

scientific 

community. 

• Empirical evidence 

supports the 

existence of the 

internationalization 

of sustainable 

entrepreneurship, 

characterized by 

economic gains 

alongside the 

improvement of 

local and global 

social and 

environmental 

issues. 

• The study 

extensively delves 

into market flaws 

and their 

correlation with 

the possibilities for 

internationalization 

and sustainability. 

• The study critically 

examines 

internationalization 

Business model 

change is subject to 

various influencing 

factors, including: 

• Market demand 

for sustainable 

products and 

services. 

• The geopolitical 

influences 

affecting supply 

chains and 

market 

opportunities. 

• Cultural 

differences 

requiring 

consideration of 

local norms and 

values. 

• Local 

partnerships and 

networks 

providing access 

to crucial 

resources and 

connections. 

• Entrepreneurial 

and sustainable 

mindsets, 

shaping the 
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Essay 1 Essay 2 Essay 3 

in the extant 

research literature 

and offers a 

comprehensive 

agenda to guide 

future research 

endeavors. 

approach to 

change and 

growth in 

businesses. 

4.1 Essay 1 

Title: International Sustainable Entrepreneurship: A Systematic Review of 

Literature 

Research gap and importance: International sustainable entrepreneurship (ISuE) 

has emerged as a critical area within global trade, addressing urgent societal and 

environmental concerns while promoting economic progression and innovation. 

However, there remains a gap in research comprehensively exploring this complex 

and evolving subject matter, particularly in understanding its international, cross-

cultural, and international-multicultural dimensions. 

Research questions: Given these deficiencies of ISuE, this essay intends to answer 

the following questions: 

a. What are the key concepts and themes that create the nexus of 

sustainability and international entrepreneurship research domains? 

b. What are the research gaps (conceptual, empirical, and methodological) at 

the intersection of SuE and ISuE? 

c. What are the potential new questions/ directions for future research? 

This research entails a detailed assessment of 134 papers published between 2000 

and 2023, focusing on the international, cross-cultural, and international-

multicultural aspects of sustainable entrepreneurship. The review process 

involved categorizing research into thematic dimensions and sub-themes, 

providing a comprehensive overview of the field. 
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The analysis indicates SuE research can be categorized into three contextual 

dimensions: 1) international, 2) cross-cultural, and 3) international and cross-

cultural (see Table 9). Our careful explication outlines six leading investigative 

strands in the sphere of SuE in an international spectrum, incorporating 97 

academic treatises found from 2000 to 2023. Specifically, most of the emphasis 

during this timeline in the global scope was thrown on internationalization, with 

55 inquiries devoted to this facet. The notable subclasses within this range involve 

ISoVs, the effects of global trade on sustainable advancement, international 

marketing practices, international networking, a focus on ecological balance, and 

enterprise sustainability. 

Table 9. Research Themes for sustainable entrepreneurship in the 

international, cross-cultural, and international & cross-cultural 

context 

International Context Cross-cultural Context 
Cross-culture and International 

Context 

Major themes Sub-theme 
Major 
themes 

Sub-theme Major themes Sub-theme 

Internationalization ISoV Cross-
Country 
Strategies 
and 
Alliances 

Cultural Leadership 
and Alliance 

Intercultural Cross-national 

Globalization on 
sustainability 
development 

International 
comparison 

CSR 

International 
marketing 

Global challenges Cultural 
Resilience 

Commercialization 

International 
social network 

Strategies 
for 
Sustainable 
Impact 

CSR Environmental 
sustainability 

Environmental 
sustainability 

Environmental 
sustainability 

International 
and cross-
cultural 
synthesis 

Collaboration and 
Cross-sectoral 
Partnership 

CSR Social 
Entrepreneurial 
Intention and 
behavior 

Cross-cultural 
comparison 

Entrepreneurial 
Orientation and 
Intention 

Social 
entrepreneurial 
orientation 

Social impact and 
social value 

Entrepreneurial 
Orientation and 
Intention 

Intention 

Social value 
creation 

Sustainable 
economic 
development 

Economic 
development 

International market 
entry 

Social Business 
model 
innovation 

Entry mode Cross-country 
entry strategy 

Entry mode of 
ISoE 

Business model 
innovation 

Opportunity 
recognition 

Institution Formal institutions 

Knowledge and 
Learning 
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International Context Cross-cultural Context 
Cross-culture and International 

Context 

Major themes Sub-theme 
Major 
themes 

Sub-theme Major themes Sub-theme 

Socioeconomic 
approach 

Socioeconomic 
Environment 
Socio-Political 
Cultural Views of 
Sustainability 
Economy 

Societal and 
economic 
development 

Global Governance 

Institution Formal 
institutions 

Within the spectrum of multicultural SuE research, we reveal four primary themes, 

acknowledging 18 academic articles published during the same period, 2000 to 

2023. Cross-border strategies and partnerships have been a central concentration, 

as evident in six academic works. Subgroups under this category include cultural 

leadership and alliances, international comparisons, and global hurdles. 

Moreover, we spotlight four chief themes in the study of SuE within a globally 

imbued multicultural context. We account for 19 scholarly publications in the same 

timeframe. Under this investigation, cultural resilience establishes itself as a vital 

subject, with six inquiries further classified into sub-themes such as enterprise 

implementation and environmental sustainability. 

This research provides a substantial contribution to the realm of ISuE. Initially, it 

is recognized as an early effort to orchestrate a systematic and thorough evaluation 

of previous ISuE studies using a sizable dataset of 134 scholarly papers. The 

suggested tri-contextual classifiers act as a base plan for appraising research 

status, pinpointing gaps, and laying the groundwork for subsequent explorations. 

Additionally, the study discerns various themes emerging across the three 

contextual research paths, offering critical insights to drive ISuE research practices 

onwards. Lastly, it sketches promising research plans that include theoretical, 

methodological, and contextual views, hence pushing knowledge production 

forward in the future. 

The study highlighted several key findings within the realm of SuE. Firstly, in the 

international context, research has identified crucial themes influencing the 

sustainability of entrepreneurship during internationalization. These include 

understanding the intricate relationship between firms’ internationalization 

efforts and their commitment to sustainability, internationalization, 

entrepreneurial orientation and intention, international market entry, 

socioeconomic approach, global governance, and institution. 
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Secondly, a focused exploration revealed essential themes forming the basis of SuE 

in cross-cultural contexts. These themes shed light on the evolving entrepreneurial 

landscape within diverse cultural environments, illuminating possibilities and 

challenges for SuEs. The themes discovered include cross-country strategies and 

alliances, strategies for sustainable impact, entry modes in cross-cultural settings, 

and the influence of formal institutions. 

Thirdly, the study identified a diverse set of principles shaping SuE in both cross-

cultural and international contexts. Understanding intercultural dynamics, 

cultural resilience, international and cross-cultural synthesis, and entrepreneurial 

orientation and intention helps elucidate the complex relationship between 

culture, entrepreneurship, and sustainability. Despite these discoveries, there are 

still unexplored areas, especially in investigating intercultural connections and 

their effects on SuE. Cultural resilience is intriguing but requires additional 

research to determine practical applications and prospects for sustainable 

enterprise as international marketplaces continue to evolve. 

Finally, the literature analysis reveals several deficiencies within the field of ISuE 

study. These inadequacies function as indicators, illuminating potential 

opportunities to advance this growing research area. It is expected that the current 

research themes for SuE in the international, cross-cultural, and international & 

cross-cultural context being employed will facilitate future research prospects, 

encompassing the extension of current studies, the investigation of novel research 

paths, and the resolution of methodological obstacles. However, researchers 

should shift their focus to investigating the impact of governments on ISuE, 

addressing a discernible gap in our understanding of institutional aspects in this 

domain. 

This essay contributes substantially to the understanding of ISuE by offering a 

systematic evaluation of previous studies, identifying thematic classifications, and 

outlining promising research avenues. The findings offer critical insights for future 

research practices and underscore the need for further exploration into social 

business model innovation, cross-country entry strategy, and socio-political and 

cultural views of the sustainability economy in SuE. This study highlights key 

findings within the realm of SuE across international, cross-cultural, and 

international-multicultural contexts. These insights are invaluable for informing 

future investigations into the dynamics of the internationalization of SoVs and its 

implications for sustainability on an international scale. The insights derived from 

this analysis accept significant implications for future research endeavors and 

emphasize that it was identified that the business models of ISoVs warrant more 
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research, especially in molding the discourse on the internationalization of SoVs 

from a BM change perspective, as addressed in Essay 3 of the dissertation. 

4.2 Essay 2 

Title: Internationalization and the paradigm of sustainability research, 1970– 

2021: a platform for potential research prospects 

Research gap and importance: Sustainability is of paramount importance in 

today’s business landscape. Business owners and managers must now navigate the 

intricate connections between economic, environmental, social, and cultural 

considerations. Despite sustainability’s pervasive presence in global discussions, 

its fusion with internationalization has received limited attention in prominent 

business and marketing publications. Given the transformative impact of 

internationalization on promoting sustainable business strategies, there is an 

urgent call to delve further into the nexus of sustainability, entrepreneurship, and 

international expansion. 

Research Questions: Given these deficiencies of international entrepreneurship 

and sustainability, this essay intends to answer the following questions: 

a. How has the concept of sustainability evolved in the context of 

internationalization over the past five decades? 

b. What are the key themes and trends in research exploring the relationship 

between internationalization and sustainable development? 

c. How does an MDS bibliometric analysis illuminate the role of sustainability 

within the intellectual structure of research on internationalization? 

We conducted an MDS bibliometric analysis of publications spanning the fields of 

business, marketing, management, and operations research. A total of 926 

publications were reviewed, with citations retrieved from the Web of Science 

(WOS) using search criteria authorized by a qualified sustainability researcher. 

The analysis focused on publications from 1970 to 2021, with data divided into 

three independent periods (1970–2000, 2001–2010, and 2011–2021) to examine 

longitudinal development. However, significant steps have been made in recent 

years on bibliometric reviews of sustainability research and extensively explored 

issues in leading business and marketing journals (Chabowski et., 2011 and 2022). 

It is now important to focus on the connection between sustainability, 

entrepreneurship, and internationalization as they are becoming the core 
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dimensions of the modern business world. For this study, we are applying an MDS 

bibliometric analysis of the role of sustainability in international 

entrepreneurship. Additionally, we have highlighted the potential for future study 

in this fast-moving research stream in international entrepreneurship and 

sustainability. 

The investigation revealed a growing interest in the intersection of 

internationalization and sustainability. Noteworthy themes that emerged include 

the line of sustainable practices in internationalization, the identification of 

market imperfections and avenues for sustainable business ventures, and the 

significance of adopting a triple-bottom-line perspective to elucidate the nexus 

between internationalization and sustainability. Furthermore, the analysis shed 

light on trends in research methodologies, geographic dispersion of scholarly 

contributions, and the fostering of interdisciplinary collaboration within this 

domain. 

This study contributes to the understanding of the internationalization of SuE by 

providing insights into the evolution of research trends and thematic 

developments. The findings offer valuable guidance for future research endeavors, 

highlighting areas for further exploration, such as market flaws and opportunities 

for SuE. For practitioners, the study underscores the importance of integrating 

sustainability principles into entrepreneurial ventures, fostering economic growth 

while addressing social and environmental challenges on an international scale. 

The insights gleaned from the multidimensional scaling (MDS) bibliometric 

analysis shed light on the evolving landscape of internationalization and 

sustainability, providing a foundation for understanding the complexities of 

internationalization in SoVs. By identifying key themes and trends in SE research, 

the study paves the way for further exploration into how social ventures change 

their business models during internationalization to align with sustainability goals 

and drive positive impact internationally. 

4.3 Essay 3 

Title: Internationalization of Social Ventures: A Business-Model-Change 

Perspective 

Research gap and importance: While significant steps have been made in 

understanding social ventures, the evolving nature of the field calls for deeper 

exploration, particularly concerning the internationalization trajectories of SoVs 

from a BM change perspective. Understanding how social ventures navigate 

internationalization while adhering to their social and economic objectives is 
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crucial for advancing both theoretical knowledge and practical applications in the 

field. 

Research questions: The present study responds to these suggestions and 

addresses the following research question: How do the business models of ISoV 

change during internationalization and what triggers this development? We also 

seek to examine the triggers and the outcomes of such changes. 

We employed a qualitative research strategy, utilizing a longitudinal design and 

case study methodology. We conducted a systematic review of the literature, 

followed by a selection process based on predefined inclusion and exclusion 

criteria. Four Finnish ISoVs were chosen as case firms, meeting the criteria of 

maintaining social and sustainable ideologies while undergoing 

internationalization. 

Social ventures have developed in recent decades, but the associated research field 

is still maturing. Advancing the research area will depend on enhancing the 

understanding of the internationalization trajectories of SoVs from the business 

model change perspective. Every company’s BM evolves as a result of 

internationalization, but these modifications can be more difficult for ISoVs with 

a BM that must account for social and economic factors. This study aims to detect 

trends among ISoVs and core entrepreneurial internationalization, research 

orientations, and developing international entrepreneurship research issues. This 

essay investigates the theoretical approach to internationalizing BMs implies 

business models internationalize whereas it is the firms that internationalize and 

then adopt a BM to reflect that internationalization. In addition, in the context of 

businesses that are internationalizing, this study develops a theoretical approach 

to the BMs of internationalizing enterprises and those of SoVs. 

To address the question of how BMs change during the internationalization of 

ISoV, we examined the factors influencing business model change. We analyzed 

business model changes during the internationalization of ISoVs according to the 

business model dimension of focus, locus, and modus and identified factors 

influencing business model changes. To be more specific, we use “focus,” “modus,” 

and “locus,” all of which were defined in the theoretical background as analytical 

building blocks for the concept of a business model. 

Focus is necessary for driving strategic choices and influencing how the selected 

case firms’ business models change. ISoVs often have a social or environmental 

objective that affects their BM. ISoVs entering new areas may need to change their 

focus to meet demands from customers. Our analyses indicated that the strategic 

choices and BM changes in the selected case firms were heavily influenced by their 
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focus. ISoVs often have social or environmental objectives embedded in their BMs, 

which guide their strategic decisions. When entering new markets, they may need 

to adjust their focus to align with the demands of customers in those regions. 

Specifically, our case firms primarily producing technological solutions for air 

quality and energy-based products such as our case firm, Bioenergy and 

Professional Farming, were more inclined to alter their business models to 

penetrate international markets and expand globally. In contrast, firms dealing in 

clothing, such as our case firm, Army Surplus, and handicrafts, such as Home 

Interior Design Handicrafts, had less propensity to change their business models 

significantly. 

ISoV may need to undertake various actions, including developing new products, 

adjusting pricing strategies, or forming strategic alliances to remain competitive 

and sustain their operations in new markets. Additionally, ISoVs must maintain 

effective communication with local communities and stakeholders to understand 

their concerns and offer culturally relevant and sustainable solutions. It is 

noteworthy that some case ISoVs retained their original focus while others 

modified their focus to adapt to international market dynamics. The finding 

highlights the diverse approaches taken by ISoVs in navigating the challenges of 

internationalization and underscores the importance of strategic alignment with 

market demands. 

The locus component has been prominent in enabling global social ventures to 

enhance internationalization and sustainability by adopting appropriate business 

models to the dynamic challenges global expansions represent. Our analyses 

indicated that expertise and adaptation of the locus component played an 

important role in enhancing the internationalization and sustainability of ISoVs in 

global expansion. Our case study revealed that locus was a fundamental element 

of the business models of all case firms examined. Specifically, the majority of 

ventures operating in sectors such as technological solutions for air quality, 

surplus clothing, and handicrafts like home interior design modified their business 

models as they expanded into foreign markets. Those modifications often involved 

leveraging locus expertise to navigate the complexities of international expansion 

successfully. 

However, it is important to note that in the case firm Bioenergy and Professional 

Farming, while the focus was primarily on company growth, the dimension of 

locus did not change significantly. Nonetheless, the need to adhere to local 

regulations and to establish relationships with local stakeholders remained critical 

for this particular case firm. Our findings underscore the pivotal role of locus in 

guiding the adaptation of business models for international expansion among 
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ISoVs. Effective management of locus allows ISoVs to address local intricacies, 

comply with regulations, and engage meaningfully with local communities, 

thereby enhancing their prospects for sustainable growth and success in 

international markets. 

We found that the modus dimension significantly influenced changes to business 

models during the internationalization process of ISoVs. Modus, which serves as a 

systematic framework for examining and driving business model transformation 

in ISoVs, played a crucial role in facilitating effective business model adaptation 

and enabling sustainable expansion. Our study discovered that modus established 

a solid foundation for propelling BM transformation by providing a structured 

approach to addressing the complexities of internationalization and sustainability 

concerns. Our interviewees emphasized the importance of interdisciplinary and 

cross-sectoral cooperation in developing innovative business model solutions to 

navigate the challenges associated with sustainability. 

Specifically, our findings highlighted that effective utilization of modus enabled 

ISoVs to implement change strategies that aligned with their sustainability goals 

while expanding into international markets. By leveraging interdisciplinary 

expertise and fostering collaboration across sectors, ISoVs were able to develop 

novel BM solutions tailored to address the diverse and complex sustainability 

challenges encountered during internationalization. Overall, our analyses 

underscore the critical role of modus in driving business model transformation 

and facilitating the long-term expansion of ISoVs. By providing a systematic 

framework for addressing sustainability concerns and promoting interdisciplinary 

cooperation, modus empowers ISoVs to navigate the complexities of 

internationalization successfully and achieve sustainable growth in international 

markets. 

Our findings provide experts with information that can be used in the process of 

redesigning a venture’s BM to encourage the internationalization of SuE. This 

essay contributes to the understanding of how ISoVs change their business models 

during internationalization, shedding light on the crucial forces that drive those 

changes. The insights provided can aid practitioners in redesigning business 

models to facilitate internationalization while maintaining social and 

environmental objectives. By incorporating sustainability considerations into 

business model design, organizations can enhance their societal impact and long-

term success in an international market. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS 

This chapter systematically presents the consolidated findings of each essay, 

emphasizing the three studies’ interconnectedness and their collective alignment 

with the overarching research objectives. The ensuing discussion is complemented 

by an exposition of the overarching theoretical contributions and practical 

ramifications derived from the dissertation. The chapter concludes with a detailed 

analysis that acknowledges the limitations of the research and suggests avenues 

for future investigation. 

5.1 Integrated findings 

This dissertation presents a comprehensive analysis of the dominant themes 

related to ISuE and ISoVs, aiming to inform future research and deepen scholarly 

understanding in the areas this dissertation intersects. It is positioned at the 

interface of three specific areas: sustainability, international entrepreneurship, 

and social ventures. Its three essays collaborate to answer the research questions 

of this dissertation. The essays emphasize the important themes in the 

internationalization of SoVs and the functionality of BM changes of SoVs during 

internationalization as a supportive mechanism. 

The literature review (Essay 1) offers a comprehensive analysis of SuE in an 

international and cross-cultural context. By categorizing research into three 

contextual categories, it delineates the multifaceted nature of ISuEs. The review 

outlines various themes, ranging from the influence of internationalization on 

sustainability to the role of formal institutions and global governance. It identifies 

critical areas of investigation, such as business model changes and the impact of 

cultural nuances on ISoVs. 

In contrast, the bibliometric review (Essay 2) focuses on the relationship between 

internationalization and sustainability. By conducting the MDS analysis of 

scholarly literature based on co-citation analysis and revealing the underlying 

intellectual structures it maps the evolution of research in this area over different 

periods. The review identifies a growing interest in sustainability within the 

domain of international business, although with varying levels of emphasis across 

different decades. It highlights the evolution of sustainability research from its 

early stages, where it was not the primary focus, to more recent years, where it has 

gained prominence in discussions on CSR and competitive performance. 

Importantly, the review underscores the relevance of ISuE in the discourse on 

sustainability literature. It emphasizes the need for further exploration of topics 
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such as the change in business models during internationalization, echoing the 

themes identified in Essay 1. 

Combining insights from both literature reviews (Essays 1 and 2) enriches the 

understanding of the interplay between sustainability, social ventures, and 

international entrepreneurship. While the literature review (Essay 1) offers a 

detailed content analysis of contextual factors and cross-cultural dynamics, the 

bibliometric review (Essay 2) provides a broader perspective on the evolution of 

research trends and thematic shifts over time of the underlying intellectual 

knowledge structures. Together, these reviews highlight the importance of 

integrating sustainability principles into the internationalization development of 

SoVs. They emphasize the need for empirical research to validate theoretical 

frameworks and explore emerging topics such as business model changes. By 

synthesizing findings from both reviews, the dissertation significantly extends the 

understanding of ISuE’s extant knowledge, thereby contributing to academic 

knowledge but also providing a fruitful starting point for the empirical research in 

Essay 3. 

Essay 3 integrates the research gaps identified in the literature reviews (Essay 1) 

and the bibliometric review (Essay 2). It addresses those gaps by conducting case 

studies that aim to derive the process flow for the internationalization of ISoVs, 

with a particular focus on changes in their business models. It adopts a qualitative 

research strategy and a longitudinal design using an extensive case study strategy 

to investigate the internationalization trajectories of distinctive, sustainable 

initiatives by Finnish ISoVs. These findings illustrate that the focus dimension of 

the ISoV business model may change during internationalization. ISoVs that are 

more technologically oriented and energy-based tend to modify their business 

models with a greater focus compared to those in the clothing and handicrafts 

sectors. The locus is a key ingredient of the BM, and it changes during the 

internationalization of all ISoVs. International social ventures change their 

business models mostly to adhere to regulations applicable in their target market. 

To this extent, the modus dimension of the BM changes during 

internationalization to address these needs. 

Essay 3 also identified important triggers driving changes to the BM during the 

internationalization of ISoVs. These triggers can be internal factors (i.e., 

entrepreneurial mindset and sustainable mindset) or external factors (i.e., market 

demand for sustainable products & services, geopolitical influences, cultural 

differences, and local partnerships and networks). The current research focuses on 

the BM dimensions, such as focus, locus, modus, and their related triggers. It thus 
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contributes important knowledge for both practitioners and the domain of 

researchers interested in increasing the societal impact of ISoVs. 

5.2 Theoretical contributions 

The growing interest in sustainability and SoVs prompted research efforts largely 

focused on the domestic context (Mair and Marti, 2006). However, the 

international dimension of sustainability and SoV remains under investigated 

(Dacin et al., 2010). This dissertation contributes an international perspective to 

that investigation. The contribution stems from addressing the research gaps 

identified in the introduction that can be found in the intersection of IE, 

sustainability, and SoVs. 

First, this dissertation contributes to the ISuE field because it categorizes the 

literature into three states of the art: a) international, b) cross-cultural, and c) 

international and cross-cultural. The term international pertains to business 

activities that extend across national borders, involving, for instance, the 

expansion of ventures into foreign markets (Mathews and Zander, 2007). In 

contrast, cross-cultural denotes cross-cultural comparative research on 

individuals or organizations from diverse cultural backgrounds (Nasif et al. 1991). 

Lastly, international and cross-cultural research includes both international and 

cross-cultural aspects within the same study. The current research has identified 

the key main themes commonly investigated and the related sub-themes. It 

identifies the theoretical approaches that are most widely used. The current 

research further identified the most relevant gaps of research and lines of 

investigation are suggested by posting several important research questions, such 

as: How do sustainable values impact entrepreneurs’ internationalization 

strategies and success? How can a business model perspective enhance our 

understanding of ISuE? What are critical business model dimensions in ISoVs, 

how do they change during internationalization, and what triggers those 

developments? The work will permit future researchers to start working based on 

the proposed research directions. 

Moreover, the research indicated that the business models of ISoVs warrant more 

scrutiny. The conceptualization of social entrepreneurship as a field is not yet 

mature, and further systematic efforts to provide a more comprehensive 

theoretical understanding and practical application should be encouraged 

(Phillips et al., 2015; Macke et al., 2018; Gupta et al., 2020). By undertaking a 

thorough examination of ISuE, this study responds to this imperative and 

contributes to the maturing of the field. 
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Second, this study thus identified changing intellectual structures within the 

research at the interface of internationalization and sustainability and vis-á-vis 

this research stream across time. What is reflected in this is a significant move 

from a profit-driven approach toward the consideration of environmental and 

social factors in the international business context. With the growing activism 

occurring from day to day around the world related to issues such as climate 

change and growing social inequality, the integration of sustainability with 

entrepreneurial internationalization activities is increasingly recognized. The 

research groups and cliques identified provide important building blocks that 

future research projects may draw on in the process of assembling their structure 

and hypotheses. A theoretical framework was also developed in the study, showing 

the centrality of the sustainability paradigm in guiding sustainable practices and 

decision-making processes in different sectors and organizations. A few of the 

important research avenues, as proposed from the study, are as follows: How 

internationalization and sustainability entrepreneurs influence ISoVs to 

internationalize and how their BMs change during the process of 

internationalization; how researchers can leverage the MDS bibliographic scaling 

to unveil the role of sustainability in the internationalization domain; and what are 

the specific problems and opportunities in integrating sustainability across 

different industries in the context of internationalization, etc. The contribution is 

twofold: to international business research and to research on sustainability. 

Future research can start from the presentation of interesting research questions 

to advance scholarly understanding. This finding from Essay 2 is congruent with 

the growing recognition of the role of SoEs in addressing global challenges 

(Battilana et al., 2015). In addition, the study also responds to the increasing call 

for more explicit research into the internationalization of SoVs (Sharir and Lerner, 

2006) and into research on SoVs within developing countries (Ghalwash et al., 

2017). Since this study gives insights into the motivation and behavior of SOVs 

during internationalization, the dynamics that shape SoVs in the international 

context are well understood in a much more particularized and detailed manner. 

Third, this study contributed to understanding changes in the business model 

dimension of sustainable firms along with internationalization. It thereby 

contributes to both BM perspectives when searching for relevant angles for SoVs 

in general and internationalization research by revealing business model 

dimension change and related triggers during internationalization. That is 

important knowledge to better understand how SuEs handle this complex field of 

internationalization, regarding influences on BM change, especially through the 

lenses of focus, locus, and modus. It provides insights that are valuable for experts 

to redesign business models when firms intend to extend internationally. The 

study explains the interplay between business model change during the ISoVs’ 
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internationalization and the factors that influence BM change, which revolve 

around being an internal or external factor. 

In general, the research notably responds to the need for more systemic and 

thorough research efforts in the field, as underlined by major contributors (Terán-

Yépez et al., 2020; Zahra et al., 2014; Chell et al., 2010; Schaltegger et al., 2016; 

Seelos and Mair, 2005). More importantly, by illuminating the reasoning and 

behaviors of social enterprises in international settings, this research adds to the 

richness of our understanding of SuE dynamics and increases the emphasis on the 

role of social ventures in addressing international challenges. Its empirical 

approach and focus on internationalization make a valuable contribution toward 

both theoretical understanding and practical applications in the broader domain 

of SE research (Battilana et al., 2015; Sharir and Lerner, 2006; Zahra et al., 2008). 

5.3 Managerial implications 

The managerial implications arise mainly from the last empirical essay. The thesis 

has significant implications for managers of ISoVs. First, such managers should 

address three business model dimensions: focus, modus, and locus. Several 

decisions must be taken regarding the focus: managers should decide upon the 

inherent link between ISoVs and their business models, and changing their 

business models becomes imperative to accord with local customer demands and 

market dynamics. In terms of locus, they should consider their distribution 

throughout the various international markets. Managers should recognize that 

when ventures enter new markets, changing their business models to align with 

local customer demands for sustainable products and services is crucial. Finally, 

in terms of modus, managers may need to create new alliances with local 

companies or authorities to meet the requirements of the legal systems and 

cultural norms of the new market. 

Second, managers must be aware that business model dimensions often develop 

under internationalization, and certain triggers influence the development. 

Managers should evaluate both external and internal factors as they affect the 

business model dimensions. Regarding external factors, managers should 

investigate market demand for sustainable products and services, geopolitical 

influences, cultural differences, and local partnerships and networks. For example, 

regarding internal factors, managers should investigate the entrepreneurial 

mindset and sustainable mindset. For example, an entrepreneurial mindset is 

paramount when ISoVs are trying to overcome the hurdles of internationalization. 
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The need to change business models during internationalization is underlined. 

Managers of ISoVs should proactively be involved with the multifaceted influences 

of internationalization by first recognizing the inevitability of BM changes. They 

should undergo proper analyses like the case studies provided, the critical role 

played by the various internal and external factors mentioned earlier. These 

elements together shape the trajectory of business model evolution. For example, 

firms like Army Surplus and Bioenergy & Professional Farming have operated 

amidst very complex geopolitical conditions and made changes according to their 

interpretation of world dynamics. At the same time, cultural considerations were 

important for all these firms except Bioenergy & Professional Farming, which 

reinforced the need for flexible strategies adapted to different markets. A central 

factor in understanding the dimension of the businesses internationalizing for all 

of them was the development of local networks and partnerships. This dimension 

was important to all the case firms. 

5.4 Limitations of the research 

The study of ISuE and ISoVs is constrained by several factors. These limitations 

are identified based on the three essays in this dissertation. 

First, is the fact that ISuE is still a new concept, and there would have to be more 

studies to fully understand and clarify the phenomenon. The main limitation that 

is identified within Essay 1 was that while the study categorized overarching 

themes and sub-themes within ISuE, the emergent nature of the concept suggests 

that some aspects of the concept may not have been explored or adequately 

understood. Furthermore, the fact that the review used existing literature will most 

likely limit novel perspectives and practical implications that are of the essence 

when understanding the related complexities of sustainable entrepreneurship on 

the international platform. The above limitations call for further research, which 

should integrate diverse methodologies, historical perspectives, and 

interdisciplinary approaches that will address the changing challenge and 

opportunity issues of ISuE. 

Second, although the bibliometric analysis in Essay 2 provided a comprehensive 

overview of the relationship between internationalization and sustainability, it is 

based on a quantitative analysis of scholarly articles. Whereas bibliometric 

analyses provide valuable information regarding research trends and patterns, 

they often miss the nuanced qualitative dimensions of the debate. Future analysis 

could thus be complemented with qualitative analysis and provide a more 
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comprehensive understanding of the evolving inductive content analysis on 

internationalization and sustainability. 

Third, while Essay 3 provides rich qualitative insights into the internationalization 

changes of SoVs, certain methodological limitations warrant some consideration. 

The characterization is, therefore, rich in insight into the phenomenon, but 

generalizability is weak. Future research can conduct a quantitative survey to 

investigate the generalizability of the findings. Moreover, the findings of the 

Finnish ISoV case study may not apply to other geographical or cultural contexts. 

Future research might replicate the study qualitatively in other contexts and 

countries to explore whether the results hold or differ with regard to business 

model changes of internationalizing SoVs and their triggers. Potential future 

research directions are discussed more extensively below. 

5.5 Future research directions 

Table 10 illustrates future research directions and provides a comprehensive 

roadmap for advancing the field of ISuE. It is based on the three essays comprising 

this dissertation and outlines potential new topics, research questions, and 

methodological advancements. The following analysis explores these directions, 

emphasizing the need for a nuanced understanding of the interplay between 

sustainability, entrepreneurship, and internationalization. 

Extending Current Study and Theoretical Views: It is recommended to direct 

attention toward the sustainable social values of the entrepreneurs that can impact 

the internationalization of their ventures. It is, therefore, important to understand 

how their sustainability values will impact entrepreneurs’ strategies and their 

enterprises’ international success. Such research will have to focus on balancing 

social and economic values in SuE research during internationalization. For 

instance, the integration of social and economic objectives in international 

ventures can lead to unique strategic benefits (Zahra et al., 2014). Moreover, 

network theory could help improve knowledge of ISuE by framing how 

entrepreneurial networks facilitate the transfer of sustainable business practices 

over national borders (Coviello, 2006). The tabulated information suggests that 

the business model perspective could deepen our understanding of the application 

of ISuE and circular economy practices in ISoVs. This investigation is critical for 

identifying the mechanisms through which business models can support 

sustainable development and innovation in ISoVs, thereby contributing to global 

sustainability goals (Bocken et al., 2014; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). The table also 

illustrates the potential for consolidation of a multiple-theory approach wherein 
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various theories such as the resource-based view (RBV), Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions, and institutional theory on ISuE drive a multifaceted understanding 

of the concept (Anand et al., 2021; Etemad et al., 2021; Hofstede, 1980; Tina Dacin 

et al., 2002). The information in Table 10 also spurs a call for new theoretical 

approaches. Such theory-building is imperative for decoding the complex 

dynamics and motives that drive social entrepreneurship and internationalization 

in a fast-changing global market, which is simultaneously impacted by inter and 

intra-national pressures (Mair and Marti, 2006). In addition, a crucial theoretical 

approach proposed in ISuE is the BM perspective, revealing how different business 

models facilitate or hinder sustainability in an international context (Bocken et al., 

2014). 

Methodological Innovations and Longitudinal Analysis: Methodological 

innovation is necessary for the advancement of research in ISuE. The table 

highlights what needs to be added. Longitudinal research designs are 

recommended to capture the nature of ISuE. Longitudinal studies can capture 

ISuE evolution and long-term ISuE-related outcomes (Anand et al., 2021). The 

need for mixed methodologies, namely the combined use of qualitative and 

quantitative approaches, is also highlighted to provide a holistic view of the ISuE 

phenomena by Creswell and Plano Clark (2011). Another implication of the 

methodology is the need for meta-analysis to investigate the primary triggers 

influencing the internationalization of ISoVs, providing a comprehensive 

understanding of the most significant factors identified in the existing literature. 

This approach can synthesize findings from diverse studies, highlighting key 

drivers such as entrepreneurial orientation, innovation capacity, and network 

relationships, which are crucial for ISoVs’ successful entry into international 

markets (Dimitratos et al., 2014; Coviello et al., 2011). Finally, it is important to 

develop reliable and valid indicators to measure international opportunity based 

on the changed needs of sustainable businesses. Doing so makes it possible to draw 

proper inferences to further the research and practice in the field (Dunning, 2000). 

Table 10. Summary of Future Research Directions 

Research context Potential new topics Potential research questions 

Extending Current 

Study and 

Theoretical Views 

Influence of 

entrepreneur’s 

sustainable social values 

on internationalization 

How do entrepreneurs’ sustainable 

values impact internationalization 

strategies and success? 

Balance between the 

social and economic 

value of SuE research in 

How does the balance of social and 

economic value in social 
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Research context Potential new topics Potential research questions 

contrast to 

internationalization 

entrepreneurship impact 

internationalization? 

Network theory How do network tie strength and 

structural holes influence ISoV 

internationalization? 

Business model 

perspective 

How can the business model 

perspective enhance our 

understanding of applying 

international sustainable 

entrepreneurship circular economy 

in ISoVs? 

RBV theory, Hofstede’s 

cultural viewpoint, and 

institutional theory 

What is the importance of rare, 

valuable, non-imitable, and non-

substitutable resources for ISoV 

internationalization? 

Use of novel theoretical 

approaches 

How can improvisation help ISoVs 

to internationalize rapidly? 

Methodological 

Advancements 

and Longitudinal 

Analysis 

Incorporating 

longitudinal research 

designs for a better 

understanding of ISuE 

What insights can be drawn from 

long-term studies in International 

Sustainable Entrepreneurship 

(ISuE)? 

Adoption of mixed 

methodologies that 

include both qualitative 

and quantitative 

approaches 

How can mixed methodologies 

enhance the analysis of ISuE? 

Investigate the triggers 

of internationalization 

of ISoVs with Meta-

analysis method 

What are the primary triggers that 

influence the internationalization 

of ISoVs as identified through a 

meta-analysis of existing 

literature? 

Creating an accurate 

and reliable indicator of 

international 

opportunity 

How can an indicator for assessing 

sustainable international business 

opportunities be developed and 

customized to meet unique needs? 

Replication of 

study findings 

with regards to 

Business Model 

Dynamics and 

Replication of critical 

business model 

dimensions found in this 

study in ISoVs 

originating in other 

What are the critical business 

model dimensions in ISoVs 

originating in developing countries 

versus developed countries? 
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Research context Potential new topics Potential research questions 

Change in other 

country contexts 

or with 

quantitative 

methods 

country contexts (than 

Finland) 

Changes in business 

models of sustainability-

oriented firms during 

internationalization 

originating in other 

country contexts (than 

Finland) 

How do sustainability-oriented 

firms such as ISoVs originating in 

large countries versus small 

countries internationalize, and how 

do their business models change 

during internationalization? 

Adjusting business 

models in response to 

geopolitical influences 

based on quantitative 

research 

How do geopolitical factors 

influence the business models of 

internationalizing social ventures? 

Influence of cultural 

differences on business 

model transformation 

based on quantitative 

research 

How does cultural distance impact 

the transformation of business 

models during 

internationalization? 

Contextual 

Factors and 

Stakeholder 

Engagement 

Researching several 

economic, societal, and 

geographic situations 

regarding international 

sustainable 

entrepreneurial internal 

and external strategy 

How do contextual factors shape 

sustainable international 

entrepreneurship strategies and 

outcomes in different contexts? 

Role of local networks 

and partnerships in 

international expansion 

How do local networks and 

partnerships facilitate the growth 

and international expansion of 

social ventures? 

Collaboration with 

stakeholders such as 

governments, NGOs, 

and local communities 

to improve 

sustainability outcomes 

How might international 

entrepreneurs collaborate with 

stakeholders such as governments, 

NGOs, and local communities to 

improve sustainability outcomes 

within the context of 

internationalization? 

Policy, 

Technology, and 

Innovation 

Influence of 

governmental policies 

and regulations on the 

What is the influence of 

governmental policies and 

regulations on the adoption of 
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Research context Potential new topics Potential research questions 

adoption of sustainable 

practices within 

internationalization 

sustainable practices within 

internationalization endeavors, and 

which policy frameworks 

demonstrate the highest 

effectiveness? 

Utilization of 

technological 

advancements and 

innovations to foster 

sustainability within 

internationalization 

endeavors 

In what ways can the utilization of 

technological advancements and 

innovations be employed to foster 

sustainability within 

internationalization endeavors? 

Comparative analysis of 

sustainability 

approaches across 

different countries and 

regions 

What factors contribute to the 

variations in approaches to 

integrating sustainability into 

internationalization across 

different countries and regions? 

Industry-specific studies What distinctive challenges and 

opportunities exist for 

incorporating sustainability across 

diverse industries within the realm 

of internationalization? 

Organizational design’s 

impact on business 

models of 

internationalizing social 

enterprises 

How do aspects of organizational 

design influence the business 

models of internationalizing social 

enterprises? 

Advantages and 

obstacles of establishing 

cross-sector 

partnerships aimed at 

advancing sustainability 

What advantages and obstacles 

arise from establishing cross-sector 

partnerships aimed at advancing 

sustainability in the realm of 

internationalization, and what 

strategies can optimize the 

effectiveness of these 

collaborations? 

Replication of study findings with regards to Business Model Dynamics and 

Change in other country contexts or with quantitative methods: Replication of 

critical business model dimensions found in this study in ISoVs originating in 
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other country contexts remains an ideal research topic. The fundamental 

dimensions of business models and the replication of critical BM components 

identified in ISoVs across various country contexts to compare those originating 

from developing versus developed countries. This comparative analysis can 

uncover context-specific factors influencing BM effectiveness, offering insights 

into how economic, cultural, and institutional differences shape entrepreneurial 

strategies (Mason and Brown, 2014; Teece, 2010). The table also proposed that 

future research could explore how sustainability-oriented firms, including ISoVs, 

internationalize from large versus small countries and how their business models 

evolve during this process. Such a study would provide valuable insights into the 

adaptive strategies employed by these firms in diverse international contexts, 

shedding light on the dynamic nature of sustainable business models in response 

to varying market conditions (Cavusgil and Knight, 2015). The table also, 

therefore, indicates the need for the study influence of geopolitical factors on the 

BMs. The influence of the geopolitical ball game on a firm can, therefore, 

significantly impact the businesses and operations for internationalizing social 

ventures (Ghemawat, 2001). At the same time, the cultural variation in the process 

can affect the changes in business models. Hence, there is a need to precisely 

analyze the influence of cultural context on entrepreneurial practices (Hofstede, 

2011). Being affected by organizational design means that the BMs require further 

investigation. Knowing how organizational structures and processes impact the 

success of international social enterprises would, therefore, be of more significant 

relevance to both the practice and academics (Mintzberg, 1993). 

Contextual Factors and Stakeholder Engagement: The table underscores the 

research need within the contexts of various economic, societal, and geographic 

contexts to ascertain their impact on ISuE strategies and outcomes. Research to 

make inquiries into the opportunities and means through which different 

contextual factors shape entrepreneurial activities and sustainability efforts could 

come from such research (Pankov et al., 2021). Local networks and partnerships 

play an outright role in the international scope of social ventures. Research on how 

these networks facilitate growth and expansion can provide down-to-earth 

insights into better internationalization strategies (Johanson and Vahlne, 2009). 

The same table suggests taking up the study of collaboration with stakeholders in 

a bid to influence better outcomes in sustainability, among whom may be 

governments, NGOs, and local communities. Stakeholders are crucial for the 

attainment of long-term resilience in entrepreneurship abroad as it will help the 

entrepreneur secure access to key resources not immediately available to the 

entrepreneur in the host country, as well as ensure better acceptance in the new 

foreign legalized environment (Austin et al., 2006). 
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Policy, Technology, and Innovation: Policies and regulations by the government 

can significantly affect the adaptation of sustainability in internationalization. 

Comparative studies on the impacts of different models of policies would let a 

particular policy be most successful in awakening sustainability (Gallo and 

Marinelli, 2020). Recent and upcoming technological evolutions and changes have 

remarkable potential to encourage sustainability. Research on how to use these 

innovations and technologies to forward the movement for sustainable practices 

in international business would be required to be taken up by future researchers 

(Hart and Milstein, 2003). A further comparison of the approaches toward 

sustainability in different countries and continents might indicate the explained 

variance in the inclusion of sustainability in internationalization (Peng et al., 

2008). Industry-specific research should seek to explain the reasons underlying 

the challenges and opportunities of integrating sustainability across diverse 

industrial settings. Such research would make the strategies more sector-specific 

and advance the cause of sustainability (Delmas and Toffel, 2008). The table call 

also for studies that shows the benefits and challenges of cross-sector partnerships 

toward sustainability. 



77 

References 

Adams, R., Jeanrenaud, S., Bessant, J., Denyer, D., & Overy, P. (2016). 
Sustainability‐oriented innovation: A systematic review. International Journal of 
Management Reviews, 18(2), 180-205. 

Agarwal, S., Lenka, U., Singh, K., Agrawal, V., & Agrawal, A. M. (2020). A 
qualitative approach towards crucial factors for sustainable development of 
women social entrepreneurship: Indian cases. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 274, 123135. 

Agyeman, J., Bullard, R. D., & Evans, B. (Eds.). (2003). Just sustainabilities: 
Development in an unequal world. MIT press. 

Alberti, F. G., & Varon Garrido, M. A. (2017). Can profit and sustainability goals 
co-exist? New business models for hybrid firms. Journal of Business 
Strategy, 38(1), 3-13. 

Alegre, I. (2015). Social and economic tension in social enterprises: Does it 
exist?. Social Business, 5(1), 17-32. 

Alon, I., Mersland, R., Musteen, M., & Randøy, T. (2020). The research frontier on 
internationalization of social enterprises. Journal of World Business, 55(5), 
101091. 

Amit, R., & Zott, C. (2001). Value creation in e‐business. Strategic management 
journal, 22(6‐7), 493-520. 

Amit, R., & Zott, C. (2017). Value drivers of e‐commerce business models. Creating 
value: Winners in the new business environment, 13-43. 

Anand, A., Argade, P., Barkemeyer, R., & Salignac, F. (2021). Trends and patterns 
in sustainable entrepreneurship research: A bibliometric review and research 
agenda. Journal of Business Venturing, 36(3), 106092. 

Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei-Skillern, J. (2006). Social and commercial 
entrepreneurship: Same, different, or both? Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 30(1), 1-22. 

Azam, W., Khan, I., & Ali, S. A. (2023). Alternative energy and natural resources 
in determining environmental sustainability: a look at the role of government final 
consumption expenditures in France. Environmental Science and Pollution 
Research, 30(1), 1949-1965. 

Azmat, F., Ferdous, A. S., & Couchman, P. (2015). Understanding the dynamics 
between social entrepreneurship and inclusive growth in subsistence 
marketplaces. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 34(2), 252-271. 

Bansal, S., Garg, I., & Sharma, G. D. (2019). Social Entrepreneurship as a Path for 
Social Change and Driver of Sustainable Development: A Systematic Review and 
Research Agenda. Sustainability, 11(4), 1091. 



78 

Barbosa, M. W., Ladeira, M. B., de Oliveira, M. P. V., de Oliveira, V. M., & de Sousa, 
P. R. (2022). The effects of internationalization orientation in the sustainable 
performance of the agri-food industry through environmental collaboration: An 
emerging economy perspective. Sustainable Production and Consumption, 31, 
407-418. 

Battilana, J., & Lee, M. (2014). Advancing research on hybrid organizing – Insights 
from the study of social enterprises. Academy of Management Annals, 8(1), 397-
441. 

Battilana, J., Sengul, M., Pache, A. C., & Model, J. (2015). Harnessing productive 
tensions in hybrid organizations: The case of work integration social enterprises. 
Academy of Management Journal, 58(6), 1658-1685. 

Beamish, P. W., & Lupton, N. C. (2009). Managing joint ventures. Academy of 
management perspectives, 23(2), 75-94. 

Bel, R. (2018). A property rights theory of competitive advantage. Strategic 
Management Journal, 39(6), 1678-1703. 

Bocken, N. M. P., Short, S. W., Rana, P., & Evans, S. (2014). A literature and 
practice review to develop sustainable business model archetypes. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 65, 42-56. 

Bocken, N. M., Fil, A., & Prabhu, J. (2016). Scaling up social businesses in 
developing markets. Journal of Cleaner Production, 139, 295-308. 

Bocken, N., Boons, F., & Baldassarre, B. (2019). Sustainable business model 
experimentation by understanding ecologies of business models. Journal of 
cleaner production, 208, 1498-1512. 

Bodin, Ö. (2017). Collaborative environmental governance: Achieving collective 
action in social-ecological systems. Science, 357(6352), eaan1114. 

Booth, A., Sutton, A., & Papaioannou, D. (2016). Systematic Approaches to a 
Successful Literature Review. Sage. 

Borg, I., & Groenen, P. J. (2005). Modern multidimensional scaling: Theory and 
applications. Springer Science & Business Media. 

Borzaga, C., & Spear, R. (Eds.). (2004). Trends and challenges for co-operatives 
and social enterprises in developed and transition countries. Trento: Edizioni 31. 

Boudreau, J. W., & Ramstad, P. M. (2005). Talentship, talent segmentation, and 
sustainability: A new HR decision science paradigm for a new strategy 
definition. Human Resource Management: Published in Cooperation with the 
School of Business Administration, The University of Michigan and in alliance 
with the Society of Human Resources Management, 44(2), 129-136. 

Bowen, H. P., & De Clercq, D. (2008). Institutional context and the allocation of 
entrepreneurial effort. Journal of International Business Studies, 39, 747-767. 



79 

Bretos, I., Diaz-Foncea, M., & Marcuello, C. (2020). International expansion of 
social enterprises as a catalyst for scaling up social impact across 
borders. Sustainability, 12(8), 3262. 

Brouthers, K. D., & Nakos, G. (2004). SME entry mode choice and performance: A 
transaction cost perspective. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 28(3), 229-
247. 

Bruton, G. D., Ketchen Jr, D. J., & Ireland, R. D. (2013). Entrepreneurship as a 
solution to poverty. Journal of business venturing, 28(6), 683-689. 

Buckley, P. J., & Ghauri, P. N. (2004). Globalisation, economic geography and the 
strategy of multinational enterprises. Journal of International Business 
Studies, 35, 81-98. 

Börner, K., Chen, C., & Boyack, K. W. (2003). Visualizing knowledge domains. 
Annual review of information science and technology, 37(1), 179-255. 

Calheiros, C. S., & Stefanakis, A. I. (2021). Green roofs towards circular and 
resilient cities. Circular Economy and Sustainability, 1(1), 395-411. 

Campbell, B. M., Beare, D. J., Bennett, E. M., Hall-Spencer, J. M., Ingram, J. S., 
Jaramillo, F., ... & Shindell, D. (2017). Agriculture production as a major driver of 
the Earth system exceeding planetary boundaries. Ecology and society, 22(4). 

Carroll, J. D., & Arabie, P. (1998). Multidimensional scaling. Measurement, 
judgment and decision making, 179-250. 

Cavusgil, S. T., & Knight, G. (2015). The born global firm: An entrepreneurial and 
capabilities perspective on early and rapid internationalization. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 46(1), 3-16. 

Chabowski, B. R., Gabrielsson, P., & Mena, J. A. (2022). Using bibliometric 
research to advance the business-to-business sustainability literature: 
Establishing an integrative conceptual framework for future 
application. Industrial Marketing Management, 102, 527-545. 

Chabowski, B. R., Gabrielsson, P., Hult, G. T. M., & Morgeson III, F. V. (2023). 
Sustainable international business model innovations for a globalizing circular 
economy: a review and synthesis, integrative framework, and opportunities for 
future research. Journal of International Business Studies, 1-20. 

Chabowski, B. R., Mena, J. A., & Gonzalez-Padron, T. L. (2011). The structure of 
sustainability research in marketing, 1958–2008: A basis for future research 
opportunities. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39, 55-70. 

Chakrabarty, S., & Wang, L. (2012). The long-term sustenance of sustainability 
practices in MNCs: A dynamic capabilities perspective of the role of R&D and 
internationalization. Journal of Business Ethics, 110, 205-217. 

Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing grounded theory. sage. 



80 

Chell, E., Nicolopoulou, K., & Karataş-Özkan, M. (2010). Social entrepreneurship 
and enterprise: International and innovation perspectives. Entrepreneurship & 
Regional Development, 22(6), 485-493. 

Chen, J., Saarenketo, S., & Puumalainen, K. (2016). Internationalization and value 
orientation of entrepreneurial ventures—a Latin American perspective. Journal of 
International Entrepreneurship, 14, 32-51. 

Chesbrough, H., & Rosenbloom, R. S. (2002). The role of the business model in 
capturing value from innovation: evidence from Xerox Corporation's technology 
spin‐off companies. Industrial and corporate change, 11(3), 529-555. 

Chetty, S., & Campbell-Hunt, C. (2004). A strategic approach to 
internationalization: a traditional versus a “born-global” approach. Journal of 
International marketing, 12(1), 57-81. 

Choi, N., & Majumdar, S. (2014). Social entrepreneurship as an essentially 
contested concept: Opening a new avenue for systematic future research. Journal 
of business venturing, 29(3), 363-376. 

Clementino, E., & Perkins, R. (2021). How do companies respond to 
environmental, social and governance (ESG) ratings? Evidence from 
Italy. Journal of Business Ethics, 171(2), 379-397. 

Cleveland, M., Papadopoulos, N., & Laroche, M. (2011). Identity, demographics, 
and consumer behaviors: International market segmentation across product 
categories. International Marketing Review, 28(3), 244-266. 

Cohen, B., & Winn, M. I. (2007). Market imperfections, opportunity and 
sustainable entrepreneurship. Journal of business venturing, 22(1), 29-49. 

Coviello, N. E. (2006). The network dynamics of international new ventures. 
Journal of International Business Studies, 37(5), 713-731. 

Coviello, N. E., Kano, L., & Liesch, P. W. (2011). Adapting the Uppsala model to a 
modern world: Macro-context and microfoundations. Journal of International 
Business Studies, 48, 1151-1164. 

Coviello, N.E., McDougall, P.P., & Oviatt, B.M. (2011). The emergence, advance 
and future of international entrepreneurship research—An introduction to the 
special forum. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(6), 625–631. 

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among 
Five Approaches. Sage Publications. 

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed 
Methods Approaches. Sage. 

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, 
quantitative, and mixed methods approaches. Sage publications. 

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed 
methods research. Sage. 



81 

Crotty, M. J. (1998). The foundations of social research: Meaning and perspective 
in the research process. The foundations of social research, 1-256. 

Curley, M., & Salmelin, B. (2017). Open innovation 2.0: the new mode of digital 
innovation for prosperity and sustainability. Springer. 

Dacin, P. A., Dacin, M. T., & Matear, M. (2010). Social entrepreneurship: Why we 
don't need a new theory and how we move forward from here. Academy of 
management perspectives, 24(3), 37-57. 

Davies, I. A., Haugh, H., & Chambers, L. (2019). Barriers to social enterprise 
growth. Journal of Small Business Management, 57(4), 1616-1636. 

De Beule, F., Bruneel, J., & Dobson, K. (2023). The internationalization of social 
enterprises: The impact of business model characteristics. International Business 
Review, 32(6), 102188. 

de las Heras-Rosas, C., & Herrera, J. (2020). Family firms and sustainability. A 
longitudinal analysis. Sustainability, 12(13), 5477. 

Dean, T. J., & McMullen, J. S. (2007). Toward a theory of sustainable 
entrepreneurship: Reducing environmental degradation through entrepreneurial 
action. Journal of business venturing, 22(1), 50-76. 

Dees, J. G. (1998). The meaning of social entrepreneurship. 

Dees, J. G. (2007). Taking social entrepreneurship seriously. SOCIETY-NEW 
BRUNSWICK-, 44(3), 24. 

Dees, J. G., Emerson, J., & Economy, P. (2004). Strategic tools for social 
entrepreneurs: Enhancing the performance of your enterprising nonprofit. John 
Wiley & Sons. 

Defourny, J., & Nyssens, M. (2010). Social enterprise in Europe: At the crossroads 
of market, public policies and third sector. Policy and society, 29(3), 231-242. 

Defourny, J., & Pestoff, V. (2014). Towards a European conceptualization of the 
Third sector. In Accountability and Social Accounting for Social and Non-Profit 
Organizations (Vol. 17, pp. 25-87). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Delmas, M. A., & Toffel, M. W. (2008). Organizational responses to environmental 
demands: Opening the black box. Strategic Management Journal, 29(10), 1027-
1055. 

Demil, B., & Lecocq, X. (2010). Business model evolution: In search of dynamic 
consistency. Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 227-246. 

Dempsey, N., Bramley, G., Power, S., & Brown, C. (2011). The social dimension of 
sustainable development: Defining urban social sustainability. Sustainable 
development, 19(5), 289-300. 

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2000). The future of qualitative 
research. Handbook of qualitative research, 2, 1018-1023. 



82 

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2011). The Sage handbook of qualitative 
research. sage. 

Desa, G. (2012). Resource mobilization in international social entrepreneurship: 
Bricolage as a mechanism of institutional transformation. Entrepreneurship 
theory and practice, 36(4), 727-751. 

Desa, G., & Koch, J. L. (2014). Scaling social impact: Building sustainable social 
ventures at the base-of-the-pyramid. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 5(2), 
146-174. 

Dimitratos, P., Johnson, J. E., Plakoyiannaki, E., & Young, S. (2014). SME 
internationalization: How does the opportunity-based international 
entrepreneurial culture matter?. International Business Review, 23(1), 254-268. 

Dimitratos, P., Voudouris, I., Plakoyiannaki, E., & Nakos, G. (2012). International 
entrepreneurial culture—Toward a comprehensive opportunity-based 
operationalization of international entrepreneurship. International Business 
Review, 21(4), 708-721. 

Dobson, K., Boone, S., Andries, P., & Daou, A. (2018). Successfully creating and 
scaling a sustainable social enterprise model under uncertainty: The case of ViaVia 
Travellers Cafés. Journal of Cleaner Production, 172, 4555-4564. 

Doh, J. P., & Guay, T. R. (2006). Corporate social responsibility, public policy, and 
NGO activism in Europe and the United States: An institutional-stakeholder 
perspective. Journal of Management Studies, 43(1), 47-73. 

Doz, Y. (2011). Qualitative research for international business. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 42, 582-590. 

Drayton, W. (2002). The citizen sector: Becoming as entrepreneurial and 
competitive as business. California Management Review, 44(3), 120–132. 

Dunning, J. H. (1988). The eclectic paradigm of international production: A 
restatement and some possible extensions. Journal of international business 
studies, 19(1), 1-31. 

Dunning, J. H. (2000). The eclectic paradigm as an envelope for economic and 
business theories of MNE activity. International Business Review, 9(2), 163-190. 

Dyllick, T., & Hockerts, K. (2002). Beyond the business case for corporate 
sustainability. Business strategy and the environment, 11(2), 130-141. 

Eccles, R. G., & Serafeim, G. (2013). A tale of two stories: Sustainability and the 
quarterly earnings call. Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, 25(3), 8-19. 

Eccles, R. G., Ioannou, I., & Serafeim, G. (2014). The impact of corporate 
sustainability on organizational processes and performance. Management 
science, 60(11), 2835-2857. 

Ehrenfeld, J. R. (2005). The roots of sustainability. MIT Sloan Management 
Review, 46(2), 23. 



83 

Eizenberg, E., & Jabareen, Y. (2017). Social sustainability: A new conceptual 
framework. Sustainability, 9(1), 68. 

Ekins, P., Dresner, S., & Dahlström, K. (2008). The four‐capital method of 
sustainable development evaluation. European Environment, 18(2), 63-80. 

Elkington, J. (1998). Cannibals with forks: The triple bottom line of 21st century 
business. New Society Publishers. 

Elkington, J., & Hartigan, P. (2008). The power of unreasonable people: How 
social entrepreneurs create markets that change the world. Harvard Business 
Press. 

Elo, S., & Kyngäs, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of 
advanced nursing, 62(1), 107-115. 

Emerson, J. (2003). The blended value proposition: Integrating social and 
financial returns. California Management Review, 45(4), 35–51. 

Erramilli, M. K., & Rao, C. P. (1993). Service firms’ international entry-mode 
choice: A modified transaction-cost analysis approach. Journal of 
marketing, 57(3), 19-38. 

Esty, D.C. & Charnovitz, S. (2012). Green rules to drive innovation. Harvard 
Business Review, 90(3), 120–123. 

Etemad, H. (2019). Actions, actors, strategies and growth trajectories in 
international entrepreneurship. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 17, 
127-143. 

Etemad, H., Gurau, C., & Dana, L. P. (2021). International entrepreneurship 
research agendas evolving: A longitudinal study using the Delphi method. Journal 
of International Entrepreneurship, 1-23. 

Ferreira, M. P., Li, D., Guisinger, S., & Serra, F. A. R. (2009). Is the international 
business environment the actual context for international business 
research?. Revista de Administração de Empresas, 49, 282-294. 

Fink, A. (2020). Conducting Research Literature Reviews: From the Internet to 
Paper. Sage. 

Fischer, D., Brettel, M., & Mauer, R. (2020). The three dimensions of 
sustainability: A delicate balancing act for entrepreneurs made more complex by 
stakeholder expectations. Journal of Business Ethics, 163, 87-106. 

Fletcher, D. (2004). International entrepreneurship and the small 
business. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 16(4), 289-305. 

Foroudi, P., Akarsu, T. N., Marvi, R., & Balakrishnan, J. (2021). Intellectual 
evolution of social innovation: A bibliometric analysis and avenues for future 
research trends. Industrial Marketing Management, 93, 446-465. 



84 

Foroudi, P., Akarsu, T. N., Marvi, R., & Balakrishnan, J. (2021). Intellectual 
evolution of social innovation: A bibliometric analysis and avenues for future 
research trends. Industrial Marketing Management, 93, 446-465. 

Freudenreich, B., Lüdeke-Freund, F., & Schaltegger, S. (2020). A stakeholder 
theory perspective on business models: Value creation for sustainability. Journal 
of business ethics, 166(1), 3-18. 

Gallo, M., & Marinelli, M. (2020). Sustainable mobility: A review of possible 
actions and policies. Sustainability, 12(18), 7499. 

Gast, J., Gundolf, K., & Cesinger, B. (2017). Doing business in a green way: A 
systematic review of the ecological sustainability entrepreneurship literature and 
future research directions. Journal of cleaner production, 147, 44-56. 

Geissdoerfer, M., Savaget, P., Bocken, N. M. P., & Hultink, E. J. (2017). The 
Circular Economy – A new sustainability paradigm?. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 143, 757-768. 

George, G., & Bock, A. J. (2011). The business model in practice and its 
implications for entrepreneurship research. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 35(1), 83-111. 

Ghalwash, S., Tolba, A., & Ismail, A. (2017). What motivates social entrepreneurs 
to start social ventures? An exploratory study in the context of a developing 
economy. Social Enterprise Journal, 13(3), 268-298. 

Ghani, N. A., Teo, P. C., Ho, T. C., Choo, L. S., Kelana, B. W. Y., Adam, S., & Ramliy, 
M. K. (2022). Bibliometric analysis of global research trends on higher education 
internationalization using Scopus database: Towards sustainability of higher 
education institutions. Sustainability, 14(14), 8810. 

Ghauri, P., Tasavori, M., & Zaefarian, R. (2014). Internationalisation of service 
firms through corporate social entrepreneurship and networking. International 
marketing review, 31(6), 576-600. 

Ghemawat, P. (2001). Distance still matters: The hard reality of global expansion. 
Harvard Business Review, 79(8), 137-147. 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative 
research. Handbook of qualitative research, 2(163-194), 105. 

Gupta, P., Chauhan, S., Paul, J., & Jaiswal, M. P. (2020). Social entrepreneurship 
research: A review and future research agenda. Journal of business research, 113, 
209-229. 

Hall, J. K., Daneke, G. A., & Lenox, M. J. (2010). Sustainable development and 
entrepreneurship: Past contributions and future directions. Journal of business 
venturing, 25(5), 439-448. 

Hansmann, R., Mieg, H. A., & Frischknecht, P. (2012). Principal sustainability 
components: empirical analysis of synergies between the three pillars of 



85 

sustainability. International Journal of Sustainable Development & World 
Ecology, 19(5), 451-459. 

Harré, R. (2002). Material objects in social worlds. Theory, Culture & 
Society, 19(5-6), 23-33. 

Hart, S. L., & Milstein, M. B. (2003). Creating sustainable value. Academy of 
Management Executive, 17(2), 56-69. 

Haugh, H. (2005). A research agenda for social entrepreneurship. Social 
enterprise journal, 1(1), 1-12. 

Hill, C. W., Hwang, P., & Kim, W. C. (1990). An eclectic theory of the choice of 
international entry mode. Strategic management journal, 11(2), 117-128. 

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture's consequences: International differences in work-
related values. Sage. 

Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing cultures: The Hofstede model in 
context. Online readings in psychology and culture, 2(1), 8. 

Hohenthal, J. (2006). Integrating qualitative and quantitative methods in research 
on international entrepreneurship. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 4, 
175-190. 

Hopwood, B., Mellor, M., & O'Brien, G. (2005). Sustainable development: 
mapping different approaches. Sustainable development, 13(1), 38-52. 

Hsieh, H. F., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content 
analysis. Qualitative health research, 15(9), 1277-1288. 

Ireland, R. D., Hitt, M. A., Camp, S. M., & Sexton, D. L. (2001). Integrating 
entrepreneurship and strategic management actions to create firm 
wealth. Academy of Management Perspectives, 15(1), 49-63. 

Johanson, J., & Vahlne, J.-E. (1977). The internationalization process of the firm 
– A model of knowledge development and increasing foreign market commitment. 
Journal of International Business Studies. 

Johanson, J., & Vahlne, J.-E. (2009). The Uppsala internationalization process 
model revisited: From liability of foreignness to liability of outsidership. Journal 
of International Business Studies, 40(9), 1411-1431. 

Johnson, J. P., Lenartowicz, T., & Apud, S. (2006). Cross-cultural competence in 
international business: Toward a definition and a model. Journal of international 
business studies, 37, 525-543. 

Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Turner, L. A. (2007). Toward a definition of 
mixed methods research. Journal of mixed methods research, 1(2), 112-133. 

Joyce, A., & Paquin, R. L. (2016). The triple layered business model canvas: A tool 
to design more sustainable business models. Journal of cleaner production, 135, 
1474-1486. 



86 

Kanter, R.M. (2012). Enriching the ecosystem. Harvard Business Review, 90(3), 
140–147. 

Kaushik, V., & Walsh, C. A. (2019). Pragmatism as a research paradigm and its 
implications for social work research. Social sciences, 8(9), 255. 

Kiss, A. N., & Danis, W. M. (2008). Country institutional context, social networks, 
and new venture internationalization speed. European Management 
Journal, 26(6), 388-399. 

Klang, D., Wallnöfer, M., & Hacklin, F. (2014). The business model paradox: A 
systematic review and exploration of antecedents. International Journal of 
Management Reviews, 16(4), 454-478. 

Klewitz, J., & Hansen, E. G. (2014). Sustainability-oriented innovation of SMEs: a 
systematic review. Journal of cleaner production, 65, 57-75. 

Knight, G. A., and Cavusgil, S. T. (2004). Innovation, organizational capabilities, 
and the born-global firm. Journal of international business studies, 35, 124-141. 

Koe Hwee Nga, J., & Shamuganathan, G. (2010). The influence of personality traits 
and demographic factors on social entrepreneurship start up intentions. Journal 
of business ethics, 95, 259-282. 

Kolk, A., Van Tulder, R., & Kostwinder, E. (2010). Business and partnerships for 
development. European Management Journal, 28(4), 340-349. 

Komatsu Cipriani, T., Deserti, A., Kleverbeck, M., Rizzo, F., & Terstriep, J. (2020). 
Business models & social innovation: mission-driven versus profit-driven 
organisations. International Review of Applied Economics, 34(5), 541-566. 

Kropp, F., Lindsay, N. J., & Shoham, A. (2008). Entrepreneurial orientation and 
international entrepreneurial business venture startup. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 14(2), 102-117. 

Kumar, D., Hossain, A., & Gope, M. C. (2013). Role of micro credit program in 
empowering rural women in Bangladesh: A study on Grameen Bank Bangladesh 
Limited. Asian Business Review, 3(4), 114-120. 

Kuratko, D. F., & Audretsch, D. B. (2009). Strategic entrepreneurship: exploring 
different perspectives of an emerging concept. Entrepreneurship theory and 
practice, 33(1), 1-17. 

Kusa, R. (2016). Internationalization of the entrepreneurial activity of social 
purpose organizations. International Journal of Management and 
Economics, 52(1), 77-93. 

Larsen, N. N., & Hannibal, M. (2021). International social ventures: A literature 
review and guidance for future research. Journal of International 
Entrepreneurship, 19, 223-255. 

Larson, A. (2011). Sustainability, innovation, and entrepreneurship. New York: 
Flat World Kowledge Inc. 



87 

Leonidou, L. C., Samiee, S., & Geldres, V. V. (2015). Using national export 
promotion programs to assist smaller firms’ international entrepreneurial 
initiatives. Handbook of research on international entrepreneurship strategy: 
Improving SME performance globally, 239-252. 

Lewandowski, M. (2016). Designing the business models for circular economy— 
Towards the conceptual framework. Sustainability, 8(1), 43. 

Liesch, P. W., Welch, L. S., & Buckley, P. J. (2011). Risk and uncertainty in 
internationalisation and international entrepreneurship studies: Review and 
conceptual development. Management International Review, 51, 851-873. 

Loorbach, D., Frantzeskaki, N., & Avelino, F. (2017). Sustainability transitions 
research: transforming science and practice for societal change. Annual review of 
environment and resources, 42, 599-626. 

Lorek, S., & Spangenberg, J. H. (2014). Sustainable consumption within a 
sustainable economy–beyond green growth and green economies. Journal of 
cleaner production, 63, 33-44. 

Luo, Y. (2002). Building trust in cross-cultural collaborations: Toward a 
contingency perspective. Journal of management, 28(5), 669-694. 

Luo, Y. (2020). Adaptive learning in international business. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 51, 1547-1567. 

Luo, Y., & Tung, R. L. (2007). International expansion of emerging market 
enterprises: A springboard perspective. Journal of international business 
studies, 38, 481-498. 

Macke, J., Sarate, J. A. R., Domeneghini, J., & da Silva, K. A. (2018). Where do we 
go from now? Research framework for social entrepreneurship. Journal of cleaner 
production, 183, 677-685. 

Madsen, T. K., & Servais, P. (2017). The internationalization of born globals: an 
evolutionary process?. In International business (pp. 421-443). Routledge. 

Magretta, J. (2002). 2 The Business Model. Harvard business review. 

Mair, J., & Marti, I. (2006). Social entrepreneurship research: A source of 
explanation, prediction, and delight. Journal of World Business, 41(1), 36-44. 

Mair, J., & Noboa, E. (2003). Social entrepreneurship: How intentions to create a 
social enterprise get formed. 

Margiono, A., Zolin, R., & Chang, A. (2018). A typology of social venture business 
model configurations. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & 
Research, 24(3), 626-650. 

Martin, R. L., & Osberg, S. (2015). Getting beyond better: How social 
entrepreneurship works. Harvard Business Review Press. 



88 

Mason, C., & Brown, R. (2014). Entrepreneurial ecosystems and growth-oriented 
entrepreneurship. Background paper prepared for the workshop organised by the 
OECD LEED Programme and the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs. 

Mathews, J. A., & Zander, I. (2007). The international entrepreneurial dynamics 
of accelerated internationalisation. Journal of international business studies, 38, 
387-403. 

McDougall, P. P., & Oviatt, B. M. (2000). International entrepreneurship: the 
intersection of two research paths. Academy of management Journal, 43(5), 902-
906. 

McMichael, A. J. (1993). Planetary overload: global environmental change and the 
health of the human species. Cambridge University Press. 

McMichael, A. J., Butler, C. D., & Folke, C. (2003). New visions for addressing 
sustainability. Science, 302(5652), 1919-1920. 

McMullen, J. S. (2011). Delineating the domain of development entrepreneurship: 
A market–based approach to facilitating inclusive economic 
growth. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 35(1), 185-215. 

McQuillan, D., & Scott, P. S. (2015). Models of Internationalization: a business 
model approach to professional service firm internationalization. In Business 
models and modelling (Vol. 33, pp. 309-345). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Merli, R., Preziosi, M., & Acampora, A. (2018). How do scholars approach the 
circular economy? A systematic literature review. Journal of cleaner 
production, 178, 703-722. 

Michelini, L., & Fiorentino, D. (2012). New business models for creating shared 
value. Social Responsibility Journal, 8(4), 561-577. 

Minniti, M. (2008). The role of government policy on entrepreneurial activity: 
productive, unproductive, or destructive?. Entrepreneurship theory and 
Practice, 32(5), 779-790. 

Mintzberg, H. (1993). Structure in fives: Designing effective organizations. 
Prentice-Hall. 

Morgan, D. L. (2007). Paradigms lost and pragmatism regained: Methodological 
implications of combining qualitative and quantitative methods. Journal of mixed 
methods research, 1(1), 48-76. 

Morris, M., Schindehutte, M., & Allen, J. (2005). The entrepreneur's business 
model: toward a unified perspective. Journal of business research, 58(6), 726-
735. 

Morrow, J. F. (1988). International entrepreneurship: a new growth opportunity. 
New Management 3:59–61. 



89 

Mudambi, R., & Navarra, P. (2004). Is knowledge power? Knowledge flows, 
subsidiary power and rent-seeking within MNCs. Journal of international 
business studies, 35, 385-406. 

Muñoz, P., & Cohen, B. (2018). Sustainable entrepreneurship research: Taking 
stock and looking ahead. Business Strategy and the Environment, 27(3), 300-
322. 

Murray, A., Skene, K., & Haynes, K. (2017). The circular economy: an 
interdisciplinary exploration of the concept and application in a global 
context. Journal of business ethics, 140, 369-380. 

Murthy, S. R., Roll, K., & Colin-Jones, A. (2021). Ending business-non-profit 
partnerships: The spinout of social enterprises. Scandinavian Journal of 
Management, 37(1), 101136. 

Müller, S. (2012). Business models in social entrepreneurship. Social 
entrepreneurship and social business: An Introduction and discussion with case 
studies, 105-131. 

Nasif, E. G., Al-Daeaj, H., Ebrahimi, B., & Thibodeaux, M. S. (1991). 
Methodological problems in cross-cultural research: An updated review. MIR: 
Management International Review, 79-91. 

Neergaard, H., & Ulhøi, J. P. (Eds.). (2007). Handbook of qualitative research 
methods in entrepreneurship. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Neessen, P. C. M., Voinea, C. L., & Dobber, E. (2021). Business Models of Social 
Enterprises: Insight into Key Components and Value Creation. Sustainability, 
13(22). 

Nicholls, A. (2010). The legitimacy of social entrepreneurship: Reflexive 
isomorphism in a pre-paradigmatic field. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
34(4), 611–633. 

Nicolopoulou, K. (2014). Social entrepreneurship between cross‐currents: toward 
a framework for theoretical restructuring of the field. Journal of Small Business 
Management, 52(4), 678-702. 

Niñerola, A., Sánchez-Rebull, M. V., & Hernández-Lara, A. B. (2019). Tourism 
research on sustainability: A bibliometric analysis. Sustainability, 11(5), 1377. 

Onetti, A., Zucchella, A., Jones, M. V., & McDougall-Covin, P. P. (2012). 
Internationalization, innovation and entrepreneurship: business models for new 
technology-based firms. Journal of Management & Governance, 16, 337-368. 

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2010). Business model generation: a handbook for 
visionaries, game changers, and challengers (Vol. 1). John Wiley & Sons. 

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2013). Designing business models and similar 
strategic objects: the contribution of IS. Journal of the Association for 
information systems, 14(5), 237. 



90 

Oviatt, B. M., & McDougall, P. P. (2005). Defining international entrepreneurship 
and modeling the speed of internationalization. Entrepreneurship theory and 
practice, 29(5), 537-553. 

Oviatt, B. M., and McDougall, P. P. (1997). Challenges for internationalization 
process theory: The case of international new ventures. MIR: Management 
International Review, 85-99. 

Pankov, S., Velamuri, V. K., & Schneckenberg, D. (2021). Towards sustainable 
entrepreneurial ecosystems: Examining the effect of contextual factors on 
sustainable entrepreneurial activities in the sharing economy. Small Business 
Economics, 56, 1073-1095. 

Patil, R. A., Ghisellini, P., & Ramakrishna, S. (2021). Towards sustainable business 
strategies for a circular economy: environmental, social and governance (ESG) 
performance and evaluation. An introduction to circular economy, 527-554. 

Patzelt, H. & Shepherd, D.A. (2011). Recognizing opportunities for sustainable 
development. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 10, 631–652. 

Peng, M. W. (2003). Institutional transitions and strategic choices. Academy of 
management review, 28(2), 275-296. 

Peng, M. W., Wang, D. Y. L., & Jiang, Y. (2008). An institution-based view of 
international business strategy: A focus on emerging economies. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 39(5), 920-936. 

Perrini, F., Vurro, C., & Costanzo, L. A. (2010). A process-based view of social 
entrepreneurship: From opportunity identification to scaling-up social change in 
the case of San Patrignano. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 22(6), 
515-534. 

Peters, D. H., Garg, A., Bloom, G., Walker, D. G., Brieger, W. R., & Hafizur 
Rahman, M. (2008). Poverty and access to health care in developing 
countries. Annals of the new York Academy of Sciences, 1136(1), 161-171. 

Phillips, W., Lee, H., Ghobadian, A., O’regan, N., & James, P. (2015). Social 
innovation and social entrepreneurship: A systematic review. Group & 
Organization Management, 40(3), 428-461. 

Phills, J. A., Deiglmeier, K., & Miller, D. T. (2008). Rediscovering social 
innovation. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 6(4), 34-43. 

Placet, M., Anderson, R., & Fowler, K. M. (2005). Strategies for 
sustainability. Research-Technology Management, 48(5), 32-41. 

Pomerantz, M. (2003). The business of social entrepreneurship in a ‘‘down 
economy’’. In Business, 25(3): 25–30. 

Prashantham, S., & Dhanaraj, C. (2010). The dynamic influence of social capital 
on the international growth of new ventures. Journal of management 
studies, 47(6), 967-994. 



91 

Purvis, B., Mao, Y., & Robinson, D. (2019). Three pillars of sustainability: in search 
of conceptual origins. Sustainability science, 14, 681-695. 

Purwandani, J. A., & Michaud, G. (2021). What are the drivers and barriers for 
green business practice adoption for SMEs?. Environment systems and 
decisions, 41(4), 577-593. 

Rahdari, A., Sepasi, S., & Moradi, M. (2016). Achieving sustainability through 
Schumpeterian social entrepreneurship: The role of social enterprises. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 137, 347-360. 

Rajeev, A., Pati, R. K., Padhi, S. S., & Govindan, K. (2017). Evolution of 
sustainability in supply chain management: A literature review. Journal of cleaner 
production, 162, 299-314. 

Rask, M. (2014). Internationalization through business model innovation: In 
search of relevant design dimensions and elements. Journal of International 
Entrepreneurship, 12(2), 146-161. 

Reuber, A. R., & Fischer, E. (2011). International entrepreneurship in internet-
enabled markets. Journal of Business venturing, 26(6), 660-679. 

Reuter, E. (2022). Hybrid business models in the sharing economy: The role of 
business model design for managing the environmental paradox. Business 
Strategy and the Environment, 31(2), 603-618. 

Roper, J., & Cheney, G. (2005). The meanings of social entrepreneurship 
today. Corporate Governance: The international journal of business in 
society, 5(3), 95-104. 

Rosen, M. A., & Kishawy, H. A. (2012). Sustainable manufacturing and design: 
Concepts, practices and needs. Sustainability, 4(2), 154-174. 

Ruzzier, M., Hisrich, R. D., & Antoncic, B. (2006). SME internationalization 
research: past, present, and future. Journal of small business and enterprise 
development, 13(4), 476-497. 

Sadiq, M., Nonthapot, S., Mohamad, S., Chee Keong, O., Ehsanullah, S., & Iqbal, 
N. (2022). Does green finance matter for sustainable entrepreneurship and 
environmental corporate social responsibility during COVID-19?. China Finance 
Review International, 12(2), 317-333. 

Saebi, T., Foss, N. J., & Linder, S. (2019). Social entrepreneurship research: Past 
achievements and future promises. Journal of management, 45(1), 70-95. 

Sakarya, S., Eckman, M., & Hyllegard, K. H. (2007). Market selection for 
international expansion: Assessing opportunities in emerging 
markets. International Marketing Review, 24(2), 208-238. 

Santos, F. M. (2012). A positive theory of social entrepreneurship. Journal of 
business ethics, 111(3), 335-351. 



92 

Saunders, B., Sim, J., Kingstone, T., Baker, S., Waterfield, J., Bartlam, B., 
Burroughs, H. & Jinks, C. (2018). Saturation in qualitative research: exploring its 
conceptualization and operationalization. Quality & quantity, 52, 1893-1907.3 

Sayer, A. (2010). Method in social science: revised 2nd edition. Routledge. 

Schaltegger, S., & Wagner, M. (2011). Sustainable entrepreneurship and 
sustainability innovation: Categories and interactions. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 20(4), 222-237. 

Schaltegger, S., Beckmann, M., & Hockerts, K. (2018). Collaborative 
entrepreneurship for sustainability. Creating solutions in light of the UN 
sustainable development goals. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 
Venturing, 10(2), 131-152. 

Schaltegger, S., Lüdeke-Freund, F., & Hansen, E. G. (2016). Business models for 
sustainability: A co-evolutionary analysis of sustainable entrepreneurship, 
innovation, and transformation. Organization & environment, 29(3), 264-289. 

Sciarelli, M., Cosimato, S., Landi, G., & Iandolo, F. (2021). Socially responsible 
investment strategies for the transition towards sustainable development: The 
importance of integrating and communicating ESG. The TQM Journal, 33(7), 39-
56. 

Seelos, C., & Mair, J. (2005). Social entrepreneurship: Creating new business 
models to serve the poor. Business horizons, 48(3), 241-246. 

Seelos, C., & Mair, J. (2007). Profitable business models and market creation in 
the context of deep poverty: A strategic view. Academy of management 
perspectives, 21(4), 49-63. 

Sen, A. (2016). The ends and means of sustainability. In The capability approach 
and sustainability (pp. 5-19). Routledge. 

Shafer, S. M., Smith, H. J., & Linder, J. C. (2005). The power of business 
models. Business horizons, 48(3), 199-207. 

Shannon-Baker, P. (2016). Making paradigms meaningful in mixed methods 
research. Journal of mixed methods research, 10(4), 319-334. 

Sharir, M., & Lerner, M. (2006). Gauging the success of social ventures initiated 
by individual social entrepreneurs. Journal of world business, 41(1), 6-20. 

Shepherd, D. A., & Patzelt, H. (2011). The new field of sustainable 
entrepreneurship: studying entrepreneurial action linking "what is to be 
sustained" with "what is to be developed". Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
35(1), 137-163. 

Shepherd, D. A., & Patzelt, H. (2011). The new field of sustainable 
entrepreneurship: Studying entrepreneurial action linking “what is to be 
sustained” with “what is to be developed”. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
35(1), 137-163. 



93 

Short, J. C., Moss, T. W., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2009). Research in social 
entrepreneurship: Past contributions and future opportunities. Strategic 
entrepreneurship journal, 3(2), 161-194. 

Simons, H. (2014). Case study research: In-depth understanding in context. The 
Oxford handbook of qualitative research, 455-470. 

Singaram, R., Radu-Lefebvre, M., & Gartner, W. B. (2023). Gordian knot uncut: 
Understanding the problem of founder exit in social ventures. Journal of Business 
Venturing Insights, 19, e00379. 

Singh, N., Lehnert, K., & Bostick, K. (2012). Global social media usage: Insights 
into reaching consumers worldwide. Thunderbird International Business 
Review, 54(5), 683-700. 

Siti-Nabiha, A. K., Azhar, Z., Isa, S. M., & Siti-Nazariah, A. Z. (2018). Measuring 
social performance: Reconciling the tension between commercial and social 
logics. International Journal of Social Economics, 45(1), 205-222. 

Smith, B. R., & Stevens, C. E. (2010). Different types of social entrepreneurship: 
The role of geography and embeddedness on the measurement and scaling of 
social value. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 22(6), 575-598. 

Sosna, M., Trevinyo-Rodriguez, R. N., & Velamuri, S. R. (2010). Business model 
innovation through trial-and-error learning: The Naturhouse case. Long Range 
Planning, 43(2-3), 383-407. 

Spangenberg, J. H. (2005). Economic sustainability of the economy: concepts and 
indicators. International journal of sustainable development, 8(1-2), 47-64. 

Sparviero, S. (2019). The case for a socially oriented business model canvas: The 
social enterprise model canvas. Journal of social entrepreneurship, 10(2), 232-
251. 

Spiggle, S. (1994). Analysis and interpretation of qualitative data in consumer 
research. Journal of consumer research, 21(3), 491-503. 

Sreekumar, N. M., Sudheep, N. M., & Radhakrishnan, E. K. (2024). Framework for 
implementing circular economy in agriculture. In The Potential of Microbes for a 
Circular Economy (pp. 25-52). Academic Press. 

Stake, R. E. (1995). The art of case study research. sage. 

Stewart, D. W., & Zhao, Q. (2000). Internet marketing, business models, and 
public policy. Journal of public policy & marketing, 19(2), 287-296. 

Suddaby, R. (2006). From the editors: What grounded theory is not. Academy of 
management journal, 49(4), 633-642. 

Székely, F., & Knirsch, M. (2005). Responsible leadership and corporate social 
responsibility: Metrics for sustainable performance. European Management 
Journal, 23(6), 628-647. 



94 

Szyliowicz, D., & Galvin, T. (2010). Applying broader strokes: Extending 
institutional perspectives and agendas for international entrepreneurship 
research. International Business Review, 19(4), 317-332. 

Tavory, I., & Timmermans, S. (2014). Abductive analysis: Theorizing qualitative 
research. University of Chicago Press. 

Teece, D. J. (2010). Business models, business strategy and innovation. Long 
Range Planning, 43(2-3), 172-194. 

Teece, D. J., & Linden, G. (2017). Business models, value capture, and the digital 
enterprise. Journal of organization design, 6, 1-14. 

Ten Have, H., & Gordijn, B. (2020). Sustainability. Medicine, Health Care and 
Philosophy, 23, 153-154. 

Terán-Yépez, E., Marín-Carrillo, G. M., del Pilar Casado-Belmonte, M., & de las 
Mercedes Capobianco-Uriarte, M. (2020). Sustainable entrepreneurship: Review 
of its evolution and new trends. Journal of Cleaner Production, 252, 119742. 

Terjesen, S., Hessels, J., & Li, D. (2016). Comparative international 
entrepreneurship: A review and research agenda. Journal of management, 42(1), 
299-344. 

Thomas, D. R. (2003). A general inductive approach for qualitative data analysis. 

Thompson, J. D., & MacMillan, I. C. (2010). Business models: Creating new 
markets and societal wealth. Long range planning, 43(2-3), 291-307. 

Timmers, P. (1998). Business models for electronic markets. Electronic 
markets, 8(2), 3-8. 

Tina Dacin, M., Goodstein, J., & Richard Scott, W. (2002). Institutional theory and 
institutional change: Introduction to the special research forum. Academy of 
management journal, 45(1), 45-56. 

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards a methodology for 
developing evidence‐informed management knowledge by means of systematic 
review. British journal of management, 14(3), 207-222. 

Truffer, B., & Coenen, L. (2012). Environmental innovation and sustainability 
transitions in regional studies. Regional studies, 46(1), 1-21. 

United Nations (UN). (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for 
sustainable development. United Nations General Assembly. 

Vadana, I. I., Torkkeli, L., Kuivalainen, O., & Saarenketo, S. (2020). Digitalization 
of companies in international entrepreneurship and marketing. International 
Marketing Review, 37(3), 471-492. 

Van Eck, N., & Waltman, L. (2010). Software survey: VOSvSoViewer, a computer 
program for bibliometric mapping. scientometrics, 84(2), 523-538. 



95 

Veleva, V. (2021). The role of entrepreneurs in advancing sustainable lifestyles: 
Challenges, impacts, and future opportunities. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 283, 124658. 

Verma, A. K. (2019). Sustainable development and environmental 
ethics. International Journal on Environmental Sciences, 10(1), 1-5. 

WCED, S. W. S. (1987). World commission on environment and development. Our 
common future, 17(1), 1-91. 

Weerawardena, J. & Mort, G.S. (2006). Investigating social entrepreneurship: A 
multidimensional model. Journal of World Business, 41(1), 21–35. 

Welter, F., & Smallbone, D. (2011). Institutional perspectives on entrepreneurial 
behavior in challenging environments. Journal of Small Business 
Management, 49(1), 107-125. 

Whittemore, R., & Knafl, K. (2005). The integrative review: updated 
methodology. Journal of advanced nursing, 52(5), 546-553. 

Wilson, F., & Post, J. E. (2013). Business models for people, planet (& profits): 
exploring the phenomena of social business, a market-based approach to social 
value creation. Small Business Economics, 40, 715-737. 

Wirtz, B., Göttel, V., & Daiser, P. (2016). Business model innovation: 
Development, concept and future research directions. Journal of Business 
Models, 4(1), 1-28. 

Wirtz, M., & Volkmann, C. (2015). Social business microfinance-different models 
to empower women. International Journal of Social Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation, 3(5), 323-338. 

Wright, R. W., & Ricks, D. A. (1994). Trends in international business research: 
Twenty-five years later. Journal of international business studies, 25, 687-701. 

Yarime, M., Trencher, G., Mino, T., Scholz, R. W., Olsson, L., Ness, B., ... & 
Rotmans, J. (2012). Establishing sustainability science in higher education 
institutions: towards an integration of academic development, institutionalization, 
and stakeholder collaborations. Sustainability Science, 7, 101-113. 

Yeoh, P. L. (2004). International learning: antecedents and performance 
implications among newly internationalizing companies in an exporting 
context. International Marketing Review, 21(4/5), 511-535. 

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications (Vol. 6). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage. 

York, J. G., & Venkataraman, S. (2010). The entrepreneur-environment nexus: 
Uncertainty, innovation, and allocation. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(5), 
449-463. 



96 

Yunus, M., Moingeon, B., & Lehmann-Ortega, L. (2010). Building social business 
models: Lessons from the Grameen experience. Long range planning, 43(2-3), 
308-325. 

Zahra, S. A., & George, G. (2017). International entrepreneurship: The current 
status of the field and future research agenda. Strategic entrepreneurship: 
Creating a new mindset, 253-288. 

Zahra, S. A., Ireland, R. D., & Hitt, M. A. (2000). International expansion by new 
venture firms: International diversity, mode of market entry, technological 
learning, and performance. Academy of Management journal, 43(5), 925-950. 

Zahra, S. A., Newey, L. R., & Li, Y. (2014). On the frontiers: The implications of 
social entrepreneurship for international entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 38(1), 137-158. 

Zahra, S. A., Rawhouser, H. N., Bhawe, N., Neubaum, D. O., & Hayton, J. C. 
(2008). Globalization of social entrepreneurship opportunities. Strategic 
entrepreneurship journal, 2(2), 117-131. 

Zott, C., & Amit, R. (2010). Business model design: An activity system perspective. 
Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 216-226. 

Zucchella, A., & Urban, S. (2014). Futures of the sustainable firm: An evolutionary 
perspective. Futures, 63, 86-100. 



97 

Appendices 

Appendix 1 Draft questionnaire 

Essay 3. Internationalization of Social Ventures: A Business-Model-Change 
Perspective 

Basic Questions: 

Starting conversation: 

Could you please tell me how you came up with your business idea? What is the 
story behind your firm? 

1. Founders (and year of founding)? 

2. Product / Service offered? 

3. Number of employees? 

4. Sales development over the years? Sales revenue now? Market share? 

Turnover for 2020 

Sales for 2020 

Net income for 2020 

Market share 

5. Year of entry into each foreign market in which you have sales? 

6. Please tell me about what international operation modes you use in each 
foreign country: Indirect exports through a Finnish middleman 
(agent/distributor), Indirect exports with a foreign middleman 
(agent/distributor), Direct exports to foreign end customers, Foreign 
subsidiary? 

7. What has the share of foreign sales out of total sales been during the first 
three years after founding the firm? 

8. What is the share of foreign sales out of total sales currently? How are sales 
distributed between Finland, the rest of Europe, Asia, the Americas, the 
Middle East and Africa, 

Business Model Developments: 

1. Your company is a social venture; can you tell me about your business 
model? What is the value proposition? How do you create value? How do 
you combine monetary and social value-related targets? 

- Customer segments 
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- Value Proposition (business & social) 

- Value Creation 

- International Target Markets 

- Operation Modes 

- Other important dimensions? 

2. Did your business model change from the beginning? How? What 
components have changed, and what stayed the same? Give examples. 

3. Could you please tell us your first experience of entering a new 
international market? What are the obstacles you face when you enter into 
a new international market? Please give examples. What are the current 
obstacles in international markets? 

4. How is your business model visible in terms of your organizational 
structure? 

5. What factors external to the firm (reasons for development or change) have 
influenced the development of the business model, and how? Give 
examples. Factors might include: 

a. Changes in the general external environment (e.g., COVID-19, 
Trends: sustainability) 

b. Global market conditions and influence (e.g. Liberalization of 
trade, Brexit, de-globalization) 

c. Your networks of people or other firms, and how they have 
helped/affected the development? 

d. Relationship with governmental organizations or non-
governmental organizations? 

e. Other important external reasons? 

6. What factors internal to the firm (reasons) have influenced the 
development of the business model, and how? Give examples. 

a. Entrepreneurial drive (risk-taking, innovativeness, proactiveness) 
and the influence 

b. Capability to develop trustful relationships? 

c. Motivation to go abroad and how it has influences 

d. International business experience (from earlier business or current 
business) 

e. Other important internal reasons 
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7. Do you implement the same existing home country business model in the 
foreign market, or do you change the business model for the international 
market? Please explain why you kept it unchanged or adapted it to foreign 
country requirements. Please give examples with specific foreign countries. 

8. Please explain how well the selected business model of your firm has 
performed and give examples of successful and less successful issues: 

a. Social value 

b. Economic value 

Is there anything important that I neglected to ask about? Can you please provide 
some written material about the history of your firm? (perhaps its annual reports) 
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Abstract 

The research delves into the evolving relationship between sustainability and 

internationalization, emphasizing its multidimensional facets and longitudinal 

progression. While profit motives initially drove international business 

strategies, the discourse has gradually incorporated sustainability as a crucial 

factor. Scholars advocate for a holistic approach, integrating environmental and 

social dimensions alongside economic gains. This evolution reflects a shift from 

a profit-driven mindset to a more comprehensive incorporation of sustainability 

principles. The current study employs multidimensional scaling bibliometric 

analysis to trace the longitudinal development of sustainability in 

internationalization research. It identifies significant trends and themes across 

different periods, highlighting the growing importance of sustainability in 

shaping global business practices. The integration of sustainability principles 

into internationalization strategies fosters economic development, ecological 

integrity, and social well-being. Furthermore, the bibliometrics-based integrated 

framework underscores the interconnectedness between internationalization 

and sustainable performance, advocating for a balanced approach that 

promotes a sustainability paradigm. Overall, the research emphasizes the 

necessity for continued scholarly investigation and collaboration to advance 

sustainable practices in the modern business landscape in the context of 

internationalization. 

Keywords: Sustainability, Internationalization, Multidimensional Scaling, 

International Business, Bibliometric Review. 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Sustainability is becoming more and more important in the business world. 

Balancing economic, ecological, social, and cultural values is increasingly 

important for business owners and managers (Jansson et al., 2017; Wu and Pagell, 

2011; Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004; Hart and Milstein, 2003). There can be 

little doubt that sustainability has become a popular phrase in the last two decades. 

The term sustainable seems to dominate discourse worldwide, and it seems that 

everything can either be coupled with it or hyphenated with it. It is possible to have 

a sustainable society while also having a sustainable economy, sustainable 

resource management, sustainable business, and a sustainable way of life 

(Scoones, 2010). The core concept of the first proposal for a long-term relationship 

between business and the environment, made around two decades ago, is that 

environmental protection and corporate objectives need not be mutually exclusive 

(Scoones, 2010). Quite the contrary, internationalizing firms are now challenged 

by a global imperative to actively respond to major threats related to sustainability 

(Chabowski et al., 2023). 
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In 1972, the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment introduced 

the phrase sustainable development to the worldwide environmental community 

(Mebratu, 1998). It is important to clarify that sustainable development is not just 

about preserving the planet’s natural resources (although it is commonly seen as 

such and is often portrayed as being about the natural environment in political 

rhetoric). As opposed to prior perspectives, which focused on either the economic 

or environmental impact of a firm, the current approach sees them as two sides of 

the same coin. According to Hart (2005), profit motives in business, when 

correctly targeted, may speed up the shift toward global sustainability, with 

charities, governments, and international agencies all playing vital roles in 

collaboration. There are many different definitions of what it means to be 

sustainable, but Savitz and Weber (2006) suggest that the term implies earning 

money for shareholders while also saving the environment and improving the lives 

of the people with whom it interacts in some way. 

As businesses expand their operations across borders, they encounter diverse 

markets and resources, fostering innovation and the exchange of best practices. 

This process can be intrinsically linked with sustainability, as internationalization 

often taps into local knowledge and resources to develop environmentally friendly 

products and practices that align with the United Nations Sustainable 

Development Goals. According to Oviatt and McDougall (2005), the international 

entrepreneurship framework emphasizes the identification and exploitation of 

opportunities across national borders, which can encompass sustainable 

initiatives by leveraging local expertise and sustainable resources. By embracing 

sustainable practices, international entrepreneurship can not only contribute to 

economic development but also promote ecological integrity and social well-being, 

thus fostering a harmonious coexistence between business expansion and global 

sustainability goals. 

Internationalization, as a strategic imperative for businesses seeking global 

growth, has increasingly intersected with the paradigm of sustainability. Firms are 

recognizing that sustainable practices not only align with ethical considerations 

but also contribute to long-term viability and competitiveness in international 

markets. This integration is underscored by scholars such as Buckley and Ghauri 

(2004), who highlight the importance of sustainability in international business 

operations. Moreover, scholars emphasize the necessity for firms to adopt 

sustainable strategies in their international ventures to navigate the complexities 

of global markets ethically and responsibly (Kolk, 2016; Sun et al., 2021). The 

intertwining of internationalization and sustainability reflects a broader 

acknowledgment within the academic community, as evidenced by studies 

published in leading journals like the Journal of International Business Studies, 
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International Business Review, and Journal of World Business. This phenomenon 

is intricately linked to the paradigm of sustainability, which emphasizes the 

interplay between economic development, environmental preservation, and social 

equity. 

Although significant steps have been made in recent years in bibliometric review 

research on sustainability in international business and marketing research has 

not become an extensively explored issue in leading business and marketing 

journals (Chabowski et al., 2022; Meseguer-Sánchez et al., 2021; Cullen, 2017; 

Samiee and Chabowski, 2012; Chabowski et al., 2011). It is high time to focus more 

on the connection between sustainability, entrepreneurship, and 

internationalization, as they are becoming the core dimensions of the modern 

business world. Hence, we set out to answer the following research questions: 

What is the underlying intellectual knowledge structure of research at the 

intersection of internationalization and sustainability, how has it developed over 

time, and what future research directions can be suggested based on that 

knowledge? To address those questions, we conducted a multidimensional scaling 

(MDS) bibliometric analysis of the internationalization and sustainability in 

international business. Furthermore, we underscore the potential for further 

investigation within this dynamic research realm encompassing 

internationalization and sustainability. 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Sustainability 

The term sustainability is defined in the context of business enterprises or 

organizations. It is more difficult to determine whether or not a company is 

sustainable than it is to determine the sustainability of other things. Sustainability 

is an abstract and hotly debated notion for organizations (Schaltegger et al., 2013). 

Strategic management uses sustainability in a variety of ways (e.g., sustainable 

competitive advantage), but it also contradicts the concept of sustainable 

development in the field of computer science and engineering (Dyllick and 

Hockerts, 2002; Park, 2018). Nevertheless, sustainability is recognized as 

triggering economic, social, and environmental difficulties (Park, 2018). 

It is true that the three sustainable development pillars—economic, social, and 

environmental—entail certain trade-offs and tensions, but they were initially 

designed to represent an integrated concept. The Brundtland Report from the 

United Nations defined sustainable development as “meeting the needs of the 
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present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs” (WCED, 1987, p. 8). Elkington created the notion of the TBL in 1994, which 

incorporates environmental and social issues into the traditional bottom line of a 

company’s value (Elkington, 1994, 1998; Park, 2018). The TBL idea is an important 

part of today’s sustainability strategy. It has also emerged as a critical corporate 

policy issue in many, if not the majority, of countries (Park, 2018). 

There are several ways in which international activities can help protect 

ecosystems, prevent environmental degradation and deforestation, enhance 

agricultural practices and freshwater supplies in the agricultural sector, and 

sustain biodiversity not only in the local but also in the international 

entrepreneurial field (Cohen and Winn, 2007; Dean and McMullen, 2007). Such 

activities can benefit people and society, especially in developing nations where 

education, productivity, socioeconomic standing, health, and self-sufficiency can 

be improved. Based on the research mentioned above, it is evident that specific 

business endeavors have transitioned from solely pursuing profit to emphasizing 

sustainability on an international scale alongside wealth creation. 

It is now standard practice for multinational corporations to deter their managers 

from undertaking illegal acts and incentivize them to improve sustainability. While 

enhancing their sustainability strengths from the perspective of international 

corporate monitoring organizations, globally diverse corporations can also raise 

their sustainability problems (Park, 2018). Companies can be socially responsible 

while being irresponsible (Strike et al., 2006). The transformation from traditional 

to sustainable entrepreneurship worldwide, many enterprises are simultaneously 

many pursuing a transformation from traditional to sustainable entrepreneurship. 

Internationalization offers firms an opportunity to respond to sustainability-

related challenges on an international scale and contribute significantly to 

resolving them. We discuss that opportunity in more detail below. 

2.2 Internationalization and Sustainability 

Internationalization, the strategic process through which firms extend their 

operations beyond national borders, is a pivotal driver of global business growth 

and competitiveness (Foskett, 2010; Tallman and Fladmoe-Lindquist, 2002). 

Extensive scholarly inquiry delves into the multifaceted dimensions of 

internationalization, shedding light on its determinants, mechanisms, and 

outcomes. Studies by Lu and Beamish (2001), Buckley and Ghauri (2004), and 

Rugman and Verbeke (2004) analyze the factors influencing firms’ 

internationalization strategies, emphasizing the roles of firm-specific resources, 

industry characteristics, and institutional environments. Furthermore, research by 
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Dunning (1980), Cantwell and Janne (1999), and Contractor (2007) provides 

insights into the theoretical frameworks underpinning internationalization, such 

as the eclectic paradigm and internalization theory. These seminal works, along 

with contributions from Rugman and Collinson (2012) and Kogut and Zander 

(1993), collectively enrich our understanding of the complexities inherent in 

international business expansion. Moreover, the work of Johanson and Vahlne 

(1977) reveals the dynamic nature of internationalization processes across diverse 

contexts. Such scholarly endeavors, disseminated through reputable platforms like 

the Journal of International Business Studies, contribute not only to academic 

discourse but also to the strategic decision-making of businesses operating in an 

increasingly interconnected global economy. 

Internationalization and sustainability represent two interconnected facets 

shaping contemporary global business strategies. Literature exploring their nexus 

highlights the imperative for firms to integrate sustainable practices into their 

internationalization efforts. Contemporary global business strategies are shaped 

by the intertwined principles of internationalization and sustainability (Hitt et al., 

2016). Scholars emphasize the critical need for firms to incorporate sustainable 

practices into their international expansion efforts, citing potential benefits for 

firms, society, and the environment. Additionally, research explores the influence 

of corporate governance, stakeholder engagement, and regulatory frameworks in 

promoting sustainable international business practices. Studies by Burritt et al. 

(2020) and Hitt et al. (2016) emphasize the importance of sustainability 

considerations in guiding firms’ international expansion strategies. Furthermore, 

research by Kolk and Tulder (2010) and Riviere and Bass (2019) scrutinizes the 

various dimensions of sustainable internationalization, elucidating the potential 

benefits for firms, society, and the environment. Additionally, work by Carter and 

Jennings (2004) and Camilleri (2015) offers insights into the role of corporate 

governance, stakeholder engagement, and regulatory frameworks in fostering 

sustainable international business practices. 

3 METHODS 

Our study team looked at 926 publications from journals in the fields of business, 

marketing, management, and operations research. A total of 60,426 citations were 

retrieved from the WOS using search criteria validated by a qualified sustainability 

researcher (Chabowski et al., 2023; Chabowski et al., 2022; Hult and Chabowski, 

2008). Articles that met our criteria began appearing in 1970 and would continue 

to appear until the completion of the current research. Using search terms 

approved by the knowledgeable sustainability researcher and following a thorough 

review of the literature, the “inclusion search keywords” employed in this study 
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comprised publications in the WOS that were assessed as relevant to the study 

(Table 1). 

In addition, WOS papers that were not specifically related to internationalization 

and sustainability studies were removed using exclusion search criteria. The 

analysis of the longitudinal development of the sustainability of 

internationalization literature required dividing the data into three independent 

periods: 1970–2000, 2001–2010, and 2011–2021 (Chabowski et al., 2011; 

Cornelius et al., 2006). Since 1990, earlier studies (from 1970–2000) have been 

separated from more recent ones by a ten-year gap in time (2001–2010 and 2011– 

2021). 

Table 1 Internationalization and Sustainability search terms used 

* Exclusion search terms were adopted from Chabowski et al. (2011, p. 59) 

First, it is necessary to analyze more recent sustainability research on the 

internationalization of sustainability on a longitudinal basis to determine research 

progress and advancement (Chabowski et al., 2011). Second, chronological 

division separates research published into three independent periods (1970– 

2000, 2001–2010, and 2011–2021). The scope of each period was confined to the 

top 30 prominent works, following past intellectual structure research. This step 
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reduced model inconsistency while retaining the integrity of the findings and their 

relevance to the sustainability literature (Chabowski et al., 2011). The 

multidimensional scaling (MDS) method is utilized in the field of data analysis to 

depict the similarities and differences between different objects or variables in a 

space that has a high number of dimensions. However, using too many variables 

in the MDS mapping process can result in a confused visualization. As a result, 

researchers frequently opt to employ only the 30 most important articles while 

making MDS maps. It has been shown that employing this method results in the 

production of maps that are not only more straightforward to comprehend but also 

more precise than those produced using a greater number of articles (e.g., Kruskal 

and Wish, 1978; Borg and Groenen, 2005). Researchers can construct MDS maps 

that accurately explain the underlying structure of their data to their audience if 

they concentrate on the most essential articles and use MDS mapping to create 

those maps. 

It is believed that the usage of co-citations in a study topic provides an objective 

measure of similarity. Consequently, we created and then standardized co-citation 

matrices for each period before analysis (Gmür, 2003; Small, 1973). The stress 

levels for each phase were between 0.09 and 0.10, indicating a strong model fit 

(Klavans et al., 2017; Chabowski et al., 2011). To group prominent works into 

specific study fields, the standardized distance utilized to group them was 0.25 

(Chabowski et al. 2011). Research cliques were investigated as a more advanced 

kind of research group since they were found to have three or more influential 

works (Blondel et al., 2008; Chabowski et al., 2011). To demonstrate the 

progression of internationalization in sustainability research, previous and 

subsequent groupings were established by analyzing the consistent themes over 

time within the research groups (Cornelius et al., 2006; Hult and Chabowski, 

2008; Chabowski et al. 2011). The labels assigned to each group were confirmed 

through consultation with a group of knowledgeable sustainability researchers1 . 

The longitudinal evolution of internationalization within the sustainability 

intellectual framework has advanced notably over time (Chabowski et al. 2011). 

Initially, the concept primarily revolved around profit-driven motives and 

expansion strategies without giving due consideration to environmental or societal 

implications (Pillai et al., 2022). However, as global awareness grew regarding 

pressing issues such as climate change, resource scarcity, and social inequality, the 

discourse surrounding internationalization has gradually incorporated 

sustainability as a crucial factor. 

1 Longitudinal development of sustainability of the international entrepreneurial 
intellectual structure, is available upon request from the author. 
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Academic discourse has played a pivotal role in advancing the integration of 

sustainability principles into international business strategies. Scholars have 

shifted the focus from solely economic gains toward a holistic approach, exploring 

how international endeavors can effectively tackle ecological and social challenges. 

Concepts such as CSR, the TBL, and sustainable innovation have emerged as 

pivotal frameworks for infusing sustainability into internationalization practices, 

as evidenced in studies by Zahra et al. (2008), Dahan et al. (2010), Fry et al. (2013), 

and Ritala et al. (2018). 

Scholars such as Zahra (2021) have contributed significantly to understanding how 

the process of internationalization can promote sustainable economic 

development. Zahra’s (2021) work underscores the capacity of international 

business activities to produce beneficial effects, not just for enterprises but also for 

the wider societal context. This research forms a critical foundation for ongoing 

discussions regarding the nexus between internationalization and sustainable 

advancement. 

The longitudinal development of sustainability within the framework of 

international business reflects a significant transition from a profit-driven mindset 

to a more holistic incorporation of environmental and social dimensions. This shift 

highlights the necessity for continued scholarly inquiry and cooperation among 

academics, business professionals, and policymakers to advance novel approaches 

that amalgamate internationalization with sustainable principles. 

Based on the methodology used in this study, it is impossible to draw a clear 

connection between early (1970s–2000) and later (2001–2010 and 2011–2021) 

studies on sustainability in international business. There are no shared important 

works to define antecedent and descendant groups between the 1970–2000 and 

2001–2010 periods. This gap is best explained by sustainability research enduring 

an early development stage spanning its first decades. In contrast to the prior two 

decades, the particular themes for this study domain were still being determined. 

For example, an early thought in sustainability research, which posited that social 

responsibility might not necessarily contribute to the aims of a corporation laid the 

groundwork for later analyses of the relationship between corporate resources and 

profitability. Subsequent research has built on this foundation, exploring the 

impact of CSR on financial performance. For instance, Hull and Rothenberg 

(2008) found that the effect of CSR on financial performance varies significantly 

with innovation levels and industry differentiation. Firms in low-innovation 

sectors and less differentiated industries tend to benefit more from CSR activities. 

Moreover, strategic CSR, which aligns social responsibility efforts with core 

business strategies, has been shown to enhance corporate reputation, operational 
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efficiencies, and employee morale, ultimately contributing to competitive 

advantage and profitability (Porter and Kramer, 2006; Camilleri, 2014). 

4 RESULTS 

The initial part of this section presents an overview of early sustainability research 

trends within the context of internationalization from 1970 to 2000. Subsequently, 

the following section delves into significant challenges encountered during the 

period spanning 2001–2010. Concluding this analysis, the last section outlines key 

issues slated for exploration from 2011 to 2021. Throughout each segment, we 

examine the longitudinal progression of sustainability literature within the 

framework of internationalization, tracing its evolution over time within the 

research groups identified in this study. 

4.1 Intellectual structure of sustainability research in the Context of 

Internationalization: 1970s to 2000s 

Three of the 14 research groups featured sustainable research on global challenges 

and food consumption during this era2 . There are three cliques concerned with 

globalization issues. Group 9 emphasizes local diversity and globalization, Group 

1 focuses on the global crisis, and Group 4 focuses on the political and 

environmental behavior of the global crisis. Aside from those, three cliques focus 

on global sustainable food consumption: Group 2 emphasizes the global 

restructuring of food consumption, Group 7 focuses on food regime and 

globalization, and Group 8 is concerned with the restructuring of agro-food. 

Additionally, Group 6 emphasizes globalization and sustainable networks as part 

of their research. 

Initially, the literature on sustainability did not receive primary attention, leading 

to a lack of adequate consideration for the sustainability aspect of 

internationalization. Furthermore, the emerging field neglected to address three 

key dimensions of sustainability research. 

One theme studied societal risk and environmental problems (Group 12). Another 

topic examined the importance of cultural and economic change (Group 10) in 

sustainability research. Along with the previous two, the final one also studied 

societal dependence and inequality (Group 13) as a sustainable research topic. 

These study fields were attempts to establish the boundaries of the sustainability 

2 Internationalization and sustainability intellectual structure, 1970-2000, is available 
upon request from the author. 
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literature at an early stage. As a result, thorough discussions of a number of these 

early themes may be found in subsequent eras. 

4.2 Intellectual structure of sustainability research in international 

entrepreneurship, 2001s- 2010s 

Some notable phenomena began to emerge throughout this period (2001s-

2010s)3 . In the first instance, the theme of CSR and performance (Group 2) became 

linked to research on social initiative and social performance (Group 10), as well 

as research on Socialization and Social Performance (Group 7 and Group 3). 

Secondly, a global economic component was discovered to be rare in prior periods 

of sustainability research, which focused on CSR and stakeholder performance 

(Groups 9 and 12). In addition, the notion of stakeholder participation (Group 11) 

is stressed within the research clique. 

Finally, there was a research clique in the 2001s-2010s period that focused on 

socially responsible behavior and stakeholder profitability (Group 1), which has 

remained a vital component of the sustainability literature. Instead, a study clique 

on social distress (Group 13), as well as one on social values (Group 5), looks at the 

importance of social factors in the context of sustainability. 

Although the concepts of corporate citizenship (Group 4) and corporate legitimacy 

(Group 6) attracted considerable attention, the most extensive study was 

conducted on these topics later in the last period. There are several prospects for 

new contributions to sustainability research when taken into consideration 

alongside research on corporate citizenship and corporate legitimacy and 

governance (Group 14). 

4.3 Intellectual structure of sustainability research in international 

entrepreneurship, 2011s–2021s 

The most current period examined in this study provided more insight into recent 

developments in sustainability research than the previous period4 . It can be seen 

that CSR has continued to be a key study subject (e.g., Group 2 and Group 13). 

Additionally, social and environmental behavior (Group 4), as well as 

organizational practices and corporate behavior (Group 1), show a maturing of the 

3 Internationalization and sustainability intellectual structure, 2001-2010, is available 
upon request from the author. 
4 Internationalization and sustainability intellectual structure, 2011-2021, is available 
upon request from the author. 
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overall research topic. The relevance of corporate legitimacy (Group 11) persisted 

into the 2011s-2021s as well. 

However, the notion has been broadened to encompass the significance of social 

and environmental behavior (Group 4), social responsibility and international 

diversification (Group 7), and international diversification and social development 

(Group 3), among other things. As a result, this reflects the advancement of 

international social responsibility-focused research into an issue of critical 

importance for sustainability. 

Similarly, there has been a noticeable shift in externally oriented research on 

stakeholders, with a larger emphasis placed on business resources and competitive 

performance in recent years. During this period, the three study cliques associated 

with this subject reveal that the concept of CSR of stakeholders (Group 14) 

extended to incorporate challenges connected to financial performance (Group 9) 

as well as the social approach and theory (Group 10). Nonetheless, the relevance 

of internationalization and international sustainable development (Group 5) in the 

sustainability literature underscores the importance of international sustainable 

entrepreneurship (e.g., Johanson, J. and Vahlne, J-E. (1977); Johanson, J. and 

Vahlne, J-E. (2009) during this period. 

The international sustainability advantage indicator is pivotal to shaping the 

sustainability paradigm by providing a framework to assess and enhance 

sustainability across social, economic, and environmental dimensions (see, Figure 

1). These discussed indicators relate to the social and economic values of the firm 

and the society, focusing on the stakeholders. These have various factors under the 

social and economic values relevant to firms and society, which embrace 

community engagement, diversity and inclusion, fair trade practices, and financial 

resilience. The major areas under the sustainability paradigm that these indicators 

reflect a large portion of the social aspect, which includes quality of life, 

egalitarianism, and societal well-being, and a few of the economic considerations: 

revenue generation, cost efficiency, and trade (Scherer et al., 2016). The social and 

economic values allow the infusion of sustainability principles within 

organizational strategies and decision-making processes through the 

measurement and promotion of community investment, global economic 

partnerships, and environmental protection (Elkington, 2020). In addition, the 

practice of glocalization is encouraged, which places the interconnectedness of the 

two contexts, international and local, at the forefront, therefore resonating with 

the emphasis of glocalization and ecological equity as driven by the sustainability 

paradigm (Robertson, 1992). In addition, both social and economic values accept 

the practice of glocalization, thereby underlining the interconnectedness between 
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global and local contexts. This focus corresponds with the emphasis on 

glocalization and ecological equity (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). Therefore, 

these values tentatively advance the sustainability paradigm by offering a 

structured approach to evaluate and foster sustainability across diverse sectors 

and, in doing so, across diverse regions as well. The structured approach ensures 

that firms and their stakeholders can align their operations with sustainable 

development goals, hence contributing to a more viable and inclusive global 

economy (Porter and Kramer, 2011). 

The sustainability paradigm, characterized by its multifaceted approach 

encompassing social, environmental, and economic dimensions, profoundly 

influences sustainability performance across various sectors and organizations. By 

emphasizing factors such as quality of life, ecological equity, and economic energy 

utilization, the sustainability paradigm sets a framework for guiding sustainable 

practices and decision-making processes (Hart and Milstein, 2003). For instance, 

initiatives aimed at resource conservation and sustainable resource management 

align closely with the environmental aspect of the sustainability paradigm, 

contributing to enhanced environmental performance metrics such as acoustic 

sustainable environments and green sustainable atmospheres. Similarly, the social 

dimension of the sustainability paradigm, focusing on well-being standards and 

community wellness, drives efforts to improve social performance indicators like 

workplace security and CSR. Additionally, the economic dimension of the 

sustainability paradigm, promoting revenue generation and cost efficiency while 

upholding principles of corporate integrity and equitable trade, influences 

economic performance metrics such as ROI in sustainable initiatives and market 

share in sustainable products (Beschorner, 2014). This interconnectedness 

underscores the integral role of the sustainability paradigm in shaping 

sustainability performance outcomes and guiding organizations toward holistic 

and responsible approaches to sustainable development. 
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Figure 1. A bibliometrics-based integrated framework for future international 

sustainable entrepreneurship research. 

Sustainability performance is a crucial determinant that shapes both economic 

and social value within organizations and communities. Research indicates that 

economic performance indicators such as ROI in sustainable initiatives, resource 

efficiency, and market share in sustainable products are significantly influenced 

by sustainability practices (Clark et al., 2015). For instance, organizations that 

prioritize circular economy practices and invest in sustainable initiatives often 

experience improved economic outcomes, including enhanced ROI and market 
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share in sustainable product segments. Similarly, social performance metrics such 

as well-being standards, community wellness, and CSR activities are closely linked 

to sustainability performance. Companies that prioritize workplace security and 

engage in CSR initiatives tend to foster positive social value, contributing to 

community well-being and enhancing their reputation as socially responsible 

entities (Carroll, 1999). 

Moreover, the influence of sustainability performance extends beyond 

organizational boundaries to impact broader economic and social values. 

Economic value indicators such as economic inclusion, fair trade practices, and 

economic resilience are positively influenced by sustainability performance. 

Organizations that engage in fair trade practices and prioritize economic inclusion 

contribute to economic diversity and resilience, ultimately fostering a more 

equitable and balanced global economic landscape (Sen, 2014). Furthermore, 

sustainability performance plays a pivotal role in enhancing social value by 

promoting community engagement, diversity and inclusion, and cross-cultural 

communication. Initiatives aimed at community investment and fostering global 

interconnectedness contribute to the social fabric of societies, promoting 

inclusivity and cohesion across diverse communities. 

The integrated framework reveals a complex web of relationships that collectively 

drive sustainable development. Social value—encompassing aspects such as 

community engagement, diversity and inclusion, and cross-cultural 

communication—contributes to fostering a supportive social fabric within 

societies. This social cohesion, as advocated by the sustainability paradigm’s 

emphasis on quality of life and egalitarianism, forms the foundation for 

sustainable development initiatives (Freeman, 2010). Moreover, social value is 

closely intertwined with economic value, as demonstrated by factors like economic 

inclusion and fair-trade practices. Organizations that prioritize economic 

inclusion and equitable trade contribute to building resilient economies that 

support societal well-being and prosperity. 

Furthermore, the sustainability paradigm underscores the interconnectedness of 

social, environmental, and economic dimensions of sustainability. For instance, 

the social-environmental aspect of the paradigm emphasizes ecological equity and 

resource conservation, highlighting the importance of balancing social progress 

with environmental preservation. This interconnectedness is mirrored in 

sustainability performance metrics, where economic performance indicators like 

ROI in sustainable initiatives and market share in sustainable products are 

influenced by environmental considerations such as resource efficiency and 

circular economy practices (Elkington, 1998). Additionally, social performance 
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metrics such as well-being standards and workplace security are integral to 

achieving economic resilience and equitable trade, reflecting the symbiotic 

relationship between social and economic value creation. 

5 FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTION 

There is considerable promise in enriching the sphere of internationalization 

through investigations into sustainability. Recent scholarly inquiries primarily 

center around crafting and evaluating frameworks pertinent to this domain, albeit 

with less focus on sustainability itself. Nonetheless, there is a growing inclination 

among researchers to delve into sustainability within the realm of global business, 

often bolstered by bibliometric analyses and contemporary trends in literature, as 

highlighted by Chabowski et al. (2022 and 2011). Our future research directions 

will prioritize examining processes that facilitate sustainable practices in 

international contexts. These proposed research paths offer avenues to deepen our 

understanding of the interplay between internationalization and sustainability, 

thus enabling the development of more nuanced policies, practices, and strategies 

conducive to sustainable global development. Table 2 delineates potential paths 

for future research alongside suggested research inquiries. 

Table 2. Future research direction with suggestion research questions 

Future Research 

Direction 

Suggested Research Question 

1. Methodological 

advancements 

How can researchers employ multidimensional scaling (MDS) 

bibliometric analysis to investigate the significance of 

sustainability within the domain of internationalization? 

2. Longitudinal 

analysis 

How do sustainability-oriented firms such as international 

social ventures internationalize, and how do their business 

model change during internationalization? 

3. Comparative 

analysis 

What factors contribute to the variations in approaches to 

integrating sustainability into internationalization across 

different countries and regions? 

4. Cultural influences How do cultural norms and values influence the dynamics 

between sustainability practices and internationalization 

efforts? 

5. Policy implications What is the influence of governmental policies and regulations 

on the adoption of sustainable practices within 

internationalization endeavors, and which policy frameworks 

demonstrate the highest effectiveness? 
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6. Industry-specific 

studies 

What distinctive challenges and opportunities exist for 

incorporating sustainability across diverse industries within 

the realm of internationalization? 

7. Stakeholder 

engagement 

How might international entrepreneurs collaborate with 

stakeholders such as governments, NGOs, and local 

communities to improve sustainability outcomes within the 

context of internationalization? 

8. Technology and 

innovation 

In what ways can the utilization of technological 

advancements and innovations be employed to foster 

sustainability within internationalization endeavors? 

9. Cross-sector 

partnerships 

What advantages and obstacles arise from establishing cross-

sector partnerships aimed at advancing sustainability in the 

realm of internationalization, and what strategies can 

optimize the effectiveness of these collaborations? 

Methodological advancements, particularly the utilization of MDS bibliometric 

analysis, offer valuable insights into the role of sustainability in the context of 

internationalization (Chabowski et al., 2022; Chabowski et al., 2011). Longitudinal 

analysis is recommended to assess the evolving trends in sustainability research 

within the sphere of internationalization over time (Cornelius et al., 2006). 

Comparative analysis can illuminate the diverse approaches adopted by different 

countries and regions in integrating sustainability into internationalization, 

influenced by factors such as cultural norms and regulatory frameworks (Zahra et 

al., 2008). 

Examining cultural influences becomes paramount in understanding how cultural 

values mold the connection between internationalization and sustainability 

practices (Ozaralli and Rivenburgh, 2016). Research on policy implications strives 

to uncover the influence of governmental policies and regulations on the uptake of 

sustainable practices among international ventures, identifying efficacious policy 

frameworks (Autio et al., 2014). Industry-specific investigations can explore the 

distinctive challenges around and opportunities for integrating sustainability 

across various sectors within the realm of internationalization (Homer et al., 

2024). 

Research on stakeholder engagement assesses how collaboration among 

stakeholders, including governments, NGOs, and local communities, can amplify 

sustainability outcomes in the context of internationalization (Dahan et al., 2010). 

Studies on technology and innovation investigate the potential of technological 

advancements to advance sustainability objectives within international 

entrepreneurial ventures (Zahra, 2021). Investigations of cross-sector 

partnerships aim to uncover the advantages and barriers associated with forging 
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partnerships to promote sustainability alongside strategies for optimization 

(Ritala et al., 2018). Lastly, research on education and awareness explores the role 

of educational initiatives in fostering sustainability literacy among participants in 

internationalization endeavors (Savitz and Weber, 2006). 

The suggested research agenda derives from identified gaps in our review and aims 

to elucidate the micro-foundations of CSR, grounded in individual actions and 

interactions, alongside the methodological approaches facilitating these 

advancements (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). Substantial empirical inquiries, 

particularly quantitative investigations utilizing variance models, hypotheses, and 

extensive surveys, hold significant promise for advancing research at the 

intersection of internationalization and sustainability. Further exploration is 

necessary, including comparative studies between large and small (or established 

and nascent) sustainable enterprises operating in similar contexts, as well as 

investigations into the motivations driving entrepreneurs to establish sustainable 

ventures. 

6 CONCLUSIONS 

The analysis of the research on internationalization and sustainability provides 

valuable insights into the evolving landscape of business practices in the context 

of global sustainability goals. The findings underscore a notable shift from a profit-

centric approach to a more holistic consideration of environmental and social 

factors within the realm of international business. As global awareness of issues 

like climate change and social inequality continues to grow, there is an increasing 

recognition of the imperative to integrate sustainability into entrepreneurial 

endeavors. 

Central figures in the field have been instrumental in progressing this discourse, 

investigating the potential of internationalization in fostering sustainable 

economic growth. For instance, Zahra (2008) highlights the significance of 

balancing economic prosperity with environmental and social considerations, 

echoing the growing importance of concepts like the internationalization of social 

entrepreneurship and sustainable innovation (Dangelico and Pujari, 2010). Such 

frameworks underscore the critical role of businesses in addressing global 

sustainability challenges (Schaltegger and Wagner, 2011). Moreover, the study 

highlights the interconnectedness between the economic, environmental, and 

social dimensions of sustainability. Initiatives aimed at resource conservation, 

sustainable resource management, and community engagement are shown to 

positively influence economic performance metrics while simultaneously fostering 

social cohesion and environmental preservation. 
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The bibliometrics-based integrated framework outlined in the analysis 

underscores the necessity for a holistic strategy toward sustainable development, 

encompassing the intricate dynamics between economic advancement, 

environmental preservation, and societal welfare. Through harnessing 

internationalization as a catalyst for innovation and cooperation, enterprises can 

play a pivotal role in promoting sustainability objectives worldwide. Nevertheless, 

the study also highlights the imperative for additional research and collaboration 

to comprehensively grasp and maximize the potential of internationalization in 

fostering sustainable advancement. It indicates a number of interesting future 

research opportunities. 
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