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ABSTRACT Collective Social Entrepreneurship is becoming a subject of interest 
in the entrepreneurship literature because of its contribution in economic growth 
and poverty reduction. This paper examines the nature and purpose of collective 
social entrepreneurship otherwise referred to as collectivism. This paper examines 
over fifty literatures and articles on collective social entrepreneurship in order to 
identify and establish its nature and purpose. The paper finds that collaborations, 
cooperatives, alliance and movements are important inputs and outcomes of collec-
tive social entrepreneurial work, which exist both within and across sector. The 
paper also finds different forms of collective social entrepreneurs with different 
social missions, as well as contractual and non-contractual forms of collective en-
trepreneurship. The paper concludes that although none of the forms collectives 
captures the unique mix of social and economic incentives that characterize collec-
tive social entrepreneurial ventures. However, successful collective social entrepre-
neurships often simultaneously leverage many of the existing forms including rely-
ing on cooperative models and developing cross-sectoral collaborations. 
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Introduction 
 
Collective action among organisations is often coordinated by other formal organi-
zations such as trade associations, formal political coalitions, producer or agricul-
tural cooperatives, research and development consortia, formal industrial alliances, 
associations of cultural organizations or government agencies, federations of trade 
unions, and the like (William, 2000). Although various theories have been applied 
to understand these collective institutions, the focus has been largely on how such 
associations help to facilitate exchange and cooperation among member organiza-
tions (Streeck and Schmitter 1985; Katz and Ordover 1990; Williamson 1991; 
Granovetter 1995). Consequently, research has tended to emphasize member or-
ganizations as the primary units of analysis, looking at how their strategies, objec-
tives, and performance are affected by their inter-organizational relationships 
(Keister, 1998). Far less research has focused primarily on collective organizations 
themselves, so very little is known about their nature, purpose, strategies and struc-
tures and even less about the dynamics of their formation and growth. Collective 
entrepreneurship combines business risk and capital investment with the social 
values of collective action. It is an event that exists when collective action aims for 
the economic and social betterment of a locality by means of some transformation 
of social norms, values, and networks for the production of goods or services by an 
enterprise (see also David, 1999) 
 
Literature Review  
 
Collective Social entrepreneurship can be characterized as persons conducting 
business together with at least one partner sharing ownership with them.  Wilken 
(1977) uses collective entrepreneurship to describe the source and structure of eco-
nomic development, i.e., whether it was an individual, family, a group of unrelated 
people, or government that formed a business venture. He used this categorisation 
to describe the economic development of different countries – the form of develop-
ment undertaken being a reflection of culture, economic conditions, and public pol-
icy. 
     David Wolfe (1997) uses the term to describe the nature of interactions that 
exists between individual firms. This is in the context of a collective learning proc-
ess in the acquisition and use of new technical knowledge amid global and institu-
tional restructuring. Collective entrepreneurship, therefore, plays a part in a na-
tion’s institutional capacity for adaptation. 
     Jonsson (1997), on the other hand, uses collective entrepreneurship for the role it 
plays in the capital accumulation process and innovation. He argues against reduc-
ing ‘entrepreneurial function’ cannot be reduced to an individual or entity and that 
the entrepreneurial function best realized through a process of collective entrepre-
neurship involving actors such as central, state and local governments and interna-
tional organizations who in the main are responsible for regulating and promoting 
conditions of competition and competitiveness. This use of the term collective so-
cial entrepreneurship accomplishes two goals. First, as Jonsson (1997) posits, the 
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categories of actors involved in collective entrepreneurship and second, the defini-
tion of the categories of collective-entrepreneurship interrelationships. For exam-
ple, the state and the firm may act collectively around procurement, science parks, 
and tax allowances for innovative firms. 
     The role of collectives in driving social change is evident in the organizations 
literature. However, of the many manifestations of collective action, three major 
forms are social movements, community cooperatives, and cross-sectorial collabo-
ration. The following brief overview of these three types of collectives serves as a 
background for studying and understanding the unique contribution of collective 
social entrepreneurship. Social movements play an integral role in the formation of 
markets and in field level change.  
     Researchers exploring collective entrepreneurship as a form of socio-political 
change are referring to entrepreneurial activity that integrates economic, social 
cultural and political   goals (Bataille-Chetodel & Huntzihger, 2004; Chouinard & 
Forgues, 2002; Connell, 1999). Many of the investigations into collective entrepre-
neurship focusing on regional and local development stem from initiatives and 
policies to support the social economy (Graefe, 2006; Laville, 2003; Spear, 2000). 
Chouinard and Forgues (2002) suggest entrepreneurship may occur on a continuum 
from private entrepreneurship to collective entrepreneurship focusing on providing 
services to workers associations of workers and community groups. Practical ex-
amples of collective entrepreneurship in the social economy literature include non-
profit organizations, cooperatives, foundations, voluntary organizations, public 
interest groups and social movements (Burress & Cook, 2009; Spaey, 2004). 
      The writings on social business have centred on the investigation of either sin-
gle business visionaries or single social ventures (Dacin et al, 2010; Dacin et al, 
2011; Mair et al, 2012; Mair & Martí, 2006). In any case, another perspective has 
developed as of late, researching another level of examination: a variety of subjects 
working all in all to acquire a social effect. Montgomery et al (2012, p. 376) pro-
poses the idea of “Aggregate Social Business”, which is characterized as the “joint 
effort among comparative as well as various performing artists with the end goal of 
applying business standards to tackling social issues”.  
     Sud et al., (2008) contend that social business cannot be required to tackle so-
cial issues on an extensive scale if these are handled by single social associations in 
light of the fact that, characteristically to the setting in which social ventures work, 
there are issues whose arrangement require a communitarian exertion of numerous 
on-screen characters crosswise over distinctive areas and institutional limits. Pies 
et al., (2010) propose that social business ought to act at diverse levels of operation 
suggesting a participation of a few performing artists, subsequently raising the 
level of investigation from the single social entrepreneurs to a group of associa-
tions and subjects. This viewpoint is advanced by Santos (2012), who proposes a 
hypothesis of social business enterprise where social entrepreneurs, concentrated 
on quality creation instead of on worth catch, typically work in portions of the 
economy where externalities are critical and wild. The understood result is that we 
are liable to discover social undertakings in connections where the social effect 
they create is grown all things considered with the beneficiary subjects of their 
externalities. Additionally, Kania & Kramer (2011) propose such point of view 
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focusing on the contrast between aggregate effect and detached effect Writing Sur-
vey Today, "Social enterprise" can be extensively conceptualized as undertakings 
and entrepreneurs that mirror the two components of an) an all-encompassing so-
cial mission and b) entrepreneurial imagination (Corner & Ho, 2010; Mair & 
Martí, 2006; Peredo & McLean, 2006). Be that as it may, as noted by Montgomery 
et al. (2012), Dacin et al. (2011) and Lance (2006), early entrepreneurs at charac-
terizing social enterprise were for the most part affected by the "immense man" 
school (Lance, 2006), with a solid concentrate on the deeds accomplished by sin-
gle, chivalrous business people emphatically dedicated to tackle a social issue, and 
on the arrangements they authorized.  
     Work by Beater (1997) emphatically centred on the figure of a social business 
visionary, which is broadly investigated in her own qualities, attributes and sys-
tems for activity. Average of this flood of exploration is narrating, used to present 
the picture of the social business visionary. This sort of centre can likewise be dis-
tinguished in the work of Dees (1998, 2007), who predominantly alludes to single 
people when depicting the distinction between social business visionaries and ex-
cellent business visionaries (1998); and when examining the capability of social 
business enterprise in correlation to government's and ordinary philanthropy's ac-
tivities in managing social issues (2007). Alvord et al., (2004) give a few stories of 
effective social entrepreneurs and, examining their qualities to locate a typical ex-
ample, unequivocally concentrate on the attributes of the social business visionar-
ies that established them, similar to social foundation, nationality, past occupations, 
and so on. Moreover, Seelos & Mair (2005), exploring the plans of action sanc-
tioned by social entrepreneurs, concentrate on social business visionaries and their 
stories of achievement. Another prominent occasion of the attention on the single 
business visionary is given by Tan et al., (2005), who, learning the substance of the 
"social" and the "entrepreneurial" component inside social business, do as such by 
alluding to what it implies for an individual to be entrepreneurial and socially dedi-
cated.  
     The emphasis on the single individual has all the more as of late advanced into 
an attention all in all entrepreneurs. As analysts began to concentrate on the social 
undertakings as associations, social business has been progressively related in writ-
ing with associations more than with people. This is the  present most far reaching 
position in writing and numerous writers give plainly association based meaning of 
social business (e.g. Dart, 2004; Harding, 2004; Haugh, 2006; Hockerts, 2006; 
Lasprogata & Cotten, Marya, 2003; Thompson & Doherty, 2006). Seelos & Mair 
(2007) examine the authoritative plans of action of social undertakings in "Base of 
the Pyramid" situations. Austin et al (2006), when examining the contrast in the 
middle of social and business enterprise, do as such by pondering hierarchical 
models and looking at social and business entrepreneurs, not business people. 
Sprout (2009) examines social entrepreneurial associations when characterizing the 
run of the mill ways took after by social business to get the last point of neediness 
decrease. He likewise utilizes the same hierarchical concentrate in Blossom & 
Smith (2010) when proposing a hypothesis of the components driving the scaling 
up of social ventures' effect. Mair & Martì (2009) work on how social business 
identifies with institutional voids concentrates on an association overall, despite the 
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fact that piece of the information had people as the unit of examination. Analysts 
chipping away at the issue of social effect estimation do as such by considering the 
routines associations utilization to evaluate their effect (Nicholls, 2009), and/or 
proposing appraisal techniques connected by social ventures (Lepoutre et al, 2013; 
Nicholls, 2009). Friedman & Desivilya (2010) demonstrate the constructive out-
come in provincial advancement of social ventures activities when related with 
clash engagement arrangements, and their proposed model spotlights on associa-
tions establishing social business enterprise. Mair et al (2012) offer a typology of 
conceivable models of social entrepreneurial associations, researching the sorts of 
capital utilized by social ventures.  
     On a fundamental note, Sud et., al (2008) contend that social entrepreneurs/
business visionaries are hindered in tackling social issues on an extensive scale 
when they handle only them. The characteristically complex nature of the issues 
handled by social entrepreneurial activity makes it more probable that such issues 
can be explained just through a collective exertion of numerous on-screen charac-
ters, crosswise over diverse segments and institutional limits, who can in this man-
ner influence on distinctive abilities and assets. An attention on aggregate activity 
is additionally proposed by Kania & Kramer (2011, 2013) and Hanleybrown et al 
(2012) whose works advocate for the need of "aggregate effect" (Kania & Kramer, 
2011, p. 36) so as to attain to enduring results in handling imperative social issues. 
Contrary to secluded effect, aggregate effect is characterized as the "responsibility 
of a gathering of critical performing artists from distinctive divisions to a typical 
motivation for explaining a particular social issue" (Kania & Kramer, 2011,. p. 36). 
The contrasts between separated effect and aggregate effect are then considered top 
to bottom by Hanleybrown et al. (2012) and predominantly respect the way that 
aggregate social effect obliges numerous subjects cooperating with an aggregate 
mentality brought about by being a piece of a framework, contrary to the subjec-
tive/individualistic methodology of regular single social endeavours. At long last, 
this point of view is additionally suggested by Santos (2012). In Santos’ work, so-
cial endeavours are described as being centred on worth creation instead of on 
quality catch - dissimilar to fantastic business revenue driven endeavours - and 
hence they locate their common place in fragments of the economy where external-
ities are vital and wild.  
 

The Term “Collective”  

 

Wide variations in the use of the term collective entrepreneurship have left little 
common ground on which to build a comprehensive theory of collective entrepre-
neurship. Substantial discrepancies in the usage of the term leave researchers open 
to criticism that points to a lack of precise definitions or citations to the collective 
entrepreneurship literature (Weissert, 2002). Among the authors surveyed for this 
paper, we noted the descriptor collective is utilized in three primary ways: 1) to 
recognize multiple parties engaged in entrepreneurship 2) to refer to the type of 
economic good generated by the entrepreneurial process and 3) to denote asset 
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ownership. When collective, in fact, refers to multiple actors engaged in the entre-
preneurial process, wide variation exists as to whether collective entrepreneurship 
is among risk-capital providers, among employees, among firms, among govern-
ments officials, among universities, or among a combination of these actors. The 
stage in which multiple actors become engaged in the entrepreneurial process (e.g. 
opportunity identification, venture financing, opportunity development) also af-
fects whether authors choose to utilize the collective entrepreneurship label (Byrd, 
1990; Tardieu, 2003).  
     When entrepreneurs are primarily interested in the generation of public, com-
mon pool, or club goods, we find certain authors utilize the term collective to dis-
tinguish from entrepreneurial endeavours in the pursuit of private goods (Frederick 
& Henry, 2004; Vaillancourt & Chartrand, 2005). This connotation of collective is 
most often present in the social economy and ethnic entrepreneurship literature. 
Several authors have also coupled the creation of collective goods with Hofstede’s 
cultural dimensions of individualism and collectivism (Hofstede, 1980). This has 
been the cause for some debate, however, as multiple actors can cooperate to gen-
erate a collective good without displaying cultural traits of collectivism. And, true 
collectivism is argued to be incompatible with basic components of the entrepre-
neurial process such as change and innovation (Morris, et. al. 1994).  
     Finally, a proportion of literature surveyed for this paper  also view entrepre-
neurship by socialist collectives as collective entrepreneurship. Resources are 
owned by the collective; the collective makes decisions with respect to the employ-
ment of these collective assets; and the collective bears investment risk (Zupanov, 
1975). Thus, entrepreneurial endeavours utilizing collectively owned assets consti-
tute another manifestation of collective entrepreneurship. This concept was ex-
plored in depth by socialist regimes in an attempt to improve worker motivation in 
labour-managed firms (Obradovic, 1994).  
 

Concept of Entrepreneurship  

 
Various interpretations of the word collective often constitute an initial stumbling 
block to opening dialogue among researchers as different interpretations of the 
term collective are often a direct result of stark ideological differences as to the 
normative role of the individual and the entrepreneur in society. These differences 
are compounded by differing views as to what constitutes entrepreneurship—
business ownership, innovation, arbitrage, or creativity (Foss & Klein, 2005). 
Thus, of primary interest to scholars of collective entrepreneurship is the advance-
ment of a theory of entrepreneurship. 
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The entrepreneurial element in the definition 
 
Research on entrepreneurship has been marked by the emergence of various 
streams focusing on different aspects of the phenomenon. An early stream cen-
tered on the question of how the personality or background of the entrepreneur 
determines entrepreneurial behavior (McClelland, 1961; Kets De Vries, 
1977). Because of methodological and definitional problems (Low & 
MacMillan, 1988) inherent in the approach based on the traits and/or psy-
chological profiles of entrepreneurs (see Sexton and Bowman (1985) for a re-
view of this literature), various authors suggested in the mid- 1980s that the 
focus of entrepreneurship research should be the entrepreneurial process or 
entrepreneurial behavior (Gartner, 1985, 1988; Sandberg & Hofer, 1987). 
Today it is widely recognized that the phenomenon is far more complex and 
heterogeneous than was assumed in the 1980s (Bruyat & Julien, 2004). Also, 
an increasing number of researchers have studied entrepreneurial processes 
outside of the business sector (Morris & Jones, 1999; Zerbinati & Souita-
ris, 2005) and the role of entrepreneurship in society (Steyaert & Katz, 
2004). Although the field is still characterized by multiple paradigms, the 
notion of opportunities has been widely accepted as a defining element of 
entrepreneurship (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Venkataraman, 1997; 
Ardichvili, Cardozo, & Ray, 2003). Shane and Venkataraman (2000), 
for example, describe entrepreneurship as a field that analyses how, by 
whom, and with what effects opportunities to create goods and services are 
discovered, evaluated, and exploited. 
     Research on social entrepreneurship has to some extent replicated the em-
pirical and theoretical evolution of entrepreneurship. Researchers have focused 
on the personality of the Social entrepreneur, the particular behavior or process 
involved, or the social opportunity, in order to emphasize the entrepreneurial 
nature of the phenomenon and thus differentiate it from other phenomena. A 
popular –early– stream of research has focused on the personality of the social 
entrepreneur. According to studies following this approach, social entrepreneurs 
are characterized by very special traits (Drayton, 2002), special leadership 
skills (Henton, Melville, & Walesh, 1997; Thompson et al., 2000), a 
passion to realize their vision (Bornstein, 1998; Boschee, 1995), and a 
strong ethical fiber (Bornstein, 1998; Drayton, 2002). To become a legiti-
mate field of scholarly investigation this stream of research needs to overcome 
methodological problems such as a bias towards studying successful entrepre-
neurs or the limited ability to differentiate between successful entrepreneurs, 
social entrepreneurs, managers, politicians and social activists. Despite the 
ongoing momentum of research aimed at identifying distinctive entrepreneu-
rial personality traits, we are skeptical whether this approach will elucidate 
key differences between social entrepreneurs and other actors. It has been re-
peatedly pointed out that “who the entrepreneur is” is not the right question 
to ask (see also Gartner, 1988). Building on a behavioral tradition in 
entrepreneurship, we argue that examining the set of activities underlying 
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social entrepreneurship as a process may be a more fruitful approach. A number 
of researchers have emphasized the entrepreneurial process, i.e., “how” entre-
preneurs act, as a way of differentiating between social initiatives and 
social “entrepreneurial” initiatives. For instance, building on traditional entre-
preneurship literature, Dees describes what social entrepreneurs do as 
“engaging in a process of continuous innovation and acting boldly without 
being limited by the resources they currently have in hand” (1998:4). Fi-
nally, a recent stream of research has focused on the “social value cre-
ating” nature of the opportunities entrepreneurially discovered and exploited, 
in order to distinguish social entrepreneurship from other entrepreneurial 
phenomena (Hibbert, Hogg, Quinn, 2002; Mort, et  al., 2002; Guclu, et al., 
2002). 
 
The concept of social entrepreneurship 
 
The concept of social entrepreneurship means different things to different 
people and researchers (Dees, 1998). One group of researchers refers to social 
entrepreneurship as not-for-profit initiatives in search of alternative funding 
strategies, or management schemes to create social value (Austin, Stevenson, 
& Wei-Skiller, 2003; Boschee, 1998). A second group of researchers under-
stands it as the socially responsible practice of commercial businesses 
engaged in cross-sector partnerships (Sagawa & Segal, 2000; Waddock, 
1988). And a third group views social entrepreneurship as a means to alleviate 
social problems and catalyze social transformation (Alvord et al., 2004; 
Ashoka Innovators, 2000). Numerous definitions, stressing different aspects 
and dimensions of social entrepreneurship, have been offered. It is important 
to note the conceptual differences between definitions. Definitions of social 
entrepreneurship typically refer to a process or behavior; definitions of social 
entrepreneurs focus instead on the founder of the initiative; and definitions of 
social enterprises refer to the tangible outcome of social entrepreneurship. 
Despite the large number of definitions, systematic attempts to map ini-
tiatives and definitions are rare (see Boschee (1995) and Waddock and Post 
(1995), for two exceptions). While complementary definitions, each focusing 
on different aspects of the phenomenon, are not necessarily an impediment in 
the search for theory (Baumol, 1993), we still do not have a comprehensive 
picture of the phenomenon and lack a clear understanding of how social entre-
preneurship should be studied. 
 
The social element in the definition 
 
Probably, the greatest challenge in understanding social entrepreneurship 
lies in defining the boundaries of what we mean by social (Seelos & Mair, 
2005a). Viewed broadly, the term “social” refers to initiatives aimed at helping 
others (Prabhu, 1999). At first glance, social entrepreneurship might be 
thought to differ from entrepreneurship in the business sector in that 
while the latter is associated with the profit motive (Cole, 1968), social 
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entrepreneurship is an expression of altruism. We argue against such a di-
chotomous line of thinking for two reasons. First, although social entrepre-
neurship is often based on ethical motives and moral responsibility 
(Bornstein, 1998; Catford, 1998), the motives for social entrepreneurship 
can also include less altruistic reasons such as personal fulfillment. 
Secondly, and more importantly, entrepreneurship in the business sector also 
has a social aspect. Venkataraman (1997, p. 133) made this point forcefully: 
 

“As Schumpeter (1934) pointed out several decades ago (and 
Adam Smith much earlier), the personal profit motive is a central 
engine that powers private enterprise and social wealth. Entrepre-
neurship is particularly productive from a social welfare perspec-
tive when, in the process of pursuing selfish ends, entrepreneurs 
also enhance social wealth by creating new markets, new indus-
tries, new technology, new institutional forms, new jobs, and net 
increases in real productivity”  

 
In other words, although the profit motive might be ‘a central en-
gine’ of entrepreneurship (Schumpeter, 1934; Baumol, 1993), it does not pre-
clude other motivations. As Velamuri (2002) pointed out, altruism and entre-
preneurship differ only in degree, not in kind. Previous research on entrepre-
neurial motivation, such as McClelland’s seminal piece on the need for 
achievement (McClelland, 1961) or studies on the desire for independence 
(Hisrich & Brush, 1986) or the propensity to take risks (Brockhaus, 1980; 
Liles, 1974), has compellingly demonstrated that entrepreneurship is not only 
based on motives to increase personal wealth. (See Shane, Locke, and 
Collins (2003) for a review of the importance of motivation to the study of 
entrepreneurship.) 
 

Types of collective social entrepreneurs 
 
Co-operatives 
Co-operatives may be the clearest example of collective entrepreneurship. They 
are, by definition, a collective effort. Accordingly, co-operatives are a group initia-
tive to self-manage combined resources and to share the organisation’s success or 
failure (Jonsson, 1997). From another perspective, co-operatives correspond to the 
logic of collective action. First, co-operatives are privileged groups: it is expected 
that the net benefit to at least one individual is positive. For example, this is 
achieved through securing a market for the co-operatives goods or from the distri-
bution of profits to the membership. Second, convention may also play a role in 
keeping co-operatives functioning. As (Spear, 2006) stated, entrepreneurship is 
more likely to occur when embraced as a social value. This underlies the impor-
tance of articulating the values of co-operatives, as the International Co-operative 
Alliance has done (Thordarson, 1990, p. 1). 
     Jonsson (1997) cites factor contributing to success in remote fishing communi-
ties that applies well to the many co-operative experiences. That is, a homogenous 
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population with a clear sense of identity stemming from common culture, language 
and religion. This, too, has implications for the role of convention. It may also 
lend support to the proposition that larger groups are more likely to succeed if 
made up of overlapping smaller groups. 
 
Social Capital 

 
Social capital, like collective entrepreneurship, is a term used in various capacities. 
As Wall et al., (1998, p. 319) suggests with reference to social capital, “elasticity in 
applicability might threaten its utility as a social construct”. The authors suggest 
that one appeal of social capital is its possible links to other disciplines such as eco-
nomics. According to Wall et al., (1998 p. 312), social interactions and networks 
“are construed as capital when some transformation takes place based on incorpo-
rating those resources”. Green (1996) illustrates this connection more explicitly – 
he links the importance of social capital to entrepreneurship and small business de-
velopment. 
 
Purpose of collective social entrepreneurs  
 
Inter-organisational gains  
 

Literature on collective entrepreneurship that has evolved considers mutual gains 
that can be achieved through dynamic cooperation and organizational hybrids in 
markets. Inter-organizational gains literature focuses on explicit or tacit inter-firm 
coordination for the purpose of rent-seeking through mechanisms such as networks 
and alliances, clusters and industrial districts, and franchise agreements (Gordon, 
2008).  Although there is some mention of efficiency gains due to coordination, the 
literature on alliances and franchise agreements addresses the generation of rents 
which may be best described as positive payoffs from a game theoretic point of 
view. When considering collective entrepreneurship in the form of industrial dis-
tricts, however, economic rent-generations is more closely related to the concepts 
of positive externalities or agglomeration economies (Gordon, 2008). 
 
Networks and Alliances: formal and Informal 
 
Mourdoukoutas (1999) describes collective entrepreneurship as a fluid organiza-
tional structure that provides opportunities to the hundreds or even thousands of 
entrepreneurs-hipsters scattered often found among suppliers, distributors, custom-
ers, and collaborators to come forward with the information they possess and to 
join forces for the discovery and the exploitation of new business opportunities 
(Mourdoukoutas, 1999, p. 134; Mourdoukoutas & Papadimitriou, 2002). From this 
starting point, Mourdoukoutas includes what he labels as internal and external (i.e. 
intra-firm and inter-firm) collective entrepreneurship in his study of the develop-
ment of entrepreneurial networks. 
     Mourdoukoutas also makes an important contribution in distinguishing between 
contractual and non-contractual forms of collective entrepreneurship. This criterion 
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can be applied across various types of collective entrepreneurship described in this 
article. Further investigation of the structure of collective entrepreneurship, con-
tractual or non-contractual, formal or informal, is warranted if scholars are to un-
derstand the mechanisms and incentive structures that sustain collective entrepre-
neurship. Two possible avenues for development include the (1) development of a 
continuum from non-contractual to contractual to describe collective entrepreneu-
rial networks and (2) an evolutionary framework that explores variations in con-
tracting among co-operators over time (Moudoukoutas, 1999). Collective entrepre-
neurs may begin by cooperating under informal agreements, developing contrac-
tual arrangements over time. Or, the opposite may be the case: as parties develop 
familiarity and trust they may discontinue the use of formal contracts in some in-
stances.  
 
Concluding remarks 
  
Literature reveals different dimensions to collective social entrepreneurs. Collec-
tive entrepreneurship adds a further dimension of complexity—the propensity for 
collective action. This dimension is significant because it sets collective entrepre-
neurship apart from other economic development strategies.It requires a deliberate 
choice to pursue collectivism over individualism. Where there is a choice, there 
must also be a balance. Ultimately, rural communities will have to embrace a range 
of development strategies. They will have to find ways to link bottom-up and top-
down efforts, to find synergy between individualism and collectivism. Toward this 
balance, collective entrepreneurship embraces the social benefits of collective action 
with the innovation and power of the market.  
     The literature clearly shows the relevance of the collective dimension. First of 
all, each actor adhering to the collective had to make collective-specific invest-
ments to adapt to the shared processes underpinning the collective’s activities. The 
collective generate many activities and meetings dedicated to the project's values 
promotion, so that those who decide to join the project can be aware of the related 
commitment and tasks. Literature also revealed that investment in getting to know 
each other collective was crucial. In particular, it is necessary to invest in the man-
agement of relations with those who want to be part of the project. Acquiring ge-
neric skills or general information about the project is just the beginning. It is very 
important to know each other very well, to develop trust and tacit coordination in 
such a way that the collective’s activities develop according to the set of shared 
values.   
     From the foregoing discourse, the collectives creating a social impact might be 
individuals that are not necessarily social enterprises (Alvord, 2004). That is, the 
collective as a whole might act as a social enterprise (when considering the aggre-
gated results of its action) even though all its components are not individually act-
ing as social enterprises. In particular, the collective’s social impact can be actually 
related to that of a social enterprise. This means that using a collective point of 
view can allow us to detect cases of social entrepreneurial action that could be 
missed when focusing on the single actors. Furthermore, as social entrepreneurial 
action takes place only at the collective level, it means that all actors have the same 
importance in the social entrepreneurial action. If one of them leaves, whether it is 
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profit or non-profit organization, the collective might lose the ability to act as a 
social enterprise. 
     Also, collaborations, cooperatives, alliance   and movements are important in-
puts and outcomes of collective social entrepreneurial work and they exist within 
sector or across sector. Literature also revealed different forms of collective social 
entrepreneurs with different social missions, as are different contractual and non-
contractual forms of collective entrepreneurship. In conclusion, social movements, 
community cooperatives, and cross-sectoral collaboration provide an insight into 
collective social entrepreneurship. These latter forms of collective action highlight the 
importance of acquiring and deploying resources from multiple actors through a vari-
ety of activities and strategies to share ideas, mobilize supporters, bring together 
diverse viewpoints, and collaborate to drive change. Although related, none of these 
forms captures the unique mix of social and economic incentives that characterize 
collective social entrepreneurial ventures. Also, successful collective social entrepre-
neurships often simultaneously leverage many of these existing forms including 
relying on cooperative models and developing cross-sectoral collaborations. 
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