Contemporary Management Research
Pages 81-105, Vol. 19, No. 2, 2023
doi: 10.7903/cmr.22107

The Role of Community Engagement and Entrepreneurship in
the Sustainability Performance of Social Ventures in South Korea

Heewon Kim*
Hugh Downs School of Human Communication, Arizona State University
Email: Heewon.Kim@asu.edu

Mary Kiura
Department of Communication, Purdue University—Fort Wayne
Email: mkiura@pfw.edu

Rebecca Leach
Department of Communication, University of Arkansas
Email: rl030@uark.edu

Hee Jung Cho
The Institute of Social Sciences, Sogang University
Email: choheejung@gmail.com

ABSTRACT

Social ventures, hybrid enterprises pursuing for-profit business and mission-driven
nonprofit goals, have rapidly grown in South Korea owing to local governments’
proactive policies and support. Despite extensive government support, community-
based social ventures often fail to sustain themselves due to lacking experience,
strategies, and social networks. Informed by stakeholder theory, this study investigates
the relationships between social venture strategies and the core dimensions of
government-funded, community-based social enterprises’ sustainability performance
(economic, human resources management, and social performance). We circulated our
online survey among the employees of community-based social start-ups funded by
local governments in South Korea. In total, 210 participants completed the survey. The
results of structural equation modelling demonstrated that venture entrepreneurship and
community engagement are positively associated with all dimensions of sustainability
performance, subsequently improving work satisfaction. As community-based social
ventures involve diverse stakeholders, organizational members should negotiate
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complementary or competing values in a holistic picture of all involved parties (e.g.,
funders, employees, and residents) to pursue sustainability efforts.

Keywords: Venture entrepreneurship, Community engagement, Social venture,
Sustainability performance, Work satisfaction

INTRODUCTION

Social ventures are hybrid enterprises straddling the boundary between for-profit
businesses and social mission-driven nonprofit organizations (Hockerts, 2006). Social
ventures pursue “the double bottom line” to create social and economic value. Social
ventures, therefore, need to evaluate their social impact, business model, and
sustainability (Robinson, 2006). As well documented, however, it is incredibly
challenging to achieve the double bottom line. Managing the double bottom line
requires a careful balance between financial success and engagement with local
community stakeholders. Failure to address the tension between these possibly
competing organizational goals profoundly threatens business sustainability (Moizer &
Tracey, 2010). Especially for small ventures that have limited social and instrumental
resources can be difficult to simultaneously sustain their market competitiveness and
social contribution in dynamic market environments. Hence, the core issue of social
venture management is building a sustainable organization that can continue to deliver
values by pursuing its social mission (Weerawardena et al., 2010). Implementing
pragmatic strategies to pursue social and fiscal viability can help organizations achieve
sustainability (McDonald et al., 2015).

Social venture models have been widely adopted as a popular business strategy
globally (Margiono et al., 2018). Specifically, social venture opportunities and socially
responsible investing have been growing in South Korea, partly owing to aggressive
government policies, support, and control (Jung et al., 2016). Since the introduction of
the Social Enterprise Promotion Act in 2007, the South Korean government has
supported the foundation and operation of social ventures by providing large-scale
public funds and tax exemption, managing a social venture certification program, and
offering various training and education programs (Park & Wilding, 2013). As increased
start-up activities in neighboring regions may help boost the local economy (Hong et
al., 2015), local governments in South Korea have also run various programs dedicated
to fostering community-based social ventures. To facilitate the creation of employment
opportunities and the provision of social services, government-funded social ventures
are highly encouraged to pursue venture entrepreneurship, engage closely with local
communities, and adopt digital technologies for their business operations. Overall,
government-directed social ventures in South Korea are expected to contribute to the
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local economy by providing appropriate services and hiring local employees (Jung et
al., 2016).

Whereas local governments in South Korea continue to invest substantial resources
in founding and supporting social venture start-ups in their region, community-based
small start-ups in South Korea still suffer from a lack of experiences, strategies, and
established social networks, which hampers organizational sustainability. The current
study investigates the sustainability performance of community-based social start-ups
funded by local governments, focusing on economic performance, human resources
management (HRM) performance, and community-based social performance. To
pursue this goal, this study investigates how social ventures’ key business strategies—
community engagement and venture entrepreneurship—are associated with each
dimension of organizational sustainability performance. Subsequently, this study seeks
to ascertain whether the three dimensions of sustainability performance relate to
employees’ work satisfaction. In aggregate, our study elucidates the linkages between
community-based social ventures’ core management strategies and organizational
sustainability, which may, in turn, promote employee well-being.

LITERATURE

Theory of Organizational Sustainability

Organizational sustainability encompasses various meanings and dimensions due
to its multipronged nature. A long history of definitional debates has resulted in
organizational sustainability being used interchangeably with other terms such as
corporate sustainable development, business sustainability, sustainability management,
and sustainable operations management. In its most basic conceptualization,
organizational sustainability can be framed as the capacity to maintain, implying that
sustainability is merely a matter of preserving the status quo of an organization (Starik
& Kanashiro, 2013). However, organizations can only realistically maintain their
existence by anticipating and meeting their present and future needs. Sustaining an
organization requires a long-term orientation and relentless pursuit of growth, which
encourage substantial and long-lasting advantages for the organization (Paulraj, 2011).
However, the means of achieving these goals are often contested and unclear. Although
some organizations have the means and motivation to evaluate sustainability across
several dimensions, most companies define sustainability outcomes in only one or two
dimensions, such as economic performance or labor conditions (Ehnert et al., 2016).
The definitional inconsistencies surrounding organizational sustainability often lead
organizations to limit themselves in the actual practice of sustainable management.

Conceptualizing organizational sustainability in the context of stakeholder theory
(Freeman, 1984) can help us clarify competitive advantages and the means to achieve
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them by considering various engaged parties. Stakeholder theory is a “humanistic
conception of business” (Freeman et al., 2018, p. 219), that rejects the separation thesis
of business and ethics and embraces human values and morals as fundamental to
business (Freeman et al., 2004). Stakeholder theory orients scholars and practitioners to
consider the roles and needs of multiple parties that affect and is affected by the
organizations with which they are affiliated (Sulkowski et al., 2018). Specifically,
primary stakeholders are the key parties that provide essential means of support to an
organization, including funders, employees, and customers.

The humanistic orientation of stakeholder theory and the sustainability orientation
of organizational management have several commonalities. Both theoretical
frameworks regard business and ethics as fundamentally intertwined and push beyond
the typical tendency to conceptualize business as maximizing short-term shareholder
value (Horisch et al., 2014). Contrary to popular belief, stakeholder interests link long-
term sustainability and short-term economic performance rather than creating exclusive
trade-offs (Schaltegger et al., 2019). Key stakeholders influence adopting
organizational sustainability practices, which could lead to product and process
innovation (Theyel & Hofmann, 2012). Furthermore, this multifaceted outlook on
business may help organizations be sensitive to and tolerant of change, a key predictor
of business longevity (Napolitano et al., 2015). Stakeholder theory and sustainability
management orient scholars to consider relevant parties’ short-term and long-term
needs.

In our study, organizational sustainability comprises three dimensions that tie the
values of stakeholder theory and sustainability management: financial sustainability,
HRM sustainability, and moral (or social) sustainability (Paulraj, 2011). Each
dimension represents the interests of primary stakeholders that affect the organization’s
success. Financial sustainability is economic performance in the pursuit of self-reliance,
which largely relates to the interests of funders, shareholders, and management. HRM
sustainability consists of human resources management and employee well-being,
which represent the interests of the organization’s constituents. Finally, moral
sustainability relates to the organization’s social performance, which is most relevant
to external stakeholders like customers and local communities. By combining the above
three dimensions of sustainability management, organizations can achieve a holistic
understanding of the factors and parties that directly impact their ability to thrive over
time and reach the double bottom line.

Sustainability of Community-Based Social Ventures
Venture entrepreneurship and organizational sustainability
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Entrepreneurship is a defining feature of ventures that explore new opportunities
beyond existing territories (Shin et al., 2014). Venture entrepreneurship is “the extent
to which the top managers are inclined to take business-related risks, to favor change
and innovation to obtain a competitive advantage for their firm, and to compete
aggressively with other firms” (Covin & Slevin, 1989, p. 77). Namely, the three
cornerstones of venture entrepreneurship are innovation, proactiveness, and risk-taking
(Covin & Slevin, 1989). The desire to enhance an organization’s goods, services, and
technological capabilities is a frequent and intense characteristic of innovation.
Proactiveness is the degree to which an organization is openly and aggressively
competitive. Finally, risk-taking refers to top management’s determination to make bold
decisions to pursue greater rewards. The three dimensions of venture entrepreneurship
qualify as a prime example of sustainability action that creates specific and practical
pathways for improving sustainability performance (Epstein & Roy, 2001).

When an organization possesses a venture-entrepreneurship orientation, pursuing
high-risk/high-reward ventures is more likely, which suggests positive outcomes for an
organization’s financial performance (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). It is also important to
recognize that the innovation inherent in venture entrepreneurship is often a
collaborative process between social ventures and their financial stakeholders (i.e.,
investors or business partners) (Newth, 2016). In other words, social ventures can act
strategically during product or process innovation to appeal to the vision of relevant
parties and thereby sustain a productive source of economic support. Additionally,
small and medium-sized enterprises with entrepreneurial orientations are more likely to
commit to sustainability in their strategic product decisions and planning (Jansson et al.,
2017). Given that venture entrepreneurship values would manifest in product decisions
and related financial outcomes, such entrepreneurial efforts may be linked to social
start-ups’ financial performances. Thus, this study hypothesizes that strong venture
entrepreneurship is associated with financial sustainability performance:

H1: Venture entrepreneurship is positively associated with the economic sustainability
performance of social start-ups.

The outcomes of venture entrepreneurship are likely not limited to financial gains.
After all, any successful product that emerges from a venture-oriented entrepreneurial
orientation is only made possible through a process that encourages such values.
Entrepreneurship is intimately linked to investment in HRM practices (Salamzadeh et
al., 2019). A company that embodies venture entrepreneurship at the organizational
level also invites and fosters entrepreneurship among its employees, which may lead to
positive perceptions of the workplace and job. Indeed, corporate-level entrepreneurship
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has been positively associated with employees’ job satisfaction and organizational
commitment (Giannikis & Nikandrou, 2013).

Further, entrepreneurial values can guide employee values, ethics, and behaviors
that enable sustainable actions (Tur-Porcar et al., 2018). As entrepreneurship is also
related to strategic HRM practices, entrepreneurship can improve employees’
psychological functioning, which predicts increased employee well-being (Nikolaev et
al., 2020). Especially in social ventures, building an innovative and collaborative
climate through strategic HRM is increasingly important. An organization that values
venture entrepreneurship would have organizational processes and climates that appeal
to employees. As such, the second hypothesis is:

H2:Venture entrepreneurship is positively associated with the HRM sustainability
performance of social start-ups.

Given its innovative and proactive nature, venture entrepreneurship keeps
organizations adaptable and dynamic, providing a better position for organizations to
anticipate and meet present and future needs (Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011). To
proactively execute organizational strategies, it is crucial to understand the changes in
needs and demands among target customers and communities. In this respect, prior
scholarship has reported that organizations that embody venture entrepreneurship are
more likely to communicate actively with diverse stakeholders, including local
community members, customers, and business clients. In particular, social enterprises
consider community networking valuable because improved connections with local
communities positively link entrepreneurship and social performance (Cho & Kim,
2017). Additionally, by adapting to stakeholder interests and concerns, organizations
are more likely to cultivate increased social legitimacy and an improved reputation in
their community (Paulraj, 2011). Therefore, H3 is presented as follows:

H3: Venture entrepreneurship is positively associated with the social sustainability
performance of social start-ups.

Community Engagement and Organizational Sustainability

Community engagement refers to collaborative partnerships between an
organization and local communities to improve the well-being of these communities,
especially within the organization’s geographic proximity (Bowen et al., 2010).
Community engagement focuses primarily on three facets: “involvement of a firm in
philanthropic activities for the community; communication of positive social behavior
of a firm to its community; and exhibiting a positive social attitude by complying with
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regulatory laws” (Shafiq et al., 2014, p. 691). Organizations’ participation in various
community activities benefits organizations and local communities due to the
interdependence between the entities (Porter & Kramer, 2006). Given this connection,
community engagement is essential to organizational sustainability, business operations,
and sustainability performance evaluation (Campbell & Slack, 2008). Especially for
community-based social ventures, the implications of community engagement for
organizational sustainability are more profound, given that community engagement is
an integral part of the business rather than an add-on.

Indeed, the impacts of community engagement on the economic aspect of
organizational sustainability performance have been extensively studied. For example,
firms engaged in practices such as charitable donations to communities had high
financial performance, in part because firms can reach out to a new group of potential
customers through donations (McWilliams & Siegel, 2000). Organizations involved in
community activities could also improve their revenue and attract financial resources
from donors, philanthropists, and other socially responsive investors (Holland, 2009).
Similarly, community engagement bolsters the financial performance of firms through
increased competitive advantage (Harvey & Brereton, 2005) and decreased production
costs (O’Regan & Oster, 2000). These relationships illustrate why scholars are
increasingly drawn to emphasizing social relationships and capital as important inputs
that affect social enterprises’ overall financial performance (Bagnoli & Megali, 2011).
Community engagement is a key management principle for social ventures that target
local customers. Drawing on these studies, H4 is proposed:

H4: Community engagement is positively associated with the economic sustainability
of social start-ups.

Additionally, prior work has demonstrated that organizations’ dedication to
community engagement can positively influence HRM and employee well-being in
various ways. For instance, an organization’s social practices directed at community
members can fulfill employees’ fundamental affiliation needs (McCabe, 2010).
Employees’ physical and mental well-being may be enhanced through meaningful
interactions with local community members. Further, when organizations develop their
local communities, employees report a higher quality of work-life experiences because
they perceive their organization as caring and invested in improving human flourishing
(Kim et al., 2018). Along this line, Docherty et al. (2002) state that employees who
participated in community engagement experienced improved work-life balance.
Therefore, an organization’s community engagement endeavor may be linked to
improvements in HRM. Building on this, we propose that:
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H5: Community engagement is positively associated with social start-ups’ human
resources sustainability performance.

Finally, social ventures’ community engagement may promote their social
sustainability performance. Community engagement is an essential means of gaining
the perspective of community members and collaborating to identify the issues that
directly affect the community’s well-being (Shahid Satar, 2019). Organizations’
community engagement may enhance the well-being of local community members
through various mechanisms such as improved community health, observation of
human rights, and enhanced justice and inclusiveness (Joung et al., 2013). Indeed,
organizations that engage local communities protect their human rights and safeguard
them from potential harm (Brammer & Millington, 2003). Additionally, community
engagement empowers residents by transferring knowledge and skills from the
organization to the community members (Stern, 2001). The existing scholarship has
demonstrated the significance of community engagement in social sustainability
performance by highlighting how participating in various community activities can
promote community wellness efforts conducted by organizations. Thus, H6 is presented
as follows:

H6: Community engagement is positively associated with the social sustainability
performance of social start-ups.

Organizational Sustainability and Work Satisfaction

Work satisfaction is the extent to which employees feel they have benefited from
working on a project, which feeds into employees’ desires to repeat or continue their
work at an organization (Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001). Work satisfaction is commonly
associated with employees’ success and continued performance. Social ventures may
benefit from explicitly implementing sustainability strategies to increase employees’
work satisfaction. Since sustainable organizations are attentive to the various factors
that could improve their longevity, they are likely to benefit employees in various ways.
Specifically, when organizational sustainability fosters a range of workplace outcomes,
such positive organizational performances may increase employees’ work satisfaction.

The financial performance of an organization can generally promote its employees’
work satisfaction, as the economic success of an organization can benefit both the
organization and its employees. It is well-established that equitable salaries,
promotional opportunities, and adequate resources are important extrinsic rewards that
predict work satisfaction (Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001). Additionally, extrinsic rewards
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have been shown to facilitate work performance and organizational commitment, which
may ultimately increase work satisfaction (Taba, 2018). As economically sustainable
organizations emphasize revenue and return on investments to maintain their operations
(Paulraj, 2011), they are also more likely to have the financial means to create and
maintain extrinsic reward systems that appeal to employees. Likewise, social venture
employees are more likely to be satisfied as their salary increases and less satisfied when
they experience job insecurity (Kang, 2011). In sum, organizations’ economic
sustainability can increase employee satisfaction, as presented in the following
hypothesis:

H7: The economic sustainability of social start-ups is positively associated with work
satisfaction among employees.

Next, investing in human resources performance will likely generate favorable
outcomes for employees and organizations. Enhancing employee motivation, welfare,
and quality of life can improve employee voice,participation, and well-being, essential
to human resource performance (Kim et al., 2022; Kim & Leach, 2021; Shafiq et al.,
2014). The quality of work life can promote job and overall life satisfaction (Lee et al.,
2015). Many organizations are increasingly invested in identifying and improving the
factors that promote internal corporate social responsibility, such as staff development
and training, equal opportunities, and fair procedures (Cornelius et al., 2008). By
addressing these internal factors that sustain human resource performance,
organizations create conditions that promote employee dignity and quality of life
(Cornelius et al., 2008). These HRM performances subsequently cultivate work
satisfaction among employees. Thus, this study hypothesizes:

H8: Human resources sustainability performance in social start-ups is positively
associated with employee work satisfaction.

Organizations’ engagement in social practices directed toward community
members can also enhance employee commitment and well-being (Brammer et al.,
2007). As employees are aware of the social contributions enacted by the organization,
they are likely to weigh in on these practices when evaluating their organization.
Employees tend to evaluate socially engaged organizations more positively and
therefore report high work satisfaction (Glavas & Kelley, 2014). Further, organizations’
social sustainability performance can cultivate employee commitment because
employees experience positive feelings from participating in their organization’s social
activities (Maignan et al., 1999). As such activities can enhance organizational
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reputation, employees are more likely to identify with the organization, which is linked
to work satisfaction (Carmeli et al., 2007). In this regard, H9 is presented below:

H9: The social sustainability performance of social start-ups is positively associated
with work satisfaction among employees.

For the conceptual model that illustrates all hypothesized relationships, see Figure

Figure 1 Hypothesized Model
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METHOD

Data Collection

A confidential online survey was distributed to the employees of community-based
social start-ups funded by local governments in South Korea. To do so, we obtained the
email addresses of social venture employees from the local government agencies that
managed social enterprise promotion programs in their region. The online survey was
circulated among 1,023 social venture employees nationwide in November and
December 2019. The survey was open for approximately five weeks. In total, 210
participants completed the survey without any missing answers, yielding a response rate
of 20.5%. All participants who completed the survey received an e-gift certificate worth
about $20 on average, which could be used in local convenience stores. Respondents
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were informed that study participation was voluntary, their answers were confidential,
and only aggregated results at a group level would be reported.

Measurements

All measures in the present study were based on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree), unless otherwise noted. Respondents were asked
to indicate the perceived degree of their organization’s venture entrepreneurship. We
utilized a widely adopted venture entrepreneurship scale, initially named an
entrepreneurial strategic posture scale (Covin & Slevin, 1989). The scale items assess
the degree of innovation, proactiveness (i.e., competitive orientation), and risk-taking.
The sample statements of this nine-item scale included: “My organization favors a
strong emphasis on R&D, technological leadership, and innovation” (innovation), “My
organization typically initiates actions that competitors then respond to” (proactivity),
and “My organization has a strong proclivity for high-risk projects with very high
returns” (risk-taking). In line with the original scale, all items were loaded on a single
factor, confirming that the scale is unidimensional (M = 3.26, SD = .73, a = .87). We
measured community engagement using the community advice scale, which examines
organizations’ socially responsible practices directed toward improving relationships
with the local community (Shafiq et al., 2014). The sample items of the five-item scale
included: “My organization engages the community to evaluate the impact of our
business” and “My organization has a specific policy for engaging and consulting the
community” (M = 3.05, SD =.93, a =.91).

An adapted version of the sustainability performance scale (Paulraj, 2011) was
employed. Sustainability performance consists of three dimensions: economic
performance, HRM performance, and social performance. Economic performance
items asked about a decrease in the cost of materials purchased, a decrease in the cost
of energy consumption and waste discharge, an improvement in return on investment,
and an increase in revenues (M = 3.15, SD = .64, « = .79). The questions about HRM
performance inquired about an improvement in employee welfare and wellness as well
as an improvement in the quality of employees’ work lives (M = 3.20, SD =.78, «=.91).
Regarding social performance, the scale items interrogated corporate contributions to
community health promotion as well as their contributions to improved awareness and
protection of the rights of people in the community served (M = 3.12, SD = .91, = .89).
This study employed the three-item work satisfaction scale developed by Hoegl and
Gemuenden (2001). Sample items included: “The team members have gained from the
collaborative project” and “The team members would like to do this type of
collaborative work again” (M = 3.74, SD = .66, a = .83).

Control Variables.
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As extant scholarship has suggested that environmental hostility may affect
venture entrepreneurship, management strategy design, and firm performance (Covin
& Slevin, 1989; Shin et al., 2014), social venture employees’ perceptions of
environmental hostility during the past year were assessed. The scale of environmental
hostility consisted of three items, such as “the external environment was very risky, and
a false step could mean my organization’s undoing” and “the external environment was
very stressful, exacting, hostile, and very hard to keep afloat” (M = 3.03, SD = .80, «
=.78). In addition, the study model included the use of digital technologies as a control
variable, given that it was encouraged among social ventures as one way to support
business operations. The use of digital technologies was investigated for two business
purposes: (a) product and service development and (b) public relations and marketing.
These two types of technology use reflect innovation capability (i.e., an organization’s
ability to sense, acquire, and utilize new technologies, ideas, and approaches) and
marketing capability (i.e., an organization’s practices to apply resources to market-
related needs), which can contribute to organizational performance (Yuan et al., 2016).
Participants were asked to indicate whether or not their organization utilized digital
technologies for each purpose (0 = No, 1 = Yes). Then, we took the mean of their
answers (M = .84, SD = .33, a = .80). Lastly, this study considered the characteristics
of social ventures that may be associated with sustainability performance. We examined
the number of employees because the size of an organization may influence business
sustainability (M = 10.35, SD = 26.65). Participants were also asked to specify the
location of their organization. As social, financial, and other instrumental resources are
disproportionately available in Seoul compared to other regions, we created a
dichotomous variable to differentiate Seoul-based social ventures from others (Seoul =
1, Other = 0).

Data Analysis

As preliminary analyses, the authors examined bivariate correlations among all
study variables (see Table 1). We performed primary analyses using structural equation
modeling (SEM) with maximum likelihood estimation procedures to ascertain whether
the hypothesized model fits the observed data. Following the two-step modeling
procedures outlined by Kline (2015), a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted using a measurement model that included all variables prior to testing the
hypothesized model. To identify latent constructs, a hybrid structural equation model
was operationalized by using all measurement and structural parameters (Stephenson &
Holbert 2003). Finally, the authors tested all mediated relationships using Process 3.1
to confirm the indirect effects specified in the hypothesized model (Hayes, 2018). Based
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on 10,000 bootstrapped samples, indirect effect coefficients were computed using bias-
corrected and accelerated 95% confidence intervals.

Table 1 Bivariate Correlations among Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1: Venture

Entrepreneurship

2: Community 15*

Engagement '

3: Economic ok wox

Performance 35 2

4: HRM .27** '18** '50**

Performance

5: Social o1 61 34 38"

Performance

6: Environmental 30 01 05 00 -.07

Hostility ' ' ' ' '

7: Digital Technology 15* 06 09 09 03 01

Use ' ' ' ' ' .

8: Business 14" -19™ .05 11 -.05 .02 14
Location

g:izc.;rgamzatlon 07 01 06 .09 .10 -.04 .00 25

Notes. ! 1 = Seoul, 2 = Other Regions. “p < .05, * p < .01

RESULTS

Preliminary Analysis

First, the results of bivariate correlation analysis demonstrated that all study
variables were moderately correlated with one another, except that digital technology
use and control variables were not correlated with endogenous variables in the proposed
model. Although using digital technologies positively correlated with venture
entrepreneurship, it did not directly affect the organization’s sustainability performance
or work satisfaction. Next, although control variables did not show statistically
significant relationships with the endogenous variables, some correlation results
showed meaningful findings. Environmental hostility was positively correlated with
venture entrepreneurship, indicating that organizations adopted more innovative and
risk-taking strategies to respond to hostile environmental conditions effectively. Also,
employees in Seoul were more likely to perceive that external environmental conditions
were demanding and hostile than employees in other regions. Additionally,
organizations in Seoul tended to be larger and less likely to engage in local communities,
implying the challenges of community engagement in large metropolitan areas. The
proposed control variables were excluded from the final empirical model based on the
results of correlation analyses that revealed non-significant relationships.

Primary Analysis
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A CFA of the six-factor measurement model demonstrated great model fit: 42 (237,
N = 210) = 488.39, CFI = .91, RMSEA = .069 [90% CI: .062, .080], SRMR = .07, p
< .001. For all latent constructs, manifest indicator loadings ranged from .60 to .97. We
tested the hypothesized model using SEM with maximum likelihood estimation
procedures. The final empirical model produced a great model fit: »? (276, N = 210),
508.92, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .076 [90% c: .070, .088], SRMR = .07, p < .001. As
proposed, venture entrepreneurship was positively related to economic sustainability
performance, human resources sustainability performance, and social sustainability
performance. Community engagement was also positively linked to all three
dimensions of organizational sustainability performance. Subsequently, the three
dimensions of sustainability performance increased employees’ work satisfaction (see
Figure 2). Finally, bootstrapping procedures revealed significant indirect effects for all
mediation paths indicated in the model (see Table 2).

Figure 2 Final Empirical Model
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Table 2 Indirect Effects among Study Variables

Ccl
Paths b SE (Lower, Upper)

Venture Entrepreneurshlp — Economic Performance — 122 040 049 205
Work Satisfaction

Venture Entrepreneurshlp - Human Resources 118 039 048 201
Performance — Work Satisfaction

Ve?nture. Entrepreneurship — Social Performance — Work 094 039 019 173
Satisfaction

Commuplty Engagement — Economic Performance — 087 037 023 167
Work Satisfaction

Community Engagement — Human Resources 073 035 007 144

Performance — Work Satisfaction
Community Engagement — Social Performance — Work 203 042 122

Satisfaction 287

Note. All indirect effects were statistically significant at p <.001.

DISCUSSIONS

The current study advances our knowledge of the sustainability of community-
based social start-ups in South Korea, particularly those funded by public grants
initiated by local governments. Informed by stakeholder and sustainability theories, we
examined the core dimensions of sustainability performance (i.e., economic, HRM, and
social performance) of social ventures and how each dimension can be promoted by
venture entrepreneurship and local community engagement. As entrepreneurial spirit is
generally helpful for exploring new market niches (Shin et al., 2014) and cultivating
social transformation (Daskalaki et al., 2015), the authors sought to investigate its
Impacts on the various facets of social venture sustainability. The present study also
examined the role of community engagement in organizational sustainability
performance because of the long-standing question about whether the virtuousness of
organizations (e.g., moral responsibility, social contribution, and community
engagement) is linked to their performance (Cameron, 2013; McDonald et al., 2015) is
particularly significant and relevant in the context of social ventures that aim to give
back to the community. The findings revealed that venture entrepreneurship and
community engagement could improve social ventures’ economic, HRM, and social
sustainability performance. In turn, employees of social ventures that exhibited
enhanced sustainability performance were likely to show higher work satisfaction.

First, venture entrepreneurship can be understood as part of the economy and
society, which can achieve social betterment and lasting community growth (Daskalaki
et al., 2015). In particular, venture entrepreneurs funded by public grants and/or trained
by local governments’ social enterprise programs are more likely to be interested in
their role in social transformation and sustainability. Further, situated in fast-changing
industry landscapes, social ventures’ strategic emphasis on innovativeness and
competitiveness can assist them in identifying emerging needs in their regions,
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proactively connecting with potential partners and customers, and pursuing long-term
value creation. Early acquisition of resources, legitimacy, and central positions in
collaborative networks contributes to social enterprise sustainability (Jenner, 2016).
Our findings demonstrate the positive influences of venture entrepreneurship on
community-based social ventures’ sustainability.

Second, community engagement—which encompasses various activities including
transparent information sharing, socially responsible practices, local event participation,
and donations—can improve sustainability performance, particularly among local-
based social ventures. Unlike large corporations that take action on broad societal issues
by harnessing large-scale campaigns and fundraising, small businesses build tight bonds
with the communities they serve and the customers they see daily (Cresanti, 2019).
Close relationships with local suppliers, customers, and even civic activist groups in the
region may help social ventures occupy a vantage point where they can better detect
and respond to local community needs. This may subsequently lead to enhanced
organizational performance by effectively addressing customer demands. Social
ventures’ initiatives focusing on their community’s most relevant and salient issues can
ultimately promote their value proposition, development, and sustainable growth. When
community engagement brings about positive changes and development in the local
area, such local activities could help social ventures achieve a competitive advantage
(Roy & Karna, 2015), which may improve financial performance, employee satisfaction,
and sustained local contributions. Considering the social ventures’ expected role in the
region, their commitment to community engagement can result in lasting relationships
with local stakeholders and sustainable growth.

Third, improved organizational sustainability can benefit organizations and their
employees. Employees indeed care about their organization’s HRM practices and
corporate sustainability, especially in light of their accountability as social enterprises.
Social ventures’ sustainability orientation, which has an inherently ethical and moral
nature, may help create and maintain an organizational ethical climate. Such a climate
can foster employee commitment, job satisfaction, and psychological well-being
(Guerci et al., 2015). When organizational sustainability is translated into practice, it is
viewed as people-centered or employee-focused rather than merely finance-focused,
especially among small and medium-sized enterprises (Bos-Brouwers, 2010).
Sustainable HRM performance often emphasizes employee well-being, represented by
practices such as improved leader-member relationships, open communication, and
participatory decision-making. Organizations that show higher sustainability
performance are more likely to invest in the growth and development of people,
reducing employee turnover (Epstein & Roy, 2001). Echoing this, our findings showed
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that all three dimensions of organizational sustainability performance were positively
associated with work satisfaction among social venture employees.

Fourth, this study highlights the theoretical utility and significance of a stakeholder
model of social venture sustainability. As social enterprises that pursue multiple bottom
lines are more likely to involve diverse stakeholders than traditional businesses, the
stakeholder theory can be particularly conducive to conceptualizing, measuring, and
evaluating the different sustainability goals of social ventures. Researchers and industry
practitioners can create a more concrete and practical perspective on planning
organizational sustainability efforts by considering multiple stakeholders’ needs and
benefits. As different entities’ long-term needs and goals may vary, a stakeholder
approach could help organizational members identify and negotiate complementary or
competing values in a holistic picture of all involved parties. Although our study delved
into sustainability dimensions connected only to primary stakeholders, future studies
could also include secondary stakeholders (e.g., civic organizations in the neighborhood)
in their analysis to develop an in-depth understanding of social venture sustainability.
In doing so, we can enrich our knowledge of the sustainability performance of social
ventures by examining a complex network of involved parties, differential goals and
desires, and changing relationships among stakeholders.

Finally, the study findings have important implications for practices and policies
concerning the positive outcomes of venture entrepreneurship and community
engagement. To support local ventures or start-ups that may be founded by new
entrepreneurs, the national or local governments can provide management and
employees with educational programs on entrepreneurial spirit. Specifically, training
workshops or best practice exchange sessions can be useful for sharing insight into
management strategy design that can effectively handle the liability of smallness and
newness. As it could be substantively difficult for small social ventures to embody the
key characteristics of venture entrepreneurship (e.g., competitiveness, risk-taking),
consulting and training programs can be considered valuable for community-based
social ventures. Additionally, the executives of social ventures need to show their clear
commitment to community engagement, which will ultimately uphold organizational
sustainability and promote employee satisfaction. Social enterprises should strive to
cultivate meaningful connections with local groups and residents who can be clients
and advocates for their business missions. To lubricate forging and maintaining
relationships among the members of social ventures and community stakeholders,
various networking and socializing events can also be hosted by civic agencies, local
governments, and social enterprises. Those events can also be organized using digital
platforms to support the creation of new connections and offer sustainable
communication channels.
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Limitations and Future Research

Like any research, the current study is not without limitations. First, given the
cross-sectional nature of our study, we do not claim any causal associations. Since we
aim to delve into organizational sustainability performance, conducting a longitudinal
study with staggered time points for data collection is ideal. In doing so, scholars can
corroborate the antecedents of organizational sustainability by drawing on performance
outcomes over a lengthy period of time. Second, as an exploratory study to investigate
the sustainability performance of government-funded social ventures in South Korea,
we focused primarily on three core sustainability aspects based on the primary
stakeholders’ goals. To deepen our understanding of the sustainability performance of
social ventures, future studies could consider a broader network of stakeholders when
identifying and assessing the multiple dimensions of sustainability. That way, scholars
can build a situational understanding of organizational sustainability in the context of
complex goals, needs, and influences of stakeholders across diverse groups and
institutions. By addressing these limitations, future studies can enrich our knowledge of
how social enterprises may survive and thrive over a sustained period of time.

Funding Acknowledgment
The National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF-2021S1A3A2A01096330) and the
Ministry of Education of the Republic of Korea both supported this work.

REFERENCES

Bagnoli, L., & Megali, C. (2011). Measuring performance in social enterprises.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(1), 149-165.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764009351111

Bos-Brouwers, H. (2010). Corporate sustainability and innovation in SMEs: Evidence
of themes and activities in practice. Business Strategy and the Environment, 19
(7), 417-435._ https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.652

Bowen, F., Newenham-Kahindi, A., & Herremans, 1. (2010). When suits meet roots:
The antecedents and consequences of community engagement strategy. Journal
of Business Ethics, 95(2), 297-318. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0360-1

Brammer, S., & Millington, A. (2003). The effect of stakeholder preferences,
organizational structure and industry type on corporate community
involvement. Journal of Business Ethics, 45(3), 213-226.
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1024151528646

Brammer, S., Millington, A., & Rayton, B. (2007). The contribution of corporate
social responsibility to organizational commitment. The International Journal



https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764009351111
file:///C:/Users/rebeccaleach/Downloads/
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.652
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0360-1
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1024151528646

Contemporary Management Research 99

of Human Resource Management, 18(10), 1701-1719.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190701570866

Cameron, K. (2013). Advances in positive organizational scholarship. Advances in
Positive Organizational Psychology, (1), 23-44. https://doi.org/10.1108/S2046-
410X(2013)0000001004

Campbell, D., & Slack, R. (2008). Corporate “philanthropy strategy” and “strategic
philanthropy. Business & Society, 47(2), 187-212.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650306297941

Carmeli, A., Gilat, G., & Waldman, D. A. (2007). The role of perceived
organizational performance in organizational identification, adjustment and job
performance. Journal of Management Studies, 44(6), 972-992.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00691.x

Cho, S., & Kim, A. (2017). Relationships between entrepreneurship, community
networking, and economic and social performance in social enterprises:
Evidence from South Korea. Human Service Organizations: Management,
Leadership & Governance, 41(4), 376-388.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23303131.2017.1279094

Cornelius, N., Todres, M., Janjuha-Jivraj, S., Woods, A., & Wallace, J. (2008).
Corporate social responsibility and the social enterprise. Journal of Business
Ethics, 81(2), 355-370. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9500-7

Covin, J., & Slevin, D. (1989). Strategic management of small firms in hostile and
benign environments. Strategic Management Journal, 10(1), 75-87.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107

Cresanti, R. (2019). What small businesses know about corporate responsibility.
Harvard Business Review. Available at: https://hbr.org/2019/10/what-small-
businesses-know-about-corporate-responsibility

Daskalaki, M., Hjorth, D., & Mair, J. (2015). Are entrepreneurship, communities, and
social transformation related? Journal of Management Inquiry, 24(4), 419-423.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492615579012

Docherty, P., Forslin, J., & Shani, A. B. (2002). Creating sustainable work systems:
Emerging perspectives and practice, Psychology Press, London.

Ehnert, 1., Parsa, S., Roper, I.,.Wagner, M., & Muller-Camen, M. (2016). Reporting on
sustainability and HRM: A comparative study of sustainability reporting
practices by the world’s largest companies. The International Journal of
Human Resource Management, 27(1), 88-108.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1024157



https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190701570866
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2046-410X(2013)0000001004
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2046-410X(2013)0000001004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650306297941
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00691.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/23303131.2017.1279094
https://doi.org/10.1080/23303131.2017.1279094
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9500-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107
https://hbr.org/2019/10/what-small-businesses-know-about-corporate-responsibility
https://hbr.org/2019/10/what-small-businesses-know-about-corporate-responsibility
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492615579012
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492615579012
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1024157
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1024157

100 Contemporary Management Research

Epstein, M., & Roy, M. (2001). Sustainability in action: Identifying and measuring the
key performance drivers. Long Range Planning, 34(5), 585-604.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0024-6301(01)00084-X

Freeman, R. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach, Pitman
Publishing, New York, NY.

Freeman, R., Phillips, R., Sisodia, R., Barney, J., & Harrison, J. (2018). Tensions in
stakeholder theory. Business & Society, 59(2), 213-231.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650318773750

Freeman, R., Wicks, A., & Parmar, B. (2004). Stakeholder theory and the corporate
objective revisited. Organization Science, 15(3), 364-369.
https://doi.org/10.1287/0orsc.1040.0066

Giannikis, S., & Nikandrou, 1. (2013). The impact of corporate entrepreneurship and
high-performance work systems on employees’ job attitudes. International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 24(19), 3644-3666.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.778316

Glavas, A., & Kelley, K. (2014). The effects of perceived corporate social
responsibility on employee attitudes. Business Ethics Quarterly, 24(2), 165-
202. https://doi.org/10.5840/beq20143206

Guerci, M., Radaelli, G., Siletti, E., Cirella, S., & Rami Shani, A. (2015). The impact
of human resource management practices and corporate sustainability on
organizational ethical climates. Journal of Business Ethics, 126(2), 325-342.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1946-1

Harvey, B., & Brereton, D. (2005). Emerging models of community engagement in
the australian minerals industry. Paper presented at the International
Conference on Engaging Communities.

Hayes, A. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process
analysis (2nd ed.). Guilford Press, New York, NY.

Hockerts, K. (2006). Entrepreneurial opportunity in social purpose business ventures”,
Mair, J., Robinson, J., and Hockerts, K. (Eds.), Social Entrepreneurship,
Palgrave Macmillan, New York, NY, 142-154.

Hoegl, M., & Gemuenden, H. G. (2001). Teamwork quality and the success of
innovative projects: A theoretical concept and empirical evidence.
Organization Science, 12(4), 435-449.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.4.435.10635

Holland, B. A. (2009). Will it last? Evidence of institutionalization at Carnegie
classified community engagement institutions. New Directions for Higher
Education, 147, 85-98. https://doi.org/10.1002/he.361



https://doi.org/10.1016/S0024-6301(01)00084-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650318773750
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650318773750
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0066
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0066
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.778316
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.778316
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq20143206
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1946-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1946-1
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.4.435.10635
https://doi.org/10.1002/he.361

Contemporary Management Research 101

Hong, E., Lee, I. H., Sun, L., & Harrison, R. (2015). Entrepreneurship across time and
space: Empirical evidence from Korea. Small Business Economics, 44(3), 705-
719. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-014-9613-1

Horisch, J., Freeman, R., & Schaltegger, S. (2014). Applying stakeholder theory in
sustainability management. Organization & Environment, 27(4), 328-346.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026614535786

Jansson, J., Nilsson, J., Modig, F., & Hed Vall, G. (2017). Commitment to
sustainability in small and medium-sized enterprises: The influence of strategic
orientations and management values. Business Strategy and the Environment,
26(1), 69-83. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1901

Jenner, P. (2016). Social enterprise sustainability revisited: An international
perspective. Social Enterprise Journal, 12(1), 42-60.
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-12-2014-0042

Joung, C., Carrell, J., Sarkar, P., & Feng, S. (2013). Categorization of indicators for
sustainable manufacturing. Ecological Indicators, 24, 148-157.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.05.030

Jung, K., Jang, H. S., & Seo, I. (2016). Government-driven social enterprises in South
Korea: Lessons from the social enterprise promotion program in the seoul
metropolitan government. International Review of Administrative Sciences,
82(3), 598-616. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852315586935

Kang, E. (2011). The effects of job demands and job insecurity on the job satisfaction
in social enterprise workers: Focused on the moderating effects of social
mission. Health and Social Welfare Review, 31(2), 237-269.
https://doi.org/10.15709/hswr.2011.31.2.237

Kim, H., & Leach, R. (2021). Mitigating burnout through organizational justice:
Customer support workers’ experiences of customer injustice and emotional
labor. Management Communication Quarterly, 35(4), 497-517.
https://doi.org/10.1177/08933189211012040

Kim, H., Mattson, L., Zhang, D., & Cho, H. J. (2022). The role of organizational and
supervisor support in young adult workers’ resilience, efficacy and burnout
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Applied Communication Research,
50(6), 691-710. https://doi.org/10.1080/00909882.2022.2141070

Kim, H., Woo, E., Uysal, M., & Kwon, N. (2018). The effects of corporate social
responsibility on employee well-being in the hospitality industry. International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 30(3), 1584-1600.
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-03-2016-0166

Kline, R. (2015). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (4th ed.),
Guilford Press, New York, NY.



https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-014-9613-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026614535786
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026614535786
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1901
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1901
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-12-2014-0042
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-12-2014-0042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852315586935
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852315586935
https://doi.org/10.15709/hswr.2011.31.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-03-2016-0166

102 Contemporary Management Research

Lee, J. S., Back, K. J., & Chan, E. S. W. (2015). Quality of work life and job
satisfaction among frontline hotel employees. International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, 27(5), 768-789.
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-11-2013-0530

Lumpkin, G., & Dess, G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct
and linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 135-
172. https://doi.org/10.2307/258632

Maignan, 1., Ferrell, O. C., & Hult, G. T. M. (1999). Corporate citizenship: Cultural
antecedents and business benefits. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 27(4), 455-469. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070399274005

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. https://doi.org/10.1108/1IJEBR-09-2016-0316

McCabe, A. (2010). Below the radar in a big society? Reflections on community
engagement, empowerment and social action in a changing policy context.
Third Sector Research Center. Retrieved from:
http://epapers.bham.ac.uk/787/1/WP51 BTR_in_a Big_Society McCabe Dec

2010.pdf

McDonald, R., Weerawardena, J., Madhavaram, S., & Mort, G. S. (2015). From
“virtuous” to “pragmatic” pursuit of social mission. Management Research
Review, 38(9), 970-991. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-11-2013-0262

McWilliams, A., & Siegel, D. (2000). Corporate social responsibility and financial
performance: Correlation or misspecification? Strategic Management Journal,
21(5), 603-609. https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1097-
0266(200005)21:5<603::aid-smj101>3.0.c0;2-3

Moizer, J., & Tracey, P. (2010). Strategy making in social enterprise: The role of
resource allocation and its effects on organizational sustainability. Systems
Research and Behavioral Science, 27(3), 252-266.
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.1006

Napolitano, M., Marino, V., & Ojala, J. (2015). In search of an integrated framework
of business longevity. Business History: Business Longevity, 57(7), 955-969.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00076791.2014.993613

Newth, J. (2016). Social enterprise innovation in context: Stakeholder influence
through contestation. Entrepreneurship Research Journal, 6(4), 369-399.
https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2014-0029

Nikolaev, B., Boudreaux, C., & Wood, M. (2020). Entrepreneurship and subjective
well-being: The mediating role of psychological functioning. Entrepreneurship



https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-11-2013-0530
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070399274005
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-09-2016-0316
http://epapers.bham.ac.uk/787/1/WP51_BTR_in_a_Big_Society_McCabe_Dec_2010.pdf
http://epapers.bham.ac.uk/787/1/WP51_BTR_in_a_Big_Society_McCabe_Dec_2010.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-11-2013-0262
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1097-0266(200005)21:5%3c603::aid-smj101%3e3.0.co;2-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1097-0266(200005)21:5%3c603::aid-smj101%3e3.0.co;2-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.1006
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.1006
https://doi.org/10.1080/00076791.2014.993613
https://doi.org/10.1080/00076791.2014.993613
https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2014-0029

Contemporary Management Research 103

Theory and Practice, 44(3), 557-586.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719830314

O’Regan, K. M., & Oster, S. M. (2000). Nonprofit and for-profit partnerships:
Rationale and challenges of cross-sector contracting. Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly, 29(1), 120-140. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764000291s006

Park, C., & Wilding, M. (2013). Social enterprise policy design: Constructing social
enterprise in the UK and Korea. International Journal of Social Welfare, 22(3),
236-247. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2012.00900.x

Paulraj, A. (2011). Understanding the relationships between internal resources and
capabilities, sustainable supply management and organizational sustainability.
Journal of Supply Chain Management, 47(1),19-37.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2010.03212.x

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2006). The link between competitive advantage and
corporate social responsibility. Harvard Business Review, 84(12), 78-92.

Robinson, J. (2006). Navigating social and institutional barriers to markets: How
social entrepreneurs identify and evaluate opportunities. Mair, J., Robinson, J.,
and Hockerts, K. (Eds.), Social Entrepreneurship, Palgrave Macmillan, New
York, NY, pp 95-120.

Roy, K., & Karna, A. (2015). Doing social good on a sustainable basis: Competitive
advantage of social businesses. Management Decision, 53(6), 1355-1374.
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2014-0561

Salamzadeh, A., Tajpour, M., & Hosseini, E. (2019). Corporate entrepreneurship in
University of Tehran: Does human resources management matter?
International Journal of Knowledge-Based Development, 10(3), 276-292.
https://doi.org/10.1504/1JKBD.2019.103218

Schaltegger, S., Horisch, J., & Freeman, R. (2019). Business cases for sustainability: a
stakeholder theory perspective. Organization & Environment, 32(3),191-212.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026617722882

Schaltegger, S., & Wagner, M. (2011). Sustainable entrepreneurship and sustainability
innovation: Categories and interactions. Business Strategy and the
Environment, 20(4), 222-237. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.682

Shafiq, A., Klassen, R., & Johnson, P. F. (2014). Socially responsible practices: An
exploratory study on scale development using stakeholder theory. Decision
Sciences, 45(4), 683-716. https://doi.org/10.1111/deci.12085

Shahid Satar, M. (2019). Towards developing a comprehensive model for describing
the phenomenon of community engagement in social enterprises. Journal of
Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global Economy, 13(4),
472-488. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEC-03-2018-0024



https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719830314
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764000291s006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2012.00900.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2012.00900.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2010.03212.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2014-0561
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2014-0561
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJKBD.2019.103218
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026617722882
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.682
https://doi.org/10.1111/deci.12085
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEC-03-2018-0024

104 Contemporary Management Research

Shin, D., Kim, S., & Jung, K. (2014). Is the traditional Asian development model still
valid for entrepreneurial ventures? Asian Business & Management, 13(2),
https://doi.org/10.1057/abm.2014.2

Starik, M., & Kanashiro, P. (2013). Toward a theory of sustainability management.
Organization & Environment, 26(1),7-30.

Stephenson, M., & Holbert, R. (2003). A Monte Carlo simulation of observable versus
latent variable structural equation modeling techniques. Communication
Research, 30(3), 332-354. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650203030003004

Stern, P. C. (2001). Fostering sustainable Behavior: An introduction to community-
based social marketing. Environment, 43(1), 41-49.

Sulkowski, A., Edwards, M., Freeman, R., Busch, T., Hamprecht, J., & Waddock, S.
(2018). Shake your stakeholder: Firms leading engagement to cocreate
sustainable value. Organization & Environment, 31(3), 223-241.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026617722129

Taba, M. (2018). Mediating effect of work performance and organizational
commitment in the relationship between reward system and employees’ work
satisfaction. Journal of Management Development, 37(1), 65-75.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2016-0256

Theyel, G., & Hofmann, K. (2012). Stakeholder relations and sustainability practices
of us small and medium-sized manufacturers. Management Research Review,
35(12), 1110-1133. https://doi.org/10.1108/01409171211281255

Tur-Porcar, A., Roig-Tierno, N., & Mestre, A. (2018). Factors affecting
entrepreneurship and business sustainability. Sustainability, 10, 452.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10020452

Weerawardena, J., McDonald, R., & Mort, G. S. (2010). Sustainability of nonprofit
organizations: An empirical investigation. Journal of World Business, 45(4),
346-356. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2009.08.004

Yuan, X., Shin, S., He, S. X, & Kim, S. Y. (2016). Innovation capability, marketing
capability and firm performance: A two-nation study of China and Korea.”
Asian Business & Management, 15(1), 32-56.
https://doi.org/10.1057/abm.2015.17

Heewon Kim (Corresponding author) (Ph.D., Rutgers University) is an associate professor
at the Hugh Downs School of Human Communication at Arizona State University. Her
research interests include fairness and justice, power and knowledge inequalities, voice and
participation, and institutional violence.


https://doi.org/10.1057/abm.2014.2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650203030003004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026617722129
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2016-0256
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2016-0256
https://doi.org/10.1108/01409171211281255
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10020452
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2009.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1057/abm.2015.17
https://doi.org/10.1057/abm.2015.17

Contemporary Management Research 105

Rebecca Leach (Ph.D., Arizona State University) is an assistant professor of communication
at the University of Arkansas. Her research lies at the intersection of organizational and health
communication. Rebecca uses a social scientific approach to examine the factors that promote
well-being and flourishing in the workplace, including organizational compassion, resilience,
and justice.

Mary Kiura (Ph.D., Arizona State University) is an Assistant Professor at Purdue University
Fort Wayne. Her research centers on issues of voice, justice, status, and relationships in
organizational and intercultural contexts.

Hee Jung Cho (Ph.D., Sogang University) is a senior researcher at the Institute of Social
Sciences at Sogang University. Her research interests include social venture management, local
community revitalization, and the influences of technology use on business and politics.



