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How Social Entrepreneurs Respond to Enterprise Failure

Roy Smollana and Smita Singhb
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ABSTRACT
Given that little research examines how social entrepreneurs
respond to venture failure, the first aim of this conceptual paper
is to explore the cognitive, affective and behavioural responses of
social entrepreneurs to the demise of their organisations. The
second aim is to explore four factors that contribute to these
responses: values, motives, personality, and identity. The third aim
is to compare responses to failure in social entrepreneurship to
failure in commercial entrepreneurship. Literature was sought that
focuses on responses to commercial and social entrepreneurship
failure, supported by studies in management, organisational
behaviour and social psychology. Despite the paucity of empirical
research into how failure social entrepreneurs experience failure,
we argue that the dual goals of social entrepreneurs (financial
and social) place a more significant burden on them than com-
mercial entrepreneurs when their enterprises fail. While negative
responses are common, more constructive reactions are possible.
The nature of the responses and their underlying factors are cap-
tured in a new model of responses to failure in social entrepre-
neurship, propositions are presented and several directions for
future research are indicated.

KEYWORDS
Failure; social and
commercial entrepreneur-
ship; cognitive; affective
and behavioural responses;
values; motives; personality;
identity; institutional logics

Introduction

Failure occurs in the realm of social enterprise, as it does in other organisational forms.

It is particularly evident in organisations regarding job performance (Edwards and

Ashkanasy 2018) and the execution of strategies (McMillan and Overall 2017), projects

(Shepherd and Cardon 2009) and organisational changes (De Keyser, Guiette, and

Vandenbemp 2021). Ultimate indicators of business failure are bankruptcy, liquidation

or being sold off at a loss (Marks and Vansteenkiste 2008). Failure is also evident in

government departments, other state agencies (Kuipers et al. 2014), NGOs (Bennett

2016) – and social enterprises (Munoz, Cacciotti, and Ucbasaran 2020; Scott and

Teasdale 2012; Seanor and Meaton 2008). The advent of Covid-19 has had a dramatic

impact on bankruptcies (Scigliuzzo et al. 2020) and is also affecting social enterprises
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(Nee 2020; Weaver 2020) and NGOs, as business slows and contributions from donors
and investors dry up.

Failure is common in commercial entrepreneurship (Jenkins and McKelvie 2016).
Even in more benign times, entrepreneurship is a journey filled with risk and uncer-
tainty in a competitive and fast-changing world. It is therefore not surprising that
while many commercial start-ups have often been found to fail within a few years
(Mantere et al. 2013), established ventures also perish (Cardon, Stevens, and Potter
2011). Scholars have become increasingly interested in exploring the impact of failure
and how entrepreneurs respond to it (Ucbasaran et al. 2013).

Shepherd (2019) has called for research into the negative aspects of commercial
entrepreneurship – what he terms the dark side, the downside and the destructive
side – aspects of a venture that harm the entrepreneur and others. Likewise, Lane,
Mallett, and Wapshott (2019) point to the need to explore the psychological and social
aspects of entrepreneurial failure, as well as the financial. Venture failure is clearly one
of the triggers of negative outcomes for the entrepreneurs themselves. We argue that
an enterprise’s failure may have even more adverse elements for the social entrepre-
neur than for the commercial entrepreneur. Prior studies have focussed mainly on fail-
ure in commercial entrepreneurship. While such studies have begun highlighting the
various costs of failure and the impacts on these entrepreneurs, more recently, schol-
ars have also urged that the phenomenon of failure be studied in other forms of
entrepreneurship (Shepherd 2015). Otherwise, by privileging one form of entrepre-
neurship, we exclude the theoretically rich variations and practically useful insights
that may emerge by exploring failure in other forms (Welter et al. 2017). Despite such
discussions, there remains a paucity of research on failure in social entrepreneurship
(Scott and Teasdale 2012). Research has mostly focussed on the organisational-level
issues (e.g. Conforth 2014; Costanzo et al. 2014), and very little has been studied of
the consequences for the social entrepreneurs themselves (for exceptions, see Driver
2017 and Seanor and Meaton 2008). Therefore, this paper investigates failure in social
entrepreneurship and how entrepreneurs respond to it.

While there are many definitions of a social enterprise (Dacin, Dacin, and Matear
2010), lying as it does at the intersection of private/public capital and the community-
oriented agency, it is still distinguishable from the commercial enterprise and the
NGO. Using the theoretical lens of institutional logics, social entrepreneurship is the
site of dual, even competing logics (Bruneel et al. 2016) – the social logic of doing
good for people (Battilana 2018) and the environment (Gregori, Holzmann, and
Wdowiak 2021) – and the commercial logic of profit and wealth creation. Different
logics produce tensions between stakeholders (Austin, Stevenson, and Wei-Skillern
2006; Smith, Gonin, and Besharov 2013), such as founders, beneficiaries, customers
and investors, and within the social entrepreneur or entrepreneurial team (Battilana
and Dorado 2010). Theorists have argued that the exigencies of simultaneously meet-
ing social and financial goals may lead to mission drift (Battilana and Dorado 2010;
Conforth 2014; Smith, Gonin, and Besharov 2013), the variation of the social impera-
tive to address the commercial one). Thus, competing institutional logics cause conflict
and tensions among stakeholders and filter down to the logics that drive, and at times
confound, the individual social entrepreneur (Battilana 2018).
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To date, very few studies have compared individual differences between social
entrepreneurs and commercial entrepreneurs. For example, Austin, Stevenson, and
Wei-Skillern (2006) and Dacin, Dacin, and Matear (2010) examined differences between
the two types of entrepreneurs, Smith, Bell, et al. (2014) compared their personality
traits, Petrovskaya and Mirakyan (2018) compared leadership styles and values, and
Yitshaki and Kropp (2016) compared the intersection of passion and identity of high
tech entrepreneurs and social entrepreneurs. Only Munoz, Cacchiotti, and Ucbasaran
(2020) appear to have investigated enterprise failure, confining their analysis to deci-
sion-making processes about exits. We therefore aim to address this gap in the con-
text of enterprise failure.

While passion drives commercial and social entrepreneurs (Cardon et al. 2009; Stroe
et al. 2020; Yitshaki and Kropp 2016), we suggest that the ‘missionary’ zeal of the
social entrepreneur (Wry and York 2017) in attempting to solve social problems is
likely to engender different patterns of thought when dealing with failure (Dacin,
Dacin, and Tracey 2011; Nason, Bacq, and Gras 2018), more intense negative emotional
reactions (Yitshaki and Kropp 2016), and different actions or intentions (McGlade
2013). Social entrepreneurs may have a greater sense of responsibility towards various
stakeholders (Nason, Bacq, and Gras 2018; Zahra and Wright 2016), particularly the
beneficiaries of their organisations (Lorenzo-Afable, Lips-Wiersma, and Singh 2020), a
category usually absent in commercial entrepreneurship outside of corporate social
responsibility initiatives.

The purpose of this study is to take a psycho-social perspective in investigating
micro-level responses of social entrepreneurs to failure, specifically exploring their
thoughts, emotions and behaviours and the underlying psychological mechanisms
that contribute to them. The research questions that underpin this article
are, therefore:

RQ1. How do social entrepreneurs respond on cognitive, affective and behavioural levels
to the failure of their enterprises?

RQ2. How do the values, motives, personality and identity of social entrepreneurs
contribute to their responses to the failure of their enterprises?

RQ3. How do these responses, and the contributing factors, differ from those of
commercial entrepreneurs when their enterprises fail?

The article proceeds as follows. First, we define the term failure in the context of
social and commercial entrepreneurship. Second, we explain why we have selected
the cognitive-affective-behavioural axis to compare individual responses to failure in
commercial and social entrepreneurship. Given the lack of studies on how social entre-
preneurs respond to failure, we needed to analyse literature on responses to failure in
the much broader field of commercial entrepreneurship, as well as literature in man-
agement, organisational behaviour and social psychology. Third, we justify our choice
of four factors (values, motives, personality and identity) that penetrate the literature
on entrepreneurship, commercial and social, and that have been used to explain why
people start entrepreneurial ventures and how they respond to their failures. Fourth,
we examine the similarities between responses to the failure of commercial and social
entrepreneurs and make a series of propositions that are specific to social
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entrepreneurs. Fifth, we present a model that captures cognitive, affective and behav-
ioural responses and the underlying factors that influence them. Finally, we suggest
avenues for further research.

Defining failure in entrepreneurship

While there is no consensus on a definition of failure in the commercial entrepreneur-
ship literature (Corner, Singh, and Pavlovich 2017, Jenkins and McKelvie 2016), it is
mostly considered as the cessation of activities due to mounting and unsustainable
financial losses (Shepherd 2003; Ucbasaran et al. 2013) which lead to insolvency and
liquidation. However, as Jenkins and McKelvie (2016) note, there are objective and
subjective assessments of failure at the firm and individual level, and an entrepreneur
may decide to exit the field by closing or selling the firm. Subjective determinations of
failure by entrepreneurs (and subsequent exit) may be based on the inability to
achieve set objectives (Jenkins and McKelvie 2016), resolve disputes or cope with the
stress of running a struggling business (Cope 2011; Munoz, Cacciotti, and Ucbasaran
2020; Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich 2007). Mantere et al. (2013) argue that the meaning
of failure is socially constructed through various stakeholder voices, some of which
may persuade the entrepreneur to close or sell the business.

Similarly, there is no agreed definition of failure in social entrepreneurship, with
authors questioning whether failure (or success) should be measured not only in finan-
cial terms but also in social terms, with the latter being more ambiguous and, there-
fore, more difficult to measure compared to commercial entrepreneurship (Mantere
et al. 2013; Scott and Teasdale 2012). One social entrepreneur whose social venture
failed, Horrocks (2016, 56), points to the difficulties of defining social entrepreneurship
failure but offers the following: ‘A social venture will fail… if it can’t meet the needs
of its customers or beneficiaries more effectively than its competitors’ (assuming that
there are competitors).

Given our focus on the individual social entrepreneur, we take one of Jenkins and
McKelvie (2016) four conceptualizations of entrepreneurial failure, the subjective/indi-
vidual-level, in adapting Ucbasaran et al. (2013, 175) well-cited definition of business
failure to propose a definition of social entrepreneurial failure: ‘the cessation of
involvement in a venture because it has not met a minimum threshold for economic
viability’ and/or has not met goals that are crucial to achieving the overall social mission
‘as stipulated by the entrepreneur’. Economic goals may include a decent salary and/
or return on investment for the entrepreneur, or minimally, breakeven. Social goals
can include reduction in poverty (Maak and Stoetter 2012), job creation, training or
other income-earning opportunities (Battilana et al. 2015; Horrocks 2016; Scott and
Teasdale 2012), improving lives through greater access to basic amenities (Kickul,
Janssen-Selvadurai, and Griffiths 2012) and attending to sustainable development
(Gregori, Holzmann, and Wdowiak 2021). In admitting failure, what may be more com-
plex for social entrepreneurs, compared to their commercial counterparts, is the sub-
jective determination, influenced by competing institutional logics, some conceding
defeat through financial loss, others exiting because of their inability to satisfactorily
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achieve the social goals they set, and some acknowledging failure to achieve both
types of goals.

Cognitive, affective and behavioural responses to enterprise failure

Some authors have adopted theories of stress to explore failure in commercial entre-
preneurship (Byrne and Shepherd 2015; He et al. 2018; Jenkins, Wiklund, and Brundin
2014; Politis and Gabrielsson 2009; Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich 2007). In the context
of stressful events, and failure is clearly stressful, the cognitive appraisal theory of
Lazarus and Folkman (1987) indicates that primary appraisal occurs when a situation is
viewed as threatening, evoking negative emotions, often fear, sadness and anger,
which in turn stimulate a range of cognitions (secondary appraisal) and actions or
strategies to cope with the stressful situation. Cognition usually precedes emotion
(Lazarus and Folkman 1987), and, in stressful situations, cognitive processes may be
influenced by attribution of cause, acceptance of responsibility and learning from
experience (Ucbasaran et al. 2013), or impaired by excessive rumination and the inabil-
ity to process information or think logically (Shepherd and Patzelt 2015). Behaviour in
dealing with entrepreneurial failure can include starting new enterprises (Jenkins,
Wiklund, and Brundin 2014), finding new avenues of employment (McGlade 2013),
wallowing in inertia or spiralling into despair and depression (Hsu, Wiklund, and
Cotton 2017; Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich 2015).

Other authors have chosen to analyse entrepreneurs’ responses to failure on cogni-
tive, affective and behavioural levels. The relationships between these levels have
been well documented in prior studies of management (e.g. Ashkanasy, Humphrey,
and Huy 2017) and thus forms the foundation of our approach. Table 1 contains brief
details of selected empirical studies on failure in entrepreneurship that have explicitly
investigated at least two of these levels of response, identifies the methods, key con-
structs used, main findings, and the authors’ key recommendations for new research.
Notably, one only is on social entrepreneurship (Seanor and Meaton 2008). Some of
the gaps in the literature analysed in these studies may have been partially addressed
in the years after their publication, but they do point to the need for considerable fur-
ther research into individual responses to failure in commercial entrepreneurship.
What is of additional interest is how the types of response interact with each other,
particularly over time, in confronting failure. Given how little has been conceptually
presented in social entrepreneurship, let alone empirically tested, we will note towards
the end of our paper what additional research directions could be profitably explored
in future studies.

Cognitive responses of social entrepreneurs to failure

As noted earlier, definitions of failure (in many contexts) vary substantially. Therefore,
social entrepreneurs may believe that firm failure equates to personal failure (Jenkins
and McKelvie 2016). One respondent in Seanor and Meaton (2008, 35) study reflected
on the perceived stigma that ‘to have gone under in the voluntary sector is a great
sin… Failure is not perceived the same way as the business sector, it implies more
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than financial failure’. Given that social enterprises have both social and financial
objectives, founders (and others) may construe the lack of intended scale as a failure
(Scheuerle and Schmitz 2016). Another possible perception when a social enterprise
collapses is that the entrepreneur considers that social objectives were realised for a
time but ultimately not the financial ones. Alternatively, an enterprise may not be
deemed a complete failure if the cause or mission was later pursued more successfully
by other agencies that were aware of its efforts and possibly built on them.

Other streams of literature explore cognitive responses to social entrepreneurial failure,
including sensemaking, attribution, and learning. Some of these studies focus on who or
what is to blame, to whom one is accountable for the outcomes, what can be done to fore-
stall failure or mitigate its damage, and what career steps the failed entrepreneur could
next take.

Sensemaking has been used in many studies of management and entrepreneurship
(e.g. Cardon, Stevens, and Potter 2011; Ucbasaran et al. 2013; Weick 2012). Regarding
failing and failure (Byrne and Shepherd 2015; McMillan and Overall 2017), entrepre-
neurs engage in an episodic, reflective process of analysing why their enterprises are
in danger or have ended. This includes attributions of the causes of failure to external
stakeholders (e.g. lack of funding, competition and government interference), or to
environmental causes (such as pandemics, earthquakes and local or global financial
crises), or to internal, personal causes (e.g. mistakes and inexperience) (Askim-Lovseth
and Feinberg 2012; Cardon, Stevens, and Potter 2011; Mandl, Berger, and Kuckertz
2016; Mantere et al. 2013).

The considerable body of research into learning from entrepreneurial failure also
considers attributions of the causes, the outcomes of failure and, how excavating the
rubble of one enterprise failure could provide lessons for future success (e.g. Cope
2011; He et al. 2018; Politis and Gabrielsson 2009; Shepherd 2003; Ucbasaran et al.
2013; Yamakawa and Cardon 2015). Failed social entrepreneurs could reflect on how
to better face the challenges of meeting social and economic objectives and to what
extent compromises may be necessary. In the context of social enterprises, Seanor and
Meaton (2008) point out that learning from failure could include discovering how to
better manage the complex web of stakeholder relationships and their potentially con-
flicting needs. These include the target population, often considered as beneficiaries,
the raison d’etre of their enterprises (Horrocks 2016; Lorenzo-Afable, Lips-Wiersma, and
Singh 2020), as well as those stakeholders relevant to most organisations, for example,
customers (who are not necessarily the same as beneficiaries), employees, investors,
suppliers, government agencies and partners, which could include NGOs and other
social enterprises (Kickul, Janssen-Selvadurai, and Griffiths 2012; Maak and Stoetter
2012; Seanor and Meaton 2008; Smith, Gonin, and Besharov 2013). For learning to be
effective, it may need to be accompanied by action. In reflecting on his failure in
social enterprise, McGlade (2013) suggests that:

Getting smart requires you spend time in the field you want to run a business in.
Volunteer or get a job working in the industry or with the clients you want to serve.
Enduring adversity is important, but without the right experience and exposure to the
field, you’re unlikely to succeed.
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Affective responses of social entrepreneurs to failure

Given the risk factor, stress is a common by-product of the entrepreneurial venture,
whether it is commercial (Shepherd and Patzelt 2015; Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich
2007) or social (Kibler et al. 2018), and it depletes the entrepreneur’s coping resources.
Therefore, it is unsurprising that entrepreneurial failure can have a damaging effect on
individuals, triggering depression, lower self-esteem and lower self-efficacy (Jenkins,
Wiklund, and Brundin 2014; Shepherd and Patzelt 2015; Shepherd, Wiklund, and
Haynie 2009). Not only do entrepreneurs have ‘skin in the game’ in the form of finan-
cial investment, and therefore their businesses, homes, and families may be at risk
(Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich 2015), but their dreams, their reputations as business
owners and self-esteem may also be compromised, particularly when they attribute
failure to personal deficiencies (Askim-Lovseth and Feinberg 2012). Grief, a term usu-
ally associated with death, is frequently linked to business failure (e.g. Jenkins,
Wiklund, and Brundin 2014; Mantere et al. 2013; Shepherd 2003; Singh, Corner, and
Pavlovich 2015). The self-conscious emotions of guilt, embarrassment, and shame have
some similar causes and consequences but different ones too (Bohns and Flynn 2013;
Doern and Goss 2014). Guilt arises from a sense of conscience, the belief that one has
let others down, through negligence or forgetfulness; embarrassment has a public
audience and may be accompanied by self-deprecating humour (Murphy and Kiffin-
Petersen 2017), remorse and apology. Shame is a more powerful emotion, a sense of
disgrace that others have suffered owing to one’s shortcomings (Doern and Goss
2014; Murphy and Kiffin-Petersen 2017; Tangney et al. 1996). Embarrassment, accord-
ing to Tangney et al. (1996), derives from public disapproval, whereas shame and guilt
are forms of self-disapproval. When entrepreneurs fail, an aura of stigma arises, not
only through their self-perceived inadequacies but also because of the social disap-
proval voiced by others (Jenkins, Wiklund, and Brundin 2014; Singh, Corner, and
Pavlovich 2015).

Kibler et al. (2018) found high degrees of stress among social entrepreneurs who
overloaded themselves with responsibilities in trying to achieve commercial and social
objectives. Given that social entrepreneurship has been termed ‘venturing for others
with heart and head’ (Miller et al. 2012, p. 616), and that social entrepreneurs have a
wider range of stakeholders than commercial entrepreneurs (Dacin, Dacin, and Matear
2010; Humbert and Roomi 2018; Nason, Bacq, and Gras 2018), they are likely to experi-
ence even more highly activated negative emotions when they suffer failure. Since the
creation of the social enterprise may flow from the positive and often intense emo-
tions of excitement (Dey and Lehner 2017), passion for the cause, which Yitshaki and
Kropp (2016) suggest has a stronger emotional component for social entrepreneurs
compared to commercial (high tech) entrepreneurs, and compassion for others (Jeong
et al. 2020; Miller et al. 2012), failure is likely to be a bitter pill for the social entrepre-
neurs to swallow. Not only could they suffer the consequences experienced by their
commercial counterparts, they could also feel a heightened sense of responsibility for
the intended beneficiaries of their efforts. In addition to experiencing the other-
directed emotions of sadness and fear for the recipients, and frustration, resentment
and anger towards those who may have led, wittingly or unwittingly, to the demise of
the organisation, they are also likely to suffer from the inner-directed emotions of guilt
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and shame (Doern and Goss 2014; Tangney et al. 1996). According to Khelil (2016), dis-
appointment that they have not achieved their objectives drives some entrepreneurs
to exit too early or even contribute to the enterprise’s failure. Disappointment can
thus be both cause and consequence of venture failure.

More constructively, the shifting interplay between negative emotions, attributions
of failure and future actions may provide the reflective entrepreneur with valuable
insights into avoiding future failure. Positive emotions may also be experienced
(Hayward et al. 2010; Shepherd and Patzelt 2015). The ongoing passion for making a
profound difference in others’ lives (Jeong et al. 2020) could nourish social entrepre-
neur through the difficult period of failure and encourage them to re-enter social
entrepreneurship. If failed social entrepreneurs allow themselves a measure of self-
compassion (Gilbert et al. 2011), they could experience pride (Hayward et al. 2010)
from a perception that social needs have to some extent been met, hope (Jenkins,
Wiklund, and Brundin 2014) that possible future ventures will be more successful, and
feel the excitement from the prospect of starting new ventures, ‘like a phoenix arising
from the ashes’, as one respondent in a research study visualised it (Singh, Corner,
and Pavlovich 2007, 341).

Behavioural responses of social entrepreneurs to failure

When a venture has failed, an interim period is likely to occur when both types of
entrepreneur contemplate their futures and their options. As grief abates (Jenkins,
Wiklund, and Brundin 2014; Shepherd 2003; Ucbasaran et al. 2013), an entrepreneur
may seek counselling (psychological and/or entrepreneurial) and explore new possibil-
ities. A darker picture also emerges of those who sink into despair or clinical depres-
sion, think of suicide (Corner, Singh, and Pavlovich 2017; Hessels et al. 2018; Shepherd
and Patzelt 2015), or remain inert for a period. There is thus a growing body of
research on the actions commercial entrepreneurs take but far less regarding their
social counterparts.

The concept of learning from failure is a persistent theme of the commercial entre-
preneurship literature (Eggers and Song 2015; He et al. 2018; Ucbasaran et al. 2013),
but there is a clear difference between the intention of starting a new venture – pri-
marily a cognitive process – and executing it. In their qualitative study of 12 failed
commercial entrepreneurs, Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich (2015) reported that 10 had
started or intended to start new ventures, expressing the belief that they had learned
from previous experience and were determined to avoid the pitfalls, including those
associated with their own deficiencies, when embarking on new entrepreneur-
ial voyages.

Social entrepreneurs are no less likely to have considered what they have learned
from failure when they plot their futures. They might revisit the competing logics of
financial stability and social impact (Battilana and Dorado 2010; Bruneel et al. 2016;
Conforth 2014; Wry and York 2017) in determining what went wrong before and what
could be done in future social enterprise creation or other fields. McGlade (2013)
ascribed his failure in social enterprise to lack of experience in start-ups and his ego
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and naivet�e. He went back to working for new (commercial) venture firms, indicating
that he planned to start another social enterprise one day.

Factors contributing to responses of social entrepreneurs to failure

Infusing the literature on entrepreneurship, commercial and social, are four key factors
(values, motives, personality and identity) that have been used to explain why people
start entrepreneurial ventures and how they respond to their failures on cognitive,
affective and behavioural levels. There are many interlocking relationships in these
constructs in social entrepreneurship. For example, compassion can be deemed a
value (Dees 2012), a motive to serve others (Humbert and Roomi 2018), a personality
trait linked to empathy (Smith, Bell, et al. 2014), a central facet of personal and social
identity (Wry and York 2017), and an emotion (Miller et al. 2012). We will argue that
the impact of these factors on the personal outcomes of failure for social entrepre-
neurs are likely to differ to some extent from the impact on commercial
entrepreneurs.

Values

Values drive social entrepreneurs to start ventures that largely benefit people of a spe-
cific group whose needs are not being met by commerce, government or NGOs, but
the targets could be extended to the protection of the natural environment (Gregori,
Holzmann, and Wdowiak 2021). Values are beliefs about desirable situations and out-
comes that guide behaviour (Morales et al. 2019; Schwartz 1994). Of specific relevance
to social entrepreneurship in Schwartz’s circumplex model is the value of benevolence
but equally important is the value of achievement, which is depicted as the opposite
of benevolence, and both can underpin thought, emotion and action. Nicholls (2013,
111 refers to the construct of selflessness, ‘a burning desire and persistent commit-
ment to help others ahead of themselves’.

The literature on social entrepreneurship refers to blended values – financial, social,
and environmental (Kickul, Janssen-Selvadurai, and Griffiths 2012; Zahra and Wright
2016) – that lead to the creation of social enterprises and remain salient when the
organisation fails.

The value of community service influences the cognitive processes of sensemaking,
attribution and learning. Given that pro-social/altruistic values may dominate the
thinking of social entrepreneurs, rather than commercial values (Dacin, Dacin, and
Tracey 2011; Petrovskaya and Mirakyan 2018), it is possible that they will accept an
unrealistically larger portion of responsibility for enterprise failure and its impact on
others. In comparing entrepreneurs, Petrovskaya and Mirakyan (2018) found that social
entrepreneurs scored higher than their commercial counterparts in the values of altru-
ism, integrity, and trust in others, and equally in humility. Social values, such as egali-
tarianism, are also found in commercial entrepreneurs (Morales et al. 2019) but will
likely be stronger drivers for social entrepreneurs. In the context of failure, the ques-
tion arises as to which type of entrepreneur would accept more liability. Would social
entrepreneurs experience more negative thoughts and more intense emotions than
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commercial entrepreneurs when their ventures fail, because the desire to improve
others’ lives was not fulfilled? In contrast, would they be better positioned because
they are motivated to address social issues and could direct their energies elsewhere?
On an emotional level, social entrepreneurs may experience a profound sense of angst
that they were not ultimately able to achieve the outcomes they (and others) desired.
While failure may simply lead to regret and resignation for some people, for others,
the guilt, if not the shame (Doern and Goss 2014), of letting down vulnerable individu-
als and communities, will be especially hard to bear. The inability to improve the lives
of others is also likely to trigger more empathic responses in social entrepreneurs.

Motives

The rationale for starting and engaging in a specific social enterprise, such as helping
marginalised groups of people or protecting the environment, emerges from more
abstract values, such as self-transcendence (Schwartz 1994), selflessness (Nicholls 2013)
and service to others (Humbert and Roomi 2018; Maak and Stoetter 2012). While com-
mercial entrepreneurs may have similar motives in creating organisations with a social
purpose, the key drivers may lie elsewhere, such as personal wealth creation, the need
for achievement or enhancement of their reputations. When motives are thwarted
through enterprise failure, the thoughts of the social entrepreneur are likely to focus
on the outcomes for the beneficiaries or cause.

On the affective level, unfulfilled social motives may lead beyond frustration to
anger and dismay, and the social entrepreneurs’ inability to forgive themselves or
show self-compassion (Gilbert et al. 2011; Shepherd and Cardon 2009). Since motives
in starting social enterprises are a combination of the general, e.g. the desire to con-
tribute to the community and the need for autonomy, and the specific, e.g. addressing
poverty in one’s home town (Maak and Stoetter 2012; Smith, Bell, et al. 2014), they
may propel the failed social entrepreneur to start new ventures with similar goals in
mind, but (hopefully) with a better set of strategies and tactics. Just as serial commer-
cial entrepreneurs open new businesses when earlier ones have failed (Eggers and
Song 2015; Hsu, Wiklund, and Cotton 2017; Ucbasaran et al. 2013), social entrepre-
neurs may still be ignited by the passion for serving, and thus start new social ven-
tures. On the negative side, failure may extinguish the motives of social entrepreneurs
that led to their enterprises’ creation or development.

Personality

As enduring patterns of behaviour, specific traits are related to any form of enterprise
creation, such as innovativeness, risk-propensity, locus of control (Askim-Lovseth and
Feinberg 2012), self-efficacy (Br€andle et al. 2018; Hsu, Wiklund, and Cotton 2017) and,
specifically for social entrepreneurs, empathy and compassion (Lanteri 2015). In com-
paring commercial and social entrepreneurs, Smith, Bell, et al. (2014) found that the
latter scored higher in terms of creativity, risk-taking and the need for autonomy.

When failure strikes, the introspective social entrepreneur may see the propensity
to take an unnecessary risk as a significant cause and Askim-Lovseth and Feinberg
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(2012) argue that an internal locus of control could lead a commercial entrepreneur to
assume a considerable portion of the blame. The traits that led to social enterprise
creation, such as empathy and compassion (Miller et al. 2012), may play a role in
future actions related to social enterprise. Hsu, Wiklund, and Cotton (2017) found evi-
dence from their experimental study of commercial entrepreneurs that self-efficacy led
to intentions to enter another business and that framing failure as a temporary loss
may make entrepreneurs willing to start afresh in attempting to recoup that loss. Fear
of failure can be trait or state (Cacciotti et al. 2016); it can inhibit intended entrepre-
neurial action or motivate the entrepreneur to put in the required effort (Stroe et al.
2020). Entrepreneurs of any type tend to be optimistic by nature (Hmieleski and Baron
2009). Social entrepreneurs may remain convinced that they can solve the types of
problems that companies and governments are unable or unwilling to address; there-
fore, they may be encouraged to try again. Resilience, a construct that embraces per-
sonality but is not confined to it (Corner, Singh, and Pavlovich 2017), is the capacity to
bounce back from hardship and defeat and it is even more critical in determining the
next course of action for the failed entrepreneur (Lafuente et al. 2019), social or com-
mercial. Corner, Singh, and Pavlovich (2017) found that resilience was part of a process
of coping with stress but that not all entrepreneurs they interviewed exhibited resili-
ence in dealing with failure. As Jeong et al. (2020) suggest, social entrepreneurs seem
to be ‘lone wolves’ carrying a high burden of responsibility for the welfare of others;
therefore, they might have the streak of resilience necessary to engage productively
with failure.

Identity

Theorists of identity have identified several facets, and studies of entrepreneurship
have indicated how salient it can be in the creation and management of the firm
(Jeong et al. 2020; Wry and York 2017) and also in its failure. Four identity constructs
infuse cognitions of failure experienced by social entrepreneurs. Personal identity is
tied up with self-concept, self-esteem, and self-efficacy (Stets and Burke 2014; Wry and
York 2017), and a strong sense of morality imbues the identity of the social entrepre-
neur, as the studies of Driver (2017) and Gregori, Holzmann, and Wdowiak (2021)
reveal. Role identity is a set of meanings and expectations implicit or explicit in a role
(Stets and Burke 2014). The role of the entrepreneur as a leader is one that creates
expectations of vision, good judgement, resilience and social, technical and financial
skills (Wry and York 2017). Social identity, the sense of group belonging (Br€andle et al.
2018; Stets and Burke 2014), motivates social entrepreneurs to address the needs of
those who may be perceived as similar (regarding gender, ethnicity, nationality, socio-
economic class, disability, etc.), or to work with like-minded people (Nason, Bacq, and
Gras 2018), including other social entrepreneurs (Jeong et al. 2020). Organisational
identity is the collective sense of who we are as an entity (Gioia et al. 2013) and it is
likely to be a vital force for social entrepreneurs (Smith, Meyskens, et al. 2014). The
dual (social/commercial) organisational identity that Costanzo et al. (2014) refer to is
replete with inherent tensions emanating from its competing logics (Battilana and
Dorado 2010; Bruneel et al. 2016; Wry and York 2017). Organisational identification is
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the ongoing process of relating to an organisation, a melding of the personal, role,
and social aspects of identity (Gioia et al. 2013). Institutional logics, according to
Gregori, Holzmann, and Wdowiak (2021), influence the elements of identity that are
particularly meaningful to the (social/environmental) entrepreneur.

When an enterprise fails, the entrepreneur’s identity may be shaken. Self-efficacy
(Hsu, Wiklund, and Cotton 2017) and role identity are undermined, social identity may
be undamaged, but the acute sense of organisational identity that any entrepreneur
may feel, particularly one driven by social motives, leads to a conclusion that he/she
bears a substantial portion of the blame for failure. The sense of stigma that accompa-
nies failure in commercial entrepreneurship has a corrosive impact on the psyche of
the entrepreneur (Cardon, Stevens, and Potter 2011; Ucbasaran et al. 2013). While this
might be an outcome of venture failure, Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich (2015, 151)
found that stigma progressed from anticipating failure in commercial entrepreneur-
ship, encountering it, and, after the epiphany many experienced – ‘sudden, deep
insights into how they had contributed to their firms’ failure through ego-based think-
ing and behaviour’ – how they made sense of it and dealt with it psychologically,
some more constructively than others. Stigma is likely to be magnified for social entre-
preneurs, given the broader range of stakeholders (Maak and Stoetter 2012; Seanor
and Meaton 2008) and the perception that they have betrayed those who have relied
on the social enterprise or experienced losses from its demise. The social entrepre-
neur’s image as the hero of social change (Dacin, Dacin, and Tracey 2011; Nicholls
2013; Scott and Teasdale 2012; Seanor and Meaton 2008) may be subsumed by that
of the villain, or least of the incompetent executive. On the other hand, perceptions of
failure (and success) may be different if social entrepreneurs construct their identities
as ‘activists’ rather than as entrepreneurs (Lanteri 2015), or as ‘missionaries’ rather
than ‘Darwinians’ (Br€andle et al. 2018). Entrepreneurial identity, albeit damaged by fail-
ure, may lead to re-entry or intentions of doing so, as several reports in commercial
and social entrepreneurship have indicated (McGlade 2013).

Discussion

The aims of the study are to identify the possible cognitive, affective and behavioural
responses of social entrepreneurs to failure, to explore the factors that contribute to
the responses and to compare them to those of commercial entrepreneurs. Theorists
have questioned the differences between social and commercial entrepreneurship
(Dacin, Dacin, and Matear 2010), and particularly the differences in the individual
entrepreneurs’ values, motives, personalities and identities, within and across the par-
allel fields (Smith, Bell, et al. 2014; Yitshaki and Kropp 2016). We have shown that
there are both similarities and differences when comparing how both types respond
to failure. Figure 1 depicts the theorised relationships between the cognitive, affective
and behavioural responses, acknowledging both negative and positive outcomes for
the failed social entrepreneur, and the underlying factors that impact on them (values,
motives, personality and identity).

In Table 2 we briefly summarise the responses of entrepreneurs to enterprise fail-
ure. First, the similarities between responses of both types of entrepreneurs are noted,
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as well as the impact of the four contributing factors. Second, the responses specific
to social entrepreneurs are indicated and form a series of propositions. Given the
absence of empirical studies, these statements, derived from a wide swathe of litera-
ture, are the foundations for further research. Propositions, according to Cornelissen
(2017, 3) are ‘broad signposts and implications for further research’ and should include
‘a novel set of assumptions as theorized grounds’.

We have adopted a psycho-social perspective towards building a more holistic
understanding of the phenomenon of failure in social entrepreneurship. We have
broadened the scope of research beyond the predominant commercial context
(Shepherd 2015; Welter et al. 2017) to the social, and answered the call of Shepherd
(2019, 217) to study the ‘dark side, the downside and the destructive side’ of entrepre-
neurship. We have suggested that while social entrepreneurs respond to failure in
some ways that may be like their commercial counterparts, they tend to carry a heav-
ier weight of expectation and therefore suffer more when their organisations fail.
These expectations are primarily their own but loaded by those of other stakeholders,
particularly the intended beneficiaries. We have argued that other factors influence
their reactions to failure, for example, the challenges of managing the twin impera-
tives of commercial viability and social impact and of gaining legitimacy from the
broader range of stakeholders that social entrepreneurs are engaged with compared
to commercial entrepreneurs (Kickul, Janssen-Selvadurai, and Griffiths 2012; Smith,
Gonin, and Besharov 2013). Since commercial enterprise failure inflames negative emo-
tions (Byrne and Shepherd 2015; Conforth 2014, He et al. 2018; Singh, Corner, and
Pavlovich 2007), they are likely to be more intense for social entrepreneurs, given the

Cogni�ve responses 
Nega�ve   

• Poor a�ribu�on of cause  
• Rejec�on of personal 

responsibility 
Posi�ve   

• Acknowledgment of 
personal weaknesses, errors 

• Learning from failure  
• Genera�on and evalua�on 

of future op�ons 

Affec�ve responses 
Nega�ve 

• Disappointment, frustra�on 
• Anxiety, fear 
• Sadness, grief 
• Guilt, shame, 

embarrassment 
Posi�ve 

• Self-compassion 
• Pride 
• Hope, excitement  

Behavioral responses 
Nega�ve  

• Iner�a 
• Ac�ons that undermine the 

entrepreneur’s wellbeing 
and/or that of others

Posi�ve  
• Obtaining informa�on on 

future op�ons 
• Implemen�ng viable chosen 

op�on(s) 

Contribu�ng factors 
• Values  

Altruism, benevolence, compassion 
• Mo�ves 

Social jus�ce, poverty reduc�on, environmental protec�on, 
beneficiary wellbeing 

• Personality 
Empathy, risk-propensity, locus of control, self-efficacy, autonomy, 
resilience 

• Iden�ty  
Personal, role, social, organiza�onal   

Figure 1. Responses of social entrepreneurs to failure.
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range of pressures they face. While many commercial entrepreneurs are reported to
have bounced back from failure and started new ventures (Corner, Singh, and
Pavlovich 2017; Jenkins, Wiklund, and Brundin 2014), there is little evidence of parallel
studies in social entrepreneurship. However, given their drive to address pressing com-
munity issues, social entrepreneurs may be inclined to either start new social enter-
prises or work for organisations with social missions.

Table 2. Summary of key responses of entrepreneurs to venture failure.
Responses common to commercial and social

entrepreneurs
Responses specific to social entrepreneurs

(propositions)

Type of response
Cognitive Entrepreneurs believe that failure is economic,

i.e. the inability to create personal wealth.
SEs believe that failure is the inability to create

social change/wellbeing and personal wealth.
Failure is attributed to external factors and

individual weaknesses and errors.
SEs take a high degree of responsibility for their

weaknesses and errors in venture failure.
Failure provides learning opportunities for

future ventures.
SEs learn from failure how they can achieve a

successful balance between economic and
social aims.

Affective Negative emotions accompany failure, such as
anger, frustration, disappointment, grief, guilt,
embarrassment and shame.

Negative emotions are likely to be intense for
SEs, especially when disappointment, grief,
guilt, embarrassment and shame are directed
at beneficiaries and supporting agencies.

Positive emotions are less likely but could
include pride in some achievements and hope
for successful future ventures.

SEs are proud of success in temporarily or
partially achieving social aims and hope to
start new social ventures.

Behavioural Entrepreneurs exit ventures if they believe they
cannot achieve their economic aims.

SEs are more likely to exit ventures when they
believe they cannot achieve their social aims
and their economic aims.

Entrepreneurs who have resilience and
motivation, aim to start new ventures, if they
can find funding, or they will
seek employment.

Ses who have resilience and motivation are
likely to start new social ventures or work for
organisations with social aims.

Contributing factors
Values Achievement, power and autonomy encourage

re-entry after failure.
Pro-social values thwarted by value produce

negative thoughts and emotions, but,
together with achievement and autonomy,
are likely to encourage social
entrepreneurship re-entry or employment
with other organisations with social aims.

Motives Since motives of wealth creation largely drive
CEs, partially SEs, and motives of enhancing
social good, largely drive SEs, partially some
CEs, failure will initially produce negative
thoughts and emotions but encourage
re-entry.

Since social motives are dominant drivers of SEs,
failure produces negative thoughts and
intense emotions but is likely to encourage
social entrepreneurship re-entry or
employment with other organisations with
social aims.

Personality Innovativeness, risk-propensity, autonomy, self-
efficacy and resilience are key traits that
encourage re-entry after failure.

Empathy with beneficiaries, innovativeness, risk-
propensity, locus of control, self-efficacy and
resilience are likely to encourage failed SEs to
re-enter social entrepreneurship or seek
employment with other organisations with
social aims.

Identity Personal, role, social and organisational identity
will be compromised by failure but could
trigger identity reconstruction and
entrepreneurship re-entry.

Social identity (primarily relating to
beneficiaries), together with personal, role,
and organisational identity, is likely to trigger
identity reconstruction after failure and social
entrepreneurship re-entry or the search for
employment with other organisations with
social aims.
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Limitations and further research directions

The first and most obvious limitation of our study is the lack of studies of social entre-
preneurs’ cognitive, affective and behavioural responses to their enterprises’ demise,
making a comparison of the two types of entrepreneurs problematic. This lack of
research has led us to speculate on how social entrepreneurs might respond and how
different this might be to commercial entrepreneurs’ responses.

Second, cultural and local differences may influence entrepreneurial responses to
failure. Studies show how deeply held cultural beliefs may impact perceptions of
entrepreneurial failure. For example, there is less shame due to failure in east Asian
countries than in Anglo countries (Begley and Tan 2001) and stigma also has cultural
connotations (Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich 2015). Scholars have highlighted national
and regional level cultural variations regarding attitudes and responses to entrepre-
neurial failure (Cardon, Stevens, and Potter 2011). Most of our studies of failed com-
mercial entrepreneurs have occurred in Western countries, necessitating the need for
cross-cultural comparisons in social entrepreneurship and in wider geographic, gender
and socio-economic contexts (e.g. Horrocks 2016; Lorenzo-Afable, Lips-Wiersma, and
Singh 2020; Maak and Stoetter 2012; Maguirre, Portales, and Bellido 2018).

Third, we have not distinguished between social entrepreneurs who have consider-
able financial resources or employment opportunities they can rely on if their ventures
fail, and those whose commitment to social enterprise has placed their livelihoods at
immense risk. In addition, while we have mentioned studies of different types of com-
mercial entrepreneurs, such as nascent, novice, serial and portfolio (e.g. Jenkins,
Wiklund, and Brundin 2014; Mandl, Berger, and Kuckertz 2016), we have not
adequately conceptualised the possible reactions of a similar range of social entrepre-
neurs. For example, there may be those who also manage commercial start-ups or
hold paid jobs alongside running their social enterprises. Such people will be less
financially affected by the failure of their social enterprise. While they will experience
negative emotions, the psychological ramifications may differ from those engaged in a
failed venture that they rely on for income.

Regarding further research, we have drawn on the recommended new directions of
the authors listed in Table 1, other authors in the fields of commercial and social
entrepreneurship, and our speculations of how social entrepreneurs respond to failure.
We have formulated these as propositions as part of Table 2. Given the broad range
of constructs, we have identified in this article, we have condensed suggested
research into the following paths.

Cognitive, affective and behavioural responses to failure in social
entrepreneurship

Previous studies on cognitive responses to failure in commercial entrepreneurship
have identified processes of learning and attribution as key elements (e.g. Byrne and
Shepherd 2015; Mandl, Berger, and Kuckertz 2016; Singh, Corner, and Pavlovich 2007).
Future studies need to do more than simply explore these processes in the context of
social entrepreneurship. More specifically, it will be helpful to investigate how social
entrepreneurs define failure, given the dual aims of social impact and financial
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stability, whether they are more likely than commercial entrepreneurs to attribute
failure to their weaknesses (Askim-Lovseth and Feinberg 2012; Cardon, Stevens, and
Potter 2011) and what they have learned from failure (Ucbasaran et al. 2013). In
terms of affect, research is necessary on which are the most prevalent emotions
social entrepreneurs experience regarding failure, for example, whether they report
more guilt or shame than failed commercial entrepreneurs, whether the negative
emotions are more intense than those of commercial entrepreneurs, how they have
regulated the negative emotions, and which positive emotions they have experi-
enced despite failure. Future studies on cognitive, affective and behavioural
responses also need to investigate the complex interplay between these responses
by social entrepreneurs.

Values, motives, personality and identity

Since these constructs infuse the literature on failure in commercial entrepreneur-
ship, their relevance to failure in social entrepreneurship needs to be explored. For
example, given that social entrepreneurs are often driven by prosocial values and
motives (Dees 2012; Miller et al. 2012), which are often embedded in their personal-
ities and identities, further research is needed that teases out the individual and
intersecting influences on their definitions of enterprise failure and responses to it. A
distinction between commercial entrepreneurs being driven by materialistic values,
while their social counterparts have both materialistic and self-transcendental and
altruistic values, is an unrealistic assumption of homogeneity within each type. It is
the dilemmas and the challenges of simultaneously achieving social and financial
goals that sorely need empirical investigation, particularly in the context of failing
and failure (Conforth 2014). Smith, Bell, et al. (2014) found both similarities and dif-
ferences in the personality traits of commercial and social entrepreneurs, and this
type of comparison in the context of failure would add considerable value. Research
has shown that social entrepreneurs are motivated by concern for others, but what
has seldom been questioned is how motives of self-preservation influence actions in
the face of failure. New directions for research also include how four different types
of identity (personal, role, social and organisational) (Smith, Meyskens, et al. 2014;
Stets and Burke 2014; Walsh, Pazzaglia, and Ergene 2019; Wry and York 2017) are
engaged the face of failure in social enterprise, which are the most prevalent and
why. The extent to which these four factors are influenced by different institutional
logics (Battilana et al. 2015; Smith, Gonin, and Besharov 2013) also requires further
investigation.

Types of social entrepreneurs

Different types of commercial entrepreneurs, using labels such as nascent, novice,
serial and portfolio, and how they have responded to failure (e.g. Jenkins, Wiklund,
and Brundin 2014; Lafuente et al. 2019; Mandl, Berger, and Kuckertz 2016). It is
necessary to research whether social entrepreneurs with longer and wider
experience, and prior experience of failure, are more able to learn from failure and
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cope better with it. An additional question is whether there are differences in how
entrepreneurs, who have other forms of income and capital, respond to the failure
of a social enterprise, compared to those who are heavily financially invested in
just one.

Failure over time

Much of the entrepreneurial literature refers to failure as an outcome rather than a
process (failing), but both need the attention of scholars. Coping with stress, as a psy-
chological process, evolves with new events (Lazarus and Folkman 1987) and many
studies of entrepreneurship have called for research that examines trajectories of cop-
ing with failing, and what can be done to forestall it, and coping with failure when
the endgame is reached (e.g. Cope 2011; Jenkins, Wiklund, and Brundin 2014; Singh,
Corner, and Pavlovich 2007). Studies of resilience, re-entry or new career paths in the
realm of social entrepreneurship should be considered. Fear of failure in commercial
entrepreneurship has been covered in prior sections on affective reactions (Cacciotti
et al. 2016) but needs to be extended to social entrepreneurship. Longitudinal studies
would help track the impact of failing on the individual social entrepreneur.

Conclusion

We have added our voices to the call for research by a growing number of scholars
acknowledging that failure in social entrepreneurship is an important topic (e.g.
Seanor and Meaton 2008). We have contributed to the literature by widening the
scope of failure in social entrepreneurship to embrace a fuller set of psychological
reactions and contributing factors, distinguishing these from those of commercial
entrepreneurs, and identifying a set of propositions that could galvanise further
research. We hope this article stimulates curiosity among entrepreneurship scholars to
begin a more in-depth examination into the micro-level mechanisms underlying social
entrepreneurs’ experiences and responses to failure and even potentially uncover
novel or unexpected insights into the role of failure that may have remained hidden,
overlooked or misunderstood in existing entrepreneurial failure research.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Notes on contributors

Dr Roy K. Smollan is a Senior Lecturer in Management at the Auckland University of
Technology, Auckland, New Zealand. His research interests lie in the fields of organisational
change, social entrepreneurship, occupational stress, emotions at work, emotional intelligence,
leadership and organisational justice. He has published a number of journal articles and book
chapters on these constructs. As the corresponding author he can be contacted at: roy.smol-
lan@aut.ac.nz.

JOURNAL OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP 19

mailto:roy.smollan.ac.nz
mailto:roy.smollan.ac.nz


Dr Smita Singh is a Senior Lecturer in International Business, Strategy, and Entrepreneurship at
the Auckland University of Technology, Auckland, New Zealand. Her current research interests
include entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship, which she likes to explore through quali-
tative methods. She has been published in several journals, including International Small
Business Journal, Third World Quarterly and Journal of Business Venturing.

References

Ashkanasy, N. M., R. H. Humphrey, and Q. N. Huy. 2017. “Integrating Emotions and Affect in
Theories of Management.” Academy of Management Review 42 (2): 175–189. doi:10.5465/amr.
2016.0474.

Askim-Lovseth, M., and R. A. Feinberg. 2012. “The Role of Attributional Explanatory Style in the
Perceived Outcomes of Entrepreneurial Venture Failure.” Journal of Small Business &
Entrepreneurship 25 (3): 261–281. doi:10.1080/08276331.2012.10593573.

Austin, J., H. Stevenson, and J. Wei-Skillern. 2006. “Social and Commercial Entrepreneurship:
Same, Different, or Both?” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 30 (1): 1–22. doi:10.1111/j.
1540-6520.2006.00107.x.

Battilana, J. 2018. “Cracking the Organizational Challenge of Pursuing Joint Social and Financial
Goals: Social Enterprise as a Laboratory to Understand Hybrid Organizing.” M@n@gement 21
(4): 1278–1305. doi:10.3917/mana.214.1278.

Battilana, J., and S. Dorado. 2010. “Building Sustainable Hybrid Organizations: The Case of
Commercial Microfinance Organizations.” Academy of Management Journal 53 (6): 1419–1440.
doi:10.5465/amj.2010.57318391.

Battilana, J., M. Sengul, A.-C. Pache, and J. Model. 2015. “Harnessing Productive Tensions in
Hybrid Organizations: The Case of Work Integration Social Enterprises.” Academy of
Management Journal 58 (6): 1658–1685. doi:10.5465/amj.2013.0903.

Begley, T. M., and W.-L. Tan. 2001. “The Socio-Cultural Environment for Entrepreneurship: A
Comparison between East Asian and Anglo-Saxon Countries.” Journal of International Business
Studies 32 (3): 537–553. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490983.

Bennett, R. 2016. “Factors Contributing to the Early Failure of Small New Charity Start-Ups.”
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development 23 (2): 333–348. doi:10.1108/JSBED-11-
2013-0173.

Bohns, V. K., and F. J. Flynn. 2013. “Guilt by Design: Structuring Organizations to Elicit Guilt as
an Affective Reaction to Failure.” Organization Science 24 (4): 1157–1173. doi:10.1287/orsc.
1120.0787.

Br€andle, L., E. S. C. Berger, S. Golla, and A. Kuckertz. 2018. “I Am What I am – How Nascent
Entrepreneurs’ Social Identity Affects Their Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy.” Journal of Business
Venturing Insights 9: 17–23. doi:10.1016/j.jbvi.2017.12.001.

Bruneel, J., N. Moray, R. Stevens, and Y. Fassin. 2016. “Balancing Competing Logics in for-Profit
Social Enterprises: A Need for Hybrid Governance.” Journal of Social Entrepreneurship 7 (3):
263–288. doi:10.1080/19420676.2016.1166147.

Byrne, O., and D. A. Shepherd. 2015. “Different Strokes for Different Folks: Entrepreneurial
Narratives of Emotion, Cognition, and Making Sense of Business Failure.” Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice 39 (2): 375–405. doi:10.1111/etap.12046.

Cacciotti, G., J. C. Hayton, J. R. Mitchell, and A. Giazitzoglu. 2016. “A Reconceptualization of Fear
of Failure in Entrepreneurship.” Journal of Business Venturing 31 (3): 302–325. doi:10.1016/j.
jbusvent.2016.02.002.

Cardon, M. S., C. E. Stevens, and D. C. Potter. 2011. “Misfortune or Mistakes? Cultural
Sensemaking of Entrepreneurial Failure.” Journal of Business Venturing 26 (1): 79–92. doi:10.
1016/j.jbusvent.2009.06.004.

Cardon, M. S., J. Wincent, J. Singh, and M. Drnovsek. 2009. “The Nature and Experience of
Entrepreneurial Passion.” Academy of Management Review 34 (3): 511–532. doi:10.5465/amr.
2009.40633190.

20 R. SMOLLAN AND S. SINGH

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0474
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0474
https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2012.10593573
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00107.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00107.x
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.214.1278
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.57318391
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0903
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490983
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-11-2013-0173
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-11-2013-0173
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1120.0787
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1120.0787
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2016.1166147
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.06.004
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.40633190
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.40633190


Conforth, C. 2014. “Understanding and Combating Mission Drift in Social Enterprises.” Social
Enterprise Journal 10 (1): 3–20. doi:10.1108/SEJ-09-2013-003

Cope, J. 2011. “Entrepreneurial Learning from Failure: An Interpretative Phenomenological
Analysis.” Journal of Business Venturing 26 (6): 604–623. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.06.002.

Cornelissen, J. 2017. “Editor’s Comments: Developing Propositions, a Process Model, or a
Typology? Addressing the Challenges of Writing Theory without a Boilerplate.” Academy of
Management Review 42 (1): 1–9. doi:10.5465/amr.2016.0196.

Corner, P. D., S. Singh, and K. Pavlovich. 2017. “Entrepreneurial Resilience and Venture Failure.”
International Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship 35 (6): 687–708. doi:10.1177/
0266242616685604.

Costanzo, L. A., C. Vurro, D. Foster, F. Servato, and F. Perrini. 2014. “Dual-Mission Management in
Social Entrepreneurship: Qualitative Evidence from Social Firms in the United Kingdom.”
Journal of Small Business Management 52 (4): 655–677. doi:10.1111/jsbm.12128.

Dacin, M. T., P. A. Dacin, and P. Tracey. 2011. “Social Entrepreneurship: A Critique and Future
Directions.” Organization Science 22 (5): 1203–1213. doi:10.1287/orsc.1100.0620.

Dacin, P. A., M. T. Dacin, and M. Matear. 2010. “Social Entrepreneurship: Why We Don’t Need a
New Theory and How We Move Forward from Here.” Academy of Management Perspectives 24
(3): 37–57. doi:10.5465/amp.24.3.37.

De Keyser, B., A. Guiette, and K. Vandenbemp. 2021. “On the Dynamics of Failure in
Organizational Change: A Dialectical Perspective.” Human Relations 74 (2): 234–257. doi:10.
1177/0018726719884115.

Dees, J. G. 2012. “A Tale of Two Cultures: Charity, Problem Solving, and the Future of Social
Entrepreneurship.” Journal of Business Ethics 11 (3): 321–334. doi:10.1007/s10551-012-1412-5.

Dey, P., and O. Lehner. 2017. “Registering Ideology in the Creation of Social Entrepreneurs:
Intermediary Organizations.” Journal of Business Ethics 142 (4): 753–767. doi:10.1007/s10551-
016-3112-z.

Doern, R., and D. Goss. 2014. “The Role of Negative Emotions in the Social Processes of
Entrepreneurship: Power Rituals and Shame-Related Appeasement Behaviours.”
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 38 (4): 863–890. doi:10.1111/etap.12026.

Driver, M. 2017. “Never Social and Entrepreneurial Enough? Exploring the Identity Work of Social
Entrepreneurs from a Psychoanalytic Perspective.” Organization (24) (6): 715–736. doi:10.1177/
1350508416665474.

Edwards, M., and N. M. Ashkanasy. 2018. “Emotions and Failure in Academic Life: Normalising
the Experience and Building Resilience.” Journal of Management & Organization 24 (2):
167–188. doi:10.1017/jmo.2018.20.

Eggers, J. P., and L. Song. 2015. “Dealing with Failure: Serial Entrepreneurs and the Costs of
Changing Industry between Ventures.” Academy of Management Journal 58 (6): 1785–1803.
doi:10.5465/amj.2014.0050.

Gilbert, P., K. McEwan, M. Matos, and A. Rivis. 2011. “Fears of Compassion: Development of
Three Self-Report Measures.” Psychology and Psychotherapy 84 (3): 239–255. doi:10.1348/
147608310X526511.

Gioia, D. A., S. D. Patvardhan, A. L. Hamilton, and K. G. Corley. 2013. “Organizational Identity
Formation and Change.” The Academy of Management Annals 7 (1): 123–193. doi:10.1080/
19416520.2013.762225.

Gregori, P., P. Holzmann, and M. A. Wdowiak. 2021. “For the Sake of Nature: Identity Work and
Meaningful Experiences in Environmental Entrepreneurship.” Journal of Business Research 122:
488–501. doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.032.

Hayward, Mathew L. A., William R. Forster, Saras D. Sarasvathy, and Barbara L. Fredrickson. 2010.
“Beyond Hubris: How Highly Confident Entrepreneurs Rebound to Venture Again.” Journal of
Business Venturing 25 (6): 569–578. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.03.002.

He, V. F., Sir�en, C. S., Singh G., Solomon, G. and G.von Krogh. 2018. “Keep Calm and Carry on:
Emotional Regulation in Entrepreneurs’ Learning from Failure.” Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice 42 (4): 605–630. doi:10.1177/1042258718783428.

JOURNAL OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP 21

https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-09-2013-003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.06.002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0196
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242616685604
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242616685604
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12128
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0620
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.24.3.37
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719884115
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719884115
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1412-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3112-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3112-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12026
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508416665474
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508416665474
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2018.20
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0050
https://doi.org/10.1348/147608310X526511
https://doi.org/10.1348/147608310X526511
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.762225
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.762225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718783428


Hessels, J., C. A. Rietveld, A. R. Thurik, and P. van der Zwan. 2018. “Depression and
Entrepreneurial Exit.” Academy of Management Perspectives 32 (3): 323–339. doi:10.5465/amp.
2016.0183.

Hmieleski, K. M., and R. A. Baron. 2009. “Entrepreneurs’ Optimism and New Venture
Performance: A Social Cognitive Perspective.” Academy of Management Journal 52 (3):
473–488. doi:10.5465/amj.2009.41330755.

Horrocks, I. 2016. “Harvesting Lessons.” Stanford Social Innovation Review 14 (1): 55–58.
Hsu, D. K., J. Wiklund, and R. D. Cotton. 2017. “Success, Failure and Entrepreneurial Re-Entry: An

Experimental Assessment of the Veracity of Self-Efficacy and Prospect Theory.”
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 41 (1): 19–47. doi:10.1111/etap.12166.

Humbert, A. L., and M. A. Roomi. 2018. “Prone to ‘Care’? Relating Motivations to Economic and
Social Performance among Women Social Entrepreneurs in Europe.” Social Enterprise Journal
14 (3): 312–327. doi:10.1108/SEJ-11-2017-0058.

Jenkins, A., and A. McKelvie. 2016. “What is Entrepreneurial Failure? Implications for Future
Research.” International Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship 34 (2): 176–188.
doi:10.1177/0266242615574011.

Jenkins, A., Wiklund, J. J., and E. Brundin. 2014. “Individual Responses to Firm Failure: Appraisals,
Grief, and the Influence of Prior Failure Experience.” Journal of Business Venturing 29 (1):
17–33. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.10.006.

Jeong, S., J. M. Bailey, J. Lee, and G. McLean. 2020. “It’s Not about Me, It’s about Us’: A Narrative
Inquiry on Living Life as a Social Entrepreneur.” Social Enterprise Journal 16 (3): 263–280. doi:
10.1108/SEJ-05-2019-0030.

Khelil, N. 2016. “The Many Faces of Entrepreneurial Failure: Insights from an Empirical
Taxonomy.” Journal of Business Venturing 31 (1): 72–94. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2015.08.001.

Kibler, E., J. Wincent, T. Kautonen, G. Cacciotti, and M. Obschonka. 2018, . December 6. “Why
Social Entrepreneurs Are so Burned Out.” Harvard Business Review Digital Articles. 14–17.

Kickul, J., C. Janssen-Selvadurai, and M. D. Griffiths. 2012. “A Blended Value Framework for
Educating the Next Cadre of Social Entrepreneurs.” Academy of Management Learning &
Education 11 (3): 479–493. doi:10.5465/amle.2011.0018.

Kuipers, B. E. N S., M. A. L. C. O. L. M. Higgs, W. A. L. T. E. R. Kickert, L. A. R. S. Tummers, J. O. L.
I. E. N. Grandia, and J. O. R. I. S. VAN DER Voet. 2014. “The Management of Change in Public
Organizations: A Literature Review.” Public Administration 92 (1): 1–20. doi:10.1111/padm.
12040.

Lafuente, E., Vaillant, Y. F., Vendrell-Herrero, E. and E. Gomes. 2019. “Bouncing Back from Failure:
Entrepreneurial Resilience and the Internationalisation of Subsequent Ventures Created by
Serial Entrepreneurs.” Applied Psychology 68 (4): 658–694. doi:10.1111/apps.12175.

Lane, A., O. Mallett, and R. Wapshott. 2019. “Failure and Entrepreneurship: Practice, Research,
and Pedagogy.” Journal of Small Business & Entrepreneurship 31 (1): 97–99. doi:10.1080/
08276331.2018.1518072.

Lanteri, A. 2015. “The Creation of Social Enterprises: Some Lessons from Lebanon.” Journal of
Social Entrepreneurship 6 (1): 42–69. doi:10.1080/19420676.2014.954256.

Lazarus, R. S., and S. Folkman., 1987. “Transactional Theory and Research on Emotions and
Coping.” European Journal of Personality 1 (3): 141–169. doi:10.1002/per.2410010304.

Lorenzo-Afable, D., M. Lips-Wiersma, and S. Singh. 2020. “Social’ Value Creation as Care: The
Perspectives of Beneficiaries in Social Entrepreneurship.” Social Enterprise Journal 16 (3):
339–360. doi:10.1108/SEJ-11-2019-0082.

Maak, T., and N. Stoetter. 2012. “Social Entrepreneurs as Responsible Leaders: Fundacion
Paraguaya and the Case of Martin Burt.” Journal of Business Ethics 111 (3): 413–430. doi:10.
1007/s10551-012-1417-0.

Maguirre, M. V., L. Portales, and L. V. Bellido. 2018. “Indigenous Social Enterprises as Drivers of
Sustainable Development: Insights from Mexico and Peru.” Critical Sociology 44 (2): 323–340.
doi:10.1177/0896920516688757.

22 R. SMOLLAN AND S. SINGH

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0183
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0183
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41330755
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12166
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-11-2017-0058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242615574011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-05-2019-0030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2011.0018
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12040
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12040
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12175
https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2018.1518072
https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2018.1518072
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2014.954256
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2410010304
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-11-2019-0082
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1417-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1417-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920516688757


Mandl, C., E. S. C. Berger, and A. Kuckertz. 2016. “Do You Plead Guilty? Exploring Entrepreneurs’
Sensemaking-Behavior Link after Business Failure.” Journal of Business Venturing Insights 5:
9–13. doi:10.1016/j.jbvi.2015.12.002.

Mantere, S., P. Aula, H. Schildt, and E. Vaara. 2013. “Narrative Attributions of
Entrepreneurial Failure.” Journal of Business Venturing 28 (4): 459–473. doi:10.1016/j.jbus-
vent.2012.12.001.

Marks, M. L., and R. Vansteenkiste. 2008. “Preparing for Organizational Death: Proactive HR
Engagement in an Organizational Transition.” Human Resource Management 47 (4): 809–827.
doi:10.1002/hrm.20246.

McGlade, M. 2013. “Lessons from a Failed Social Entrepreneur.” Harvard Business Review. https://
hbr.org/2013/02/lessons-from-a-failed-social-e.

McMillan, C. J., and J. S. Overall. 2017. “Crossing the Chasm and over the Abyss: Perspectives on
Organizational Failure.” Academy of Management Perspectives 31 (4): 271–287. doi:10.5465/
amp.2017.0018.

Miller, T. L., M. G. Grimes, J. S. McMullen, and T. J. Vogus. 2012. “Venturing for Others with Heart
and Head: How Compassion Encourages Social Entrepreneurship.” Academy of Management
Review 37 (4): 616–640. doi:10.5465/amr.2010.0456.

Morales, C., C. Holtschlag, A. D. Masuda, and P. Marquina. 2019. “In Which Cultural Contexts Do
Individual Values Explain Entrepreneurship? An Integrative Values Framework Using
Schwartz’s Theories.” International Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship 37 (3):
241–267. doi:10.1177/0266242618811890.

Munoz, P., G. Cacciotti, and D. Ucbasaran. 2020. “Failing and Exiting in Social and Commercial
Entrepreneurship: The Role of Situated Cognition.” Journal of Business Venturing Insights 14:
e00196. doi:10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00196.

Murphy, S., and S. Kiffin-Petersen. 2017. “The Exposed Self: A Multilevel Model of Shame and
Ethical Behaviour.” Journal of Business Ethics 141 (4): 657–675. doi:10.1007/s10551-016-
3185-8.

Nason, R. S., S. Bacq, and D. Gras. 2018. “A Behavioural Theory of Social Performance: Social
Identity and Stakeholder Expectations.” Academy of Management Review 43 (2): 259–283. doi:
10.5465/amr.2015.0081.

Nee, E. 2020. “Leading during and after a Crisis.” Stanford Social Innovation Review 18 (3): 4.
Nicholls, A. 2013. “Editorial: Heroes.” Journal of Social Entrepreneurship 4 (2): 109–112. doi:10.

1080/19420676.2013.820385.
Petrovskaya, I., and A. Mirakyan. 2018. “A Mission of Service: Social Entrepreneur as a Servant

Leader.” International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 24 (3): 755–767. doi:10.
1108/IJEBR-02-2016-0057.

Politis, D., and J. Gabrielsson. 2009. “Entrepreneurs’ Attitudes towards Failure: An Experiential
Learning Approach.” International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 15 (4):
364–383. doi:10.1108/13552550910967921.

Scheuerle, T., and B. Schmitz. 2016. “Inhibiting Factors of Scaling up the Impact of Social
Entrepreneurial Organizations – a Comprehensive Framework and Empirical Results for
Germany.” Journal of Social Entrepreneurship 7 (2): 127–161. doi:10.1080/19420676.2015.
1086409.

Schwartz, S. H. 1994. “Are There Universal Aspects in the Structure and Contents of Human
Values?” Journal of Social Issues 50 (4): 19–45. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb01196.x.

Scigliuzzo, D., J. Saul, S. D. Harrington, and D. Pogkas. 2020, July 9. “Covid-19 is Bankrupting
American Companies at a Relentless Pace.” Bloomberg. https://www.bloomberg.com/graphics/
2020-us-bankruptcies-coronavirus/

Scott, D., and S. Teasdale. 2012. “Whose Failure? Learning from the Financial Collapse of a Social
Enterprise in ‘Steeltown.” Voluntary Sector Review 3 (2): 139–155. doi:10.1332/
204080512X649333.

Seanor, P., and J. Meaton. 2008. “Learning from Failure, Ambiguity and Trust in Social
Enterprise.” Social Enterprise Journal 4 (1): 24–40. doi:10.1108/17508610810877713.

JOURNAL OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP 23

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2015.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20246
https://hbr.org/2013/02/lessons-from-a-failed-social-e
https://hbr.org/2013/02/lessons-from-a-failed-social-e
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0018
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0018
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0456
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242618811890
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00196
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3185-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3185-8
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2015.0081
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2013.820385
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2013.820385
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-02-2016-0057
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-02-2016-0057
https://doi.org/10.1108/13552550910967921
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2015.1086409
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2015.1086409
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb01196.x
https://www.bloomberg.com/graphics/2020-us-bankruptcies-coronavirus/
https://www.bloomberg.com/graphics/2020-us-bankruptcies-coronavirus/
https://doi.org/10.1332/204080512X649333
https://doi.org/10.1332/204080512X649333
https://doi.org/10.1108/17508610810877713


Shepherd, D. A. 2003. “Learning from Business Failure: Propositions of Grief Recovery for the
Self-Employed.” The Academy of Management Review 28 (2): 318–329. doi:10.2307/30040715.

Shepherd, D. A. 2015. “Party on! a Call for Entrepreneurship Research That is More Interactive,
Activity Based, Cognitively Hot, Compassionate, and Prosocial.” Journal of Business Venturing
30 (4): 489–507. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2015.02.001.

Shepherd, D. A. 2019. “Researching the Dark Side, Downside, and Destructive Side of
Entrepreneurship: It is the Compassionate Thing to Do!” Academy of Management Discoveries
5 (3): 217–220. doi:10.5465/amd.2018.0194.

Shepherd, D. A., and H. Patzelt. 2015. “The ‘Heart’ of Entrepreneurship: The Impact of
Entrepreneurial Action on Health and Health on Entrepreneurial Action.” Journal of Business
Venturing Insights 4: 22–29. doi:10.1016/j.jbvi.2015.08.001.

Shepherd, D. A., and M. S. Cardon. 2009. “Negative Emotional Reactions to Project Failure and
the Self-Compassion to Learn from the Experience.” Journal of Management Studies 46 (6):
923–949. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00821.x.

Shepherd, D. A., J. Wiklund, and J. M. Haynie. 2009. “Moving Forward: Balancing the Financial
and Emotional Costs of Business Failure.” Journal of Business Venturing 24 (2): 134–148. doi:10.
1016/j.jbusvent.2007.10.002.

Singh, S.,. P. D. Corner, and K. Pavlovich. 2007. “Coping with Entrepreneurial Failure.” Journal of
Management & Organization 13 (4): 331–344. doi:10.5172/jmo.2007.13.4.331.

Singh, S.,. P. D. Corner, and K. Pavlovich. 2015. “Failed, Not Finished: A Narrative Approach to
Understanding Venture Failure Stigmatization.” Journal of Business Venturing 30 (1): 150–166.
doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2014.07.005.

Smith, B., M. Meyskens, and F. Wilson. 2014. “Should We Stay or Should We Go? ‘Organizational’
Relational Identity and Identification in Social Venture Strategic Alliances.” Journal of Social
Entrepreneurship 5 (3): 295–317. doi:10.1080/19420676.2014.927389.

Smith, R., R. Bell, and H. Watts. 2014. “Personality Trait Differences between Traditional and
Social Entrepreneurs.” Social Enterprise Journal 10 (3): 200–221. doi:10.1108/SEJ-08-2013-0033.

Smith, W. K., M. Gonin, and M. L. Besharov. 2013. “Managing Social-Business Tensions: A Review
and Research Agenda for Social Enterprise.” Business Ethics Quarterly 23 (3): 407–442. doi:10.
5840/beq201323327.

Stets, J. E., and J. P. Burke. 2014. “Self-Esteem and Identities.” Sociological Perspectives 57 (4):
409–433. doi:10.1177/0731121414536141.

Stroe, S.,. C. Sir�en, D. Shepherd, and J. Wincent. 2020. “The Dualistic Regulatory Effect of Passion
on the Relationship between Fear of Failure and Negative Affect: Insights from Facial
Expression Analysis.” Journal of Business Venturing 35 (4): 105948. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.
105948.

Tangney, J., R. Miller, L. Flicker, and D. Barlow. 1996. “Are Shame, Guilt, and Embarrassment
Distinct Emotions?” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 70 (6): 1256–1269. doi:10.
1037/0022-3514.70.6.1256.

Ucbasaran, D., D. A. Shepherd, A. Lockett, and S. J. Lyon. 2013. “Life after Business Failure: The
Process and Consequences of Business Failure for Entrepreneurs.” Journal of Management 39
(1): 163–202. doi:10.1177/0149206312457823.

Walsh, I. J., Pazzaglia, F. E. and E. Ergene. 2019. “Loyal after the End: Organizational Identification
in the Wake of Failure.” Human Relations 72 (2): 163–187. doi:10.1177/0018726718767740.

Weaver, R. L. 2020. “The Impact of COVID-19 on the Social Enterprise Sector.” Journal of Social
Entrepreneurship. doi:10.1080/19420676.2020.1861476

Weick, K. 2012. “Organized Sensemaking: A Commentary on Processes of Interpretive Work.”
Human Relations 65 (1): 141–153. doi:10.1177/0018726711424235.

Welter, F., T. Baker, D. B. Audretsch, and W. B. Gartner. 2017. “Everyday Entrepreneurship – a Call
for Entrepreneurship Research to Embrace Entrepreneurial Diversity.” Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice 41 (3): 311–321. doi:10.1111/etap.12258.

Wry, T., and J. G. York. 2017. “An Identity-Based Approach to Social Enterprise.” Academy of
Management Review 42 (3): 437–460. doi:10.5465/amr.2013.0506.

24 R. SMOLLAN AND S. SINGH

https://doi.org/10.2307/30040715
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2018.0194
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00821.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2007.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2007.10.002
https://doi.org/10.5172/jmo.2007.13.4.331
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2014.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2014.927389
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-08-2013-0033
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201323327
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201323327
https://doi.org/10.1177/0731121414536141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.105948
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.105948
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1256
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1256
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312457823
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718767740
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2020.1861476
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726711424235
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12258
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2013.0506


Yamakawa, Y., and M. S. Cardon. 2015. “Causal Ascriptions and Perceived Learning from
Entrepreneurial Failure.” Small Business Economics 44 (4): 797–820. doi:10.1007/s11187-014-
9623-z.

Yitshaki, R., and F. Kropp. 2016. “Entrepreneurial Passions and Identities in Different Contexts: A
Comparison between High-Tech and Social Entrepreneurs.” Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development 28 (3–4): 206–233. doi:10.1080/08985626.2016.1155743.

Zahra, S. A., and M. Wright. 2016. “Understanding the Social Role of Entrepreneurship.” Journal
of Management Studies 53 (4): 610–629. doi:10.1111/joms.12149.

JOURNAL OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP 25

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-014-9623-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-014-9623-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2016.1155743
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12149

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Defining failure in entrepreneurship
	Cognitive, affective and behavioural responses to enterprise failure
	Cognitive responses of social entrepreneurs to failure
	Affective responses of social entrepreneurs to failure
	Behavioural responses of social entrepreneurs to failure

	Factors contributing to responses of social entrepreneurs to failure
	Values
	Motives
	Personality
	Identity

	Discussion
	Limitations and further research directions
	Cognitive, affective and behavioural responses to failure in social entrepreneurship
	Values, motives, personality and identity
	Types of social entrepreneurs
	Failure over time

	Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	References


