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DIGITAL TECHNOLOGY PERSPECTIVE ON SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP  
 
This article aims at analyzing the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship by looking at various definitions and its 

comparison with conventional entrepreneurship.  It frames the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship within the 
context of national innovation systems and defines its relationship with technology and technological change. Further it 
discusses the essence of digital entrepreneurship, its attributes and their role in creating entrepreneurial opportunities. 
Finally, this article draws on the ways effects of digital entrepreneurship can be applied in social entrepreneurship.  

Keywords: social entrepreneurship, digital entrepreneurship, national innovation systems, entrepreneurial 
opportunities.  

 
Introduction  
What does influence the development of social 

entrepreneurship? That is, what are the particular 
factors or settings that cause differences in and 
determine the process of social entrepreneurship? 
These questions address one major issue: how the 
process of social entrepreneurship can be 
transformed by changing different elements of its 
settings. Could digital technologies be one of those 
elements? Although, the topic of technology has 
been the matter of research in various fields, its 
impacts on social entrepreneurship and its outcomes 
were omitted from the research.  

Rapid technological development has influence 
on all aspects of people’s life. Business is one of the 
most prominent fields that feels technological 
advancement. Yet, in many developing countries 
small businesses and social enterprises adhere to 
traditional business practices. However, the 
development of modern digital technologies over the 
last decades has increasingly made it possible for 
social entrepreneurship to advance along with 
technological development.  

As it is stated by Surie (2017) “social 
entrepreneurship has generated much interest as a 
catalyst of transformation in the developing 
economy context.” Being an important factor in 
social change, the field of social entrepreneurship 
attracts a lot of attention. Moreover, starting at the 
micro level, social entrepreneurship has the potential 
affect the macro level. Extending the concept of 
social entrepreneurship, Surie (2017) argues that 
“social entrepreneurship organizations can fill 
institutional voids by engaging in social innovation 
tailored to the local context.” 

Recognizing the importance of social 
entrepreneurship, this paper draws the respective 
literature to examine the interplay between social 
entrepreneurship and digitalization. By analyzing 
literature, it aims to frame the phenomenon of social 
entrepreneurship and digitalization within the 

theoretical perspective. The focus will be laid on the 
phenomenon of social entrepreneurship itself and its 
place within national innovation systems within the 
context of digitalization. Further, digital 
entrepreneurship is discussed and its implications for 
social entrepreneurship are analyzed. 

Social Entrepreneurship as a distinct 
phenomenon  

The concept of social entrepreneurship (SE) has 
sparked debates in the scientific community 
regarding its definition. Most of the definitions 
generally agree that SE focuses on leveraging the 
resources to address social problems. However, 
scholars are at variance when it comes to the 
organizational form, the role of motivation and 
resources in SE, and the primary mission and 
outcomes of SE. Some scholars argue that SE arises 
when governments and NGOs are guided by general 
business principles in their operations (Austin, 
Stevenson, and Wei-Skillern 2006). Others suggest 
that SE is demonstrated by the activities of 
conventional entrepreneurship that includes social 
corporate responsibility (Baron 2005). Bornstein 
(2004) states that SE involves the employment of 
social innovation. Overall, as suggested by Dacin et 
al. (2011) there are four key factors that the 
definitions of SE focus on: “the characteristics of 
individual social entrepreneurs their sphere of 
operation, the processes and resources used by 
social entrepreneurs, and the mission of the social 
entrepreneur.” 

Even though SE is often seen as an ultimate 
instrument to cope with social ills, Sud et al. (2009) 
argues that there are certain limitations to the 
concept of SE such as organizational legitimacy, 
isomorphism, and moral, political and structural 
reasons.  

Dees (1998) defines social entrepreneurs those 
that “play the role of change agents in the social 
sector, by: (1) adopting a mission to create and 
sustain social value (not just private value), (2) 

70  Науковий вісник Чернівецького університету. 2017. Випуск 794 Економіка 



Kristina Bychkovska  

recognizing and relentlessly pursuing new 
opportunities to serve that mission, (3) engaging in a 
process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and 
learning, (4) acting boldly without being limited by 
resources currently in hand, and (5) exhibiting a 
heightened sense of accountability to the 
constituencies served and for the outcomes created.” 
The notion of innovation and resourcefulness 
embedded into social context is distinct for social 
entrepreneurship. Clearly it does not seem plausible 
to meet all the criteria, therefore Dees continues by 
saying that “the closer a person gets to satisfying all 
these conditions, the more that person fits the model 
of a social entrepreneur.” This definition combines 
the elements from prior scholars who dealt with 
entrepreneurship: innovation and change from 
Schumpeter, value creation from Say, 
entrepreneurial activity from Drucker, and 
resourcefulness from Stevenson. However, in this 
definition value creation is seen differently from 
conventional entrepreneurship.  

Another comprehensive definition is given by 
Schwab Foundation (2017), according to which 
social entrepreneur is someone who: “(1) achieves 
large scale, systemic and sustainable social change 
through a new invention, a different approach, a 
more rigorous application of known technologies or 
strategies, or a combination of these; (2) focuses 
first and foremost on the social and/or ecological 
value creation and tries to optimize the financial 
value creation; (3) innovates by finding a new 
product, a new service, or a new approach to a 
social problem; (4) continuously refines and adapts 
approach in response to feedback.”  

The theoretical definitions of SE tend to be 
abundant and comprehensive in their nature, yet it 

remains unclear where the boundaries lie. Moreover, 
it seems easier to say what SE is not rather than what 
it actually is. Therefore, there are certain constraints 
in providing realistic examples of SE that would 
match theoretical definitions entirely. For this 
reason, the following simplified definition of SE was 
adopted in this paper:  

“a social entrepreneur is an individual, group, 
network, organization, or alliance of organizations 
that seeks sustainable, large-scale change through 
pattern-breaking ideas in what or how governments, 
nonprofits, and businesses do to address significant 
social problems” (Light 2006).  

This definition incorporates the key points of the 
primary goals, resources, and strategies of SE as 
well the notion of innovation associated with SE. 
Pattern-breaking ideas is the characteristic of a 
social entrepreneur that is essential for breaking 
through the static economy into dynamic one.  

It is argued that by catalyzing social 
entrepreneurship at the micro level, the effects may 
span to the macro level. Although, the effects on the 
macro level are rather of transitive nature as    “the 
impact of social entrepreneurship is likely indirect: 
through the adoption of new practices, behaviors 
and development of new capabilities that did not 
exist previously” (Surie 2017).  

SE is inherently different from conventional 
entrepreneurship. The distinctions lie within the 
understanding of the fundamental assumptions such 
as the primary goal, the use of resources, measures 
of value creation and profitability, etc. In order to 
make it clearer it is worth to look at the differences 
between conventional entrepreneurship and SE, 
which are summarized in the table below (Dacin et 
al. 2011). 

 
Table 1  

Differences between SE and conventional entrepreneurship 
 SE Conventional Entrepreneurship 

Definition An individual, group, network, organization, 
or alliance of organizations that seeks 
sustainable, large-scale change through 
pattern-breaking ideas in what or how 
governments, nonprofits, and businesses do to 
address significant social problems (Light 
2006). 

An agent who enables or enacts the 
vision based on new ideas in order 
to create successful innovations.  

Wealth distribution Stakeholder and/or shareholder Shareholder 
Predominant 

organizational forms 
Nonprofit or profit Profit 

Product Social change/well-being Economic  
Primary goals (motives) Promote social change  Create and/or distribute consumer 

product or service 
Tensions Economic sustainability versus social mission Economic growth versus survival 
Examples Rugmark, Grameen Bank, Plan Puebla Various business services  
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Even though there are several fundamental 
differences in the assumptions underlying different 
types of entrepreneurship, it is seems that in order to 
examine the effects of technological influence, 
certain insights can be gained from both, SE and 
conventional entrepreneurship. As it was suggested 
by Dacin et al. (2011): “scholars and practitioners 
of social entrepreneurship can glean valuable 
insights by examining lessons from conventional 
entrepreneurship, such as those relating to 
entrepreneurial failure, or understanding the 
processes of resource mobilization currently better 
understood by those studying institutional and 
cultural entrepreneurship.” Recognizing that, this 
paper tries to look at both, SE and conventional 
entrepreneurship cases in terms of technological 
influence and identify particular patterns that may be 
applicable to SE.  As it was put by Dees (1998): 
“social entrepreneurs are one species in the genus 
entrepreneur.” Thus, the general effects of 
technology on entrepreneurship may be transmitted 
on SE. While this seems as a valid proposition, there 
are some limitations: only effects in the aspects not 
fundamentally different between the two types of 
entrepreneurship may be transmitted on SE.  This 
may include communication, access to information, 
general improvement of conditions, etc. However, 
the effects on the primary goals would be different.  

In order to be able to examine the effect of 
technology on SE, we assume that social 
entrepreneurs operate within certain boundaries and 
in a particular context. Thus the concept of SE is 
extended and framed within the context of national 
innovation systems.  

Social Entrepreneurship in the context of 
National Innovation Systems and digitalization  

SE is highly conditioned by the context. That is, 
SE may differ depending on the cultural, 
institutional or socioeconomic environment. 
Technology, being a distinct part of a particular 
context, may exert a substantial influence on the 
development of social entrepreneurship and steer it 
one way or another. “Innovation and technical 
progress are the result  of  a  complex  set  of  
relationships  among  actors  producing,  
distributing and  applying  various  kinds  of  
knowledge” (OECD 1997). Given that social 

innovations are the product of collective knowledge, 
it is worth to look at SE within the context of 
national innovation systems (NIS).  

According to Lunvall et al. (2010), NIS is “an 
open, evolving and complex system that 
encompasses relationships within and between 
organisations, institutions and socio-economic 
structures”. NIS approach is often referred to the 
transfer of technologies and the role of the 
institution in creating an absorbing environment for 
innovations. Furthermore, it emphasizes the 
importance of collective knowledge and interactions 
within the system. “Cross-country differences in the 
performance of economic and technological 
development and innovation are shaped by 
institutions and institutional arrangements. This has 
implications for technical change and innovation 
outcomes” (Rao-Nicholson, Vorley and Khan 2017). 
NIS framework suggests complex non-linear 
interrelationships between the different actors. Such 
non-linear processes are essential to the 
understanding of social innovation. Within this 
framework institutions are set to play the central role 
in creating and maintaining the favorable 
environment, although extending this concept, social 
entrepreneurship could as well be the driver of 
innovation. Whereas institutions as an element of 
NIS determine and regulate the direction of 
technological development, there are other elements 
of NIS that play part in this process. This is 
especially valid for developing economies. SE could 
be the complementing element to the insufficient 
institutional system. Previous research noted that 
inefficiencies and insufficient infrastructure within 
hard structures, such as institutions, enhances SE, 
which, in turn, promotes the development of social 
innovations.  “With respect to social 
entrepreneurship, NSI both provide and limit 
opportunities for the creation of social innovation in 
emerging economies” (Rao-Nicholson, Vorley and 
Khan 2017). This means that the increasing social 
need in developing economies stimulates the search 
for solutions, however, the lack of institutional 
infrastructure in those economies poses greater 
challenges for SE.   

.  

                      
Figure 1 Visual representation of the relationship between SE and technology  

Technological 
change 

Social 
Entrepreneurship 
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The relationship between SE and technology 
goes both ways. While SE is affected by the 
technological changes, those changes may have been 
induced by SE. The simple model illustrates this 
relationship 

Therefore, SE both, is affected by the 
technological change and plays the role of the 
instrument of the technological change. New 
opportunities emerging from social entrepreneurship 
affect its internal and external environment. That is, 
SE in itself is a constant search for innovation and 
improvement, which inherently change its internal 
environment; at the same time, opportunities 
emerging from SE have impact on the overall 
environment by fostering the technological 
advancement.  

Rao-Nicholson et al. (2017) concludes in his 
research that “social innovation presents an 
opportunity to challenge the norms associated with 
NSI and develop new capabilities, especially in 
economies in which institutions are weak and/or 
resources are scarce. Arguably, social innovators 
have the potential to develop and reform NSI as 
much as these shape social innovations in emerging 
economies.” Social innovations coming from SE are 
able to transform the NIS. The mutual influence of 
NIS and SE on one another tends to foster social 
innovations and tailor them according to a specific 
context. Companies are coming to realize that social 
entrepreneurs are like living R&D laboratories 
pioneering last-mile business models for tomorrow’s 
consumers. Technological innovations, driven by 
SE, play a pivotal role in enhancing bottom-up 
approach and transforming NIS. Moreover, it seems 
that international connections are important in 
fostering social innovations. Learning from 
international innovation systems and developing 
local capacities allows adopting international 
knowledge and social innovation to local needs.  

Digital Entrepreneurship  
Digital Technologies   
With the rapid digitization of products and 

services across industries, the entrepreneurial 
opportunities in these markets are also increasingly 
infused with digital technologies. 

According to Nambisan (2016), digital 
technologies comprise three elements: digital 
artifacts, digital platforms, and digital infrastructure. 
Nambisan defines digital artifact as “a digital 
component, application, or media content that is 
part of a new product (or service) and offers a 
specific functionality or value to the end-user.” 
Digital artifacts are infused in various dimensions 
and embedded into various products and services. 
Such digital artifacts have opened up numerous 
opportunities for entrepreneurs in different sectors 
(Porter and Heppelmann 2014). 

Digital platform is defined as “a shared, 
common set of services and architecture that serves 
to host complementary offerings, including digital 
artifacts” (Nambisan 2016). Such digital platforms 
provide a plethora of opportunities for 
entrepreneurs: developing new or complementary 
products and services, enhancing communication, 
deepening specialization by using digital platforms 
as a venue of entrepreneurship. As opposed to digital 
platform, digital infrastructure is defined as “digital 
technology tools and systems (e.g., cloud computing, 
data analytics, online communities, social media, 3D 
printing, digital market spaces, etc.) that offer 
communication, collaboration, and/or computing 
capabilities to support innovation and 
entrepreneurship” (Nambisan 2016). Previous 
research suggests that such digital platforms have 
liberating effects on entrepreneurship allowing more 
diverse people to take part in the different stages of 
entrepreneurial process. Thus, the entrepreneurial 
process becomes more open and exposed to the 
external environment. The higher degree of exposure 
inevitably leads to a higher degree of risk. Some 
researchers suggest that digital technologies opened 
up many opportunities for entrepreneurs as well as 
exposed them to additional risks. In this case, digital 
technologies are bound to become a tool to decrease 
or diversify entrepreneurial risks.  

Recognizing that, digital technologies became a 
significant part of entrepreneurial opportunity. As 
Nambisan (2016) puts it “digital artifacts and 
digital platforms serve as part of the new venture 
idea (outcome) while digital infrastructure serves as 
an external enabler (supporting the process).” 
However, the extent to which digital technologies 
are integrated into entrepreneurial practices largely 
depends on geographical areas and remains uneven.  

The impact of digital technologies on 
entrepreneurship is complex in its nature, meaning 
that it reveals itself in various forms and dimensions 
of entrepreneurial activities, and therefore needs a 
closer look at. In order to continue analyzing the 
impact of digitalization, another construct needs to 
be introduced - entrepreneurial opportunity. Gaglio 
(2004) defines entrepreneurial opportunity as “the 
chance to introduce innovative (rather than 
imitative) goods, services, or processes to an 
industry or economic marketplace.” 

 
New entrepreneurial opportunities and fluidity 

of entrepreneurial boundaries  
How do entrepreneurial boundaries change? Do 

digital technologies induce a change in 
entrepreneurial boundaries? If so, do boundaries 
become more fluid and flexible? This issues may be 
addressed with the concept of generativity, which is 
defines by Zittrain (2006) as “generativity  denotes  
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a  technology’s  overall  capacity  to  produce  
unprompted  change  driven  by  large,  varied,  and  
uncoordinated  audiences.” Entrepreneurial 
boundaries are affected by the emergence of 
innovative technologies, which stimulates the 
creation of entrepreneurial opportunities. Nambisan 
(2016) claims that “characteristics of digital 
artifacts and platforms, on their own and in 
conjunction with other factors, enable them to infuse 
new functionalities in different market contexts, 
thereby refashioning existing pathways or opening 
new pathways to create value, i.e., rendering 
existing offerings and market opportunities less 
bounded.” Generativity enables digital technologies 
or their various components to progress further than 
their initial purpose. Thus the combination of 
entrepreneurship with digital technology expands the 
scope of entrepreneurial opportunity and stimulates 
the creation of novel pathways for entrepreneurship. 

Moreover, the constant search for novel 
entrepreneurial opportunities inevitably yields 
results that in the long-run shape both, digital 
technologies and entrepreneurship.   

Two characteristics of digital artifacts and 
digital platforms - reprogrammability and re-
combinability - are essential to the understanding of 
generativity of digital technologies. 
Reprogrammability refers to the ability of being 
accessed and modified by someone who is not the 
creator of a platform or an artifact. Re-combinability 
refers to the ability of being separated into different 
components and built on those components. 
Modifications of digital artifacts and digital 
platforms infuse new functionalities. Such changes 
may give rise to entrepreneurial opportunities 
indirectly, although they may act directly and 
become novel entrepreneurial opportunities by 
themselves.  

 
Table 2  

Novel entrepreneurial opportunities 
Precondition Novel entrepreneurial opportunity example 

New functionalities: re-combinability of digital search 
components and digital archive. 

Music and video industry (on-demand music), 
transportation industry (navigation). 

Contextual regulations (changes in policies and 
regulations): adoption of new regulation by Federal 
Aviation Administration. 

Drones, originally used in military aviation, were 
reprogrammed and found their application in other 
industries. 

Second order effects: data analytic tools (e.g. social 
media) and big data created opportunities in other 
industries. 

healthcare (identification of depression), predictive car 
maintenance, disaster and environment management, 
advertising, and brand management. 

 
Importantly, the characteristics of digital 

artifacts led to new value-creation opportunities in 
different markets. Recognizing that, digital artifacts 
and digital platforms may be of great importance for 
entrepreneurship: “these characteristics of digital 
artifacts, in conjunction with an important 
characteristic of digital platforms, contribute to 
their underlying generativity and the dynamic 
emergence and evolution of entrepreneurial 
opportunities” (Nambisan 2016). 

The role of context in shaping entrepreneurial 
opportunities  

Why do some entrepreneurs create and exploit 
new opportunities, whereas others do not? The 
concept of sociomaterial routines may help to 
address this question. New entrepreneurial 
opportunities are often created by the combination of 
digital artifacts with existing practices, norms, or 
perspectives. In this sense, digital artifacts play a 
role of certain narrative. The interpretation of this 
narrative may be highly subjective. As it was put by 
Nambisan (2016) “digital artifacts can be viewed as 
embodiments of narratives that are interpreted and 
reinterpreted by entrepreneurs (individuals and 
collectives) in different contexts to fashion new 
entrepreneurial opportunities.” Using Garud and 

Giuliani’s (2013) narrative perspective approach, 
entrepreneurial opportunities can be perceived as a 
result of past, present, and future actions that form a 
comprehensible narrative.  

Apart from distinct characteristics of digital 
artifacts and digital platforms, the way different 
actors perceive the borders of entrepreneurial 
opportunity is essential.  

Davidson and Vaast (2010) state that 
sociomateriality “emerges from the mutual 
exploitation, adjustment and enactment of means-
end relationships between human and non-human 
actors.” Therefore the emergence of 
sociomateriality can be viewed as an interaction 
between the entrepreneur and the digital artifact. 
Moreover, sociomateriality practices are highly 
conditioned by the context in which a digital artifact 
is used, which may give rise to different narratives 
or entrepreneurial possibilities. Viewing 
entrepreneurial opportunities through the lens of 
sociomateriality may enhance an understanding of 
how one indivdual’s interpretation of a digital 
artifact in a local concept may engender a market 
opportunity that can be exploited. New meanings 
interpreted by different users due to the differences 
in contexts enrich the scope of entrepreneurial 

74  Науковий вісник Чернівецького університету. 2017. Випуск 794 Економіка 



Kristina Bychkovska  

opportunities. In their study Kelestyn and 
Henfridsson (2014) looked at how digitally-
empowered users from different industries produce 
future-shaping practices in order to foresee new 
entrepreneurial opportunities. That is, given one 
problem, a solution to this problem found in 
transportation industry will be at variance with that 
in healthcare industry. Personal knowledge and 
needs incorporated in a particular context yield an 
infinite number of distinct entrepreneurial 
opportunities that await exploration. 

Broadly speaking, “the sociomateriality 
perspective and the ensuing focus on routines that 
involve the intermingling of actors and digital 
artifacts in diverse contexts could inform on how 
varied interpretations of digital artifact capabilities 
by different “entrepreneurs” (individuals or 
collectives)—and the knowledge so created—may 
lead to different entrepreneurial possibilities and 
actions” (Nambisan 2016). 

Experimentation and trial in expanding 
entrepreneurial variability 

Entrepreneurship can be perceived as 
experimentation. Constraints on the entrepreneurial 
ability to experiment shape the nature of 
entrepreneurial opportunities that arise. Nambisan 
(2016) notes that digital artifacts and digital 
platforms “by way of their unique structure and 
characteristics shape the nature and extent of such 
idea incubation and experimentation and thereby 

imbue greater variability in the very process of 
opportunity formation and enactment.” 

As it was acknowledged earlier, digital artifacts 
and digital platforms bear the attributes of 
reprogrammability, re-combinability, editability, 
openness, and free distribution. This attributes allow 
for creation of numerous opportunities, limited only 
by processing and networking capabilities. Further, 
these attributes encourage entrepreneurs to 
experiment more in building their business models, 
developing solutions, and therefore creating more 
opportunities. Entrepreneurial opportunities lie 
within the certain boundaries - the scope of 
entrepreneurial opportunity. By employing a higher 
degree of trial and experimentation, entrepreneurs 
expand the scope of entrepreneurial opportunity.  

Another issue arising from entrepreneurial 
experimentation is that the boundaries between 
different stages of entrepreneurial process become 
less clear. Higher degree of experimentation and 
trial coupled with a higher pace of general 
development allows for some stages of 
entrepreneurial process to overlap. This in turn 
facilitates entrepreneurial process by making it more 
flexible. Consequently, by the influence of 
digitalization entrepreneurial process goes along 
with entrepreneurial outcomes, shaping and being 
shaped by one another, and therefore resulting in 
less bounded entrepreneurial initiatives.  

 
Table 3 

Effects of digital technologies on social entrepreneurship 
Ease of access Digitalization makes the immense amount of information readily accessible. 

Social entrepreneurs, especially in rural areas, where there is a general lack 
of information, may access information related to new ventures, social 
problems, existing initiatives, etc; or look for solutions that would fit local 
context.  

Greater variability Given that the entrepreneurial boundaries become less solid, new 
entrepreneurial opportunities arise and can be grasped of facilitated be 
grasped or facilitated by social entrepreneurs.  

Enhanced communication Digitalization, namely digital platforms, enhances communication in 
general. The geographical bounders or time constraints become non-
existent. Enhanced communication allows for faster reaction to risks that 
arise internally and externally and therefore foster the quality and the speed 
of the development of SE.  

Greater engagement Digitalization be the means of enhanced communication allows for greater 
engagement within the field of SE. This may include finding new customers 
or investors, crowdfunding opportunities. Further, greater engagement 
comes from the possibility to interact with a large audience in order to find 
solutions to the existing problems.  

Collaboration  Digital technologies have opened the realm of possibilities for social 
entrepreneurs to collaborate and be independent of a physical place. Work 
can be done anywhere at any time. Moreover, entrepreneurship may be 
broken down into phases, which may be completed independently.   

Sense of shared responsibility Readily accessible information, enhanced communication and a higher 
degree of engagement makes the spread of information about initiatives in 
SE inevitable, which leads to the increased awareness of the general public.  
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Application of digital entrepreneurship in 
social entrepreneurship  

Being a type of entrepreneurship, social 
entrepreneurship is bound to reap the benefits of 
digitalization and opportunities it creates. All the 
characteristics of digital entrepreneurship described 
above are applicable to SE. The nature of the effects 
of digitalization on entrepreneurship remains largely 
unchanged in the context of SE, however, 
entrepreneurial opportunities will differ in the case 
of SE. The table below lists some potential 
opportunities created by digitalization and their 
impact for SE.  

Apart from having positive impacts, 
digitalization exposes SE to additional risks. This is 
especially relevant for small firms in rural areas. 
However, external environment of any organization 
inherently possesses certain risks. In this case, 
digitalization, and technology in general, should 
serve as a tool of mitigating those risks. Overall, 
positive effects of digitalization tend to decrease 
uncertainty due to the higher accessibility and 
enhanced communication.  

Conclusions 
This paper looked at the relationship between 

social entrepreneurship and digital technologies. It 
was acknowledged that social entrepreneurship and 
conventional entrepreneurship are distinctly 
different due to the basic underlying assumptions. 
Nevertheless, the impact of technology can be 
assessed on the conventional entrepreneurship and 
then be applied to the concept of social 
entrepreneurship.  The concept of social 
entrepreneurship was framed within national 

innovation systems perspective. Social 
entrepreneurship can be perceived as the 
complementing element to the institutional voids. 
The relationship between SE and technology goes 
both ways. New opportunities emerging from social 
entrepreneurship affect its internal and external 
environment.  

Digital technologies consist of digital artifacts, 
digital platforms, and digital infrastructure, which 
affect entrepreneurial opportunities by making them 
more fluid, shape entrepreneurial opportunities by 
the context in which digital technologies are used; 
and allow for a higher degree of experimentation, 
therefore, increase variability of entrepreneurial 
opportunities. With digitization, entrepreneurial 
processes have also become less bounded, 
particularly in terms of their temporal structure. 
Such variability in entrepreneurial activities is also 
enabled by the extreme scalability afforded by new 
digital infrastructures such as cloud computing and 
mobile networking.  

The effects of digital entrepreneurship may be 
applied to social entrepreneurship. The effects of 
digital technologies on social entrepreneurship 
include: ease of access, collaboration, enhanced 
communication, greater engagement, greater 
variability, and the sense of shared responsibility. 
Finally, new digital technologies opened up the 
realm of possibilities for social entrepreneurship in 
terms of breaking the barriers and expanding the 
boundaries of entrepreneurial opportune. Yet, digital 
technologies may expose social entrepreneurship to 
additional risks.  
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Анотація 

Крістіна Бичьковська 
 

ПЕРСПЕКТИВИ ЦИФРОВИХ ТЕХНОЛОГІЙ В СОЦІАЛЬНОМУ ПІДПРИЄМНИЦТВІ 
Дана стаття аналізує феномен соціального підприємництва шляхом  його порівняння з традиційним 

підприємництвом та вивчення різних визначень. Феномен соціального підприємництва розглядається у 
контексті національних інноваційних систем, що визначає його зв’язок з технологіями та технологічними 
змінами. У роботі вивчається поняття цифрового підприємництва, його атрибути та роль у створенні 
підприємницьких можливостей, та шляхи того, як ефекти цифрового підприємництва можуть бути 
використані у соціальному підприємництві.  

Ключові слова: соціальне підприємництво, цифрове підприємництво, національні інноваційні системи, 
підприємницькі можливості. 

 
Аннотация 

Кристина Бычковская 
 

ПЕРСПЕКТИВЫ ЦИФРОВЫХ ТЕХНОЛОГИЙ В СОЦИАЛЬНОМ ПРЕДПРИНИМАТЕЛЬСТВЕ 
Данная статья анализирует феномен социального предпринимательства путем его сравнения с 

традиционным предпринимательством и изучения различных определений. Феномен социального 
предпринимательства рассматривается в контексте национальных инновационных систем, которые 
определяют его связь с технологиями и технологическими изменениями. В работе изучается понятие 
цифрового предпринимательства, его атрибуты и роль в создании предпринимательских возможностей, и 
пути того, как эффекты цифрового предпринимательства могут быть использованы в социальном 
предпринимательстве. 

Ключевые слова: социальное предпринимательство, цифровое предпринимательство, национальные 
инновационные системы, предпринимательские возможности. 
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