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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to review existing literature on marketing in social enterprises (SEs).
It identifies major trends and issues and highlights gaps in the existing knowledge base on social enterprise
marketing (SEM).

Design/methodology/approach — Relevant articles on SEM were searched, following the PRISMA
framework, in online databases using keywords and phrases like “marketing in social enterprises,”
“marketing strategy/practice in social enterprises,” “social enterprise marketing” and “business practices
in social enterprises.” After screening and checking for eligibility, 47 significant articles published in
21 peer-reviewed journals during 1995-2018 were selected for review.

Findings — The findings suggest that marketing in SEs has different issues and challenges when compared
to marketing practices adopted by conventional business organizations. They are forced to address the varied
expectations of the stakeholders in a resource-constrained situation, which creates problems for them. The
review also highlights the fact that resource constraints, legacy mindset, and lack of marketing skills limit the
impact of marketing practices in SEs. To address these issues, many social entrepreneurs survive through
cost-effective marketing techniques.

Originality/value — To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first effort to identify and analyze extant
literature in SEM. The resultant themes and research gaps highlight the current status of SEM literature. The
paper can help SEs to understand and plan their marketing activities for better impact and profitability.
Future research can draw on the findings of this review.
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Introduction
Social enterprises (SEs) identify opportunities in social and/or environmental problems and
address them in entrepreneurial ways (Hackett, 2016; Mair ef al, 2012). SEs are thus a unique
kind of organization that addresses societal issues and at the same time seek to sustain
themselves through business operations (Battilana and Dorado, 2010; Peredo and McLean,
2006). For example, SEs employing people with physical disabilities provide a livelihood to the
disadvantaged while earning revenue by selling products made by this special category of
employees (Spear and Bidet, 2005). Though there are many definitions of marketing in the
literature, for the purpose of this paper, we adopt the definition that marketing is about creating
value for different stakeholders and society in a profitable way (Keefe, 2008). Thus, social
enterprise marketing (SEM) refers to the various activities undertaken by SEs to market their
organization to donors, employees and volunteers; and products and services to customers.
Dependence on donations often imposes constraints on the day-to-day operations of
SEs, forcing them to rely more on selling products and services and become financially
self-sufficient (Bull and Crompton, 2006; Smith et al., 2010). Thus, SEs require marketing
activities, which involves designing offerings, convincing customers about their benefits
and making them available to the customers (Bloom, 2009; Jenner, 2016). Additionally, SEs
also need marketing to create value for their target communities (Srivetbodee et al, 2017)
and make their mission acceptable and appealing (Mallin and Finkle, 2007). Properly
executed, marketing can improve the effectiveness, efficiency and bottom line of SEs
through identification of opportunity, diffusing an innovative solution and communication
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of benefits (Chung et al., 2016; Glaveli and Geormas, 2018; Liu and Ko, 2012; Ma et al, 2012,
Miles et al, 2014).

Taken together, SEs seem to need marketing to carry out their business operation
effectively so that they can be financially independent to accomplish their social goals and
sustain themselves. However, the adoption of marketing in SEs is often weak due to the lack
of funds and qualified professionals, conflicting stakeholder needs, and an indifferent
attitude toward marketing (Newbert, 2012; Peattie and Morley, 2008b).

While researchers (see Dato-on and Kalakay, 2016; Ferreira et al., 2017) talked about the
definition of SEs in their review articles, none of them focused specifically on marketing
practices in SEs. Thus, the purpose of this review is to map the existing understanding of
SEM and to suggest research directions. In addition to the summarization of literature, the
contribution of this review lies in the identification of the key themes and knowledge gaps in
the existing research on SEM.

The paper is structured in the following way. The next section presents the definition of
SE that helps in finding relevant articles for this review. This is followed by a description of
the method followed to select the articles for this review. Seven key themes derived from the
literature are presented next. The subsequent section discusses the similarities and
differences between conventional marketing and SEM and offers suggestions for further
research. Finally, the paper concludes by drawing together the key points discussed in the
paper and their implication for future research and practice.

Defining social enterprises

The responsibility of addressing the social and environmental issues is typically ascribed to
government, non-profit organizations and philanthropic organizations (Holmes, 2012; Lipsky and
Smith, 1989; Stabile and Thomson, 2014). However, given the inefficiencies of these traditional
organizations (Friedman, 1993; Frynas, 2005; Krueger, 1990; Ogawa, 2009) and to become
financially self-sufficient (Bull and Crompton, 2006; Harding, 2004), SEs came into being. SEs
provide a business model to address social and environmental issues, market failures, alleviate
poverty, empowering a particular section of society, reducing criminal activities and providing
basic services such as healthcare and education (Datta and Gailey, 2012; Haughton, 2013; Mair
and Schoen, 2007; Seelos and Mair, 2005). SEs, compared to the traditional organizations, have a
different entrepreneurial process in terms of opportunity recognition, nature of the offerings and
enterprise management (Austin ef al, 2006; Spear, 2006). Moreover, SEs originate with a social
cause, whereas business organizations start with an economic objective (Neck ef al, 2009). Unlike
charitable organizations, SEs offer their products to paying customers rather than free
distribution to the beneficiaries (Dees, 2012). We define SEs as those organizations which fund
their primary goal of addressing social or environmental issues through revenue earning
business models and both social and business aspects are central to their survival. We searched
and selected articles for this review based on the above definition of SEs.

Method

This study has adopted a systematic approach in searching and selecting articles to be
included for this review. Such an approach allowed us to report a transparent and replicable
process of searching and screening (Boell and Cecez-Kecmanovic, 2015; Webster and
Watson, 2002). Following the PRISMA reporting guidelines (Moher, 2009), we employed the
following four-stage process to reach the final set of articles for this review.

Searching and identification of the initial list of articles
For the present paper, we adopted a systematic electronic search and analyzed the literature
to derive key themes and identify knowledge gaps in the field of SEM (Tranfield ef al, 2003),



similar to other review articles in social entrepreneurship and marketing (see Phillips et al,
2015; Varshneya et al, 2017). Eight electronic databases, namely, SAGE, Taylor & Francis,
JSTOR, ProQuest (ABI Complete), Elsevier (ScienceDirect) EBSCO, EmeraldInsight
and J-Gate were scanned using four combinations of keywords and phrases: “marketing
in social enterprises,” “marketing strategy/practice in social enterprises,” “social enterprise
marketing” and “business practices in social enterprises,” which returned 1,607 results.
This initial search located articles by searching the titles and abstracts. In addition to
the literature search in databases, we could find some useful articles by referring to the
reference lists (backward search) and the articles which have cited (forward search) the
selected set of articles (Webster and Watson, 2002). For this review, we only considered
English, academic peer-reviewed journal publications.

Screening

We screened the initial set of articles by reading the abstracts and findings and checking
with our definition of SE. Majority of the articles deal with non-profits, small businesses and
socially responsible businesses, and were excluded from this review. Our screening finally
resulted in a list of 62 articles after the removal of duplicates.

Eligibility

The eligibility of the articles was determined through reading of the 62 articles we got from
our screening process. Two authors independently assessed the list of possible articles for
this review. After full-text reading of the articles, we excluded articles that are not directly
related to any marketing aspects of SEs.

Inclusion for review

Although we did not start our search with any specific date, resultant list of articles show
that the 47 articles (see Table I) selected from 21 peer-reviewed journals spread across the
year range 1995-2018. Both empirical and conceptual studies (35 and 12 papers,
respectively) were included for this review.

Social enterprise marketing: summary of the literature reviewed

Our review of selected articles shows certain key themes related to marketing in SEs. We
have clubbed the themes based on marketing strategy and orientation, the resource-based
view of marketing, and operational aspects of marketing.

Marketing strategy and market orientation

Theme 1: ad hoc, minimalist approach to marketing. While SEs are aware of the importance
of marketing and want to use marketing tools, they lack the necessary skills for doing so
(Madill and Ziegler, 2012). The limited expertise in marketing seems to be an ongoing worry
for SEs, which are often reflected by poor pricing strategy or low attention to packaging and
lower level of interaction with customers (Peattie and Morley, 2008b). Instead of following
the conventionally practiced sequence of the marketing process, which acknowledges
marketing and sales to be separate, successive functions, SEs seem to focus on the
promotional activities only (Boschee, 2006). In other words, SEs often focus
disproportionately on promoting their offerings and overlook other important steps such
as market research, brand building and customer relationship management. Bias toward
promotional activities often prevents SEs from taking a strategic approach toward
marketing, involving identification of target market and designing marketing efforts
(Boschee, 1995; Varadarajan, 2010).
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Table 1.
Summary of the
selected articles

S.no. Source Country/Context Method Sample SEs
1 Boschee (1995) na Conceptual na
2 Zietlow (2001) na Conceptual na
3 Hibbert et al. (2002) Scotland Mixed For-profit
4 Shaw (2004) UK Interview Mixed
5 Allan (2005) UK Interview Hybrid
6 Hines (2005) UK Interview Hybrid
7 Boschee (2006) na Conceptual na
8 Bull and Crompton (2006) UK Grounded theory  For-profit
9 Lyon and Ramsden (2006) UK Interview Hybrid
10 Bird and Aplin (2007) UK Interview For-profit
11 Bull (2007) UK Mixed Mixed
12 Mallin and Finkle (2007) na Conceptual na
13 Peattie and Morley (2008b) na Conceptual na
14 Peattie and Morley (2008a) na Conceptual na
15 Bloom (2009) na Conceptual na
16 Hynes (2009) Ireland Case study For-profit
17 Madill ef al. (2010) Canada Interview Hybrid
18 Smith et al. (2010) USA Interview Mixed
19 Liu and Ko (2012) UK Case study Hybrid
20 Ma et al (2012) South Korea Survey Hybrid
21 Madill and Ziegler (2012) Canada Case study Hybrid
22 Newbert (2012) USA Panel study For-profit
23 Sunley and Pinch (2012) UK Interview Mixed
24 Bhattacharya (2013) na Conceptual na
25 Gokbulut Ozdemir (2013) Turkey Case study Hybrid
26 Matei and Sandu (2013) Romania Survey Mixed
27 Facca-Miess and Santos (2014) na Conceptual na
28 Miles et al (2014) Australia Survey Hybrid
29 Liu et al (2015) UK and Japan Mail survey Hybrid
30 Mitchell ef al (2015) Canada Grounded theory ~ Mixed
31 Powell and Osborne (2015) UK Case study Mixed
32 Singh et al. (2015) India Grounded theory ~ Mixed
33 Chung ef al. (2016) USA Online survey For-profit
34 Jenner (2016) Australia and Scotland ~ Mixed Mixed
35 Kannampuzha and Suoranta (2016) India Case study Hybrid
36 Lin and Chen (2016) Taiwan Survey Hybrid
37 Mendoza-Abarca and Mellema (2016) na Conceptual na
38 Mitchell ef al (2016) Canada Grounded theory ~ Mixed
39 Satar et al (2016) na Case study na
40 Wong and Tse (2016) Hong Kong Conceptual na
41 Jenner and Fleischman (2017) Australia Case study For-profit
42 Hamby et al (2017) na Conceptual na
43 Roundy (2017) USA Interview Hybrid
44 Srivetbodee et al. (2017) Thailand Case study For-profit
45 Davies et al. (2018) Western Europe Case study Hybrid
46 Glaveli and Geormas (2018) Greece Survey Hybrid
47 Sutton ef al (2018) UK Interview Mixed

Notes: Hybrid SEs: some parts of the operations are funded by the donors; for-profit SEs: financially self-
sufficient; mixed: non-profit, hybrid and for-profit

Theme 2: a cost-effective and bottom-up approach to marketing. The marketing practices in
SEs are different from mainstream enterprises (Shaw, 2004). They adopt cost-effective and
entrepreneurial marketing (EM) tools to engage with customers (Gokbulut Ozdemir, 2013).
Such a bottom-up approach generally starts with and builds around an entrepreneur’s



personal network or initial customer base and then grow gradually (Ionita, 2012; Martin,
2009). Satisfied customers also play a crucial role in providing positive feedback. Thus,
building a good reputation in the target community and building a relationship with
immediate customers are an integral part of SEM (Allan, 2005; Facca-Miess and Santos,
2014), helping SEs to gather market information (Singh ef al, 2015) and to direct marketing
(Hynes, 2009; Kannampuzha and Suoranta, 2016; Mallin and Finkle, 2007; Peattie and
Morley, 2008a, b). Social media and online marketing platforms provide a low-cost medium
for social entrepreneurs to communicate with their target customers and to sell their
offerings at a low cost (Hynes, 2009; Madill et al, 2010; Wong and Tse, 2016). Taken
together, SEs adopt a low-cost marketing approach and work through their contacts and
networks instead of big media spends for brand building.

Theme 3: balancing dual objectives. SEs have both social and business offerings and find
it difficult to balance/prioritize them when faced with varied and conflicting demands from
stakeholders (Allan, 2005). At times, they separate these aspects and use different marketing
approaches to address them (Hibbert et al., 2002; Mitchell et al, 2016; Roundy, 2017). For
instance, SEs with fair-trade organic products are likely to use one type of marketing
communications to engage the producers and another to convince the customers to buy their
products. In other situations, SEs tend to give more attention to the business aspects and
underplay the social aspects as they know that the customers look for quality offerings
(Lin and Chen, 2016; Mitchell et al, 2016; Peattie and Morley, 2008b). Giving more
importance to one aspect and ignoring the other may even lead to a situation like mission
drift (Zietlow, 2001), whereby, a SE moves away from its original social mission in the
pursuit of business success.

Theme 4: legacy mindset. Social entrepreneurs often choose not to adopt formal
marketing practices (Bull, 2007; Bull and Crompton, 2006; Peattie and Morley, 2008b)
as many social entrepreneurs with non-profit background carry the traits of charity into
SEs (Mitchell et al, 2015). They view marketing activities as redundant, too much
business oriented and against the values of social welfare (Bull, 2007). Some of them
fear that overspending on marketing may trigger a feeling of distrust among the
stakeholders including employees, volunteers and donors. Donors may also view SEM
efforts as a sign that SEs are already doing well, resulting in a decreased intent for
funding. This legacy mindset stemming from the non-profit background is another
reason why SEs spend less on marketing (Peattie and Morley, 2008a, b; Powell and
Osborne, 2015; Sunley and Pinch, 2012).

Marketing resources

Theme 5: insufficient resources for marketing. Social entrepreneurs fall short of adopting
marketing activities due to the lack of a skilled workforce, dedicated departments for
marketing, and adequate financial resources to invest (Bull and Crompton, 2006; Hines,
2005; Roundy, 2017; Mitchell et al., 2015, 2016; Peattie and Morley, 2008b; Satar et al.,
2016; Shaw, 2004). To attract skilled people, SEs often showcase their social aspect and
position themselves as a platform to contribute to society (Austin ef al., 2006; Battilana
and Dorado, 2010). However, this alone sometimes cannot mobilize and retain people, as
SEs fail to provide attractive remuneration (Doherty et al, 2014). Therefore,
unavailability of adequate resources appears to come in the way of executing a full-
fledged marketing operation.

Operationalization of marketing activities (marketing mix)
Theme 6: awareness building. Creating awareness about their organization and its offerings
1s a key feature in SEM. Target beneficiaries are often not aware of the benefits of the
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proposed offerings (Singh et al, 2015). A well thought out marketing strategy enables the
SEs to build awareness and to diffuse these innovative solutions to the target customers
(Bhattacharya, 2013; Roundy, 2017). Marketing communication helps SEs to emphasize the
social impact of their offerings and offset any negative feeling among the stakeholders
(Sutton et al,, 2018; Wong and Tse, 2016). Hence, a communication process aligned toward
the local culture of target communities makes it easier for the people to follow and accept the
SE offerings (Singh et al., 2015).

Theme 7: differential approach. The presence of multiple stakeholders with varied and
often conflicting mandates appears to pose challenges for SEs. Striking the right balance
between these expectations and fulfilling them is key for attaining engagement from the
stakeholders (Hamby et al, 2017; Liu et al, 2015; Lyon and Ramsden, 2006; Mitchell ef al,
2016). These competing expectations, in turn, create confusion for social entrepreneurs.
Maintaining relationships with this wide array of stakeholders require a keen eye on their
needs and expectations that are extending across social and business mandates (Jenner and
Fleischman, 2017; Lyon and Ramsden, 2006; Zietlow, 2001). One possible approach to
address this situation is to take different marketing approaches for different stakeholder
groups. Accordingly, SEs tend to have different levels of pricing based on the purchasing or
paying capabilities of the customers (Bird and Aplin, 2007; Mendoza-Abarca and Mellema,
2016; Singh et al, 2015). For example, SE can provide healthcare facilities to the
marginalized community at a subsidized rate through the money earned from the well-off
patients (Rangan and Thulasiraj, 2007).

To sum up, SEs experience a range of problems while managing their marketing
operations. To overcome these barriers, SE owner-managers resort to alternative
approaches to marketing. Table II summarizes the above discussion and highlights key
themes present in the literature.

Discussion and future research directions

As indicated in the summary model in Figure 1, the nature of the marketing practices in SEs
is different from mainstream marketing practices. It is shaped and characterized by the
issues and organizational-level limitations discussed in the previous section.

SEM has three distinctive issues: dual (social and economic) objectives, wider
stakeholder accountability and marketing resource constraints. By comparing SEM with
mainstream marketing, the following discussion highlights the similarities and differences
and also indicates avenues for future research.

Strategic marketing and market ovientation aspects

Cost-effective inbound marketing strategy. Traditional marketers place emphasis on
following a well-structured top-down marketing strategy (Dickson and Ginter, 1987;
El-Ansary, 2006). By considering several possible market segments, targeting those which
satisfy pre-defined criteria and then positioning a product/service in the selected market.
SEs have a bottom-up approach that is partly driven by the feedback of the initial group of
customers. One particular issue or community is selected first and marketing activities are
adopted, if at all, on an ad hoc basis. As discussed in this review, the lack of resources results
in such a cost-effective approach to marketing. This feature of SEM is similar to
Entrepreneurial Marketing (EM), an approach to identify and utilize opportunities to create
value for consumers in a resource-scarce context (Morris et al, 2002; Kraus et al., 2009) and
inbound marketing (Halligan and Shah, 2010; Lusch and Vargo, 2009), where organizations
want to get noticed and found by the customers, rather than pushing the offerings to them.
Therefore, SEs rely heavily on their personal networks, including social media to ensure
their presence and visibility. This kind of bottom-up approach can also be observed in small



S.no. Category

Research themes

Major Findings

Significant articles

1 Marketing
strategy and
market orientation

2 Marketing
resources

3 Operationalization
of marketing
activities

(marketing mix)

Minimalistic and

ad hoc approach to

marketing

Cost-effective and
bottom-up
approach to
marketing

Balancing dual
objectives

Legacy mindset
of the SE
owner-managers

Insufficient
resources for

marketing process

Awareness
building

Differential
approach to
marketing

Pricing strategy

Product design
and packaging
Promotional
activities
Distribution

Informal/reactive/
minimalistic approach
Focus on tactical

aspects rather than
strategic issues

Personal marketing by
social entrepreneurs
Word-of-mouth marketing
Social media marketing

Business offer and
social offer
Separation
marketing strategy
Reluctance to engage
in marketing

The scarcity of financial
resources for

marketing activities

The absence of a marketing
department or dedicated
staff members

The need for
community-focused,
innovative and integrated
communication strategies
Differential marketing and
pricing strategy to address
varied social and business
expectations

Poor pricing strategy
Differential pricing strategy

Low attention to packaging
Use of internet platforms

and social media
Use of internet platforms

Boschee (2006), Bull (2007),
Madill and Ziegler (2012),
Newbert (2012), Peattie and
Morley (2008a, b)

Allan (2005), Gokbulut
Ozdemir (2013), Hynes (2009),
Kannampuzha and Suoranta
(2016), Shaw (2004),

Wong and Tse (2016)
Mitchell et al. (2015, 2016),
Roundy (2017), Zietlow (2001)

Bull (2007), Mitchell et al
(2015), Powell and Osborne
(2015), Sunley and

Pinch (2012)

Bull and Crompton (2006),
Roundy (2017), Satar et al.
(2016), Shaw (2004)

Bhattacharya (2013), Roundy
(2017), Singh et al. (2015),
Sutton et al. (2018)

Liu et al. (2015), Lyon and
Ramsden (2006)

Matei and Sandu (2013),
Mendoza-Abarca and Mellema
(2016), Peattie and Morley
(2008b)

Peattie and Morley (2008b)

Chung et al. (2016), Wong and
Tse (2016)
Madill et al (2010)
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Table II.

Research themes and

major findings

businesses with lower availability of marketing resources (Stokes, 2000; Viswanathan ef al,
2012). Future research could try to compare and contrast SEM and EM.

A wider range of stakeholder accountabilities. While business organizations put
considerable emphasis on customer satisfaction (Rust and Zahorik, 1993; Anderson ef al,
2004), SEs go beyond customers and focus on creating value for multiple stakeholders with
multiple needs, expectations and objectives (Bull and Crompton, 2006; Mitchell ef al, 2016;
Ramus and Vaccaro, 2017). Meeting such needs helps in building a long-term relationship
with stakeholders and getting their support (Bhattacharya and Korschun, 2008; Hult et al.,
2011). We urge researchers to explore the possibility of mission drift due to certain kinds of
marketing approach and the ways SE members manage such situations and the tension
arising out of such duality.
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Figure 1.

Summary model
(drivers, barriers and
nature of social
enterprise marketing)

Factors influencing/shaping
the nature of SE marketing

Constraints/challenges Nature of SE marketing

Cost-effective and
bottom-up approach

Nature of the

o Lack of resources
organization

Unsystematic,
selective and
minimalistic

Differential approach
Stakeholder oriented

Nature of the

offerings Lack of expertise

Wider stakeholder
accountability

Legacy mindset and
low intent

Nature of the market
and competition

Changing the
consumption
pattern/behavior of
the target audience

Legitimacy is crucial for an organization to acquire or get access to resources (Zimmerman
and Zeitz, 2002) as a lower level of legitimacy may lead to lower resource acquisition from
different stakeholders by SEs (Sarpong and Davies, 2014). Donors are less likely to fund
SEs, and customers are also less likely to favor new enterprises. It might be useful to know
what kind of marketing approach can help SEs to gain legitimacy, acceptance and approval
from the stakeholders.

Role of the professional background of the entrepreneurs. Business organizations employ
marketing professionals (Hooley et al., 2005; Morgan, 2012), while social entrepreneurs often
come from a non-profit background and are skeptical about the role of marketing. However,
it is simplistic to assume that managers with a business background, say in the small and
medium enterprise segment, will engage more in marketing when compared to social
entrepreneurs with a non-profit background. It might be helpful to know whether and how
the professional background of social entrepreneurs plays a role in the decision making
related to marketing operations (Hynes, 2009).

The implication of dual tension on social enterprise marketing. SEs carry out a balancing
act between making profits and fulfilling social and environmental needs. This is not the
case in conventional business organizations which look for financial gain through increased
sales. Therefore, the marketing processes in SEs appear to be different as they tend to
combine social and economic elements to cater to the competing needs of the stakeholders.
We have little clarity on how SEs manage this conflicting identity and build a brand
association with different stakeholders (Jenner, 2016; Mitchell ef al, 2015). Peattie and
Morley (2008b) also point toward a potential outlet for research in the dilemma of SEs
during marketing and promotions related to dual objectives and identities. It would be
interesting to explore which aspect, between social and economic, gets more importance in
the brand positioning strategies of SEs (Madill et al., 2010).

Different methods and contexts of marketing. Although there are recent attempts to
understand the nature of marketing in SEs, little is known about the diverse marketing
approaches adopted by SEs in different situations. What is needed is to compare the SEM
practices in different contexts (Matei and Sandu, 2013). Doing so would help us to map the
range of marketing approaches adopted by the SE owner-managers. Most of the articles
reviewed for this paper are based on SEs in developed countries. As social entrepreneurship is
larly important for developing and poor economies, studies



focusing on these geographical areas can be an important source of useful insights. More
studies should focus on comparing marketing practices in different types of SEs. While 10 out
of 35 empirical studies have included different types of SEs, a lot more is needed to be learned.
Age of the SEs may also have implication for marketing; older SEs with experience and
reputation may use different marketing techniques than the new ones. Hence, we encourage
academicians to compare marketing operations carried out in different kinds of SEs.

Operationalization of marketing

Innovative and radical nature of the product. Compared with products and services with
clear individual-level benefits (Vriens and Hofstede, 2000), SEs have offerings which have
both an individual level and social benefits and need a change of consumption behavior
(e.g. using paper bags instead of plastic). While numerous researchers have talked about the
marketing of radically new products and socially or environmentally beneficial products
(Cooper, 2000; Garrette and Karnani, 2010; Pickett-Baker and Ozaki, 2008; Ram and Sheth,
1989), still there is a need for research elaborating the marketing of innovative or radical
offerings of SEs. It could be valuable to understand how SEs are able to make broad-level
social and environmental benefits personally relevant.

Marketing channels. Like conventional businesses, SEs, too, adopt distribution channels to
reach their target customers. Such adoption is often ad hoc and unplanned. While conventional
marketers look for a compatible distributor—retailer network, SEs look for channels that are
low cost, convenient and simple. This could mean using community-based channels,
participation in fairs, institutional sales and online marketing (Hockerts, 2006; McKague and
Tinsley, 2012). The area of SEM might gain from research on marketing channels.

Pricing. Business organizations adopt a systematic and competitive pricing strategy to
help them achieve their revenue and profit targets (Hinterhuber and Liozu, 2012; Krishnan
et al., 1999). However, the pricing mechanism in case of SEs is different due to the different
nature of their products and production process. Majority of their products are handmade,
employ different agricultural process (organic) and involve rare or region-specific raw
materials, which are often ethically sourced. Such a production process leads to increased
production time and cost and a high selling price. However, some SEs also adopt a
differential and participative pricing scheme. Hence, it would be interesting to know more
about the pricing strategy of successful SEs (Bloom, 2009).

Promotion. Conventional businesses use branding, advertising, celebrity endorsements
and sales promotions to promote their products to customers. SEs tend to have a dual
promotional strategy, one part dedicated to sales promotion but a large part is committed to
making nonusers aware about the social and environmental issues and how their offerings
can help in addressing them (Davies et al, 2018). However, as indicated in this review, SEs
tend to highlight quality aspects more than the social aspects of their products. In contrast,
research has shown that some customers are also attracted by noneconomic social and
environmental benefits (Drumwright, 1994; Pickett-Baker and Ozaki, 2008). Thus, further
exploration of the promotional strategy of SEs can shed light on how SEs balance between
the competing aspects and promote their cause and offerings.

Cross-disciplinary research is also possible to understand the similarity/difference
between the marketing practices among SEs, hybrid organizations (Battilana and Dorado,
2010) and large corporations adopting a responsible marketing approach (Bagnoli and
Watts, 2003; Bandyopadhyay and Ray, 2019).

Conclusion
Based on our review of 47 papers, we have explored the present knowledge of SEM in the
literature. After establishing the need and relevance of SEM, we identified and discussed the
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key themes found in the existing literature such as inadequate resources for marketing,
legacy mindset, unplanned and reactive marketing process, wider stakeholder
accountability, differential marketing strategy, and cost-effective and bottom-up
marketing approach. We then looked at the similarity and differences between
conventional marketing and SEM. Based on the knowledge gaps identified in our review,
we proposed some avenues for future research endeavors based around the role of the dual
goals in SEs, pricing mechanism, brand management, adoption of different approaches of
marketing, and role of marketing in increasing acceptability and legitimacy of SEs.

By reviewing extant knowledge about marketing process and strategy, this paper shows
how SEM is different from mainstream marketing approaches and an important research
area for future exploration. Therefore, it is both timely and necessary to provide an
overview of the research studies on SEM and a roadmap for the researchers by highlighting
unaddressed issues and questions. Researchers in marketing will look at SEM not just for
academic reasons but also for the big impact potential of SEs in achieving the Sustainable
Development Goals. Our findings have implications for practice. The insights from the
paper provide useful diagnostics and directions for SEs facing the challenge of sustaining
their impact and profitability and looking for more effective marketing. Policymakers can
use our framework to create institutional frameworks for SEs. In addition to SEs, the
present review also contributes to emergent conversations on business practices in hybrid
organizations (Battilana and Dorado, 2010), ethical and socially responsible marketing
(Laczniak and Murphy, 2006; Maignan ef al., 2011), and sustaining environmentally friendly
businesses (Menguc and Ozanne, 2005). Better marketing process and practice can help SEs
to address social and environmental issues of our times with bigger and better impact.
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