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Social entrepreneurship has emerged as a complex yet promising organizational
form in which market-based methods are used to address seemingly intractable
social issues, but its motivations remain undertheorized. Research asserts that
compassion may supplement traditional self-oriented motivations in encouraging
social entrepreneurship. We draw on research on compassion and prosocial mo-
tivation to build a model of three mechanisms (integrative thinking, prosocial
cost-benefit analysis, and commitment to alleviating others’ suffering) that trans-
form compassion into social entrepreneurship, and we identify the institutional
conditions under which they are most likely to do so. We conclude by discussing
the model’s contribution to and implications for the positive organizational schol-
arship literature, entrepreneurship literature, and social entrepreneurship

literature.

Social entrepreneurship has captured the me-
dia’'s attention and the public's imagination. By
using market-based methods to solve social
problems, social entrepreneurship marries two
distinct and ostensibly competing organiza-
tional objectives: creating social value and cre-
ating economic value (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei
Skillern, 2006; Dees, 1996, 1998). Like charitable
nonprofits, social enterprises seek to create so-
cial value (Peredo & McLean, 2006; Shaw &
Carter, 2007), but they employ a market-based
organizational form to sustain this value cre-
ation (Hartigan, 2006; Hockerts, 2006; Lasprogata
& Cotten, 2003; Mair & Marti, 2006; Thompson,
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2002). Social enterprises seek to create value for
customers, but instead of full remuneration go-
ing to investors, as is the case with commercial
ventures, the surplus benefits of organizational
activity accrue primarily to targeted beneficia-
ries (Alvord, Brown, & Letts, 2004; Austin et al,,
2006; Mair & Marti, 2006). It is this concern for
others that makes social entrepreneurship both
admirable and theoretically problematic given
our current understanding of what motivates
entrepreneurship.

To date, investigations by researchers from
economics, psychology, and management into
the motivations for market-based venture cre-
ation have focused primarily on the role of ra-
tional self-utility maximization (Licht, 2010) and
profit-seeking behavior (Baumol, 1990). Although
research in the entrepreneurship literature has
consistently suggested that entrepreneurs ex-
hibit a preference for nonpecuniary rewards,
such as the need for achievement (McClelland,
Winter, & Winter, 1969), autonomy (Amit & Zott,
2001; Hamilton, 2000; Moskowitz & Vissing-
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Jorgensen, 2002), or a taste for variety (Astebro &
Elhedhli, 2006) that enables them to bear the risk
and uncertainty associated with new venture
creation (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006), each of
these preferences remains primarily self-
interested (i.e., oriented toward maximizing an
individual’s personal utility). Furthermore, this
focus on self-interested and calculative motiva-
tors may ignore the role that emotion plays in
conditioning entrepreneurial behavior (Baron,
2008; Goss, 2008). In particular, emotions that are
prosocial motivate actions that are intended to
serve the well-being of a group, even at the
expense of the individual actor. This effectively
bypasses self-interested calculations and trans-
forms apathy into social concern and action
(Bowles & Gintis, 2002; Montada & Schneider,
1989; Thomas, McGarty, & Mavor, 2009).

Indeed, even though social entrepreneurship
is likely to be at least partly based in self-
interest and a desire for social power (McClel-
land, 1994), prior research asserts that these mo-
tives are insufficient. In early conceptualizations
of social entrepreneurship (e.g., Dees, 1998,
2007), scholars argued that the decision to start
such ventures is substantially motivated by the
other-oriented emotion of compassion. This re-
quires that scholars examine more closely the
ways that people systematically incur substan-
tial costs to promote other people’s interests
(Camerer & Fehr, 2006; Rabin, 2002), employ
emotion in their decision making (Cardon, Win-
cent, Singh, & Drnovsek, 2009), and recognize
more explicitly that “the self-utility that may
accrue to the actor is atfected by the utility ac-
cruing to others” (Licht, 2010: 839).

The purpose of this article is to explore how
compassion may be responsible for encourag-
ing social entrepreneurship—the process of
launching a hybrid organizational form that cre-
ates social value through market-based meth-
ods. Compassion is characterized by its other-
orientation and emotional connection linking an
individual to a suffering community (Goetz, Kelt-
ner, & Simon-Thomas, 2010; Lazarus, 1991; Nuss-
baum, 1996, 2001). Compassion serves as a pow-
erful motivator of action, compelling individuals
to alleviate others’ suffering (Batson & Shaw,
1991; Omoto, Malsch, & Barraza, 2009). Thus,
compassion serves as a prosocial motivating
emotion (i.e., the desire to benefit others), in con-
trast to proself motivators (Bierhoff, 2005; De
Dreu, Weingart, & Kwon, 2000). Although schol-

ars have suggested that compassion motivates
social entrepreneurship (Dees, 1998), the mech-
anisms by which it does so remain poorly un-
derstood (Short, Moss, & Lumpkin, 2009; Zahra,
Gedajlovic, Neubaum, & Shulman, 2009). By de-
veloping these mechanisms, we address this
shortcoming and contribute to three areas of
management research.

First, to date, much work has focused on dif-
ferentiating social entrepreneurship from other
organizational forms in order to define the phe-
nomenon (Austin et al., 2006; Dees & Emerson,
2001), but one hitherto overlooked aspect is its
motivational antecedents. We examine the an-
tecedents of social entrepreneurship, specifi-
cally drawing out the theoretical relationship
between social entrepreneurship and compas-
sion (Dees, 1998) to fill a gap in the emerging
scholarly literature on social entrepreneurship.
By exploring the theoretical antecedents of social
entrepreneurship, we offer a more thorough and
rigorous exploration of the affective and cognitive
mechanisms underlying this relationship and
the factors that have influenced the increasing
legitimacy of social entrepreneurship.

In addition to the social entrepreneurship lit-
erature, we contribute to the entrepreneurship
literature by elaborating on how new venture
creation can be an expression of prosocial mo-
tivations and emotions that are focused on the
alleviation of suffering. By focusing on social
entrepreneurship as an exemplar of other-
oriented entrepreneurial action, we challenge
future studies of entrepreneurial motivation to
account for the role of prosocial gains, as well as
self-oriented factors such as autonomy and sta-
tus (Ageev, Gratchev, & Hisrich, 1995; Herron &
Sapienza, 1992; Kolvereid, 1996; Shane, Kolver-
eid, & Westhead, 1991). In addition, we contrib-
ute to the study of emotions in entrepreneurial
action, a topic often ignored in the literature
(Cardon et al., 2009; Goss, 2005). In doing so we
uncover how compassion, as an other-oriented
emotion, plays a cognitive and affective role,
influencing the way entrepreneurs think, calcu-
late and analyze personal costs, and commit to
organizing for a cause.

Finally, prior research on compassion in pos-
itive organizational scholarship (POS) has fo-
cused exclusively on the role of compassion
within existing organizations, such as how indi-
viduals display compassion toward suffering
colleagues (Dutton, Worline, Frost, & Lilius, 2006;
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Frost, Dutton, Worline, & Wilson, 2000) and how
compassion can contribute to collective capabil-
ities (Kanov et al., 2004). This work, however, has
tended to ignore compassion’'s possible influ-
ence on whether and how an organization is
founded in the first place. By considering how
compassion might serve to motivate a broader
range of activities and responses, including the
founding of a new organization intended to ad-
dress social issues and alleviate others’ suffer-
ing, we extend prior studies that have begun to
examine how decision making is influenced by
other-orientation (De Dreu, 2006; Grant &
Berry, 2011).

The remainder of the article proceeds as fol-
lows. First, we contextualize our theorizing by
discussing the unique and challenging nature
of social entrepreneurship as a solution for ad-
dressing social problems. Second, we propose
that compassion acts as a prosocial motivator
by way of its other-orientation. This emotional
connection to others fosters integrative solu-
tions to seemingly intractable social problems,
distorts cost-benefit analysis in other-serving
ways, and encourages the commitment needed
to undertake demanding and difficult re-
sponses. Third, we show how the effects of com-
passion, when combined with the perceived le-
gitimacy of social entrepreneurship, increase
the likelihood of launching a social enterprise.
In other words, we argue that compassion elicits
a set of cognitive and affective processes con-
ducive to social entrepreneurship and, in tan-
dem with the perceived legitimacy of social en-
trepreneurship, encourages the choice to found
a new social enterprise. Finally, we discuss the
theoretical and empirical implications of our
proposed model.

SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Scholars and practitioners alike are increas-
ingly attending to hybrid organizations that
seek to apply market-based solutions to social
issues such that benefits accrue primarily to
targeted beneficiaries, as opposed to owners
(Alvord et al., 2004; Austin et al., 2006; Mair &
Marti, 2006). A social issue refers to “a putative
condition or situation that is labeled a problem
in the arenas of public discourse and action
[e.g., poverty, illiteracy, unemployment]” (Hil-
gartner & Bosk, 1988: 53-54). Scholars increas-
ingly refer to these efforts to address social is-
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sues using market-based mechanisms as social
entrepreneurship and the corresponding new or-
ganizations as social enterprises (Austin et al.,
2006; Dees, 1996, 1998). For example, Piramal Wa-
ter Private Limited attempts to overcome the sig-
nificant challenges of getting potable water to
the most impoverished communities in India.
Piramal Water has organized around the mis-
sion of "sarvajal,” meaning “water for all,” to
create a solar-powered, unmanned “"water ATM"”
that dispenses clean water for a very small fee.

Social enterprises like Piramal Water are dis-
tinguished by their focus on creating social
value, such as getting potable water to impov-
erished communities (Peredo & McLean, 2006;
Shaw & Carter, 2007), through organizations that
rely on commercial, market-based approaches
(Hartigan, 2006; Hockerts, 2006; Lasprogata &
Cotten, 2003; Thompson, 2002)—for example,
charging a small fee for the water. Social value
creation occurs when an organization “"achieves
an equivalent social benefit with fewer dollars
or creates greater social benefit for comparable
cost” (Porter & Kramer, 1999: 126). A social ben-
efit is a solution to a social problem that accrues
to society or a targeted segment of the popula-
tion, as opposed to an individual or specific
organization (Thompson, 2002).

The Challenge of Social Entrepreneurship

Despite the increased attention given to social
entrepreneurship, the phenomenon remains
rare (Light, 2006), perhaps because it presents
very distinct and poignant challenges (Chell,
2007; Elkington & Hartigan, 2008; Hemingway,
2005; Leadbeater, 1997). First, social entrepre-
neurship can be viewed as particularly arduous
because it “"demands that entrepreneurs fuse
together key elements of different logics that
may have little in common and may even be in
conflict” (Tracey, Phillips, & Jarvis, 2011: 60). Spe-
cifically, social entrepreneurship combines mar-
ket-based organizing, where resources are ac-
quired by promising direct financial returns that
are achieved by realizing the organizational
goal of creating economic value, with charity-
based organizing, where resources are acquired
by promising donors indirect social returns that
are achieved by realizing the organizational
goal of creating social value (Battilana & Do-
rado, 2010). The combination of these ap-
proaches is clearly evident, for example, in so-
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cial enterprises that look to make advanced
technologies available to impoverished commu-
nities—those at the "base of the pyramid” (Pra-
halad, 2005). For example, the treadle pump and
the drip irrigation technology products offered
by IDE India provide impoverished rural farmers
with affordable methods for improving their eco-
nomic position, but using market-based meth-
ods rather than charity-based methods. Such a
tightly integrated combination of social and
economic value creation differentiates social
entrepreneurship not only from traditional
modes of entrepreneurship (Emerson & Twersky,
1996) but also from traditional modes of respond-
ing to suffering (e.g., charities).

Second, social entrepreneurship can be
viewed as challenging because of the markets
and contexts in which it is implemented (Mair &
Marti, 2006). Social entrepreneurship typically
emerges in contexts where markets are per-
ceived to have failed (McMullen, 2011) or where
there are significant institutional voids (Austin
et al., 2006; Dart, 2004; Haugh, 2005; Mair & Marti,
2009; Seelos & Mair, 2005). The social entrepre-
neur must bear not only the risk involved with
launching a new enterprise but also the risk
associated with constructing new institutions
that might support such an enterprise (Dacin,
Dacin, & Matear, 2010). For example, microcredit
organizations (e.g., Grameen Bank and BRAC)
provide the poor with the working capital
needed to start entrepreneurial ventures. In ad-
dition to the capital market innovation, the so-
cial entrepreneurs who first created microcredit
organizations had to do more than just start a
venture. They also had to engage in institutional
entrepreneurship by altering existing cultural,
economic, and regulatory institutions (Dacin et
al., 2010; Mair & Marti, 2009; McMullen, 2011).
Culturally, microcredit operations had to over-
come stereotypes about the poor by demonstrat-
ing their ability to repay loans. Economically,
microcredit organizations had to develop tech-
nologies and distribution systems that could
overcome the physical barriers to deliver prod-
ucts and services efficiently to geographically
remote rural populations. Finally, to increase
stability and lower transaction costs, micro-
credit organizations had to help establish cen-
tral monitoring agencies, such as the Micro-
credit Regulatory Authority in Bangladesh.
However, even in environments where the infra-
structure exists, social entrepreneurs are often

required to engage in institution building for
their relevant stakeholders (e.g., educating po-
tential consumers, financiers, governmental
agencies, etc.; see Kerlin, 2006). In sum, social
entrepreneurship can be viewed as challenging
because it requires marrying two ostensibly
contradictory organizational goals in environ-
ments where even basic institutional infrastruc-
ture may not be in place.

Motivating Social Entrepreneurship

Traditional rational and self-oriented expla-
nations of founders’ motivations also seem in-
adequate for explaining why an individual
would engage in the process of creating a social
enterprise that poses such significant chal-
lenges and uncertainty (Carsrud & Brédnnback,
2011; Grichnik, Smeja, & Welpe, 2010). For exam-
ple, early entrepreneurship research empha-
sized that entrepreneurs are motivated by finan-
cial returns as compensation for their personal
risk taking (Casson, 1982; Kirzner, 1985; Knight,
1921; Schumpeter, 1934). More recent work has
criticized this view as overly narrow (Carsrud &
Brémnback, 2011; Katz & Gartner, 1988), suggest-
ing that motivations for venture creation may
reflect individual values and intrinsic satisfac-
tions (Ageev et al., 1995; Herron & Sapienza,
1992), such as increased job security, a more
balanced workload, and autonomy (Kolvereid,
1996). Others point to status, prestige, continued
learning, and creative control as motives of the
choice to create a venture (Shane et al., 1991).
Still other work has attended to emotional moti-
vations, such as passion, happiness, joy, anger,
and fear, as influencing entrepreneurial action
(Cardon et al., 2009; Grichnik et al., 2010; Welpe,
Sporrle, Grichnik, Michl, & Audretsch, 2012).
However, these motivations are often grounded
in meeting (or failing to meet) self- or venture-
related objectives (Cardon et al., 2009; Welpe et
al., 2012). Despite these substantive contribu-
tions to our understanding of the motivations
that underpin venture creation, the motiva-
tional effects of prosocial emotions remain
underexplored.

Social entrepreneurship, as noted, comprises
a particular subset of entrepreneurial activity,
wherein the products and services attempt to
address social problems (Mair & Marti, 2006). As
such, several scholars have suggested that com-
passion may act as a prosocial and emotional
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motivator of social entrepreneurship (Dees, 1998,
2007; Fowler, 2000), but they have left the mech-
anisms by which it does so undertheorized. Al-
though we acknowledge that compassion likely
motivates social entrepreneurship in concert
with other, more self-oriented motives, our pur-
pose in this article is not to highlight the con-
stellation and configuration of individual moti-
vations that distinguish the founding of social
enterprises from other organizational forms.
Rather, our purpose is to hone in on the role of
compassion in encouraging this growing and
important subset of entrepreneurial activity that
currently lacks a strong theoretical foundation
(Short et al., 2009).

Figure 1 depicts our model of how compassion
encourages an individual to engage in social
entrepreneurship. Note that we refer throughout
the article to instances of compassion that are
generalized to broad social problems and is-
sues, as well as to suffering communities, as
opposed to isolated cases of individuals in pain.
Specifically, we argue that compassion, through
other-orientation and emotional connection with
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others, acts as a prosocial motivator of cognitive
and atfective processes that are considered pre-
conditions for undertaking social entrepreneur-
ship. These processes include (1) increasing in-
tegrative thinking, (2) inducing prosocial
judgments regarding the costs and benefits of
social entrepreneurship, and (3) fostering com-
mitment to alleviate others’ suffering. Further,
these compassion-triggered processes increase
the likelihood of social entrepreneurship by en-
abling individuals to do something so arduous
and challenging. We once again acknowledge
that such processes in isolation do not suffi-
ciently predict social entrepreneurship over the
choice to found a more traditional nonprofit or
for-profit organization. We posit, however, that
such processes, when used in institutional set-
tings that are perceived to be conducive to so-
cial entrepreneurship, increase its likelihood. In
other words, increases in the perceived legiti-
macy of social entrepreneurship channel the
compassion-driven processes toward social
entrepreneurship.

FIGURE 1
How Compassion Encourages Social Entrepreneurship
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COMPASSION

Compassion is a prosocial emotion that con-
nects an individual with a suffering community
(Goetz et al., 2010; Lazarus, 1991; Nussbaum,
1996, 2001) and produces sensitivity to the pain
and needs of others (Nussbaum, 1996; Ortony,
Clore, & Collins, 1988). Compassion is a specific
manifestation of the broader feeling of empathy
(Decety & Jackson, 2006; Kanov et al., 2004; Nuss-
baum, 1996; Solomon, 1998), which, unlike com-
passion, can be experienced in relation to an-
other’s joy as well as another’'s suffering. Upon
noticing the pain and suffering of others, indi-
viduals may experience compassion, which elic-
its suffering along with those in need and a
desire to relieve this suffering. This desire is
similar to prosocial motivation, which Grant de-
fines as “the desire to expend effort to benefit
other people” (2008: 49). Specifically, we posit
that compassion acts as a prosocial motivator
fundamentally through its other-orientation and
emotional connection to others that are suffer-
ing (Clark, 1997; Kanov et al., 2004; Nussbaum,
1996, 2001; Solomon, 1998). That said, we also
acknowledge the potential for compassionate
behaviors to reinforce positive self-directed feel-
ings, which economists have labeled the “warm-
glow” effect (Andreoni, 1989).

Compassion and Other-Orientation

Compassion is other-oriented because it di-
rects one’s attention from self-concern to con-
cern for others and their suffering (Nussbaum,
2001; Solomon, 1998; White, 1999). First, compas-
sion leads observers to understand what it feels
like to experience others’ pain as a result of
either a vicarious response to affective cues
from others (e.g., mimicking the expressions of
others; Hoffman, 1981) or intentional role taking
(e.g., imaginatively transposing oneself into the
feeling and thinking of others; Batson, Early, &
Salvarani, 1997). This other-orientation en-
hances one’'s awareness of others’ vulnerable
circumstances and gives a deeper appreciation
of their context (Dutton et al., 2006; Frost et al.,
2000; Lilius et al., 2008). At the same time com-
passion increases one's belief in the signifi-
cance of others’ sutfering and one’s understand-
ing of the issues contributing to it (Nussbaum,
2001). Nussbaum suggests that “in order for com-
passion to be present, a person must consider

the suffering of another as a significant part of
his or her own scheme of goals and ends” (2001:
319). As compassion serves to orient one's atten-
tion to others, it becomes a prosocial motivator
that encourages an effortful response for the
benefit of others (Batson, 1987). Specifically,
Omoto and colleagues (2009) found that em-
pathic concern generates other-oriented action
but does not carry with it a corresponding ex-
pectation of reward for oneself. In fact, compas-
sion motivates actions to alleviate others’ suf-
fering even at a cost to oneself (Batson &
Shaw, 1991).

Compassion can also make individuals par-
ticularly attuned to social issues by first making
others’ suffering personally relevant (Batson &
Shaw, 1991; Lewin, 1935) and then by generaliz-
ing this concern to others suffering from similar
circumstances (Nussbaum, 2001; Ortony et al.,
1988). The specific target of compassion—for ex-
ample, a homeless street child—becomes a
symbol or embodiment of a broader social issue,
such as homelessness or poverty (Hilgartner &
Bosk, 1988). Transfer of compassion occurs when
the attention to another's distress promotes a
generalized inclination to aid others, including
potential recipients who may not have served as
the original source of concern (Barnett, Howard,
King, & Dino, 1981). This generalizability of com-
passion links specific suffering to a broader fab-
ric of suffering (Coke, Batson, & McDavis, 1978;
Hoffman, 1976). The result is not simply a desire
for any solution but for a solution that has the
potential to reach such a scale that it may im-
pact the generalized population that is suffer-
ing. If compassion extends only to a particular
individual and does not generalize to others
sharing a similar plight, then social enterprise
is likely to be considered a disproportionate and
unnecessary response. A strong social issue
concern stemming from other-orientation would
appear to be a necessary precondition for choos-
ing social enterprise as a compassionate re-
sponse to others’ suffering. Therefore, we focus
on instances of compassion that are triggered
by and directed toward broader social issues,
rather than individual and isolated cases of
suffering.

Compassion and Emotional Connection

Compassion is also defined by its emotional
connection to others—one suffers with others
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and feels their pain (Blum, 1980). Emotions are
like “a lens that colors thoughts, actions, percep-
tions, and judgments” (Goodwin, Jasper, & Pol-
letta, 2001: 10), and they become important in the
awareness, recall, and analysis of problems and
decisions (Baron, 2008; Frijda, 1988; Goss, 2008).
Compassion is a longer-term emotion (Goodwin
et al., 2001), which, through the distinct feelings
of suffering with another, supplies information
about one's interests and helps channel action
(Ford, 1992; Izard, 1991). The intense feelings that
accompany compassion (e.g., sadness, outrage)
can signal the depth to which one cares about
an issue, jolt any feelings of ambivalence, and
override contradictory desires (Ford, 1992;
Gould, 2004). The emotion of compassion com-
municates feelings toward the subject in ways
that rational language might not (Ekman, 1993;
Gould, 2004).

Emotions are also important because they can
add immediacy to issues, supplying energy to
propel an individual forward (Ford, 1992; Frijda,
1988). Compassion involves an emotional en-
ergy that is transacted with another during the
empathic response (Figley, 1995) and that influ-
ences whether and how a person will act (Bat-
son & Shaw, 1991; Frijda, 1988; Lazarus, 1991).
Compassion also ties an individual to a proso-
cial goal by eliciting an emotional feeling of
suffering that the individual wants to relieve
(Batson & Shaw, 1991; Lewin, 1935). As a result of
this distress, people will work to reduce others'
suffering as a way to regulate their own emo-
tions. In sum, the emotional connection to others
is an important aspect of compassion.

Compassion is also relational in its emotion-
ality, which creates a connection between indi-
viduals and suffering communities. As an indi-
vidual engages in compassion, a deepened
bond emerges with those with whom compas-
sion is exchanged—a relationship develops in
which the individual is more readily available
to appreciate the other's context and to feel the
other’'s experience of suffering in a similar way
(Nussbaum, 1996). Emotions such as compassion
shape individuals’ social identities such that
they begin to view their situation as inter-
changeable with that of a suffering group and
even begin to feel that they are a part of that
group (Nussbaum, 2001; Thomas et al., 2009). The
emotional connection of compassion can result
in a moral outrage that facilitates a goal of re-
moving sources of suffering that are judged to
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be unfair (Bagozzi & Pieters, 1998), and it moti-
vates commitment until the problem is resolved
(Batson & Shaw, 1991; Lewin, 1935). In fact, evo-
lutionary approaches to compassion suggest
that its emotional dimension is tied to the need
to promote cooperative norms and connection
with other nonfamilial ties (Goetz et al., 2010;
Nussbaum, 1996, 2001).

Although compassion is not a forward-looking
aspiration (Folger & Salvador, 2008), acting com-
passionately may provide personal benefits
(Andreoni, 1989). Because compassion produces
a positive and shared identity with a suffering
group (Thomas et al., 2009), when individuals act
on behalf of the group, they are likely to experi-
ence positive feedback, emotional energy, and
enthusiasm (Collins, 1993). The intrinsic satis-
faction of acting compassionately and helping
others may itself be a source of personal utility.
Such personal utility may reinforce actors’ com-
passionate efforts, yet this does not discount the
notion that compassion serves fundamentally
as a prosocial motivator. Rather, it suggests that
a second-order warm-glow effect can reinforce
compassionate individuals’ behaviors (An-
dreoni, 1989).

COMPASSION-TRIGGERED COGNITIVE AND
AFFECTIVE PROCESSES

Through other-orientation and emotional con-
nection to others, compassion produces proso-
cial motivation that has been tied to a variety of
affective and cognitive processes relevant to so-
cial enterprise. Below we argue that compassion
specifically increases the likelihood of social
entrepreneurship by encouraging higher levels
of integrative thinking, a more prosocial form of
weighing costs and benefits, and commitment to
alleviating others’ suffering.

Compassion and Integrative Thinking

Research on motivated information process-
ing suggests that the other-oriented nature of
compassion will bias the way individuals
search for and evaluate information regarding
how to solve an issue (De Dreu, Nijstad, & van
Knippenberg, 2008; Ford, 1992). Compassion, be-
cause of its other-oriented and emotional na-
ture, serves as a prosocial motivator that en-
courages one to search for solutions that
promise collective gains rather than cater to sin-
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gular interests. This is consistent with research
on how prosocial motives impact whether indi-
viduals integrate diverse information from oth-
ers in their efforts to solve problems (De Dreu et
al., 2008) and whether they are more likely to
incorporate the ideas of others who are different
(Weingart, Bennett, & Brett, 1993). Prosocial mo-
tivation can also increase attention to informa-
tion about others’ perspectives such that an in-
dividual can better understand the issue from
their perspective and identify more ways to help
them effectively (De Dreu, Koole, & Steinel, 2000).
In turn, this enhanced perspective taking in-
creases cognitive flexibility, willingness to take
risks, and openness to complexity, all of which
expand the individual’s access to ideas and po-
tential solutions (Grant & Berry, 2011). The other-
oriented nature of compassion also increases
an individual's ability to make broad and cre-
ative associations (Polman & Emich, 2011).
Higher levels of integrative thinking enable an-
alogical reasoning and facilitate transfer of so-
lutions from one context to another (Thompson,
Gentner, & Loewenstein, 2000; Vosniadou &
Ortony, 1989).

Compassion may also promote more integra-
tion of various perspectives to address a social
issue because it results in less advocacy of a
single perspective that could create conflict be-
tween ostensibly competing goals. Increased
prosocial motivation specifically engenders
consideration of a wider array of actions to re-
dress others’ suffering (Polman & Emich, 2011).
Some evidence for this comes from studies that
show that other-oriented motivation reduces the
tendency to search for self-confirming informa-
tion. For example, De Dreu and colleagues (2008)
suggest that the tendency to bias one side of an
issue is enhanced when one has a proself as
opposed to a prosocial motivation, and Carne-
vale and Probst (1997) suggest that proself ori-
entations are more prone to black and white
thinking. Furthermore, Beersma and 