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Abstract 
Global prevention efforts, including mitigating the Covid-19 impact, require 
a more serious mechanism, such as maintaining sustainable regional devel-
opment security. This research examines the role of social entrepreneurship 
collaboration with institutions in maintaining sustainable regional develop-
ment security using empirical data and path analysis. To measure sustainabil-
ity, sustainable entrepreneurship business opportunities are used as an aspect 
of sustainable regional development. The results show that the new model 
innovation of social entrepreneurship collaboration and institutional quality 
is an important mechanism capable of optimizing resource use, overcoming 
socio-economic problems and poverty, and increasing productivity. Fur-
thermore, it is a value chain in promoting public policy implementation and 
mitigating sustainable regional development security. Since the new model 
innovation creates better social and economic justice values, it is the most 
important innovation element in the basic framework of social innovation 
sustainability theory. 
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1. Introduction 

Efforts to achieve sustainable development goals (SDGs) during the Covid-19 
pandemic are challenging and require more critical strategies. However, social 
entrepreneurship and institutional collaboration help overcome these problems 
(OECD, 2017; Sanchez, 2018). In general, social entrepreneurship is perceived to 
be a basic tool for achieving sustainable development (Bansal, Garg, & Sharma, 
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2019). Economic and social entrepreneurship are essential in maintaining SDGs’ 
security (Apostolopoulos et al., 2018; Volkmann et al., 2021; Guo et al., 2020). 
According to Chowdhury et al. (2019), institutions enhance the quality and 
quantity of entrepreneurship. This means that the functions of sustainable en-
trepreneurship and related institutions are widely studied research disciplines 
(Farny & Binder, 2021; Sarango-Lalangui, Santos, & Hormiga, 2018; Apostolo-
poulos et al., 2018; Chowdhury et al., 2019; Volkmann et al., 2021; Guo et al., 
2020; Kim et al., 2020). Therefore, it is necessary to study social entrepreneur-
ship collaboration with related institutions to create new entrepreneurial busi-
ness opportunities that promote sustainable regional development. The main 
problem is how social entrepreneurship and institutional collaboration can be as 
security in sustainable regional development. The main purpose of this paper is 
to explain the importance of such collaboration. 

Guo et al. (2020) emphasized the significance of conducting extensive re-
search in sustainable and social entrepreneurship through a deeper examination 
of how institutional frameworks influence entrepreneurial activity in the Global 
South and North. This is because social entrepreneurs may solve problems 
through collaboration with stakeholders, leading to sustainable community in-
novation (Kim et al., 2020). Therefore, social entrepreneurship continues to re-
ceive much attention due to its potential as a source of economic and social eq-
uity and its role in promoting sustainable development to address social, pover-
ty, economic and environmental problems (Roundy & Bonnal, 2019; Khovrak, 
2018; Starnawska & Brzozowska, 2018; Anderson & Gaddefors, 2016; Prasetyo, 
2020a, 2020b).  

Anderson and Ronteau (2017) reported that when entrepreneurship is a so-
cio-economic process, it is vital to understand and influence social context as-
pects. Entrepreneurship is conducted through social relationships, interactions, 
and networking. Furthermore, general and social entrepreneurial activities sti-
mulate sustainable development. However, the impact of general entrepreneur-
ship is greater than social (Méndez-Picazo, Galindo-Martín, & Castaño-Martínez, 
2021). Anderson, Sarah, & Sarah (2020) stated that entrepreneurship is broadly 
considered a socialized phenomenon and emphasized the need for further re-
search on everyday entrepreneurs and their dominant challenges. This is in line 
with research that shows that social entrepreneurship, especially the significance 
of complementary support from related institutions, formal and informal social 
capital, should be studied (Guo et al., 2020). 

According to Tvaronavičienė & Lankauskienė (2012), institutional perfor-
mance requires a shortcut from other aspects of sustainable development. Re-
strepo & Clave (2019) discussed the role of important institutions for regional 
development. However, institutional factors still lack automatic effect like in 
endogenous growth. Research on social entrepreneurship has not emphasized 
the social relations that the community and the cultural environment operate. In 
general, social entrepreneurship is becoming increasingly important in regional 
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development (Bencheva et al., 2017). Investments in social entrepreneurship are 
essential in providing employment, reducing poverty, and developing entrepre-
neurial initiatives that lead to sustainable regional development (Bencheva et al., 
2017). Territorial collaboration offers a new way to address the widening gap 
between affluent cities and poor areas (Turok & Alexis, 2020). Therefore, it is 
vital to examine social entrepreneurship collaboration with institutions as a sa-
feguard for sustainable regional and global development. The novelty of this re-
search is to examine the role of institutions as exogenous variables and collabo-
rate with social entrepreneurship. This is meant to mitigate and promote new 
entrepreneurial business opportunities in sustainable regional socio-economic 
development. 

Porter and Heppelemeann (2017) combined data from the index of social 
progress, institutional measures, and economic performance to examine institu-
tional changes and economic performance related to social progress. The results 
showed a significant positive relationship between increased economic perfor-
mance and social progress, which helped improve economic institutions and as-
pects of social progress, individual freedom, and social inclusion (Porter & Hep-
pelemann, 2017). Therefore, Porter’s study forms a problem background for 
studying entrepreneurial social collaboration with institutions and other related 
determinants, such as social capital, standardization, productivity, inventions, 
new products, and technology, which promote entrepreneurial business oppor-
tunities and sustainable regional development security. This research implies 
that social entrepreneurship collaboration with institutions is an innovation 
model to create better, just, and prosperous socio-economic equity values sus-
tainably. Suppose social entrepreneurship and institutional collaboration are 
successful, this innovative concept can be the most important theoretical basic 
element of sustainable social innovation. 

Productive entrepreneurial and institutional collaborative capacities were used 
as a national and regional strategy in Colombia to overcome armed conflict, re-
duce violence and organize crime (Sanchez, 2018). Furthermore, social entre-
preneurship and institutional development strategies in Croatia were used to in-
crease social enterprise growth and institutional environment (OECD, 2017). 
However, the study of institutions and social entrepreneurship is very complex 
(Muñoz & Kibler, 2017; Kimmitt & Munoz, 2018). Muñoz & Kibler (2017) ex-
amined the complexity problem of local institutions involved in social entrepre-
neurship. Very complex social problems embedded where people live were stu-
died by Kimmitt & Munoz (2018). However, no study has focused on examining 
the collaboration of social entrepreneurship and related institutions as mitiga-
tion in the achievement of regional and global sustainable development. This re-
search explains the collaboration modeling and its mechanisms as a new model 
innovation for mitigating sustainable development. 

Without reducing the meaning of other literature studies, the background of 
the urgency of the importance of this paper structurally is to focus more on the 
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recommendations of the research results of Guo et al. (2020) and Anderson et al. 
(2020) and Porter & Heppelemann (2017). Meanwhile, various previous studies 
still have gaps because they are more partial, so they contain many weaknesses as 
safeguards in regional development. Meanwhile, the results of Porter’s (Porter & 
Heppelemann, 2017) research which has tried to combine the data have not been 
maximized as expected by Guo et al. (2020) and Anderson et al. (2020). Fur-
thermore, this paper is expected to make a major contribution to the repertoire 
of new economic institutional theory and social, as well as to serve as a good 
scientific reference in efforts to improve economic performance and social 
progress. Furthermore, the important implications of the results of this research 
are expected to be used as policy reinforcement in institutional decision making 
in promoting the improvement and security of sustainable development. 

2. Literature Review 

Theory suggests that entrepreneurial management practices should result in en-
trepreneurial activities (Wiklund, Eliaasson, & Davidsson, 2002). The funda-
mental basis for building the basic concept of institutional collaboration and so-
cial entrepreneurship in this research is based on the assumption that entrepre-
neurial institutions and activities have a causal relationship (Baumol, 1990; Wil-
liamson, 2000; North, 2016; Chowdhury et al., 2019; Samadi, 2019). According 
to North (1990, 2003, 2006), formal and informal institutions interact, though 
their impact can be influenced by informal institutions. Apart from being essential 
for entrepreneurship quality and quantity, institutions promote entrepreneurial 
activity (Sohel, 2018). There is a dynamic relationship between institutions and 
economic development (Chowdhury et al., 2019). In general, entrepreneurial ac-
tivities contribute to economic growth, development, and prosperity (Chowd-
hury et al., 2019; Méndez-Picazo, Galindo-Martín, & Castaño-Martínez, 2021). 

The concept of entrepreneurship is well defined in economic theory by 
Schumpeter. Economist J.A. Schumpeter defined it as “creative activity” and in-
troduced the concept of innovation as a key factor in entrepreneurship. Fur-
thermore, entrepreneurship was considered a catalyst in driving the develop-
ment process, meaning that entrepreneurial practices depend on the spirit of 
“creative destruction” (Schumpeter, 1942, 1949). Marshallian’s entrepreneurship 
theory is generally accepted as the formation of successful and profitable busi-
ness organizations. McClelland’s entrepreneurship theory focuses on achieving 
the need for power, achievement, and affiliation as the most important factors 
for entrepreneurs (Royle & Hall, 2012). However, Schumpeter’s theory links en-
trepreneurship with business organizations and innovation or sustainable busi-
ness development (Mehmood et al., 2019). According to Schumpeter, innovators 
are different from inventors. This is because inventors utilize and apply their in-
ventions to create new combinations. 

In Schumpeter’s time, social entrepreneurship was not a core variable in the 
general entrepreneurial economic theory. Without neglecting the assertions of 
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the McClelland and Marshallian theory, the basic concepts of entrepreneurship 
used in this research are based on Schumpeter’s entrepreneurship theory 
(Schumpeter, 1949). Since Schumpeter’s theory emphasizes the importance of 
creativity and innovation as determinants of success in entrepreneurship, it re-
lates to the main problem and purpose of this research. McClelland’s theory fo-
cuses more on internal factors, especially the need for achievement (N-Ach), 
hence used as a complement in the discussion. Furthermore, social entrepre-
neurship is an important developing aspect and a safeguard for industrialized 
countries’ entrepreneurial activities (Hosseini & Ziaaldini, 2019; Bansal, Garg, & 
Sharma, 2019). 

The basis of contemporary entrepreneurship theory focuses more on intro-
ducing business opportunities and the decision to take advantage of them (Acs 
et al., 2006). The prevailing entrepreneurship theory is often more linear in 
terms of an individual’s ability to recognize business opportunities (Audretsch & 
Keilbach, 2007). The previous research found that the institutional environment 
promoting productive entrepreneurship and human experimentation is the main 
determinant of economic growth (Prasetyo, 2020b). Therefore, the best place to 
start studying institutional theory is in the modification of instrumental ratio-
nality assumptions (North, 2016). Conceptually, the rationality and empiricism 
of the relationship between economic growth, factor input, institutions, and en-
trepreneurship were previously studied. The results supported the role of the en-
trepreneurial ecosystem in economic growth (Acs et al., 2018; Acs & Lappi, 2021). 

Steyart & Hjorth (2006) stated that social entrepreneurship had been neg-
lected in the entrepreneurial literature before the 2000s. In general, social entre-
preneurship is a new concept that has attracted researchers and policymakers 
because it may benefit society and help maximize individual benefits (Tan, Wil-
liams, & Tan, 2005). A recent literature study shows that the history of social en-
trepreneurship first appeared in Europe in the 1990s at the social-economic cen-
ter, though its cooperative traditions were earlier encouraged by Italy (Zaki, 
2018). Furthermore, the interest in studies regarding social entrepreneurship 
development is increasingly conducted (Nicholls, 2018; Bansal, Garg, & Sharma, 
2019; Bl’anda & Urbančíková, 2020). According to Nicholls (2018), the term so-
cial entrepreneurship first appeared in the 1970s and attracted researchers, social 
activists, policymakers. It has become one of the most prominent innovative ac-
tivities in civil society globally. Moreover, its development strategy activities 
have been widely studied in various disciplines integrated with sustainable re-
gional development goals (Nicholls, 2018; Roundy & Bonnal, 2019; Blagoycheva, 
2019; de la Chaux & Haugh, 2020; Bl’anda & Urbančíková, 2020). 

The results of literature studies show that the positive impact of entrepre-
neurship depends on various related determinants. Social entrepreneurship is 
the optimal mechanism for solving societal problems when public policy is pre-
ferred. Social problems are now the core of social entrepreneurship activities and 
drivers of individual and collective action (Farny, Kibler, & Down, 2019; Pra-
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setyo, Setyadharma, & Kistanit, 2020a, 2020b; Prasetyo & Kistanti, 2020a, 2020b). 
Currently, the role and function of social entrepreneurship are the essential as-
pects of an inclusive entrepreneurship. It includes all aspects of activities that are 
socially beneficial. However, the theoretical studies on social entrepreneurship 
have not focused on it (Leoutre et al., 2020). There is no standard definition of so-
cial entrepreneurship. This concept is defined depending on the context and the 
phenomenon formed. Sustainable and social entrepreneurships are new research 
fields that are still developing (Volkmann et al., 2021; Prasetyo & Kistanti, 2020a, 
2020b). As a basic concept in this research, social entrepreneurship is interpreted 
to be a social-economic business model for the community whose main objec-
tive orientation is to achieve socio-economic equity and equitable social welfare. 

Social entrepreneurship is important because it can help increase growth, 
achieve a stable, fair, and prosperous economy, and become an innovative mar-
ket in various countries (Acs et al., 2018; Aparicio, Urbano, & Gomez, 2018; 
Popov, Veretennikora, & Kozinskaya, 2018; Sohel, 2018, Ogbo et al., 2019; Pra-
setyo & Kistanti, 2020a; Deng et al., 2020). Apart from creating high expecta-
tions, it is considered a new approach to tackling poverty and social exclusion in 
developing countries (Seelos & Mair, 2009). Social entrepreneurship is part of 
the social economy (Kazmi et al., 2016). Furthermore, social entrepreneurship 
and MSMEs can overcome the problem of social inequality and environmental 
sustainability and empirically reduce public spending, making it an important 
factor in the social economy’s growth (Kraus et al., 2017; Prasetyo & Kistanti, 
2020a, 2020b). Furthermore, it contributes to regional economic development 
(Doh, 2020). The importance of social entrepreneurship in maintaining the lo-
cality or community and live safely is emphasized in regional economic devel-
opment. Therefore, it should be included in economic mechanisms, such as car-
rying out business and making economic and financial policies (Jilenga, 2017). 
Furthermore, human and social capitals are important factors in promoting so-
cial entrepreneurship’s success (Jilenga, 2017; Prasetyo, 2020b). 

The modern theory of entrepreneurship is closely related to institutions 
(North, 1990). Theoretically and practically, social entrepreneurship is a growing 
economic activity and academic interest (Santos, 2010). The entrepreneurial func-
tion is a vital component in output and productivity growth (Baumol, 1993). The 
greater the speed of new technology deployment in business, the greater its con-
tribution to productivity (Baumol, 1993). This means that entrepreneurship’s 
role is important in the daily business environment and enhances a modern and 
productive world economy (Prasetyo, 2020a, 2020b). Social entrepreneurship 
has always been a concept often contested in academic discourse and practice 
(Abhi, 2017; Callavo, 2018). However, there is no statistical difference in the pa-
rameters for economic and social entrepreneurship (Abhi, 2017). The concept is 
often associated with social entrepreneurs and social enterprises (Prasetyo & 
Kistanti, 2020a, 2020b). 

Entrepreneurship has many positive impacts on economic growth, welfare, 
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including social and environmental welfare, and unemployment reduction (Fa-
rouq & Dadwal, 2019; Neumann, 2021; Prasetyo & Kistanti, 2020a; Prasetyo, 
2020a, 2020b). Although the social entrepreneurship impact can be static and 
dynamic, it should be more transformative (Beckmann, 2012). In many people, 
social entrepreneurship shows “new hopes for sustainable development” (Seelos 
& Mair, 2009). It is also very important to open economic growth and inclusion 
for developing countries, such as Pakistan (Kazmi et al., 2016). In general, social 
entrepreneurship is a future business with social responsibility, prioritizing so-
cial missions before making profits (Pongracz, 2020). As a hybrid business mod-
el, it can bring innovation, create sustainable employment, reduce unemploy-
ment, promote regional development, and improve residents’ life quality (Pon-
gracz, 2020). According to Leoutre et al. (2020), countries with higher levels of 
traditional entrepreneurial activity often have higher social entrepreneurship le-
vels. This means that social entrepreneurship has many benefits but still requires 
an institutional environment with the right quality for efficiency (Popov, Vere-
tennikora, & Kozinskaya, 2018). 

Institutional theory is a theoretical lens used for entrepreneurship research 
(Bruton, Alhstrom, & Li, 2010). The institutions help reduce uncertainty in the 
world (North, 2003). Moreover, they are the rules of behavior in a more formal 
society or boundaries, where humans have new ways of shaping their interac-
tions (North, 2003). Economic institutions’ role is considered to be the funda-
mental cause of economic growth (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2008). Furthermore, 
formal and informal institutional factors are contextual components included in 
social progress and promote entrepreneurial opportunities to achieve higher 
economic growth levels (Aparicio, Turroo, & Noguera, 2020). This means that 
the economic institution’s contribution to development has far exceeded the 
availability of natural resources, the supply of other production factors, and 
technological advances (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2008; Prasetyo & Dzaki, 2020; 
Prasetyo, Setyadharma, & Kistanti, 2019). A recent literature study showed that 
the configuration of institutional conditions and social capital has led to a high 
prevalence rate of various social entrepreneurship activities in a country (Deng 
et al., 2020). Furthermore, institutional theory related to social entrepreneurship 
positively contributes to the development of socially-oriented activities and new 
institutional theories (Popov, Veretennikora, & Kozinskaya, 2018). 

Recent developments in institutional theory offer new insights into how or-
ganizations run them. However, organizations still face institutional complexity 
whenever they confront inappropriate prescriptions from various institutional 
logics (Agrawal & Hockerts, 2016; Lee et al., 2020). Furthermore, basic institu-
tional theory in social entrepreneurship research provides useful insights into 
the organizational formation, vision, mission, identity, culture, processes, and 
memory (Agrawal & Hockerts, 2016; Acs & Lappi, 2021). Previous research in-
dicates that formal and informal institutions’ combined institutional configura-
tion offers more explanatory power than examining their individual effects 
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(Stephan, Uhlaner, & Stride, 2015). This research emphasizes the importance of 
complementary support from formal and informal social capital institutions 
(Stephan, Uhlaner, & Stride, 2015). Social capital helps reduce transaction costs 
by activating access to other resources through complementary and collaborative 
cooperation (Prasetyo, Setyadharma, & Kistanti, 2020b). 

The aspects of sustainable development have been defined in various ways but 
still include economic, environmental and social (Jovovic et al., 2017). When 
associated with the SDGs goals, sustainable entrepreneurship in this research is 
interpreted as new discovery efforts, the creation, and exploitation of new entre-
preneurial business opportunities, or new model innovations through social en-
trepreneurship collaboration with related institutions to create goods and ser-
vices, remaining friendly to environmental quality through economic, social, 
psychological and cultural approaches. This means that the word security and 
sustainability conceptions might be problem mitigation and efforts to achieve 
global world goals in a contemporary way (Tvaronavičienė & Lankauskienė, 
2012). This is because the basic concepts of the fundamental theory developed in 
discussing both of them are negligent. The concept has important implications 
for practitioners focusing on spurring the entrepreneurial ecosystem and social 
entrepreneurship in sustainable development (Roundy & Bonnal, 2019).  

3. Research Methods 

This is a descriptive research with an explanatory design and mixed-method 
based on triangulation and complementary designs. In-depth qualitative and 
quantitative analyses are used according to empirical data triangulation and 
complementary designs, respectively. Triangulation and complementary design 
methods are used to obtain novelty inventions that are scientifically more con-
vincing. These mixed-methods are chosen because they are complementary and 
integrated and can further improve the quality of article reporting (Fàbregues et 
al., 2020). Furthermore, empirical data collection is conducted using scientific 
methods in a rigorous, objective, and disciplined manner. Additionally, social 
entrepreneurship and institutional variables are arranged systematically with in-
formants based on data in the field, documents, and in-depth structured inter-
views. The sample respondents interviewed should not be biased. Therefore, sam-
ple respondents need to be free from various political level interventions. Quan-
titative variable data is obtained using the Gini index value (IGX) measurement 
scale with the following formulation (Prasetyo & Kistanti, 2020a, 2020b; Pra-
setyo, Setyadharma, & Kistanti, 2019). 

( )1
1

IGx 1
n

i i i
i

f Y Y −
=

= − −∑  

The study used the three-step research methodology rigorously. First, the re-
liability and validity tests were carried out objectively on the qualitative and 
quantitative empirical data. The main purpose of testing the reliability and va-
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lidity in this research is to make sure that the questionnaire compiled as an in-
strument in data collection is really good, reliable, relevant and valid, so that the 
instrument can be used to measure what should be measured. This instrument 
has previously been tested and discussed several times with different reviewers, 
so that reliability as a measurement process can be considered consistent, precise 
and reliable. Meanwhile, based on the Karl Pearson Product Moment correlation 
test, the instrument has also been declared valid. 

The operational definition of regional sustainable development security is a 
categorical independent variable measured in the aspects of entrepreneurial 
business opportunities in each experimental regression model. Based on the sta-
tistical test results, the quantitative data is conducted on an econometric model 
experimental test with linear regression analysis techniques in form of recon-
structions and product-moment correlation and causality test. This occurs in the 
second step to determine the best model that suits the research purposes. As the 
basis for the analysis, the Karl Pearson Product Moment correlation and the sta-
tistical causality tests were assessed through SPSS. The results showed that there 
is a positive and significant relationship between social entrepreneurship and in-
stitutions. Also, there is a causal relationship between these two variables. In the 
third step, the best model that fulfills the requirements of path analysis structure 
equation is chosen and further interpretations conducted both descriptively and 
comparatively. To understand quantitative analysis with the path analysis model, 
it is necessary to compile the econometric functional equation form into a path 
analysis structure equation model. 

0 1 2 1Pdt Pdt SC Pdt SE Pdt Isti i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε             (1) 

1 2 3 2EBO EBO SE EBO Ist EBO Pdti i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε         (2) 

0 1 2 3 3EBO EBO SC EBO SE EBO Ist EBO Pdti i i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε   (3) 

0 1 2 3 4EBO EBO HC EBO SE EBO Ist EBO Pdti i i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε   (4) 

1 2 5 5EBO EBO SE EBO Ist EBO Stdi i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε         (5) 

1 2 6 6EBO EBO SE EBO Ist EBO Cmri i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε        (6) 

1 2 7 7EBO EBO SE EBO Ist EBO Invi i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε         (7) 

1 2 8 8EBO EBO SE EBO Ist EBO NPi i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε         (8) 

1 2 9 9EBO EBO SE EBO Ist EBO Tnli i i i= ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ρ ⋅ + ε        (9) 

This research model examines the effects and relationships between variables, 
including social entrepreneurship (SE), institution (Ist), productivity (Pdt), so-
cial capital (SC), human capital (HC), standardization (Std), commercialization 
(Cmr), the invention (Inv), new product (NP), and technology (Tnl) empirically, 
to entrepreneurial business opportunities (EBOi) as an operational measurement 
dimension for the sustainable regional development security. Particularly, this 
research examines how the collaboration between social entrepreneurship (SE) 
and institutional (Ist) factors provide the most optimal contribution as a “value 
chain” that drives entrepreneurial business opportunities and sustainable re-
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gional development. Furthermore, the research examines the mechanisms, inte-
gration, complementary, and collaboration between social entrepreneurship and 
institutions in promoting the process of discovering new opportunities for sus-
tainable entrepreneurship. Since social entrepreneurship should be institutiona-
lized for holistic sustainability, this new innovation model needs to be tested as 
the best sustainability innovation model. 

The conception of global sustainable development security achievement can 
be implemented to analyze maximum regional development endurance. This is 
because the meaning transfers of all concepts from global to regional sustainable 
aspects are methodologically more concrete and simpler. Therefore, this re-
search presents a problem that relates to sustainable development at the regional 
(micro and meso) level through a combination of the social, economic, cultural, 
and psychological theories reflecting global (macro and international) sustaina-
bility. This research forms the basis for future discussion as a basic theoretical 
approach, apart from helping strengthen and understand sustainable regional 
economic development. Additionally, some strengthening basic theoretical ap-
proaches are new and old institutional, community development, social net-
work, and business theories. Essentially, the business theory includes product 
and profit cycles, product development, business management, and portfolios. 
The basic theoretical approach is conducted and chosen selectively. It should be 
appropriate and related to the variables studied in this research. 

4. Results and Discussion 

In Schumpeter’s (1942, 1949) theory, economic development innovation is a 
structural change process supported by innovation with new combinations. In 
this research, the collaboration between social entrepreneurship and institutions 
is assumed to be an innovation or a new combination. Therefore, sustainable re-
gional economic development is a process of structural change supporting in-
novation with collaboration between social entrepreneurship and related institu-
tions. The sustainability and security of regional economic development are 
caused by opportunity activities that create new products and markets through 
collaboration. This is because social entrepreneurship is included in social eco-
nomics as a new discipline and a multidisciplinary field that examines relations 
in economic, anthropological, political-scientific, psychological, and other soci-
ological theories (Pongracz, 2020). 

Table 1 shows the empirical data from path analysis regression in this study. 
Research activities on social entrepreneurship have reached disciplines that at-
tract experts in regional studies and economic geography (Saebi, Foss, & Linder, 
2019; Kibler & Munoz, 2020). This research used various aspects of the scientific 
discipline or the basic theory that accompanies it. As a basis for strengthening 
the arguments, sociological and social-economic theories are used to expand 
new social entrepreneurship perspectives that are more sensitive to place (Kibler 
& Munoz, 2020).  
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Table 1. The results of main model regression for path analysis. 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized  
Coefficients t-stc Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1) 

(Constant) −0.322 0.035  −9.089 0.000   

Social Capital (SC) −0.197 0.107 −0.152 −1.844 0.068 0.264 3.784 

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.475 0.095 0.388 5.005 0.000 0.299 3.347 

Institutional (Ist) 1.020 0.091 0.701 11.175 0.000 0.457 2.186 

2) 

(Constant) −0.099 0.039  −2.512 0.013   

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.389 0.068 0.358 5.763 0.000 0.447 2.236 

Institutional (Ist) 0.587 0.104 0.454 5.623 0.000 0.265 3.775 

Productivity (Pdt) 0.144 0.078 0.162 1.847 0.067 0.224 4.468 

1) Model-1 Dependent Variable: Productivity (Pdt); 2) Model-2 Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Business Opportunities (EBO). 

 
Table 1 and model-1 show that partially the role of institutions has the largest 

positive and significant contribution to productivity, specifically 70.10%. Social 
entrepreneurship’s role has the second-largest positive and significant contribu-
tion, amounting to 38.80% of productivity. Social capital factors have the smal-
lest contribution to productivity. In this research, the social capital and entre-
preneurship are a derivative of the human capital. The previous research shows 
that human capital is the main factor that drives productivity and economic 
growth (Prasetyo, 2020a, 2019b). This is in line with previous research showing 
that an entrepreneur needs to focus on investing in human capital to increase 
productivity (Hatak & Zhou, 2021). Moreover, Hatak & Zhou recommended re-
search on the interaction between various human resources, including health, to 
support entrepreneurial success. 

In model-2, institutions and social entrepreneurship’s role have the first and 
second-largest positive and significant contributions to entrepreneurial business 
opportunities. The role of the productivity factor makes the third contribution to 
entrepreneurial business opportunities. Consequently, institutions and social 
entrepreneurship’s role is the main factor that promotes and fosters regional 
sustainable entrepreneurial business opportunities. These results linearly 
strengthen the previous research, which established that institutional factors 
promote entrepreneurial opportunities to achieve higher economic growth levels 
(Prasetyo & Dzaki, 2020; Prasetyo & Kistanti, 2020a). Model-2 shows that insti-
tutional factors and entrepreneurship’s contribution to business opportunities is 
45.40% and 35.80%, respectively. The productivity factor only provides a posi-
tive and significant contribution of 16.20%.  

Based on the results in Table 1 as described in Figure 1, the contribution path 
of social entrepreneurship and institution roles, both directly, indirectly, and to-
tally towards efforts to achieve business opportunities as a measurement aspect 
for security in sustainable regional development is clear. Entrepreneurship and  
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Figure 1. Description of path analysis on the role of social entrepreneurship and institu-
tional collaboration on entrepreneurial business opportunities. 
 
related institutions directly increase the productivity level to promote better and 
optimal entrepreneurial business opportunities. The contribution of social en-
trepreneurship and institutional roles are still the most optimal, as shown in Ta-
ble 3. The “standardized coefficients beta” value of social entrepreneurship and 
institutional variables is still consistent. It makes the most dominant contribu-
tion to entrepreneurial business opportunities than other variables, including 
standardization, commercialization, inventions, new products, and technology. 

The qualitative rationality research shows that social entrepreneurship activi-
ties in natural disasters, including the Covid-19 pandemic, are more inclusive. It 
covers all aspects of activities useful in a “social economics scope.” During a dis-
aster, social entrepreneurship activities strengthen all aspects not completed by 
existing institutions, both formally and informally. These activities emphasize 
the complementarity and collaboration between social entrepreneurship activi-
ties and related institutions to solve existing problems. The community feels safe 
to continue its activities for sustainable development goals. Importantly, com-
plementarity and collaboration take place consciously, responsibly, and free 
from existing political pressures. This indicates that social capital’s role reflected 
in “cooperation” and cultural aspects in the community is still high in streng-
thening resilience and competitiveness. However, there is a tendency for the role 
of social capital to decline (Prasetyo, 2019b; Prasetyo, Setyadharma, & Kistanti, 
2020b). 

There is a need to fully realize that any disaster mitigation, including the im-
pact of Covid-19, requires the quality of existing institutions, especially in the 
social sector, and the active participation of the whole community, such as social 
entrepreneurship activists. This research confirms that collaboration and com-
plementarity between related institutions and social entrepreneurship are vital in 
disaster mitigation. Corruption by related institutions during the Covid-19 pan-
demic, especially in the social sector, is the most perfect, evil, and the craziest of 
all corruption acts worldwide. This is because institutions not aligned greatly 
hinder entrepreneurship (de la Chaux & Haugh, 2020). In this research, there 
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were indications that the higher the institution quality, the tighter and stronger 
the collaboration level of social entrepreneurship. Furthermore, the stronger the 
collaboration or causality level between the two variables, the stronger the disas-
ter mitigation. This promotes the achievement of sustainable development lo-
cally.  

Corruption in a related institution weakens quality and causality. This further 
worsens the condition and mitigation efforts for the development of the region. 
Institution committing corruption decreases the communities, enthusiasm, and 
happiness, making them more apathetic. Therefore, the use of existing resources 
is not optimal and affects its creativity, investment, invention, innovation, stan-
dardization, productivity, and economic growth of the region, and increases po-
verty and inequality. Even though this research remains objective, it still has 
weaknesses as a case study, meaning it scientifically lacks generalizability. 

This research confirms that corruption in any form, institutionally or indivi-
dually, is detrimental to the community. Specifically, it weakens sustainable de-
velopment and reduces socio-economic equity. Several studies showed that cor-
ruption is more detrimental and hinders successful entrepreneurship and sus-
tainable development (Borlea et al., 2017; Frolova et al., 2019; Hoinaru et al., 
2020). In a morally correct rationality theory of “sand the wheels,” corruption 
affects innovative activities and economic growth negatively. Therefore, this re-
search does not support the finding that corruption is positively related to en-
trepreneurship, is considered a viable and socially acceptable strategy, and facili-
tates entrepreneurship (Chowdhury et al., 2019). This positive effect is also 
known as “grease the wheels.” Some have found contradictory relationships 
(Hoinaru et al., 2020). Hoinaru et al.’s research (Hoinaru et al., 2020) stated that 
corruption positively correlates with the formation of new formal companies. 
However, squared corruption negatively correlates with company formation. 
Bologna & Ross (2015) established that corruption is detrimental in most cities 
in Brazil but helps where governance is weakest. 

This research has quantitatively and qualitatively described how complemen-
tization and collaboration between social entrepreneurship and institutions 
could optimally contribute to the “value chain” as the main driver of entrepre-
neurial business opportunities and sustainable regional development. Value 
chains are better supply sources, a more effective and efficient strategy to gain a 
competitive advantage (Prasetyo & Dzaki, 2020). The NPD value chain strategy 
with related institutions can change the role and atmosphere of community life 
in the local area to be more human (Prasetyo & Dzaki, 2020). The results of this 
research can be empirically and quantitatively be strengthened and re-described, 
as shown in Table 2 and Table 3. These tables show that social entrepreneurship 
and related institutional factors have a dominant and significant contribution in 
promoting entrepreneurial business and sustainable regional development. The 
community’s real social entrepreneurship activities are affected by various in-
formal institutions, especially from entrepreneurial culture, local wisdom traditions,  
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Table 2. The results of the path analysis as the main factor driving opportunities for sustainable entrepreneurship. 

Model 

Unstandardized  
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t-stc Sig. 

Correlations 

B Std. Error Beta Zero-order Partial Part 

3) 

(Constant) −0.075 0.039  −1.955 0.053    

Social Capital (SC) 0.294 0.091 0.256 3.242 0.002 0.800 0.284 0.130 

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.200 0.087 0.184 2.287 0.024 0.785 0.204 0.091 

Institutional (Ist) 0.450 0.109 0.348 4.125 0.000 0.835 0.352 0.165 

Productivity (Pdt) 0.185 0.076 0.208 2.427 0.017 0.814 0.216 0.097 

4) 

(Constant) −0.088 0.038  −2.274 0.025    

Human Capital (HC) 0.178 0.063 0.170 2.847 0.005 0.671 0.252 0.115 

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.397 0.066 0.364 6.033 0.000 0.785 0.482 0.243 

Institutional (Ist) 0.400 0.121 0.309 3.312 0.001 0.835 0.289 0.134 

Productivity (Pdt) 0.160 0.076 0.180 2.105 0.037 0.814 0.189 0.085 

Model-3 & model 4) Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Business Opportunities (EBO). 

 
Table 3. The strength of social entrepreneurship and institutional roles in entrepreneurial business opportunities. 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t-stc Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

5) 

(Constant) −0.114 0.029  −3.914 0.000   

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.416 0.057 0.382 7.273 0.000 0.535 1.868 

Institutional (Ist) 0.503 0.081 0.388 6.172 0.000 0.373 2.677 

Standardization (Std) 0.245 0.050 0.267 4.925 0.000 0.502 1.991 

6) 

(Constant) −0.098 0.032  −3.013 0.003   

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.432 0.059 0.396 7.262 0.000 0.539 1.857 

Institutional (Ist) 0.499 0.095 0.386 5.255 0.000 0.298 3.354 

Commercialization (Cmr) 0.202 0.057 0.230 3.551 0.001 0.384 2.607 

7) 

(Constant) −0.114 0.033  −3.426 0.001   

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.457 0.061 0.419 7.441 0.000 0.533 1.875 

Institutional (Ist) 0.548 0.104 0.424 5.252 0.000 0.261 3.836 

Invention (Inv) 0.148 0.063 0.160 2.352 0.020 0.367 2.724 

8) 

(Constant) −0.151 0.031  −4.915 0.000   

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.443 0.061 0.407 7.233 0.000 0.539 1.854 

Institutional (Ist) 0.858 0.097 0.663 8.856 0.000 0.306 3.271 

New Product D (NP) 0.135 0.065 0.135 2.085 0.039 0.407 2.458 

9) 

(Constant) −0.108 0.032  −3.370 0.001   

Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 0.389 0.062 0.357 6.280 0.000 0.503 1.986 

Institutional (Ist) 0.553 0.088 0.427 6.249 0.000 0.349 2.867 

Technology (Tnl) 0.203 0.062 0.215 3.272 0.001 0.378 2.644 

Model-5, 6, 7, 8, & 9) Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Business Opportunities (EBO). 
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social capital, and social networks reflected in human capital. Table 2 quantita-
tively shows the results of this study.  

The results in Table 2, especially model-3, strengthen the assertion that social 
capital in collaborating with productivity is essential in promoting the resilience 
of sustainable entrepreneurial business opportunities through the cultural prin-
ciple of “tuna satak bathi sanak” or “tuna satak bathi kinsmen” The slight de-
crease in the social entrepreneurship shows that its main orientation is greater in 
its social mission. This research empirically found and supported previous study, 
which stated that there is a cultural business principle of “tuna satak bathi sa-
nak” in entrepreneurial endeavors (Prasetyo, 2019a, 2019b). The principle is 
used to optimize business resources for survival and a competitive strategy, 
which in the short term has a greater social than economic orientation. The 
long-term vision is to achieve a sustainable increase in the competitiveness of 
entrepreneurial ventures. This means that this research supports the basic theory 
of entrepreneurship from Schumpeter, which states that entrepreneurs should 
innovate, collect resources and utilize them optimally (Schumpeter, 1949). Fur-
thermore, the results in model-4 are in line with the research, which states that 
to produce value, social entrepreneurship requires a different configuration of 
human resources from commercial entrepreneurship (Acs et al., 2018).  

The cultural business principle of “tuna satak bathi kinsmen” as an effort to 
optimize the use of these resources shows creative innovation. In its develop-
ment, these innovations can create “social value creation” as a socio-economic 
“value chain” in promoting and strengthening resilience and security for sus-
tainable development goals. Improving institutional performance and “value 
chains” with new product development improves entrepreneurial competitive 
advantage (Prasetyo & Dzaki, 2020). This shows that social entrepreneurship is 
unique and more complex than economic entrepreneurship. During a crisis, the 
problem gets bigger and more complex, especially when faced with the option to 
maximize profits or social value. This study also supports the previous research, 
which showed that social entrepreneurship functions as product innovation, so-
cial capital, standardization, new business opportunities, social business models, 
an effort to boost regional development and increase productivity (Aponte, Al-
varez, & Lobato, 2019; Arendt & Grabowski, 2020; Doh, 2020; Kim et al., 2020; 
Hatak & Zhou, 2021). Aponte, Alvarez, & Lobato (2019) examined the relation-
ship between social entrepreneurship activities and sustainable regional eco-
nomic development in a country. 

According to Fuchsová, Laštovková, & Jánská (2019), the low attractiveness of 
regions for foreign direct investment weakens business activities and stimulates 
social entrepreneurship growth, though not proven. This research confirms that 
the low attractiveness of foreign direct investment regions is attributed to low 
regional infrastructure. However, the high attractiveness is due to the low incen-
tive for labor wages. This means that the increase in social entrepreneurial activ-
ities regionally is not due to low foreign direct investment. However, the emer-
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gence of social entrepreneurship is attributed to low wages, which encourage 
workers to open their own entrepreneurial businesses independently and jointly 
in partnership, including social entrepreneurship. 

Fuentelsaz, González, & Maicas (2019) stated that formal institutions defined 
as efficient institutional architecture are not entirely correct. This is because the 
role of informal institutions through social capital is efficient. Furthermore, the 
standardization of inventions and technology drives the use of resources to be 
more efficient. This research found that social capital’s role further strengthens 
the social identity of entrepreneurs, especially at the beginning of the social en-
trepreneurship business model. Combining the collaboration role with other as-
pects (as in Table 3) identifies more optimal, effective, and efficient collabora-
tion in supporting sustainable entrepreneurial business opportunities. This re-
search is in line with Sohel (2018), which identified challenges and developed an 
institutional framework model to promote successful, positive, systematic, and 
sustainable social entrepreneurship.  

There are many aspects supporting the creation of entrepreneurial business 
opportunities, apart from those in Table 3. Linearly, entrepreneurial business 
opportunities are heavily affected by the institutional context (Goel & Karri, 
2020). The issue of institutional inconsistency offers an interesting context for 
exploring entrepreneurship (Goel & Karri, 2020). Linearly, these institutional 
factors have driven entrepreneurial opportunities to achieve higher levels of 
economic growth. However, this research examined the dynamics and collabo-
ration between social entrepreneurship and existing institutions. The results 
showed that the collaboration and complementary model could optimize the use 
of resources. Therefore, these two main factors still have a large impact on the 
emergence of entrepreneurial business opportunities and sustainable regional 
development. Quantitatively, this statement is supported by the results in Table 
3, which describes the consistent strength of social entrepreneurship and institu-
tional roles in entrepreneurial business opportunities as a reflection of sustaina-
ble regional development.  

The argument postulated is based on previous research, which showed that 
social entrepreneurship is a sign and symbol of business and entrepreneurship 
success, apart from being a pioneer of successful business in the community 
(Oskooii & Ajali, 2017). Entrepreneurial function is a revolution needed by the 
community, which is also considered to be more than just an industrial revolu-
tion (Oskooii & Ajali, 2017). The novelty of this research is the role of local cul-
tural wisdom of “tuna satak bathi kinsmen” and other local informal institutions 
in strengthening the social entrepreneurship collaboration with institutions to 
create entrepreneurial business opportunities and support sustainable regional 
development. The research confirms that good institutional quality without 
corruption further strengthens this new model of collaboration in maintaining 
sustainable regional business and development. Conversely, low institutional 
quality makes entrepreneurial business activities unproductive, inefficient, and 
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ineffective. This problem affects business conditions that are not conducive and 
reduces the security of sustainable regional development. 

5. Conclusions, Limitations, and Further Research 

Social entrepreneurship initially existed as a source of humanist social-economic 
equity outside the existing basic economic structure. This was because of the in-
dividuals’ invention and creativity in the community to help close the gaps that 
cannot be solved by public and private institutional policies. The presence of in-
stitutions further strengthens entrepreneurial business opportunity creation in 
the community and regional development. Furthermore, the role of social en-
trepreneurship collaboration and complementary with institutions is a new 
model of innovation that optimizes existing resources to improve productivity, 
entrepreneurial business opportunities, and security for sustainable regional de-
velopment.  

This study contributes empirically and theoretically to social entrepreneurship 
and institutions. The results showed that social entrepreneurship collaboration 
and institutional quality could be vital elements in the social innovation sustai-
nability theory to strengthen entrepreneurship theory and new economic insti-
tutions. The new model innovation is an essential source of social-economic eq-
uity for the community. Furthermore, it can optimize the use of resources, 
overcome socio-economic problems and poverty, increase productivity, be a 
value chain that further strengthens the mechanism in promoting public and 
private institutional policy implementation, and mitigating security in achieving 
the goals of sustainable regional development. 

Second, the results complement previous research that emphasized the im-
portant relationship between entrepreneurship, institutions, and economic de-
velopment. Furthermore, this research emphasizes the causality relationship 
between entrepreneurship and institutions, as well as their roles and functions in 
creating productivity to achieve sustainable development security. However, the 
research does not distinguish between formal and informal institutional roles, 
only emphasizing institutional quality. A good institution with quality and cor-
ruption-free is critical in promoting sustainable entrepreneurial business op-
portunities. 

This research has limitations as a local case study in two provinces in Indone-
sia. Scientifically, it cannot be directly used to generalize findings nationally and 
internationally. This is because the research’s generalization is subject to certain 
limitations that can become a basis for further research. To strengthen and sup-
port these findings, other potential control variables have been used quantita-
tively apart from productivity. These include social capital, human capital, stan-
dardization, commercialization, inventions, new products, and technology. The 
potential control variable in terms of quality explores institutional variables from 
the formal, informal, and the institutional quality aspect. Furthermore, this re-
search concluded that institutional quality is largely affected by the value of local 
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wisdom, entrepreneurial culture, cooperation, social capital, interaction, net-
works, and cohesion, and lack of corruption. In general, corruption is a negative 
indicator that is evil and damages institutional trust, and weakens social entre-
preneurship’s spirit.  

Entrepreneurship and institutions are important drivers of economic devel-
opment with their collaboration being an effective approach. However, the col-
laboration is still local and not widely believed, some considering the collabora-
tion concept to be overlapping (Schaltegger, Beckmann, & Hockerts, 2018). The 
collaboration between social entrepreneurship and this institution is mul-
ti-complex and dynamic. Future study should further expand this research na-
tionally and internationally and focus more on the role of institutional quality 
and the corruption impact on sustainable development. The problem of colla-
borative dynamics in social entrepreneurship was studied by de Bruin, Shaw, & 
Lewis (2017). The research recommended that future research pay more atten-
tion to the interaction of various contexts using mixed methods to advance so-
cial entrepreneurship theory significantly. 
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