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Executive Summary
The research on prosocial organizing is undeniably broad, with studies examining enterprises that embody a variety of organizational forms, pursue a wide range of social goals, and face numerous internal and external challenges. Qualitative and quantitative research methods have both been used, and arguments have been developed that touch on almost all areas of management theory. Yet despite this diversity, all of this research is arguably motivated by a desire to: 1) understand the challenges faced by organizations that aspire to create value for people, communities, and the natural environment (Rynes et al., 2012; Walsh, 2011) and; 2) help these organizations to achieve their social and environmental goals (Nason et al., 2018; Walsh, 2011). 
To date, however, few studies in the management literature have directly considered how prosocial organizations impact society. The typical approach has been to focus on organization-level processes, outputs and outcomes, while taking for granted that prosocial organizing has positive societal impacts.  On one hand, this approach has catalyzed a rich and growing literature that speaks to the challenges of prosocial organizing (Battilana and Lee, 2014; Battilana et al., 2017; Rynes et al., 2012) as well as the processes through which these organizations emerge (Sine and Lee, 2009; Tracey et al., 2011), acquire resources (Cobb et al., 2016; Moss et al., 2018; York et al., 2016; Zhao et al., 2016) and scale (André and Pache, 2016; Seelos and Mair, 2017). Yet by leaving societal impact implicit, scholars have more to do if we are to advance knowledge about how prosocial organizing impacts society. 
In this editorial we advocate for bringing social impact considerations to the fore, and argue that scholars who study prosocial organizing be thoughtful about how their work contributes to such understanding. We believe that doing so can provide the foundation for more integrative and generative research conversations that embrace the institutional and organizational aspects of creating social impact, as well as the interplay between the two. Before proceeding, though, it is important to define what we mean by "impact."
When thinking about impact, there are multiple levels at which change may be affected (Rawhouser et al., 2017; Smith and Besharov, 2017). To this end, development practitioners have long recognized that impact comprises much more than the link between a specific intervention and a desired outcome. Rather, impact is the endpoint of a causal chain (or logic model) wherein an enterprise acquires resources, transforms these into activities, and creates outputs that impact society (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; McLaughlin and Jordan, 2005; van Tulder et al., 2016). Traditionally, this type of model has been used to assess the performance of individual organizations. However, by providing a framework to think about the processes through which impact is created, we argue that the logic model can be usefully adapted to: 1) organize disparate studies in the management and entrepreneurship literature into coherent, impact-oriented, research streams; 2) provide scholars with a language to both situate and convey their contributions to social impact research, and; 3) help identify theoretical and empirical puzzles that point to opportunities for future research. 
In this editorial we review the logic model and discuss its relevance for research on prosocial organizing. Specifically, we argue that by defining and differentiating between aspects of the impact-creation process, the logic model helps both to organize existing studies in a way that shows their relevance for understanding social impact, and highlights opportunities for future research. In this regard, the logic model can be applied in a variety of ways: for instance, it might be used to map-out research that focuses on a specific type of organization (e.g., an impact model of microfinance) or on a particular societal outcome (e.g., an impact model of empowerment). For our purposes, though, we use the logic model to organize key studies on social entrepreneurship; arguably the dominant prosocial organizing research stream. Through this exercise, we show that management scholars have contributed in many ways to our understanding of how social enterprises pursue prosocial goals. Yet we also note that this work says little about the achievement of broader systemic change. Based on our analysis, we suggest three principal domains for future impact research. 
In short, our approach encourages scholars to recognize how their work connects to broader conversations about social impact, both in general terms, and in relation to specific organizations, activities and outcomes. In so doing, we note that there are many ways to contribute to impact research, and that no one study, theory, or research method can address the complexity of the phenomenon. Each study contributes a knowledge piece to a much larger puzzle. In this spirit, we aim to show that embracing the logic model for impact research can help management scholars find common cause in diverse approaches, while also pursuing research that advances collective understanding about social impact in general terms, as well as in specific empirical domains. In this regard, we encourage scholars to reclaim the early mantle of our profession, and embrace considerations of impact in our work (Hinings and Greenwood, 2002; Rynes et al., 2012). While there is no need for this to take away from broader theoretical discussions—or attempts to advance research on such conceptual frontiers—we see great opportunities to engage deeply with different organizational contexts, different interventions, and different desired impacts in the spirit of affecting and supporting change that extends beyond the narrow confines of the academic community. 
1.  Applying an impact frame to prosocial organizing research
The logic model of social impact was originally developed by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), and is widely used by practitioners in the voluntary and international development sectors (Bickman, 1987; Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). Rather than focusing only on how an organization affects the people and communities that it serves, impact is conceptualized as the endpoint of a causal chain that also includes inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). A social program thus comprises a logically coherent set of relationships that proceeds by acquiring resources, translating these into productive activities, and generating outputs and outcomes. Further, in conceptualizing societal effects, the model distinguishes between the immediate outputs and short term outcomes for which an organization can be held accountable (McLaughlin and Jordan, 2005), and broader impacts that an enterprise aspires to affect, such as climate change attenuation, poverty reduction, and human development (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). Figure 1 presents the impact logic model and defines the component parts. 
Insert Figure 1 about here
Traditionally, the logic model has been used to explain how specific interventions create outputs, outcomes and impact, often at the behest of funders who are interested in understanding the difference that their investments will make (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). Thus for example, in the context of disaster relief, one might assess the effectiveness of an organization like the Red Cross in terms of the amount and timing of aid deployed, and the immediate benefits this has for alleviating suffering (Ballesteros et al., 2017). In the microfinance space, some funders go a step further and are using randomized control trials in an attempt to isolate the longer-term social impacts of different interventions (Women’s World Banking, 2016). We argue, however, that the model is also useful for portraying the academic research on prosocial organizing, and that in so doing can expose theoretical and empirical puzzles that have yet to be fully investigated. Moreover, using the model to map key contributions in the social entrepreneurship literature shows that management scholars have generated important insights that go beyond the basic logic model and consider how social enterprises are affected by broader institutional contexts and enabling conditions. We summarize this in Figure 2. 
Insert Figure 2 about here
1.1 Inputs 
The first step in the impact logic model is the specification of the intangible and tangible resource inputs required to create and sustain an organization. An organization cannot create social impacts if it fails to secure cultural resources like legitimacy, or material ones, such as human and financial capital (Wry et al., 2013). Such resources are also vital for helping an enterprise to achieve the efficiencies and expanded impact that come with scale (Battilana et al., 2012; Seelos and Mair, 2017). 
1.1.1 Cultural resources and legitimacy
A scan of the social entrepreneurship literature reveals that, while several studies have grappled with issues related to social enterprise resource acquisition, much of this has focused on cultural resources. In many ways this makes sense since, to the extent that social enterprises create novel combinations of business and charity work, their legitimacy is often questioned (Battilana and Lee, 2014; Pache and Santos, 2013; Weber et al., 2008; York et al., 2016). As a result, potential stakeholders are often reluctant to commit resources (Aldrich and Fiol, 1994). Studies have thus focused on explaining how social enterprises build legitimacy as a precursor to acquiring material resources. For instance, Pache and Santos (2013) studied how French Work Integration Social Enterprises cultivated legitimacy among audiences who held conflicting expectations about the value of social versus financial goals.
Related research on cultural and market institutions has found that legitimacy challenges become acute for social enterprises when prevailing cultural beliefs cast doubt on the value of helping their target beneficiaries (e.g., women (Zhao and Wry, 2016), refugees (Tracey and Phillips, 2016), or other marginalized groups (Wry and Zhao, 2018), or their capacity to create environmental value (e.g., York et al., 2016). In other contexts, though, studies have noted that social enterprises often benefit from working with organizations that share their impact goals (Powell et al., 2018). Much of this work has focused on social movements and has found that collective action can play a critical role in legitimating, and fostering a supportive resource environment for social enterprise (e.g., Leung et al., 2013; Pacheco et al., 2014; Hiatt and Park, 2013; Sine and Lee, 2009).
1.1.2 Financial resources
Yet, while extant research offers insight into the precursors of resource acquisition, there has been relatively little research on how social enterprises actually go about obtaining the financial resources that they require to create impact. Studies have noted that revenue generation is a key challenge for social enterprises (Battilana and Lee, 2014; Dacin et al., 2011; Moizer and Tracey, 2010), and that a variety of different business models may be employed to pursue social and financial goals (Battilana et al., 2012; Santos et al., 2015; Wry and York, 2017). However, this work has primarily focused on the tensions that inhere between commercial operations and social outreach and provides little insight into the strategies or contexts that are conducive to financial self-sufficiency (Siqueira et al., 2018; Wry and Zhao, 2018). Research on external funding for social enterprise is also in its infancy, though scholars have begun to consider how funders evaluate social enterprises (Cobb et al., 2016; Grimes, 2010; Miller et al., 2010; Moss et al., 2018), and how these organizations can best pitch to investors (Lee and Huang, 2018). 
1.1.3 Entrepreneurial energy and human resources 
Research on human resources, although increasing, is similarly limited. A handful of studies have considered the sources of entrepreneurial energy in social entrepreneurship (Dorado and Ventresca, 2013; Lee and Battilana, 2013; Miller et al., 2010; Wry and York, 2017)—a valuable resource to be sure—and others have noted that tensions often arise between employees who prize different forms of value creation (Battilana and Dorado, 2010; Smith et al., 2013). However, there has been little research on issues such as employee recruitment, retention, and labor efficiency that comprise critical inputs into an enterprise’s social mission pursuit. 
In short, scholars have made important inroads into understanding the unique challenges that social enterprise face in acquiring resource inputs, but have largely stopped short of considering the processes through which these organizations actually go about securing the inputs that are necessary to pursue social impact activities, and transforming inputs into impact. 
1.2 Activities 
The second stage in the impact logic model considers how an organization converts inputs into activities that are relevant for creating social impact (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). The study of activities is perhaps the most developed area in the social entrepreneurship literature. Yet aside from a handful of studies that have considered how bricolage (Desa and Basu, 2013; Di Domenico et al., 2010; Molecke and Pinkse, 2017), experimentation (Dentoni et al., 2018), imprinting (Muñoz et al., 2018) and opportunity recognition (Wry and York, 2017) can be leveraged to pursue impact, most studies have focused on activities that relate to the management of social–financial tensions. Clearly, this is an important issue for social enterprises, as failing to address such tensions can destabilize operations and even threaten survival (Pache and Santos, 2013; Tracey et al., 2011). Failed organizations do not generate social impacts (Cobb et al., 2016). Still, in common with research on resource inputs, the result is that studies have mostly sought to understand the enabling conditions that allow impact to be pursued, rather than the relationship between specific activities, outputs, and impacts. 
1.2.1 Managing tensions
Contributions to the study of social enterprise activities are evident in research that has examined how entrepreneurs reconcile multiple goals during enterprise creation (Powell et al., 2018; Wry and York, 2017) and, in a larger body of work that focuses on tensions and tradeoffs in established organizations. With regard to the later, research has: 1) considered how negotiation and compromise can be used to address conflicts and reconcile competing aims (e.g., Battilana et al., 2015; Jay, 2013); 2) argued that embracing “guardrails” (Smith and Besharov, 2017) and integrative complexity (Wry and York, 2017) can lead to decisions that effectively balance social and financial goals; and 3) suggested that directors should play a key role in prioritizing and aligning multiple objectives (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; Mair et al., 2015). Related research has also considered how employees can be motivated to engage in activities that are related to both revenue generation and social impact creation. This work suggests that employee reluctance can be overcome by strategically manipulating ideology (Besharov, 2014), changing material practices (Muñoz et al., 2018; Sharma et al., 2018) and cultivating a shared organizational identity (Conger et al., 2018; Dentoni et al., 2018; Tracey et al., 2011) that, for example, may use specific hiring and socialization processes to blur the distinction between competing goals (Battilana and Dorado, 2010). 
Recent work has noted, however, that social enterprises can take many forms and exist in variously complex institutional environments (Battilana et al., 2017; Pache and Santos, 2013; Santos et al., 2015). Hence caution should be taken when applying activities that are useful for managing tensions in one domain to other contexts and organizational forms (Battilana and Lee, 2014; Santos et al., 2015). For example, Zhao and Wry (2016) found that cultural values affected the ability of microfinance banks to successfully recruit female employees and reach out to female clients. In other work, these authors argue that it is crucial to consider the underlying relationship between an enterprise's revenue-generating and social outreach activities, as there may be conditions under which these are relatively symbiotic, or highly incompatible (Wry and Zhao, 2018). 
1.2.2 Prosocial certification
	Also related to social impact activities, research that analyses the creation and certification of new organizational forms for prosocial organizing has recently flourished (Conger et al., 2018; Gehman and Grimes, 2017; Grimes et al., 2018; Muñoz et al., 2018; Moroz et al., 2018; Peredo et al., 2018; Sharma et al., 2018). Prosocial certification systems provide category templates to which organizations subscribe and verify their social and environmental performance claims. For example, B Corporation certification requires that organizations employ multiple measures to report socially responsible activities. While certification of category membership may further enhance a firm’s legitimacy claims, contextual conditions influence the extent to which certified organizations exploit this potential (Gehman and Grimes, 2017). In addition to being a relevant trend, we view certification as an area that is ripe for future research. Questions abound as to the relationship between certification and startup mortality, its effects on capital acquisition, and the degree to which it functions as a source of competitive advantage. 
1.3 Outputs: The immediate effects of organizational action
The next step in the impact logic model considers outputs, namely the immediate and measurable results of an organization's social mission pursuits (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). For instance, the outputs of an environmental social enterprise might be measured as the amount of green energy produced (York et al., 2016), whereas an organization like the Aravind Eye Hospital might assess its outputs with a metric such as the number of free eye surgeries performed for the poor (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). 
1.3.1 Prosocial outputs
Within the social entrepreneurship literature, there are a few studies that have examined the link between prosocial activities and outputs. For example, Battilana et al. (2015) found that social imprinting and economic efficiency both affect the ability of Work Integration Social Enterprises to graduate beneficiaries into paid employment, but that they do so in different ways. Wry and Zhao (2018) similarly considered how the quality of a microfinance bank’s management and institutional environment affect its ability to reach high-need beneficiaries. Outside of the management literature, scholars have also investigated microfinance outputs that range from the breadth (i.e., number of beneficiaries served) and depth (i.e., borrower poverty levels) of social mission pursuits, to the initiation of collective action events (Sanyal, 2009) and housing construction (Salazar et al., 2012), among others (Reichert, 2018).
1.3.2 Measurement challenges
In comparison, management scholars have made deeper inroads analyzing foundational issues associated with prosocial output measurement. Much of this work has called attention to the difficulty in securing agreement on how to quantify outputs, such that performance may be consistently and reliably measured and compared (André et al., 2018; Choi and Majumdar, 2014; Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). This is an important issue, as output measurement has implications for resource acquisition and allocation, strategy development and implementation, and performance evaluation and accountability. To this end, Nason et al. (2018) highlight the inherent subjectivity in measuring social outputs, and the implications that this has for strategy-making, particularly as it relates to benchmarking financial and social performance. Others have argued that this plasticity directly affects cognition (Hahn and Lülfs, 2014; Haugh and Sugar, 2017) and that, when faced with accountability pressures, social enterprises strategically measure social outputs using both standardized and bespoke indicators, and assess these via qualitative or quantitative measures (Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). 
1.3.3 Outcomes: Medium and long-term effects  
As initially conceptualized, the end point of the impact logic model was outcomes, defined as the medium and long-term effects of an organization’s outputs on the constituencies that it aspires to create value for (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; McLaughlin and Jordan, 2005; van Tulder et al., 2016). Again, however, as with the link between activities and outputs, few studies in the management literature have analyzed the link between an enterprise’s outputs and outcomes.
1.3.4 Interpretivist and positivist approaches
In some cases, outputs and outcomes are tightly coupled, and the latter can reasonably be inferred without undertaking a rigorous empirical analysis. For example, the ecological benefits of moving from fossil fuels to clean energy are fairly evident (Sine and Lee, 2009; York et al., 2016). The same is true for interventions that directly reduce the harms suffered by a target population, such as the vision-improving eye surgeries performed by Aravind Eye Hospital (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). Yet it remains difficult, if not impossible, to isolate causality and determine effect sizes when an outcome of interest is influenced by factors both within and outside of an organization’s control (Chen and Rossi, 1983; McLaughlin and Jordan, 2005), and by a host of mediating and moderating variables (Haugh and Talwar, 2016). There is also the possibility of equifinality, in that the pathway from outputs to outcomes may depend on different configurations of variables (Seitanidi, 2008). This complexity is accentuated by the fact that reliable, agreed upon measures for most social outcomes have yet to be agreed upon (Ballesteros et al., 2017), and that outcome data typically needs to be gathered on a case-by-case basis. The specificity of the relationship between particular outputs and outcomes also limits the generalizability of any research findings (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). 
Faced with these challenges, scholars have taken one of two approaches to isolate and measure societal outcomes. The interpretivist approach follows the axiom to get as close as possible and develop a deep understanding of the phenomenon and participants being studied. This research strategy allows the researcher to surface nuanced insights about the mechanisms through which outputs shape various outcomes, while respecting the potential for indirect effects and complex causal relationships (André et al., 2018; Chen and Rossi, 1983; Davis and Marquis, 2005). Within the management literature, outcomes research has almost always followed this approach. For instance, Utting (2009) used a careful qualitative analysis to examine the how the introduction of fair trade coffee affected livelihoods of farmers in Nicaragua. Tobias et al. (2013) similarly explored the perceptions of Rwandan coffee farmers concerning the relationship between entrepreneurship, economic advancement, and conflict reduction. Illustrating the value of this type of approach for surfacing more complex causality, Haugh and Talwar (2016) found that participation in a social enterprise in India helped female entrepreneurs to initiate social change initiatives, but that this effect was only apparent when these women were empowered.
In comparison, positivist research assumes that both outputs and outcomes can be reliably measured, and that the relationship between the two can be isolated by using experiments or quasi-experimental techniques (Duvendack et al., 2011). Outside of the management literature, the positivist approach to outcome assessment abounds in other research domains. For instance, development economists have pioneered the use of randomized control field experiments to assess the outcomes of prosocial interventions. The technique adopts a counterfactual orientation, and directly analyzes the difference between randomly selected groups; one that is subject to an intervention, and one that is not (Duflo et al., 2007). Such experiments have been widely applied, and, for example, have received a great deal of attention for the (non)findings they have generated about the societal outcomes of microfinance (Banerjee et al., 2015; Duvendack et al., 2011). In cases where true experiments are not possible, scholars have also begun to explore various quasi-experimental identification techniques. For example, Ballesteros et al. (2017) used the "synthetic control method” to isolate the impact of corporate aid on the long-term economic recovery and human welfare of disaster-afflicted nations.
1.4 Impact: Addressing root causes to affect systemic change 
In recent years, development scholars have extended the impact logic model, adding “impacts” in order to reflect that the ultimate goal of prosocial organizing is to affect long-lasting, systemic societal change (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). Thus, while “outcomes” refer to the more proximate effects that an enterprise has on the people and communities that it serves, “impact” represents an enterprise’s contribution to addressing the root causes of issues like climate change, inequality, addiction, and homelessness. In light of the ongoing and repeated calls for research that sheds light on how management scholarship can address societal grand challenges (Ferraro et al., 2015; George et al., 2016), interpretivist entrepreneurship scholarship has already made inroads into this domain.
Discussions about the difficulty of measuring such impacts are legion (Rawhouser et al., 2017). The scale of an enterprise’s actions and outcomes are typically incommensurate with widespread and endemic societal issues, and any change is only apparent on a distant horizon. Very few studies of any kind have successfully modelled social impacts at this level. Indeed, when considering individual organizations, scholars and practitioners have inferred that outcomes are related to impact, but there have been few attempts to measure this link directly (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; Grown et al., 2016). Still, it is worth noting that interpretivist studies in the management literature have begun to surface relevant insights. For instance, Haugh and Talwar (2016) showed that female empowerment weakened negative male and female attitudes towards girls’ education—a root cause of inequality—whereas a field experiment on the impact of female representation in local governance did not produce any change in attitudes towards the general role of women in society (Beath et al., 2013). Related research has also noted how female engagement with economic activities impacts on institutional norms and cultural values (Leung et al., 2013; Mair et al., 2012).
In sum, our intention in using the logic model to organize prior social entrepreneurship research was to provide a foundation for more integrative and generative research conversations about social impact. By organizing key social enterprise studies in terms of contributions to impact, we have explicated that while many studies have considered inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes, few studies have investigated the connections between these stages, or how they relate to broader social impacts. In addition, we have elaborated the logic model by showing how social enterprise scholars have considered institutional aspects that complement and go beyond the model’s organizational focus. 
2.  Research suggestions
In this final section, we reflect on how using the logic model for impact research can advance knowledge about prosocial organizing. In this regard, one important implication of our approach is that is makes clear there are already rich research streams underway in the management and entrepreneurship literature that engage with questions related to social impact. Although there has been comparatively little consideration of outcomes and impacts, scholars have contributed greatly to our understanding of resource acquisition, organizational activities, and output measurement. Further, by focusing on specific aspects of impact creation—rather than on the full process through which individual organizations affect society—management scholars have contributed to a richer and more holistic view of how impacts are created. Notably, this work directs attention to the external environment and shows that cultural values (Tracey and Phillips, 2016), social movements (Sine and Lee, 2009), and institutional complexity (Pache and Santos, 2010) significantly shape resource acquisition and social mission activities. This provides a strong foundation for future prosocial organizing research. Perhaps more importantly, though, the impact logic model elucidates that explaining and predicting social impact is a complex, multifaceted endeavor. A single study, theory, or research methodology is insufficient for investigating impact. There are many ways that scholars can contribute to knowledge in the area, and there is value in explicitly stating these contributions rather than leaving them as implicit. In particular, we suggest three potentially fruitful areas for future research. 
2.1 Deepening understanding of the components of the impact logic model
Using the impact logic model to map social entrepreneurship research directs attention to avenues for developing deeper insights about inputs, activities, and outputs. With regard to inputs, we see considerable opportunity in further studying the funding of prosocial organizations (Cobb et al., 2016; Grimes, 2010; Miller et al., 2010; Moss et al., 2018; Siqueira et al., 2018). In recent years, there has been a dramatic increase in the scale of impact investing, defined as the allocation of capital that seeks both social and financial returns, with the sector now representing almost $100 billion in yearly capital flows (GIIN, 2016). Despite the immense and potentially transformative power of such investments, academic research lags well behind practice (Nichols and Daggers, 2016). There are a number of important questions to be addressed with regard to understanding how impact funds are allocated, and the effects that funding has on recipient organizations as well as those that are not on the radar for these capital providers. Indeed, not all social enterprises are financially sustainable (Tracey et al., 2011; Wry and Zhao, 2018), and it stands to reason that the desire to access such capital might motivate the prioritization of financial returns above social impact.
In addition, it is clear that the empirical investigation of prosocial organizing is dominated by social entrepreneurship and, in that context, the management of strategic tensions (Battilana et al., 2017). However, applying the impact logic model suggests that it is also important to consider how resources are employed to pursue social impact. We acknowledge that social enterprises must be financially sustainable in addition to pursuing a social mission, but how resources are employed to produce outputs is fundamental to unpacking how activities contribute to social impact (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). Such inquiry might consider the effectiveness of different inputs and activities for creating an organization’s intended outputs (Battilana et al., 2015), or the different types of outputs that an organization might pursue, how these relate to outcomes, and which types of activities are best aligned with such pursuits. For example, microfinance organizations may focus strategically on attracting more borrowers, or reaching high-need beneficiaries: yet there are questions about how to best go about each strategy, and their relative effects on poverty reduction are unclear (Reichert, 2018). There may also be value in studying the production of indirect and unintended outputs and outcomes. For instance, different types of strategies for pursuing social impact may be variously beneficial or harmful to employees and other stakeholders (Battilana and Dorado, 2010). 
2.2 Examining the connections between outputs, outcomes, and impacts 
Mapping social entrepreneurship studies using the impact logic model exposes clear gaps in our understanding of the links between outputs, outcomes, and impacts. While it is useful to understand how social enterprises attract resources and generate outputs, the importance of this work is undermined if the ultimate result is that these organizations have a marginal, or even negative, effect on society. This has several implications for future research. 
In this regard, it is important that scholars adopt a critical perspective and consider the relative efficacy of different activities for pursuing the same outputs, as well as the ways in which different outputs affect impact. If we start with impact and work backward, it is clear that different pathways may lead to the same result (Seitanidi, 2008). For instance, the microfinance practice of lending to the poor is arguably an inefficient way to reduce poverty (Banerjee et al., 2015), and other interventions may be more effective. Continuing with this example, it is also possible that different types of lending activities may be more or less effective for creating social impact (Wry and Zhao, 2018) and that this may vary across institutional contexts (Mair et al., 2012). Further, despite the extant social entrepreneurship research, critical scholars may conclude that other types of organizations are better suited to engage in the activities required to address longstanding societal problems. Future research should provide evidence to substantiate or repudiate such views.
In addition, we encourage management scholars to adopt a more cosmopolitan view, and engage with scholarship in different research domains. For instance, development economists and political scientists have applied a host of research methodologies to study microfinance and female empowerment. With regard to studying outputs and outcomes, in particular, research in these domains goes significantly beyond management scholarship (Duvandeck et al., 2011; Grown et al., 2016). There is value in learning about the techniques that are being pioneered in these areas and evaluating their applicability to management research. It is important that we don’t duplicate the work of others, but there is much to gain from applying cutting-edge analytical techniques to advance valid and reliable knowledge about prosocial organizing. Hence, we encourage methodological diversity that aims to surface the deep, nuanced, and difficult to articulate impacts of specific organizations as well as research that robustly tests predictions about the generalizability of such impacts. In this way, we see intrinsic value in both interpretivist and positivist research, as well as the potential for these approaches to inform each other in ways that cumulatively advance both theory and practice. 
2.3 Appling the impact logic model to different organizations and outcomes
In this editorial we employed the impact logic model to organize recent social entrepreneurship research. This was useful for mapping how social entrepreneurship research has, and has yet to, engage with questions of social impact (André et al., 2018; Haugh and Talwar, 2016; Mair et al., 2012; Tobias et al., 2013). However, prosocial organizing is evident in organizations that embody a variety of forms and pursue a range of societal outcomes. As such, there is likely to be considerable value in applying our approach more narrowly to focus on specific organizational forms (Conger et al., 2018; Gehman and Grimes, 2017; Grimes et al., 2018; Muñoz et al., 2018; Moroz et al., 2018; Peredo et al., 2018; Sharma et al., 2018). For example, an impact logic model of social movements could usefully summarize the state of knowledge about how these organizations attract members (Polletta and Jasper, 2001) (inputs); utilize tactics like framing (Lavine et al., 2017) and activism (McDonnell et al., 2015) (activities), and; how this affects the behavior of their targets (Hiatt et al., 2015; King and Soule, 2007) (outputs and outcomes). Considering specific types of interventions (e.g., microfinance, Work Integration Social Enterprise, community development trusts) could also usefully direct attention beyond the management literature to generate a richer understanding about how, and to what effect, these organizations create impact. By focusing research on specific organizational forms or interventions, the impact logic can help to facilitate additive and synthetic knowledge-building and avoid duplication across research areas. Moreover, the holistic investigation of specific organizational forms or types of interventions has the potential to generate insights into broader societal impacts (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014), either through meta-analyses of studies that have examined outputs or outcomes, or by assessing the collective impact of a broader organizational population (Ballesteros et al., 2017). 
In this regard, it would also be useful to build logic models that consider specific outcomes, such as empowerment, or impacts, such as equality and poverty reduction. Different types of organizations and interventions target the same social issues, and bringing these together in a logic model has the potential to facilitate the development of common metrics for measuring outputs and outcomes, and thus meaningful comparisons of efficacy. For example, this type of analysis might consider the relative value of different organizational forms and types of intervention for empowering women (Haugh and Talwar, 2016) or generating “green” energy (York et al., 2016). 
The research suggestions outlined above provide a road map for advancing knowledge about prosocial organizing impact that is both integrative and generative and, perhaps most importantly, contributes to beneficial societal change. We encourage scholars to heed our call and embrace the connections between their work and broader discussions of prosocial impact!
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Figure 2: The Logic Model of Social Impact applied to Social Enterprise  
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