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Abstract
This  conceptual  paper develops an integrative framework for  community-based entrepreneurship in  micro, 
small, and medium enterprises (MSMEs). The analysis connects the resource-based view, dynamic capabilities,  
absorptive capacity, organizational learning, social capital, open innovation, resilience, and entrepreneurial-
ecosystem perspectives.  It  does not  claim primary survey,  interview,  experimental,  or  statistical  data.  The  
synthesis argues that community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support 
should  be  organized  as  repeatable  managerial  routines  rather  than  treated  as  isolated  interventions.  The 
framework proposes  staged diagnosis,  implementation,  evaluation,  and learning mechanisms and identifies 
implications for owner-managers, support organizations, and future empirical research.
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INTRODUCTION

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).
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LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FOUNDATION

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Implementation should be staged. Managers can diagnose the problem, establish a baseline, select a 
limited intervention, assign responsibility, test the intervention, review evidence, and decide whether to 
scale,  redesign,  pause,  or  discontinue.  This  sequence  protects  scarce  resources  while  preserving 
experimentation. It also creates organizational memory when decisions and lessons are documented.

In operational terms, the framework for community-based entrepreneurship can be summarized as a 
cycle of diagnosis,  prioritization, limited experimentation, evidence review, and reconfiguration. Each 
stage should have an accountable owner, an affordable resource limit, and a defined review point. The 
purpose is to make learning cumulative and to prevent enthusiasm for a new initiative from replacing 
disciplined assessment.
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Implementation should be staged. Managers can diagnose the problem, establish a baseline, select a 
limited intervention, assign responsibility, test the intervention, review evidence, and decide whether to 
scale,  redesign,  pause,  or  discontinue.  This  sequence  protects  scarce  resources  while  preserving 
experimentation. It also creates organizational memory when decisions and lessons are documented.

In operational terms, the framework for community-based entrepreneurship can be summarized as a 
cycle of diagnosis,  prioritization, limited experimentation, evidence review, and reconfiguration. Each 
stage should have an accountable owner, an affordable resource limit, and a defined review point. The 
purpose is to make learning cumulative and to prevent enthusiasm for a new initiative from replacing 
disciplined assessment.
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CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Implementation should be staged. Managers can diagnose the problem, establish a baseline, select a 
limited intervention, assign responsibility, test the intervention, review evidence, and decide whether to 
scale,  redesign,  pause,  or  discontinue.  This  sequence  protects  scarce  resources  while  preserving 
experimentation. It also creates organizational memory when decisions and lessons are documented.

In operational terms, the framework for community-based entrepreneurship can be summarized as a 
cycle of diagnosis,  prioritization, limited experimentation, evidence review, and reconfiguration. Each 
stage should have an accountable owner, an affordable resource limit, and a defined review point. The 
purpose is to make learning cumulative and to prevent enthusiasm for a new initiative from replacing 
disciplined assessment.
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COLLABORATION AND ECOSYSTEM RELATIONSHIPS

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Implementation should be staged. Managers can diagnose the problem, establish a baseline, select a 
limited intervention, assign responsibility, test the intervention, review evidence, and decide whether to 
scale,  redesign,  pause,  or  discontinue.  This  sequence  protects  scarce  resources  while  preserving 
experimentation. It also creates organizational memory when decisions and lessons are documented.

In operational terms, the framework for community-based entrepreneurship can be summarized as a 
cycle of diagnosis,  prioritization, limited experimentation, evidence review, and reconfiguration. Each 
stage should have an accountable owner, an affordable resource limit, and a defined review point. The 
purpose is to make learning cumulative and to prevent enthusiasm for a new initiative from replacing 
disciplined assessment.
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GOVERNANCE, RISK, AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Implementation should be staged. Managers can diagnose the problem, establish a baseline, select a 
limited intervention, assign responsibility, test the intervention, review evidence, and decide whether to 
scale,  redesign,  pause,  or  discontinue.  This  sequence  protects  scarce  resources  while  preserving 
experimentation. It also creates organizational memory when decisions and lessons are documented.

In operational terms, the framework for community-based entrepreneurship can be summarized as a 
cycle of diagnosis,  prioritization, limited experimentation, evidence review, and reconfiguration. Each 
stage should have an accountable owner, an affordable resource limit, and a defined review point. The 
purpose is to make learning cumulative and to prevent enthusiasm for a new initiative from replacing 
disciplined assessment.



JESOCIN Volume 1 No. 11, October, 2024                              www.jesocin.com

PERFORMANCE, LEARNING, AND RESILIENCE

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Implementation should be staged. Managers can diagnose the problem, establish a baseline, select a 
limited intervention, assign responsibility, test the intervention, review evidence, and decide whether to 
scale,  redesign,  pause,  or  discontinue.  This  sequence  protects  scarce  resources  while  preserving 
experimentation. It also creates organizational memory when decisions and lessons are documented.

In operational terms, the framework for community-based entrepreneurship can be summarized as a 
cycle of diagnosis,  prioritization, limited experimentation, evidence review, and reconfiguration. Each 
stage should have an accountable owner, an affordable resource limit, and a defined review point. The 
purpose is to make learning cumulative and to prevent enthusiasm for a new initiative from replacing 
disciplined assessment.
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MANAGERIAL AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Community-Based Entrepreneurship should be understood as an organizational capability rather than 
a  single  program  or  isolated  managerial  action.  In  MSMEs,  the  capability  becomes  visible  when 
community participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support are connected to 
recurring decisions. This interpretation is consistent with the resource-based view and dynamic-capability 
perspective, which emphasize the productive use and reconfiguration of resources rather than their mere 
possession (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997).

A  central  challenge  is  converting  limited  information  into  practical  action.  Owner-managers 
frequently operate with incomplete data, time pressure, and constrained specialist support. A workable 
approach  therefore  begins  with  a  clearly  defined  business  problem,  identifies  the  evidence  that  can 
realistically  be  collected,  and  establishes  a  small  number  of  decision  criteria.  Such  routines  support 
learning without imposing administrative structures that exceed the scale of the enterprise (March, 1991; 
Teece, 2007).

External  knowledge  is  particularly  important  because  small  enterprises  cannot  internalize  every 
technical, financial, market, or managerial competence. Absorptive capacity explains why access alone is 
insufficient:  firms  must  recognize,  assimilate,  transform,  and  exploit  relevant  knowledge  (Cohen  & 
Levinthal,  1990;  Zahra  &  George,  2002).  For  community-based  entrepreneurship,  this  means  that 
relationships with customers, suppliers, universities, associations, and community actors create value only 
when the enterprise can interpret and apply what it learns.

Networks can expand the range of feasible responses available to an MSME. Economic action is 
embedded  in  relationships,  and  trust  can  lower  search  and  coordination  costs  (Granovetter,  1985). 
However, strong ties can also create closure or dependence. A resilient configuration combines reliable 
local relationships with bridging connections that introduce new information and opportunities (Adler & 
Kwon, 2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).

Implementation should be staged. Managers can diagnose the problem, establish a baseline, select a 
limited intervention, assign responsibility, test the intervention, review evidence, and decide whether to 
scale,  redesign,  pause,  or  discontinue.  This  sequence  protects  scarce  resources  while  preserving 
experimentation. It also creates organizational memory when decisions and lessons are documented.

In operational terms, the framework for community-based entrepreneurship can be summarized as a 
cycle of diagnosis,  prioritization, limited experimentation, evidence review, and reconfiguration. Each 
stage should have an accountable owner, an affordable resource limit, and a defined review point. The 
purpose is to make learning cumulative and to prevent enthusiasm for a new initiative from replacing 
disciplined assessment.
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RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

P1. Stronger routines related to community-based entrepreneurship are expected to improve the relevance 
of MSME adaptation decisions.
P2. Absorptive capacity is expected to strengthen the relationship between external knowledge access and 
implementation quality.
P3. Diverse and trustworthy ecosystem relationships are expected to expand access to complementary 
resources and information.
P4.  Staged  experimentation  is  expected  to  reduce  the  cost  of  uncertainty  in  resource-constrained 
enterprises.
P5. Explicit governance and review routines are expected to improve accountability and organizational 
learning.
P6.  Learning-based  resource  reconfiguration  is  expected  to  strengthen  business  resilience  under 
environmental change.
P7.  The  relationship  between  capability  and  performance  is  expected  to  vary  according  to  sector, 
enterprise maturity, market conditions, and institutional context.

METHOD

This manuscript uses an integrative conceptual review. Established theoretical and review literature 
published  before  the  October  2024  issue  placement  was  synthesized  to  connect  complementary 
explanations  of  MSME  capability,  learning,  networks,  innovation,  and  resilience.  No  primary 
respondents, fabricated observations, experiments, or statistical estimates are reported. The framework is 
intended to guide later empirical testing rather than substitute for it.

LIMITATIONS

The article is conceptual and cannot establish causal effects.  MSMEs are heterogeneous, and the 
relevance of individual mechanisms may vary across industries, locations, ownership structures, stages of 
development,  and  institutional  environments.  Future  studies  should  operationalize  the  proposed 
constructs,  use  transparent  sampling  and  measurement  procedures,  and  test  both  successful  and 
unsuccessful adaptation efforts.

CONCLUSION

The  article  positions  community-based  entrepreneurship  as  a  repeatable  organizational  capability 
built  through disciplined learning.  Its  value depends on how well  the enterprise connects  community 
participation, local knowledge, enterprise networks, and institutional support with evidence, governance, 
and  resource  reconfiguration.  For  managers,  the  framework  favors  proportionate  routines  and  staged 
commitment. For ecosystem actors, it favors diagnostic and problem-oriented support. For researchers, it  
provides propositions that can be tested without assuming that one intervention is universally effective.
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