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Yrasema Cruz Castellon'*, Maria del Rosario Valdez Paez2

L2 Universidad Auténoma de Sinaloa,
Facultad de Estudios Internacionales y Politicas Publicas, México

Abstract: Social entrepreneurship in urban environments is deeply influenced by the qual-
ity and structure of relationships within its ecosystem. This study analyzes the social entre-
preneurship ecosystem in Colonia Roma Norte, Mexico City, to understand how economic
and non-economic interactions among actors contribute to (or do not) organizational inno-
vation. The main objective was to identify the key nodes, types of relationships, and ex-
changes within the ecosystem, and to assess their role in building innovative capacities
among social enterprises. A mixed-methods approach was used, with a focus on social net-
work analysis (SNA), complemented by semi-structured interviews and document review.
The findings reveal a fragmented yet dynamic ecosystem in which trust-based relationships,
cooperation, and information exchange are key catalysts for social innovation beyond formal
economic ties. Strategic nodes with high betweenness were identified as critical connectors
for inter-organizational collaboration and dissemination of innovative practices. The study
concludes that in order to strengthen organizational innovation in social enterprises, it is cru-
cial to foster connection mechanisms within the ecosystem, promote horizontal relationships,
and recognize the value of non-economic resources in management processes.
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Introduction

In recent years, social enterprises have gained global relevance for their ability to

address persistent social challenges through market-based approaches that create
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both economic and social value (Defourny et al., 2019; Alter, 2007). Unlike tradi-
tional organizations, these hybrid ventures operate at the intersection of philanthropy
and profit, seeking financial sustainability while generating social impact. Although
the expansion of social enterprises has been well documented in Europe and North
America, less attention has been paid to the territorial and relational dynamics that
sustain them in Latin America.

Recent scholarship has examined post-pandemic and digital entrepreneurial eco-
systems (Pigola et al., 2024), university—community collaborations (Cobo-Gémez et
al., 2024), and cooperative networks in urban Mexico (Diaz de Ledn et al., 2024).
However, a theoretical gap remains regarding how social innovation emerges from
localized networks in which economic and non-economic relationships foster col-
lective learning and organizational innovation. Latin American cases, such as
Medellin’s Ruta N and Buenos Aires’ Design District, demonstrate that cross-sector
collaboration and place-based governance can foster inclusive innovation (de Souza
et al., 2023). However, few studies have analyzed these dynamics at the micro-terri-
torial level, where daily interactions between social enterprises, creative industries,
and civic organizations shape innovation processes.

In Mexico, Martinez and Dutrénit (2017) highlighted inter-organizational learn-
ing as a driver of regional innovation, while Orejas and Buckland (2016) traced the
institutional foundations of social entrepreneurship. However, the dismantling
of the National Institute of Entreprencurs (INADEM) between 2018 and 2019
marked a critical institutional shift. As the primary federal body promoting entrepre-
neurship, its disappearance created a policy vacuum that encouraged the rise of de-
centralized, locally governed ecosystems where universities, social enterprises, and
civil organizations assumed leadership roles (Expansion, 2019; Diario Oficial de la
Federacion, 2019).

This study addresses these gaps by analyzing the urban ecosystem of Roma Norte
in Mexico City, a micro-territory characterized by its dense concentration of cultural,
creative, and social organizations. Unlike national-level analyses (Villegas-Mateos
& Vazquez-Maguirre, 2024), this research focuses on the network structure and re-
lational density of a single urban node, where proximity and shared social values
shape innovation. The study reframes social innovation as a relational process, rather
than an isolated creative act. It introduces the concept of hybrid governance, illus-
trating how economic and non-economic ties coexist to sustain collective innovation
within urban ecosystems.

Literature review

Definition of social enterprise

Social enterprises have emerged as hybrid entities situated between the for-profit
and nonprofit sectors, aiming to address persistent social problems that neither the
state, the market, nor traditional civil society organisations have effectively ad-
dressed. Their primary characteristic is the social mission that guides them, but they
distinguish themselves by using market mechanisms and business approaches to
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achieve sustainability. Defourny, Nyssens, and Brolis (2019) define social enterprise
as an entity created to mitigate a market failure or solve a social problem, generating
social value through business tools such as innovation, strategic orientation, and fi-
nancial discipline.

From a classic perspective, scholars such as Alter (2007) and Dahik (2018) have
proposed several classifications to understand these models, emphasizing that social
enterprises operate within the tension between maximizing social impact and main-
taining financial sustainability. According to Alter (2007), the diversity of hybrid
models reflects the flexibility of the concept, while Dahik (2018) highlights the need
for managerial innovation to sustain their dual mission.

More recent studies reaffirm this dual nature while highlighting the adaptive ca-
pacity of social enterprises in post-pandemic and digital contexts. For instance,
Villegas-Mateos and Vazquez-Maguirre (2024) demonstrate that social enterprises
in upper-middle-income countries, such as Mexico and Chile, utilize market mecha-
nisms to address inequality and environmental challenges while ensuring financial
viability. Similarly, Pigola, Fischer, and Moraes (2024) demonstrate how Latin
American social enterprises are increasingly embedded within digital entrepreneurial
ecosystems, using technology and online collaboration to strengthen their impact and
resilience. From a broader perspective, Gongalves, Marques, and Leite (2023) point
out that hybrid organizational models are evolving towards networked and innova-
tion-driven logics, linking social value creation with urban and institutional ecosys-
tems.

These organizations typically share three core characteristics: a clear social pur-
pose, a business management approach, and an orientation toward the common good,
which may or may not be reflected in their legal structure. In Latin America, partic-
ularly in Mexico, social entrepreneurship has gained significant relevance in recent
years, albeit in diverse forms and structures. According to Bosma et al. (2015), in
Latin America, 15.2% of operational social enterprises focus on commercial activi-
ties, 2.3% operate on a philanthropic logic, and only 0.8% adopt hybrid models,
reflecting the predominance of business-oriented models with a social purpose.

This tension is also reflected in regional differences: while in Europe the concept
of social enterprise is often linked to the social and solidarity economy, in Latin
America it is more frequently associated with entrepreneurship and social innova-
tion. These cultural, institutional and legal differences complicate a universal defini-
tion of the term, although they share a transformative vision of the role that organi-
zations can play in addressing social challenges.

Urban innovation ecosystems

The concept of an ecosystem applied to the organizational realm originates from
biology, where it is used to describe a dynamic system of interdependent relation-
ships between organisms and their environment. This approach was adopted in the
1990s by the management and business literature to explain institutional transfor-
mations driven by technological development and interconnectivity within business
networks (Ramirez et al., 2020). According to Moore (1993), as cited in Ramirez et al.
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(2020), business ecosystems can be understood as communities organized around
finite resources, in which the relationships between actors determine the survival,
adaptation, and innovation of the productive system.

Over time, the ecosystem concept evolved to analyze how specific geographic
environments, especially urban ones, facilitate innovation processes through con-
stant interaction among multiple actors. Thus, innovation ecosystems are understood
as local communities in which companies, universities, governments, social organi-
zations, and investors interact to create, adapt, and spread new ways of solving prob-
lems (Hoffecker, 2019). Within this framework, Tedesco and Serrano (2019) identify
six types of key actors: articulators, facilitators, linkers, knowledge generators, pro-
moters, and communities.

The configuration of these ecosystems depends on interactions among individu-
als, organizations, and institutions, with the entrepreneur serving as a central actor
in system dynamization (Borissenko & Boschma, 2017). In urban contexts, geo-
graphical proximity encourages the creation of collaborative networks. Tanimoto
(2008) proposes the concept of a social innovation cluster to describe the accumula-
tion of organizations that, through cooperative and competitive relationships, gener-
ate innovative solutions to social problems. Thus, urban innovation ecosystems con-
solidate as living platforms that enable the collective construction of social value
through cross-sector collaboration.

Relationship between networks and innovation capacity

Collaborative networks within a social entrepreneurship ecosystem play a funda-
mental role in developing organizational capacities focused on innovation. Han and
Shah (2019) argue that the ecosystem helps enhance the social impact of the compa-
nies within it, to the extent that these organizations depend not only on internal fac-
tors, such as organizational culture or the skills of their teams, but also on external
factors available in their environment, such as public policies, infrastructure, funding
and collaborative networks.

It is precisely through these inter-organizational relationships that knowledge
exchange occurs, strengthening innovative capacities. Spigel and Harrison (2018)
argue that both economic and non-economic relationships in innovation ecosystems
follow a logic deeply tied to the entrepreneurial process, in which the local culture
must value risk-taking, collective learning, and innovation as core principles.

Under this logic, peer networks, informal mentoring, role models, and mutual
support among social entrepreneurs constitute the pillars of ecosystem functionality.
In the urban context of Mexico City, social innovation in social enterprises can man-
ifest itself at three levels: incremental, institutional, and disruptive, as proposed by
Nicholls et al. (2015).

Incremental innovations address market failures through the introduction of new
products or services; institutional innovations reconfigure existing structures; and
disruptive innovations radically transform entire systems. In this environment,
non-economic relationships — such as knowledge exchange, cooperation at events,
or informal collaboration — coexist with economic relationships related to market
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transactions or employment. Both types of interaction strengthen the network by
encouraging socially innovative and sustainable business models that are adapted to
contemporary social challenges.

Methodology

This study adopts a mixed-methods approach with a correlational and explana-
tory design. The correlational component identifies relationships between two key
variables in the urban social innovation ecosystem: economic links (commercial and
labor) and non-economic links (collaboration, information exchange, and informal
alliances). The aim is to determine how these relationships influence knowledge
exchange and the generation of social innovation. According to Hernandez, Fernan-
dez, and Baptista (2010), correlational studies “evaluate the degree of association
between two or more variables [...] and quantify and analyze the linkage” (p. 81).
The explanatory component complements this analysis by examining the conditions
under which these processes strengthen organizational innovation capacities.

The temporal scope (2001-2018) corresponds to the period in which the social
entrepreneurship and innovation ecosystem of Mexico City consolidated, following
the arrival of Ashoka and the creation of accelerators such as New Ventures. The
reports of the Mexican Impact Investment Alliance (2018) and the Scientific and
Technological Advisory Forum (2018) identify these years as the phase of institu-
tionalization and expansion of social innovation and impact investment networks in
Mexico.

The case study focuses on the Roma Norte neighborhood, a strategic urban node
where various actors converge, including investment funds, private organizations,
NGOs, universities and media. Actor selection was based on secondary sources, such
as Disruptivo.tv (2020) and the aforementioned reports, prioritizing active organiza-
tions between 2001 and 2018.

Using the relational boundary criterion and the snowball sampling method
(Verard & Marti, 1999), the study mapped interorganizational connections until sat-
uration was achieved. Data collection included structured observation, surveys, and
22 semi-structured interviews with representatives of social enterprises, NGOs, in-
vestors, and intermediaries.

A Social Network Analysis (SNA) visualized the ecosystem structure and meas-
ured degree centrality, cohesion, and betweenness. The variables included the type,
frequency, and duration of the ties. Quantitative SNA results guided the selection of
key actors for qualitative interviews, while insights from these interviews refined the
quantitative interpretation, linking network patterns with organizational narratives.

This sequential triangulation strategy allowed for a comprehensive understanding
of the ecosystem. The quantitative analysis captured structural configurations,
whereas the qualitative component revealed the meanings and motivations that sus-
tain collaboration. Together, both methods explain how relational dynamics and or-
ganizational learning processes drive social innovation in an urban context.
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Results

Social enterprise ecosystem in Colonia Roma Norte

The methodological design of this project included an initial phase aimed at iden-
tifying the business network of social enterprises applying social innovation in Mex-
ico City. Based on the ecosystem approach, 37 relevant actors were identified,
including investment funds, social enterprises, B Corporations, higher education in-
stitutions, consulting firms, international organizations, and specialized media out-
lets. This identification was based on the Censo de Empresas Sociales (Census of
Social Enterprises) conducted by Disruptivo.tv in collaboration with higher educa-
tion institutions. The census confirmed that approximately half of the 350 social en-
terprises identified in Mexico are located in the capital, which supports the presence
of an active and geographically concentrated urban ecosystem.

Conceptual frameworks on innovation ecosystems guided the selection of actors.
They drew from sources such as Disruptivo.tv (2020), the Mexican Impact Invest-
ment Alliance (2018), and Foro Consultivo Cientifico y Tecnologico, A. C. [Scientific
and Technological Advisory Forum] (2018). The actors were delimited by agglom-
eration between 2001 and 2018, with 19 located in Mexico City and 11 specifically
in Colonia Roma Norte. Of these, 38% are B corporations, 17% provide investment
funds, and 9% are international organizations. Table 1 presents a representative
selection of the identified cluster actors:

Table 1. Selected cluster actors

Company Name Role in the Cluster
Ashoka Non-governmental organization
Make Senses Private organization
Impact Hub Private organization
Sistema B Private organization
Promotora Social Company
New Venture Investment fund
Social Lab Private company
Svx México Investment fund
Esmex Business incubator

Source: Own elaboration based on Disruptivo.tv (2020); Mexican Impact Investment Alliance (2018);
and Foro Consultivo Cientifico y Tecnologico, A. C. (2018)

Colonia Roma Norte stands out as an ideal environment for the concentration of
such initiatives. Its strategic location, the density of cultural and creative services,
and the availability of human capital offer favorable conditions for the formation of
collaborative networks (Semetiel & Noguera, 2004; Spigel & Harrison, 2018).
According to Guadarrama and Moreno (2019), the Roma-Condesa corridor functions
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as an alternative cultural space that fosters interpersonal and economic ties between
organizations. This spatial proximity translates into constant opportunities for inter-
action, as illustrated by a statement collected from SVX Mexico: “An absolute net-
working advantage in Mexico City, absolute. In the same building I was in, there was
Cirklo, and upstairs, Hispanic without Philanthropy, who ended up hiring us for two
or three things.”

This spatial dynamic has facilitated the consolidation of a community that not
only shares physical space but also a narrative of social impact, collaboration, and
entrepreneurship — Figure 1, generated in Atlas.TI 9 illustrates the advantages per-
ceived by the actors of being located within this urban ecosystem.
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Figure 1. Citation Network — advantages of being based in Mexico City according to
interviewed actors

Source: Author’s elaboration using Atlas.TI 9, n.d., citations related to the advantages of being based
in Mexico City

Figure 1 shows the network of coded quotations generated in Atlas. T1 9, illustrat-
ing the multi-layered relationships that define the social innovation ecosystem in
Colonia Roma Norte. The diagram highlights labels such as Economic Linkages,
Non-Economic Linkages, International Linkages, Type of Social Innovation,
Ecosystem, Advantages, Mechanisms that Foster Social Innovation, and Types
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of Horizontal and Vertical Collaborations. These categories reveal how geographical
proximity within Roma Norte enhances cooperation, knowledge exchange, and
cross-sector interaction more strongly than in other, more dispersed ecosystems. Spa-
tial clustering of actors, such as SVX México, Impact Hub, and Sistema B, encour-
ages frequent face-to-face encounters and trust-based collaboration, thus amplifying
the diffusion of knowledge and enhancing the capacity for innovation. Unlike eco-
systems based on distant or digital connections, the Roma Norte cluster demonstrates
how urban space itself catalyzes relational density, positioning this neighborhood as
a vibrant, open, and continually evolving node of social and organizational innova-
tion in Mexico City, Relational and Informational Functioning of the Social Innova-
tion Ecosystem in Colonia Roma Norte.

The Roma Norte ecosystem of social enterprises exhibits a complex network of
non-economic relationships rooted in trust, cooperation, and knowledge exchange.
As Hoffecker (2019) notes, ecosystems act as local communities that provide
resources and infrastructure for innovation. In this case, diverse actors participate
simultaneously in both impact investment and fintech communities, reflecting the
characteristics of an urban ecosystem that fosters social solutions through intercon-
nected relationships. According to Han and Shah (2019), these links not only
strengthen individual organizations but also contribute to collective co-evolution
aimed at achieving social impact.

In addition to symbolic or learning-based relationships, economic relationships
were also observed, including service contracting, the formation of strategic alli-
ances, joint fund management, and collaboration in public policy design. These ac-
tions aim to strengthen impact measurement methodologies, incubate new social en-
terprises, and scale sustainable business models.

From a social network analysis perspective, the density values obtained in Table 2
provide critical insight into how knowledge circulates and innovation emerges
within the Roma Norte ecosystem. A higher density in the seeking social innovation
resources network (0.4636) indicates frequent exchanges and strong relational cohe-
sion between actors. It means that the members are not only connected but also ac-
tively participate in the transfer of tacit knowledge, such as methodologies and im-
pact indicators, which supports continuous learning and problem-solving. The
moderate densities observed in the cooperation networks (0.3818) and business in-
formation (0.3272), on the other hand, suggest a structure that balances stability with
openness, enabling both trust-based collaboration and the entry of new ideas and
partners.

These patterns align with theoretical discussions on ecosystems and social inno-
vation that emphasize the dual importance of cohesion and diversity (Spigel & Har-
rison, 2018; Hoffecker, 2019). High-density networks tend to promote incremental
innovation by facilitating the rapid diffusion of best practices and strengthening
shared values among actors. However, the presence of moderately dense networks
also prevents cognitive lock-in, allowing the ecosystem to remain adaptive and re-
sponsive to emerging challenges. As shown in Table 2, the high density of the con-
sultation network (0.4636) empirically illustrates this balance between cohesion and
adaptability, supporting Hoffecker’s view of ecosystems as “living infrastructures”
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in which relational intensity sustains innovation. In this sense, the Roma Norte eco-
system reflects a dynamic equilibrium between embedded trust and structural flexi-
bility, in which innovation emerges from the interplay between localised collabora-
tion and external connectivity.

Table 2. Density of non-economic relationships

Network Density

Seeking social innovation resources 0.4636
Cooperation links 0.3818
Business-related information 0.3272

Source: Own elaboration based on data provided by UCINET 6.7

Figure 1 visualizes the relational structure of the Roma Norte social innovation
ecosystem, highlighting the strategic positioning of organizations such as SVX
Meéxico, Impact Hub, and Sistema B. The sociogram reveals a dense, interconnected
network in which Impact Hub and SVX Mé¢xico have the highest outdegree (9), re-
flecting their roles as active seekers and disseminators of knowledge. At the same
time, Sistema B stands out with the highest indegree (7), confirming its position as
a key reference for impact certification and social accountability.

As illustrated in Figure 2, this pattern reinforces the findings in Table 2, showing
how relational density and bridging roles maintain the hybrid nature. The circulation
of knowledge, methodological consulting, and collaborative design processes re-
place purely competitive dynamics, fostering a cooperative environment in which
innovation emerges through interaction and mutual learning. Therefore, the network
not only represents connections but also visualizes a governance structure rooted in
trust, reciprocity, and shared purpose, core features that distinguish social innovation
ecosystems from traditional entrepreneurial networks.

The Roma Norte ecosystem differs from conventional entrepreneurial ecosystems
that prioritize technological advancement and market performance. Here, greater
emphasis is placed on actors that formalize and disseminate social innovation meth-
odologies, such as Ashoka, Makesense, and Sistema B, providing structured frame-
works for scaling impact and professionalizing social entrepreneurship. These find-
ings advance ecosystem theory by demonstrating that innovation emerges not only
from technological infrastructure or institutional support (Spigel & Harrison, 2018;
Hoffecker, 2019), but also from relational density and localized trust, which enable
knowledge co-production.
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Figure 2. Degree Centrality — network of consultation on social innovation tools

Source: Own elaboration based on research data and using Netdraw

The Roma Norte ecosystem differs from conventional entrepreneurial ecosys-
tems that prioritize technological advancement and market performance. Here,
greater emphasis is placed on actors that formalize and disseminate social innovation
methodologies, such as Ashoka, Makesense, and Sistema B, providing structured
frameworks for scaling impact and professionalizing social entrepreneurship. These
findings advance ecosystem theory by demonstrating that innovation emerges not
only from technological infrastructure or institutional support (Spigel & Harrison,
2018; Hoffecker, 2019), but also from relational density and localized trust, which
enable knowledge co-production.

Recent scholarship reinforces this shift: for example, Villegas-Mateos and
Vézquez-Maguirre (2024) describe “social entrepreneurial ecosystems in upper-
middle-income countries” with hybrid economic/social logics, and Pigola et al.
(2024) highlight the post-pandemic adaptability of social enterprises within digital
and collaborative environments. The hybrid configuration observed, where eco-
nomic exchange and social collaboration coexist, demonstrates that social innovation
depends on both tangible resources and symbolic capital.

From a theoretical point of view, these findings expand existing frameworks on
social innovation ecosystems, demonstrating how localized interactions foster hybrid
governance structures, as noted by Hoffecker (2019), Spigel and Harrison (2018),
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and Nicholls et al. (2015), by providing empirical evidence that operationalizes con-
cepts often treated abstractly. Building on Hoffecker’s notion of ecosystems as local
communities that combine actors, infrastructure, and resources, the findings demon-
strate how innovation diffusion occurs through relational properties. The highest-
density network (0.4636), which focuses on consulting social innovation tools,
reveals that knowledge circulation is a structural phenomenon, sustained by trust and
collaboration. Within this structure, Impact Hub and Sistema B act as relational
bridges, translating abstract methodologies into operational routines.

Furthermore, the findings align with Spigel and Harrison (2018), who emphasize
the role of local culture and horizontal learning. This study expands their framework
by demonstrating that local culture, expressed through proximity and daily collabo-
ration, can be operationalized as relational capital. This network of connections fos-
ters learning, as shown by 43% improving impact models and another 43% innovat-
ing business design. Hence, the culture of innovation becomes measurable through
network behavior, linking social interaction to concrete outcomes.

Following Nicholls et al. (2015), the Roma Norte case offers a relational reinter-
pretation of social innovation typologies. Incremental innovations arise from dense
networks of consultation and cooperation; institutional innovations emerge from the
standardization processes led by certifying organizations, such as Sistema B; and
disruptive innovations emerge through multi-actor collaborations that connect
finance, knowledge, and policy. These patterns suggest that the degree and configu-
ration of relational bonds can serve as indicators of innovation type and maturity.

More broadly, the coexistence of economic (alliances, contracting, fund manage-
ment) and non-economic (cooperation, methodological exchange, peer learning) re-
lationships reveals the hybrid nature of urban ecosystems. This challenges Eurocen-
tric models centered on state-driven innovation by demonstrating that, in Latin
America, institutional gaps, such as the dissolution of INADEM in 2019, have cata-
lyzed bottom-up governance models in which civil society, academia, and enter-
prises assume coordination roles. This empirical perspective contributes to decolo-
nizing innovation studies by situating Latin American urban ecosystems as
laboratories for adaptive and community-driven innovation. Thus, relational capital
emerges as the core mechanism through which social innovation becomes adaptive,
collaborative, and territorially embedded.

Finally, this study invites a theoretical shift: understanding innovation not as
a static product, but as a dynamic property of networks, a function of their capacity
to connect diverse actors, share knowledge, and adapt collectively to change.

Conclusion

The analysis of the social innovation ecosystem in Colonia Roma Norte, Mexico
City confirms that urban environments can serve as fertile platforms for collabora-
tion, collective learning, and the generation of solutions to social problems. The
study of economic and non-economic networks among 37 actors reveals that inter-
organizational relationships, grounded in mutual trust, play a decisive role in
strengthening organizational capacities and fostering sustainable social innovation.
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The presence of B Corps, investment funds, support organizations, universities,
and collaborative hubs indicates that Roma Norte has achieved a degree of maturity
that enables coordination across diverse sectors, a hallmark of consolidated urban
ecosystems (Hoffecker, 2019; Tedesco & Serrano, 2019). Consistent with Boris-
senko and Boshma (2017), social entrepreneurs function as catalysts of systemic
change whose effectiveness depends on the institutional environment and the quality
of their relational networks.

These findings are especially relevant in the context of the institutional transfor-
mation. The dissolution of the National Institute of the Entrepreneurs INADEM) in
2019 marked a turning point in national innovation policy, dismantling a key struc-
ture for supporting entrepreneurship and social innovation (Expansion, 2019; Diario
Oficial de la Federacion, 2019). In the absence of this federal actor, Roma Norte
emerged as a self-organized ecosystem in which civil organizations, universities, and
social enterprises assumed coordination and knowledge transfer functions. This pro-
cess illustrates the emergence of hybrid urban governance, in which collaboration
replaces centralized policy instruments and reinforces bottom-up innovation.

From a theoretical perspective, this study advances existing frameworks on social
innovation and urban ecosystems in three ways. First, it redefines social innovation
as a relational phenomenon, demonstrating that innovation arises through interaction
and collective learning, rather than isolated creativity. Second, it introduces the con-
cept of hybrid governance, demonstrating how economic and non-economic rela-
tionships coexist to sustain coordination and knowledge exchange. Third, it provides
recent empirical evidence from Latin America that enriches the understanding of
how proximity, cultural identity, and informal networks shape urban innovation
(Gongalves et al., 2023; Pigola et al., 2024; Villegas-Mateos & Vazquez-Maguirre,
2024).

These findings highlight the need to design local instruments to support urban
innovation ecosystems, such as incubators, innovation hubs, and social impact
laboratories, that serve as platforms for collective coordination. Reactivating or
creating post-INADEM funding programs focused on collaborative social innova-
tion could strengthen territorial cooperation. Additionally, promoting multi-stake-
holder governance mechanisms and specialized training in social innovation tools
would enhance ecosystem resilience and scalability. Funding schemes that prioritize
collective impact over individual performance could further stimulate sustainable
innovation.

The scope is limited by its temporal range (2001-2018) and its geographical focus
on a single urban district. Data, based on self-reported relationships, may reflect bi-
ases in perception. Future studies should extend this analysis to compare multiple
urban ecosystems, such as Medellin’s Ruta N or Buenos Aires’ Design District, to
identify patterns of hybrid governance and relational density. Longitudinal research
could also explore how digitalization, artificial intelligence, and post-pandemic gov-
ernance reshape collaboration and innovation in Latin American cities.

In summary, the case of Colonia Roma Norte demonstrates that inter-organiza-
tional relationships, both economic and social, constitute the backbone of sustainable
social innovation. Trust, proximity, and cooperation consolidate a hybrid governance
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model that enables urban ecosystems not only to respond to social challenges but
also to innovate in addressing those challenges, contributing to more inclusive and
context-sensitive theoretical and policy frameworks for the Global South.

References

Alianza por la Inversion de Impacto en México. [Alliance for Impact Investment in Mexico]. (2018).
Impact investment in Mexico: Agenda of a growing market. Alianza por la Inversién de Impacto
en México. https://aiimx.com.mx/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Inversion-de-Impacto-AlIMX
-2018.pdf

Alter, K. (2007). Social enterprise typology. Virtue Ventures LLC. http://www.virtueventures.com/
typology

Borissenko, Y., & Boschma, R. (2017). A critical review of entrepreneurial ecosystems: Towards
a future research agenda. European Planning Studies, 25(6), 887-903.

DOI: 10.1080/09654313.2017.1299694

Bosma, N., Schett, T., Terjesen, S., & Kew, P. (2015). Special Topic Report: Social Entrepreneur-
ship. Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. https://www.gemconsortium.org/report/gem-2015
-special-report-on-social-entrepreneurship

Cobo-Goémez, J. C. (2024). Social innovation in university-community partnerships in Latin America:
Exploring collaborative models. Sustainable Technology & Entrepreneurship, 3(2), 100061.
DOI: 10.1016/j.stae.2023.100061

Dahik, M. (2018). Empresas sociales en América Latina: innovaciones para la inclusion social.
Fundacion Avina.

de Souza, M. C. A., Pugas, L., Rover, S., & Nodari, C. H. (2023). Social innovation networks and
agrifood citizenship: Lessons from urban-rural linkages in Floriandpolis, Brazil. Journal of
Rural Studies, 104, 14-25. DOI: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2023.01.009

Defourny, J., Nyssens, M., & Brolis, O. (2019). Social Enterprise and Social Business. In B. Haupert
(Ed.), The Palgrave Encyclopedia of Social Enterprise. Palgrave Macmillan.

DOI: 10.1007/978-3-319-31816-5_37-1

Diaz de Leon, D., Rivera, 1., & Alvarez, E. R. (2024). Entrepreneurship ecosystem of cooperatives in
Mexico City. Social Sciences, 13(7), 374. DOI: 10.3390/s0csci13070374

Disruptivo.tv. (2020). First census of social enterprises in Mexico. Disruptivo.tv.
https://disruptivo.tv/wp-content/uploads/dim_uploads/2020/10/DISRUPTIVO_Censo-2019.pdf

Foro Consultivo Cientifico y Tecnologico, A. C. [Scientific and Technological Advisory Forum]. (2018).
Overview of impact investment in Mexico. Foro Consultivo Cientifico y Tecnologico, A. C.

Gongalves, R., Marques, C., & Leite, E. (2023). Development of innovation and entrepreneurial
ecosystems in cities: Toward networked hybrid models. Expert Systems with Applications, 227,
120337. DOI: 10.1016/j.eswa.2023.120337

Guadarrama, R., & Moreno, L. (2019). Espacios culturales alternativos en la Roma-Condesa: practi-
cas de consumo y produccion simbdlica. Estudios Sociologicos, 37(109), 69-90.

Han, L., & Shah, P. (2019). Ecosystems for social enterprise: What we know and where we go from
here. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 10(2), 235-256.

DOI: 10.1080/19420676.2018.1541011

Hernandez, R., Fernandez, C., & Baptista, P. (2010). Metodologia de la investigacion (5th ed.).
McGraw-Hill.

Hoffecker, E. (2019). Local Innovation: What It Is and Why It Matters for Developing Economies.
MIT D-Lab. https://d-lab.mit.edu/resources/publications/local-innovation

Martinez, C., & Dutrénit, G. (2017). Learning networks in regional innovation systems: Evidence
from Mexico. Papers in Innovation Studies No. 2017/06. CIRCLE, Lund University.
https://ideas.repec.org/p/hhs/lucirc/2017_006.html

Mexican Impact Investment Alliance. (2018). National Landscape of Impact Investment in Mexico
2018. Mexico City: Mexican Impact Investment Alliance (AMEXCAP).
https://amexcap.com.mx/

36


https://aiimx.com.mx/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Inversion-de-Impacto-AIIMX-2018.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://aiimx.com.mx/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Inversion-de-Impacto-AIIMX-2018.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
http://www.virtueventures.com/typology
http://www.virtueventures.com/typology
https://www.gemconsortium.org/report/gem-2015-special-report-on-social-entrepreneurship
https://www.gemconsortium.org/report/gem-2015-special-report-on-social-entrepreneurship
https://disruptivo.tv/wp-content/uploads/dlm_uploads/2020/10/DISRUPTIVO_Censo-2019.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://d-lab.mit.edu/resources/publications/local-innovation
https://ideas.repec.org/p/hhs/lucirc/2017_006.html
https://amexcap.com.mx/

DOI: 10.17512/znpcz.2025.4.02

Moore, J. F. (1993). Predators and prey: A new ecology of competition. Harvard Business Review,
71(3), 75-86.

Nicholls, A., Simon, J., & Gabriel, M. (2015). New Frontiers in Social Innovation Research. Palgrave
Macmillan. DOI: 10.1057/9781137506801

Orejas, C., & Buckland, H. (2016). Social innovation and territorial dynamics: A comparative analy-
sis of Latin American cases. In J. Moulaert, F. MacCallum, & A. Hamelin (Eds.), Social Inno-
vation as a Trigger for Transformations: The Role of Research (pp. 175-194). European Com-
mission, DG Research & Innovation. https://ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/
policy_reviews/social_innovation_trigger_transformations.pdf

Pigola, F., Fischer, N., & Moraes, H. (2024). Impacts of digital entrepreneurial ecosystems on sus-
tainable development: Insights from Latin America. Sustainability, 16(18), 7928.

DOI: 10.3390/su16187928

Ramirez, G., Martinez, R., & Palacios, M. (2020). Ecosistemas empresariales: Una revision tedrica
desde la perspectiva de los sistemas complejos. Revista Venezolana de Gerencia, 25(91),
452-470.

Scientific and Technological Advisory Forum. (2018). Diagnosis of the social enterprise and innova-
tion ecosystem in Mexico. Mexico City: Foro Consultivo Cientifico y Tecnologico, A.C.
https://foroconsultivo.org.mx/

Semetiel, M., & Noguera, J. (2004). Redes territoriales de innovacion: un enfoque sistémico. Revista
de Economia Industrial, 353, 131-146.

Spigel, B., & Harrison, R. (2018). Toward a process theory of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Strategic
Entrepreneurship Journal, 12(1), 151-168. DOI: 10.1002/sej.1268

Tanimoto, K. (2008). The emergent process of social innovation: multi-stakeholders perspective.
Hitotsubashi Journal of Commerce and Management, 42(1), 1-15.

Tedesco, L., & Serrano, J. (2019). Ecosistemas de innovacion social: una propuesta de tipologia.
Revista de Estudios Sociales, 69, 14-29. DOI: 10.7440/res69.2019.02

Verard, C., & Marti, J. (1999). El andlisis de redes sociales. Universidad de Granada.

Villegas-Mateos, A., & Vazquez-Maguirre, M. (2024). Social entrepreneurial ecosystems in upper-
middle-income countries: Insights from Chile and Mexico. Sustainability, 16(2), 729.

DOI: 10.3390/su16020729

Authors’ Contribution: All authors contributed equally to the conception, design, analysis, and writ-
ing of this article. Each author participated in the preparation and critical review of the manuscript and
approved the final version submitted for publication.

Acknowledgements and Financial Disclosure: This research did not receive any specific grant from
funding agencies in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. The authors acknowledge the
collaboration of local actors and organizations that provided information for the study.

Conlflict of Interest: The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest related to the research,
authorship, or publication of this article.

Ethics Declaration: No ethical approval was required for this research since it did not involve human
or animal subjects, personal data, or sensitive information. All interviews were conducted voluntarily,
with informed consent from participants.

Al Declaration: Artificial intelligence tools (ChatGPT, OpenAl, 2025) were used exclusively to assist
in language editing, formatting, and improving the clarity of the English version of the manuscript. The
interpretation of results, theoretical framework, data analysis, and conclusions are the sole responsibil-
ity of the authors.

37


https://ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/policy_reviews/social_innovation_trigger_transformations.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/policy_reviews/social_innovation_trigger_transformations.pdf
https://foroconsultivo.org.mx/

Research Reviews of Czestochowa University of Technology. Management No. 60 (2025), pp. 24-38

PRZEDSIEBIORCZOSC SPOLECZNA W EKOSYSTEMACH MIE]SKICH:
ANALIZA SIECI T RELAC)I NA RZECZ ORGANIZACY]JNE]
INNOWAC]I SPOLECZNE]

Streszczenie: Przedsigbiorczo$¢ spoteczna w Srodowiskach miejskich jest silnie uwarun-
kowana jakoscig i strukturg relacji w obrebie ekosystemu. Niniejsze badanie analizuje eko-
system przedsigbiorczosci spotecznej w Colonia Roma Norte w miescie Meksyk, aby zro-
zumie¢, w jaki sposob interakcje ekonomiczne i pozackonomiczne migdzy podmiotami
przyczyniaja si¢ (Iub nie) do innowacji organizacyjnych. Glownym celem byta identyfika-
cja kluczowych weztéw, rodzajow relacji i wymian w ekosystemie oraz ocena ich roli w bu-
dowaniu potencjatu innowacyjnego wérdd przedsigbiorstw spotecznych. Zastosowano po-
dejscie mieszane, ze szczegdlnym uwzglednieniem analizy sieci spotecznych (SNA),
uzupehione wywiadami potustrukturyzowanymi i analiza dokumentéw. Wyniki ujawniaja
rozdrobniony, ale dynamiczny ekosystem, w ktorym relacje oparte na zaufaniu, wspotpraca
i wymiana informacji sg kluczowymi katalizatorami innowacji spotecznych — wykraczaja-
cymi poza formalne powiazania ekonomiczne. Strategiczne wezly o wysokim poziomie
posrednictwa zostaly zidentyfikowane jako kluczowe taczniki dla wspolpracy migdzyorga-
nizacyjnej i upowszechniania innowacyjnych praktyk. Badanie dowodzi, ze dla wzmocnie-
nia innowacji organizacyjnych w przedsigbiorstwach spotecznych kluczowe jest wspieranie
mechanizmow potaczen w ekosystemie, promowanie relacji horyzontalnych i docenianie
warto$ci zasobow pozaekonomicznych w procesach zarzadzania.

Stowa kluczowe: analiza sieciowa, innowacyjnos$¢ organizacyjna, ekosystem przedsi¢bior-
czosci spotecznej
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