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Entrepreneurs (including social
entrepreneurs)

Share ideas and trade
with new markets
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Entrepreneurship leads to change...

“Entrepreneurs have the power to
create the greatest change for their
owhn countries” — Kofi Annan,
former UN Secretary General



Defining social entrepreneurship

(see also: Dacin et al 2010; Terjesen 2017) _
Social entrepreneurs play the role of change

wrvet Qur definition: individuals who are

P tainm - . rivate

e starting or currently leading any

problem: | .
- kind of activity, organization or e

sustainal

«sn initiative that has a particularly

2006) ition,
- sz SOCIAl, @enVironmental, or d

usmeys: lite
e COMMUNItY objective and

processe SR 1.1 5,

opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by creating . .
new ventures or managing existing organizations in an tO the constituencies served andfor

innovative manner (Zahra et al 2009) the outcomes created. (DEES)



CSES , the Center for Social Entrepreneurship in Sweden, is Sweden's first
incubator for social entrepreneurs. The mission of CSES is to stimulate and
support the advance of social innovation in order to promote the
development of new companies and organizations that solve pressing
social problems. CSES was initiated by SU Incubator and later run as a

private nonprofit organization. Axfoundation was part of funding the
initiative.

» CSES defines social entrepreneurship as “Entrepreneurship whose core
activities not only provide revenue to owners and employees, but also in a
tangible and preferably measurable way benefit individuals and society,
locally, regionally or globally.”

https://www.axfoundation.se/en/projects/cses-inkubator
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Spectrum of Social Entrepreneurship

IMPACT INVESTING

Primary driver is to Achieve measurable social impact Primary driver is to achieve
achieve SOCIAL VALUE alongside financial return FINANCIAL VALUE

TRADITIONAL SOCIAL TRADITIONAL

CHARITY ENTERPRISE BUSINESS

Purely charitable Additional Potentially Social  Mission-driven CSR & Pure profit

funding from market based self-sustaining Business: for-profit corporate  orientation;

grants, donations revenue >75% market Profits are enterprise philanthropy mainstream
or endowment stream revenues reinvested (.B-Corp™) (target for SRI) investors

Not-for-profit for-profit



A hybrid enterprise at the intersection
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Social entrepreneurship is not charity
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-> Social enterprises
are private
businesses
established by
entrepreneurs with an
emphasis on human
values rather than
just profit.

Source: Russell 9



Social entrepreneurship is not greenwashing

YoU CAN IMPROVE PUBLIC PERCEPTION BY
OFFSETTING THE REALITY OF YOUR PROJECT
WITH MORE INVESTMENT IN GREENWASH INC

PUBLIC
PERCEPTION

_REALITY

10



Social Entrepreneurship: Environment drivers

* Welfare state retrenchment (Evers, 1990; Hall & Soskice, 2001; Pierson,
2001; Schroder, 2013; Starke, 2006)

* Market-driven initiative can outperform inefficient state
and civil society organizations in capitalist welfare

syste IMS (Austin, Stevenson & Wei-Skillern, 2006; Choi & Majumdar, 2014; Dacin, Dacin
& Tracey, 2011; Mair, 2010; Peredo & MclLean, 2006; OECD, 2011)

* Naturally emerge, but SE success strongly shaped by key
national constituents’ approval of SEs’ ability to create
more social benefits than state and civil society

organizations (Chmelik et al., 2015; DiDomenico, Haugh & Tracey, 2010; Katre &
Salipante, 2012; Nicholls, 20103, b).



Social Entrepreneurship: Individual drivers

(1) Identify a stable
but inherently unjust
equilibrium.

(2) Identify an
opportunity in this
unjust equilibrium,
developing a social
value proposition

(3) Forge a new,
stable equilibrium
that releases trapped
potential or alleviates
the suffering of the
targeted group
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Social entrepreneurship opportunity across sectors

* Food and agriculture

* Environmental . A el

* Housing { = —22 ‘th
-~

* Health and care ( F 5N &S

7
* Information services ﬂ 4“
* Public services

* Financial services

* Training and business development

* Manufacturing

Source: Russell



Myth: Social entrepreneurs are against business.
v'Many social entrepreneurs come from business
and have succeeded in business

Myth: The difference between commercial and social
entrepreneurship is greed.
v'Assumes that all commercial entrepreneurs are
greedy, and that none are philanthropic.

Myth: Social entrepreneurs run nonprofits.
v'Some do, some don’t — many legal forms support
SE.

Myth: Social entrepreneurs are born, not made.
v'Implies no role at all for nurture, that only innate
traits determine who does what.
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Business Model Canvas Framework

Key Partners : :\%

Key Activities

Key Resources

Value Propositions

Channels

Customer Segments Eé

Cost Structure

@ Revenue Streams
e

www.businessmodelgeneration.com
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How to measure impact?

Double bottom line

* Making ends meet (financial—=> easy to
measure?)

* Maximize social impact (mission—=2 hard to
measure?)

Broad, imprecise measurements and claims on
impact, e.g., “we helped millions of individuals”

“our product saves lives”



Social Aud|t|ng Process:

* Clarify what your organization does,
what it is trying to achieve

* Collect quantitate and qualitative
information and data which related to
its overall objective and underlying

* Allows an organization to build on its
existing monitoring and reporting
systems, where it:

 accounts for its social impacts values (also financial status)

* reports on its performance and

* draws up ‘a” acti(?cn plan to Which helps to understand:

'mprove that performance * What difference do we want to
make?
* Understand its impact by engaging * How do we know we are making a

with its key stakeholders and difference?
thereby prove its value and improve e What is the difference we are
its performance making?

e Can we prove we are made a
difference?



Measuring Social Return on Investment (SROI)

* Builds upon the Social Auditing and Accounting approach

* Social Return on Investment (SROI) attempts to quantify both economic
and social impacts of social enterprises through translating social value into
“hard” economic indicators, i.e. assigh monetary value

 Different methods pioneered by REDF (see Brooks 2009). Uses two
components of SROI:
° Enterprise value Enterprise value Social purpose value

Financial return on investment Costs and savings from serving social mission

* Social purpose value \ /

Blended value
Economic + socioeconomic value of enterprise




Enterprise and Social Purpose Values

Enterprise Value

* Net revenues (total revenues minus
total expenses), measured in dollars

* For social enterprises, this is * Enterprise Value * Social Purpose Value

typically negative

Social Purpose Value

* Impact of the enterprise on
people’s lives

* This can be measured in lower
welfare costs, higher tax revenues,
or other ways (increase in wages in
that region, % increase in
employment, increase in GDP per

Value of sales

Cost of good and
services sold
(COGS)
Operating
expenses

+ Grants and gifts

- Fundraising and grant
writing costs

+ Social cost savings
- Social operating costs
+ Increase in tax revenue

- Debt carried by social
enterprise

unit)

* Private donations show positive
social purpose value

* But the costs of obtaining grants
and gifts are social operating costs

= Blended Value

Intangibles



Many important questions... ) 96
* How many traditional and social entrepreneurs are
in your country?
* What are the characteristics of social
entrepreneurs?
* What can governments do to affect the level of
social entrepreneurship?

* What can we learn from other countries’ social
entrepreneurship policies?




But...

e Vastly different criteria to start ventures around the world; and
. Informal entrepreneurshlp, partlcularly at early stages

To answer these questions... we need to:

* Create a harmonized, cross-national data collection;

e Survey a representative sample of the adult population; and

e Capture traditional and social entrepreneurial activity from initial
stages



Social Entrepreneurship in Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor (GEM) (2009, 2016)

GEM Global Entrepreneurship Monitor

SPECIAL TOPIC REPORT
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AUTHORS
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Other Studies

REPORT

February 2017

repreneurship Amongst Women and Men in the
United States

Commissioned by
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Taking care of business: the impact of culture and gender

on entrepreneurs’

Diana M. Hechavarna - Siri A. Terjesen »
Amy E. Ingram - Maija Renko -
Rachida Justo « Amanda Elam

Acecpted: 24 May 2016
& Springer Science +Business Madia New York 2016

Abstract We examine entreprengurs’ economic. entreprenci
social, and environmental goals for value creation  more likely
for their new ventures. Drawing on ethics of care and over ecanor
theartes of societal post-materialism, we develop a set start ventun
of hypotheses predicting pattems of value creation  more likely
across gender and countries. Using asampleof 15,141 creation goc
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Advancing Public Policy for High-Growth, Female,
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Theory to Practice
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all entrepreneurial activity bur creare the majority of economic growsh. Compared to their male coumterpares, female
entreprencurs are fewer in number (onc-third of atl entreprenenrs) and rend te stare ventures with lower financial
capital and growth expectations. Social ensrepreneurs generaly have bigh levels of educarion and purse social objec-
tives, often remedying market failures with innovarive sobutians. For each entreprencurship type, vhe authors provide a
definition, empirical generalizations, and implications for public policy

Practitioner Points
» A small group of high-growth firms provide the majority of new economic activities, hence policy makers are
encouraged to focus on high-growth entrepreneurship rather than the creation of new firms and sel-employ-
ment in general.

To stimulate high-growth firms, governments use a wide range of policy instruments directed at finance,
labor market regulations, investment in new knowledge, and opening up new markets.

Public policy to support female entreprencurship includes efforts to provide
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GEM 2016 (SE)
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Social, cultural, political,
economic context

Mational Entrepreneurial
framework framework
conditions conditions

Baskc reglirements
Efficiency =nhancers

Innovation and business
sophistication

OUTCOME
(socio-economic development)

ENTREPREMEURIAL ACTIVITY

» BYPHASE
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discontinuation
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DISCONTINUATION
OF BUSIMESS

POTENTIAL NASCENT OWMER-MAMNAGER
ENTEPRENEUR: ) ENTEPRENEUR: _ OF A NEW

Opportunities, Involved in Setting 14 BUSINESS
Knowledge and Skills Up 2 Business [up to 3.5 years old)

OWHNER-MAMNAGER
OF AN ESTABLISHED

BUSIMESS imore than
3.5 years old)

CONCEPTION

FIRM BIRTH PERSISTENCE
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GEM: Total Entrepreneurial Activity in 65 countries (2016)
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Prevalence of Nascent Social Entrepreneurial Activity, By Country
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Prevalence of Social Entrepreneurial Activity by Owner-Managers
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Prevalence of Entrepreneurial Activity in the Startup
Phase: Commercial, Social (broad measure), and Both
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Prevalence of Social Entrepreneurial Activity by Phase

12%

6%

B Startup-phase
10% Operational
B Overall
8%
4%
) ] I:I
0%

South-East Asia Middle East and Sub-Saharan Eastern Europe Western Latin America Australia and
Morth Africa Africa Europe and Caribbean us

Percentage of Population Between 18 to 64 Years



Global prevalence rates of female entrepreneurship
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Global prevalence rates of highly educated entrepreneurs
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Global prevalence rates of high income entrepreneurs
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Global prevalence rates by 18-34 year olds within

entrepreneurs
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Funding required for start-up social entrepreneurs
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Other sources of social entrepreneurship funding
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Social Entrepreneurship Policy

*New business certifications: B-Corps (US, Australia, 48
other countries): meet certain requirements for “social
and environmental performance” to stakeholders and
pay an annual fee to B Lab certifying agency

* Low-profit limited liability company (3LC): 11 states &
2 Indian reservations: to more easily obtain financing
from foundations and private investors

e Community Interest Company (UK): firms that
primarily pursue social objectives and reinvest profits
into business or into the community



SE & Public Policy Implications

* Higher SE levels found in countries with:
(1) higher levels of economic development,

(2) more liberal economies, and

(3) higher levels of individualism

 There is no “one size fits all” blueprint for SE: countries should

improve entrepreneurial skills sets, financial capital availability,
legal and regulatory frameworks

* Other available tools: incubators, growth accelerators, public
procurement, social impact measurement, special legal status
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Social Enterprises as Hybrid
Organizations: A Review and
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The impacts of the global economic crisis of 2008, the intractable problems of persistent
poverty and environmental change have focused attention on orpanizations thai
combine enterprise with an embedded social purposs. Scholarly interest in social
enterprise {SE) has progressed beyond the eardy focas on definitions and context to

zate their and per

From a review of the SE literature, the

authors identily hybridity, the pursuit of the dual mission of financial sustainability and
social purpese, as the defining characteristic of SEs. They assess the impact of hybridity
on the management of the SE mission, financial resource acquisition and human
resource mobilization, and present a framework for understanding the fensions and
trade-offs resulting from hybridity. By examining the influence of dual mission and
conflicting institutional logics on SE management the authors suppest future research
directions for theory development for SE and hybrid organizations more penerally.

Introduction

The phenomenon of social enterprise (SE) has
attracted the attention of policy-makers and practi-
tioners around the world (Wilson and Post 2013 ) and
the associated rise in scholarly interest is reflected in
the growing tally of publications in the academic
press about SE as a distinet category of organizations

The authors would like to thank colleagues, the three review-
ers and editor for the msightful suggestions that have helped
dcvc]up tl‘_ns paper. This article s the ouicome of a truly

{Cukier et al. 2011; Lepoutre etal. 2013; Lumpkin
ef al. 2013). Early SE research was dominated by
efforts to define their distinctive characteristics and
explain their emergence (Chell 2007) and was suc-
ceeded by studies that investigated SE management
and performance. Much of the early writing on SEs
was athcoretical and searching for the positive
(Parkinson and Howorth 2008; Sepulveda eral.
2013) and, in response, more recent research has
advanced new theories to explain their emergence
(Tracey efal. 2011), management (Battilana and
Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos 2011) and more

effort and all three auth ihuted equally.
The support of the Third Sector Research Centre funded by
the Economic and Social Research Council, Cabinet Office
and Barrow Cadbury Trust s gratefully acknowledged.
*A fioe Teaching and Learning Guide to ecccnpay |lus
article is available at: hitp:/ wil
1111 ISSNH468-23 70 homepage/ lmiumz l(.'amlng
_guideshim

1ly. the ethics. power and emancipatory aspects
of SE (Teasdale 2012).

This review contributes to the development of
theoretical approaches to explaining the manage-
ment processes employed by SEs. Social enterprises
pursue the dual mission of achieving both financial
sustainability and social purpose and, therefore, do

This is an open access anticle under the terms of the Creative Commons Atribution-NonCommercial-MoDerivs License,
which permits use gnd distribution in any medium, provided the eriginal work is properly cited, the use is non-commercial and

no modifications or adaptations are made.
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Managing Social-Business Tensions:
A Review and Research Agenda
for Social Enterprise

Wendy K. Smith!
University of Delaware

Michael Gonin
University of Zurich and University of Lausanne

Marya L. Besharov

Cornell University

ABSTRACT In a world filled with poverty, environmental degradation, and moral
injustice, soc_al enterprises offer a ray of hope. These organizations seek o achicve
social missions through business ventures. Yet social missions and business ven-
tures are asscciated with divergent goals, values, norms, and identities. Attending
to them simultaneously creates tensions, competing demands, and ethical dilem-
mas. Effectively understanding social enterprises therefore depends on insight into
the nature and m t of these i While existi h recognizes
tensions between social missions and business ventures, we lack any systematic
analysis. Out paper addresses this issue. We first categorize the types of tensions
that arise between social missions and b ventures, emphasizing their preva-
lence and variety, We then explore how four different organizational theories offer
insight into these tensions, and we develop an agenda for future research, We end
by arguing that a focus on social-business tensions not only expands insight into
social enterprises, but also provides an opportunity for research on social enter-
prises to inform traditional organizational theories. Taken together, our analysis
of tensions in social enterprises integrates and seeks 1o energize research on this
expanding phenomenon.

KEY WORDS: social enterprise, social entrepreneur, paradox theory, institutional
theory, stakeholder theory, organizational identity, hybrid organizations

OCIAL ENTERPRISE RESEARCH has become increasingly crowded. Only
several years ago, a handful of colleagues urged scholars to take social enter-
prises seriously (Dees, 2007, Seelos & Mair, 2007). Academics responded and
organized conferences (e.g., NYU Satter Conference on Social Entrepreneurship),
created special issues (e.g., Journal of Business Ethics, 2012; Academy of Manage-
ment Learning and Education, 2012), and launched a dedicated journal (Journal of

©2013 Business Echics Quarterly 23:3 (July 2013); ISSN 1052-150%
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Advancing Research on Hybrid Organizing —
Insights from the Study of Social Enferprises

JULIE BATTILANA®
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MATTHEW LEEt
Orgamiztional Behavior Unit. Harvard Business School

Abstract

Hybrid organizations that combine multiple organizational forms deviate from
socially legitimate templates for organizing, and thus experience unique orga-
nizing challenges. In this paper, we introduce and develop the concept of
hybrid organizing, which we define as the activities, structures, processes and
meanings by which organizations make sense of and combine multiple organ-
izational forms. We propose that social enterprises that combine the organiz-
ational forms of both business and charity at their cores are an ideal type of
hybrid organization, making social enterprise an attractive setting to study
hybrid organizing. Based on a literature review of organizational research on
social enterprise and on our own research in this domain, we develop five
dimensions of hybrid organizing and refated opportunities for future research.
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