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Interest in social entrepreneurship has been growing over the last two decades among both practitioners and academics. However, despite the numerous
studies and a large body of literature on social entrepreneurship, the concept remains fuzzy and open to different interpretations. One of the reasons why the
concept eludes the grasp is that social entrepreneurship is a multidimensional phenomenon, which can take a great variety of forms. The purpose of this paper
is to review the approaches to defining social entrepreneurship, to show the major challenges in drawing the boundaries between social and commercial entre-
preneurship as well as between social entrepreneurship and other types of social activities, to identify relevant dimensions for differentiation. Having analyzed
different definitions of social entrepreneurship, we have identified eight dimensions of this phenomenon. We have shown that within most of those dimensions
the characteristics of social entrepreneurial activities can change along a continuum. The points of contention among researchers of social entrepreneurship are
related to the boundaries within which these characteristics can be varied without compromising the social entrepreneurial status of an activity. The proposed
dimensions might provide additional insight into the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship, help identify different forms of social entrepreneurship and sys-
temize the results of empirical studies. The list of dimensions is not exhaustive, and as empirical evidence accumulates and new types of social entrepreneurship

appear, new dimensions can be added.
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Hauwekixa O. M., TumoweHKos I. B., Heachop @. Posnausuacme
noHAMMA: npobaema 8U3HAYEHHS COYianbHO20 MidNpUEMHUYMBa
pomszom ocmaHHix 08ox decamupiy iHmepec 0o coyianbHo20 NidNpuem-
Huymea nocmiliHo 3pocmae 3 60Ky AK MPAKMUKIG, MAK i HAYKOBOI CrlinbHO-
mu. OOHOK, HE38AX(AKOYU HA YUC/AEHHI 00CAIOMEHHA Ma 8eAUKy KibKicmb
nybaikayili 3 NUMaHL CoyianbHo20 MiONPUEMHULMBA, OaHe MOHAMMA 3a-
ANUWAEMbCA HEYIMKO BU3HAYEHUM i MOMe MPaKmMyeamuca no-pisHomy.
OO0Hieto 3 NMpu4uH 8i0cymHOCMi 00HO3HAYHOR20 BU3HAYEHHSA COYia/nbHO20
nionpuemHuymea € lioeo bazamosumipHicms. Memoto yiei cmammi € oensd
nioxodie 00 BU3HAYEHHA COYiA/MbHO20 MIOMPUEMHUYMBA, BUABAEHHSA MPO-
61eM, M108’A3AHUX i3 PO3MENCYBAHHAM MOHAMb COYiaNbH020 Ma Komepyili-
HO20 MiONPUEMHULUMBA, COYianbHO20 MIONPUEMHULMBA ma iHWuX 8udig co-
yianbHo cnpAmMosaHoi difnbHOCMI, @ MAKOM BU3HAYEHHS 03HAK (acnekmis),
AKI MOXCymb 8UKOpUCMO8y8amuca 011 OugepeHuiayii yux moHAmMs. AHani3
PI3HOMAHIMHUX 8U3HAYEHb COYIAMbHO20 NIONPUEMHUYMBA 00380/1U8 BUABU-
mu eicim acnekmie 4yb020 ABUWA. Byn0 MOKA3AHO, W0 MPAKMUYHO KOXHOMY
3 Yux acnexkmie 8i0nogioae KOHMUHYyM, 8cepedUHi AKO20 XapaKMepUCMuKU
coyianbHo MiONPUEMHULbKOI 0isibHOCMi MoXtymb 8apitosamu. Po3bixHoc-
mi 8 cepedosuLyi 00CAIOHUKI8 M0B’A3aHi came i3 BU3HAYEHHAM 0iana3oHie, 8
AKUX XapaKmepucmuKu ma popmu coyianbHo20 MionpUEMHUYMBA MOXYMb
3MiHIOBAMUCA | 30 Mexamu AKuX OifilbHICMb Bxce He MoXxe po3eniadamu-
A AK CouianbHO-NIONPUEMHUYbKA. Bu3HayeHi acnekmu coyianbHo20 nio-
npUEMHUYM8a 00380/1AI0Mb KPAWE 3P03yMImu CymHicme 4b020 ABUW4A,
i0eHmugikysamu pi3Hi opmu COuianbHO20 NIONPUEMHUYMBA Ma cucme-
Mamu3sysamu pesyabmamu emnipudHux docioxers. lepenik acnekmie He
€ 8UMEPMHUM, | 8 Mipy HAKOMUYEHHS eMMipUYHUX OaHUX 00 HbO20 MOMYMb
dodasamucs Hosi acnekmu.
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HawekuHa 0. H., TumoweHkos W. B., Heaghop ®. Heynosumoe noHamue:

npobaema onpedeneHus cO4UANLHO20 NPeONPUHUMAMenscmed

B meyveHue nocnedHux dsyx decamunemull UHMepec K coyuanbHomy npeo-
MPUHUMAaMeNbLCM8y MOCMOAHHO pacmem €O CMOPOHLI KAK MPAKMUKOB,
maK u Hay4Ho2o coobujecmea. OOHAKO, HECMOMPA HA MHO204YUCAEHHbIE
uccnedosarus u 6onbwoe Konuvecmso nybaukayuli mo 8onpocam coyu-
0/16H020 MPednpUHUMamenbCcmaa, OaHHOe MOHAMUEe ocmaemcs Heyemko
onpedeneHHbIM U MOXEeM UHmMepnpemuposameca no-pasHomy. O0Hol u3
npuYUH omcymemeus 00HO3HAYHO20 onpedesneHus COYUanbHO20 npednpu-
HUMamesnbcmea AeAemca e20 MHo2oMepHocMb. Lleabto daHHol cmamou
Aenemcs 0630p N00x0008 K OMpedeneHuo CoyuanbHO20 nMpednpuHUMa-
menbemaa, biseneHue npobsem, C8A3AHHbIX C Pa3epaHuYeHuem noHAmMul
COYUANMbHO20 U KOMMepYecKozo MpednpuHUMAamenscmea, COYUaIbHO20
npednpuHuUMamenscmea U 0pyaux 8udos COYUANbHO OPUEHMUPOBAHHOU
desmenbHOCMU, U onpedeneHue NPU3HAKO8 (acrekmos), mo Komopsim
Moxem npou3sodumsca OugepeHyuayus 3mux noHamull. AHaau3z pas-
NUYHbIX onpedeneHull CO4UAnbHO20 NpPednpUHUMAmensCmea M038onun
8bIABUMb BOCEMb (CMIEKMO8 3MO020 ABAEHUA. Bbin0 MOKA3AHO, YMO MpaK-
muYecKu Kaxdomy U3 3mux acriekmos coomeemcmayem KOHMUHYYM, 8Hy-
mpu KOMopPo20 XapaKMepucMuKU CoY4uanbHo npednpuHumamensckoli de-
AmensHoCMU Mozym usmeHamscA. PasHoenacus e cpede uccnedogameneli
CBA3GHbI C onpedeneHuUem 2paHUY, 8 KOMOPbLIX MO2ym 8apbUPOBAMbCA Xa-
PAKMepuCMUKU U hopmbl COYUANbHO20 NPeOdnpUHUMAmenscmaa U 3a rpe-
denamu Komopbix OesmenbHOCMb yxe He MOXem paccmMampueamecs Kak
COYUAbHO-NPednPUHUMAMenbCKas. BblfgneHHble acrnekmbl coyuanbHo20
MpednpuUHUMamenscmea no3goAAM 2nybxe MOHAMb CYyWHOCMb 3Mo20
A87€HUS, UOEHMUGUUUPOBAMb Pa3UYHbIE (hOPMbI COUUAALHOR0 NPednpu-
HUMamenbemea U cCucmemamu3upo8ame pesynbmamsl IMMUPUYECKUX uc-
cnedosaHuil. CUCoK acnekmos He A6AA€MCA UCYEPNbIBAIOWUM, U N0 Mepe
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he term “social entrepreneurship” (SE) was intro-

duced in the 80s by Bill Drayton, the founder of

Ashoka — an international organization promot-
ing SE, and, since that time, it has been gaining more and
more popularity. It has not become a buzzword yet, like
corporate social responsibility, but nevertheless one can
encounter the term very frequently both in academic and
business literature. What accounts for this constantly ris-
ing interest in the phenomenon?

The accumulating social problems in society call
for a new approach to their solution — entrepreneurial
instead of bureaucratic. SE emerges in response to the in-
ability of the state to solve social problems due to the lack
of resources combined with inefficiency and ineffective-
ness of cumbersome bureaucratic structures. In contrast
to the state, social entrepreneurs possess innovative-
ness, creativity and, what is probably the most important
thing, passion to solve social problems. The role of social
entrepreneurs in society was recognized by the Nobel
Committee who awarded the 2006 Nobel Peace Prize to
Muhammad Yunus, a Bangladeshi social entrepreneur,
and his Grameen Bank project providing microcredit to
the poor for self-employment.

Despite the large body of literature on SE, the con-
cept itself remains fuzzy and open to different interpreta-
tions. The need for a clear common definition is men-
tioned in many publications on SE, e. g. [1-5], just to
name a few.

Defining the term is important both from the theo-
retical and practical points of view. One can hardly study
a phenomenon without understanding its boundaries.
As Martin et al. [1] put it, “Failing to identify boundar-
ies would leave the term social entrepreneurship so wide
open as to be essentially meaningless” A vague definition
of SE prevents researchers from differentiating it from
other social and economic activities, gathering statisti-
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cal data on the phenomenon and studying its dynamics.
Besides, Peredo et al. [3] point out practical reasons for
having clearer definition of SE, specifically, 1) SE might
require different assessment standards as compared with
traditional entrepreneurship; 2) if SE is a promising in-
strument for tackling social problems, it should be sup-
ported by government policies and legislation; 3) the mix
of skills required by SE may differ from that of traditional
entrepreneurs.

ne of the reasons why the concept eludes the

grasp is that SE is a multidimensional phenom-

enon, which can take a great variety of forms. In
particular, the fact that SE represents a continuum of ac-
tivities that generate simultaneously economic and social
value but in different proportions explains why there is no
good definition for SE: “because it does not sit neatly in
the box, it sits across the spectrum” [6]. Another reason
is that there are other types of activities aimed at solving
social problems, which can be taken for SE but essential-
ly they are not. In particular, Abu-Saifan [2] points out
that social entrepreneurs should be differentiated from
philanthropists, social activists, environmentalists, and
other socially-oriented practitioners.

The increasingly blurring boundaries between non-
profit and for-profit sectors [7], the growing awareness of
the importance of sustainable development and adoption
of socially responsible practices further complicate the
task of defining SE.

As aresult, according to Massetti [5], “to date, most
of the efforts at differentiation (between social and com-
mercial entrepreneurship) have done more to confuse the
issues rather than clarify them”.

There are two types of risk related to defining such
an elusive term as SE. The first risk is associated with
treating the term too narrowly and thus not including
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into it what can actually be regarded as SE. The other risk
is treating it too broadly, i.e. extending the term to too
many types of activities and thus making SE indiscernible
from charity, social movements and other social activi-
ties on the one hand, and from socially responsible be-
havior of business organizations, on the other.

The purpose of this article is to review the ap-
proaches to defining SE, to show the major challenges in
drawing the boundaries between social and commercial
entrepreneurship as well as between SE and other types
of social activities, to identify relevant dimensions for dif-
ferentiation.

or strangers to the field the term “social entrepre-

neurship” may sound as an oxymoron. It is usually

believed that entrepreneurship is associated with
the market mechanism and aims at taking advantage of
market opportunities with the goal of earning profits.
In contrast, the word “social” is usually associated with
problems that cannot be solved through the market
mechanism and imply expenditures without any pros-
pect of earning profits. It is the state and charitable orga-
nizations that are usually expected to tackle social prob-
lems. So, how can these two words, in a way opposites, be
reconciled within a single term?

To answer this question, first we need to elucidate
the essence of entrepreneurship. For this purpose we will
look at this phenomenon from three perspectives. The
first perspective concerns the outcomes of entrepreneur-
ial activities and thus entrepreneurs’ role or function in
an economy. The second one describes the major drivers
of entrepreneurial activities including internal motives
and external factors. The third perspective is related to
personal traits of entrepreneurs as of a special species of
economic actors.

Let us start with the first perspective, i.e. the func-
tion of entrepreneurs in an economy. According to J.-B.
Say, a French economist of 18—19th centuries, “the entre-
preneur shifts economic resources out of an area of lower
and into an area of higher productivity and greater yield”
[8]. In other words entrepreneurs find the ways of more
efficient use of scarce resources, pushing the production
possibilities frontier outward.

Another major contributor to the theory of entre-
preneurship J. Schumpeter focuses on the role of entre-
preneurs in economic development. For Schumpeter,
development is “a distinct phenomenon, entirely foreign
to what may be observed... the tendency toward equi-
librium. It is spontaneous and discontinuous change
in the channels of the flow, disturbance of equilibrium,
which forever alters and displaces the equilibrium state
previously existing” [9]. Schumpeter points out that the
fundamental phenomenon of economic development is
the emergence of new combinations of means of pro-
duction (innovations), which disrupt the equilibrium,
and the individuals who carry the new combinations out
are entrepreneurs [9]. Thus, entrepreneurs are viewed as
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equilibrium disruptors. Specifically, Schumpeter sees the
function of entrepreneurs in reforming or revolutioniz-
ing “the pattern of production by exploiting an invention
or, more generally, an untried technological possibility
for producing a new commodity or producing an old one
in a new way, by opening up a new source of supply of
materials or a new outlet for products, by reorganizing
an industry and so on” [10].

In a similar vein, Martin et al. [1] contend that “the
entrepreneur engineers a permanent shift from a lower-
quality equilibrium to a higher-quality one’, which “pro-
vides a meaningfully higher level of satisfaction for the
participants in the system”. Likewise Drucker expects from
entrepreneurs “to create new and different values and new
and different satisfactions, to convert a “material” into a
“resource,” or to combine existing resources in a new and
more productive configuration” [8]. Thus, the concept of
innovation is central to entrepreneurship. According to
Drucker, “entrepreneurs need to search purposefully for
the sources of innovation, the changes and their symp-
toms that indicate opportunities for successful innovation”
[8]. He does not consider every newly launched business
as entrepreneurial — some new businesses can be rather
trivial and just imitate what already exists.

ow let us approach the phenomenon of entre-

preneurship from another perspective, which

is related to the internal and external drivers of
entrepreneurial behavior. What makes entrepreneurs act
and contribute to economic development? Despite the
frequently cited purely rational motive behind entrepre-
neurial activities, i.e. earning profits, the entrepreneurs
actually are driven by a wide variety of motives. Schum-
peter provides a description of possible motives, many
of which lie outside the realm of the rational economic
behavior: “First of all there is the dream and the will to
found a private kingdom... Then there is a will to con-
quer: the impulse to fight, to prove oneself superior to
others, to succeed for the sake, not of the fruits of success,
but of success itself... The financial result is a secondary
consideration, or at all events, mainly valued as an index
of success and a symptom of victory. Finally, there is the
joy of creating, of getting things done, or simply of exer-
cising one’s energy and ingenuity” [9]. Let us note though
that when traditional entrepreneurs are compared with
social entrepreneurs, the rational profit-maximizing mo-
tives are emphasized in the case of the former, and non-
pecuniary ones in the case of the latter.

Successful entrepreneurs, according to Drucker,
“whatever their individual motivation — be it money,
power, curiosity, or the desire for fame and recognition -
try to create value and to make a contribution” [8]. That
is what distinguishes entrepreneurs from other economic
actors, e.g. managers, investors, capitalists etc.

As far as the external drivers of entrepreneurial en-
deavors are concerned, these are the opportunities that
entrepreneurs are responsive to. Drucker identifies the
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following seven sources for innovative opportunity: 1)
the unexpected (success, failure, outside event); 2) the
incongruity between reality and what “ought to be”; 3)
process need; 4) changes in industry structure or market
structure; 5) demographic changes; 6) changes in percep-
tion, mood, and meaning; 7) new knowledge, both scien-
tific and nonscientific [8].

The third perspective on entrepreneurship is con-
cerned with identifying characteristics and personality
traits of entrepreneurs which are not necessarily found
in other economic actors. Although Drucker claims that
he had seen people of “the most diverse personalities and
temperaments perform well in entrepreneurial challeng-
es” [8], and, indeed, one can hardly compile an exhaus-
tive set of characteristics that would make it possible to
unambiguously discriminate between entrepreneurs and
non-entrepreneurs, there are certain attributes of en-
trepreneurs that seem to be indispensible. In particular,
entrepreneurs are risk takers, they are characterized by
alertness in opportunity recognition, resolution, persis-
tence, creativity, and innovativeness.

y are personal characteristics important for
defining entrepreneurship? Martin et al. be-
lieve that the reason that the entrepreneur

sees an opportunity for innovation where others see just
an inconvenience to be tolerated is determined by “the
unique set of personal characteristics he or she brings to
the situation — inspiration, creativity, direct action, cour-
age, and fortitude. These characteristics are fundamental
to the process of innovation. The entrepreneur is inspired
to alter the unpleasant equilibrium” [1].

To understand the phenomenon of entrepreneur-
ship, we need to combine all three perspectives because
“entrepreneurship describes the combination of a context
in which an opportunity is situated, a set of personal char-
acteristics required to identify and pursue this opportu-
nity, and the creation of a particular outcome” [1]. Thus,
entrepreneurship as a socio-economic phenomenon can
occur when the environment offers opportunities which
economic actors can recognize and exploit, when eco-
nomic actors possess necessary characteristics and mo-
tives to exploit those opportunities, when they obtain the
positive outcome, bringing about the desired change.

Now let us turn to SE as a special case of entrepre-
neurship. It is clear from the very name of the term that
SE is about solving social problems in an entrepreneurial
manner. As Dees, puts it, SE “combines the passion of a
social mission with an image of business-like discipline,
innovation, and determination..” [11].

The first and foremost attribute of SE is that it aims
at solving social problems, generating social change or
creating social value. There is no universal definition of
social problems, although there is some shared under-
standing of the nature of those problems. They are usually
related to poverty, education, healthcare, discrimination,
crime, environmental problems, lack of infrastructure etc.
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Talking about economic problems we usually use the con-
cept of efficiency, talking about social problems we often
refer to fairness and justice. Producing social value is as-
sociated with improving the quality of livelihood, enhanc-
ing social protection of disadvantaged and less privileged
members of society, bringing about greater social justice.

n many cases social problems cannot be solved

through the market mechanism, because recipients

of social services do not possess enough purchas-
ing power to make production of those services lucra-
tive from the point of view of financial gain. Where the
market fails the state should come into scene and assume
responsibility for dealing with social issues. However,
for a number of reasons the state fails to deal with so-
cial problems effectively. The lack of financial resources
is just one of the impediments. Others include ineffective
governance, cumbersome bureaucratic procedures and
other factors limiting freedom and initiative of decision
makers, and, what is most important, the lack of innova-
tiveness and vigor on the part of government employees
and public sector workers. In contrast to them social en-
trepreneurs are not constrained by a rigid bureaucratic
mechanism in their activities, they use an entrepreneur-
ial approach to tackling social problems, i.e. actively seek
for opportunities, employ innovations, they are persis-
tent, creative and resourceful in producing social change.
And this is what actually makes a social entrepreneur an
entrepreneur.

The task of defining SE is to a great extent connect-
ed with the need to distinguish between social and tradi-
tional entrepreneurs. In the literature on SE social entre-
preneurs are often compared with entrepreneurs, imply-
ing that the latter aim at profits. Indeed, entrepreneurship
is often perceived as a business activity. However, Drucker
does not associate entrepreneurship with business solely,
he believes that entrepreneurs may be found in different
sectors, including education, healthcare, public-service
institutions [8]. Thus, for the sake of clarity it makes sense
to compare social entrepreneurs with commercial ones,
rather than with entrepreneurs in general.

Many authors have attempted to identify the dif-
ferences between commercial and social entrepreneur-
ship [1; 11-15], although due to the blurring of the sector
boundaries it is not an easy task [7].

In the literature one can find a lot of definitions of
SE. In Table 1, we show how different authors define this
phenomenon. Most definitions are broad enough and
that is why generally accepted. Sharma contends that
“broad definitions of concepts are preferable to narrow
definitions at this stage in the (SE) field’s development
because they are less likely to exclude as-yet-unspecified
problems, issues, or organizations that are potentially
important or interesting..” [16]. Taking into account that
SE is an umbrella term, which covers a wide range of dif-
ferent manifestations of the phenomenon, a broad defi-
nition unifies the field.
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Table 1

Definitions of social entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurs

Author/Source

Definition

G. Dees [11]

“Social entrepreneurs play the role of change agents in the social sector, by:

- adopting a mission to create and sustain social value (not just private value);

- recognizing and relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve that mission;

- engaging in a process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and learning;

- acting boldly without being limited by resources currently in hand;

- exhibiting heightened accountability to the constituencies served and for the outcomes created”

Ashoka [17]

“Social entrepreneurs are individuals with innovative solutions to society’s most pressing social, cultur-
al, and environmental challenges. They are ambitious and persistent - tackling major issues and offer-
ing new ideas for systems-level change. They create value, whether through a social sector organization
or a business, that sustains and spreads their solution”

S.Zahra et al [18]

“Social entrepreneurship encompasses the activities and processes undertaken to discover, define, and
exploit opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by creating new ventures or managing existing
organizations in an innovative manner”

J. Mairetal [19]

Social entrepreneurship is “a practice that integrates economic and social value creation”.

Social entrepreneurship “is a process of creating value by combining resources in new ways... intended
primarily to explore and exploit opportunities to create social value by stimulating social change or
meeting social needs... involves the offering of services and products but can also refer to the creation
of new organizations”

A. Fowler [20]

“Social entrepreneurship is the creation of viable socio-economic structures, relations, institutions, or-
ganizations and practices that yield and sustain social benefits”

R. Martin et al. [1]

“Social entrepreneurship has the following three components:

1) identifying a stable but inherently unjust equilibrium that causes the exclusion, marginalization, or
suffering of a segment of humanity that lacks the financial means or political clout to achieve any trans-
formative benefit on its own;

2) identifying an opportunity in this unjust equilibrium, developing a social value proposition, and
bringing to bear inspiration, creativity, direct action, courage, and fortitude, thereby challenging the
stable state’s hegemony;

3) forging a new, stable equilibrium that releases trapped potential or alleviates the suffering of the tar-
geted group, and through imitation and the creation of a stable ecosystem around the new equilibrium
ensuring a better future for the targeted group and even society at large”

A.Peredo et al. [3]

“Social entrepreneurship is exercised where some person or persons:

1) aim either exclusively or in some prominent way to create social value of some kind, and pursue that
goal through some combination;

2) recognizing and exploiting opportunities to create this value;

3) employing innovation;

4) tolerating risk;

5) declining to accept limitations in available resources”

M. Tasavori et al.
[21]

SE refers to “embracing social mission (solving a social problem and offering solutions for the unmet
needs of the disadvantaged groups) as the primary mission, employing entrepreneurial activities to
achieve the mission and creating social value”

G. Sullivan Mort
etal. [22]

“Social entrepreneurs are first driven by the social mission of creating better social value than their
competitors which results in them exhibiting entrepreneurially virtuous behavior. Secondly, they ex-
hibit a balanced judgment, a coherent unity of purpose and action in the face of complexity. Thirdly,
social entrepreneurs explore and recognize opportunities to create better social value for their clients.
Finally, social entrepreneurs display innovativeness, proactiveness and risk-taking propensity in their
key decision making

A. Nicholls [23]

Social entrepreneurship represents “innovative and effective activities that focus strategically on resolv-
ing social market failures and creating new opportunities to add social value systemically by using a
range of resources and organizational formats to maximize social impact and bring about change

S.Bacq et al. [24]

Social entrepreneurship is “the process of identifying, evaluating and exploiting opportunities aiming
at social value creation by means of commercial, market-based activities and of the use of a wide range
of resources”
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Sometimes authors find it more relevant to define
not SE as a phenomenon or process, but rather social en-
trepreneurs as change agents, focusing on their behavior
and characteristics.

Usually there is little disagreement on broad defini-
tions. The points of contention arise when it comes to
discussing specific dimensions of SE and specific forms
of social enterprises which represent a practical imple-
mentation of social entrepreneurial ideas or, as Michelini
calls it, “the tangible outcome of social entrepreneurship”
[25], and which will be identified and discussed below.

Let us note at the outset that the dimensions of SE
are not independent, on the contrary they are closely in-
terconnected and/or follow from one another.

he first dimension of SE is related to the combina-

tion of social and economic values generated by so-

cial entrepreneurial activities. As was mentioned
above, the distinctive feature of SE in comparison with
purely commercial entrepreneurship is that it produces
social value, and all definitions in Table 1 mention the cre-
ation of social value (social wealth) as a defining charac-
teristic. However, both the definitions in Table 1 and the
analysis of the extant literature on SE show that there is no
agreement among authors as to the exclusivity and even
the dominance of social goals. Some authors [11; 17; 20]
implicitly assume the coexistence of social and economic
goals, while Mair et al. [19] and Bacq et al. [24] are explicit
about the integration of economic and social value.

Peredo et al. [3] believe that the exclusivity of social
goals is not obligatory and point out the difficulty in iden-
tifying motivation behind certain social activity. They
suggest a continuum consisting of five forms of SE which
differ in the relative weight of social goals in the goal mix
(from exclusive to subordinate to economic ones). At the
same time Tasavori et al. [21] and Sullivan Mort et al. [22]
identify achieving social mission as the primary purpose
of SE. Some authors who subscribe to this point of view
consider that organizations characterized by the primacy
of economic goals but producing simultaneously social
value can be called socially responsible but not social en-
trepreneurial [26].

In our opinion, the priority of social mission is
mandatory for social enterprises. Thus, social enterprises
might combine social and economic goals in different
proportions but without allowing the latter to dominate.
The requirement of dominance (not exclusivity) of social
goals represents a compromise between two extremes
— when social mission totally overshadows economic
considerations and when the main focus is on economic
value while social value is of peripheral interest. In the
latter case it will be impossible to differentiate between
socially responsible organizations and social entrepre-
neurial ventures.

The second dimension is closely connected with
the first one and concerns the motives and drivers behind
social entrepreneurial activities. It is often assumed that
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social entrepreneurs are passionate individuals driven by
social missions in contrast to commercial entrepreneurs
whose primary goal is financial gain as they serve mar-
kets less constrained from the point of view of purchas-
ing power. However, such a simplistic or rather idealistic
view is challenged by Boluk et al. [27], whose empirical
study of motivations of social entrepreneurs showed that
for some social entrepreneurs profits are also important.
This additional motivation is not necessarily bad because
interest in financial gain may lead to a greater financial
sustainability of social enterprises. Thus, the study con-
tributes to more holistic understanding of SE.

The third dimension is related to opportunities
pursued by social entrepreneurs. “Opportunities” is one
of the key words used when defining or describing SE,
as is seen in Table 1. That is why it is important to un-
derstand the nature and attributes of opportunities that
can be explored and exploited by social entrepreneurs.
Austin et al. [12] and Nicholls [23] point out the role of
market failure in creating the opportunities for social and
commercial entrepreneurs. Market failure, by definition,
is seen as an impediment for commercial entrepreneur-
ship because the market mechanism, which is essential
for commercial entrepreneurship, cannot be used. How-
ever, as market failures often give rise to social problems,
they create opportunities for SE. Nicholls [23] provides a
classification of market failures which can be addressed
by social entrepreneurs.

t the same time, as will be discussed below, since

social enterprises can be for-profit ventures, so-

cial entrepreneurs can exploit market opportuni-
ties too, but they usually choose markets with a low pur-
chasing power.

Mair [28] contends that “the opportunity space for
social entrepreneurship is defined by the local social, eco-
nomic and political arrangement” and the manifestation
of SE will be different in different contexts. She identi-
fies three types of contexts: 1) the liberal economy, where
economic and social justice is best shaped and main-
tained through the market mechanism (e.g. the United
States economy); 2) the cooperative economy, where
an important role in wealth redistribution is played by
the state (e.g. European economies), and 3) the informal
economy, where affiliation to social groups determines
the creation and distribution of wealth and justice (e.g.
India, Latin American and Asian countries) [28].

Zahra et al. [18] identify such attributes of social
opportunities as 1) pervasiveness of needs in a society,
2) relevancy of the opportunity to the entrepreneur and
his/her background, values, skills, and resources, 3) so-
cial urgency or the need for a quick response; 4) acces-
sibility to others (e.g. traditional welfare providers), and
5) radicalness of solution sought. They also argue that op-
portunities for commercial entrepreneurs may lack some
of these attributes (pervasiveness, social urgency, acces-
sibility to others, and radicalness of solution). However,
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the authors themselves admit that the definition of social
opportunities remains largely vague.

The fourth dimension is related to the significance,
scale and innovativeness of the social outcome produced.
Social entrepreneurs are expected not just to produce
social value but to make it sustainable and/or generate
social change [11, 17, 19]. Defining SE, Martin et al. [1]
extend the idea of equilibrium disruption, which is fre-
quently used for describing the essence of entrepreneur-
ship, to SE (Table 1). While such definition is quite good
for theoretical purposes, it can hardly be applied prac-
tically because it requires the operationalization of the
concept of equilibrium. Besides, the definition is rather
demanding to social entrepreneurs who are expected not
just create social value but to forge a better equilibrium.
Thus, this definition significantly reduces the number of
those who could be regarded social entrepreneurs. In
contrast, Peredo et al. call for avoiding normative char-
acteristics in definitions of SE. In particular, they propose
to “allow for social entrepreneurs who may be unsuccess-
ful, inconsistent, and otherwise less than exemplary” [3].

nany case, social entrepreneurs are expected to come

up with innovative solutions to the persisting social

problems. Analyzing then existing definitions of SE,
Austin et al. conclude that “common across all definitions
of social entrepreneurship is the fact ... that the activity
is characterized by innovation, or the creation of some-
thing new rather than simply the replication of existing
enterprises or practices” [12].

As far as scalability of a social change demanded by
some authors is concerned, not all social entrepreneurs
produce “systems-level changes” [17] or offer solutions that
can then be replicated on a large, potentially global, scale.

Zahra et al. [29] identify different types of social
entrepreneurs depending on specific social problems
they address and the scale of their impact. The first type
of social entrepreneurs (Social Bricoleurs) address local
social needs, they are small scale, local in scope, often
episodic in nature. Due to atomistic actions of such local
social entrepreneurs, the society moves closer to a theo-
retical “social equilibrium.” The second variety of social
entrepreneurs (Social Constructionists) “build and oper-
ate alternative structures to provide goods and services
addressing social needs that governments, agencies, and
businesses cannot. They can be small to large scale, local
to international in scope, and are capable of creating new
“social equilibria” The third type of social entrepreneurs
(Social Engineers) create “newer, more effective social
systems designed to replace existing ones when they are
ill-suited to address significant social needs”. They destroy
the existing social equilibrium and replace it with a more
socially efficient one. Thus, as is seen, there is a spectrum
of possible outcomes in terms of the effect on the existing
equilibrium, which makes it possible to extend the title of
social entrepreneur to those who produce changes on a
local scale and do not challenge the existing equilibrium.
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The fifth dimension is related to the personal traits
of social entrepreneurs. In principle they are largely coin-
cide with those exhibited by commercial ones (innova-
tiveness in the first place), although Dees [11] mentions
heightened accountability to the constituencies as a de-
fining characteristic of social entrepreneurs.

ome attempts have been made to differentiate the

characteristics of social and traditional entrepre-

neurs. For example, Abu-Saifan [2] identifies three
sets of characteristics: 1) unique for traditional (profit-
oriented) entrepreneurs, 2) unique for social entrepre-
neurs, 3) common for both types of entrepreneurs. Some
characteristics he attributes to social entrepreneurs only
(e.g. emotionally charged, highly accountable, socially
alert) are indeed more relevant for them, whereas other
characteristics (e. g. change agent, visionary, manager)
can be extended, in our opinion, to profit-oriented en-
trepreneurs. Similarly, some characteristics of profit-ori-
ented entrepreneurs (e.g. organizer, risk-bearer, strategic
thinker) are applicable to social entrepreneurs too.

The presence of certain traits also depends on the
motivational structure of social entrepreneurs and the
combination of social and economic goals they pursue.

The sixth dimension, and an important point of
differentiation between social and commercial entrepre-
neurs, is related to the sources used for funding the social
entrepreneurial activities or “the resource mobilization
mechanisms” [12]. Commercial entrepreneurs can sur-
vive in a long-term perspective, whether they use per-
sonal or external financial resources, only if they earn
sufficient financial gain. The higher the gain, the better
chances to attract investors, the easier access to capital
markets. The opposite is also true — in the absence of
financial gain commercial entrepreneurs are unable to
secure the long-term survival due to the lack of inter-
est on the part of investors. If social entrepreneurs are
not financially self-sufficient and need external sources
of financing, they appeal to different motives of potential
investors because in the case of SE, investors are more
concerned with the promised social impact than with fi-
nancial returns.

Generally, the mode of financing of social entre-
preneurial activities is closely associated the form of a
social enterprise and the combination of its social and
economic goals.

Many authors believe that social enterprises can
exists in a variety of forms in terms of whether they are
for-profit or nonprofit, rely on external funding or earned
income [1; 5; 11; 26; 30]. It is this variety of forms that
complicates the formulation of clear definition of SE and
leads to controversies.

Dees et al., for example define the range of business
models available to social entrepreneurs rather broadly —
“from purely philanthropic to purely commercial, with
many variations in between” [30]. In the same vein Aus-
tin et al. [12] believe that social enterprises can use the
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variety of sources of financing - impact investors, gov-
ernment grants, charities, donations, as well as earned
income. Nicholls [23] also assumes a rather wide range
of funding options, which he presents as a continuum:
voluntary activism, not-for-profit — grant funded, not-
for-profit — partially self-funded, social enterprise — fully
self-funded, corporate social innovation.

Shaw et al. [13] who conducted in-depth interviews
with social entrepreneurs from across the UK, found out
that only 2 per cent of their respondents had used their
own funds. For the rest of them the key sources of financ-
ing were charitable trusts, regional and central govern-
ment and the European Union. So, the authors concluded
that “social entrepreneurs rarely invest or risk personal
finance in their ventures”.

Weerawardena et al. associate social entrepreneurs
with non-for-profit organizations defining SE as “a be-
havioral phenomenon expressed in a non-for-profit orga-
nization context aimed at delivering social value through
the exploitation of perceived opportunities” [31].

Massetti [5] presents different forms of SE as a two-
dimensional continuum, in which the first dimension
corresponds to the mission orientation (socially driven
vs market driven) and the second one describes the profit
requirement (profit required vs no profit required). Us-
ing the matrix built on the basis of these two dimensions
she identifies the following forms of organizations: tra-
ditional business organizations (market driven, required
to earn profits); transient organizations (responding to
market needs but not driven by the need to make a prof-
it), traditional not-for-profit organizations (driven by a
social mission with no need to earn profits) and tipping
point organizations (driven by social missions, but hav-
ing to earn profits to survive). According to Massetti, so-
cial entrepreneurs can be found in any of those quadrants
(in the case of traditional business organizations one can
expect that they will exhibit a socially responsible behav-
ior), but tipping point organizations hold the most prom-
ise for economic transformation.

Similarly Bielefeld [32] contends that in terms of
non-profits and for-profits, social enterprise can have
any form within a continuum of organizational modes:
with nonprofits relying on philanthropic capital and con-
cerned exclusively with social returns at the one end of
the spectrum and with for-profits concerned with finan-
cial gain at the other. Between these extremes there are
organizational forms that are concerned with both social
and economic goals (non- profits with some earned in-
come; non-profits or for-profits with equal concerns for
social and financial ends, for-profits with some emphasis
on social responsibility).

Dorado identifies the following groups of social
enterprises: “non-profit organizations entering into busi-
ness to finance their social service operations,.. for-profit
ventures that define their mission as having a double bot-
tom line,.. cross-sector enterprises which represent col-
laborative initiatives engaging non-profit, for-profit and/

BIBHECIHOOPM N2 112019

www.business-inform.net

or public organizations to solve particularly challenging
social problems” [26]. Two conclusions can be derived
from this classification: 1) social goals are either primary
or at least as important as economic ones, 2) social en-
terprises try to be financially sustainable combining their
social activities with business ones.

Boschee et al. narrow the definition of SE by stat-
ing that “Unless a non-profit organization is generating
earned revenue from its activities, it is not acting in an
entrepreneurial manner... It may be innovative, not en-
trepreneurial..” [15]. The authors contrapose earned
income, sustainability and self-sufficiency to charitable
contributions, government subsidies and eternal depen-
dency and believe that sustainability and self-sufficiency
are defining characteristics of social enterprises. Likewise
Abu-Saifan insists on financial independence of social
enterprises. He defines the social entrepreneur as “a mis-
sion-driven individual who uses a set of entrepreneurial
behaviors to deliver a social value to the less privileged,
all through an entrepreneurially oriented entity that is fi-
nancially independent, self-sufficient, or sustainable” [2].
He identifies the following two strategies that make SE:
1) non-profit with earned income strategies (perform-
ing both social and commercial entrepreneurial activi-
ties with a view to achieving self-sufficiency, reinvesting
earned profits in further improvement of the delivery
of social value) and 2) for-profit with mission-driven
strategies (performing both social and commercial en-
trepreneurial activities in order to achieve sustainability;
financially self-sufficient and allowing the founders and
investors to receive monetary gain) [2]. Defining SE in
this narrow way provides a clearer view of the phenome-
non of SE and more solid grounds for considering related
activities as entrepreneurial.

Mthembu et al. also stress the necessity of self-suf-
ficiency: “Self-sufficiency should be part of the mindset
of the social entrepreneur. The social entrepreneur needs
to come up with and have a meaningful or valued prod-
uct or service offering” [33]. They also believe that self-
sufficiency is likely to come through a for-profit setup,
although a non-profit mode opens possibilities to apply
for funding and to partner with corporations. Besides,
for-profit status may potentially adversely affect the im-
age of a social enterprise.

o systemize different points of view on SE, Dees

et al. [30] identify two schools of thought: the So-

cial Enterprise School and the Social Innovation
School. The Social enterprise school emphasizes earned
income generation in serving a social mission but insists
on a non-profit form for social enterprises and thus as-
sumes that the profits earned should not be distributed
in the form of dividends but rather reinvested in the so-
cial mission. The Social Innovation School is more con-
cerned with finding innovative ways of addressing social
issues and generating social value. It assumes that social
enterprises can take either non-profit or for-profit form,
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and does not impose constraints on profit distribution, in
case profits are earned.

Austin et al. [12] point out the potential problems
with not only financial but also human resource mobili-
zation mechanisms for social entrepreneurs, who often
cannot provide competitive remuneration to employees
and place emphasis on non-pecuniary rewards.

The seventh dimension concerns the measure-
ment of performances of socially entrepreneurial ven-
tures. While the performance measures for commercial
entrepreneurs are easily quantifiable and objective (prof-
its, ROI), measuring a social impact represents a much
more challenging task [32, 34-36]. The problem here is
not only in identifying the social value created, which can
be highly subjective by itself, but also in filtering out the
effect of all other external sources that could potentially
contribute to this value [36].

The performance of social enterprises that combine
social and economic goals should be measured not only in
terms of the social impact they generate but also in terms
of sustainability and self-sufficiency, thus reflecting both
sides of their socio-economic activities — production of
social value and economic soundness. Zahra et al. [29]
suggest the “total wealth” standard for evaluating perfor-
mances of social entrepreneurial enterprises. Total wealth
represents the sum of the economic and social wealth,
where the economic wealth is calculated by subtracting
economic costs and opportunity costs from the economic
value created, and social wealth represents the difference
between social value and social costs. The authors believe
that it is total wealth that should be maximized.

The eighth dimension is related to the character of
SE in terms whether it is an individual or collective ac-
tion. Most theories of entrepreneurship describe an en-
trepreneur as a very special type of economic actor and
attribute the success of entrepreneurial endeavors to his/
her personality, thus implying that entrepreneurship is an
individual action in the first place. However, some writers
on SE are inclined to treat it as a result of collective effort
rather than an individual one, because in the case of SE
there is a stronger sense of collective purpose. For exam-
ple, Bacq et al. [24] conclude that the Social Innovation
School considers an individual as the central figure in
SE, whereas the representatives of the Social Enterprise
School place more emphasis on collective action. Bacq
et al. believe that social enterprises can be of any nature:
“It (a social entrepreneurial venture) can be initiated by
citizens either individually or in groups” [24].

orporate social entrepreneurship, which has been

increasingly becoming a focus of research in the

field of SE, can be considered a collective rather
than individual effort. Austin et al. [37] describe corpo-
rate SE as a process powered by multiple change agents
or corporate social intrapreneurs. Whether SE represents
an individual or collective endeavor, a strong leadership
is very important.
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When defining SE it is necessary to distinguish it
not only from commercial entrepreneurship but also
from other types of social activities or behaviors which
can be taken for SE.

irst of all it is not always clear where one should

place the boundary between SE and socially re-

sponsible corporate behavior. Dorado [26] believes
that the latter term should be applied to companies whose
primary goal is profit, and which behave in a socially re-
sponsible manner in the hope that it will have a positive
effect on their bottom line, whereas social entrepreneurs,
even those who earn profits, are more concerned with
creating social value and consider profits as a necessary
condition of survival and financial viability. Actually this
view reflects only one out of the four approaches to cor-
porate social responsibility (CSR), identified by Garriga
et al. [38], specifically the instrumental approach. Within
this approach CSR is viewed as a strategic tool to achieve
economic objectives and, ultimately, wealth creation.
However, there are other approaches to CSR, for instance
the ethical one which considers CSR as an ethical obli-
gation, thus shifting the focus from economic values to
ethical and social ones.

Reflecting on the difference between SE and so-
cially responsible commercial entrepreneurs, Boschee et
al. [15] argue that social entrepreneurs’ earned income
strategies are tied directly to their mission and profits are
reinvested in the social mission, whereas the efforts of
the commercial entrepreneurs only indirectly attached to
social problems. At the same time other authors who be-
lieve that social enterprises can have for-profit status [2;
5; 24] do not insist on reinvesting profits in the fulfillment
of social goals. Thus, the boundary between CSR and SE
remains unclear.

SE should be distinguished from charity. As Krige
[6] states it, “charity can only perpetuate the inequality
while SE can bridge the gap”. Essentially charity represents
a mere redistribution of wealth — a zero-sum game, where
the gain of one party is the loss of the other. In the case
of SE there should be a social multiplier effect that would
produce social change. For example, providing a shelter
for homeless or food for poor would have a lesser impact
than providing professional training and letting people
earn their living and change their social status themselves.
Healthcare projects aimed at enhancing physical health
and preventing diseases may lead to the improved quality
of life, better employment opportunities.

Grieco [34] believes that “the focus on economic
activity is important to differentiate social entrepreneur-
ship from pure forms of social movements as well as from
charitable and philanthropic initiatives”.

Martin et al. [1] distinguish SE from social service
provision and social activism based on whether the ac-
tivity in question leads to changes in equilibrium and if
yes, whether it does it directly or indirectly. Among these
three activities only SE changes the existing equilibrium
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for a better one through a direct action, whereas a social
service provider attempts to get a better outcome with-
out changing the existing equilibrium and a social activist
intends to change the current equilibrium by an indirect
action, i.e. through influencing others to do this (promot-
ing ideas, influencing public opinion, changing mindsets).

Bacq et al. [24] point out another difference be-
tween SE and activism based on whether they require in-
dividual or collective actions. SE may consist of individu-
al actions, while activism implies collective movements.

Simms et al. [39] believe that social entrepreneurs
combine two identities — one is an entrepreneur and the
other one is an activist. Depending on which of these
identities is primary they choose either for-profit or non-
profit form of enterprise.

It is important to mention that social activities may
represent hybrids of pure forms discussed above. For ex-
ample combination of SE and social activism is typical
for fair trade or standard setting organizations, which si-
multaneously promote ideas aimed at making business
more socially responsible and provide practical help and
support in changing business models.

There are controversies in the literature regarding
whether there is such a thing as corporate social entre-
preneurship, which was mentioned earlier in the article.
Austin et al. [37] answer the question in the affirmative,
pointing out that “corporate social entrepreneurship
aims to ensure that the very purpose (italic ours) of these
corporations migrates from one of maximizing returns to
investors to optimizing returns to stakeholders” It means
that the company produces a blended (both social and
economic) value, social value creation is not considered
as something separate or peripheral; moreover, the social
performance has parity with the economic and becomes
“part of the corporate DNA”.

CONCLUSIONS

SE has been increasingly viewed as a source of so-
lution to social problems that cannot be effectively ad-
dressed by public sector organizations and other tradition-
al welfare providers. SE is concerned with accomplishing
social mission in the most effective and efficient way using
innovative approaches to solving social problems.

Despite the numerous studies and a large amount
of literature on SE, the concept remains fuzzy and means
different things to different people. One of the reasons
for that is the multidimensionality of this socio-econom-
ic phenomenon.

Having analyzed different approaches to defining
SE, we have identified eight dimensions of this phenom-
enon related to 1) the combination of social and econom-
ic values generated by SE activities; 2) the motives and
drivers behind social entrepreneurial activities; 3) the op-
portunities pursued by social entrepreneurs; 4) the sig-
nificance, scale and innovativeness of the social outcome
produced; 5) the personal characteristics of social entre-
preneurs; 6) the sources of funding of the social entrepre-
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neurial activities; 7) the measurement of performances
of social entrepreneurial ventures; 8) an individual or
collective character of action. The dimensions of SE are
closely interconnected and/or follow from one another.
Within most of these dimensions the forms of so-
cial enterprises or other characteristics mentioned above
can change along a continuum. The points of contention
among the contributors to the SE field are related to the
boundaries within which the characteristics and forms
can be varied without compromising the social entrepre-
neurial status of an activity, i. e. within which an activ-
ity can be considered as SE and outside which it should
be considered as either commercial entrepreneurship or
other type of social activity, such as corporate social re-
sponsibility, social activism or social service provision.

n our opinion, social enterprises can have both social

and economic goals, with social goals dominating,

and thus produce both social and economic value;
social entrepreneurs must have a strong motivation to
achieve socially desirable objectives with possible pres-
ence of financial motives; social entrepreneurs may pur-
sue not solely social but also market opportunities, i.e.
rely on market mechanism; they should use earned in-
come strategies, possibly complemented by other sourc-
es of financing, with no special requirements regarding
for-profit/non-profit status of the social enterprise; both
economic and social performances of a social enterprise
should be assessed, the assessment of the latter represent-
ing a greater challenge and requiring the development of
special methods; social entrepreneurship can represent
either individual or collective endeavor, in both cases a
strong leadership is required.

The proposed dimensions of SE might provide ad-
ditional insight into the phenomenon of SE, help identify
different forms of SE and systemize the results of empiri-
cal studies. The list of dimensions is not exhaustive, and
as empirical evidence accumulates and new types of SE
appear, new dimensions can be added. u
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