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Social EntrEprEnEurShip 
and thE common Good

helen m. haugh and Bob doherty

AbstrAct

The common good refers to contextual conditions that contribute to human 

wellbeing and flourishing, such as prosperous communities and environmental 

sustainability. In this paper, we consider how entrepreneurship impacts soci-

ety by investigating the generalized outcomes of social entrepreneurship on 

the common good. From a qualitative study of ten large and profitable social 

enterprises in the United Kingdom, we theorize how social entrepreneurship 

contributes to the common good in the short and long term. We also conjec-

ture how some commercial practices undermine the common good and fur-

ther, explain how the common good performs as a conceptual anchor for social 

entrepreneurship.

Keywords: Social entrepreneurship; common good; environment; 
community; impact; sustainability

IntroductIon

in neoliberal capitalism, individualism and free markets are the assumed base for 
economic prosperity (harvey, 2005). despite the many positive impacts attrib-
uted to entrepreneurship, such as innovation (Schumpeter, 1942 [2014]), job crea-
tion (Birch, 1979, 1987), empowerment (Jennings, Jennings, & Sharifan, 2016), 
and emancipation (rindova, Barry, & Ketchen, 2009), neoliberal capitalism has 
also been associated with the diminishment of the good of individuals, commu-
nities, and the environment (o’Brien, 2009). Societies most fundamental social 
and environmental problems appear to grow out of a widespread preference for 
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the pursuit of individual above communal interests (Epstein, 1998; Etzioni, 1999; 
Jordan, 1989; marens, 2018).

While entrepreneurship is most commonly associated with the pursuit of com-
mercial success, social entrepreneurship describes business activity in which trad-
ing aims to create positive social and environmental impacts (austin, Stevenson, &  
Wei-Skillern, 2006; Battilana & lee, 2014; hoffman, Gullo, & haigh, 2012). 
While creating prosocial value is also the aim of non-profit organizations, the aim 
of social entrepreneurship is to create such value and be financially sustainable 
(Battilana & lee, 2014; doherty, haugh, & lyon, 2014; hoffman et al., 2012). 
distinctive to social entrepreneurship is that social and environmental missions 
are “embedded into the trading activity” (teasdale, 2012, p. 518). consequently, 
social entrepreneurship impacts extend beyond financial wealth to include social 
and environmental value creation. collectively these impacts foster the common 
good outcomes of human wellbeing and flourishing. interest in the common 
good has surfaced in many realms of public life and is manifest in societal appeals 
to increase access to education, reduce crime and poverty, respond to climate 
change, and prevent environmental degradation (Jordan, 1989; o’Brien, 2009). 
the common good is achieved in two ways: individually, through citizenship and 
participation in politics and public service; and collectively in group and commu-
nity action (dupré, 1993; Sison & Fontrodona, 2012; Smith, 1999). connecting 
social entrepreneurship and human wellbeing and flourishing, we ask the ques-
tion, How does social entrepreneurship impact the common good?

We respond to the question in a qualitative study of ten social enterprises and 
employ inductive analysis to theorize the connections between social entrepre-
neurship and community level outcomes. the paper makes two contributions. 
to entrepreneurship we advance a framework to connect social entrepreneurship 
with generalized positive economic, social, and environmental impacts, and theo-
rize three new constructs of making, staking, and taking the common good. to 
social entrepreneurship we explain how the common good serves as a strategic 
conceptual anchor.

the conceptual framework is built on concepts from entrepreneurship and soci-
ety, and the common good and these are reviewed in the next section. this is fol-
lowed by an explanation of the methodology, data analysis, and presentation of 
the findings. in the discussion, we develop a conceptual model to explain how the 
new constructs relate to organization impact, and connect our theorizing to the 
extant literature on entrepreneurship, and social entrepreneurship. the final section 
concludes the paper, comments on the limitations, and suggests areas for future 
research.

concEPtuAL FrAMEworK

Entrepreneurship and Society

traditional conceptions of entrepreneurship focus on profit, job creation (Birch, 
1979, 1987; parker, 2004), and economic growth (carree & thurik, 2005). the 
long period of neoliberal capitalism, commencing in the twentieth century but 
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rapidly advancing after the 1970s, reified individualism, free markets, small gov-
ernment, and private wealth accumulation (harvey, 2005). accordingly, societal 
prosperity was assessed in relation to economic performance, primarily organiza-
tion growth and profit. yet organizations are embedded in webs of relationships, 
the most notable being with the communities in which they are located and serve 
(lumpkin & Bacq, 2019; marquis & Battilana, 2009; mcKeever, anderson, & 
Jack, 2014; peredo & chrisman, 2006; Seelos, mair, Battilana, & dacin, 2011). 
three reasons may explain why community level outcomes receive less attention 
than economic prosperity and organization growth and profit. First, as the bound-
aries are more readily drawn for an organization than a community, community 
outcomes are more ambiguous to assess than organization performance (Sison & 
Fontrodona, 2012). Second, methods for measuring economic performance are 
institutionalized, whereas methods for measuring community outcomes are more 
difficult to verify (Stephan, patterson, Kelly, & mair, 2016). Finally, community 
outcomes may take longer to materialize and be more difficult to causally explain 
than organization outputs (Ebrahim & rangan, 2014; Stephan et al., 2016).

By the twenty-first century corporations and entrepreneurs have increasingly 
been charged with “serving public ends” (Klein, mahoney, mc Gahan, & pitelis, 
2010, p. 1). in response, corporations and entrepreneurs have been encouraged 
to adopt social and environmental initiatives to demonstrate their commitments 
to society and the environment (hollensbe, Wookey, hickey, George, & nichols, 
2014; marens, 2018). moreover, performance evaluation techniques have been 
developed to assess social and environmental outputs, impacts and outcomes 
(haugh, 2006, 2007; Wry & haugh, 2019), for example, social return on invest-
ment (Ebrahim & rangan, 2014; Emerson, 2003; nicholls, 2009; rawhauser, 
cummings & newbert, 2019) and sustainability measures (Gray, duncan, 
Kirkwood, & Walton, 2014). despite the array of performance measures and 
causal mechanism ambiguity, the social role of entrepreneurship is increasingly 
acknowledged (acs, Boardman, & mcneely, 2013; Shepherd & patzelt, 2011; 
Stephan et al., 2016; Steyaert & hjorth, 2008; Zahra & Wright, 2016). Social 
entrepreneurship embodies the movement toward embedding social and environ-
mental purpose in entrepreneurial activity (doherty et al., 2014; teasdale, 2012). 
Social enterprises are not aligned with the organizational conventions of tradi-
tional private, public and charitable sectors (Billis, 2010) in that they prioritize the 
achievement of social and environmental objectives equally, or above, commercial 
goals, and generate at least part of their income from trading activity (doherty et 
al., 2014; pache & Santos, 2013; Zahra, Gedajlovic, neubaum, & Shulman, 2009).

community level outcomes may be created in the same place as a social enter-
prise, such as when community-based enterprises work locally to alleviate poverty 
(peredo & chrisman, 2006), increase empowerment (Johnstone & lionais, 2004; 
mcElwee, Smith, & Somerville, 2018), mitigate environmental damage (Gray  
et al., 2014), and generate green energy for local consumption (munday, Bristow, &  
cowell, 2011). Social and environmental outcomes may also be generated in 
other, more remote, communities, such as when the sale of fair trade certified 
goods in developed economies generates trading income for smallholder produc-
ers, and also the payment of the fair trade social premium to fund community 
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development projects (child, 2015; nicholls & opal, 2005). Such outcomes may 
be created intentionally (nicholls & opal, 2005), or as unintentional outcomes of 
entrepreneurial activity (Zahra & Wright, 2016).

the concept of civic wealth creation (cWc) has been proposed to describe the 
generation of community level social, economic, and communal wealth endow-
ments (lumpkin & Bacq, 2019). the cWc construct is comprised of community, 
support regimes, and enterprise and these actors collaborate to generate social, 
economic, communal, and civic wealth creation. although not directly referred 
to as the common good, the well-being of a “populace” construct (lumpkin & 
Bacq, 2019, p. 384) is closely aligned with the more established concept of the 
common good.

The Common Good

rooted in aristotle’s philosophy and still in use today, the common good 
describes the “good proper to, and attainable only by, the community, yet indi-
vidually shared by its members” (dupré, 1993, p. 687). From this perspective, 
the common good is communal – no individual can be denied from its benefits 
(dupré, 1993; Sison & Fontrodona, 1993). a flourishing common good is thus 
“equally to everyone’s advantage” (rawls, 1971, p. 29). our argument is not that 
entrepreneurship impedes the common good, indeed prior research has explored 
the relationship between entrepreneurship and social value creation (acs et al., 
2013), and employed the concepts of other-directed behavior to describe values 
(day & hudson, 2011) and intentions (marshall, 2011) to promote the welfare of 
others. rather, it is because of the “incongruence between profit status and social 
mission primacy” (marshall, 2011, p. 183), that we aim to investigate how social 
entrepreneurship impacts the common good.

in this study, we adopt the view that the common good consists primarily of 
having the institutions, social systems, and environment function in a manner that 
benefits all people. Examples of particular common goods, or parts of the com-
mon good, are a prosperous local economy, healthy and educated population, 
and unpolluted environments. Because such conditions impact on human wellbe-
ing and flourishing, many social and environmental challenges can be linked to 
systemic relations between people, profit, and the planet.

Generating and sustaining the common good requires the individual and coop-
erative efforts of some, often many, people and these efforts pay off because the 
common good is accessible to all members of a society (dupré, 1993). all persons, 
for example, could enjoy the benefits of social harmony, clean air, and an unpol-
luted environment. inherently, something counts as a common good only to the 
extent that it is a good to which all have access. a “good society” is one in which 
“people share in a good quality of life and value this association with each other 
as members of the same community” (o’Brien, 2009, p. 16). to be held in com-
mon, the good of the whole is at the same time a good for all individuals, includ-
ing the least served (hollensbe et al., 2014; o’Brien, 2009). a good society thus 
requires systems, institutions, and environments that “promote common interests 
and encourage association, inclusiveness, and sharing” (Jordan, 1989, p. 17).
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in the common good tradition, individuals are understood to be primarily 
social beings and integrated into a network of  social relationships (o’Brien, 
2009), namely, a community. a good society thus also comprises people joined 
together in commercial, social, and political webs who also share moral obli-
gations to each other (Jordan, 1989). Since the common good focuses on the 
wellbeing of  the whole group and less on the welfare of  any one individual 
(o’Brien, 2009), this communitarian perspective (Etzioni, 1988, 1999) contrasts 
radically with neoliberal capitalist prioritization of  individual above commu-
nal interests. more critically, corporations and entrepreneurs that exploit peo-
ple and the environment not only fail to advance the common good, but they 
may also actively undermine the common good (hollensbe et al., 2014). as we 
are only just beginning to examine how entrepreneurship impacts society, our 
research investigates the question, How does social entrepreneurship impact the 

common good?

MEtHodoLogy

the research is explanation oriented (Grant, 2003; paroutis & heracleous, 2013), 
and inductively theory building (Strauss & corbin, 1990). Explanatory research 
seeks to understand practices that are in play but not yet understood and labeled 
and, although interest in social entrepreneurship is increasing rapidly (Battilana &  
lee, 2014), few empirical studies have investigated community level impacts (e.g., 
haugh, 2006, 2007; mair, martí, & Ventresca, 2012; mair, Wolf, & Seelos, 2016). 
yet understanding how social entrepreneurship impacts communities is theoreti-
cally and practically valuable for explaining how entrepreneurship impacts society.

Research Context

Social enterprises adopt business models that combine commercial trading with 
the pursuit of social and environmental mission (austin et al., 2006; Battilana & 
lee, 2014; hoffman et al., 2012). the principle strategic decisions concern how 
to build a business model that is both the foundation of commercial success 
(austin et al., 2006; Battilana & lee, 2014; pache & Santos, 2013; Smith, Gonin, 
& Besharov, 2013; Wilson & post, 2013), and that also creates positive social and 
environmental outputs, impacts, and outcomes (Wry & haugh, 2019). By cou-
pling together commercial performance with social and environmental mission, 
business models are designed such that profit is derived from delivering products 
and services that intrinsically benefit society (hollensbe et al., 2014). the pursuit 
of commercial, social, and environmental missions thus makes social entrepre-
neurship an appropriate setting to investigate the common good because trading 
and common good outcomes are mutually constitutive.

Data Sources

the last thirty years has seen a significant rise in social entrepreneurship across 
countries and industries (Battilana, Sengul, pache, & model, 2015; doherty  
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et al., 2014). our focus is on investigating impact and outcomes, and we there-
fore selected senior leaders to interview as they are responsible for organizational 
mission, goal achievement, and strategic decision making (child, 1972; daft & 
Weick, 1984; lyles & Schwenk, 1992; thomas, clark, & Gioia, 1993). researcher 
access to senior leaders is known to be difficult and hence sample size tends to 
be small (paroutis & heracleous, 2013). We also focused on large social enter-
prises, defined as those with an annual trading income greater than £1 million. 
larger social enterprises are unlikely to face the same resource allocation dilem-
mas as smaller organizations as they have overcome the liability of newness 
(Stinchcombe, 1965) and established sustainable income stream(s). We gained 
access to informants from two social enterprise networks: a major social finance 
organization and a professional association. For each participating organization 
we interviewed the cEo and at least one other member of the senior executive 
team. in total, 25 interviews were conducted. the social enterprises are diverse 
and operate in a range of industries, for example, financial services, leisure, manu-
facturing, retailing, marketing services, community regeneration, and media.

Data Collection

Four data collection methods were employed. First, prior to the interviews we 
invited informants to provide us with background information about their social 
enterprise, the strategic challenges they faced, and copies of strategic planning 
documents. these data were collected in email correspondence between the 
researchers and the informants and was employed to provide contextual informa-
tion and refine the interview schedule. Second, we conducted in-depth interviews 
with informants. to deepen our understanding of how informants understood 
the common good, we also organized two focus groups during which our inform-
ants discussed with each other the strategies they implemented and challenges 
they faced. Finally, we reviewed public secondary data for each of the participat-
ing organizations, for example, financial statements, social impact reports, and 
other documents. the media reports for each organization were downloaded 
from Factiva. the case studies are anonymized, and code names employed.  
(table 1 presents the data sources.)

Data Analysis

Guided by the principles of grounded theory (Strauss & corbin, 1990), categories 
of strategic decisions found in the strategy literature, for example, diversification 
and internationalization, were set aside and instead, strategic decisions treated as 
unknown. accordingly, the transcripts and secondary data were analyzed using 
inductive qualitative techniques (paroutis & heracleous, 2013) that allowed find-
ings to emerge from the data. to begin, both authors analyzed the pre-interview 
data, secondary data, and interview transcripts independently. this was first car-
ried out manually to stay close to the empirical data during open coding, followed 
by analysis using the nVivo software package to scrutinize the veracity of our 
open coding and preliminary theorizing.
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Table 1. participating Social Enterprises and data Sources.

organization and mission Established  
and Sector

interviews Focus  
Group

media  
articles

Ability 1854 cEo (1)
marketing (1)
office (1)

X 27
Mission: “to provide the means 

for disabled people to support 
themselves through employment.” 
cEo

disability 
employment

Boating 2015 director (1)
trustee (1)

116
Mission: “preservation of heritage, 

environment, leisure, and education 
activities for the nation in 
perpetuity.” Former director

leisure and 
amenity  
services

Cocoa 1998 cEo (1),  
chair (2)

X 1,927
Mission: “improve the livelihoods of 

cocoa farmers by putting them  
higher up the value chain.” cEo

Fair trade 
confectionery

Coffee 1991 cEo (2)
Strategic 

development 
director (1)

1,902
Mission: “We champion the work and 

passion of smallholder growers, 
delivering great tasting hot drinks 
to improve livelihoods, whilst 
pioneering new and better ways  
to do business.” cEo

Fair trade  
coffee and  
tea

Finance 2003 cEo (1)
manager (1)

X 555
Mission: “to dismantle poverty, 

dismantle inequality, create 
opportunity.” cEo

Social finance

Health 2006 Strategy  
director (1),  
trustee (1)

X 116
Mission: “intermediate labour market 

employment support by doing  
good with bikes.” trustee

Bicycle sales, 
training, 
intermediate 
labor market

Marketing 2000 cEo (1) 
director (1)

X 65
Mission: “our mission is to benefit  

the lives of young people by being 
the best marketing agency in the 
uK.” cEo

marketing and 
business 
services

Nutrition 2007 cEo (2)
Supply chain 

manager (1)

X 78
Mission: “to improve the livelihoods  

of small holder nut producers, we  
do that by growing the brand.” cEo

Fair trade nuts 
and seeds

Place 2002 cEo (1)
director (1)

X 200
Mission: “reducing inequality and 

supporting people to address  
the root causes.” cEo

community 
development

Sport 1993 cEo (2)
head of 

development (1)

X 1,254
Mission: “We exist to make community 

services and spaces better for 
everyone. that means providing 
access to quality community leisure 
and fitness facilities – and more – at  
a price everyone can afford.” cEo

Sport and  
leisure  
services
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the first round of open coding was conducted by highlighting all references 
relating to strategy, challenges, and practices, and to inform the questions in the 
subsequent interviews. in this process, specific attention was given to the major deci-
sions made by informants and how they talked about making strategic decisions. 
after all the transcripts had been analyzed, the highlighted extracts were scruti-
nized and grouped into empirical themes (first author n=18, second author n=22). 
the authors then met to discuss both the open coding and to organize the empirical 
themes. the first round of discussion produced 18 empirical themes which, after 
further interrogation of the empirical data and in consultation with the strategy 
literature, were condensed to 15 empirical themes. the next stage of the analy-
sis involved theorizing conceptual categories from the empirical themes (Strauss 
& corbin, 1990). Working closely with the social and environmental impact, and 
common good literatures, we abstracted five conceptual categories from the data. 
the aggregate theoretical dimensions capture strategies and practices that enhance 
the common good in the short term (generalized economic, social, and environ-
mental impact) and in the future (generalized deferred impact). Further analysis 
uncovered practices described by informants as harming communities and the 
environment, which we theorized as generalized negative impact (Fig. 1). Below we 
present the derivation of the aggregate theoretical dimensions and present illustra-
tive quotes from our interviews and secondary sources. Supplementary empirical 
data are presented in the appendix (table a1) at the end of the paper.

FIndIngs

Common Good Making

in our empirical analysis, we theorize how social entrepreneurship explicitly seeks 
to positively impact local economies, communities, and the environment. Social 

Fig. 1. data Structure.
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enterprise strategies were designed with the benefit of disadvantaged people and 
the community in mind, and when the organization also benefits, this further 
enhances community benefit. these community benefits are labeled generalized 
economic, social, and environmental impact as the positive outcomes are not 
restricted to beneficiaries – they also impact human wellbeing and flourishing 
more generally.

Generalized Economic Impact

Social entrepreneurship strategies were designed to directly generate organiza-
tional income and also create more generalized economic benefits for the com-
munities in which they operate and society. Five strategies lead to generalized 
economic impact. First, employment creation for the disadvantaged describes how 
strategies were designed to provide paid employment for the disabled, young 
offenders, young people suffering with mental health and addiction problems, 
people living in areas of deprivation, and impoverished smallholder farmers in 
developing countries. Strategies aimed to purposefully work with and support 
such disadvantaged groups, generate organizational income, and fulfill social and 
environmental missions. at ability, a social firm that manufactures soaps and toi-
letries, the former cEo explained: “We run the Government specialist disability 
employment programme which is called Work choice. We provide training and 
employment opportunities for disabled people.” the overriding goal to support 
the disadvantaged determined the strategy of the organization: “(our aim) is to 
generate as many jobs as possible for disabled people within the financial confines 
of the business” (Former cEo, ability).

in recognition of the additional support required to assist the disadvantaged 
into employment, the business models are designed to absorb social costs. For 
example, internal budgeting includes a cost allocation for providing employee 
basic skills training, counseling, temporary cover during employee relapses, and 
additional life skills support. at Finance, a provider of social finance and busi-
ness support, the director explained how employee support costs are built into 
the organization’s overheads: “the cost of getting people work-ready, which is 
what we’re talking about, that’s something that is borne by the social enterprise.” 
the need for the budget overhead costs for supporting people back into work 
was elaborated further by the strategy director at health, a social enterprise that 
offers employment training and opportunities related to cycling:

you don’t want people to be rewarded for causing trouble and then not being able to come to 
work, but you also don’t want to penalise people for having mental health problems. So, it’s 
challenging and resource intensive.

three of  the social enterprises in our study compete in highly competitive 
and price sensitive markets for fast moving consumer goods (FmcGs). markets 
for FmcGs can be lucrative but power tends to be unequally distributed in 
the supply chain – contracts between FmcG manufacturers and smallholder 
producers of  agricultural commodities are known to be exploitative (doherty, 
davies, & tranchell, 2013). to facilitate independent livelihood development of  

aQ1

rd789
Sticky Note
The hierarchy of headings look fine to me 
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smallholder producers, coffee, cocoa, and nutrition had each secured fair trade 
certification and thus were committed to paying the “fair trade price” to produc-
ers of  agricultural commodities. the calculation of  a fair trade price is based on 
providing reasonable and reliable income to smallholder producers and, even 
if  the market price for commodities falls below the fair trade minimum price, 
fair trade certified organizations commit to paying the fair trade price and the 
social premium (doherty et al., 2013; nicholls & opal, 2005) – the fair trade 
price thereby provides income reliability for smallholder producers. the chair of 
cocoa described that:

our original mission had been to improve the livelihoods of cocoa farmers by setting up a 
dynamic farmer-owned, fair trade chocolate marketing company in the very valuable uK mar-
ket thus putting farmers higher up the value chain.

according to fair trade governance principles, decisions about how to invest the 
social premium are made by the community, such as building production and 
community facilities:

our producers in nicaragua are expanding their own processing facility capabilities as we speak 
and we are very involved in that project, feeding through the expertise so they can build their 
own peanut processing plant and manufacture peanut butter at origin. We are adding value 
back down the supply chain via both the fair trade premium and the social premium we pay. 
(cEo, nutrition)

our informants explained how strategies were explicitly intended to generate 
income and promote community economic development – broadly construed to 
include helping the local community, local businesses, and producers. For exam-
ple, two strategies to support community economic development are first, con-
tracting with local suppliers (place), and second, long-term contracting (coffee, 
cocoa, and nutrition). in all our participating organizations, any surplus is 
reinvested to further advance social impact. to illustrate, at place, a community 
development organization that manages an inner-city property portfolio, all sur-
pluses generated from rental income are reinvested to support employment pro-
grams for young offenders and deliver social care services for single mothers. the 
cEo of place described how:

We started investing in workspaces for small business. So we knew that there was a demand to 
keep small business in the area. We also knew we could access income to provide a rental return 
for place.

Supporting long-term community regeneration is the explicit aim of Sport, a 
large sport and leisure facilities management social enterprise. the cEo of Sport 
comments:

We won the olympic park contract because of our focus on long-term legacy regeneration of 
the geographical area …. if  you are going to get a legacy out of the 2012 london olympics, you 
cannot just turn around and say, “run these things as cheaply as possible.”

Strategies were also designed to catalyze change in how corporations and 
entrepreneurs do business by changing business norms. For example, a shared 
aim of coffee, cocoa, and nutrition is to demonstrate to mainstream FmcG 
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manufacturers that trading fairly with smallholder producers can be commer-
cially viable. Finance adopted an explicitly commercial business model to address 
homelessness to show mainstream commercial organizations that helping the 
homeless need not rely on philanthropy: “We were never set up as a charity … 
it was a business-like solution to the crisis of homelessness” (cEo, Finance). 
Boating, a social enterprise created to manage canals, rivers and waterways in 
England, aimed to demonstrate how to sustainably manage assets that had been 
devolved from the public sector:

there’s real interest in how you can create a new model which the government can feel, does 
what it wants, which is basically gets assets and liabilities of its books … without frightening the 
public by saying they’re going to privatize it. (Former director, Boating)

the strategic intention to change business norms was also apparent in the 
evolution of the business models adopted by the social enterprises in our study. 
For example, the cEo of marketing, a business services social enterprise that 
employs and supports young people into work, explained how their business 
model had advanced from being initially based on cross-subsidization between 
economic and social mission, to full integration of financial and social missions:

So, there was a time when we would look at some bits of work just to generate income (here), 
to then fund the social impact over there. But i do not think that is the future. i do not think 
that is what we as social enterprises are supposed to be doing. i think that is close to just an 
evolved hybrid of cSr, where a company does what it does and then goes to do so some good 
elsewhere.

Generalized Social Impact

Social enterprise strategies were also designed to socially benefit employees, 
communities, and society. activities to help the disadvantaged find employment 
would also help them earn income, and empower beneficiaries by increasing their 
confidence and autonomy. Specific practices to empower beneficiaries included 
involving them in strategy development, sharing brand property rights, and board 
level participation (coffee, cocoa, and nutrition). Such practices empower ben-
eficiaries by providing a mechanism for their voice to be heard in organizational 
management and governance. For example, one of the founding objectives of 
cocoa is to empower female cocoa farmers in Ghana. this is achieved by requir-
ing 30% female participation in organizational governance via setting a quota at 
all decision-making levels in the (name of cooperative) in Ghana:

i think the ownership structures and the board are important … and so the fact that the board 
has got farmers on it … to integrate the community of beneficiaries into the ownership of the 
organization and decision-making structures of the organization. (cEo, cocoa)

and at coffee any surplus is gifted to a foundation to invest in projects to 
empower farmers:

it was set up in 2009, the (name of foundation), which i think then helps us manage the imple-
mentation of impact in a way that is more empowering for growers and multiplies up its impact. 
(cEo, coffee)
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at community level, social entrepreneurship also fosters community engage-

ment activities. as explained above, all business opportunities at marketing are 
evaluated in terms of social impact. at other organizations, more lucrative com-
mercial opportunities are evaluated in relation to the potential to achieve social 
mission. For example, Sport provides access to “learn to swim” classes for all ages 
and, collectively, is the largest swimming club in Europe. Sport also manages all 
ability cycle clubs to encourage diverse groups of people to take up cycling: “We 
are welcoming to all people young and old. our competitors are not inclusive 
when it comes to age” (cEo, Sport). as well as fostering community engagement, 
social enterprise strategies also seek to encourage more active lifestyles that in turn 
help to contribute to a healthier society. at place, for example, surplus income has 
been invested in establishing a healthy living center that delivers courses for the 
local community on nutrition, physical exercise, and mental health.

Generalized Environmental Impact 

in addition to generalized economic and social impacts, social enterprise strategies 
also seek to promote environmental sensitivity, respect for the environment, and 
sustainability-oriented behavior. at health, for example, the generalized environ-
mental impact of refurbishing broken bicycles is to promote recycling and waste 

reduction by reducing the number of old and damaged bicycles sent to land fill 
sites. the health strategy director explained that: “Because we sell so many reused 
bikes … we save thousands of tonnes a year of things just being thrown away.” 
and at cocoa, all product packaging is designed to use only recyclable materials:

We have looked at how we can do what we do as well as we can do with a lower impact as 
possible. But we have to deliver products that are attractive and secure because they are food 
products. So, the idea is that our Easter eggs have never had plastic in them. and our advent 
calendar, we were the first people to use recycled plastic trays. (chair, cocoa)

promoting environmentally responsible behavior extends to embedding sus-

tainability and environmental awareness across as many business functions as pos-
sible. the commitment to sustainability is a fundamental social enterprise shared 
value, even when this commitment incurs additional costs when compared to com-
petitors. the organizational level practices to manage the impact of the additional 
sustainability costs are embedded into administrative procedures, for example, 
activity-level forecasting and budgeting, regular strategic reviews in consultation 
with internal and external stakeholders; marketing, service innovation; human 
resources management, for example, recruiting staff with strong commercial acu-
men and social mission fit; and governance, for example, frequent executive and 
board meetings. the chair of cocoa explained how, in practice, it had been difficult 
to communicate their sustainability commitments to its distributors. describing 
negotiations to import commodities into the united Kingdom, the distributors 
focused on convenience, whereas cocoa prioritized environmental impact:

We moved our warehousing to hull and then asked the shipping company coming from 
Germany to go into hull because it is a port. and they kept on saying to us, well it will cost you 
the same and there are many more options if  you go into dover and then come up by road. and 
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i am saying, you have not understood, what we are trying to do is not have that bit, and so were 
not actually asking for cost saving at the moment, although we might come back later. What 
were actually saying is we want to use hull because we do not want to use the road.

Common Good Staking

not all generalized economic, social, and environmental impacts materialized in 
the short term – some took more time to come about. For example, after complet-
ing skills training with a social enterprise, successful graduates are assisted into 
employment with other organizations. Several months, sometimes years, after 
starting regular work, graduates voluntarily return to the social enterprise to “tell 
their story” to trainees about how they had turned their life around, for example, 
by giving up drugs and finding paid employment. Generalized deferred impact 
describes how the impacts of social enterprise strategies on human wellbeing and 
flourishing materialize in the longer term.

Generalized Deferred Impact

Strategies designed to create generalized future impact, such as social investing 
and distributive wage policies, create deferred economic impacts. For example, 
investors in Finance and nutrition were willing to forgo short-term commer-
cial returns on their investments, preferring to wait until the social enterprises 
achieved profitability before expecting any financial return on investment. 
referring to prioritizing surplus reinvestment above distribution: “the struc-
ture is geared towards reinvesting in the enterprise and the brand, rather than 
the capital gain aspect of a standard limited liability company” (Finance, 2010, 
internal Evaluation report, personal correspondence, p. 13). in other examples, 
employees were prepared to accept below market rate remuneration (nutrition), 
and defer bonus payments (cocoa), until social enterprise profit was sufficient to 
allow pay increases and bonuses to be awarded to employees.

narratives about support from beneficiaries describe deferred social impact. 
For example, informants from marketing, health, and place explained how, after 
completing training and securing full time employment, former trainees would 
return and offer support and mentoring to people enrolled on their programs. 
also, at cocoa the chair of  the board explained how gender initiatives, educa-
tion classes, and schooling projects had been established to improve the attrac-
tiveness of  cocoa farming to young people because, for parents, this increased 
the likelihood that their children would stay in the home rural community and, 
in addition to becoming cocoa farmers, would be nearby and care for them in 
the future:

the … cooperative have done an awareness training programme to bring up the discussion 
with their members. they have said, you know, this is important, you send your children to 
school because that is the positive thing to do, then your children will be able to look after 
you in old age. if  you invest in your children then they will be able to look after you. they 
become cocoa farmers, or something else. So they really emphasise sending your children 
to school. they invested in building schools so that there are better schools in rural areas. 
(chair, cocoa)
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Deferred environmental impacts are derived from strategies to generate create 
longer term environmental improvements. For example, at cocoa, 2% of annual 
turnover is invested in a producer support and development fund that works with 
cocoa farmers to promote sustainable farming methods, for example, to help 
adapt farms and farming methods to climate change, such as new approaches 
to shade management that uses cocoa trees, and using compost to enhance soil 
structure and fertility (cocoa, 2018–2019, impact report, personal correspond-
ence, pp. 5 and 8). the cEo of coffee also described how the organization had 
established “centres of excellence” in Kenya and peru to train young coffee farm-
ers in sustainable agricultural practices so that fewer chemical inputs are required 
in coffee production, thereby enhancing long-term soil fertility. the deferred envi-
ronmental impact is produced from the adoption of more sustainable cultivation 
methods, which leads in turn to positive long-term environmental outcomes such 
as increases in biodiversity and soil health. in addition, coffee farmers are taught 
how to better use data to combat the negative impacts of climate change (coffee, 
2020, annual report, personal correspondence).

Common Good Taking

While the data presented above explain how social entrepreneurship impacts 
positively on the common good, several informants made comparisons between 
social enterprise shared values and what they consider to be less moral corporate 
practices. distinguishing from the economic construct of negative externalities 
in which third parties suffer the costs of exchange transactions, generalized com-
mon good taking theorizes how opportunities to contribute to the common good 
exist, but are not taken. common good taking refers to practices that diminish 
human wellbeing and flourishing.

Generalized Negative Impact

Frequently referred to by informants, organizational strategies that safeguard 

self-interest diminish the common good. to illustrate, consider the practice of 
failing to uphold commitments to supply chain transparency. While fair trade cer-
tification requires complete product source transparency, the cEo of nutrition 
explained how organizations could evade supply chain transparency by accepting 
commodities from unregulated suppliers. Fair trade certification prohibits this 
practice however, commodity sourcing from unregulated sources persists:

We are niche, and we operate in a niche. i am not playing with the kind of customers, or i am 
not operating in the kind of areas of business where i might get a chance to supply someone a 
container load of cashews but do not ask too many questions about where they are from. We 
are just not in that game. there are very large scale nut producers who are supplying nuts from 
not particularly traceable supply chains. i am just not in that sphere at all. (cEo, nutrition)

in a second example, also from fair trade, organizations can elect to adopt fair 
trade certification for specific products, but not across their full product range. as 
product specific adoption is cheaper than full product range adoption, organi-
zations reap the benefits of fair trade certification even when only one product 
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is fair trade certified. While securing fair trade certification for all products is 
resource intensive, it signals to stakeholder groups a greater level of commitment 
to fair trade principles when compared to product specific adoption:

i think you look at the commercial enterprises that will use fair trade – they have used it; they 
have not adopted it. i do not think any of the new organisations have adopted it 100 per cent. 
i think they have chosen to use it where it makes commercial sense …. they might argue dif-
ferently. (cEo, coffee)

other practices that diminish the common good include not minimizing pack-
aging waste, under-calculation of project costs, and offering assisted employment 
opportunities to people with the least challenging disabilities. For example, describ-
ing how competitors used economic cost pricing (i.e., no allocation for social and 
environmental costs), the strategic development director of coffee explained that:

Because we cannot pass on any of these cost reductions onto the producers’ side, unlike other 
companies, who then just shop around and find cheaper tea and coffee. So that raises the game 
and how we can make that work as a business model.

in a more detailed example, the cEo of Sport described how their trading con-
tracts used the london living Wage (llW) to calculate labor costs. the llW is 
greater than the national minimum Wage (nmW), and thus any Sport contract 
tender would inevitably be higher, and thus less attractive, than a commercial 
contractor using the nmW. however, if  the tender conditions specified the inclu-
sion of social and environmental costs then Sport tenders were competitive and 
often successful:

Where we win contracts, we pay the london living Wage, which we fundamentally agree with, 
and we pay where the local authority have put it into the contract and therefore funded it. our 
private sector competitors do not always and so their tender looks more competitive. But, where 
they specify it, like the olympic park, then we will, because we win on quality. Because it is not 
all down to price.

a third strategy that diminishes the common good concerns adoption of exclu-

sionary practices designed to restrict access to services and facilities. Social entre-
preneurship ethical values and practices promote access to services and facilities 
and social inclusion (chell, Spence, perrini, & harris, 2016). For example, the 
head of development at Sport explained how when sports centers were acquired 
by Sport, they ensured that consumer prices would enable all communities to 
retain access to sport and leisure facilities. relatedly, when the privatization of 
British Waterways was first rumored (1998), there was a credible risk that adja-
cent high value land would be acquired by private buyers and public access to 
waterways would cease (clark, 2005). By transferring assets to a social enterprise 
however, public access was ensured, and the risk of partial privatization curtailed. 
the threat to public access was keenly debated when establishing Boating was 
under consideration:

i would like to say what the minister should not do, which is to listen to the adam Smith 
institute, which is keen to privatize British waterways and in the process hope to realise £400 
million – a rather low price i think, for the centuries of heritage as well as the property assets … 
we do not know what would happen were British Waterways to be privatized, in terms of fees, 
uses and common access, and that sense of heritage. (hansard, 2010).
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the generalized negative impacts presented above were narrated to us by 
informants and present their perceptions of practices adopted by competitors. 
With the exception of the parliamentary debate on privatization of British 
Waterways (hansard, 2010), the claims are difficult to verify however, as such 
comments were made by informants from four organizations, source triangula-
tion lends some credibility to their assertions.

dIscussIon And contrIbutIons

the aggregate theoretical concepts of common good making, staking, and tak-
ing were abstracted and theorized from the empirical data. prior to discussing 
the findings and contributions to entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship, 
we present a conceptual model of how the new constructs interrelate (Fig. 2). as 
the source of outputs and impacts that either contribute to or diminish the com-
mon good, an organization is situated at the center of the model. as presented 
in the findings, the organizational impacts affect either positively or negatively 
the economic, social, and environmental constituents of the common good. in 
addition, the economic, social, and environmental impacts on the common good 
may materialize in the short term (bold arrows), or be deferred until the future 
(broken arrows).

in the previous section, we presented empirical data to theorize common good 
making, staking, and taking. the conceptual model however, goes beyond our 
data and identifies the prospect of deferred common good taking that would 
occur when strategies diminish the common good in the longer term. While not 
found in our empirical data, deferred common good taking may follow from 
short term common good making, such as when the initial economic and social 
benefits of microfinance were followed by longer term negative social impacts 
for borrowers and their communities (Brett, 2006; hudon & Sandberg, 2013). 
alternatively, the seeds of deferred common good taking may arise at foundation, 

Fig. 2. common Good making, Staking, and taking.
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such as when the eligibility criteria for debt counseling services are designed to 
limit access to services to the least at risk (dart, 2004), and work integration 
employment services are tailored to support the least disadvantaged into work 
(teasdale, 2010, 2012).While such strategies support disadvantaged groups, in the 
long run they increase the economic and social exclusion of the most disadvan-
taged. two examples from prior research can be leveraged to illustrate deferred 
negative environmental impacts, namely the (now known) impacts of fossil fuel 
usage on climate change (Wright, nyborg, de cock, & Whiteman, 2013), and 
improper disposal of plastics on waterways, oceans, fisheries, and aquaculture 
(rodrigues et al., 2019).

the model also depicts how a focal organization may create multiple types 
of impacts on the common good. From our empirical data, we theorized how 
social enterprise strategies are oriented toward common good making and stak-
ing, however, prior research has noted the capacity of social purpose organization 
to bring about harmful social impacts (Brett, 2006; hudon & Sandberg, 2013). 
Further, while our informants narrated instances of common good taking by 
corporations, such practices are counter balanced when corporations, such as B 
corps., adopt strategies that enhance the common good

the general conception of the common good is that activities and processes 
contribute to human wellbeing and flourishing (aristotle, [1941]). the neolib-
eral capitalist principles of individualism and rational choice (hendry, 2000) set 
aside such considerations to focus on the organizational level benefits that accrue 
from profit maximization. if  such non-material considerations can be proven to 
impact positively on profit maximization then they will, of course, be included in 
strategic decisions (Friedman, 1970). despite negative social and environmental 
impacts however, perpetrators are not disadvantaged since they can free ride on 
the benefits that flow from the generalized economic, social, and environmental 
impacts produced by other organizations (olson, 1965).

the concept of generalized impact describes practices that explicitly seek to 
produce economic, social, and environmental benefits for communities. Building 
on prior common good research that recognizes that the advantages of the com-
mon good “can vary from one period of time to another, and also from one 
place to another” (Smith, 1995, p. 63), we introduce the temporal perspective of 
deferred impact to describe strategies, values, and practices that lead to future 
generalized impacts. Generalized negative impact theorizes strategy practices that 
diminish the common good. although the fact that organization strategies may 
undermine the common good has been noted (George, howard-Grenville, Joshi, 
& tihanyi, 2016; hollensbe et al., 2014), our analysis sheds light on specific com-
mon good taking strategies and practices.

The Impact of Entrepreneurship

our focus on the common good broadens the focus of organizational impact 
research to a wider set of stakeholders than usually concerned in organiza-
tion and management research (martí, 2018). organizational local embedded-
ness ensures that communities absorb the intended and unintended outcomes 
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of entrepreneurship. prior research has demonstrated how entrepreneurship 
impacts gender relations, empowerment, and resource distribution, for example, 
in Bangladesh (mair et al., 2012) and india (mair et al., 2016). Such client-centric 
evaluation of impact however, overlooks the broader level community impacts 
that transcend “the focal firm and span its boundaries” (marti, 2018, p. 967) but 
that inevitably flow from organizations.

the constructs of common good making, staking, and taking describe the 
generalized impacts of social entrepreneurship and complement prior research 
that finds positive relationships between entrepreneurship and societal economic 
development (Wallace, 1999), societal impact (mair et al., 2012, 2016), and envi-
ronmental gains (york, hargrave, & pacheco, 2016). our findings also connect to 
prior research on the negative impacts of entrepreneurship as, while ostensibly 
social entrepreneurship seeks to create positive transformational change (Santos, 
2012), several examples of negative impacts have emerged in microfinance (Brett, 
2006; hudon & Sandberg, 2013), debt counseling (dart, 2004), work integration 
(teasdale, 2012), and fair trade (Blowfield & dolan, 2010).

Social Entrepreneurship

the rapid expansion of social entrepreneurship research has generated knowl-
edge in many aspects of opportunity recognition and exploitation, and stimulated 
research on social enterprise strategic management (Kneiding & tracey, 2009; 
lee, 2015; liu, takeda, & Ko, 2014; moizer & tracey, 2010; Sabella & Eid, 2016). 
our findings extend current knowledge by explicating how social enterprise 
strategies contribute to human wellbeing and flourishing, specifically to the eco-
nomic, social, and environmental common good. While elaboration of the com-
mon good beyond economic dimensions has recently been noted (Frémeaux &  
michelson, 2017), our contribution is to position contributing to the common 
good as a defining construct of social entrepreneurship.

in addition, by evidencing that social enterprise practices can be designed to 
advance the common good in the short and longer term, we elucidate the novel 
construct of deferred impact to explain such temporality. the consideration of 
non-economic variables on organizations has been assumed to lead to suboptimal 
economic performance (Friedman, 1970). to counter this view however, schol-
ars have argued that self- and collective interests can be aligned by engaging in 
“other-directed behavior,” albeit at a personal expense (Van de Ven, Sapienza, & 
Villanueva, 2007). this is paralleled in social entrepreneurship where conflicting 
demands lead to trade-offs and tensions between competing demands of eco-
nomic, social, and environmental missions (e.g., Battilana & lee, 2014; Battilana 
et al., 2015; lounsbury, Steele, Wang, & toubiana, 2021; pache & Santos, 2013; 
teasdale, 2012). the positive impacts may be across all three outcomes, for 
example, when economic, social, and environmental performances are closely 
integrated. in other contexts, economic performance may be suboptimal at the 
expense of positive social and environmental outcomes.

the findings also support the view that entrepreneurship, specifically 
social entrepreneurship, can impact positively on society and thus provides a 
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counter-balance to the neoliberal capitalist assumption that human behavior is 
motivated by self-interest. prior research has explicated how social issues are the 
responsibility of public and non-profit organizations (Friedman, 1970), however, 
social entrepreneurship demonstrates that blending financially robust business 
models with prosocial and environmental values and practices may in turn create 
novel capabilities and competitive advantage – exemplified by building “commu-
nity legacy” into tenders at Sport.

concLusIon

our study offers new insights into how social entrepreneurship impacts the com-
mon good by adopting strategies that promote community interests and encour-
age association, empowerment, inclusiveness, and environmental sustainability. 
“doing good” is the raison d’être of social entrepreneurship and the orienta-
tion of strategies to advance the common good, spill over into fostering human 
wellbeing and flourishing (melé, 2009; randles & laasch, 2015). the concep-
tual model provides a framework to evaluate the impact of entrepreneurship on 
society, and for practitioners offers a novel way of demonstrating their impacts 
beyond the organization itself  and anticipate future deferred impacts, which can 
be more difficult to capture in terms of impact reporting.

We identify three limitations in the current study that could be explored in 
further research. First, we selected senior executives from social enterprises with a 
minimum turnover of £1 million. the number of uK social enterprises that meet 
this criterion is small and spread across several industry sectors and thus organi-
zation and industry level influences may confound the results. Further research 
that controlled for industry sector would remove this influence but, since the sam-
ple would need to be international, would be likely to introduce another influence 
in the data. Second, all informants are social enterprise leaders and although 
they made frequent comparisons to the behavior of competitors, we take on trust 
their negative comments about competitor strategies. although the informants’ 
comments may resonate with readers, further research that investigated corporate 
common good making, staking, and taking would ascertain the veracity of our 
informants’ negative perceptions of some corporate strategies. third, our data 
do not offer insights into internal tensions, resistance, or conflicts of interest yet 
these are an inevitable feature of organizational life (lounsbury et al., 2021). to 
what extent is social entrepreneurship as positive as portrayed by our inform-
ants? From where do internal conflicts originate, and how are they managed? 
Ethnographic research would be a suitable method to uncover the potential dark 
side of social entrepreneurship. Finally, proving a causal link between organiza-
tional strategies and the common good remains the most significant challenge to 
linking social entrepreneurship and social change (Stephan et al., 2016). While 
evidence has emerged in which social entrepreneurship is associated with negative 
outcomes (Blowfield & dolan, 2010; Brett, 2006; dart, 2004; hudon & Sandberg, 
2013), further research could explore the transformation pathways between social 
entrepreneurship practices and community realities in other contexts.



108 hElEn m. hauGh and BoB dohErty

AcKnowLEdgMEnts

We gratefully acknowledge funding from the ESrc award of impact accelerator. 
We also thank participants at the hybrid organizing workshop (university of york, 
2019) and the reversing the arrow conference (2020), in particular professors Bob 
Eberhart, andreea Gorbatai, dev Jennings, and michael lounsbury.

rEFErEncEs

acs, Z., Boardman, m., & mcneely, c. (2013). the social value of productive entrepreneurship. Small 

Business Economics, 40(3), 785–796.
aristotle [1941]. in r. mcKeon (Ed.), The basic works of Aristotle (B. Jowett, trans.). new york, ny: 

random house.
austin, J., Stevenson, h., & Wei-Skillern, J. (2006). Social and commercial entrepreneurship: Same, 

different or both?. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 30(1), 1–22.
Battilana, J., & lee, m. (2014). advancing research on hybrid organizing. insights from the study of 

social business. The Academy of Management Annals, 8(1), 397–441.
Battilana, J., Sengul, m., pache, a. -c., & model, J. (2015). harnessing productive tensions in hybrid 

organizations: the case of work integration social enterprises. Academy of Management 

Journal, 58(6), 1658–1685.
Birch, d. l. (1979). The job generation process. cambridge, ma: the mit programme on 

neighbourhood and regional change.
Birch, d. l. (1987). Job creation in America: How our smallest companies put the most people to work. 

new york, ny: Free press.
Billis, d. (2010). Hybrid organizations and the third sector. Challenges for practice, theory, and policy. 

london: palgrave macmillan.
Blowfield, m., & dolan, c. (2010). Fair trade facts and fancies: What Kenyan fair trade tea tells us 

about business’ role as a development agent. Journal of Business Ethics, 93, 143–162.
Brett, J. a. (2006). “We sacrifice and eat less”: the structural complexities of microfinance participa-

tion. Human Organization, 65(1), 8–19.
carree, m., & thurik, r. (2005). the impact of entrepreneurship on economic growth. in Z. acs & 

d. audretsch (Eds.), Handbook of entrepreneurship research (pp. 437–471). london: Springer.
chell, E., Spence, l. J., perrini, F., & harris, J. d. (2016). Social entrepreneurship and business ethics: 

does social equal ethical?. Journal of Business Ethics, 133, 619–625.
child, J. (1972). organizational structure, environment and performance: the role of strategic choice. 

Sociology, 6, 1–22.
child, c. (2015). mainstreaming and its discontents: Fair trade, socially responsible investing, and 

industry trajectories. Journal of Business Ethics, 130(3), 601–618.
clark, a. (2005). canals at risk in tory sell-off. The Guardian, 26 February. retrieved from https://www.the 

guardian.com/politics/2005/feb/26/uk.greenpolitics
daft, r. l., & Weick, K. E. (1984). toward a model of organizations as interpretation systems. 

Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 284–295.
dart, r. (2004). Being “business-like” in a nonporift organizatoin: a grounded and indcutive typology. 

Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33(2), 290–310.
day, n. E., & hudson, d. (2011). uS small company leaders’ religious values and other-directed 

organizational values. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 17(4), 
361–379.

doherty, B., davies, i., & tranchell, S. (2013). Where now for fair trade?. Business History, 55(2), 
161–189.

doherty, B., haugh, h., & lyon, F. (2014). Social enterprise as hybrid organizations: a review and 
research agenda. International Journal of Management Reviews, 16(4), 417–436.

dupré, l. (1993). the common good and the open society. The Review of Politics, 55(4), 687–712.
Ebrahim, a., & rangan, V. K. (2014). What impact? a framework for measuring the scale and scope 

of social performance. California Management Review, 56(3), 118–141.



Social Entrepreneurship 109

Emerson, J. (2003). the blended value proposition: integrating social and financial results. California 

Management Review, 45(4), 35–51.
Epstein, r. (1998). Principles for a free society: Reconciling individual liberty with the common good. 

new york, ny: massachusetts perseus Books.
Etzioni, a. (1988). The moral dimension. Toward a new economics. new york, ny: Free press.
Etzioni, a. (1999). The limits of privacy. new york, ny: Basic Books.
Frémeaux, S., & michelson, G. (2017). the common good of  the firm and humanistic management: 

conscious capitalism and the economy of  communion. Journal of Business Ethics, 145,  
701–709.

Friedman, m. (1970). the social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. New York Times 

Magazine, September 13, pp. 32–33, 122–126.
George, G., howard-Grenville, J., Joshi, a., & tihanyi, l. (2016). understanding and tackling soci-

etal grand challenges through management research. Academy of Management Journal, 59(6), 
1880–1895.

Grant, r. m. (2003). Strategic planning in a turbulent environment: Evidence from the oil majors. 
Strategic Management Journal, 24, 491–517.

Gray, B. J., duncan, S., Kirkwood, J., & Walton, S. (2014). Encouraging sustainable entrepreneur-
ship in climate threatened communities: a Samoan case study. Entrepreneurship & Regional 

Development, 26(5–6), 401–430.
hansard. (2010). debate on British Waterways. Volume 513. retrieved from: https://hansard.parliament.

uk/commons/2010-07-07/debates/10070761000002/BritishWaterways?highlight=minister%20
should%20not%20which%20listen%20adam%20smith%20institute#contribution-10070761000073

harvey, d. (2005). A brief history of neoliberalism. oxford: oxford university press.
haugh, h. (2006). Social enterprise: Beyond economic outcomes and individual returns. in J. mair, 

J. robertson, & K. hockerts (Eds.), Social entrepreneurship (pp. 180–205). london: palgrave.
haugh, h. (2007). community-led social venture creation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31(2), 

161–182.
hendry, J. (2000). Strategic decision making, discourse and strategy as social practice. Journal of 

Management Studies, 37(7), 955–977.
hoffman, a. J., Gullo, K. K., & haigh, n. (2012). hybrid organizations as agents of positive social 

change: Bridging the for-profit & non-profit divide. in K. Golden-Biddle & J. dutton (Eds.), 
Exploring positive social change and organizations: Building a theoretical and research foundation 
(pp. 131–152). new york, ny: routledge, taylor Francis Group.

hollensbe, E., Wookey, c., hickey, l., George, G., & nichols, V. (2014). From the editors: organizations 
with purpose. Academy of Management Journal, 57(5), 1227–1234.

hudon, m., & Sandberg, J. (2013). the ethical crisis in microfinance: issues, findings and implications. 
Business Ethics Quarterly, 23(4), 561–589.

Jennings, J. E., Jennings, p. d., & Sharifan, m. (2016). living the dream? assessing the “entrepreneur-
ship as emancipation” perspective in a developed region. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 
40(1), 81–110.

Johnstone, h., & lionais, d. (2004). depleted communities and community business entrepreneurship: 
revaluing space through place. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 16(3), 217–233.

Jordan, B. (1989). Common good. Citizenship, morality and self-interest. new york, ny: Blackwell.
Klein, p., mahoney, J. t., mc Gahan, a. m., & pitelis, c.n. (2010). toward a theory of public entrepre-

neurship. European Management Review, 7(1), 1–15.
Kneiding, c., & tracey, p. (2009). towards a performance measurement framework for community 

development institutions in the uK. Journal of Business Ethics, 86(3), 327–345.
lee, i. (2015). a social enterprise business model for social entrepreneurs: theoretical foundations 

and model development. International Journal of Social Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 3(4), 
269–301.

liu, G., takeda, S., & Ko, W. W. (2014). Strategic orientation and social enterprise performance. 
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 43(3), 480–501.

london mayor. (2007). answer of the privatization of British Waterways. retrieved from https://www.
london.gov.uk/questions/2007/1484. accessed on July 25 2007.

lounsbury, m., Steele, c. W., Wang, m. S., & toubiana, m. (2021). new directions in the study of 
institutional logics: From tools to phenomena. Annual Review of Sociology, 47 (Forthcoming).

aQ2

aQ3

rd789
Highlight
Lounsbury, M., Steele, C. W., Wang, M. S., & Toubiana, M. (2021). New directions in the study of institutional logics: From tools to phenomena. Annual Review of Sociology, 47, 261-280.

rd789
Highlight
Yes this is correct



110 hElEn m. hauGh and BoB dohErty

lumpkin, G. t., & Bacq, S. (2019). civic wealth creation: a new view of stakeholder engagement and 
societal impact. Academy of Management Perspectives, 33(4), 383–404.

lyles, m. a., & Schwenk, c. r. (1992). top management, strategy and organizational knowledge struc-
tures. Journal of Management Studies, 29(2), 155–174.

mair, J., martí, i., & Ventresca, m. (2012). Building inclusive markets in rural Bangladesh: how inter-
mediaries work institutional voids. Academy of Management Journal, 55(4), 819–850.

mair, J., Wolf, m., & Seelos, c. (2016). Scaffolding: a process of transforming patterns of inequality in 
small-scale societies. Academy of Management Journal, 59(6), 2021–2044.

marens, r. (2018). laying the foundation preparing the field of business and society for investigating 
the relationship between business and inequality. Business & Society, 57(6), 1252–1285.

marquis, c., & Battilana, J. (2009). acting locally but thinking globally. the enduring influence of local 
communities on organizations. Research in Organizational Behavior, 29, 283–302.

marshall, r. (2011). conceptualizing the international social for-profit entrepreneur. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 98(2), 183–198.
martí, i. (2018). transformational business models, grand challenges, and social impact. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 152, 965–976.
mcElwee, G., Smith, r., & Somerville, p. (2018). conceptualising animation in rural communities: the 

village SoS case. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 30(1–2), 173–198.
mcKeever, E., anderson, a., & Jack, S. a. (2014). Social embeddedness in entrepreneurship research: 

the importance of context and community. in E. chell & m. Karataş-Özkan (Eds.), Handbook 

of research on small business and entrepreneurship (pp. 222–236). cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
melé, d. (2009). Editorial introduction: towards a more humanistic management. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 88(3), 413–416.
moizer, J., & tracey, p. (2010). Strategy making in social enterprise: the role of resource allocation 

and its effects on organizational sustainability. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 27(3), 
252–266.

munday, m., Bristow, G., & cowell, r. (2011). Wind farms in rural areas: how far do community 
benefits from wind farms represent a local development opportunity?. Journal of Rural Studies, 
27, 1–12.

nicholls, a. (2009). “We do good things don’t we?”: “Blended Value accounting” in social entrepre-
neurship. accounting, organizations and Society, 34(6–7), 755–769.

nicholls, a., & opal, c. (2005). Fair trade. Market-driven ethical consumption. london: Sage 
publications.

o’Brien, t. (2009). reconsidering the common good in a business context. Journal of Business Ethics, 
85, 25–37.

olson, m. (1965). The logic of collective action: Public goods and the theory of groups. cambridge, ma: 
harvard university press.

parker, S. c. (2004). The economics of self-employment and entrepreneurship. cambridge: cambridge 
university press.

paroutis, S., & heracleous, l. (2013). discourse revisited: dimensions and employment of first order 
discourse during institutional adoption. Strategic Management Journal, 34(8), 935–956.

pache, a.-c., & Santos, F. (2013). inside the hybrid organization: Selective coupling as a response to 
competing institutional logics. Academy of Management Journal, 56(4), 972–1001.

peredo, a.-m., & chrisman, J. J. (2006). toward a theory of community-based enterprise. Academy of 

Management Review, 31(2), 309–328.
randles, S., & laasch, o. (2015). theorising the normative business model. Organization & Environment, 

29(1), 53–73.
rawhauser, h., cummings, m., & newbert, S. l. (2019). Social impact measurement: current 

approaches and future directions for social entrepreneurship research. Entrepreneurship Theory 

& Practice, 43(1), 82–115.
rawls, J. (1971). A theory of justice. harvard: harvard university press.
rindova, V., Barry, d., & Ketchen, d. J. (2009). Entrepreneurship as emancipation. Academy of 

Management Review, 34(3), 477–491.
rodrigues, m. o., abrantes, n., Goncalves, F. J. m., nogueira, h., marques, J. c., & Goncalves, a. m. 

m. (2019). impacts of plastic products used in daily life on the environment and human health: 
What is known?. Environmental Toxicology & Pharmacology, 72, 103239.



Social Entrepreneurship 111

Sabella, a. r., & Eid, n. l. (2016). a strategic perspective of  social enterprise sustainability. Journal 

of General Management, 41(4), 71–89.
Santos, F. m. (2012). a positive theory of social entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Ethics, 111, 

335–351.
Schumpeter, J. a. (1942 [2014]). Capitalism, socialism, and democracy. Floyd: Virginia impact Books.
Seelos, c., mai, J., Battilana, J., & dacin, t. (2011). the embeddedness of social entrepreneurship: 

understanding variation across local communities. in c. marquis, m. lounsbury, & r. 
Greenwood (Eds.), Research in the sociology of organizations (Vol. 33, pp. 333–363). Bingley: 
Emerald publishing Group.

Shepherd, d. a., & patzelt, h. (2011). the new field of sustainable entrepreneurship: Studying 
entrepreneurial activity linking “what is to be sustained” with “what is to be developed”. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(1), 137–163.

Sison, a. J., & Fontrodona, J. (2012). the common good of the firm in the aristotelian-thomistic 
tradition. Business Ethics Quarterly, 22(2), 211–246.

Smith, m. a. (1995). Human dignity and the common good in the Aristotelian Thomistic tradition. lewis, 
ny: mellen university press.

Smith, t. W. (1999). aristotle on the conditions for and limits of the common good. The American 

Political Science Review, 93(3), 625–636.
Smith, W. K, Gonin, m., & Besharov, m. l. (2013). managing social-business tensions: a review and 

research agenda. Business Ethics Quarterly, 23(3), 407–442.
Stephan, u., patterson, m., Kelly, c., & mair, J. (2016). organizations driving positive social change: 

a review and an integrative framework for change processes. Journal of Management, 42(5), 
1250–1281.

Steyaert, c., & hjorth, d. (Eds.). (2008). Entrepreneurship as social change: A third movements in entre-

preneurship book. cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
Stinchcombe, a. (1965). Social structure and organizations. in J. G. march (Ed.), Handbook of organi-

zations (pp. 142–193). chicago, il: rand mcnally.
Strauss a., & corbin J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research. thousand oaks, ca: Sage publications.
teasdale, S. (2010). models of social enterprise in the homelessness field. Social Enterprise Journal, 

6(1), 23–34.
teasdale, S. (2012). negotiating tensions. how do social enterprises in the homelessness field balance 

social and commercial considerations?. Housing Studies, 27(4), 514–532.
thomas, J. B., clark, S. m., & Gioia, d. a. (1993). Strategic sensemaking and organizational per-

formance: linkages among scanning, interpretation, action and outcomes. Academy of 

Management Journal, 36(2), 239–270.
Van de Ven, a. h., Sapienza, h. J., & Villanueva, J. (2007). Entrepreneurial pursuits of self- and collec-

tive interests. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 1(3–4), 353–370.
Wallace, S. l. (1999). Social entrepreneurship: the role of social purpose enterprises in facilitating 

community economic development. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 4(2), 153–174.
Warrington Guardian. (1998). retrieved from https://www.warringtonguardian.co.uk/news/5311310.

canals-could-be-privatised-to-save-treasury-50-million-a-year/
Wright, c., nyborg, d., de cock, c., & Whiteman, G. (2013), Future imaginings: organizing in 

response to climate change. Organization, 60(5), 641–658.
Wilson, F., & post, J. E. (2013). Business models for people, planet (and profit): Exploring the phe-

nomena of social enterprise, a market-based approach to social value creation. Small Business 

Economics, 40(3), 715–737.
Wry, t., & haugh, h. (2019). Brace for impact: uniting our diverse voices through a social impact 

frame. Journal of Business Venturing, 33(5), 566–574.
york, J. G., hargrave, t. J., & pacheco, d. F. (2016). converging winds: logic hybridization in the 

colorado wind energy field. Academy of Management Journal, 59(2), 579–610.
Zahra, S. a., Gedajlovic, E., neubaum, d. o., & Shulman, J. m. (2009). a typology of social entre-

preneurs: motives, search processes and ethical challenges. Journal of Business Venturing, 24(5), 
519–532.

Zahra, S. a., & Wright, m. (2016). understanding the social role of entrepreneurship. Journal of 

Management Studies, 53(4), 610–629.



112 hElEn m. hauGh and BoB dohErty

APPEndIX

Table A1. Supplementary Empirical data.

common Good making

Definition: Creating conditions that support human wellbeing and flourishing

Generalized economic impact

Employment  
creation for the 
disadvantaged

if they say, “i have got a drug addiction,” that does not put us off  giving 
them a job. But obviously it does make it more likely that they are not 
going to turn up to work because they have relapsed into drugs. (trustee, 
health)

place also trains people who have got criminal records to be chefs in the … 
restaurant. the restaurant supports the trainee chefs with counselling to 
cope with their challenges. (director, place)

absorbing social  
costs

We have had people that we have given jobs to, who have then had mental 
health episodes, or who have relapsed into drugs. We manage them in a 
more supportive way than maybe a purely commercial enterprise would. 
(director, health)

We both pay the london living Wage and the national living Wage in 
our leisure centres and gymnasiums. We tender using these wage levels. 
(cEo, Sport)

independent  
livelihood 
development

For our product development we prioritize products that use more cocoa – 
this way the farmers get more benefit. hence, developing a range of, say, 
dark chocolate speciality bars is interesting at the moment in the market 
because one, it is better for consumers because there is less sugar in it, 
but two, it is better for farmers because it uses up more cocoa and they 
receive more fair trade premium. (cEo, cocoa)

community  
economic 
development

a lot of the smaller trusts cannot get on any public sector procurement 
shortlists … We use the Sport brand to help the smaller leisure trusts tender, 
so they get on to the tender list with the local authority. (cEo, Sport)

creating (name of project) is good – for a social enterprise to create 
another social enterprise. that (name of project) then gained quite a lot 
of investment is also good for work. (cEo, coffee)

changing business 
norms

We want the marketplace to change so that the markets get a better 
approach. (trustee, health)

the mission used to be only about the livelihood of growers. it now is also 
about product and business pioneering. (cEo, coffee)

Generalized social impact

Empowering 
beneficiaries

We measure our social impact in terms of days of employment generated 
for people with a disability. there is also a qualitative assessment of how 
ability has changed people’s lives. (Former cEo, ability)

We aim to bring people together to create dignified relationships that 
thereby empower producers and consumers. (cEo, cocoa)

community 
engagement  
activities

We invest in community assets – having ownership of assets is a way to 
provide a home for projects like our (name of centre) for the community. 
We use some of the assets as rented workspace to fund this. (cEo, place)

our (name of club) is a massive swim school, its turnover is £30 million. it 
is a huge part of our business. (cEo, Sport)

healthier society our objective this year is to help disadvantaged young people, or help 
disadvantaged older people, or get obese people, more physically active. 
(Strategy director, health)

at place we tackle health inequalities. the rental income also allows us to 
bring in match funding to tackle really difficult problems such as health 
inequalities …. We do bespoke health and nutrition programmes with 
disadvantaged groups. (director, place)
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Generalized environmental impact

recycling and waste 
reduction

We sell re-used bikes really to just to save them from scrap because we like 
it, to offer a low cost solution, but it is not a high profit margin. We save 
thousands of tonnes a year of things just being thrown away. (Strategy 
director, health)

Sustainability and 
environmental 
awareness

our overarching mission would be that we are trying to create a more 
diverse cycling community, build mechanical skills, and support greener 
businesses. (Strategy director, health)

We are in the middle of re-engineering the gold standard in line with the 
Sustainable development Goals. (cEo, coffee)

common Good Staking

Definition: Contributing to future human wellbeing and flourishing

Generalized deferred impact

deferred economic 
impact

our investors have aligned values and they are in it for the long run as they 
provide patient finance. We have found investment partners who are 
focused on the long term are prepared not to make any gains in some 
years if  it is for the long term benefit of cocoa and its farmers. (cEo, 
cocoa)

if  any savings were made then that money would be reinvested in the 
waterways. (Former trustee, Boating)

deferred social  
impact

it is really about not going about it like the big brands – doing it differently 
and taking advantage of our strengths. our huge strength is the fair 
trade supporter network … our strategy is to do more of it to really get 
those guys on board. … mobilising them, keeping them updated, and 
getting them on board as individuals on spreading the word. (cEo, 
nutrition)

We offer young people an opportunity to train up to be chefs. one of our 
trainees in the restaurant has now gone to be head chef at the (name of 
restaurant) but they are committed to return to place for mentoring and 
leadership coaching. (cEo, place)

deferred  
environmental 
impact

coffee provides 50% of its profits to its farm-owned charity, who in 2018 
won funding from the World Bank to deliver a project integrating 
past, current and future sensor, satellite, and farm-level data to 
produce comprehensive datasets and farmer-friendly visualisations for 
smallholders to help combat climate change. in this project, (name of 
project) works with leading agricultural researchers from ciat, tech 
start-up climate Edge, and 4 producer organisations in East africa. 
these data systems benefit them and empower them to strengthen 
resilience and make climate-smart decisions. (coffee, 2020, annual 
report, personal correspondence, pp. 5–6)

coffee are working with B corp Environmental consultancy, Green 
Element, to ensure they are a carbon neutral business across their entire 
supply chain by 2025. (interview notes)

common Good taking

Definition: Depletion of conditions that support human wellbeing and flourishing

Generalized negative impact

Safeguarding  
self  interest

the biggest challenge with the supermarkets is, that there is usually 
someone we can communicate with in terms of social mission. it is 
usually someone in, if  they have it, a cSr department. We have nice 
chats with them about our mission, but it means nothing to their 
commercial colleagues. So, it is the classic thing about social mission 
stuff  being rather side-lined within the supermarkets. (chair, nutrition)

Table A1. (Continued)
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Economic cost pricing if i am up against a big retailer that is looking at me versus a rival, and that 
commercial organisation gives them £100,000 listing fee because they 
do not have the cost structure that i have, because they do not value the 
different stakeholders, i find it hard to give them that money, so i can end 
up losing that business. i have had major retailers say, “do not talk to me 
about your **** growers; just give me your best price”. (cEo, coffee)

Exclusionary 
practices

defra has asked British Waterways (BW) to undertake a strategic review 
of the current BW structure and consider how the 1960s legislature 
under which it was established needs to be updated. one of the options 
that will be examined is privatisation. i am informed that it is neither 
BW’s nor the Government’s policy that BW should be privatised. in 
my view privatising a national asset such as the canal network would 
be wrong. canals need to be effectively managed and promoted. they 
also need enough money for continuous investment in maintenance and 
restoration. (london mayor, 2007)

the inland Waterways association fears privatisation would give 
businessmen the chance to buy up the most beautiful stretches of water, 
sell of valuable land and allow unpopular canals to fall into disrepair. it 
claims privatisation could result in big charges for boaters and restricted 
access to waterfronts. (Warrington Guardian, 1998)

Table A1. (Continued)
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