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Research on how tensions come to be in social enterprises is scarce. Social enterprises, 

categorized as hybrid organizations, have a dual mission to achieve both social and 

economic value by combining purpose with an enterprise. This combinations has been 

largely surrounded by tensions in previous social entrepreneurship scholarly work. 

However, according to more recent research some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize 

these tensions in their work. These tensions disturb the development of social 

enterprises, thus, it is important to address the question why some of social 

entrepreneurs don’t recognize the tensions of hybridity in their work when these 

tensions are largely present in existing social entrepreneurship research. 

The aim of this study is to explore this puzzle. As these tensions seem to be present when 

social enterprises aim to maximize both social and economic value and financiers are an 

influential stakeholder group effecting organizational activities, this study addresses the 

questions by scrutinizing the role of social enterprises’ financing in explaining the 

emergence of tensions in social enterprises. Further, little is altogether known about the 

consequences of different financing on social enterprises. Thus, this study pursue to 

provide better understanding on that. 

In this study, 34 social enterprises were examined based on survey data and five 

complementary interviews were conducted. Descriptive and non-parametric tests were 

used in the analysis of the survey data, and interviews were analyzed to answer to what 

is going on here, supported by Gioia’s (2012) model for qualitative analysis. 

This study corroborates more recent social entrepreneurship research in that not all 

social enterprises experience tensions in their operations and contributes to social 

entrepreneurship scholarly work by excluding social enterprises’ financings’ role in the 

existing puzzle encouraging for further research. Further, the results indicate that 

current financing solutions create diverse consequences on tensions in social 

enterprises and how social enterprises pursue to deal with them. This study concludes 

with the acknowledgement of early stage of social entrepreneurship field, a request for 

new matching financing options for social enterprises, and suggests social 



entrepreneurs to consider goal-driven financing models and non-financial support in 

business development. 

Keywords: Social entrepreneurship, hybrid organizations, tensions, 
financing 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Social entrepreneurs have a dual mission to achieve both social and economic value by 

combining purpose with an enterprise. Because of their dual mission social enterprises 

have been categorized as hybrid organizations operating in a context of multiple 

institutional fields, referred as economic sectors (Doherty et al., 2014), and combining 

multiple institutional logics: the values and goals that guide organizational behaviour 

(Kraatz and Block, 2008). Social enterprises combine the institutional logics of social 

welfare and commercial logic. These logics are associated with social welfare goals of 

social impact and commercial goals of profit maximization and often perceived to be 

contradictory and competing with each other (Reay and Hinings, 2009; Pache and 

Santos, 2010). As such, social enterprises cannot be categorized traditionally to private, 

public or non-profit organizations, thus, they bridge multiple economic sectors.  

The hybrid quality of social enterprises has been recognized to expose social enterprises 

to multiple stakeholders and demands and lead to various organizational activities (see 

for example Pache and Santos, 2011 & 2013). In previous scholarly work, these 

implications have largely been surrounded with tensions as these tensions have created 

problems for social enterprises’ operations and appear also in how social enterprises are 

governed and managed (see for example Mair et al., 2015; Battilana and Dorado, 2010; 

Pache and Santos, 2010 & 2013). Thus, the focus of previous research has been on how 

these tensions appear in social enterprises and how social enterprises address these 

tensions. Yet, the ability to overcome these tensions has also been identified to create 

opportunities.  

However, according to more recent research, some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize 

these tensions in their work (Child, 2019). Even though social enterprises have often 

been framed as paradoxical organizational form in previous research as stated before, 

the more recent research suggests that some social entrepreneurs don’t experience 

tensions or consider institutional plurality paradoxical in their work. Previous research 

on this is scarce and hasn’t made sense why some scholars suggest that there are tensions 

in meeting the two missions when some don’t, thus, the question is why is it that some 

social entrepreneurs don’t recognize the tensions of hybridity when these tensions are 

largely present in existing scholarly work. 

These tensions have been identified to be present especially when social entrepreneurs 

aim to maximize both social and economic value (Zahra et al., 2009; Battilana and 



 2 

Dorado, 2010; Pache and Santos, 2010). Yet, studies on how these tensions come to be 

in the first place are scarce. Since social enterprises approach their dual mission is 

directed by those with power and the tensions seem to be present when social 

entrepreneurs aim to maximize both social and economic value, this study will scrutinize 

the role of a powerful group of financiers in how these tensions come to be. Financiers 

are an influential group in entrepreneurial field often with the power to decide which 

enterprises survive (De Lange, 2017). Further, the field of entrepreneurial finance is 

diverse with different financiers and financiers’ goals and approaches, and the diverse 

financing effect to social enterprises’ operations and potentially these organizations’ 

values and culture (Doherty et al., 2014). Thus, as social entrepreneurship research 

hasn’t yet scrutinized financing’s role in the emergence of these tensions, this study will 

focus on that. 

As extant scholarly work hasn’t studied how these tensions come to be (Child, 2019) it is 

important to address this puzzle in social entrepreneurship research. Additionally, 

extant research hasn’t scrutinized the possible role of financing in explaining the arise of 

these tensions in social enterprise. Further, little is altogether known about the 

consequences of different financing on social enterprises (Doherty et al., 2014). Thus, 

the aim of this study is to explore the remaining puzzle in social entrepreneurship 

research: why is it that some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize the tensions of 

hybridity when these tensions are largely present in existing scholarly work, by 

examining if social enterprises’ financing plays a role in how tensions come to be in social 

enterprises. To better understand this and whether a particular kind of financing 

supports social enterprises better than other tensions in social enterprises, social 

enterprises’ financing, financiers’ goals and approaches, and the effects the financing has 

on social enterprises will be scrutinized. This study will contribute to social 

entrepreneurship research by addressing the puzzle in existing scholarly work: why is it 

that some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize the tensions of hybridity when these 

tensions are largely present in existing scholarly work. 

Thus, this study aims to answer to following research questions: 

RQ1: Do social enterprises experience tensions in their operations? 

RQ2: What kind of financing social entrepreneurs have, and do they get to select their 

financing?  
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RQ3: What kind of goals and approaches social enterprises’ financiers have? 

RQ4: What kinds of effects social enterprise’s financing has on social enterprises? 

In the study, a web-based survey and complementary interviews were conducted. First, 

the survey was conducted based on 34 social enterprises and examined tensions in social 

enterprises, social enterprises’ financing, financiers’ goals and approaches, and the 

effects the financing has on social enterprises. Second, five complementary interviews on 

how social enterprises are financed and what kind of implications their financing has on 

their dual mission were conducted. The findings support Child’s (2019) work in seeing 

the paradox as contingent: the same set of conditions can be framed paradoxical or 

nonparadoxical, and this study further recommends continuing examining how these 

tensions come to be in social enterprises. Further, this study provides important insights 

into social enterprises and their financing affecting their operations. 

1.1 Practical relevance of the study 

Entrepreneurship has a significant role in economies because they are an important 

source of new jobs, economic and productivity growth, and radical innovations and 

driving competition for established firms (Fischer and De Rassenfosse; 2016; Block et 

al., 2018). Furthermore, entrepreneurship has been recognized to largely contribute to 

the development of sustainable products and processes, and it has been viewed as an 

answer to many social and environmental problems. Thus, environmental and social 

impacts provide opportunities for social entrepreneurship, and the emergence and 

growth of these innovative companies is important for change towards sustainable 

development (Kardos, 2012). To reduce the harmful impacts of existing unsustainable 

businesses a fundamental transformation of businesses is needed for sustainable 

development. (Hall et al., 2010.) Both large and small companies have roles in this 

change, yet, it requires sustainable entrepreneurship to achieve successful sustainable 

products and processes (Manes-Rossi et al., 2018; Schaltegger and Wagner, 2011). 

During past decade, a lot of for-profit purpose-driven businesses have emerged (Stubbs 

et al., 2017) leading to the development of profitable opportunities while contributing to 

sustainable development (Lans et al., 2018; Munoz and Cohen, 2018). The recognized 

tensions disturb the development of these social enterprises; thus, it is relevant to 

examine how these tensions come to be at the first place as we need to have better 

understanding of the conditions under which social enterprises can be successful 

(Ebrahim et al., 2014). Addressing the existing puzzle could produce a deeper 
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understanding for societal sustainable development, possible consequences of financing 

on social enterprises, and managing social enterprises. 

1.2 Structure of the paper 

The paper will be structured as following. Next, this paper will focus on previous 

scholarly work in social entrepreneurship, more recent empirical findings in social 

entrepreneurship research, and form the basis for the objectives of this study. After, this 

paper will continue to elaborate the methodology of this study. Finally, the results of this 

study will be introduced followed by discussion, opportunities for future research, and 

practical implications of this study. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Social enterprises as hybrid organizations 

Social enterprises have been categorized as hybrid organizations as they operate in a 

context of multiple institutional fields and combine multiple institutional logics to 

pursue both social and economic value (Pache and Santos, 2011; Doherty et al., 2014). 

The institutional fields have been referred as economic sectors (Doherty et al., 2014), and 

the institutional logics are understood as values and goals that guide organizational 

behaviour and create “the rules of the game” for organizations (Kraatz and Block, 2008, 

p. 243). Social enterprises combine the institutional logics of social welfare and 

commercial logic. These logics are associated with social welfare goals of social impact 

and commercial goals of profit maximization and they are often perceived to be 

contradictory and competing with each other (see for example Battilana and Dorado, 

2010; Pache and Santos, 2012). Yet, social enterprises combine these logics in 

unprecedent ways (Reay and Hinings 2009). Since social enterprises combine two 

different institutional logics pursuing a dual mission and enacting elements from 

different economic sectors, social enterprises cannot be traditionally categorized to 

private, public, or non-profit organizations (Pache and Santos, 2012), thus, they bridge 

economic sectors (Tracey et al., 2011). 

Social enterprises address social and environmental problems through business ventures 

combining purpose with an enterprise (Mair and Marti, 2006). Typical social goals 

include reducing inequality, unemployment, and carbon emissions (Mair et al., 2012), 

and the economic value is related to entrepreneurial opportunity (Mair an Marti, 2006). 

Social entrepreneurship differs from other forms of entrepreneurship by the relatively 

higher priority in working toward social than economic value. However, social 

enterprises can be more like not-for-profit or for-profit organizations (Mair and Marti, 

2006) and they can diversely rely on trading income (Austin et al, 2006). Further, social 

enterprise’s choice of not-for-profit or for-profit organizational form usually depends on 

their social mission, needed resources, and ability to raise capital and gain economic 

value (Mair and Marti, 2006). Central in social enterprises is the duality of social impact 

and financial sustainability (Haigh et al., 2015a), this hybrid quality of social enterprises. 

Social enterprises are exposed to multiple stakeholders, diverse demands (Jay, 2012), 

and various organizational activities (Pache and Santos, 2011; Besharov and Smith, 

2014) as they mean different things to different people because of their commitment to 

dual mission and operations in different economic sectors (Kraat and Block, 2008). 
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According to Kraatz and Block’s (2008) study on implications of institutional pluralism, 

organizational hybridity results in being subject to multiple regulations, norms, and 

values and having multiple identities and stakeholders. Social enterprises’ two missions 

are often perceived by scholars as competing with each other leading to divergent 

demands (Reay and Hinings, 2009; Pache and Santos, 2010) because the institutional 

social welfare and commercial logics are associated with contradictory rules of action 

and organizing principles (Pache and Santos, 2012). Social welfare logic is associated 

with social welfare goals of social impact common for non-profit sector, whereas, 

commercial logic is associated with commercial goals of profit maximization common 

for private sector. Thus, this hybridity leads to different implications in social 

enterprises, and these implications are largely surrounded by tensions in extant social 

entrepreneurship research. These tensions will be scrutinized next. 

2.2 Tensions surrounding social enterprises’ operations 

In social entrepreneurship scholarly work, social enterprises’ combination to pursue 

both social and economic value is largely surrounded with tensions as previous research 

widely focuses on these tensions and how social enterprises deal with them (see for 

example Kraatz and Block, 2008; Battilana and Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos, 2010; 

Jay, 2012). Thus, as perceived social enterprises’ hybrid quality generates persistent, 

deep-rooted tensions in these organizations (Kraatz and Block, 2008). These tensions 

and how social enterprises deal with them have been identified to relate to social 

enterprise’s organizing, belonging, performing, and learning tensions, a categorization 

made by Smith et al.’s (2013) systematic analysis (Table 1) that is based on the typology 

by Smith and Lewis’ (2011). These recognized tensions disturb the development of social 

enterprises; thus, it is relevant to examine how these tensions come to be in the first 

place, and we need to have better understanding of the conditions under which social 

enterprises can be successful (Ebrahim et al., 2014).  
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Table 1 Social-Business Tensions within Social Enterprises by Smith et al., 2013 

 

 

2.2.1 Tensions of organizing 

Tensions effect the ways social enterprises organize their operations, and they have been 

identified to have consequences on how social enterprises are governed and managed. 

Social enterprises try to overcome these tensions by dividing into conforming and 

dissenting governing structures (Mair et al., 2015), using selective coupling (Pache and 
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Santos, 2013), applying differentiated or integrated organizational structures (Battilana 

et al., 2012), and adapting their legal structure as a solution to these tensions (Haigh et 

al., 2015b). Mair et al. (2015) have identified that social enterprises’ governance divides 

into conforming and dissenting structures. Social enterprises combine and balance 

institutional logics, perceived as conflicting, by either prioritizing one institutional logic 

or using elements of multiple institutional logics as a toolbox. Conforming hybrids 

prioritize one institutional logic and adapt to the minimum standards of the other logic 

to pursue external legitimacy and gain broader access to financial and human resources. 

These conforming hybrids keep the two logics separate from one another and prioritize 

the dominant logic to ensure support from specific stakeholder groups. In turn, 

dissenting hybrids adopt hybridity for substantive reasons and find combining the two 

logics as an opportunity and a resource to innovate and develop novel organizational 

processes and practices. (Mair et al., 2015.) This is similar to integrated hybrids 

identified by Battilana et al. (2012) below. Dissenting hybrids combine and balance 

strategic and structural practices of the different institutional logics by using methods, 

such as selective coupling (Pache and Santos, 2013), and innovation. Thus, dissenting 

hybrids develop structures and processes that allow them to involve various 

stakeholders, pursue multiple missions, and engage in divergent activities to exploit 

opportunities from different institutional fields. (Mair et al., 2015.) Similar suggestions 

have also been made earlier by Kraatz and Block (2008) about hybrid organizations; 

hybrid organizations have to decide whether to operate under multiple logics or comply 

with one dominant logic (Kraatz and Block, 2008). 

Pache and Santos (2013) indicates in their research that social enterprises can also 

combine the competing logics through selective coupling. By using selective coupling 

social enterprises use selected practices from different competing logics to overcome 

tensions. However, social enterprises need different response strategies whether these 

tensions concern organization’s means or goals. Social enterprises can manage tensions 

on the level of means by strategically combining elements of the competing logics. 

However, social enterprises need to resolve conflicts on the level of goals, that express 

the core system and values of the organization. (Pache and Santos, 2013.) Yet, Pache and 

Santos (2013) suggest that how social enterprises implement selective coupling depends 

on their founding origins (Pache and Santos, 2012); organizations with low legitimacy in 

certain economic sector include elements mainly from the predominant logic, referred 

as “Trojan horse” strategy. Thus, social enterprises can apply selective coupling to 
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strategically use signalling elements and elements with less meaning for their 

organization to gain external support. (Pache and Santos, 2013.) 

According to Battilana et al.’s (2012) study, social enterprises may have a differentiated 

or an integrated organizational structure to overcome tensions. Social enterprises may 

separate their social and financial activities to different departments or keep them 

together in a same department. Thus, social enterprises either differentiate their 

missions to have two separate missions or integrate their goals into same mission. Social 

enterprises with differentiated organizational structure separate their activities to 

generate social and economic value separately whereas in integrated social enterprises 

these activities are the same. (Battilana et al., 2012.) These findings are similar to Jay’s 

study (2012) where organizations trying to apply contradictory values may end up 

considering compromising between the multiple logics instead of developing a novel 

synthesis between the logics similar to the integrated structure. Further, social 

enterprises use structural differentiation where organizational subunits pursue 

contradictory missions or use temporal splitting where organizations alternate between 

the two different logics instead of reaching a novel synthesis between the two logics. (Jay, 

2012.) 

Finally, previous research also indicates that social entrepreneurs adapt their legal 

structure of not-for-profit and for-profit as a solution to these tensions to succeed in the 

complex environment (Haigh et al., 2015b). Social enterprises alter their structure 

depending on their flexibility to pursue their social mission and remain economically 

viable. It is indicated that social entrepreneurs view their legal structure as a variable 

aspect of their enterprise and alter it to gain the flexibility they need to work with desired 

financiers and partners. This decision is often initially made based on either personal or 

strategic reasons, and social entrepreneurs with strategic reasoning more often change 

their legal structure. However, the decision-making also often changes to be more 

strategic over time as strategic decision-making regarding social enterprise’s legal 

structure enhances their ability to balance between social and economic goals. (Haigh et 

al., 2015b.) Also, according to Besharov and Smith (2014), social enterprises can 

maintain their sustainability by actively surfacing tensions and exploring new 

approaches to engage their dual missions by interpreting and reinterpreting their 

meaning and experiment with practices (Besharov and Smith, 2014). 



 10 

2.2.2 Tensions of belonging 

Social enterprises may also experience legitimacy issues due to their exposure to multiple 

stakeholders and demands. Extant research has recognized that social enterprises’ 

commitment to dual mission creates tensions in gaining legitimacy from both external 

stakeholders (Pache and Santos, 2011) and organization’s employees (Battilana and 

Dorado 2010; Pache and Santos, 2010; Jay, 2012). Based on Pache and Santos’ (2010; 

2011) studies, social enterprises’ exposure to multiple stakeholders and demands from 

combining dual logics (Pache and Santos, 2010; Pache and Santso, 2011) may jeopardize 

their legitimacy (Kraatz and Block, 2008; Jay, 2012). As hybrid organizations operating 

in multiple economic sectors, social enterprises have to symbolize their commitment to 

divergent regulations, norms, and values to gain legitimacy (Kraatz and Block, 2008) 

and not drift too much toward a particular logic which may also jeopardize organization’s 

legitimacy from a group of stakeholders (Ebrahim et al., 2014). Further, social 

enterprise’s lack of legitimacy may lead to challenges in gaining external stakeholder 

support and resources, such as financial resources (Pache and Santos, 2011).  

Additionally, social enterprises are subject to various demands from their employees and 

internal environments (Jay, 2012), which may lead to internal conflicts (Battilana and 

Dorado, 2010). To avoid these internal conflicts Battilana and Dorado (2010) suggest 

that hybrid organizations should develop a common organizational identity that 

balances between the logics the organization combines. Further, according to Kraatz and 

Block (2008), in hybrid organizations divergent identities join each other for a dialogue 

for new solutions. A shared identity would prevent the emergence of subgroups, that 

emphasize the tensions between the logics combined (Battilana and Dorado, 2010). 

Referred as “Tabula rasa” (Battilana and Dorado, 2010, p. 1432) hiring approach, 

Battilana and Dorado (2010) suggest social enterprises to recruit members that are free 

from strong relations to either of the logics, focus on operational excellence instead of 

end goals, and develop a common organizational identity that balances between the 

logics the organization combines. Thus, this common identity would prevent the 

emergence of subgroups whose different identities emphasize the tensions between the 

logics combined (Battilana and Dorado, 2010). 

2.2.3 Tensions of performing and learning 

Social enterprises have also been identified to experience tensions in their performance 

towards their dual mission. The difficulties lie in how social enterprises define success 

because of their divergent stakeholders, goals, and metrics (Smith et al., 2013). Further, 
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social enterprises’ exposure to multiple demands from both their internal and external 

stakeholders results in competing strategies and goals (Smith and Lewis, 2011). Thus, 

social enterprises experience tensions in meeting both their employees’ and external 

stakeholders’ demands and struggle with defining success across these perceived as 

contradictory goals. Yet, defining success is even more complicated when success in one 

goal is considered a failure in the other (Tracey and Phillips, 2009; Jay, 2012). In both 

Tracey and Phillips’ (2009) and Jay’s (2012) studies, success in social mission is seen 

conflicting for financial mission.  

Additionally, social enterprises experience also learning tensions based on previous 

studies. These tensions concern sustaining commitment to both social and economic 

goals over time (Smith and Lewis, 2011; Smith et al., 2013): building capabilities for the 

future while ensuring success in the present and avoiding mission drifts (Ebrahim et al., 

2014). Thus, social enterprises are also subject to mission drifts due to these multiple, 

divergent demands from pursuing dual mission. These mission drifts concern social 

enterprises especially for two reasons: social enterprises’ dependence on commercial 

activities to financially sustain their operations and social enterprises’ failure to deliver 

social value if they lose their sight on their social mission (Ebrahim et al., 2014). 

Yet, the ability to overcome these tensions has been identified to create opportunities for 

social enterprises as they are able to apply novel approaches that traditional not-for-

profit and for-profit organizations aren’t (Kraatz and Block, 2008; Reay and Hinings 

2009). According to Kraatz and Block (2008), social enterprises that can fulfil multiple 

missions may gain autonomy from institutional authorities and be legitimate for that 

reason. Further, based on their study, Reay and Hinings (2009) argue that successfully 

combining multiple logics may result in institutional change developing new field logics, 

thus, new values. 

Thus, social enterprises are characterized as hybrid organizations due to their dual 

mission to achieve social and economic value and bridging economic sectors. This 

hybridity exposes social enterprises to multiple stakeholders and demands as they “play 

in two or more games at the same time” (Kraatz and Block, 2008, p. 243). These social 

enterprises’ two missions are often perceived as competing with each other by scholars 

as the institutional social welfare and commercial logics are associated with 

contradictory rules of action and organizing principles (Pache and Santos, 2012) leading 

to divergent demands (Reay and Hinings, 2009; Pache and Santos, 2010). In previous 

research, social enterprises’ combination to pursue social and economic value is largely 
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surrounded with tensions as previous research largely focuses on these tensions and how 

social enterprises deal with them. These tensions have been identified to relate to social 

enterprise’s performing, organizing, belonging, and learning (Smith et al., 2013). Yet, the 

ability to overcome these tensions has been identified to create opportunities as because 

of their hybridity social enterprises are able to apply novel approaches that not-for-profit 

and for-profit organizations aren’t. Still, even though these tensions are largely part of 

extant scholarly work of social entrepreneurship, some social enterprises don’t recognize 

these tensions in their work. 

2.3 Tension-free social enterprises 

Even though tensions have been largely present in social enterprises in previous 

scholarly work in more recent research, some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize these 

tensions in their work as they frame away potentially paradoxical elements of their work 

(Child, 2019). According to Child’s (2019) study, social entrepreneurs frame away the 

paradox by looking at the big picture, engaging with potentially paradoxical conditions, 

and making favourable comparisons that ease the paradox, thus, disattending to 

potentially paradoxical elements of their work. By looking at the big picture social 

entrepreneurs focus on their ultimate goals framing away the tensions by understanding 

the divergent demands of different logics as matters of limited approach. Additionally, 

social entrepreneurs frame away the tensions by engaging to potentially paradoxical 

conditions by embracing both social good and profitability. Finally, by making 

favourable comparisons social entrepreneurs accept modified outcomes that they still 

find better compared to outcomes by traditional non-profit and for-profit organizations. 

(Child, 2019.) In the study, Child (2019) arrives to conclusion where seeing paradox is 

contingent; the same set of conditions can be framed paradoxical or nonparadoxical. 

Even though tensions have been largely present in social entrepreneurship research, 

Child is not alone with his study; closely to these findings Smith and Lewis (2011) discuss 

about latent paradoxes that surface at particular moments of time and are triggered by 

conditions, such as resource scarcity, and processes through which the logics appear 

competing in the first place.  

Studies on how these tensions come to be are scarce. Previous research has focused on 

what kind of tensions social enterprises have and how social enterprises deal with them 

as introduced earlier rather than how the paradox come to be (Child, 2019). Thus, the 

question remains why is it that some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize the tensions 

of hybridity when these tensions are largely present in previous scholarly work? If these 
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tensions are not self-evident in social enterprises, why some social entrepreneurs 

experience tensions in their work when others don’t? 

These tensions seem to be present especially when social enterprises aim to maximize 

both social and economic value as recognized in previous research when similar social 

enterprises have been studied (Zahra et al., 2009; Battilana and Dorado, 2010; Pache 

and Santos, 2010). In their typology for social entrepreneurship, Zahra et al. (2009) 

articulate ethical concerns social entrepreneurs may face in the context of maximization 

of both social and financial goals. Applying new organizational models and operating in 

domains with little governance and oversight, such as social enterprises are by 

combining economic thinking with a pursue of social value, can raise ethical concerns of 

accountability and contributions. These concerns may raise especially if the pursue of 

economic value diminishes the social value. (Zahra et al., 2009.) Further, Battilana and 

Dorado (2010) and Pache and Santos (2010) have studied micro-credit organizations 

pursuing both social and economic value. In Battilana and Dorado’s (2010) study, 

managerial tensions arise from the internal conflicts from combining social mission with 

profit maximization (Battilana and Dorado, 2010). Additionally, social enterprises may 

also face disagreement whether making profits is legitimate goal for social enterprises or 

not from key stakeholders (Pache and Santos, 2010). Thus, previous social 

entrepreneurship research provides and assumption that the maximization of one logic 

results in a loss in the other creating tensions in social enterprises: the maximization of 

profit results in a loss in social value. Yet, the question still remains: how this becomes 

paradoxical in the first place, thus, why some social entrepreneurs don’t experience 

tensions in their work when others do? 

It is argued that the complexity of multiple missions depends on how multiple logics 

relate to one another, and how social enterprises approach their dual missions is directed 

by those with power (Greenwood et al., 2011). Besharov and Smith (2014) argue that the 

presence of tensions in organizations depends on combining logics with low 

compatibility, the degree to which the institutional logic affects organizational action, 

and high centrality, the degree to which multiple logics are each treated relevant for 

organizational functioning, as largely perceived in social welfare and commercial logics 

in social entrepreneurship research as in Besharov and Smith’s (2014) framework. Yet, 

these factors aren’t permanent, and both of these factors can change because of field-

level reasons and organizational practices (Besharov and Smith, 2014.) Further, how 

social enterprises approach their dual missions is directed by those with power because 



 14 

social enterprises prioritize certain logics depending on the most influential group within 

the organizations. According to Greenwood et al. (2011), organization’s structure, 

ownership, governance, and identity can make sensitive to certain logics, and in turn be 

speeded by others. In that sense social enterprise’s ownership effects on dual missions 

and how social enterprises emphasize either one of the missions. (Greenwood et al., 

2011.) Thus, social enterprise’s responses to multiple logics are likely to reflect the 

interests of the most influential group, such as social enterprises’ financiers as they often 

have the power to decide which enterprises survive (De Lange, 2017). Additionally, how 

strongly social enterprises experience the level of complexity of dual missions in their 

operations depends also on the combination of internal and external factors; centrally 

located organizations may experience higher level of complexity than peripheral 

organizations (Greenwood et al., 2011). Further, relevant reasons for changes in logic 

compatibility and centrality are organizational practices regarding socialization and 

hiring practices. Organization’s members carry certain logics and the influence that those 

logics have over behavior. Thus, centrality is not only influenced by the power and 

structure of field level actors, but also organization’s missions, strategy and the relative 

power of members. (Besharov and Smith, 2014.)  

As previously brought forth the tensions of hybridity are largely present in the previous 

scholarly work of social entrepreneurship, yet, some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize 

these tensions. Research on how these tensions come to be is scarce. Since these tensions 

are many times associated with the maximization of both social and financial value: the 

maximization of financial value results in a loss in social value and contrariwise and how 

social enterprises approach their dual missions is directed by those with power, the role 

of a powerful group, financiers, will consequently be scrutinized in this study. Social 

enterprises’ financiers are an influential group in entrepreneurial field as financiers often 

have the power to decide which enterprises survive (De Lange, 2017). Further, the 

entrepreneurial field has different kinds of financiers with divergent goals and 

approaches effecting enterprises’ operations including different kind of financial goals of 

profit maximization (Block et al., 2018). As financing affect the ways enterprises operate 

and social entrepreneurship research hasn’t yet scrutinized financing’s role in the 

emergence of these tensions, this study will focus on that. Thus, could financing have a 

role in how these tensions come to be and could the centrality of profit maximization and 

tensions in social enterprises be explained by social enterprises different kind of 

financing? As social entrepreneurship research hasn’t studied how the paradoxes come 

to be (Child, 2019), could the ways social enterprises are financed explain the remaining 
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puzzle in scholarly work: why is it that some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize 

tensions of hybridity when these tensions are largely present in previous scholarly work? 

Next, an overview of ways social enterprises can be financed is offered.  

2.4 Financing in the field of social entrepreneurship 

Enterprises can be financed in various ways as the field of entrepreneurial finance is 

diverse with several financiers in it. Traditionally, risk capital, such as Venture 

Capitalists and Business Angels, is perceived as an important source of financing for 

young and innovative enterprises that have difficulties accessing bank and debt finance. 

However, the field of entrepreneurial finance has various other financiers too. (Block et 

al., 2018.) These other financing possibilities include both mature as well as more recent 

solutions, such as crowdfunding (Ahlers et al., 2014) and accelerator financing (Hallen 

et al., 2016). Finally, entrepreneurial finance has various commonly recognized sources, 

repeating also the ahead mentioned: accelerators and incubators, business angels, 

venture capital, corporate venture capital, crowdfunding, debt finance, donations, social 

investments, public finance, and personal finance (Table 2) (Block et al., 2018). Still, 

young, innovative enterprises suffer from financing constraints because of for example 

lack of cash flows and collaterals threatening their survival and limiting their growth 

(Hall and Lerner 2010; Brown and Erle, 2015). 

In terms of social enterprises, they have previously been identified to be in the middle of 

traditionally commercial and social financiers due to the duality of social enterprises’ 

missions and bridging of economic sectors (Battilana et al., 2012). According to Battilana 

et al. (2012), existing financing solutions have evolved for both non-profit and for-profit 

sectors, however, they are still evolving for hybrid organizations, such as social 

enterprises. Social financing solutions, such as grants and donations, are a typical source 

of financing for non-profit organizations whereas debt and equity financing are typical 

sources for financing for the for-profit sector. (Battilana et al., 2012.) Even though there 

are evolving financing solutions, such as social investments, focusing on financing social 

enterprises (Block et al., 2018), social enterprises are still looking for financing from 

diverse commercial and social sources of entrepreneurial finance (Langers and During 

2015; PwC, 2014). However, social enterprises are also able to combine different kind of 

financing for various opportunities (Bugg-Levine et al., 2012; Battilana et al., 20102; 

Block et la., 2018). Further, as indicated by previous studies (De Lange, 2017; Davies et 

al., 2019), raising capital doesn’t come without challenges for social enterprises, and an 
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interesting question is whether social enterprises get, even partially, choose their 

financing or not. 

These different financiers have diverse goals and approaches for their financial 

contribution. Financiers don’t only value financial goals but are also interested in non-

financial goals or the combination of both. These non-financial goals relate to social 

goals, as are concentrated on in this study, and other goals, such as strategic, 

technological, political, product-oriented, and community-building goals. Financing, 

such as Venture Capital and Business Angels, is often associated with an interest toward 

financial goals whereas in turn social finance, such as public funding, is associated with 

social goals (Winton and Yerramilli, 2008; Kerr et al., 2011; Block et al., 2018). Further, 

social investments are associated with the combination of both. In addition to these 

diverse goals, financiers have also different kind of investment approaches; these 

approaches can be either active or passive. Thus, for many new financiers value creation 

is not only limited to provide financing but to provide also non-financial support. Passive 

financing focuses on providing only financial support whereas in active approach 

financiers provide also non-financial support, such as management support, training, 

network accesses, and technology support. (Block et al., 2018.) Commonly, these active 

investment approaches concern equity-based funding of venture capital, business angles, 

and crowdfunding whereas debt-based financing is associated with passive approach. 

Further, these financiers providing equity financing have often higher financial goals and 

other possible goals and target especially early stage entrepreneurs, and they often offer 

non-financial support. Financers providing debt finance focus on financial returns, have 

more passive approach to their investments, and target mainly later stage entrepreneurs. 

(Winton and Yerramilli, 2008; Kerr et al., 2011; Block et al., 2018.) 

Overall, the emergence of new financiers and the variety of investment goals and 

approaches has made entrepreneurial financing a complex and difficult process (Block 

et al., 2018). Thus, more knowledge could be attained on what kind of financiers social 

enterprises have and whether social enterprises are free to choose what kind of financing 

they have. Furthermore, could social enterprises’ financing and financiers’ goals and 

approaches explain why some social entrepreneurs feel the tensions of hybridity when 

others don’t and whether different financing makes a difference on how social 

entrepreneurs operate? Little is altogether known about the consequences of different 

financing on social enterprises (Doherty et al., 2014). Table 2 provides an overview of 
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different financiers and their interests, goals, approaches, and targets (based on study by 

Blok et al., 2018). 

Table 2 Entrepreneurial finance 

Financier Source for 

definition 

Definition Form Approach 

Business Angels and 

Angel Networks 

Kerr et al., 2011 “Angel investors are increasingly 

structured as semiformal networks of 

high-net-worth individuals, who are 

often former entrepreneurs 

themselves” (p. 2), thus, private 

investors. 

Equity Active 

Venture capital (VC) Hellman and Puri, 

2000; Winton and 

Yerramilli, 2008 

Venture capital is equity or debt finance 

provided by full-time professional 

investors who specialize in financing 

entrepreneurial companies and are 

closely involved in the companies they 

finance by monitoring and providing 

valuable support and governance. 

Equity Active 

Corporate Venture 

Capital (CVC) 

Block et al., 2018 Corporate Venture Capital refers to 

investments by large, established firms 

into startups or growth firms. 

Equity Active 

Social investments Bagwell, 2012; 

Block et al., 2018 

Social investments provide funding to 

for-profit social enterprises with a goal 

to achieve a reasonable financial return 

while also delivering social impact, 

thus, combining social and financial 

returns. 

Equity; 

Debt 

 

 

Active 

Accelerators and 

incubators 

Hallen et al., 2016 “Accelerators are learning-oriented, 

fixed-length programs that provide 

cohorts of ventures with mentoring 

and education” (p. 6), yet, different 

accelerators aid and accelerate different 

outcomes. Most accelerators aid and 

accelerate venture development 

increasing both their likelihood and 

speed of reaching key outcomes, and a 

key driver of these accelerator effects is 

a novel learning mechanism: broad, 

intensive, and paced consultation. 

Equity Active 

Crowdfunding Ahlers et al., 2014 “Equity crowdfunding is a form of 

financing in which entrepreneurs 

make an open call for funding on the 

Internet, hoping to attract a large 

group of investors” (p. 1). 

Equity Passive 

Bank Financing Winton and 

Yerramilli, 2008 

Loans offered by banks Debt Passive 
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Finally, the tensions of hybridity are largely present in the previous social 

entrepreneurship scholarly work. Yet, in more recent research, some social 

entrepreneurs don’t recognize these tensions. Research on how these tensions come to 

be is scarce. These tensions are often associated with the maximization of both social and 

financial value, and the maximization of financial value results in a loss in social value. 

As how social enterprises approach their dual missions is directed by those with power, 

the role of a powerful group, financiers, will be scrutinized in this study. Financiers are 

an influential group in entrepreneurial field as financiers often have the power to decide 

which enterprises survive (De Lange, 2017). Further, the entrepreneurial field has 

different kinds of financiers with divergent goals and approaches effecting enterprises’ 

operations. These goals include different kind of financial goals regarding profit 

maximization. Since financing affect the way enterprises operate, and social 

entrepreneurship research hasn’t yet scrutinized financing’s role in the emergence of 

these tensions, this study will focus on that. Thus, as research hasn’t studied how the 

paradoxes come to be (Child, 2019), could the ways social enterprises are financed 

explain the remaining puzzle in scholarly work: why is it that some social entrepreneurs 

don’t recognize tensions of hybridity when these tensions are largely present in previous 

scholarly work? Further, could different financing make a difference on how social 

entrepreneurs operate as little is altogether known about the consequences of different 

financing on social enterprises. Next, the methodology of this study will be elaborated. 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

This study explores the existing puzzle in social entrepreneurship research: why some 

social entrepreneurs don’t recognize the tensions of hybridity in their work when these 

tensions are largely present in extant scholarly work; thus, how these tensions come to 

be? As these tensions often appear when social entrepreneurs aim to maximize both 

social and economic value, this study aims to address the puzzle by examining whether 

social enterprises’ financing could explain why some scholarly work recognizes tensions 

in social enterprises when others don’t. This study examines tensions in social 

enterprises, what kind of financing social enterprises have, what kind of goals and 

approaches social enterprises’ financiers have, and what kind of consequences the 

financing has on social enterprises by using a convergent mixed method design that 

combines both quantitative and qualitative research methods. A mixed-methods design 

is chosen because of its strength of drawing on both qualitative and quantitative research 

to have more complete understanding of the research problem and questions by 

comparing different perspectives form both quantitative and qualitative data. A mixed-

methods design provides different types of information of quantitative scores and 

detailed views of participants and minimizes the limitations of both approaches. 

(Cresswell and Creswell, 2018.) In this study, both quantitative and qualitative data are 

collected and analyzed separately, and the results are compared for the findings to 

confirm or disconfirm each other as similar to convergent mixed-methods design’s 

single-phase approach (Cresswell and Creswell, 2018). This study is a cross-sectional 

research. Following in this chapter, the quantitative and qualitative sampling, data 

collection, and data analysis choices will be elaborated. 

3.1 Web-based survey: sampling, data collection, and analysis 

3.1.1 Sampling for the survey 

The empirical analysis of this study comprises analysis of both quantitative and 

qualitative data. In the quantitative analysis, 34 social enterprises are analyzed based on 

a web-based survey. Similar to Lee and Battilana’s (2013) and Mair et al.’s (2015) 

research where existing lists of social enterprises were used to form the sample for the 

data collection, lists of social enterprises were also used to form the sample for this study. 

The use of this kind of lists has been recognized as an appropriate way to form a sample 

for social entrepreneurship research (Lee and Battilana; 2013; Mair et la., 2015), and 

these enterprises label themselves as social enterprises, and they are often socially 

legitimized by organizations that support social enterprises (Mair et al., 2015). The 
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sample included social enterprises from three existing, publicly available lists of social 

enterprises in Finland pursuing to form a large, typical case sample of social enterprises 

for the sample to be illustrative and considered representative (Saunders and Lewis, 

2009). The sample included social enterprises that have received the Finnish Social 

Enterprise mark from Association for Finnish Work, member organizations of ARVO, 

the association for social enterprises, and Finnish member organizations of +Impact 

platform provided by Nordic Danske Bank as a free networking platform for purpose-

driven start-ups; these lists have also been used to form a sample for other social 

entrepreneurship research in Finland (Kostilainen, 2019). All of these social enterprises 

have a social mission and business activities. However, they vary in their efforts for profit 

maximization. These social enterprises also include organizations from young to mature. 

To bring forth, membership in these lists requires self-identification and initiative from 

the social enterprise’s side. These lists form the most reliable basis and sample of social 

enterprises in Finland for this study. Furthermore, to avoid selection bias all social 

enterprises included in these lists were considered in the sample. Finally, the sample for 

the survey contained 332 social enterprises in Finland. The data was collected in 

November 2019. 

3.1.2 Collecting the survey data 

The study combined elements of descriptive and exploratory type of studies, and the data 

was collected by using a web-based research survey to collect data from a large number 

of respondents by using structured data collection (Saunders and Lewis, 2009). Thus, 

the aim of this study was to explore whether social entrepreneurs’ financing could 

explain why some scholarly work recognizes tensions in social enterprises when some 

don’t by testing whether social enterprises experience tensions in their operations, what 

kind of financing social enterprises have, do they get to select their financing, what kind 

of goals and approaches social enterprises’ financiers have, and what kinds of effects 

their financing has on social enterprises. The final survey included questions regarding 

social enterprise’s financing, their freedom to choose their financing and social 

enterprise’s financiers’ goals and approaches to better understand how social enterprises 

are financed in Finland, and to examine whether their financing could explain how the 

tensions come to be in social enterprises. Furthermore, questions of divergent 

experienced tensions and how social enterprises deal or have dealt with these tensions 

were included to examine what kind of tensions social enterprises in Finland experience, 

and the possible effects of financing to social enterprises (Appendix 1). These effects were 

tested by questions based on previous scholarly work on social enterprises experienced 
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tensions, such as “My social enterprise has (or had) difficulties in keeping our social and 

financial activities combined.” and how they are dealt with in social enterprises: “My 

social enterprise has delegated to separate parts of the organization the responsibility for 

our social mission and the responsibility of our financial goals.”. Similar 

conceptualization wasn’t to be found from previous research; thus, the questionnaire was 

designed to meet the research questions and objectives of this study. 

The survey was pilot tested twice by other social entrepreneurs who were not included in 

the sample list to test the clarity and functionality of the survey to avoid 

misinterpretations (Saunders and Lewis, 2009). Next, minor editions were made to the 

survey. The survey included mostly list, categorical, and rating questions where Likert-

scale was used (1: Strongly Disagree – 5: Strongly Agree). Open-ended questions were 

included for elaboration and in case respondents wanted to add something at the end. 

Control variables, such as years from establishment, employee count, annual turnover, 

sector, and the relationship of social and financial missions were included in the survey 

to create a description of the sample of the social enterprises. All respondents received 

the same survey. The survey was sent by email to make the answering as effortless as 

possible for the respondents. The email was sent directly to either social enterprise’s 

chief executive officer (CEO), executive manager, chief financial officer (CFO), financial 

manager, founders, or the organization’s email provided by the organization itself 

depending on the organizational structure, terms used in the organization and the 

availability of contact information to receive as information rich responses as possible. 

A reminder email was sent to ensure as many responses as possible. The survey was sent 

to 332 social enterprises. 

3.1.3 Analyzing data from the surveys 

The quantitative set of data was analyzed by using descriptive and non-parametric tests 

due to the small sample size of 34 social enterprises. To answer to whether social 

enterprises experience tensions in their operations and explore their financing, first, 

descriptive tests were conducted. Second, non-parametric tests: Fisher’s exact test, 

Mann-Whitney tests, Kruskall-Wallis tests, and Spearman’s correlation tests were 

conducted to examine associations, differences in relationships, and correlations 

between social enterprises’ financing, financiers’ goals, approaches, and support and 

social enterprises’ tensions. For categorical data Fisher’s exact test were used. 

Additionally, to test differences between groups and interval variables Mann-Whitney 

tests and Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted. Finally, to examine correlations between 
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independent and dependent variables, Spearman’s correlation coefficient was used since 

the data didn’t fulfil the assumptions of parametric data. The correlations were examined 

2-tailed. 

For the dependent variables that measure experience of different organizing, belonging, 

and learning tensions (Smith and Lewis, 2011) in social enterprises sum variables were 

formed to improve the reliability of measuring these phenomena. The sum variables, 

named organizing, belonging, and learning tensions, based on the categorization of 

tensions in social enterprises in previous research by Smith and Lewis (2013), were 

formed by combining two questions measuring the same phenomenon. The sum variable 

organizing tensions included two questions of difficulties in organizing operations and 

keeping social and financial activities combined to meet dual mission (Cronbach’s alpha 

= .759), belonging tensions measured both external stakeholder and employees ability to 

identify with dual mission (Cronbach’s alpha = .579; As Cronbach’s alpha not receiving 

a result over .60 isn’t perceived highly reliable results to measure the same phenomena, 

these experiences were also measured separately in the tests), and learning tensions were 

measured with difficulties to attend both short-term financial goals and long-term social 

mission and managing either growth, scaling, and/or change in terms of sustaining long-

term social mission (Cronbach’s alpha = .60). Performing tensions were measured by 

social enterprises difficulties in defining success. 

Further, the form and source as well as financiers’ goals, approaches, and support were 

examined as possible drivers for how tensions come to be. Further, it was examined 

whether these factors effect on what kind of tensions social enterprises experience or 

how they deal with the experienced tensions. However, a larger sample would be needed 

to examine cause and effect relationships between these variables and for other 

parametric tests. 

3.2 Interviews: sampling, data collection, analysis 

3.2.1 Sampling for the interviews 

For the qualitative data a non-probability heterogenous sampling was used to construct 

the sample and have diverse characteristics for variation in the data (Saunders and 

Lewis, 2009). Five social enterprises were interviewed for this study. Further, at the end 

of the web-based survey, social enterprises were also asked to express their interest in an 

interview. Thus, the second sample included these social enterprises and additional 

social enterprises were identified by the researcher to increase the heterogeneity and 
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number of interviews. Further, the interviewed social enterprises fulfilled the above-

mentioned criteria of having a social mission and business activities, and they are 

characterized in table Table 3. The data was collected from social entrepreneurs in 

Finland in November-December 2019.  

Table 3 Characteristics of interviewees and social enterprises 

Social enterprise Role of the 
interviewee 

Social 
enterprise’s 

financing 

Sector 

A CFO public finance; 
donations 

Education 

B Founder personal finance; 
business angles; debt 

Well-being 

C Founder donations; private, 
no risk, capital; 
public finance 

Education 

 

D CEO personal finance; 
debt finance 

Regional Vitality 

E CFO University 
investment fund; 
Business Angles; 
Debt finance 

Health 

 

3.2.2 Interviewing social enterprises 

For the credibility of findings in this study, complementary, qualitative semi-structured 

interviews were carried out irrespectively from the survey results, and they elaborated 

how social enterprise’s financing and the possible consequences of financing on social 

enterprise’s dual mission are seen by social enterprises’ finance managers. These semi-

structured interviews focused on the ways social enterprises are financed and how their 

finance may affect their dual missions with open-ended questions (Appendix 2), thus, 

included a set of themes that were covered and questions that were asked leaving the 

opportunity for further discussions (Saunders and Lewis, 2009). Altogether five 

interviews were conducted with social enterprises in Finland, the interviews were held 

in Finnish: the language chosen by the interviewee, and the interviews were recorded 

and lasted from 20-45 minutes. 

3.2.3 Analyzing interviews 

The interview data, the interview transcriptions and notes, were analyzed in this study. 

As there are no previous research on this topic, an inductive, exploratory approach using 
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interviews was used to validate the results of the quantitative survey. This inductive 

approach provides understanding of the meanings that social entrepreneurs attach to 

their operations, the ways their social enterprises are financed, and how their finance 

may affect their dual mission. For the data analysis a model by Gioia et al. (2013) was 

used to support to answer to what is going on here. Gioia et al. (2013) summarizes a 

systematic approach to concept development and grounded theory articulation and to 

bring qualitative rigor to the conduct and presentation of inductive research. 

According to Gioia et al.’s (2013) model, the interview data was first coded and 

categorized into first order concepts followed by second order themes and aggregate 

dimensions. As brought forth earlier, the interviews were recorded. Further, the 

interview recordings were transcribed verbatim and in Finnish, as the interviews were 

held in Finnish. Thus, the data was first coded from interviewees’ own terms from the 

Finnish interview transcripts and translated into English. Examples of the coding are 

presented in Table 4. Further, quotes presented were translated into English with 

permissions from the interviewees. These codes were categorized, and these categories 

were then compared to each other to find differences and similarities among them 

continuing with grouping them into 1st-order concepts based on their content and 

meanings. Thus, in the 1st-order analysis, informants’ terms were finally constructed 

into 1st-order concepts. 

Table 4 1st-order analysis of coding the interviews 

Interviewee’s term Codes Categories 

A: ”We were able to focus on delivering our 

social mission by the public finance at the 

beginning, and now that we don’t have it 

anymore, we are struggling to finance our 

operations, which has led to changes in our 

operations and mission…” 

 

Public finance not available in 

different points of time 

 

 Lack of public 

financing solutions 

D: ”What comes to investment funds and 

others, even when your operations are 

aligned with their principles, the amounts 

have to be so giant before they even begin to 

consider financing you. It would be great, if 

there would be lower barriers in the 

investment funds that there would be 

solutions for smaller enterprises.” 

 

Investment solutions for smaller 

social enterprises 

 

• Lack of private 
financing solutions 

 



 25 

C: ”…Social enterprise’s focus shifts away 

from the original thought. Thus, public 

project funding can be seen as a way to fund 

forward, however, those don’t directly 

support the enterprise’s missions.” 

 

Public project funding shifts 

away from original mission 

 

 Public project finance 

doesn’t often support 

social enterprise’s 

missions 

A: ”It is a quite difficult combination…We 

want to please different financiers, which 

may results in unmet gains…If we would have 

less financiers to satisfy, it would be easier to 

focus on our social mission. We would have 

more resource on that then.” 

 

With less financiers to satisfy, it 

would be easier to focus on social 

mission 

 

• Difficulties with 
multiple, divergent 
financiers 

 

A: ”…our operations have commercialized by 

necessity and we have to please financiers to 

attain financing. Thus, a lot of our resources 

and effort goes into creating the commercial 

activities, which wouldn’t necessarily be 

natural activity for our organization… 

 

Operations have commercialized 

by necessity 

 

 Commercialization 
out of necessity 

E: ”…it is debt financing, with its own 

financial pressures, when it is suitable option 

for a social enterprise with aggressive growth 

expectations. However, with the financial 

pressures, it wouldn’t be the right way to take 

business forward if one doesn’t have growth.” 

 

Debt financing has its own 

financial pressures 

 

 Debt finance shifting 

focus to short-term 

financial goals 

B: ”We are giving our shares and we have to 

be really careful in choosing them so that they 

will share our values so that there won’t be 

any surprises, and we have to be careful in 

that. We have almost chosen financiers with 

divergent goals from ours and we have been 

very satisfied that we haven’t chosen anyone 

just in avarice…we are happy that we didn’t 

choose these financiers because it turned out 

that when come problems emerged, it was 

clear that they had very different goals than 

we did. 

 

 

Have to be careful to share goals 

with financiers 

 

 

• Important to share 
goals with financiers 

 

B: ”And what we will be looking for us is 

absolutely not financiers with interest only in 

financial growth but interest also in social 

responsible investments…and we are able to 

choose the financiers who support our social 

mission. We are constantly in contact with 

 

Constant contact with financiers 

receiving plenty of help from 

them 

 

 Importance of non-

financial support in 

business development 
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our financiers. We have received plenty of 

help from them.” 

 

These concepts were then labelled into 2nd-order themes of for example “lack of financing 

solutions” and “commercialization of business”. Simultaneously, started the 2nd-order 

analysis to try to answer to what is going on here. The 2nd-order analysis focuses on 

whether emerging themes suggest aggregate dimensions that might help to describe and 

explain the observed phenomena. (Gioia et al., 2013.) As suggested by Gioia et al. (2013), 

by cycling between emergent data, categories, concepts, and dimensions precedents and 

new concept discoveries are searched. (Gioia et al., 2013). As typical for the approach, 

research questions were held rather general: “How the social enterprise is financed?” and 

“How their finance may affect their dual?”.  Finally, four aggregate dimensions emerged: 

a need for matching financing solutions, goal-driven financing models, non-financial 

support in business development, and the development of social entrepreneurship field 

(Table 5). 

Table 5 Analysis according to Gioia et al. (2013) 

 

1st-order concepts 

 

2nd-order themes 

 

Aggregate 
dimensions 

• Lack of public financing solutions 

• Lack of private financing solutions 

• Lack of matching investors 

 

Lack of financing 
solutions 

 

• Public grant finance available only when starting up a social 
enterprise 

• Decrease in the availability of grant finance after first years 
leading to commercialization of operations 

• Public project finance doesn’t often support social enterprise’s 
missions 

 

Ineffective social 
finance solutions for 
social entrepreneurs 

 

 

• Difficulties with multiple, divergent financiers 

• Difficulties with multiple financiers’ different social, financial, 
and other strategic goals 

• Freedom to choose financing guided by financial necessity 

 

Difficulties with 
multiple, divergent 

financiers 

A need for 
matching financing 

options 

• Commercialization out of necessity 

• Commercialization to attain commercial finance / Difficulty to 
secure commercial finance if not able to commercialize 

 

Commercialization of 
business 
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• Commercialization leading to Increased financiers' financial 
goals 

• Financial uncertainty creating tensions in short-term focus 

• Lack of financing shifting focus to short-term financial goals 

• Debt finance shifting focus to short-term financial goals 

• Social finance enabling short-term focus to be on social goals  

• Unsuitable financing may lead to mission drifts 

• Need to commercialize may lead to mission drifts 

• Operational security from multiyear financing solutions 

 

 

 

Financing effecting to 
short-term goals 

 

 

 

 

 

Goal-driven 
financing models 

• Important to share goals with financiers 

• Right financing as an enabler for social enterprises 

• Financiers’ flexibility for continuous business development 

• Strategic partnerships 

 

Shared goals with 
financiers 

 

 

• Importance of non-financial support in business development 

• Importance of trust in relationships with financiers 

Important non-
financial support 

 

 

• Importance of synergy in dual mission 

• Organizational hybridity as an advantage 

• Need to answer to a demand 

 

Synergy in business 
model 

 

Non-financial 
support in business 

development 

• Choice of organizational form depending on financial goals 

• Internal tensions and considered hiring practices 

 

Organizational factors 

 

• Newness of the field 

• Country and sector specific financial models 

• Customers’ unreadiness 

 

Contextual factors 

 

 

The development 
of social 

entrepreneurship 
field 
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4 RESULTS 

 
The aim of this study is to explore the remaining puzzle of why some social entrepreneurs 

don’t recognize the tensions of hybridity in their work when these tensions are largely 

present in the previous scholarly work of social entrepreneurship. This study aims to 

address this puzzle by exploring how tensions come to be in social enterprises by 

examining whether social enterprises’ financing has a role in their emergence or not. 

More closely, this study examines the tensions in social enterprises, social enterprises’ 

financing, social enterprises’ financiers’ goals and approaches, and how this financing 

may effect to social enterprises’ operations. In this chapter, the results will be elaborated. 

The results from the survey will be introduced first and the qualitative results will be 

presented second. 

4.1 Tensions are not self-evident in social enterprises 

41 social enterprises participated in the survey, yet, only 34 of them identifies themselves 

as social enterprises. The final sample of 34 social enterprises forms a heterogenous 

group; the sample represents diverse age groups, size groups in both employee number 

and annual turnover, and sectors, such as environment and diverse social sectors of well-

being of the elderly and children and young, health, education, social inclusion, and 

unemployment. They also represent different relationships between their dual mission 

whether their dual mission is equally important (56 %) or their social (38 %) or financial 

mission (6 %) takes priority. As the aim of this study is to explore how tensions come to 

be in social enterprises, tensions in social enterprises were examined first: do social 

enterprises experience tensions in their operations and, if yes, built on previous scholarly 

work what kind of tensions they experience. First, according to descriptive tests on the 

data, not all social enterprises experience tensions in their work. In the sample, 50 

percent of the social enterprises experience tensions in meeting their dual mission and 

68 percent of them have experienced tensions, if not currently, in their past. Thus, based 

on these responses, tensions are not self-evident in the social enterprises and not all 

social enterprises experience tensions in their operations. 

Second, based on the replies of the 23 social enterprises that experience or have 

experienced tensions in meeting their dual mission, the social enterprises experience 

various tensions in their operations. Based on descriptive tests, these tensions mainly 

relate to organizing operations (61 %) and attending (59 %) and defining success (48 %) 

across their dual goals. A bit less tensions are experienced in the social enterprises in 
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keeping their social and financial activities combined (43 %) and managing growth, 

scaling and/or change in their organization (39 %), and further, the least tensions are 

experienced in relation to stakeholders, employees (35 %) and  external stakeholders’ (39 

%), ability to identify social enterprise’s dual mission. Thus, the social enterprises 

experience tensions in their performing, organizing, belonging, and learning (Smith et 

al. 2013). Further, according to the open-ended question in the survey, the social 

enterprises also experience tensions in the newness of social entrepreneurship field 

becoming apparent in social enterprises’ lack of financial resources and financing 

options and lack of financiers’ familiarity and willingness to invest in social enterprises. 

Even though, the social enterprises mainly deal with their tensions by taking pride (92 

%) and sharing their visions of pursuing dual mission internally (74 %), having their 

short-term perspective on financial goals (50 %), and re-organizing to become more like 

a for-profit organization (48 %), only 17 percent of the social enterprises have been able 

to resolve the tensions they have had. As such, various tensions are experienced in the 

social enterprises, yet, tensions are not self-evident.  

Lastly, contributing to previous research, the results from the survey interestingly 

indicate that increase in one area of tensions increases tensions in all areas of 

performing, organizing, belonging, and learning; based on Spearman’s correlations 

coefficient tests the experience of these tensions moderately or strongly positively 

correlates with each other (Table 6). The strongest correlations are between performing 

and organizing tensions (alpha = .726, p = .000) and organizing and belonging tensions 

(alpha = .728**, p = .000); As such, increase in difficulties experienced in defining 

success across social enterprise’s social and financial goals increases also tensions 

experienced in organizing social enterprises operations and activities and vice versa. 

Thus, experience of one kind of tensions possibly creates a snowball effect in experience 

of various tensions in social enterprises, however, a larger sample would be needed to 

examine the cause and effect relationships of these results. 
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Table 6 Spearman’s correlations coefficients on tensions in social enterprises 

  

performing tensions 

 

organizing tensions 

 

belonging tensions 

 

learning tensions 

 

performing tensions 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

organizing tensions 

 

r = .726**, p = .000 

 . . 

 

 

belonging tensions 

 

r = .662**, p = .001 

 

r = 728**, p = .000 

  

 

learning tensions 

 

r = .488*, p = .021 

 

r = .595**, p = .004 

 

r = .455*, p = .033 

 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 

4.2 Social enterprises’ diverse finance 

Next, as the aim of this study is to explore if social enterprises’ financing could have a 

role in the emergence of tensions in social enterprises and the possible consequences of 

different kind of financing on social enterprises, social enterprises’ financing is studied.  

This study examines what kind of financing social enterprises have and do they get to 

select their financing. Based on descriptive tests, the social enterprises have various and 

multiple forms and sources of financing and they lack social investments, which is 

similar to previous studies (Langers and During 2015; PwC, 2014). Approximately half 

of the social enterprises have grant (56 %), debt (50 %), equity (47 %), and other 

financing (41 %) mainly indicating to trading income (83 %). Further, most commonly 

the social enterprises rely on public (55 %), personal 33 %), and debt (24 %) finance. The 

share of social enterprises that have other forms of private capital, such as finance from 

business angels (15 %), venture capital (9 %), corporate venture capital (9 %), 

accelerators and incubators (6 %), and crowdfunding (6 %) as well as donations (15 %) 

is smaller, less than 15 %, among the social enterprises. Interestingly, any of the social 

enterprises don’t have financing of social investments. Further, altogether 64 percent of 
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the social enterprises have more than one source of financing. However, approximately 

one third of the social enterprises (36 %) experience that they have a choice to what 

comes to their financing. Thus, the social enterprises have various and multiple forms 

and sources of social and/or commercial financing, yet, they still lack of social 

commercial finance of social investments. 

Further, to examine whether social enterprises’ financing could explain how tensions 

come to be in social enterprises, their financiers’ goals and approaches are also studied, 

thus, what kind of goals and approaches social enterprises’ financiers have. Along with 

the social enterprises’ diverse financing social enterprises’ financiers’ have also diverse 

goals and approaches to their financing. Social enterprises’ financiers are primarily (56 

%) interested in supporting social enterprises in realizing their social mission, and 

further, satisfying their own social goals (50 %), which seems reasonable as the most 

common source of financing in the social enterprises is public finance. However, 38 

percent of the financiers are also primarily targeting financial goals for their investments 

whereas 34 percent of them are looking for a balance between their financial goals and 

social enterprise’s social mission. Thus, social enterprises’ various financiers’ have also 

diverse goals and approaches to their financing. In addition to financial support, 59 

percent of the social enterprises receive also non-financial support, such as training, 

management support, network access, and technology support, from their financiers. 

This support includes both, support toward social enterprises social mission (44 %) and 

financial goals (28 %). Thus, social enterprises are not all alone in their endeavors.  

4.3 The role of financing in how tensions come to be in social enterprises 

Finally, this study examines whether social enterprises’ financing explains how the 

tensions that are largely associated with social enterprises and the maximization of both 

social and financial goals in extant research come to be by answering to how social 

enterprises’ financing affect to their operations. Non-parametric tests were used in the 

study because of the small sample size that don’t fulfill the assumptions of parametric 

data. Fisher’s exact tests were used for categorical data and based on these tests either 

the form or the source of financing don’t explain whether social enterprises experience 

tensions in general as no associations are found. Further, to test whether social 

enterprises’ financiers’ goals and approaches explain the emergence of tensions in social 

enterprises, Mann-Whitney test were used to test differences on the interval variables. 

However, no significant differences are found nor are found in social enterprises’ 

freedom to choose their financing. The analysis doesn’t reveal significant associations or 
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differences between social enterprises’ financing and the presence of tensions in social 

enterprises. Thus, without additional tests with larger sample to confirm or evidence 

otherwise, it seems that social enterprise’s form or source of financing, freedom to choose 

their financing or social enterprise’s financier’s goals or approaches don’t explain how 

tensions come to be in social enterprises. However, important insights and topics for 

future research are detected between social enterprises’ financing and social enterprises’ 

tensions, affecting to social enterprises operations. 

Even though social enterprises’ financing doesn’t explain how tensions come to be in 

social enterprises, the results suggest scrutinizing into the possible implications of social 

enterprise’s multiple financiers. No statistically significant results are found in the 

analysis, however, Fisher’s exact test (p = .157) indicates that multiple financiers could 

be associated with how tensions come to be in social enterprises (Table 7). Further, 

according to Mann-Whitney test social enterprises with multiple financiers (21) (mean = 

3.50) experience more organizing tensions than social enterprises with one financier (12) 

(mean = 2.71) (U = 27.500, z-value = -1.97, p = .049). Similar difference is found in social 

enterprises’ difficulties in managing either growth, scaling and/or change in terms of 

sustaining their long-term social mission (mean of multiple financiers = 3.56; mean of 

one financier = 2.43, z-value = -2.25, p = .024). Lastly, similar results are received from 

the qualitative analysis, explained later. Thus, future research could further scrutinize 

into the possible implications of social enterprise’s multiple financiers. 

Table 7 Strength of the relationship between multiple financiers and tensions in social 
enterprises 

 

Tensions 

 

One financier 

 

Multiple financiers 

 

Yes 

 

4 / 33,3 % 

 

13 / 61.9 % 

 

No 

 

8 / 66.7 % 

 

8 / 38,1 % 
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4.4 Implications of social enterprises’ financing on their operations 

The analysis reveals that social enterprises’ financing effects on tensions in social 

enterprises’ and how social enterprises deal with them. Based on Mann-Whitney and 

Spearman’s correlation coefficient tests some differences are detected (Table 8) and 

moderate correlations are found. First, social enterprises with social finance: donations, 

public finance, and crowdfunding, experience more tensions in defining success (p = 

.025), organizing operations (p = .023), and stakeholders identifying to their dual goals 

(p = .000) than social enterprises without social finance. The social enterprises with this 

kind of grant financing use re-organizing to become more like for-profit organizations to 

reduce the tensions in their organizations, thus, commercialize their operations (p = 

.040). In turn, social enterprises with risk capital have more short-term focus in both 

social (p = .031) and financial goals (p = .015) and more for-profit organizational 

structures (p = .007) than social enterprises with other sources of financing. Further, 

social enterprise’s employees share the same visions of dual mission more in enterprises 

financed with risk capital (p = .043). Yet, debt financing requires also social enterprises 

to have short-term focus on both financial (p = .002) and social goals (p = .058) than 

social enterprises without debt finance. Finally, social enterprises that don’t have any 

personal finance invested in their enterprise deal with their tensions in becoming, in 

turn, more like a not-for-profit organization (p = .004) than social enterprises financed 

with personal finance. Thus, social enterprises form and source of financing effects on 

tensions in social enterprises’ and how social enterprises deal with them. 

Table 8 Mann-Whitney U-test results 

 Number of 

observations / 

Mean 

Mann-Whitney U-

value 

Z-value p-value 

Performing tensions    

Social finance vs. 

No social finance 

15 / mean = 3.53 

8 / mean = 2.63 

U = 27.500 z-value = -2.24 p = .025 

Organizing tensions    

Social finance vs. 

No social finance 

15 / mean = 3.57 

8 / mean = 2.69 

U = 26.00 z-value = -2.27 p = .023 

Belonging tensions    
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Social finance vs. 

No social finance 

15 / mean = 3.33 

8 / mean = 1.81 

U = 5.000 z-value = -3.60 p = .000 

Ability to resolve tensions    

Non-financial 

support  

vs. 

No non-financial 

support 

13 / mean = 2.92 

 

 

8 / mean = 2.13 

U-value = 20.500 z-value = -2.45 p = .014 

Re-organizing to  become more like  for-profit organization  

Grant financing vs. 

No grant financing  

13 / mean = 3.62 

8 / mean = 2.50 

U = 24.500, z-value = -2.04 p = .040 

Risk capital finance 

vs. No risk capital 

finance 

4 / mean = 4.75 

19 / mean = 3.0 

U = 5.500 

 

z-value = -2.71 

 

p = .007 

Re-organizing to become more like not-for-profit organization  

Personal finance vs. 

no personal finance 

10 / mean = 1.90 

13 / mean = 3.38 

U = 20.00 z-value = -2.90 p = .004 

Short-term focus  on financial goals    

Risk capital finance 

vs. No risk capital 

finance 

4 / mean = 4.5 

19 /mean = 3.0 

U = 9.00 z-value = -2.42 p = .015 

Debt financing vs. 

No debt financing 

11 / mean = 3.64 

10 /mean = 2.67 

U = 7.500 z-value = -3.15 p = .002 

Short-term focus  on social goals    

Risk capital finance 

vs. No risk capital 

finance 

4 / mean = 4.00 

19 / mean = 2.53 

U = 12.500 z -value = -2.16 p = .031 

Debt financing vs. 11 / mean = 3.00 U = 25.500 -value = -1.90 p = .058 
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No debt financing 10 /mean = 2.40 

Employees share the same visions of dual mission  

Risk capital finance 

vs. No risk capital 

finance 

4 / 4,75 

19 / 3,79 

U = 14.500 z-value = -2.03, p = .043 

 

Second, social enterprise’s freedom to choose their financing decreases their difficulties 

to define success across their dual goals (r = -.529, p = .011) and increases their ability to 

resolve tensions (r =.578, p = .005). Additionally, financiers’ non-financial support is 

also seen in resolved tensions (p = .014). Moreover, social enterprises receiving non-

financial support to reach their financial goals take pride (r = .484, p = .022) and share 

internally their vision of their dual goals (r = .735, p = .000). Further, social enterprises 

who receive non-financial support toward their social mission focus less on their short-

term financial goals (r = -.449, p = .041). 

Third, as for social enterprises’ financiers’ goals, moderate correlations are found in 

Spearman’s correlations coefficient tests. Social enterprises’ financiers’ interest in 

financial goals appears in more difficulties in defining success (r = .527, p = .012) and 

getting their external stakeholders to identify with social enterprises dual mission. No 

statistically significant correlations were first detected between social enterprises 

financiers’ interest in financial goals and belonging tensions (p value of .073). As the 

correlation between social enterprises’ financiers’ interest in financial goals and 

belonging tensions has a p value of .073, the external and internal belonging tensions 

variables were also scrutinized separately. The financiers’ interest in satisfying their 

financial goals moderately correlate with external stakeholders’ difficulties to identify 

with social enterprise’s social mission and financial goals (r = .440, p < .05). Additionally, 

these social enterprises re-organize to become more like for-profit organizations (r = 

.463, p = .030).  

4.5 From business model synergy and matching financing solutions to 
vital social entrepreneurship 

The interviews focused on the ways social enterprises are financed and what kind of 

implications their financing have on their dual mission. Similar to the results from the 

survey, tensions in social enterprise aren’t self-evident. Most of the social enterprises 
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interviewed don’t or haven’t experienced tensions in their operations. Accordingly, the 

social enterprises are highly heterogenous group regarding their financing (Table 3). 

They have diverse financing of personal finance, donations, public finance, debt finance, 

business angels, other private capital, and investment fund finance. Further, their 

financiers have social, financial, and other strategic goals and different approaches. The 

interviewed social enterprises don’t have social investments. Similarly, the social 

entrepreneurs’ experiences don’t indicate that the form or source of financing or 

financiers’ goals and approaches would explain how tensions come to be in social 

enterprises. However, also in the interviews social enterprises financing was experienced 

to effect to social enterprises’ operations, and four aggregate dimensions emerged from 

the interviews: a need for matching financial solutions, goal-driven financing models, 

non-financial support for business development, and the development of social 

entrepreneurship field (Table 5). Thus, the results from the qualitative analysis of the 

five interviews largely corroborate with the quantitative results. 

4.5.1 A need for matching financing options 

Social enterprises are in a need for matching financial solutions as they experience lack 

of financing solutions, ineffective public finance solutions, difficulties with multiple 

financiers, and commercialization of business. First of all, the social enterprises 

experience a lack of financing solutions in both social and commercial finance and social 

investments. This shortcoming is described by the social enterprises as following: 

A: ”We were able to focus on delivering our social mission by the public finance at the beginning, 
and now that we don’t have it anymore we are struggling to finance our operations, which has led 
to changes in our operations and mission… The problem was that we already existed and aren’t a 
new innovation. There is always interest in new innovations as something new is created, however, 
it is much more difficult to find financing for further development or to stay existent.”, and 

D: ”What comes to investment funds and others, even when your operations are aligned with their 
principles, the amounts have to be so giant before they even begin to consider financing you. It 
would be great if there would be lower barriers in the investment funds that there would be 
solutions for smaller enterprises.” 

Further, social enterprises experience public finance solutions to be ineffective. Social 

finance solutions are only available for social enterprises when starting up their 

operations and not available after first years, as described earlier, requiring social 

enterprises to turn to more commercial finance and commercialize their operations. 

Additionally, public project finance isn’t always perceived to support social enterprise’s 

missions as social enterprises often have to focus on delivering additional value for the 

projects that might not be aligned with social enterprises own operations. Social 

enterprises described these ineffective public finance solutions as following: 
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”…our operations have commercialized by necessity and we have to please financiers to attain 
financing. Thus, a lot of our resources and effort goes into creating the commercial activities which 
wouldn’t necessarily be natural activity for our organization…When we were planning our 
activities we had to seriously consider who are potential financiers for us and how to focus our 
operations so that those would be interesting for the potential financiers and we would share same 
goals with them.”, and 

X”…Social enterprise’s focus shifts away from the original thought. Thus, public project funding 
can be seen as a way to fund forward, however, those don’t directly support the enterprise’s 
missions.” 

Third and again similar to the survey results, difficulties with multiple, divergent 

financiers in connection to how tensions come to be in social enterprises were discussed 

by the interviewees in the interviews. Based on the interviews the necessity to please 

multiple and divergent financiers not only leads to deliver unmet gains but also takes a 

lot of time and may lead to mission drifts: 

A: ”It is a quite difficult combination…We want to please different financiers which may results in 
unmet gains…If we would have less financiers to satisfy, it would be easier to focus on our social 
mission. We would have more resource on that then.”, and further, 

C: ”If we have various financiers, the risk for many small enterprises is that bowing to different 
directions and satisfying different financiers may takes a lot of time and divergent practices…The 
bigger partnerships one has the more easier it is to focus on the core of the social enterprise.” 

Yet, social enterprises freedom to choose their financing was also guided by their acute 

need of financing. 

Lastly, social enterprises experience that they have to often commercialize their business. 

According to the interviewees the lack of financing options and these ineffective public 

finance solutions appear in tensions in social enterprises leading to commercialization 

of business, similarly to the survey results. The interview data indicates that the 

commercialization happens out of necessity and a need to please financiers to attain 

commercial financing. The difficulty to secure financing if social enterprise is not able to 

commercialize their operations is acknowledged. Further, social enterprises’ 

commercialization leads to financiers increased financial expectations and loss of social 

financing possibilities. The previous was discussed for example as following: 

A: “And now as years move on and the amount of sort of public funding has decreased, we have to 
focus on how we can shift our social mission into a form that someone would be willing to finance, 
and we cannot focus on driving the social mission… A lot of capacity could be used much more 
worthwhile toward the social mission instead of modifying our operations into a form that would 
be more interesting for commercial partners… Then, after commercialization, a party that would 
usually give financial donations is suddenly looking for financial gains from us. Even though they 
still would donate money for a social cause, our discussions shift to looking for diverse gains.” 

Social enterprises experience a lack of social and commercial finance and social 

investments, not enough support on social enterprises operations from the current 

public financing solutions, difficulties with multiple financiers, and these often leading 
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to commercialization of business. Thus, social enterprises’ need of new matching 

financing solutions emerged from the interviews, and comparable results were received 

from the survey. 

4.5.2 Goal-driven financing models 

The importance to focus on having a goal-driven financing model as financing is 

experienced to effect especially to social enterprises short-term goals emerged from the 

interviews, again similar to survey results. In the interviews social enterprises financing 

is experienced to effect to social enterprises’ operations, short-term focus, and mission 

drifts. First, as described above, public finance is experienced to lead to 

commercialization, thus, organizing to become more like a for-profit organization. 

Second, social enterprises’ financing affects to their short-term goals: social enterprises’ 

lack of financing and debt and equity financing shift short-term goals towards financial 

goals whereas social financing enables short-term focus to be on social goals: 

A: ” …to think whether we want to focus on our social mission, or should we now strengthen our 
business and financial security…and only then focus more on our social mission.”, 

C: ”Many social enterprises have been practicing in the specific sector, and after realizing it won’t 
work out, they’ve had to change the sector out of financial necessity.”, and 

D: ”…it is always a threat, that if we don’t have income, we still have to pay our debts. It needs to 
be considered in our financial mission.” 

Further, shared goals with financiers are experienced to be an enabler in social 

enterprises. Social enterprises acknowledge the possibility of tensions in their operations 

when financiers don’t share the same goals with them or social enterprise has unsuitable 

financing whether related to goals or growth, again, leading to mission drifts. The social 

entrepreneurs experience the goal-driven financing to provide better abilities to focus on 

dual mission and ensure shared goals and flexibility with financiers: 

B: ”We are giving our shares and we have to be really careful in choosing them so that they will 
share our values so that there won’t be any surprises and we have to be careful in that. We have 
almost chosen financiers with divergent goals from ours and we have been very satisfied that we 
haven’t chosen anyone just in avarice…we are happy that we didn’t choose these financiers because 
it turned out that when problems emerged, it was clear that they had very different goals than we 
did. And their reasons to come onboard was clearly different than ours. It is not easy to take 
investors onboard.” 

E: ”…it is debt financing with its own financial pressures when it is suitable option for a social 
enterprise with aggressive growth expectations. However, with the financial pressures, it wouldn’t 
be the right way to take business forward if one doesn’t have growth.” 

C: ”After long negotiations, we were able to find a really good partner who supports us financially. 
And this partnership is multiyear. In good partnership, both parties set goals for it and those goals 
can also be ambitious so that you’re willing to pursue them.” 
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Thus, social enterprises’ financing is experienced to have an effect on social enterprises’ 

operations, short-term focus, and goals. Further, shared goals with financiers decrease 

tensions and is an enabler for operations in social enterprises. Thus, it is important for 

social enterprises to consider a goal-driven financing model in their businesses. 

4.5.3 Importance of non-financial support of business development 

The importance of non-financial support for business development emerged from the 

interviews. Corresponding to the analysis of the survey, the importance of non-financial 

support was expressed in the interviews: financiers’ non-financial support is seen 

valuable in social enterprises especially for business development.  

C: ”…when it is about something new and innovative, it takes time, and a startup can be quite 
alone, especially those startups without some partner. So many small teams are really alone, and 
if the management or founders don’t have for example good advisors or mentors, they are carrying 
the business by themselves all the time. For social enterprises partners can act as advisors in a 
good luck.” 

Further, non-financial support and close collaboration with financiers play an important 

part in synergy in social enterprise’s dual mission as social enterprises receive support 

for both social and financial missions. This organizational hybridity is perceived as an 

advantage, and additionally ability to provide social and financial value is also an 

indicator of social enterprise answering to a demand. This was discussed in several 

interviews: 

B: “”And what we will be looking for us is absolutely not financiers with interest only in financial 
growth but interest also in social responsible investments…and we are able to choose the financiers 
who support our social mission. We are constantly in contact with our financiers. We have received 
plenty of help from them.”, and 

E: “…if one wants to make things happen, an ability to commercialize is a prerequisite for the 
business, otherwise both further development and ability to secure financing is going to be 
challenging.” 

 

4.5.4 Need for the development of social entrepreneurship field  

Finally, the field of social entrepreneurship is still at its early age. The interviewees 

shared their experience in the need for the development of social entrepreneurship field. 

It was experienced in the newness of the field in lack of matching financing solutions and 

additionally in contextual factors, such as country and sector specific financial models, 

affecting social enterprises opportunities. Furthermore, the newness of the field is also 

seen in customers’ unreadiness. Based on the interviewees’ experiences the marketplace, 

at least in business to customer trading, is not familiar with products or services provided 
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by social enterprises. This is experienced for example because services of sectors, such 

as health care and education, are part of social security system. These were brought forth 

several times:   

C: “I attended this work occasion where one person hadn’t even heard this possibility to combine 
this kind of activities.” 

A: ”Well, as this is commonly free in Finland, I shouldn’t have to pay for this.” 

Thus, the results from the qualitative analysis of the five interviews (Table 5) largely 

corroborates with the earlier. The interviews focused on the ways social enterprises are 

financed and what kind of implications their financing have on their dual mission. 

Similar to the results from the survey, tensions in social enterprise aren’t self-evident. 

Most of the social enterprises interviewed don’t or haven’t experienced tensions in their 

operations. Regarding their financing social enterprises are highly heterogenous group 

with diverse financing, and their financiers have social, financial, and other strategic 

goals and different approaches. Further, the social entrepreneurs’ experiences don’t 

indicate that the form or source of financing or financiers’ goals and approaches would 

explain to how tensions come to be in social enterprises. However, also in the interviews 

social enterprises financing is experienced to effect to social enterprises’ operations, and 

four aggregate dimensions emerged from the interviews: a need for matching financial 

solutions, a goal-driven financing model, non-financial support for business 

development, and the development of social entrepreneurship field. 

4.6 Summary of the results 

In summary, tensions are not self-evident, however, various tensions are also 

experienced in social enterprises. The social enterprises experience tensions in all of the 

areas of performing, organizing, belonging, and learning, and most commonly tensions 

are experienced in organizing operations, defining success and attending social 

enterprise’s dual goals as well as lack of financing options. Further, experience of these 

diverse tensions correlates with each other possibly creating a snowball effect in 

experience of tensions in social enterprises. Yet, resolving these tensions is not easy. 

Additionally, even though the social enterprises have diverse financing and multiple 

financiers with various goals and approaches, it seems that social enterprises form and 

source of financing, freedom of choice, or financiers’ goals and approaches don’t explain 

how tensions come to be in social enterprises. Further, social enterprises lack of social 

commercial finance of social investments in general. 



 41 

Finally, social enterprises’ financing effects on tensions in social enterprise and how 

social enterprises deal with them. First, social enterprise’s form and source of financing 

explains differences in experienced tensions and how social enterprises deal with them. 

Further, social enterprises’ social finance, such as donations, public finance, and 

crowdfunding, explains differences in experienced tensions; social enterprises with 

social finance experience various tensions in their operations. Second, social enterprise’s 

freedom to choose their financing increases their ability to resolve tensions and define 

success whereas financier’s non-financial support has similar effects and an effect on 

social enterprise’s short-term mission. Third, social enterprises’ financiers’ interest in 

financial goals appears in more difficulties in defining success and getting their external 

stakeholders to identify with social enterprise’s dual mission. Fourth, social enterprises 

largely deal with their tensions by organizing to become more like a for-profit 

organization. Finally, both the survey and interview results mainly corroborate with each 

other, and four aggregate dimensions emerged from the interviews: the need for 

matching financing options, a goal-driven financing model, importance of non-financial 

support for business development, and the need for the development of social 

entrepreneurship field. 
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5 DISCUSSION 

5.1 Social enterprises’ financing not explaining how tensions come to be 
in social enterprises 

First, this study explores the remaining puzzle of why some social entrepreneurs don’t 

recognize the tensions of hybridity in their work as these tensions are largely present in 

previous scholarly work in social entrepreneurship research by examining whether social 

enterprises’ financing could have a role in how the tensions come to be in social 

enterprises as these tensions are associated with the maximization of both social and 

financial goals in extant research. The results of this study indicate that tensions in social 

enterprises aren’t self-evident and even though social enterprises fall still in the middle 

of social and commercial financing, social enterprises’ financing doesn’t explain how 

tensions come to be in social enterprises. First, tensions in social enterprises aren’t 

indeed self-evident: based on the results of this study not all social enterprises experience 

tensions in their work as over 40 percent of the social enterprises don’t or haven’t 

experienced tensions in their operations, and similar results are received from the 

interviews. These results are aligned with more recent social entrepreneurship research 

where not all social enterprises experience tensions in their work and they are able to 

operate in multiple institutional fields without the tensions of hybridity. These results 

complement Child’s (2019) work in seeing the paradox in social enterprises as 

contingent: the same set of conditions can be framed paradoxical or nonparadoxical. 

Still, many social enterprises do experience tensions in their operations as over 50 

percent of the social enterprises do or have experienced tensions in their work. These 

social enterprises confront tensions similar to previous research since they experience 

tensions in all the areas of performing, organizing, belonging, and learning (Smith et al., 

2013). Most commonly social enterprises experience tensions in organizing their 

operations, defining success, and attending social enterprise’s dual goals. Further, social 

enterprises experience also tensions in the newness of social entrepreneurship field and 

the lack of financing options. However, social enterprises experience least tensions in the 

area of belonging, and this could possibly be explained by social enterprises most 

common ways to deal with their tensions: taking pride and sharing the same vision of 

their dual goals internally, and further, hiring practices expressed in the interviews as 

well as in previous research (Battilana and Dorado, 2010). The “tabula rasa” hiring 

approach suggest social enterprises to recruit members free from strong relations to 

either of the two logics and focus on operational excellence instead of end goals 

(Battilana and Dorado, 2010, p. 1432). Interestingly, complementing to previous 
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research on tensions in social enterprises, the results from the survey reveal that increase 

in one area of experienced tensions increases the experience of tensions in all areas of 

performing, organizing, belonging, and learning since the experience of these tensions 

positively correlate with each other. Thus, experience in one kind of tensions possibly 

creates a snowball effect in experience of various tensions in social enterprises, however, 

a larger sample would be needed to examine the cause and effect relationships of these 

results. This could be examined further in future research. Further, accordingly to 

previous social entrepreneurship research where these tensions are largely present 

resolving these tensions isn’t easy: only 17 percentage of the social enterprises have been 

able to resolve the tensions they have experienced. Thus, tensions in social enterprises 

aren’t indeed self-evident even though many social enterprises experience tensions in 

their operations. Social enterprises are able to operate in multiple institutional fields free 

from the tensions of hybridity that are largely present in previous scholarly work. 

Second, the study reveals that social enterprises fall still in the middle of social and 

commercial financing which is indicated by their various forms of social and commercial 

financing, multiple sources of finance, lack of financing options, and lack of social-

commercial financing; the social enterprises don’t have any social investment financing. 

These results are similar to previous studies (Battilana et al., 2012; Langers and During 

2015; PwC, 2014), and complementary to Battilana et al.’s study (2012) as more 

financiers who embrace the dual objectives are needed. Almost 70 percent of social 

enterprises have more than one source of financing and most commonly the social 

enterprises rely on public, personal, and debt finance or mainly on trading income. Only 

a small share of social enterprises has other sources of financing. Additionally, only 

approximately third of the social enterprises have a choice to what comes to their 

financing.  

In addition to falling between social and commercial finance, social enterprises’ 

financiers have diverse goals and approaches to their financing. The social enterprises’ 

financiers are mainly interested in social goals which seems reasonable as the most 

common source of financing is public finance. Less financiers are interested in financial 

goals and even lower percentage on social enterprises’ dual goals, as aligned with social 

enterprises lack of social investments as financing. Additionally, over half of the social 

enterprises receive non-financial support either toward social or financial mission, 

however, still 41 percent don’t receive any non-financial support. Accordingly, to Block 

et al.,’ (2018) analysis, navigating in the complex field of entrepreneurial finance with 
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diverse financiers and financiers’ goals and approaches is not easy. Thus, social 

entrepreneurs still have mainly financing of social and commercial finance and not social 

commercial finance of social investments, and only a small share of social enterprise get 

to select their financing. Further, social enterprises’ financiers have mostly interest in 

social goals and less interest in financial or social enterprises’ dual goals and over half of 

the social enterprises receive non-financial support either toward social or financial 

mission. Further, social enterprises’ falling in the middle of social and commercial 

financing and lack of choice in their financing solutions and financiers’ interest in social 

enterprises’ dual goals indicate the need for development of the field of social 

entrepreneurial finance. Further, similar request emerged from the interviews.  

Third, the data reveals that social enterprises financing doesn’t have a role in how 

tensions come to be in social enterprises. Social enterprises’ financing as in form and 

source of financing, freedom of choice in financing, and social enterprises’ financiers’ 

goals and approaches don’t directly explain how tensions come to be in social enterprises 

as there are no significant associations and correlations found between them. Thus, 

without additional tests with larger sample to confirm or evidence otherwise the puzzle 

remains to be solved, and further research on how these tensions come to be in the first 

place is encouraged. Complementary to Battilana et al. (2012) this study indicates that 

risk capital is also suitable financing for social enterprises at least from social enterprises’ 

perspective. However, even though the financing doesn’t explain how tensions come to 

be in social enterprises, the analysis indicates that multiple financiers could be 

associated with this. Moreover, social enterprises with multiple financiers experience 

more tensions in organizing operations and managing either growth, scaling and/or 

change in social than social enterprises with only one financier. As this is to some extent 

contradictory with previous research that suggest social enterprises to use different 

funding strategies for diverse operations, future research could explore what kind of 

effects social enterprises’ multiple financiers have on social enterprises and search for 

the ideal financing models. Thus, the results of this study indicate that tensions in social 

enterprises aren’t indeed self-evident and even though social enterprises fall still in the 

middle of social and commercial financing social enterprises’ financing doesn’t explain 

how tensions come to be in social enterprises. Further, as social enterprises fall still in 

the middle of social and commercial financing further need for the development of the 

field of social entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurial finance is required. Yet, 

important insights are detected in social enterprises’ financing affecting tensions in 

social enterprises and their operations as little is altogether known about the 
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consequences of different financing on social enterprises (Doherty et al., 2014), and this 

will be elaborated next. 

5.2 The consequences of different financing on social enterprises 

Finally, this study examines the consequences of different financing on social enterprises 

as little is altogether known about them (Doherty et al., 2014). The results of this study 

offer new insights into the consequences of different financing on social enterprises. 

Surprisingly, social enterprises with social finance, such as donations, public finance, 

and crowdfunding, experience more tensions in diverse areas in social enterprises: 

defining success, organizing their operations, and stakeholders identifying to their dual 

goals. Further, social finance is associated with social enterprises dealing with their 

tensions by re-organizing to become more like for-profit organizations, thus, 

commercialization of enterprises. In turn, traditionally perceived as more commercial 

finance, such as debt finance and risk capital, has consequences on social enterprises 

having their short-term focus on both social and financial goals and more often for-profit 

organizational structures. First, debt financing requires social enterprises to have short-

term focus on both financial and social goals. Second, risk capital in social enterprises’ 

financing requires focusing short-term also on both financial and social goals and having 

more often for-profit organizational structures. Further, these social enterprises’ 

employees more often share their dual mission. Thus, with social or commercial 

financing social enterprises mainly re-organize their operations to become more like for-

profit operations, thus, commercialize their enterprises. This consequence is also 

associated with financiers’ financial goals. Additionally, social enterprises financiers’ 

interest in financial goals appears in more difficulties in defining success and getting 

their external stakeholders to identify with their dual mission. Only social enterprises 

without personal finance re-organize more to become more like not-for profit 

organizations. Also lack of financing shifts social enterprises’ short-term focus toward 

financial mission. 

Social enterprise’s freedom to choose their financing has consequences on social 

enterprise’s ability to define success and also resolve tensions: social enterprises with 

more freedom in their choices are also more able to define success and resolve tensions. 

Further, the importance of goal-driven financing model emerged from the qualitative 

data, and whether these better abilities to define success and resolve tensions could be 

explained by goal-driven financing model remains to be explored. Finally, financiers’ 

non-financial support was also seen effecting in resolved tensions, moreover, in shared 
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vision in social enterprises and short-term focus which is emphasized also in interviews. 

Thus, the results reveal that social enterprises’ financing has consequences on tensions 

in social enterprises, social enterprises’ short-term mission, and operations.  Social 

enterprises with social finance seem to experience more tensions in their operations and 

are associated with social enterprises re-organizing to become more like for-profit 

organizations. In turn, commercial financing of risk capital and debt finance is associated 

with focusing short-term on both financial and social goals, and risk capital also more 

often with for-profit organizational structures. Additionally, by not adding personal 

finance into the financing mix social enterprises keep the possibility to become more like 

not-for-profit organization as well. Yet, freedom of choice regarding financing and 

financiers non-financial support is associated with better abilities to define success and 

resolve tensions. Thus, social enterprises’ financing has consequences on experienced 

tensions in social enterprises, social enterprises’ short-term focus, and organizational 

structure, as also the qualitative results indicate. 

5.3 Contributions 

This study makes two contributions. First, this study corroborates more recent social 

entrepreneurship research in that not all social enterprises experience tensions in their 

operations and they can operate in multiple institutional fields free from tensions. Thus, 

this study complements Child’s (2019) work in seeing this paradox as contingent: the 

same set of conditions can be framed paradoxical or nonparadoxical. The aim of this 

study was to explore the remaining puzzle of why some social entrepreneurs don’t 

recognize the tensions of hybridity in their work when these tensions are largely present 

in the previous scholarly work of social entrepreneurship. This study aimed to explore 

how these tensions come to be in social enterprises by examining whether social 

enterprises’ financing has a role in their emergence. This study contributes to social 

entrepreneurship research by excluding social enterprises’ financings’ role in this 

question. However, the results suggest future research to explore the role of multiple 

financiers in how these tensions come to be and search for ideal financing models. The 

analysis indicates that multiple financiers could be associated with how tensions come 

to be in social enterprises. Moreover, social enterprises with multiple financiers 

experience more tensions in organizing their operations and managing either growth, 

scaling and/or change than social enterprises with only one financier. As this is to some 

extent contradictory with previous research suggesting social enterprises to use different 

funding strategies for diverse operations, future research could scrutinize on this. All in 

all, this study encourages more research on how tensions come to be in social enterprises 
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as the recognized tensions disturb the development of social enterprises (Ebrahim et al., 

2014). 

Second, this study contributes to social entrepreneurship research by providing 

knowledge on the consequences of different financing on social enterprises, as little is 

altogether known about them (Doherty et al., 2014). First, this study reveals that social 

enterprises fall still in the middle of social and commercial financing, and they lack 

financing targeted for this kind of hybrid organizations. Further, social enterprises’ 

different financing has divergent consequences on experienced tensions in social 

enterprises, social enterprises’ short-term focus, and organizational structure. As social 

enterprises with social finance experience more diverse tensions in their operations and 

are associated with social enterprises re-organizing to become more like for-profit 

organizations, these social enterprises with social finance could be further examined to 

facilitate the development of the field of social entrepreneurship. As brought forth 

before, social entrepreneurs experience that public financing is available mainly when 

starting up a social enterprise and decreasing after first couple of years leading to 

commercialization of operations, thus, future research could explore whether the 

tensions related to social finance could be explained by ineffective public financing 

solutions. Further, future research could explore whether the lack of non-financial 

support in business development could also explain these tensions as social finance 

doesn’t traditionally provide non-financial support and this non-financial support was 

associated with better abilities to define success and resolve tensions. Finally, regarding 

social enterprises’ social finance future research could explore whether these tensions 

could be explained by the lack of synergy between social enterprise’s dual missions 

leading to these tensions and, further, mission drifts (Ebrahim et al., 2014) as these social 

enterprises experience need to commercialize their operations. However, context should 

be considered in research on public financing solutions.  

Additionally, as social enterprises freedom to choose their financing is associated with 

better abilities to define success and resolve tensions future research could explore 

whether social enterprises with these better abilities have goal-driven financing models: 

whether social enterprises who are able to choose their financing based on their goals 

and share goals with their financiers are able to define success and also resolve tensions. 

Finally, this study concludes with the acknowledgement of the early stage of social 

entrepreneurship field, a request for new matching financing options for social 
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enterprises and suggest social entrepreneurs to consider goal-driven financing models 

and non-financial support in business development. 

5.4 Opportunities for future research 

To summarize, these finding contribute to social entrepreneurship research and solving 

the existing puzzle in scholarly work: why some social entrepreneurs don’t recognize the 

tensions of hybridity in their work when these tensions are largely present in the previous 

scholarly work. This study complements Child’s (2019) work in seeing this paradox as 

contingent: the same set of conditions can be framed paradoxical or nonparadoxical. 

Thus, not all social enterprises experience tensions in their operations and they can 

operate in multiple institutional fields free from tensions. Further, this study contributes 

by focusing on examining how tensions come to be in social enterprises and could 

financing have a role in their emergence. However, the puzzle still remains to be solved 

and more research on this topic is encouraged. Yet, important insights are detected in 

tensions in social enterprises and their financing affecting their operation as little is 

altogether known about them (Doherty et al., 2014). Further, this paints a picture of the 

current state of the field social entrepreneurship and social enterprises financing in the 

context the study was conducted.  

However, even though a typical case sampling of publicly recognized social enterprises 

in Finland were used to form the sample of this study, the final sample size remained 

relatively small. Thus, while researcher bias in forming the sample and mixed-method 

design were considered in this study, generalizations from the sample are needed to 

make with caution. Further, a larger sample could be used to examine the cause and 

effect relationships of the results. In addition to encouraging more research on how 

tensions come to be in social enterprises this study provides also other suggestions for 

future research. Future research could focus on the cause and effect relationships of 

tensions in social enterprises: the results of this study reveal that the experience of 

different tensions in all areas of performing, organizing, belonging, and learning 

positively correlates with each other, thus, experience of one kind of tensions possibly 

creates a snowball effect in experience of various tensions in social enterprises. Thus, the 

cause and effect relationships of these results could be further examined to better 

understand how the different tensions act in social enterprises.  

Additionally, as only 34 out of 41 social enterprises that participated in the survey 

identified themselves as social enterprises, which is somewhat surprising since the social 
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enterprises in the sample label themselves and are socially legitimized as social 

enterprises, more focus could still be put on social enterprises either seemingly broad 

definition or the probably confusing translation and definitions in Finnish language. In 

Finnish language, the translation of social enterprise divides into two concepts 

(“sosiaalinen yritys” and “yhteiskunnallinen yritys”) where one of them has a strict legal 

form and definition differing from the general broader definition of social enterprise. 

Thus, this may create a misunderstanding in the context of research.  

Further, the conceptualizations of social enterprises experienced tensions and how they 

deal with these tensions hasn’t been used or tested in previous scholarly work before, 

thus, the effectiveness of their reliability and validity couldn’t be assured beforehand. 

However, this was considered in dual questions for tensions and how social enterprises 

deal with them, yet, only the measures of tensions experienced reached high enough 

reliability, Cronbach alphas. Yet, similar concepts were used in the interviews for the 

validity of this study. Based on this study, more research could focus on conceptualizing 

social enterprises’ tensions and operations for possibilities for future research. Further, 

this study was a cross-sectional study and didn’t obtain data from diverse point of times 

and collected only one kind of qualitative interview data from social enterprises. More 

longitudinal research on these topics could be conducted to confirm the results of this 

study and study how these tensions come to be in social enterprises. 

Finally, this study was conducted in Finnish context, thus, the results regarding the 

implications of financing, such as ineffective public financing solutions, are most likely 

context specific. To further contribute to the development of social entrepreneurship 

future research could examine whether similar results are received in diverse contexts. 

Yet, this study is an important contribution to Child’s (2019) work further recognizing 

tensions as contingent and providing knowledge on the consequences of different 

financing on social enterprises as well as encouraging for further research. Further, these 

findings might be relevant for decisions makers, social entrepreneurs, and financiers.  

5.5 Practical implications 

These findings might be relevant for decisions makers, social entrepreneurs, and 

financiers. First, social enterprises fall still in the middle of social and commercial 

finance, the field of social entrepreneurial finance is still at its early stage, and social 

enterprises are in need for matching financing solutions. Social enterprises lack 

financing options and social commercial finance of social investments, and only a small 
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share for social enterprises get to select their financing. This freedom to choose their 

financing appears in better abilities to define success and resolve tensions. 

Social enterprises have mainly multiple financiers, and they most commonly rely on 

public, personal, and debt finance. Yet, social enterprises have difficulties with multiple 

financiers, and this should be understood from both sides of financing operations. 

Further, social enterprises with social finance seem to experience more tensions in their 

operations, and social finance is associated with social enterprises re-organizing to 

become more like for-profit organizations. Additionally, social enterprises experience 

current public financing solutions to be ineffective and not often supporting their 

operations enough, yet, this should be acknowledged to be context specific. However, 

these results could be considered in social entrepreneurial public financing, and decision 

makers should consider the benefits of goal supportive finance solutions and non-

financial support in future planning of social finance solutions. Further, both social 

entrepreneurs and their financiers should consider shared goals and goal-driven 

financing models as social enterprises’ finance has consequences on social enterprises’ 

short-term focus and operations. Social enterprises who are able to choose their 

financing based on their goals and have shared goals with their financiers are able to 

define success better and also resolve tensions. Additionally, this study indicates that risk 

capital is also suitable form of financing for social enterprises. Further, as the 

development of sustainable products and processes requires sustainable 

entrepreneurship and innovation and social entrepreneurs have been viewed as an 

answer to many social and environmental problems for sustainable development (Hall 

et al., 2010), financiers’ interest in similar dual goals and financing for these 

entrepreneurs should evolve.  

Finally, and altogether, social enterprises should consider non-financial support in their 

business development, synergy in their dual mission, and suitable organizational factors 

for their operations. Further, as social enterprises are also able to operate in multiple 

institutional field without the tensions of hybridity, the practices of these social 

enterprises should be benchmarked. Yet, some social enterprises confront tensions in all 

the areas of performing, organizing, belonging, and learning (Smit het al., 2013), and 

most commonly social enterprises experience tensions in organizing their operations, 

defining success, and attending social enterprise’s dual goals. The possibility of tensions 

and their snowball effect should be considered. The recognized tensions disturb the 

development of these innovative enterprises; thus, it is relevant to examine how these 
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tensions come to be at the first place as we need to have better understanding of the 

conditions under which social enterprises can be successful (Ebrahim et al., 2014). 
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APPENDIX 1 RESEARCH SURVEY AND RESULTS 

 

 

Basic report

Research survey on social entrepreneurship at Hanken School of
Economics (Copy)

Total number of respondents: 41

1. My company is a social enterprise

Number of respondents: 41

n Percent

Yes 34 82.93%

No 7 17.07%

Yes

No

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 75% 80% 85%

83%

17%
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3. How long ago was your social enterprise founded/established?

Number of respondents: 34

n Percent

0-2 years 4 11.76%

3-5 years 9 26.47%

5-10 years 8 23.53%

>10 years 13 38.24%

0-2 years

3-5 years

5-10 years

>10 years

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20% 22% 24% 26% 28% 30% 32% 34% 36% 38%

12%

26%

24%

38%
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4. How many people does your social enterprise employ?

Number of respondents: 34

n Percent

0-4 15 44.12%

5-9 3 8.83%

10-49 8 23.53%

50-99 3 8.82%

100-249 2 5.88%

>250 3 8.82%

0-4

5-9

10-49

50-99

100-249

>250

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20% 22% 24% 26% 28% 30% 32% 34% 36% 38% 40% 42% 44%

44%

9%

23%

9%

6%

9%
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5. What is your social enterprise’s annual turnover?

Number of respondents: 34

n Percent

0 € - 99 999 € 11 32.35%

100 000€ - 199 999€ 2 5.88%

200 000 € - 499 999 € 5 14.71%

500 000 € - 999 999 € 1 2.94%

€ 1 m - € 2 m 5 14.71%

€ 2 m - € 10 m 7 20.59%

€ 10 m - € 50 m 2 5.88%

>50 m€ 1 2.94%

0 € - 99 999 €

100 000€ - 199 999€

200 000 € - 499 999 €

500 000 € - 999 999 €

€ 1 m - € 2 m

€ 2 m - € 10 m

€ 10 m - € 50 m

>50 m€

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20% 22% 24% 26% 28% 30% 32%

32%

6%

15%

3%

15%

20%

6%

3%
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6. In what sector does your social enterprise operate in? Please check all

options that apply.

Number of respondents: 34 , selected answers: 92

n Percent

culture 0 0%

education 8 23.53%

environment 12 35.29%

health 10 29.41%

homelessness 3 8.82%

immigration 2 5.88%

inequality 1 2.94%

needs of handicapped 5 14.71%

poverty 4 11.76%

regional vitality 1 2.94%

culture

education

environment

health

homelessness

immigration

inequality

needs of handicapped

poverty

regional vitality

social inclusion

sports

unemployment

well-being of the elderly

well-being of the children and young

Other, please specify:

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20% 22% 24% 26% 28% 30% 32% 34% 36%

24%

35%

29%

9%

6%

3%

15%

12%

3%

24%

21%

35%

24%

32%
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n Percent

social inclusion 8 23.53%

sports 0 0%

unemployment 7 20.59%

well-being of the elderly 12 35.29%

well-being of the children and young 8 23.53%

Other, please specify: 11 32.35%

Answers given into free text field

Option names Text

Other, please specify: quality and organizational improvements

Other, please specify: Cleantech

Other, please specify: professional services

Other, please specify: conflict resolution, mediation

Other, please specify: sustainable living solutions

Other, please specify: sosiaalipalvelut, nuortenpalvelut

Other, please specify: enderly people living ang caring living

Other, please specify: well -being of young

Other, please specify: real estate

Other, please specify: well-beingof the mentally ill people

Other, please specify: community financing
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7. Social enterprises have both a social and a financial mission. In the case of

my enterprise,

Number of respondents: 34

n Percent

our financial goals are much more important than our social mission 2 5.88%

our financial goals and our social mission are about equally important 19 55.88%

our social mission is much more important than our financial goals 13 38.24%

our financial goals are much more important than our social

mission

our financial goals and our social mission are about equally

important

our social mission is much more important than our financial

goals

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60%

6%

56%

38%
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8. Please select only the forms of financing that apply to your social enterprise

and indicate the relative importance of the chosen option/s as a percentage

of the overall financing below.

Number of respondents: 32 , selected answers: 62

n Percent

Grants 18 56.25%

Equity 16 50%

Debt 15 46.88%

Other, please specify 13 40.63%

Answers given into free text field

Option names Text

Other, please specify Membership fees, services

Other, please specify Sales income/Profits

Other, please specify Sales

Other, please specify rental and care income

Other, please specify Owners = one elderly care foundation and one association, both over 100 years old

Other, please specify only from revenues

Other, please specify Revenues generated by operations

Other, please specify income

Other, please specify avustukset

Other, please specify selling services to the City

Other, please specify organic cash flow management

Other, please specify municipality buys our services

Other, please specify revenue

Grants

Equity

Debt

Other, please specify

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60%

56%

50%

47%

41%
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9. Please indicate their relative importance as a percentage of the overall

financing.

Number of respondents: 34 , selected answers: 101

0 % 0-20 % 21-40 % 41-60 % 61-80 % 81-100% I don't know I don't want to disclose Total Average Median

Grants 5 18 5 0 0 0 0 0 34 2 2

Equity 8 7 6 3 1 3 0 0 34 2.68 2

Debt 6 3 5 4 1 4 0 0 34 3.13 3

Other 5 1 0 3 2 10 1 0 34 4.36 5.5

Total 24 29 16 10 4 17 1 0 34 2.96 2

0 % 0-20 % 21-40 % 41-60 % 61-80 % 81-100% I don't know I don't want to disclose

15%

24%

18%

15%

53%

21%

9%

3%

15%

18%

15%

0%

0%

9%

12%

9%

0%

3%

3%

6%

0%

9%

12%

29%

0%

0%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Grants

Equity

Debt

Other
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10. Please indicate how your social enterprise is financed by selecting only the

source/s of financing that apply to your social enterprise and indicate the

relative importance of the chosen option/s as a percentage of the overall

financing below.

Number of respondents: 33 , selected answers: 71

n Percent

Business Angels: Your enterprise is financed by Business Angels or Angel Networks 5 15.15%

Venture Capital: Your enterprise is financed through venture capital 3 9.09%

Corporate Venture Capital: Your enterprise is financed through investments by established firms 3 9.09%

Social investment: Your enterprise is financed through social investment 0 0%

Accelerators and incubators: Your enterprise is financed through business accelerators and/or business incubators 2 6.06%

Donations: Your enterprise is financed through donations 5 15.15%

Crowdfunding: Your enterprise is financed through money collected in a crowdfunding 2 6.06%

Personal finance: Your enterprise is financed through your personal money and/or money from your family and/or friends 11 33.33%

Other private capital, please specify: 4 12.12%

Public Finance: Your enterprise is financed through public money: grants, subsidies, governmental venture capital 18 54.55%

Debt financing: Your enterprise is financed through a loan money with an interest on the debt 8 24.24%

Business Angels: Your enterprise is financed by Business

Angels or Angel Networks

Venture Capital: Your enterprise is financed through venture

capital

Corporate Venture Capital: Your enterprise is financed

through investments by established firms

Social investment: Your enterprise is financed through social

investment

Accelerators and incubators: Your enterprise is financed

through business accelerators and/or business incubators

Donations: Your enterprise is financed through donations

Crowdfunding: Your enterprise is financed through money

collected in a crowdfunding

Personal finance: Your enterprise is financed through your

personal money and/or money from your family and/or

friends

Other private capital, please specify:

Public Finance: Your enterprise is financed through public

money: grants, subsidies, governmental venture capital

Debt financing: Your enterprise is financed through a loan

money with an interest on the debt

Other, please specify:

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55%

15%

9%

9%

6%

15%

6%

33%

12%

55%

24%

30%
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n Percent

Other, please specify: 10 30.3%

Answers given into free text field

Option names Text

Other private capital, please specify: Sales income/profits

Other private capital, please specify: dividend

Other private capital, please specify: See above

Other private capital, please specify: selling services to private companies

Other, please specify: As before

Other, please specify: Sales of goods and services

Other, please specify: rental and care income (hyres- och vårdintäkter)

Other, please specify: soma sponsorship from other associations in the third sector

Other, please specify: Revenues

Other, please specify: Revenues generated by operations

Other, please specify: own turnover

Other, please specify: our own income

Other, please specify: public securities

Other, please specify: most of the money comes from turnover
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11. Please indicate their relative importance as a percentage of the overall

financing.

Number of respondents: 33 , selected answers: 189

0 % 0-20 % 21-40 % 41-60 % 61-80 % 81-100% I don't know I don't want to disclose Total Average Median

Business Angels 9 3 1 0 1 0 1 0 33 2 1

Venture Capital 11 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 33 1.64 1

Corporate Venture Capital 10 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 33 2.14 1

Social investment 10 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 33 1.67 1

Accelerators and incubators 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 33 1.27 1

Donations 9 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 33 1.47 1

Crowdfunding 12 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 33 1.36 1

Personal finance 6 7 2 0 2 2 0 0 33 2.53 2

Other private capital 11 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 33 1.57 1

Public finance 9 8 4 3 0 2 0 0 33 2.35 2

Debt financing 5 4 1 4 1 2 0 0 33 2.88 2

Other 6 3 0 0 2 7 0 0 33 3.56 3.5

0 % 0-20 % 21-40 % 41-60 % 61-80 % 81-100% I don't know I don't want to disclose

27%

33%

30%

30%

27%

27%

36%

18%

33%

27%

15%

18%

9%

3%

0%

0%

3%

15%

0%

21%

3%

24%

12%

9%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

6%

3%

12%

3%

0%

0%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

3%

0%

0%

9%

12%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

6%

0%

0%

3%

6%

0%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

6%

3%

6%

6%

21%

3%

3%

3%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Business Angels

Venture Capital

Corporate Venture Capital

Social investment

Accelerators and incubators

Donations

Crowdfunding

Personal finance

Other private capital

Public finance

Debt financing

Other
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0 % 0-20 % 21-40 % 41-60 % 61-80 % 81-100% I don't know I don't want to disclose Total Average Median

Total 107 33 15 9 6 15 4 0 33 2.13 1



 70 

 

 

 

 

12. My enterprise has been entirely free to choose its source of financing.

Number of respondents: 33

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

12.12% 24.24% 27.28% 24.24% 12.12% 3 3

Avg. 3.0

3.0n = 33

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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13. The financiers of my social enterprise are primarily interested in satisfying

THEIR financial goals.

Number of respondents: 32

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

9.37% 25% 28.13% 28.13% 9.37% 3.03 3

Avg. 3.0

3.0n = 32

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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14. The financiers of my social enterprise are primarily interested in satisfying

THEIR social mission.

Number of respondents: 32

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

9.37% 12.5% 28.13% 46.87% 3.13% 3.22 3.5

Avg. 3.2

3.2n = 32

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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15. The financiers of my social enterprise are primarily interested in supporting

US in realizing OUR social mission.

Number of respondents: 32

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

3.13% 9.37% 31.25% 46.87% 9.38% 3.5 4

Avg. 3.5

3.5n = 32

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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16. The financiers of my social enterprise are primarily interested in finding a

balance between THEIR financial goals and OUR social mission.

Number of respondents: 32

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

12.5% 18.75% 34.37% 34.38% 0% 2.91 3

Avg. 2.9

2.9n = 32

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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17. The financiers of my enterprise provide

Number of respondents: 29

n Percent

only financial support 12 41.38%

financial and non-financial support (for example training, management support, network access, technology support) 17 58.62%

only financial support

financial and non-financial support (for example training,

management support, network access, technology support)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60%

41%

59%
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18. The financiers of my social enterprise provide non-financial support (for

example: training, management support, network access, technology

support) to reach THEIR financial goals.

Number of respondents: 32

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

6.25% 25% 40.62% 25% 3.13% 2.94 3

Avg. 2.9

2.9n = 32

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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19. The financiers of my social enterprise help US to reach OUR social mission

by providing non-financial support (for example: training, management

support, network access, technology support).

Number of respondents: 32

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

3.13% 18.75% 34.37% 43.75% 0% 3.19 3

Avg. 3.2

3.2n = 32

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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20. My social enterprise currently experiences difficulties or tensions in meeting

our social mission and our financial goals at the same time

Number of respondents: 34

n Percent

Yes 17 50%

No 17 50%

Yes

No

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

50%

50%
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21. In the past, my social enterprise experienced difficulties or tensions in

meeting our social mission and our financial goals at the same time

Number of respondents: 17

n Percent

Yes 13 76.47%

No 4 23.53%

Yes

No

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 75% 80%

76%

24%
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22. In the past, my social enterprise experienced difficulties or tensions in

meeting our social mission and our financial goals at the same time

Number of respondents: 17

n Percent

Yes 6 35.29%

No 11 64.71%

Yes

No

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65%

35%

65%
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23. My social enterprise has now been able to resolve the difficulties or

tensions in meeting our social mission and our financial goals at the same

time.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

4.35% 39.13% 39.13% 17.39% 0% 2.7 3

Avg. 2.7

2.7n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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24. My social enterprise has (or had) difficulties in defining success across our

social and financial goals.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

0% 30.43% 21.74% 43.48% 4.35% 3.22 3

Avg. 3.2

3.2n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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25. My social enterprise has (or had) difficulties in organizing our operations

such that we can meet both our social mission and financial goals.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

0% 26.09% 13.04% 56.52% 4.35% 3.39 4

Avg. 3.4

3.4n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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26. My social enterprise has (or had) difficulties in keeping our social and

financial activities combined.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

4.35% 26.08% 26.09% 39.13% 4.35% 3.13 3

Avg. 3.1

3.1n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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27. My social enterprise has (or had) experienced that our employees find it

difficult to identify with both our social mission and our financial goals.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

17.39% 39.13% 8.7% 30.43% 4.35% 2.65 2

Avg. 2.7

2.7n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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28. My social enterprise has (or had) experienced that our external stakeholder

groups find it difficult to identify with our social mission and our financial

goals.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

13.04% 21.74% 26.09% 34.78% 4.35% 2.96 3

Avg. 3.0

3.0n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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29. My social enterprise has (or had) difficulties in attending to both our

short-term financial goals and long-term social mission.

Number of respondents: 22

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

13.64% 18.18% 9.09% 54.54% 4.55% 3.18 4

Avg. 3.2

3.2n = 22

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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30. My social enterprise has (or had) difficulties in managing either growth,

scaling and/or change in terms of sustaining our long-term social mission.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

4.35% 21.74% 34.78% 26.09% 13.04% 3.22 3

Avg. 3.2

3.2n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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31. My social enterprise experiences (or has experienced) other kinds of

difficulties or tensions. Please specify:

Number of respondents: 9

Responses

Social enterprises are a new phenomenon in finland. most financers are not willing to invest or take part in it because ultimately for them social impact comes second to financial gains. also financers are

not familiar with the context in which we operate and struggle understanding our solution.

Unable to invest in technological / digital platforms to scale the business.

Myndighetskraven ökar hela tiden och dessa kostar (tex. sprinkling eller annat som är dyrt att inrätta och som våra kunder inte direkt betalar). Även högre personaldimensionering ökar kostnaderna men

vem är villig att betala?

We do very demanding expert work with very low pay. Had we not had also other sources of income it might have already been impossible to sustain the company through the early years. Now the

situation is a lot better when we and our service is better known.

Our biggest problems are related to funding. It slows down our development and growth. We don't have problems to see how we will make business profitable both social and financial goals. It is just a lack

of money that is our problem.

growth is destricted since financing options are limited.

Difficult to find funding

It takes time to develop products and services into this market. Also building up the working community takes time,but it is fun! Mostly tensions are inside tensions.

The owners and investors are not all committed to social goals we have.
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32. In my social enterprise, we take pride in accomplishing our social mission

while meeting our financial goals.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

0% 0% 8.7% 52.17% 39.13% 4.3 4

Avg. 4.3

4.3n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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33. My social enterprise has delegated to separate parts of the organization the

responsibility for our social mission and the responsibility our financial

goals.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

13.04% 43.48% 8.7% 21.74% 13.04% 2.78 2

Avg. 2.8

2.8n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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34. In my social enterprise we typically discuss financial issues separately from

issue with our social mission.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

8.7% 39.13% 30.43% 17.39% 4.35% 2.7 3

Avg. 2.7

2.7n = 23

Average score

0 1 2 3 4 5
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35. My social enterprise has a short-term perspective on realizing our social

mission.

Number of respondents: 23

2.8

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

13.04% 39.13% 13.04% 26.09% 8.7% 2.78 2

Avg. 2.8
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36. My social enterprise has a short-term perspective on meeting our financial

goals.

Number of respondents: 22

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

0% 36.36% 13.64% 36.36% 13.64% 3.27 3.5
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37. The employees in my social enterprise share the same vision of pursuing

both social mission and financial goals simultaneously.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

0% 8.7% 17.39% 43.48% 30.43% 3.96 4
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38. My social enterprise has re-organized to become more like a not-for-profit

organization in order to reduce the difficulties or tensions we experienced.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

13.05% 39.13% 21.74% 13.04% 13.04% 2.74 2
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39. My social enterprise has re-organized to become more like a for-profit

organization in order to reduce the difficulties or tensions we experienced.

Number of respondents: 23

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Strongly Agree Average Median

8.7% 17.39% 26.09% 30.43% 17.39% 3.3 3



 98 

 

 

40. Please use the space provided here if you would like to make any

comments in relation to the topic of the survey:

Number of respondents: 3

Responses

it is very challenging to run a social enteeprise in Finland.

Our mission is to change the sector of living to more sustainable for all. And to ensure that we want to be a social company. It is impossible to foresigh who will be doing the decisions in the future and we

want to secure social mission all the way.

Todella kiinnostava ja tärkeä tutkimusaihe!!!!
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APPENDIX 2 INTERVIEW GUIDEBOOK 

Background: 

Age: 

Number of employees: 

Annual turnover: 

Sector: 

Non-profit / for-profit organization 

Financing  

Could you please describe how your social enterprise is financed? 

To elaborate:  

Forms and sources of finance  

Freedom of choice 

Financiers’ goals 

Support provided by financier 

The consequences of financing to dual mission 

Could you please describe how your enterprise’s financing may have affected your social 

mission or financial mission? 

 

If needed:  

Has your social enterprise been able to resolve the difficulties or tensions in meeting your 

social mission and our financial goals at the same time? 

 

 


