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Introduction


	The concept of a social entrepreneur is relatively new in the academic literature.  In the past, entrepreneurs were thought of as motivated strictly by economic concerns.  Dees, Emerson and  Economy (2001) note that Say and Schumpeter present a foundation for entrepreneurial ventures which is based on the redirection of resources to meet a higher economic return.  Say refers to a person as an entrepreneur, from the French word “entreprendre,” as one who attempts  “to undertake; to pursue opportunities; to fulfill needs and wants through innovation and starting a business.”  (Burch, 1986).  In Schumpeter’s view, this leads to a form of creative destruction for the economic good of the system as a whole.  This Hegelian perspective leads to a constant turmoil in the economic system that provides innovative approaches to current problems. Essentially, entrepreneurs act as change agents in economic society.


	By contrast, social activism has developed from a more sociological approach to human and environmental issues.  Discussion of the approaches taken by social activists has more often followed a qualitative path that focuses on social impact, not necessarily economic well being.


Robert Theobald (1987) provides one of the earlier definitions of social entrepreneurs: “people who have the skills and are willing to take the risks involved in bringing new ideas to individuals, groups, and institutions”.  Theobald also references Schumpeter, who in his words, “described entrepreneurs as being unafraid of the fact that very few things worth doing would be undertaken on a sober calculation of the odds.” (Theobald, 1987: 42-3)  But society, he notes, does not yet effectively support social entrepreneurs.


	Dees, in several pieces (1998, 2001), has refined the concept of a Social Entrepreneur.  This concept involves a person with a set of social goals and objectives who operationalizes those objectives through the entrepreneurial activities defined by Say and Schumpeter.  Dees’ definition (2001) describes social entrepreneurs as change agents, with a specific set of behaviors:





“adopting a mission to create and sustain social value


“recognizing and relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve that mission


“engaging in a process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and learning


“acing boldly without being limited to resources currently at hand


“exhibiting a heightened sense of accountability to the constituencies served and for the outcomes created.”  


Brinckerhoff (2000) also defines social entrepreneurship in terms of mission, but targets his discussion to nonprofits.  His list of characteristics includes willingness “to take reasonable risk on behalf of the people that their organization serves” and an understanding that “all resource allocations are really stewardship investments.” (Brinckerhoff, 2000:12) Because his focus is on helping nonprofit entrepreneurs to be more effective, Brinckerhoff is also concerned with financial issues, primarily as they impact the ability to carry out mission.


	This paper will further explore the concept of Social Entrepreneurship through a brief presentation and discussion of individual case studies of current social entrepreneurs that we have examined.  





Definitions of Entrepreneurship


	While there are many current definitions of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial behavior, they all tend to include the following activities presented by Bird (1989):  the creation of value through the development of organizations, as well as the redirection and utilization of resources.  This, also according to Bird, typically involves “opportunistic, value-driven, value-adding, risk-accepting, creative activity where ideas take the form of organizational birth, growth, or transformation.”  (Bird, 1989:5-6)


	Most similar definitions refer to value creation and risk acceptance as a critical factor in entrepreneurial actions.  They also refer to the values held by the entrepreneur as having a major influence on the actions and direction of the entrepreneur.  We can refer to a variety of industrialists such as Henry Ford, who saw an opportunity for an innovative way to meet a perceived need and met that need, in the process creating personal wealth.  We often forget that Ford also had strong, personal beliefs, and funded the achievement of those beliefs through the wealth he created.





	


Classical Models of Social Responsibility	


Classical models of capitalism argue that “business interacted with others only through the marketplace.” (Post, Lawrence and Weber, 2002)  Under the classical model, there was no need to teach the concept of Social Responsibility in Business Schools.  As Post et al. further note, the classical view of business interaction with society has changed over the past forty years.  They state that “Business decisions are shaped by cultural and political forces, as well as economic factors, and business also affects the political life and culture of a society” (2002:6).  It has become clear that business cannot operate in a vacuum.  A business must consider the entire environment when making decisions.  Many companies and managers understand that a healthy environment and community present a better economic environment for their products and services.  That realization has led many managers and owners to actively participate in social projects, particularly in their local areas.  Virtually all business programs now offer courses, or segments of courses, on corporate social responsibility in their curricula as a result of these changes in thinking and actions on the part of managers.  These courses typically include a discussion of different models of corporate social responsibility.


	The classic stewardship model, where a company or organization states as a goal the enhancement of its environment, can be exemplified by the Dayton Company (now Target Corporation).  The company makes it clear that its primary objective is profits.  At the same time, the company also makes it clear that it feels a responsibility to its social environment.  As part of its corporate objectives, the company commits a portion of its pre tax profits to charitable activities.  However, it constrains much of these contributions to charities that are located near company facilities.  The company makes money first, but then uses part of these funds to support charitable activities.


	The classic social activist model is trying to solve social problems outside of the corporate sector.  When corporations (and others) have failed to act in a socially responsible manner, individuals such as Ralph Nader often arise to pressure for change.  Nader’s book, Unsafe at any Speed, (1965) exposed the lack of safety of the American automobile, in the face of the “Big 4" U.S. auto companies and the American consumers’ love affair with power and speed.  The book was instrumental in the growing consumer movement of the 1960's, and served both as a cause and a source of income to support his causes.  The book provided primary (direct royalties) and secondary (donors in agreement with his views) funding for Public Citizen, the umbrella organization started by Nader.  It can be argued, moreover, that Nader is an entrepreneur.  While he started as a social activist, he rather quickly developed value added activity in developing the organizations that were designed to meet his activist agenda.  He also found ways to fund his organization and causes through reallocation of various resources. This can be argued to be akin to entrepreneurial behavior. 


	In our society, social entrepreneurship is forced to be either for profit or not for profit.  Many organizations are nonprofits simply because all they need to start is a cause, whereas a for-profit organization also needs a market for its products and appropriate business skills.





Hybrid Models of Social Entrepreneurship


Responsibility to society takes many more forms than the “extremes” represented by the classic stewardship and classic social activist models. There are individuals and organizations all along the continuum between these two models. Two intermediate models, differentiated by their legal forms, can be better used to describe these “hybrid” approaches to social responsibility.


 The “corporate social entrepreneurship model” involves entrepreneurs who have set up a business wherein a major aspect of their corporate activities is to support social activities more directly than simply making donations to charitable causes.  Ben &  Jerry’s Homemade, Inc. is such a company.  The entrepreneurs created an organization that both made money and embodied the personal values of the founders.  This can be seen by their policies to buy local, and to purchase from minority groups in the Center Cities as well as in the Rain Forest.  They then created a foundation to fund other social causes.  The founders embodied their values within and beyond the company. 


	The second model involves organizations that are designed as not for profit entities to develop and support social causes.  Many are small organizations that are designed to solve local problems. One could call this hybrid model “nonprofit social entrepreneurship.”  The founding of Hull House by Jane Addams in 1889 represents an example of this approach. Inspired by a settlement house that she visited in London, Addams saw the concept as a way to alleviate some of the social problems experienced by immigrants to Chicago. Addams brought together a group of young activists to live in Hull House in the midst of an immigrant community, working to improve literacy, education, health and many other local problems, as well as to lobby for social and legislative changes. Many of the concerns expressed by the residents of Hull House and their solutions have become part of modern social welfare legislation. 


	Both of these models follow many of the traditional concepts and models of entrepreneurial behavior.  Their goals involve social actions instead of or in addition to traditional economic objectives, however.  While companies such as Target and Ben & Jerry’s support their social actions through market activities, the nonprofit organizations all compete for funds from similar sources.  There are courses and materials that address ways to organize, operate, and fund these organizations, however these course are typically not a part of business curricula.  Consequently, business school students are not typically exposed to these materials.





Examples of Social Entrepreneurship


	We feel that there is no fundamental incompatibility between social activist and capitalistic corporate entrepreneurship, despite the tendency to look at organizations in “either/or” terms. Social Entrepreneurs exist in both for-profit and nonprofit organizations. The two social entrepreneurship models just presented are themselves points along a continuum. What social entrepreneurs have in common, regardless of organizational structure, is that they are change agents. A social entrepreneur is a person with a set of social goals and objectives who operationalized those objectives through entrepreneurial activities (Dees, 1998, 2001), According to Dees, social entrepreneurship involves creating and pursuing social value, continually innovating and adapting, while maintaining a strong sense of accountability to the organization’s multiple stakeholders. Brinckerhoff (2000) also emphasizes their willingness to take “reasonable risk” to accomplish their mission. Except for Dees, however, the literature deals with the social entrepreneur as a not for profit phenomenon. 


This paper explores the continuum of social entrepreneurship through case studies of both corporate and nonprofit social entrepreneurs, using the definition developed by Dees (1998). Our cases are the following:


Ben & Jerry’s Homemade, Inc.


Stonyfield Farms, Inc. 


Seacoast Science Center, Inc. 


Sustainable Harvest International 


Habitat for Humanity International


Of these, the first two are examples of the “corporate social entrepreneurship model”, while the last three are examples of the “nonprofit social entrepreneurship model.” All data and quotes are from the organizations’ websites.





 Ben & Jerry’s Homemade, Inc. is a for-profit business embodying the founders’ social values. The company makes ice cream, lowfat ice cream, frozen yogurt, & novelty items. Its original concept was: “innovative flavors made from fresh Vermont milk & cream.” The company’s current self-stated concept is that it is: 


“dedicated to the creation & demonstration of a new corporate concept of linked prosperity. Our mission consists of 3 interrelated parts:  Product – quality, innovative, Vermont dairy; Economic – sound financial basis for shareholders & employees; Social: to recognize “the central role that business plays in the structure of society by initiating innovative ways to improve the quality of life of a broad community – local, national, and international.” 


Founders Ben Cohen and Jerry Greenfield started their business on $12,000 (of which $4,000 was borrowed) in 1978. They started in a renovated former gas station and developed innovative flavors which were distributed thorough their own ice cream “scoop shops.” As the company grew, the scoop shops were franchised. 


	The company’s current strategy is to manufacture and distribute ice cream, lowfat ice cream, frozen yogurt, & novelty items through nationwide (and some international) outlets including franchised scoop shops, supermarkets, grocery stores, convenience stores, restaurants & other venues.  Ben and Jerry’s Homemade Inc. was a publicly traded corporation before being acquired by Unilever in 2000.


Its social mission is carried out in several ways. In addition to buying from small independent producers where possible, the company donates 7.5% of pre-tax earnings to the Ben &Jerry’s Foundation, and through Employee Community Action Teams, and grants made by the corporate Director of Social Mission Development.	





Stonyfield Farm, Inc is a for-profit business with a social mission, as stated in its current goal: “To produce the best tasting, healthiest products possible, and to try to do some good in the world while we’re at it.” Stonyfield’s business is making and distributing natural & organic dairy products. Its original concept was as “a project to revitalize the struggling New England dairy industry and support family farms.” The company was founded in 1983 by Samuel Kaymen, an early authority on organic & biodynamic agriculture, and Gary Hirshberg, an environmental activist, windmill maker, author, and entrepreneur. In the early days, the founders did literally “everything from milk the cows to finance the business to sales calls and product delivery.”


The company’s current strategy is to produce  “all natural and Certified Organic Refrigerated Yogurts, Certified Organic Ice Cream and Frozen Yogurt, and Soft Serve Frozen Yogurt.” Its products are distributed nationwide through supermarkets and natural foods stores. The company is privately held, with widespread employee stock ownership. Employees also have access to company financial records, and participate in selecting their own benefits.


Stonyfield’s social mission is carried out through a variety of means. The company donates ten percent of its profits to “efforts that help protect and restore the earth.” Internally, it has redesigned processes and packaging to reduce waste and energy use, and was the first U.S. manufacturer to offset 100% of its CO2 emissions through investment in greenhouse gas reduction projects. Every yogurt lid has an environmental message and actions that can be taken to help promote a “healthy planet,” and the company engages in many other educational activities, particularly targeting children. 	





Seacoast Science Center, Inc. (SSC) was founded as a not for profit start-up within a larger not for profit organization, the Audubon Society of New Hampshire. It was established as a year-round visitor’s center for a state park by a group of two public (state) and two nonprofit organizations.  The Audubon Society of New Hampshire took on the management contract for the new center in 1992. 


	SSC’s CEO, Wendy Lull, was hired by Audubon before the center opened. She hired the rest of the start-up’s employees. From the first day-camp operation, she oversaw development of her vision via educational programming which was focused specifically on the seacoast and its habitats, rather than on Audubon’s more general wildlife and bird-based programs.


	In 2002, SSC became an independent 501(c)3 (nonprofit) organization, with Wendy Lull as President. Its mission is “To instill understanding of coastal habitats and human interactions with those habitats over time through exceptional educational programs and exhibits, for families and groups, in a natural, historic setting.” Its independent status allows the organization to develop programs and to fund-raise independently, and to focus (as the mission states) on coastal habitats and issues.�


Sustainable Harvest International  (SHI) was founded in 1997 as a not for profit start-up. SHI provides farmers and communities in the tropics with long-term assistance in implementing environmentally and economically sustainable technologies. Founder Florence Reed’s original focus was on providing subsistence slash-and-burn farmers in Central America with alternative agricultural technology. In the early days, she did everything, including planting and other field work, as well as recruiting and training local extensionists to work with farmers and communities. 


	SHI’s current goals are “to reverse environmental degradation by helping rural inhabitants restore ecological stability and sustainable economic productivity to overexploited lands.” Developing viable market opportunities for the local products is becoming increasingly important, once farmers adopt sustainable agricultural practices. Florence Reed is also helping to develop country based subsidiaries of SHI with their own sustainable donor base, enabling SHI’s resources to be transferred to new communities and countries.





Habitat for Humanity International (HFHI) can be characterized as a not for profit organization with entrepreneurial nonprofit subunits. Its business is self-described as a “non-profit ecumenical Christian housing ministry”. The original concept was “Partnership Housing”: - “where those in need of adequate shelter would work side by side with volunteers to build simple, decent houses.” The houses were sold at cost (with most materials and labor donated), with no interest charged on housing loans.


	The concept developed at Koinonia Farm (GA), a Christian farming community, by Linda and Millard Fuller and Clarance Jordan, a farmer and biblical scholar.  The first homes were built at the farm.  The Fullers then spent three years in Zaire applying the partnership housing concept, before returning to US and founding Habitat for Humanity in 1976. 


	The organization’s current goal is: “to eliminate poverty housing and homelessness from the world and to make decent shelter a matter of conscience and action.” HFHI’s current strategy operates through affiliates formed by local groups “who come together to address the problem of poverty housing in their community.” These local groups apply to HFHI for affiliate status.  The 1900 affiliates worldwide are independently run local nonprofit organizations. They are expected to contribute 10% to HFHI to carry on international building.





Synthesis


Although there are a number of differences among the organizations discussed, there are also strong similarities. All have a strong focus on a mission which includes social responsibility beyond the actions (sometimes despite the actions) of market forces. All have displayed entrepreneurial behavior. They share a willingness to take on new or untypical social roles, and believe that they can make a difference. All have or had strong leaders whose personal behavior and vision set the direction for the organization.


 Ben Cohen and Jerry Greenfield were entrepreneurs by any definition, who set up a series of socially oriented behaviors as part of the value chain of their for-profit organization. Hirshberg and Kayman of Stonyfield Farms provided  products within a for profit company while “saving the family farm” and engaging in activities to promote environmental responsibility and resource conservation. 


Reed of SHI and Fuller of HFHI are entrepreneurs in an entrepreneurial activity.  They are essentially the same as a dot.com founder, moving into areas where there are no established organizations, or where those organizations are not effective in meeting customers’ (clients’) needs.  However, their organizations are not for profit, and they both fit Dees’ definition of a social entrepreneur. Fuller of HFHI also has created a network of entrepreneurial subunits, a process which Reed is beginning.


Target’s founders institutionalized a pattern of social responsibility in 1946, but at the time, the Dayton family founders were social entrepreneurs in that they actively saw unmet needs in their community and developed a then-innovative way to meet those needs, more than a generation after they were entrepreneurs in founding the company. Lull of Seacoast Science Center also demonstrated entrepreneurial behavior as a subunit of a less entrepreneurial organization, in her case a not for profit.


Target, and perhaps Ben and Jerry’s Homemade, also illustrate that social entrepreneurship, like entrepreneurship, does not necessarily continue indefinitely. While the concept of “giving back” a portion of profits to the local community was unusual in 1946 when Dayton Company began its donations, we have included Target as an example of stewardship, rather than corporate social entrepreneurship, because the company has not continued to innovate in its social activity. One can question whether Ben and Jerry’s Homemade will be able to maintain its social innovations as a division of a multinational company.  


Questions to be considered include whether social entrepreneurship can survive the shift from founder/entrepreneurs to professional management, the impact of organizational growth on the continuation of social mission, and the importance of investors and availability of resources in that growth process.





Conclusion


Qualitative, case based research is an important tool for both hypothesis testing and, more importantly in this situation, for theory building. Yin (1989) argues that case studies can be a stand-alone method of research. Stake (1995) emphasizes the usefulness of cases in explaining causal relationships. Naumes, Merenda and Naumes (2002) describe the case research process as one through which cases not only are part of a faculty member’s research agenda but also add enrichment to the classroom experience. Social entrepreneurship is a relatively new topic, in academic terms. More in-depth study of cases, such as those briefly summarized in this paper, will yield a better understanding of both the social impact and the individuals involved. Consistent with Yin and Stake, these case studies are helping to develop a clearer understanding of models of social entrepreneurship.  We believe, based on our observations, that social entrepreneurship represents a continuum of organizations and individuals. It cannot be characterized adequately in terms of the for-profit/not-for-profit dichotomy discussed earlier in this paper, and in particular is not restricted to organizations in the not-for-profit sector.


In our opinion, business schools should be trying to train and teach social entrepreneurs.  The more obvious path is to give people with vision in the social sector the managerial tools to be more effective.  However, if we are truly developing the business leaders of tomorrow, is it not also important to give those future leaders an understanding of how to be agents of change?  One option would be for business schools to forge partnerships with professionals with vision in the social sector to give them the managerial tools to be more effective. And for those business students who already have a vision, an entrepreneurial idea, should we not be helping them to create an organization that will provide social as well as economic value?  As a recent Wall Street Journal article stated, “The events of Sept. 11 have helped remind us where moneymaking belongs among the greater riches of family, spirituality and country.”  (Bailey, 2002).  The real question, then, is how to incorporate this important concept of social entrepreneurship into traditional academic research and curricula.


	Most professors of entrepreneurship will accept that they are not trying to make entrepreneurs. They are simply trying to present potential entrepreneurs with the tools and skills with which they can become more effective and efficient entrepreneurs.  We would argue that we should be going beyond this model and try to make our students, at the very least, cognizant of their social responsibility, and, potentially, to help effect new social entrepreneurs.			
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Summary


Social entrepreneurship is frequently seen as primarily occurring in not-for-profit organizations. This paper discusses the origins and roots of the concept of entrepreneurship.  Using short studies of corporations and not-for-profits, it defines social entrepreneurship as a continuum of behaviors.  It raises questions concerning the appropriate role for business schools in developing social entrepreneurs.
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