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ABSTRACT 

This paper focuses on identifying the resource gaps within human capital, social 

capital, and financial capital to better understand the dilemmas that social entrepreneurs face 

in implementing change. In this conventional content analysis, I interviewed 24 social 

entrepreneurs who met the following criteria: (a) must be leading a social enterprise; (b) must 

have a global social impact component; and (c) must have been in their leadership position 

(founder or CEO) for at least two years. To maximize the learning opportunities for other 

social entrepreneurs, these interviews were made available as a podcast. This study identified 

15 constraints in resource gaps presented across human, social, and financial capital. The 

themes that emerged within human capital included communication, cultural differences, 

training/development, business modeling, and sustainability. The themes that emerged within 

social capital included community (i.e., feeling isolated), inconsistent supply chain, market 

access, partnerships/networks, and scaling/growth. The themes that emerged within financial 

capital included finances to pay staff/expand operations, finances to pay for marketing, 

funding for growth, financial struggle, and overall strategy to profitability. The 15 themes 

that emerged among the resource gaps of human, social, and financial helped inform where 

the biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas lay within Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change 

model. These dilemmas include (a) cross-cultural communication, (b) culture misalignment, 

(c) financial sustainability, (d) inconsistent strategy, and (e) lack of training/development.

The information that was obtained through this research will help the social impact sector 

understand the resource gaps that cause dilemmas in change implementation. This knowledge 

aids in strategy, leadership development, and sustainability for social entrepreneurs.  
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CHAPTER I  

INTRODUCTION 

Social entrepreneurs are known for leveraging good in this world. Their reason for 

existing is to tackle problems confronting society (Haber, 2016). They want to see social 

impact become of the utmost importance in companies and consumers’ purchasing practices. 

They strive to redefine business, push into harder narratives to see transformation amongst a 

society, and yet are still misunderstood from stakeholders across sectors. There is ambiguity 

in the appropriate business modeling to utilize as well as unclear implications of how to 

create a sustainable model that works for both impact and profitability. This uncertainty is 

seen throughout how social entrepreneurs make decisions and create, engage, and implement 

change.  

It is certain that if social entrepreneurs want to leverage good and desire to create a 

clear significance among communities in solving social problems with their businesses, they 

will need to be creative, innovative, and contribute to the “emergence of a new, more 

adaptive, conceptual framework for economic activity” (Schultz, 2013, p. 103). Unlike 

traditional entrepreneurship that focuses on economic value creation, social entrepreneurs see 

social value creation as the primary objective and the economic value as a byproduct, which 

is the value creation that focuses on self-sufficiency and overall sustainability (Seelos & 

Mair, 2005).  

Social entrepreneurs are change agents by nature who are leading the way of how to 

rethink the bottom line of business. They help build healthy economies and grow businesses 

that believe in people and leverage good through profits (Dees, 2008). According to Koch 

and Hooks (2020), although “history shows that social entrepreneurs can inspire people from 

all walks of life to break down barriers and end injustices, breaking the biggest barriers and 

transforming institutions requires movements of millions of people” (p. 14). These social 
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entrepreneurs can create a ripple effect of social movement and impact. With that in mind, 

developing a service or product that meets a social need is not the dilemma of a social 

entrepreneur. The challenge presented is whether they are equipped with the right tools to 

respond to changes in environment, as well as an understanding if they have the right 

networks and capabilities to acquire the appropriate resources to establish a venture that is 

sustainable (Sharir & Lerner, 2006). 

So, imagine if these social entrepreneurs could access the appropriate resources at the 

right time when creating, implementing, or sustaining change. If the appropriate resources, 

whether human, social, or financial, were made available to social entrepreneurs, then this 

could possibly change the complexity of their business model and potential dilemmas in 

implementing social change. 

Imagine if the disparate resources went to a social impact business that in its innate 

mission and desire is to leverage good. It is to see transformation in communities, to partner 

with other key aligned stakeholders, as well as to see purpose and profit work cohesively side 

by side – not in competition, but in collaboration (Koch & Hooks, 2020). Social 

entrepreneurs mobilizing human, social, or financial resources could have the potential to not 

only uplift all areas of the business sector, but also to create some change for the betterment 

of this world. 

Social entrepreneurs, as agents of change, create social value through being 

innovative in business. They often operate where there are paradoxes and tensions, where 

existing systems do not work, or the people they are trying to create social change for are 

those no longer able to keep up with the disadvantages they face daily from society (Nicholls, 

2006). Along with the complexity of the social creation being the primary focus, there can be 

less resources available to social entrepreneurs to leverage. This can be caused by lack of 

understanding from the standard business industry. These resources can be reflected in 
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human resource capital (Harris & Kor, 2013) where there is lack of training or education for 

the social entrepreneurs. Another gap could be in financial resource capital (Certo & Miller, 

2008) where there is lack of funding available or an overall gap in knowledge of how to 

access various rounds of funding. Lastly, there is social resource capital (Westlund & Gawell, 

2012) where the entrepreneur lacks networks or overall support. Creating social value often 

happens by altering existing inadequate institutional arrangements. Resource scarcity 

demands resourcefulness, and social entrepreneurs must improvise (Hemsling, 2015).  

It is important that the social impact sector understands what gaps of human, social, 

and financial capital resources social entrepreneurs face. By identifying these various 

resource gaps and understanding where they cause the biggest dilemmas for change agents, 

social entrepreneurs can create appropriate steps to bridge and fulfill these gaps. Addressing 

the challenges that are being faced by social impact leaders will enable them to increase their 

impact and profit and grow a sustainable social model.  

Statement of the Problem 

Over the last twenty years, social impact has become a norm and social enterprises 

have been emerging throughout the world creating positive change, transformation, and 

development (Nicholls, 2006). With expansion in the sector and a growth of social 

entrepreneurs in general, there has been a continuation of ambiguity and complexity to the 

sector. The social entrepreneur has the drive, passion, and motivation to address the social 

problems and needs (Sharir & Lerner, 2006); however, due to the business modeling involved 

with a social enterprise, the challenges that these leaders face look very similar to those of 

traditional entrepreneurs and ventures (Tropman, 1989; Young, 1986). The unique essence of 

social entrepreneurs is they can recognize and understand both the social need and the need 

for the equitable counterpart (Casson, 2003). It is also important to note how researchers have 

conceptualized social entrepreneurship:   
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Social entrepreneurship, in literally meaning, consists of two words which are social 

 and entrepreneurship. Social functioned as adjective word, in another word, social 

 entrepreneurship is entrepreneurship that has social characteristic. As a concept, social 

 entrepreneurship began within the development of United States economic system. 

 (Wiguna & Manzilati, 2014, p. 14) 

The challenge is bridging relationships or strategic partnerships to understand the need for 

effective and pivotal resources (Alvord et al., 2004). By understanding these challenges and 

identifying the human, social, and financial resource gaps, this also sheds light to the 

dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing, or sustaining change in a social 

enterprise. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this conventional content analysis study was to understand the 

dilemmas in implementing change for social entrepreneurs that stem from the presented 

resource gaps. The information that was obtained through this research study will help the 

social impact sector understand the resource gaps that cause dilemmas in change 

implementation. This knowledge aids in strategy, leadership development, and sustainability 

for social entrepreneurs.  

Research Questions 

 The main research questions guiding this study were: 

1. What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with human, 

social, and financial capital resource gaps?  

2. When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, which steps incur the 

biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or social 

entrepreneur? 



 

 5 

3. When examining shared experiences, in what ways did human, social, or financial 

resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing, or 

sustaining change? 

Scope of the Problem 

Many entrepreneurs desire to see their venture grow (Gilbert et al., 2006) and the 

intention to make profit is priority, although high margins and sales are not the only driver for 

social entrepreneurs (Hossain, 2021). The dilemmas that social entrepreneurs face are 

complex and not as granular as those experienced by traditional entrepreneurs. This 

complicates the implementation of changes and hinders the growth of resource gaps to be 

more prevalent and common. Social entrepreneurs tend to run their business grounded in 

purpose and aligned with their mission, yet lack training, development, finances, and 

networks (Granovetter, 2005) to create an enterprise that will be able to grow, scale, and keep 

their impact sustainable (Conroy & Weiler, 2019; Weiler, 2000). Dilemmas can occur when 

implementing change due to the lack of resources and uncertainty in their role as a change 

agent (Ghalwash et al., 2017). Additionally, most social entrepreneurs work in uncharted 

environments. According to MacMillan and Thompson (2013), authors of the Social 

Entrepreneur’s Playbook, entrepreneurs are met with the following challenges: 

• Undeveloped markets. Nascent markets typically offer entrepreneurs or firms little 

idea about what beneficiary/customer segments to target and what the reactions of 

those segments might be. 

• Uncertain pricing. Given that the market is weak, there is scarce indication of what 

prices might be acceptable for the products or services envisioned by the social 

entrepreneur. Furthermore, there are few proxies available to provide price baselines 

or brand comparisons. 
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• Absence of consistently administered (predictable) governance. Entrepreneurs can 

confront mazes of ambiguity when they try to navigate the corridors of permissions, 

people, and policies. Interpretations of legal frameworks and their corresponding 

requirements can be frustratingly unclear and often ad hoc. 

• Unreliable infrastructure. Nonexistent, poorly developed, or poorly maintained 

infrastructure often translates into unacceptably high operational costs and high 

unreliability of transportation, power, water, and labor. 

• Untested technology. The use of a technology, especially a new one, in an 

undeveloped market environment adds additional complexity to the venture, and the 

new technology is unlikely to work as it did in its original environment and likely will 

need to be modified to adapt to local conditions. Even then, acceptance is not 

guaranteed. 

• Unpredictable competitive responses. In environments with significant market 

failures, the nature of competitive response may be very different from that in more 

developed markets.  

With these challenges in mind, I chose to focus on the dilemmas presented in 

implementing change that were connected to the various resource gaps. These gaps are 

presented in three categories in this study: human resource capital, social resource capital, 

and financial resource capital. Identifying these gaps will help alleviate pain points for 

entrepreneurs in the social impact sector and create more clarity over ambiguity as this social 

impact space continues to grow.  

Positionality Statement 

As the founder and chief executive officer (CEO) of Imani Collective, a socio-

economic women empowerment program that is a leading ethical impact brand, I am aware 

of the challenges that social entrepreneurs might face because of my own personal journey 
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building and scaling a social enterprise. As the co-founder of the School of Ethical Impact, an 

institute equipping changemakers with confidence to create real impact in this world, I have 

had exposure to a variety of perspectives from individuals in our cohort who have completed 

the 12-month immersion program and who have also struggled within their social impact 

business. My involvement in the field, coupled with my experience as a thought leader, over 

the last decade has granted me access to other leaders of social enterprises. Given my 

experience, I still lack the understanding of where social entrepreneurs struggle the most in 

implementing change, whether that be creating, engaging, or sustaining change. I understand 

my personal journey and the gaps in resources I experienced and how that affected the 

timeline of change and establishing sustainability within our social enterprise; however, I also 

lack the depth of knowledge across the entire social impact sector. Considering these 

limitations in the research and my positionality as a social entrepreneur, I conducted a 

qualitative research study using the following research questions:  

1. What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with human, 

social, and financial capital resources gaps? 

2. When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, which steps incur the 

biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or social 

entrepreneur? 

3. When examining shared experiences, in what ways did human, social or financial 

resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing, or 

sustaining change? 

Limitations 

Limitations of a research study are defined by the factors that cannot be controlled by 

the researcher (Creswell, 2013). I discovered limitations that were consistent with other 

qualitative studies in the field. The first limitation of the study was the time constraints of the 
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participants’ interviews.  Due to the busy schedules of the social entrepreneurs, I had limited 

time to interview them. Most of the interviews were scheduled to be approximately 60 

minutes in length, but with additional time for more in-depth exploratory questions, the 

expanded interviews could have allowed for more clarity on some of the barriers and 

challenges mentioned.  

The second limitation of the study was the diversity of social enterprises being 

presented. From the selected participants, 21 of the 24 entrepreneurs were leading social 

enterprises in the global artisan sector. For challenges and resource gaps to have diversity and 

breadth, it would be recommended to interview social entrepreneurs from a variety of 

business sectors in the social impact space. Some of these sectors could include agriculture, 

consumable goods, technology, water, and construction. These business sectors are growing 

and are utilizing social impact practices. Researching across sectors would likely enhance this 

study by understanding how capital resource constraints or challenges might compare or 

contrast with one another.  

The third limitation would be my position as a practitioner in the social impact sector. 

As mentioned previously in my positionality statement, I am aware of the challenges that 

social entrepreneurs might face because of my own personal journey building and scaling a 

social enterprise. I also understand my personal journey and the resource constraints and 

dilemmas I have faced as a leader. With this perspective, I am aware of potential biases and 

took the necessary steps to reduce such tendencies of occurring in this study. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined to help the reader understand the context of each 

term used in this study: 

 Change Agent: An individual who has the skills to stimulate and facilitate a change 

effort through creation, implementation, and sustaining. The roles of the change agent in this 
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study were also applicable to the social entrepreneur. This characteristic was present in all 

participants (Rogers, 2003).  

 Constraints: Resource constraints in the form of shortage of managerial and technical 

skills and expertise, financial resources, and technology (Tran & Santarelli, 2014). In this 

study, the limitations were indicated through the inputs of human capital, social capital, and 

financial capital. 

 Dilemmas: Occur because of the response of uncertainty of change, although do not 

necessarily signal that a strategy is flawed or that leadership is failing. Rather, they are part of 

the strategy implementation process; dilemmas are referenced by change implementation 

(Lowy, 2015).  

 Social Enterprise: A business that uses their profits to benefit society (Nyssens, 

2007).  

 Social Entrepreneurs: Individuals who are interested in using their business for a 

greater social good and not just in pursuit of solely profits, and they combine the passion of a 

social mission with an image of business-like discipline, innovation, and determination.  

(Dees, 1998). 

 Podcast: Podcasts is a hybrid term between iPod and broadcast. It is used when audio 

broadcasts are distributed via internet. Podcasts are not a new concept and have evolved over 

the years to have easier access points for the listeners (Gaden, 2010). 

Organization of the Research Study 

The following chapters will discuss social entrepreneurs’ lived experiences leading a 

social enterprise, the gaps in resources, and the dilemmas that occur in implementing change. 

The review of literature not only creates a foundation to understand social entrepreneurs as 

change agents and their desire of leveraging good in the world, but also discusses the 

misunderstandings they face in the sector because of the social impact element they focus on 
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in their business. The literature review also provides a basic level of business modeling to 

support the research to convey the complexity of a social enterprise. Furthermore, it sheds 

light on the intricacies of decision making that a social entrepreneur must resolve and 

comprehend as they grow their enterprise.  

Outline for the Record of Study 

Chapter II is the literature review for this study. This literature review delves into the 

following topics: 

• Social Entrepreneurs 

• Change Agents 

• Social Enterprises 

• Business Modeling 

• Resource Gaps 

• Diffusion of Innovation 

• Kotter’s 8-step Change Model 

• Podcasts 

Chapter III details the methodology and data collection involved in this research 

study. In the subsequent chapter (IV) is my discussion and data analysis. The final chapter 

(V) of this record of study encompasses a conclusion, along with implications and 

recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER II  

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 
Introduction 

Social entrepreneurs are unique as they do not focus solely on profits, but rather the 

social implication at the forefront of their business plan (Rangan & Gregg, 2019). This 

discipline that challenges traditional business practices overflows across business studies, 

nonprofit practices, social movements, and gatherings, as well as global entrepreneurial 

spaces creating its own unique sector (Mair & Marti, 2006; Perrini, 2006). Although this 

concept is technically not new, the terminology of social entrepreneurship means different 

things to different people, and this alone has blurred sector boundaries (Dees, 1998). This 

ambiguity has created a misunderstanding of social entrepreneurs and social enterprises, 

leaving an area where there is a lack of knowledge on how to best implement change (Peredo 

& McLean, 2006). The purpose of this conventional content analysis qualitative study was to 

understand the dilemmas in implementing change for social entrepreneurs that stem from the 

presented knowledge and gaps in resources. The information that was obtained through this 

research will help the social impact sector understand the resource gaps that cause dilemmas 

in change implementation. This will aid in informing the social impact sector how to best 

collaborate alongside social entrepreneurs, whether in strategy, leadership development, or 

sustainability for social entrepreneurs.  

Social Entrepreneurs 

 Social entrepreneurs “dive in fearlessly to tackle the longstanding, entrenched, and 

intractable ills of our society with passion and commitment” (Chang, 2019, p. 29). They are 

leaders that see transformation–not just a transaction–and take an approach to business that is 

driven just as much by empathy as well as ambition to see social change come to fruition. 

They are innovative, resourceful, and are always fighting for social change. They believe in 
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people and their capabilities, and they immerse themselves in communities to understand the 

root of the problem that needs a solution. Making a positive impact and social change on the 

world is the driving force to the emergent idea to social entrepreneurship (Stephan et al., 

2016). 

 As time passes and experience continues to accumulate, the understanding of social 

entrepreneurs and their underlying goals of social impact have grown in the last two decades 

with increasing attention among sectors across business, government, research, and 

educational fields (Hossain et al., 2016). There is more clarity around the difference between 

a traditional entrepreneur and a social entrepreneur when profit is not their only driver, and 

profit has an indirect effect after the social value creation (Wiguna & Manzilati, 2014). This 

also can be seen as a problem for overall sustainability and is supported by research. Bacq et 

al. (2016) observed the reluctant attitude of a social entrepreneur towards entrepreneurship 

and the adverse effects it caused towards confidence and skills in managing a business. Social 

entrepreneurs understand that it takes time to create long-term impact to establish 

sustainability of an organization and have continued to find innovative ways to do business 

with a social purpose embedded within the structure of the business, rather than the business 

just solely having the main objective focused on profit-making initiatives (Doherty et al., 

2014; Mair & Marti, 2006). This type of enterprise does not happen overnight but is 

developed through deeply rooted relationships that have formed through trust, collaboration, 

and authentic interactions. “Revolutionary leaders cannot think without the people, nor for the 

people, but only with the people” (Freire, 2000, p. 131). It is through this immersion and 

established relationships that social entrepreneurs learn over time “the structures, culture, and 

defaults that make up an organizational system” (Heifetz et al., 2009, p. 51). Overall, social 

entrepreneurs are business leaders with a high moral standard who “possess the courage and 

passion to lead the change initiative simply because they believe in the need to change and 
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have the skills to bring it about by working with others” (Trybus, 2011, p. 34). In the end, 

research presents that social entrepreneurs are committed to the social mission of their 

organization (Bornstein, 2004; Drayton, 2002; Light, 2006). Although there are numerous 

case studies highlighting successful social stories (Alvord et al., 2004; Jones et al., 2008; 

Mair & Marti, 2009; Mair & Schoen, 2007; Marshall, 2011; Thompson & Doherty, 2006; 

Vasi, 2009), it is the opposing stories that shed light on the lack of knowledge and resource 

gaps that could have prevented their demise.  

Change Agents 

Social entrepreneurs are agents of change around the world who are pivotal to the 

sustainability of the social mission and impact of organizations. These agents are easily seen 

as someone who can “generate, implement, and adopt change within and outside 

organizations” (Heîskanen et al., 2016 p. 218). Change agents, especially in international 

settings, seem to display a resiliency that is unique, courageous, and radiates a sense of deep 

empathy. These agents show a sense of urgency to see change and there is an underlying 

moral leadership that defines their actions and how they seek a higher standard of ethics.  

Jacqueline Novogratz (2020) said it best in her book, Manifesto for a Moral Revolution: 

Ultimately, our future as a human race depends on all of us subscribing to a revolution 

of morals in which we commit ourselves to something beyond ourselves. We spend so 

much time focused on what we believe to be true rather than opening ourselves to the 

ways others perceive the world. A peaceful, sustainable planet demands that we 

celebrate our individual identities while recognizing the one thing we have in 

common: we are all human beings. We are born equal by virtue of our precious, 

blessed, wild humanness – and that is enough to bind us to one another. Each of us is 

the ocean in a drop. (p. 93) 
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A change agent is one whose core values center on identifying, addressing, and 

solving societal problems (Drayton, 2002). They seek to see everyone as human beings and 

equal in nature with a desire to see radical change in this world and within the people who 

make up these communities. They understand that it takes a team of people to be in your 

corner and that by being together, more can be achieved than apart. A successful change 

agent recognizes that people are not problems to be solved, but are often the ones that are 

creative, innovative, and come with the solutions (Koch & Hooks, 2020). 

The change agent fully encompasses their role to enact change and incorporate other 

key stakeholders because they understand that successful transformation of change in an 

organization or community, starts with creating the urgency of change (Kotter, 1996). Along 

with urgency, these change agents are leading social enterprises by “creating a guiding 

coalition, developing a vision and strategy, communicating the change vision, empowering a 

broad base of people to take action, generating short term wins, consolidating change and 

producing even more change, and institutionalizing new approaches to culture” (Kotter, 1996, 

p. 20). Additionally, change agents work from ethics of care (Held, 2006), which focuses on 

the benevolence as a virtue and the importance of relationships. It is ultimately about doing 

what is right and not about what is easy. A change agent has an ethic that is defined by their 

moral principles to listen to the voices that seem to be unheard and stand up for those in 

despair. “It requires patience and kindness, resilience and grit: a hard-edged hope. It’s 

leadership that rejects complacency, breaks through bureaucracy, and challenges corruption” 

(Novogratz, 2013, p. 239).  

The roles of change agents in the social sector include: (a) adopting a mission to 

create and sustain social value; (b) recognizing and relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to 

serve that mission; (c) engaging in a process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and 

learning; (d) acting boldly without being limited by resources currently in hand; and (e) 
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exhibiting heightened accountability to the constituencies served and for the outcomes 

created (Dees, 1998). The effort of a change agent takes resiliency. The research study 

conducted by Nikolaou et al. (2007) shed light on the characteristics and competencies 

related to attitude of change and adopting change. Lastly, social entrepreneurs are seen as 

agents of change who are developing businesses, also known as social enterprises, that are 

making social change in this world. 

Social Enterprises 

Social entrepreneurs tend to set the bar high in ethical standards and redefine business 

(School of Ethical Impact, 2021). They have changed the blueprint of the global marketplace 

with how a business should be running and where the ethical standards should be known and 

transparency implemented (Schultz, 2013). It is the social entrepreneur or change agent that 

holds the power of creating authentic relationships, instilling trust among the organization, 

and implementing new practices (Nicholls, 2006). What these social enterprises “all over the 

globe have in common is that they challenge the status quo and our conventional thinking 

about what is feasible” (Seelos & Mair, 2005, p. 243). 

These companies set high standards of behavior for all employees and agents and 

have put into place effective systems for monitoring, evaluating, and reporting on how the 

company does business. Through the years, it has been evident that “the best leaders will not 

only transform their own businesses but will have the vision to change attitudes and mindsets 

in their industries” (Hind et al., 2012, p. 492). These changes are rooted in ethics and moral 

imagination and are ultimately the foundation of a change agent’s desire to improve the 

livelihoods of others. There will always be challenges in the social impact sector because of 

the nature of the business model, whether in the form of a nonprofit, for profit, or even hybrid 

model (Kerlin, 2009). With the continued growth of the social impact sector and 

entrepreneurs establishing social enterprises, collaborations and new partnerships will 
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continue to form. In addition, most of the literature on social enterprises focus on regional 

analysis and case studies (Ernst, 2011; Hwee Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010; Kirby & Ibrahim, 

2011). Although Hockerts (2015) researched the intention of starting a social enterprise, a 

lack in research understanding the elements or resources that achieve sustainability of that 

enterprise still exists. 

Overall, it is important to have a deeper understanding of a social enterprise because 

“one of the most appealing claims about social enterprise is its potential to end dependency 

and achieve financial self-sufficiency” (Guo & Peng, 2020, p. 522). To gain this 

independence, the strategy of the social enterprise is foundational to its business modeling as 

this will help identify the gaps in resources available to social entrepreneurs and the 

dilemmas these leaders potentially face when implementing change. 

Business Modeling 

Business models are how organizations capture their key goals and activities and are 

overall representations of their practices and processes (Boons & Lüdeke-Freund, 2013). 

Social enterprises are businesses that exist with a social purpose (Kerlin, 2009). They have 

the potential for providing significant benefits to society due to their dual social and financial 

objectives. The potential value of these benefits is the reason social enterprises have received 

increased attention, as they aim to address long-standing social challenges and needs through 

a financially sustainable business model (Bradford et al., 2020). 

It is the development and understanding of what business model to utilize to attain 

sustainability that seems to be a major dilemma among social entrepreneurs. Zavalko et al. 

(2020) stated: 

The essence of an enterprise’s business model can be disclosed deeper through its 

functions: the determination of a mission, the strategic vision and development 

prospects in the current and promising markets; the analysis of consumers’ future 
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priorities; measures to provide the optimum distribution of an enterprise’s current 

strategic resources, and a focus on the mobilization of new strategic resources; the 

organization of an efficient system of business processes, the formation, use, and 

development of the enterprise’s intellectual capital; the identification and realization 

of key competences; the attraction of investor capital; measures to increase the 

enterprise’s market value and profitability; and measures to make the enterprise more 

competitive in the market. (p. 87) 

These elements of a business model and the growth from strategy to mobilization and 

meeting profitability to scale are directly linked to social impact. If profits are made, then 

over time and with growth, sustainability of the business occurs. Sustainability is important 

as this will only bring more impact to a community or cause (Guo & Peng, 2020). However, 

business modeling is the first step in enacting change, and this is where confusion can often 

begin for business leaders. “Social enterprises are different from traditional nonprofit 

organizations because their earned income is directly tied to their social mission” (Grassl, 

2012, p. 41). A social enterprise often provides a ‘business’ source of revenue for many types 

of socially oriented organizations and activities” (Kerlin, 2010, p. 164). Whether the social 

enterprise is a nonprofit organization or a for profit business, the revenue or income 

generated will always flow back to a social impact arm. Essentially, the biggest “difference to 

commercial entrepreneurship lies in the nature of the intentional relationship between 

entrepreneurs and projects (i.e., in motivation)” (Grassl, 2020, p. 41). The results of Battilana 

and Dorado’s (2010) comparative study suggested that to be sustainable, a new type of hybrid 

organization needs to create a common organizational identity that strikes a balance between 

the logics the organization combines. This is not always the answer as it also depends on your 

core values, mission, and community that is being served within the model. “Core values are 

the deeply ingrained principles that guide all of a company’s actions; they serve as its cultural 
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cornerstones” (Lencioni, 2014, Understand the Different Types of Values section, para. 4). 

Therefore, to know your values, mission, and strategy will help inform what business model 

is preferred (Sparviero, 2019). 

Overall, no matter which model is chosen, the goal is to seek a business model that 

provides sustainability for your social mission. According to Guo and Peng (2020), “social 

enterprises, whether in form of a nonprofit or a for profit, have their unique advantages and 

challenges” (p. 523), and “they extend the theory by positing that the organizational form 

plays an important role in shaping organizational mission and services, and thereby influence 

a social enterprise’s sources of startup funding and sources of revenue” (p. 529). To better 

understand these models and the challenges in implementing change that social entrepreneurs 

face regarding business modeling, each model is carefully presented. 

Nonprofit 

Nonprofits are complex in themselves and have ambiguities throughout the sector as 

there are many uses for a nonprofit (Frumkin, 2009; Weisbrod, 1988). Nonprofit 

organizations continue to grow over the years as individuals are more aware of their impact 

and want to stand by a cause that they are motivated about. For the last 30 years, there has 

been an upsurge globally for voluntary work, service, and donations where individuals have a 

better understanding of where they want their money to go (Salamon, 1994). Regarding 

social entrepreneurs and choosing to run their entity as a nonprofit entity depends on their 

goals in mind, both personal and professional. By identifying their goals then this will help 

address the business model they should pursue. Nonprofit organizations are organized to do 

charity, education, religious, literary, or scientific work. Because their work benefits the 

public, nonprofits can receive tax-exempt status, meaning they do not have to pay state or 

federal income taxes on any profits. There can also be no shareholders within a nonprofit, so 

there is no equity that a founder could participate in receiving (DiMaggio & Anheier, 1990; 
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Weisbrod, 1988). “A nonprofit organization is, in essence, an organization that is barred from 

distributing its net earnings, if any, to individuals who exercise control over it, such as 

members, officers, directors, or trustees” (Hansmann, 2003, p. 838). The strengths of a 

nonprofit include that the organization does not have to pay state or federal taxes and can 

receive a tax-exempt status. They also can accept donations and are eligible to receive 

federal, state, local, and private grants. Nonprofit organizations can also receive a profit, if 

that profit circulates back into the cause and mission at hand (Guo & Peng, 2020). The 

weakness of a nonprofit is that they must follow the same rules as a certain business entity, 

like a C corporation, but must follow special rules with profits they earn (Karayan & 

Swenson, 2015). A C corporation is a business distinguished by having one or more owners 

and is supervised by shareholders, a board of directors, and management. The business is a 

separate entity that pays corporate taxes and is usually reserved for larger businesses (see 

Table 1). 

Also, any profit made in the nonprofit organization must return into the programs that 

are outlined in their reports and overall organizational mission and vision. There are also no 

shareholders, and you still must pay taxes on profits from selling goods and services (Opiela, 

2004).  

The benefits for social entrepreneurs in choosing this model could be to help alleviate 

financial burden because of the diversity of funding that could be obtained through donations 

(Ranucci & Lee, 2019) to aid in a source of capital while the social enterprise grows and 

builds up the other revenue sources like services or goods (Guo & Peng, 2020). The 

understanding is that it will be more congruent to the welfare logics and the cause rooted 

from the mission. Also, the knowledge needed would be foundational to running an 

organization versus a for profit which focuses on commercial metrics, goals, and profitability 

as one of its main drivers (Battilana et al., 2012; Pache & Santos, 2010; Smith et al., 2013). 
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For Profit 

In contrast to a nonprofit entity, a for profit business model focuses on profit 

generation, but as a social enterprise also understands being intentional with the underlying 

social mission (Kerlin, 2006). Both profit and mission are important as a social enterprise, yet 

the prominent difference lies within the accessibility of financial resources. As a nonprofit, 

there are philanthropic resources that can be utilized; however, a for profit structure is 

constraint to donations, although have more availability to opportunities with capital by 

shareholders and equity (André, 2015; McDonnell 2019). There are different variants of a for 

profit that can be chosen for a social entrepreneur (Young & Lecy, 2014). These entities 

include the following: (a) sole-proprietorship, (b) partnership, (c) C corporation, (d) S 

corporation, and (e) limited liability corporation (Smith, 2021). Each entity holds its own 

strengths and weaknesses as well as legal structures and requirements. If the social 

entrepreneur is pursuing a for profit model, they need to begin by asking themselves 

questions like (a) why am I in business and what is my market? (b) what are my goals and 

metrics? (c) am I owning this alone or with another individual? Starting with these basic 

questions will help guide which for profit entity to implement. Table 1 describes the various 

entities that a social entrepreneur could adopt when pursuing a for profit business model 

(Smith, 2021). 
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Table 1 
 
For Profit Business Entity Types 
 

 

Business entity type Summary 

 
Sole proprietorship 

 
One person owns and controls the business. 

The owner pays all taxes and debts 
personally. There is no corporate entity. 
They report profits and losses on 
Schedule C of their personal tax return. 

 
Partnership Two or more individuals share control and 

ownership of the business. Partners file 
their taxes for their own share of profits. 
Costs, debts, and losses pass through to 
them equally. 

 
C corporation One or more owners, and the corporation is 

supervised by shareholders, board of 
directors, and management. The business 
is a separate entity that pays corporate 
taxes. Usually reserved for larger 
businesses. 

 
S corporation Like a C corporation, except the income, 

losses, deductions, and credits are passed 
onto shareholders who file this in their 
personal income tax. 

 
Limited liability corporation (LLC) A hybrid business entity: owners can choose 

how they are taxed, whether as a 
corporation or as individuals on their 
personal taxes. 

 
 

There are strengths and weaknesses to all these entities, but the most important aspect is for 

clarity in the creation of core values for the company, which creates a foundation for 

direction and succinct strategy to be formed (Lencioni, 2014).  

As previously mentioned, we know that a social enterprise aims in pursuing a social 

mission (Dacin et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2013) and it also can be pursued through a nonprofit, 

which focuses on the solely social welfare as priority (Hwang & Powell, 2009) or a for profit 
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model, which tends to keep maximizing profits as priority (Lounsbury, 2007). As social 

enterprises have grown and become a global phenomenon (Nicholls, 2006), there have been 

new and innovative ways in approaching leveraging profits for good. The complexities of 

social enterprise over the years have been partially due to assuming that there was one 

distinctive strategy, model, or activities that were to be pursued (Kerlin, 2012), when in fact, 

a social enterprise is quite complex in nature, seamlessly trying to navigate prioritizing 

impact and profits (Nicholls, 2006). Over time, social entrepreneurs started to question the 

architecture of a social enterprise and began stepping into a hybrid model, creating a more in-

depth business model canvas (Sparviero, 2019).  

Hybrid 

Hybrid organizations are defined as organizations that possess significant 

characteristics of more than one economic sector (Bassi, 2014). Hybrids exist to bridge the 

gap between fiscal objectives and the social movement related to the cause of the enterprise 

(Doherty et al., 2014). In addition, the leaders (social entrepreneurs) of these social 

enterprises are diverse, innovative in adopting new business models, and creative in finding 

solutions to persistent and difficult social problems (Zahra et al., 2009). It is evident that 

social entrepreneurs are driven by the cause and social objectives at hand (Harding, 2004). In 

addition, they are also creating innovative solutions to these problems, and looking to 

leverage profits for good by being creative, proactive, and ultimately taking risks to 

accomplish the sustainability of the social mission as well as the transformation (Alvord et 

al., 2004; Reis, 1999; Sullivan Mort et al., 2003). What differentiates a hybrid is that the 

social enterprise is leading by recognizing the triple bottom line of their business (Bocken et 

al., 2014). Not only is it just being driven by economic drivers, but also by social and 

environmental factors, which create a distinct difference in strategy when merging all these 

factors. Hybrid owners described how their business models were “explicitly intended to not 
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only generate income for their organization but also to promote both community economic 

and supply chain development” (Doherty & Kittipanya-Ngam, 2021, p. 498). It is important 

to note that hybridity can vary in terminology and is dependent on the entrepreneur and how 

they are utilizing the business model, but the underlying elements is that it is not lying in a 

single entity but in multiple to attain the social and economic elements of a social enterprise, 

giving both equal priorities. 

Nicholls (2006) explained: 

What is striking about all these various conversations and perspectives is the fact that 

each of these actors – whether investor or businessperson, social entrepreneur, or 

philanthropist – is trying to do what essentially the same thing. They are all circling 

around the core question of how best to think about value as more than simple 

economic performance or social impact alone. Whether or not they consciously know 

it, they are each confronting the reality that value itself is not a single entity, but rather 

a composite – a blend – of economic, social, and environmental elements. (pp. 392–

393) 

 Even with a blend of elements, hybrid models are still complex and have many different 

approaches (Litrico & Besharov, 2019), which is important to consider when analyzing 

resources through a human, social, and financial lens.  

Resource Gaps 

Resources are essential in any business, but especially important to secure as a social 

entrepreneur and necessary to compete in the marketplace (Diochon & Anderson, 2009; 

Sharir & Lerner, 2006). Resources are not always physical assets, but can also be intangible 

(Barney, 1991) and are core to the development of the social enterprise (Hynes, 2009). Along 

with access to funding being a prominent issue for social entrepreneurs (Hines, 2005; 

Mendell & Nogales, 2009), talent and human capital can be a constraint when it comes to 
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sourcing the right individuals (Austin et al., 2006) and having the training and development 

to support them is difficult as well (Hossain, 2021). Human capital is linked to other 

resources like financial capital and social capital, which is where connection, community, and 

collaboration are explored (Granovetter, 2005). These connections create network and 

affiliations that are seen as crucial in growth and provide critical information, innovation, and 

resources (De Carolis & Saparito, 2006; Starr & MacMillan, 1990). The more these resources 

can be understood, then the better long-term strategy (Hynes, 2009) the social entrepreneur 

can put into place within the sector to create a stronger social impact. 

Human Capital 

Human capital is vital to the growth of social entrepreneurs and can be viewed 

through the lens of knowledge, training, or skills acquisition a leader can receive (Becker, 

1975). Additionally, “human capital could be a major challenge for social ventures due to 

internal resource shortages and external labor market condition” (Harris & Kor, 2013, p. 

166). Furthermore, Harris and Kor (2013) focus on three key dimensions of a social 

enterprise’s human assets and how they contribute to the direction and effectiveness of the 

company’s operations or overall implementation of a mission. These dimensions are (a) 

human capital acquisition, (b) human capital development, and (c) human capital retention. 

 Human capital acquisition involves recruitment of staff and other individuals that 

have essential knowledge, skills, and mindset to run the operations of the business (Adner & 

Helfat, 2003). Human capital development involves training, inspiring, and motivating 

employees. Individuals with a higher capacity for learning and gathering quality human 

capital deliver better performance and can be key competitive advantages for social 

enterprises (Hitt et al., 2001). Human capital retention involves human resources on a 

managerial level and reducing turnover of employees. This can be a challenge in companies 

and “it can be disruptive to day-to-day operations and is also costly especially when it 
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involves the departure of employees who have received specialized training in the company” 

(Harris & Kor, 2013, p. 169). It is not just the training for employees and your team that you 

have involved, but it is also about the entrepreneur. Most businesses start with one 

individual– the entrepreneur and whatever skills that individual possesses is what they 

initially bring to the company’s table. Many of these entrepreneurs seem to back into their 

business and started with being grounded in purpose and were striving to find a way to create 

sustainability (Austin et al., 2006). Due to this common path of a social entrepreneur, this 

naturally has created gaps in human capital and overall training, education, expertise, and 

direction (Hossain, 2021). Many social entrepreneurs feel isolated in their journey, which 

may be contributed to the lack of grounded knowledge and feeling like they must wear every 

hat before they can pass them on. Human capital is also aligned with financial capital because 

with the lack of finances comes the lack of ability to hire, train, or learn at institutes or 

through coaching/mentorship programs.  

Many social entrepreneurs also work in various cultures, countries, and communities 

that they are not originally born into. The challenge that the entrepreneur faces is creating 

quality connection to opinion leaders on the ground. By building these relationships, this 

develops strong partnerships, networks, and appropriate cultural affiliations to build a 

sustainable enterprise. The social capital gap is another resource that is essential to the 

growth of a social enterprise and becomes widely important to the social entrepreneur when 

trying to market, brand, raise capital, and grow their enterprise to be sustainable. Connection, 

community, and collaboration are key to a social entrepreneur’s growth and cannot be 

ignored (Granovetter, 2005). 

Moreover, having access to human capital could change the direction of a social 

enterprise and the timeframe of when a social entrepreneur can implement change due to 

abundance or lack of these resources. By possessing human capital, this creates viability to a 
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business, creates prosperity in the social mission, and allows for it to also take steps to 

sustain.  

Social Capital 

 Social capital is in reference to the resources that are available to someone from 

knowing others, which also includes the social network around them as well as having a good 

reputation for being known in alliance with others (Baron & Markman, 2000; Nahapiet & 

Ghoshal, 1998). This capital involves “networks/relations and the norms and values that are 

generated, accumulated, and disseminated through these networks” (Westlund & Gawell, 

2012, p. 104). Social capital can be viewed in bridging and bonding categories (Putnam et al., 

1993) where bonding social capital is comprised of the internal networks that share common 

norms or values, which subsequently keep that group held together (bond). On the contrary, 

bridging social capital leads to other networks or affiliations that give an individual access to 

networks of positional power. Depending on the organization or sector you are a part of or 

begin with, there will be vast differences in the offerings of networks available to a social 

entrepreneur and the key stakeholders in various settings that potentially hold different norms 

or values (Westlund, 2006). Overall, “entrepreneurial initiatives and social capital are highly 

interconnected” (Westlund & Gawell, 2012, p. 105) and have potential of effecting 

sustainability of social change if there are gaps presented for the social entrepreneur. Social 

capital is the connection between stakeholders, not just the financial stakeholders, but also the 

key partners in community, customers, supply chain, and more (Seelos et al., 2011). These 

relationships and networks are viewed as essential and vital to the growth and success of a 

social enterprise (Dacin et al., 2010; Seelos et al., 2011; Shaw & Carter, 2007). The influence 

of social capital is a valuable tool for resources (De Carolis & Saparito, 2006; Starr & 

MacMillan, 1990), and the information that is shared between networks and affiliations is key 

to this resource capital (Conroy & Weiler, 2019). Additionally, with continued growth in 
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community and networks, this will allow for more opportunities to gain access to financial 

capital (Hynes, 2009; Meyskens et al., 2010). 

Financial Capital 

 Financial capital is the access to funds to grow, scale, and sustain a business venture. 

It helps a new venture survive after its inception, and this capital facilitates growth (Cooper et 

al., 1994). This capital is fuel for engines of venture development growth and help social 

enterprises create, innovate, and scale (Kickul & Lyons, 2020). Traditionally, most 

investments are focused on financial return and “despite the positive social or environmental 

impact, social ventures are typically unable to match the financial returns realized by 

commercial ventures” (Clarkin, 2014, p. 192). Social entrepreneurs must face a complex 

arena of a variety of financial systems to fund their idea (Brown et al., 2011). Social 

enterprises do not always fit the traditional model of funding and must be creative through 

crowdfunding, foundations, or impact investors who align with their social impact (Clarkin, 

2014). Both commercial and social enterprises need financial capital to grow in their 

business; however, with the added value creation of a social enterprise and the complexity of 

the business model itself, this can cause for confusion of the social entrepreneur and 

ambiguity of how primary stakeholders can be involved (Sahasranamam & Nandakumar, 

2020).  

 Nicholls (2006) identified five shortcomings to investing in social initiatives: (a) 

information provision with no quality assurance, (b) narrow focus on a specific geographic 

area or a specific problem, (c) lack of feedback loops or monitoring systems, (d) limited types 

of investment instruments, and (e) small number of quality initiatives. With these 

shortcomings, there is still a demand and growth among social ventures (Austin et al., 2006; 

Mair & Marti, 2006) and funding is the main issue in this sector (Hines, 2005; Mendell & 

Nogales, 2009). There is the existing concept that social enterprises have multiple ways to 
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access funding whether through grants, donations, or commercial activity and are seen as 

multiple resource entities (Doherty et al., 2009; Ridley-Duff & Bull, 2011). Yet, it is still 

complex because social enterprises can run in various models, not just the nonprofit 

framework (Sparveiro, 2019), which then puts a resource constraint on capital raising in the 

sector. Ultimately, income streams from the marketplace should be the core feature (Barraket 

et al., 2010). As the social enterprise expands, this revenue source grows, eventually creating 

less dependency on grants or loans (Sunley & Pinch, 2012). In addition, the social 

entrepreneur needs to understand how to utilize these various resources, understand the gaps, 

and then create, implement, and sustain change movements as the role of the change agent 

(Rogers, 2003). 

Diffusion of Innovation 

Diffusion of innovation and the role of the change agent is an important element when 

being able to look at the various sectors of resource capital like human, social, and financial. 

Resource development and implementation have been perceived as an important role. 

Innovation is a type of communication of a new idea where there is a desired social change in 

the new structure that seeks to be implemented into the current system (Rogers, 2003). 

Presented by Rogers (2003) are the characteristics of innovation that are used to explain and 

predict the rate of adoption: (a) relative advantages, (b) compatibility, (c) complexity, (d) 

trialability, and (e) observability. Rogers (2003) defined diffusion of an innovation as the 

“process by which an innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among 

the members of a social system,” whereas an innovation itself is “an idea, practice, or object 

that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption” (Rogers, 2003, p. 6).  

In addition to the diffusion process, the role of the change agent includes encouraging 

the idea of adoption. The change agent, along with an opinion leader, are “individual(s) who 

influences clients’ innovation-decisions in a direction deemed desirable by a change agency” 
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(Rogers, 1995, p. 27). When change agents work with opinion leaders, their influence is 

greater, and this helps enhance the impact of the diffusion activities that are taking place in 

the social system. According to Rogers (1995), opinion leadership is “the degree to which an 

individual is able to influence other individuals’ attitudes or overt behavior informally in a 

desired way with relative frequency” (p. 27). Overall, success in innovation diffusion is 

subjected to a range of factors—social norms, affiliations, growth, mindset, knowledge, and 

various practices (Le et al., 2018). 

Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model 

Change is common in any business, whether nonprofit or for profit, and change 

management is important for the sustainability and growth of organizations (Lozano, 2013). 

Moran and Brightman (2001) characterized change management as “the process of 

continually renewing an organization’s direction, structure, and capabilities to serve the ever-

changing needs of external and internal customers” (p. 111). 

Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model is a top-down approach and uses the role of the 

leader to set the vision and empower action through developing a team. Furthermore, vision 

motivates people to take action in an appropriate direction, and it helps change managers 

coordinate activities of different participants (Kotter, 1996). Therefore, “implementing 

change management through training and establishing high-performance practices is critical 

to building robust organizations” (Bekmukhambetova, 2021, p. 100). 

Podcasts 

Podcasts is a hybrid term between iPod and broadcast. It is used when audio 

broadcasts are distributed via internet. Podcasts are not a new concept and have evolved over 

the years to have easier access points for the listeners (Gaden, 2010). Podcasts allow for a 

new way for educators to teach and for individuals to receive knowledge. It is an application 

of technology that gives practitioners, in this case social entrepreneurs, the accessibility to 
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information where they can learn and grow from (Salloum & Smyth, 2013). It is a platform 

that utilizes technology creatively by bringing supplemental learning materials to individuals, 

organizations, or educational institutions. This application of technology as a means of 

learning creates a boost in knowledge, efficacy in specific fields of work, and integrity of 

implementation (Salloum & Smyth, 2013). Podcasts also provide support for individuals with 

learning needs (Powell & Robson, 2014), but more importantly provide inclusivity and 

belonging to a community (Van Zanten, et al., 2012). This accessibility to knowledge and 

sense of feeling ‘not alone’ is an important aspect to humanity, especially regarding this 

study involving social entrepreneurs and their ability to access resources. The use of podcasts 

continues to grow and be implemented into learning, which has allowed this platform to be 

harnessed as both a learning tool and as a medium for storytelling (Lindgren, 2016; Salloum 

& Smuth, 2013). 

Theoretical Framework 

After reviewing the literature, it is evident that a “social entrepreneur is a mission-

driven individual who uses a set of entrepreneurial behaviors to deliver a social value to the 

less privileged” (Abu-Safain, 2012, p. 25), and they strive to be financially independent, self-

sufficient, or sustainable through the entity they lead. These individuals also stand out in 

courage, pursue new ways, and engage with commitment to real social value. Ultimately, 

they are agents of change and are aware of their role in enacting this social change but seem 

to have a lack of understanding in business modeling, financial capital, strategic planning, 

and how to create sustainability for their social impact (Westlund & Gawell, 2012; Harris & 

Kor, 2013). As a change agent, they initiate the innovation-decision process by pointing out 

alternative solutions to an existing problem, emphasizing the importance of the problem, and 

assuring stakeholders and beneficiaries that they can address the problem (Rogers, 2003). The 
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influence they must enact change is vital, to lead change well and enable long term 

sustainability among communities.  

The theoretical framework used in this study was the roles of a change agent from 

Rogers’ (2003) diffusion of innovation and Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model to help 

identify resource gaps in the implementation of social change to sustainability. In the role of a 

change agent, there are seven roles that can be identified in the diffusion process. I will first 

introduce Kotter’s change model and then incorporate the intersectionality of the models in a 

conceptual framework to guide the theoretical triangulation. 

Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model was primarily utilized due to the in-depth nature 

of the processes. These include the following: 

• Step 1: determine the urgency of change 

• Step 2: form a strong nucleus, leading change 

• Step 3: create a new vision 

• Step 4: notify all new vision 

• Step 5: empower others to act on the vision 

• Step 6: create short-term wins 

• Step 7: build on the change 

• Step 8: anchor the change 

The basis of Kotter’s 8-step change model is rooted in Lewin’s (1947) three step 

change process which included the steps of unfreezing, moving, and refreezing. This model 

represents a more simplistic process of change and aids in developing the understanding of 

the change process. Unfreezing aligns to the first three steps of Kotter’s model: (1) determine 

the urgency for change; (2) form a strong nucleus, leading change; and (3) create a new 

vision. Lewin’s second step, moving, aligns with step four, five, and six: (4) notify all new 

vision, (5) empower others to act on the vision, and (6) create a short-term win. Then 
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refreezing aligns with steps seven and eight: (7) build on the change and (8) anchor the 

change. The primary purpose of unfreezing is to destabilize the stationary state and then 

transition to moving, which is where change behavior occurs, and then Lewin’s (1947) 

process finishes with freezing, which reinforces the stabilization, but with a new behavior in 

place. This “three-step model represents a well-developed approach to changing human 

behavior” (Burnes, 2020, p. 52). 

The first step, determine an urgency of change, requires the leader to create the 

momentum in their organization to want to move at the same pace to enact significant 

change. “Increasing urgency demands that you remove sources of complacency or minimize 

their impact” (Kotter, 1996, p. 42), so that the systems to move this change forward is 

focused on the right measures. This also normally takes bold action from leaders, which is 

evident in the characteristics needed in the first three roles of Rogers’ (2003) roles of a 

change agent: (a) to develop a need for change, (b) to establish an information-exchange 

relationship, and (c) to diagnose the problem. Within the first role, the change agent makes 

others aware of the need of change and altering of behaviors. To start this change process, 

“the change agent points out new alternatives to existing problems, dramatizes the 

importance of these problems” (Rogers, 2003, p. 336), and begins to share the importance of 

altering behaviors for this change. Once they establish the need for this change then the 

change agent “must develop rapport” (Rogers, 2003, p. 336). This is where the change agent 

builds trustworthiness and credibility to create stronger relationships through empathy. 

Through gathering information, the change agent must then diagnose the problem and “view 

the situation empathetically” (Rogers, 2003, p. 337) from the perspective of the individual or 

community where there is an initial need for altering behaviors. These three roles then lead 

into Kotter’s second step to form a strong nucleus, leading change. This step can also be 

recognized as creating a guiding coalition. Although leaders such as social entrepreneurs 
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(change agents) are remarkable people, no one person can successfully lead a movement 

alone. “Major change is so difficult to accomplish, a powerful force is required to sustain the 

process” (Kotter, 1996, p. 51). By building a strong team, this will enable steps three through 

five of Kotter’s model to facilitate an easier implementation. Furthermore, to create a new 

vision, share that vision successfully, and grow that vision by empowering others to act on it, 

takes a strong team. These stages encompass the second phase of Kotter’s model, engaging 

and enabling the organization, which align with Rogers’ roles of a change agent in roles (4) 

to create an intent in the client to change and (5) to translate an intent to action. During these 

roles, the change agent motivates, inspires, and uses opinion leaders to help move into the 

persuasion stage of the innovation-decision process. Flynn et al. (1994) defined opinion 

leaders as people who directly influence other consumers by giving advice and verbal 

directions for the search, purpose, and use of a product. This allows the change agent to 

operate indirectly by using opinion leaders in communities and activating networks who are 

close to the members of the region (Rogers, 2003). 

The final phase of Kotter’s 8-step change model is implementing and sustaining for 

change. The phase includes building on the change (step 7) and anchoring the change (step 

8), which aligns with Rogers’ roles of a change agent in the roles of stabilizing adoption and 

achieving a terminal relationship. This phase involves long term solutions to change and 

creates sustainable models for change to endure. The role of the change agent is ensuring that 

this change is stabilized by cultural adoption and transformation. The goal of the change 

agent is to develop individuals by altering them from a position that starts out as fully reliant 

to a position of self-reliance, in the end transforming into future change agents (Rogers, 

2003). The relationship of Kotter’s 8-step change model and Rogers’ roles of a change agent 

is displayed in Figure 1 to help depict how they work alongside one another to strengthen the 

framework for this study. 
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Furthermore, by understanding the role of a change agent (Rogers, 2003) and Kotter’s 

(1996) 8-step change model, this will align the theoretical frameworks to help identify 

resource gaps in the implementation of social change to sustainability. The research will 

inform the social impact sector what steps among Kotter’s 8-step model incur the biggest 

gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent. 

Conceptual Framework 

The following conceptual framework was developed to explain the relationship 

between Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model and Rogers’ (2003) diffusion of innovation 

roles of a change agent (see Figure 1). This conceptual framework will support the research 

on where dilemmas are occurring along the Kotter’s 8-step model and in the role of the 

change agents due to the resource gaps presented. The conceptual framework outlines three 

major areas when implementing change: (a) creating the climate for change, (b) engaging and 

enabling the organization, and (c) implementing and sustaining for change. 
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Figure 1 
 
The Relationship Between Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model and Rogers’ Diffusion of 
Innovation Roles of a Change Agent 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

 
Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to understand the dilemmas in implementing change for 

social entrepreneurs that stem from the presented resource gaps: human, social and financial 

capital. This qualitative study utilized conventional content analysis by examining a social 

entrepreneur podcast series conducted by the researcher. The significance of making these 

interviews available on a podcast forum was to maximize the learning opportunities for other 

social entrepreneurs around the globe. Podcasts allow for anywhere learning while giving an 

individual access to high caliber educational materials and resources within their home at any 

time (Palenque, 2016). The interviews are supplemental resources for social entrepreneurs to 

engage with and learn from. The information that was obtained through this research will 

help the social impact sector understand the resource gaps that cause dilemmas in change 

implementation. This knowledge aids in strategy, leadership development and sustainability 

for social entrepreneurs. The methodology of this study is presented in this chapter, including 

research questions, the research design, data collection processes, credibility and 

trustworthiness, and data analysis processes.  

Research Questions 

The research study was guided by the following questions: 

1. What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with the 

human, social, and financial capital resource gaps presented?  

2. When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, which steps incur the 

biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or social 

entrepreneur? 
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3. When examining shared experiences, in what ways did human, social, or financial 

resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing, or 

sustaining change? 

Significance of the Study 

Social entrepreneurs are faced with many dilemmas when leading, growing, and 

implementing change in their business and communities. They are often misunderstood 

because of the prioritization of profit and social impact embedded into their model and 

strategy as an enterprise (Nicholls, 2006). This study’s findings identified the resource gaps 

within human capital, social capital, and financial capital. These resource gaps gave insight to 

the dilemmas, barriers, or constraints that social entrepreneurs face when implanting change. 

The findings also helped to understand the biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas a 

change agent, also known as a social entrepreneur, faces when creating, implementing, or 

sustaining change. This research study is rooted in Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model and 

aligned with Rogers’ (2003) roles of a change agent. The knowledge generated from this 

study supports social entrepreneurs in understanding the resource barriers they most likely 

will face during their venture in building a social enterprise. In my research, I attempted to 

identify gaps in knowledge as the role of a change agent who is implementing change. 

Understanding dilemmas in change implementation will inform the social impact sector 

regarding where to increase or reduce resources. The findings from this study have 

implications to improve the sustainability of social enterprises by identifying resources that 

are contributing to dilemmas for social entrepreneurs in change implementation.  

Research Design 

The qualitative research design that was conducted was a conventional content 

analysis. This analysis was informed by Hsieh and Shannon (2005) and was implemented to 

address the study research questions. A content analysis is a research method that uses a set 
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of categorization methods to systematically identify various characteristics and patterns 

within a text. In the case of a conventional content analysis, categories and codes are derived 

from the data that is analyzed (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). The interview data was pulled from 

the podcast forum that hosted the initial participant interviews that the researcher conducted. 

The interview scripts were then transcribed and analyzed. The data was first read multiple 

times before creating codes based on key words that represented the categories in the data. It 

then was organized into categories and subcategories to address the research questions. The 

conventional content analysis was the most appropriate choice as the method allowed the 

categories and themes to emerge directly from the text that was transcribed directly from the 

podcast interviews. The primary purpose of a content analysis is to study behavior and 

experiences without influencing it and this can be done through both written and visual 

representations of human communication (Fraenkel et al., 2016). 

This conventional content analysis qualitative design had a purposeful sample of 24 

social entrepreneurs who lead a global social enterprise. This study began through semi-

structured interviews and the interviews were delivered in such a way that participants could 

share openly and freely about their shared experiences and their leadership experiences as a 

social entrepreneur. This research study utilized conventional content analysis to be able to 

take the data from these podcast interviews through transcription, so the researcher could 

fully immerse in the reading of the data scripts to obtain a sense of the whole (Tesch, 1990). 

This data was read word by word to derive codes (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Morgan, 1993; 

Morse & Field, 1995) through highlighting, underlining, and calling attention to the words 

from text that appear to capture key concepts. A conventional content analysis was the most 

appropriate choice as the method allowed the categories and themes to emerge directly from 

the text (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  
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Sampling 

The participants were 24 social entrepreneurs who are actively leading a social 

enterprise. A total of 21 interviews took place. I separately interviewed 18 independent social 

entrepreneurs, one-on-one. I also conducted three separate interviews with three pairs of 

cofounders of social enterprises. To be in the research study, the participants had to be 

leading an enterprise with global social impact components and hold the top leadership 

positions. These positions included founder, CEO, or a leading decision maker for at least 

two years in the social enterprise. These research participants were purposively selected 

(Fraenkel et al., 2016). Before interviews were scheduled and conducted, an informed 

consent letter was sent to all participants and consent was obtained (see Appendix A. This 

consent explained their participation in the study, the possible benefits and risks, and that the 

interview would be used in a podcast platform for further learning, engagement and analysis. 

After each interview, basic demographic information of participants such as age, number of 

years in business, location of global region enterprise, and business modeling utilized for 

their social enterprise was collected.  

Participant Demographics 

There were 24 social entrepreneurs that were interviewed, and participant 

demographics were collected after each semi-structured interview. The demographics of the 

participants are listed in Table 2. The demographics collected for each participant included 

age, gender, number of years in a leadership position of the enterprise, region enterprise 

location, and the implemented business model.  
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Table 2 
       

Demographic Data of Participants 
 

Participant Pseudonym Age Gender 
# of years in a 

leadership 
position  

Region enterprise 
location Business model 

SE1 Tara 34 Female 9 Honduras Nonprofit 

SE2 Kellie 39 Female 8 Guatemala For profit 

SE 3 Ann 36 Female 4 United States 
(California) 

For profit 

SE 4 Olivia 42 Female 18 United States 
(Colorado) 

Nonprofit 

SE 5 Hailey 30 Female 9 Haiti, United 
States 

For profit 

SE 6 Luke 63 Male 23 United States, 
Global 

Nonprofit 

SE 7 Mia 29 Female 3 Horn of Africa For profit 

SE 8 Jody 40 Female 12 Kenya Nonprofit 

SE 9 Amber 37 Female 7 United States 
(Wyoming) 

Nonprofit 

SE 10 Terrence 39 Male 7 United States 
(Wyoming) 

Nonprofit 

SE 11 Gary 35 Male 14 Uganda, India, 
Peru 

For profit, 
Nonprofit 
(Hybrid) 

SE 12 Faith 38 Female 13 Ghana Nonprofit 

SE 13 Linda 33 Female 3 Uganda Nonprofit 

SE 14 Nicole 26 Female 3 Uganda Nonprofit 

SE 15 Molly 34 Female 8 India Nonprofit 

SE 16 Pauline 33 Female 8 India Nonprofit 

SE 17 Lily 32 Female 5 Asia For profit 

SE 18 Stacey 41 Female 8 Papua New 
Guinea 

For profit, 
Nonprofit 
(Hybrid) 

SE 19 Charlotte 34 Female 7 Mozambique Nonprofit 

SE 20 Valerie 34 Female 3 United States, 
Global 

For profit 

SE 21 Barbara 44 Female 13 Canada, India For profit 
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SE 22 Hope 26 Female 4 Guatemala For profit 

SE 23 Sonja 35 Female 12 Uganda, India, 
Global 

For profit 

SE 24 Emma 54 Female 17 Tanzania Nonprofit 

Note. Global is listed for regions that could not be named in this study due to security of workforce 
or beneficiaries within that social enterprise. 

 

All the participants were coded and given pseudonyms. The name assigned to each 

participant has no direct connection to the participant’s race, ethnicity, political ideology, or 

personal interests. The social entrepreneurs included the following participants: Tara, Kellie, 

Ann, Olivia, Hailey, Luke, Mia, Jody, Amber, Terrence, Gary, Faith, Linda, Nicole, Molly, 

Pauline, Lily, Stacey, Charlotte, Valerie, Barbara, Hope, Sonja, and Emma. 

Tara 

 Tara is 34 years old and is the founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

Honduras. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 9 years. The industry her social 

enterprise focuses on is home and accessories. The social enterprise was founded as a 

nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Kellie 

Kellie is 39 years old and is the founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

Guatemala. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 8 years. The industry her 

social enterprise focuses on is shoes. The social enterprise was founded as a for profit and 

continues to run in a for profit status. The model has not changed over the duration of its 

existence in the social impact sector. 

Ann 

Ann is 36 years old and is the founder of a social enterprise in the region of the United 

States, specifically in the state of California. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the 
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last 4 years. The industry her social enterprise focuses on is home and accessories. The social 

enterprise was founded as a for profit and continues to run in a for profit status. The model 

has not changed over the duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Olivia 

Olivia is 42 years old and is the CEO of a social enterprise in the region of the United 

States, specifically in Colorado. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 18 years. 

The industry her social enterprise focuses on is shoes. The social enterprise was founded as a 

nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Hailey 

Hailey is 30 years old and is the founder and CEO of a social enterprise in the regions 

of Haiti and the United States. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 9 years. 

The industry her social enterprise focuses on is in jewelry. The social enterprise was founded 

as a for profit and continues to run in a for profit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Luke 

Luke is 63 years old and is the CEO of a social enterprise in the regions of Global and 

the United States. Global is listed for regions that could not be named in this study due to 

security of workforce or beneficiaries within that social enterprise. He has been a key leader 

in the enterprise the last 23 years. The industry his social enterprise focuses on is micro-

finance and agriculture. The social enterprise was founded as a nonprofit and continues to run 

in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the duration of its existence in the 

social impact sector. 
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Mia 

Mia is 29 years old and is the co-founder of a social enterprise in the region of the 

Horn of Africa. The area is more generalized for the safety and security of artisans who work 

in the enterprise. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 3 years. The industry her 

social enterprise focuses on is jewelry and accessories. The social enterprise was founded as a 

for profit and continues to run in a for profit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Jody 

Jody is 40 years old and is the founder of a social enterprise in the region of Kenya. 

She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 12 years. The industry her social enterprise 

focuses on is education and training. The social enterprise was founded as a nonprofit and 

continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the duration of its 

existence in the social impact sector. 

Amber 

Amber is 37 years old and is the co-founder of a social enterprise in the region of the 

United States, specifically in Wyoming. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 7 

years. The industry her social enterprise focuses on is home décor, accessories, and apparel. 

The social enterprise was founded as a nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. 

The model has not changed over the duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Terrence 

Terrence is 39 years old and is the co-founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

the United States, specifically in Wyoming. He has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 

7 years. The industry his social enterprise focuses on is home décor, accessories and apparel. 

The social enterprise was founded as a nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. 

The model has not changed over the duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 
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Gary 

Gary is 35 years old and is the founder and CEO of a social enterprise in the regions 

of Uganda, India, and Peru. He has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 14 years. The 

industry his social enterprise focuses on is apparel and accessories. The social enterprise was 

founded as a nonprofit and over the years shifted to a hybrid model. Currently, the enterprise 

runs as a for profit with a nonprofit arm for community impact and growth.   

Faith 

Faith is 38 years old and is the executive director of a social enterprise in the region of 

Ghana. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 13 years. The industry her social 

enterprise focuses on is accessories, apparel, and home décor. The social enterprise was 

founded as a nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed 

over the duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Linda 

Linda is 33 years old and is the co-founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

Uganda. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 3 years. The industry her social 

enterprise focuses on is talent (art) and home décor. The social enterprise was founded as a 

nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Nicole 

Nicole is 26 years old and is the co-founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

Uganda. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 3 years. The industry her social 

enterprise focuses on is talent (art) and home décor. The social enterprise was founded as a 

nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 
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Molly 

Molly is 34 years old and is the co-founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

India. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 8 years. The industry her social 

enterprise focuses on is apparel and accessories. The social enterprise was founded as a 

nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Pauline 

Pauline is 33 years old and is the CEO of a social enterprise in the region of India. 

She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 8 years. The industry her social enterprise 

focuses on apparel and accessories. The social enterprise was founded as a nonprofit and 

continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the duration of its 

existence in the social impact sector. 

Lily 

Lily is 32 years old and is the founder and CEO of a social enterprise in the region of 

Asia. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 5 years. The industry her social 

enterprise focuses on is home décor and accessories. The social enterprise was founded as a 

for profit and continues to run in a for profit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Stacey 

Stacey is 41 years old and is the founder and CEO of a social enterprise in the region 

of Papua New Guinea. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 8 years. The 

industry her social enterprise focuses on is home décor and accessories. The social enterprise 

was founded as a hybrid model, both with a nonprofit and for profit entities working 

cohesively together. The model has not changed over the duration of its existence in the 

social impact sector. 
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Charlotte 

Charlotte is 34 years old and is the founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

Mozambique. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 7 years. The industry her 

social enterprise focuses on training and education. The social enterprise was founded as a 

nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Valerie 

Valerie is 34 years old and is the founder and CEO of a social enterprise in the 

regions of Global and the United States. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 3 

years. The industry her social enterprise focuses on is apparel, accessories, and home décor. 

The social enterprise was founded as a for profit and continues to run in a for profit status. 

The model has not changed over the duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Barbara 

Barbara is 44 years old and is the founder and CEO of a social enterprise in the 

regions of Canada and India. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 13 years. The 

industry her social enterprise focuses on is apparel. The social enterprise was founded as a for 

profit and continues to run in a for profit status. The model has not changed over the duration 

of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Hope 

Hope is 26 years old and is the founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

Guatemala. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 4 years. The industry her 

social enterprise focuses on is traditional textiles. The social enterprise was founded as a for 

profit and continues to run in a for profit status. The model has not changed over the duration 

of its existence in the social impact sector. 
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Sonja 

Sonja is 35 years old and is the founder and CEO of a social enterprise in the regions 

of Uganda, India, and Global. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 12 years. 

The industry her social enterprise focuses on is in apparel and shoes. The social enterprise 

was founded as a for profit and continues to run in a for profit status. The model has not 

changed over the duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

Emma 

Emma is 54 years old and is the founder of a social enterprise in the region of 

Tanzania. She has been a key leader in the enterprise the last 17 years. The industry her social 

enterprise focuses on is home and accessories. The social enterprise was founded as a 

nonprofit and continues to run in a nonprofit status. The model has not changed over the 

duration of its existence in the social impact sector. 

To gain a better understanding of the participant’s journey, experience, and 

background in the social impact sector, the interview protocol (see Appendix A) asked 

relevant questions about the participants and how their journey began in the sector.  

Human Instrumentation 

Regarding this study, I served as the human instrument. Since I was 18 years old, I 

have been serving and working overseas. I have spent a third of my life as a resident of 

another country and building socially conscious and ethically run businesses. I currently 

reside in Mombasa, Kenya where I work with a socio-economic women’s empowerment 

program that I started building back in 2011. I have grown Imani Collective over the last 

decade from 16 women to over 110 artisans and staff. We also have artisan partnerships in 

both Ethiopia and India. Along with being the CEO and founder of Imani Collective, I also 

began the School of Ethical Impact, which is a 12-week digital incubator that works with 

social entrepreneurs across the world. The curriculum was built for dynamic changemakers 
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who want to start or scale an ethical business. Over the past year, the school has already 

hosted 24 students through its curriculum, while promoting engagement and conversation 

with likeminded social entrepreneurs through conferences, podcasts, and various platforms. 

Throughout my journey, I personally struggled with feeling as if I was isolated, alone and had 

access to little resources or knowledge of the sector. I have made a positionality statement 

and recorded my perspective as some limitations of the study. In addition, my extensive 

background in the sector improved data collection in the study because of the position I have 

to acquire such participants. Also, because of similar backgrounds with both the researcher 

and participants, this allowed for more open conversations because increased trust was 

established, and this created more candid, transparent, and vulnerable conversations in the 

interviews. 

Data Collection 

In-depth, semi-structured interviews were conducted to identify the challenges that 

leaders of social enterprises experience (Fraenkel et al., 2016). The interviews were 

conducted with a purposeful sample to identify the resource gaps in the social impact sector 

and overall development of themes surrounding challenges they endure as leaders. The 

purposeful sample included 24 participants who were categorized as social entrepreneurs.  

These interviews took place from August 5, 2021, through September 15, 2021. As the 

researcher, I purposely selected social entrepreneurs who focused on diverse regions around 

the world to attain a variety of perspectives. The interviews followed the proposed interview 

protocol (see Appendix B, and all interviews took place through Zoom. The benefits of 

conducting an interview via Zoom included the ability to establish rapport with the 

participants (Fraenkel et al., 2016) and allow for personal experiences to be shared in a safe 

space so themes could be established. After interviews were conducted, they were first 

transcribed using Otter AI and then by myself to account for any errors in transcription. Full 
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transcripts were emailed back to participants for member checking. Once checked, data 

analysis began. Table 3 represents the timeline for my data collection. 

 

Table 3 
 
Qualitative Data Collection Timeline 
 

Date Procedure 

July 29, 2021 Initial contact email sent 

August 5, 2021 Tara interviewed and transcribed 

August 5, 2021 Kellie interviewed and transcribed 

August 5, 2021 Ann interviewed and transcribed 

August 6, 2021 Olivia interviewed and transcribed 

August 6, 2021 Hailey interviewed and transcribed 

August 9, 2021 Luke interviewed and transcribed 

August 9, 2021 Mia interviewed and transcribed 

August 10, 2021 Jody interviewed and transcribed 

August 10, 2021 Amber interviewed and transcribed 

August 10, 2021 Terrence interviewed and transcribed 

August 10, 2021 Gary interviewed and transcribed 

August 10, 2021 Faith interviewed and transcribed 

August 12, 2021 Linda interviewed and transcribed 

August 12, 2021 Nicole interviewed and transcribed 

August 12, 2021 Molly interviewed and transcribed 

August 12, 2021 Pauline interviewed and transcribed 

August 12, 2021 Lily interviewed and transcribed 

August 13, 2021 Stacey interviewed and transcribed 

August 13, 2021 Charlotte interviewed and transcribed 

August 16, 2021 Valerie interviewed and transcribed 

August 16, 2021 Barbara interviewed and transcribed 

August 16, 2021 Hope interviewed and transcribed 
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August 18, 2021 Sonja interviewed and transcribed 

September 15, 2021 Emma interviewed and transcribed 

Note. Transcripts were sent back to participants for member checking. 
 

As the researcher, I observed carefully and asked questions that allowed me, as the 

researcher to probe their experiences, thoughts, and feelings on topics brought forth in the 

interview protocol. Additionally, I kept a neutral stance, keeping as much ambiguity so that 

different perspectives could form throughout the process of the interviews (Fraenkel et al., 

2016).  

All data were recorded, transcribed, de-identified, coded, and sorted into common 

themes and results. The interview guide used open-ended questions to further elicit the views 

and opinions of the participants (Creswell, 2013). As the interviews were conducted, open-

ended questions were utilized to allow for an informal and interactive process to be created 

(Moustakas, 1994a). As recommended by Creswell (2013), there was interview transcription 

by Otter AI, followed by transcription by the researcher for clarity. These steps were repeated 

for all interviews. Once interviews were transcribed, they were then made available within 

the social entrepreneur podcast series that was created by the researcher.  

It was also crucial, as the researcher, to not let “pre-existing framework onto the data, 

but rather to let new themes emerge from it. Through keeping ‘close to the data’ continuously 

sifting through themes, idea fragments, and seemingly unrelated utterances, data categories 

can become thematically stabilized, defined, and differentiated” (Charmaz, 2008, p. 80). This 

process helped organize the reflections and shared experiences from the interviews and 

allowed for emergent themes to form as the coding was continually refined in the process.  

The transferability of this study to other social entrepreneurs is presented through 

these findings and should offer insights to the resource gaps and potentially removing barriers 

which create dilemmas in implementing change.  
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Data Analysis 

From the analysis, themes were categorized between human, social, and financial 

capital. The insights gleaned from these lived experiences of the participants should be like 

other populations who share the same characteristics of an entrepreneur in the social impact 

space. Data analysis began by utilizing the data from the qualitative interviews to identify 

core themes (Fraenkel et al., 2016). Data from the qualitative interviews underwent open 

coding to identify common themes. There were three rounds of coding conducted by the 

researcher. The first round included discovering and establishing patterns. As Berg and Luna 

(2012) proposed, the first round was conducted through marking, highlighting, clustering 

words and phrases, as well as journal writing. The first round of coding was completed for all 

participant transcripts. Once transcripts were marked, highlighted, and keywords were 

identified, then the researcher began the second round of coding, which continued to give an 

additional analysis angle and ensure accuracy of themes. All data was reexamined and with 

open coding, categories and subcategories took shape and were noted. This gave recognition 

to themes and drew out connection and commonalities across participants in the study 

(Strauss, 1990). These segments were then rewritten and typed to identify detailed segments, 

also known as clusters (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The third round involved going through 

the main emergent themes throughout the 24 social entrepreneurs and considering the total 

number of mentions for a particular theme. All participants received the same interview 

protocol and same analysis procedure. Lastly, themes emerged from the responses of the 

qualitative interviews.  

To answer research question one, participants were asked to describe the main 

challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with the gaps presented (human, social, 

and financial capital resource gaps). They were first asked how they entered the social impact 

sector, followed by the biggest challenges they have had to overcome. These questions 
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highlighted the purpose behind why the research participants started their social enterprise 

and then the challenges they have faced in their journey. There was a further question 

presented that stated, where do you believe you have experienced gaps in resources for you 

and your business? This question presented in the interview protocol (see Appendix A) aided 

in research question one by aligning the challenge to a resource gap. It also began to inform 

research question two in relationship to Kotter’s (1996) 8-step model. 

Research question two stated, when initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step 

model, which steps incur the biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change 

agent (social entrepreneur)? In addition to the previous interview protocol question, research 

participants were also asked from the interview protocol, have you seen those gaps reduce or 

increase as you have grown, scaled, or implemented new change in your business or 

community. These guided questions were conducted during each participant’s Zoom 

interview and helped inform this study on which steps in Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change 

model inferred the biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent. 

Research question three was, when looking at shared experiences, what were the 

different resource gaps (human, social, or financial) that caused dilemmas or challenges when 

creating, implementing, or sustaining change? This question was accomplished through the 

guided questions of the interview protocol and gave opportunity during the Zoom interviews 

for the participants to share their experiences. 
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Trustworthiness 

Due to the qualitative nature of the study and the researcher being both the data 

collector and data analyst, there was potential for researcher bias (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

To reduce bias, personal experience of the researcher was noted and journaled during 

interviews and alternative data sources were used for verification of findings. This can be 

seen throughout the literature review and results. Each set of data was analyzed immediately 

after member checking and compiled with other interview data, which promoted credibility 

(van Manen, 2014). Also, as the researcher, I made other efforts to establish truthfulness and 

transferability when analyzing the data (Slevin & Sines, 2000). I included an audit trail, 

which is a systematic documentation of all procedures and data relevant to the study (Lincoln 

& Guba, 1985; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2006), and data interpretations from experts in the 

field (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). I also utilized reflexive and methodological journaling 

(Hayman et al., 2012).  Bracketing was used in this process of collecting is self-reflective 

data after the initial data collection took place (Dowling, 2007). Bracketing is an important 

first step after data is collected, and personal reflection and description are captured. 

Bracketing is also important in creating reflexivity, especially after interviews are completed. 

Reflexivity refers to the engagement by the qualitative researcher in continuous self-critique 

and self-appraisal and the provision of an explanation of how his/her own experiences did or 

did not influence the stages of the research process (Koch & Harrington, 1998). The analysis 

of data was a highly iterative process as it involved going back and forth between transcripts, 

data reduction, and coding before final themes were formed for discussion (Strauss, 1987).   
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS AND RESULTS 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this conventional content analysis was to understand the dilemmas in 

implementing change for social entrepreneurs that stem from the presented resource gaps. 

The information that was obtained through this research will help the social impact sector 

understand the resource gaps that cause dilemmas in change implementation. This knowledge 

aids in strategy, leadership development, and sustainability for social entrepreneurs.  

Research Questions 

The following research questions were developed to guide this study: 

1. What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with the 

human, social, and financial capital resource gaps presented?  

2. When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, which steps incur the 

biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or social 

entrepreneur? 

3. When examining shared experiences, in what ways did human, social, or financial 

resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing, or 

sustaining change? 

Introduction 

There were 24 social entrepreneurs that were interviewed, and participant 

demographics were collected after each semi-structured interview. When recruiting 

participants, 18 independent social entrepreneurs and three pairs of co-founders were 

scheduled for interviews. The interviews with the three pairs of co-founders expanded the 

participant count to 24 and gave another level of detail and perspective to the social 

enterprise and the entrepreneurs’ shared experiences. The participants’ demographics are 
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listed in Table 2. The demographics collected on each participant included age, gender, 

number of years running or leading the enterprise, region enterprise location, and the 

implemented business model.  

 The number of years ranged from 3–23 years of being in the social impact sector as a 

social entrepreneur, and the locations of the social enterprise and place of business ranged 

globally. The common thread to all the social entrepreneurs interviewed in this study is that 

they were involved with marginalized people groups as their main beneficiaries and team 

members, as well as all social entrepreneurs work among communities all over the world. In 

this study, regions included were the United States, Uganda, India, Canada, Mozambique, 

Ghana, Guatemala, Peru, Haiti, Honduras, and a few other areas that could not be mentioned 

due to security of their enterprise and workers. These secure areas are listed as global in the 

participants’ demographics presented in Table 2. The business model was also presented in 

the participant demographic information as this was recognized as a resource gap in human 

capital because of lack of knowledge, training, or understanding of their business model. 

There is an opportunity to dig deeper into how the different models (for profit, nonprofit, 

hybrid) differ in the challenges these social entrepreneurs face. The present study focused on 

the gaps in resources, challenges, and the dilemmas social entrepreneurs are faced with when 

leading and implementing change to create sustainable social impact businesses. 

Identified Resource Gaps 

The results were presented in clustered themes to replicate, extend, or refute prior 

discoveries (Boyatzis, 1998). These themes emerged from the interview of the 24 social 

entrepreneurs. Themes emerged within the resource gaps of human capital, social capital, and 

financial capital. The emergent themes aligned with participant engagement as well. 

Human resources are reflected in a lack of training or education, as well as the human 

assets and how they contribute to the direction and effectiveness of the company’s operations 
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or overall implementation of a mission. The following themes emerged in human capital 

resource gaps, communication, cultural differences, training/development, business modeling 

and sustainability. Table 4 represents the resource gaps identified from human capital 

resources. 
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Table 4 
 
Themes of Human Resource Gaps Identified by Participants  
 

Participant Theme 

 Communication Cultural 
differences 

Training/ 
Development 

Business 
modeling Sustainability 

Tara X X X X X 

Kellie X X X  X 

Ann    X X 

Olivia X  X X X 

Hailey X  X X X 

Luke X X  X X 

Mia  X X X X 

Jody  X X   

Amber X   X X 

Terrence X  X X X 

Gary X  X   

Faith   X  X 

Linda X X X X X 

Nicole X X X X X 

Molly X  X   

Pauline X  X   

Lily X  X  X 

Stacey X X X  X 

Charlotte X   X X 

Valerie    X X 

Barbara    X  

Hope  X X X X 

Sonja    X X 

Emma X   X X 
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 Table 5 represents the resource gaps from social capital resources. Social resources 

are reflected in having network and affiliations with others. It is a resource that creates 

bonding comprised of the internal networks that share common norms or values, which 

subsequently keep that group held together. The following themes emerged in social capital 

resource gaps, community, inconsistent supply chain, market access, partnerships/networks, 

and scaling/growth.  
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Table 5 
 
Themes of Social Resource Gaps Identified by Participants 
 

Participant Theme 

 Community Inconsistent 
supply chain 

Market 
access 

Partnerships/ 
Networks Scaling/Growth 

Tara X   X X 

Kellie  X  X  

Ann  X  X  

Olivia X X  X X 

Hailey  X    

Luke    X  

Mia X X  X X 

Jody X   X  

Amber X   X  

Terrence X   X  

Gary X   X X 

Faith  X X X X 

Linda X  X X  

Nicole X  X X  

Molly X   X X 

Pauline X   X X 

Lily X X X X X 

Stacey X  X   

Charlotte X  X  X 

Valerie X X    

Barbara X   X  

Hope X  X X X 

Sonja X   X X 

Emma X X X X  
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 Table 6 displays the resource gaps from financial capital resources. Financial 

resources are access to funds to grow, scale, and sustain a business venture. The following 

themes emerged in financial capital resource gaps, finances to pay for staff/expand 

operations, finances to pay for marketing, funding for growth, financial struggle, strategy to 

profitability.  
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Table 6 
 
Themes of Financial Resource Gaps Identified by Participants 
 

Participant Theme 

 
Staff/expand 
operations 
finances 

Marketing  
finances 

Funding for 
growth 

Financial 
struggle 

Strategy to 
profitability 

Tara X  X X X 

Kellie  X X X X 

Ann     X 

Olivia  X  X X 

Hailey     X 

Luke      

Mia X  X X  

Jody  X  X  

Amber  X X X X 

Terrence  X X X  

Gary  X X X X 

Faith X  X X X 

Linda   X X  

Nicole   X X X 

Molly X  X X X 

Pauline X  X X X 

Lily X X  X X 

Stacey X X  X  

Charlotte X   X  

Valerie X   X  

Barbara  X  X  

Hope    X  

Sonja  X X X X 

Emma X X X X X 
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Research Question One: What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise 

that align with the human, social, and financial capital resource gaps presented?  

 To gain a better understanding of the main challenges presented among human, social, 

and financial research gaps for social entrepreneurs, they were first asked how they entered 

the social impact sector. Out of the interviews that were conducted, 19 out of the 24 social 

entrepreneurs (excluding Ann, Olivia, Luke, Amber, Barbara) expressed working with a non-

governmental organization (NGO) NGO or community project that sparked their interest, 

love, and passion in the community. Tara expressed this sentiment in her interview, “I loved 

the country, I fell in love with the culture and the foods and of course, the people and I loved 

how different it was. Over the years, I kept going back to Honduras and kept going back on 

short term trips, and began to build relationships” (Tara, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021). 

Lily expressed her passion of wanting women to experience freedom and live to their fullest 

potential and with her desire to see women succeed. She disclosed in her interview, “we 

explored different opportunities and couldn't find any good job opportunities for these ladies. 

So, we thought, hey, let's start something ourselves” (Lily, Zoom Interview, August 12, 

2021). With this intention of serving a community, this was then expanded through 

presenting the following question of why they chose the industry and community they are 

involved in. The community they were involved in kept consistent with the first interview 

question and had a relationship with the exposure the social entrepreneurs received from a 

trip with an NGO or nonprofit, but the industry varied based on region. Much of the industry 

was chosen through the resources available in the area, as expressed in Stacey’s interview, 

“that's where the sort of the idea started by identifying the beautiful craft and trying to 

harness a way of helping these women have gained market access basically” (Stacey, Zoom 

Interview, August 13, 2021). The industry was also chosen by the people they already knew 

on the ground in the community the social entrepreneur had become passionate about 
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investing in. This was reflected with Kellie as she mentioned, “we ended up basically like 

falling into shoes, like it was not necessarily something that we had intended to do. But we 

had gotten connected with a shoemaker” (Kellie, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2012). In 

addition to the familiarity of a community and people you know, much of the industry was 

chosen by what the people already knew how to do. Faith explained, “the original products 

that we started out with were apparel, and that was really just because that's what the women 

were making. And it just made sense to market products that were already familiar to what 

they were working in (Faith, Zoom interview, August 10, 2021). 

The basis of these questions was to gain a deeper understanding of the connection and 

steps to what drove the social entrepreneur to begin their social enterprise. This also 

transitioned the interview to the following question, where do you believe you experienced 

resource gaps for you and your business. This interview question set up the three areas of 

resource gaps: human capital, social capital, and financial capital.  

Human Capital 

The themes that represented the gaps in human capital were communication, cultural 

differences, training/development, business modeling, and sustainability.  

Communication  

Communication was a major challenge in both internal and external operations for the 

social entrepreneurs. Out of the 24 social entrepreneurs, 16 discussed the major constraints 

and barriers because of communication. The following interview excerpt represented the 

challenging aspect of getting buy-in among the community while trying to communicate a 

vision. This represents an external communication challenge when growing influence as a 

change agent with key stakeholders of the community the business is potentially serving. 

Faith stated: 
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I mean, getting buy-in is always a challenge, right? Especially when you have such a 

diversity of opinions, right? And, and culture, right, like different diversity of culture, 

and everybody kind of getting on the same page. So, getting buy-in is always a 

challenge. Again, a lot of times you go in with one vision of what you think it should 

be, and that completely shifts and that can be challenging to let go of and say, okay, 

but that's what it is as an organization, our goal is to serve our community. (Faith, 

Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Another aspect of communicating was also seen in production and quality control of the 

social enterprise that the entrepreneur is leading. This resource constraint is an internal 

communication challenge and this excerpt from Mia displayed an act of trying to 

communicate culture expectations from a differing culture to another and it is seen through 

the explanation of quality control and the trustworthiness of what is being marketed to the 

customer. Mia explained about quality control in the marketplace,  

And that's something that we really had to work on with the artisan. And it makes 

sense. You know, when you sell a product in the marketplace, like, actual market, I'm 

not talking about like umbrella term marketplace, but like that market, people can 

walk up, and they can see there's five of the same piece of the same item. And they 

can say, Oh, this one looks the best, I'm going to take this one, like, it looks like it has 

the best stitching or whatever. And so, you kind of get to choose what you want. And 

you get to see it in person. And that’s how these women have always sold their 

products is in that environment. And so, shifting to the idea of, Okay, we're taking a 

picture of this one, and putting it online, and shoppers are coming. And when they see 

that picture, they want their item to look like that. Yes, we have like a disclaimer that 

it's handmade, and there's might be slight differences, but it's going to pretty much 

look like this picture. And so, if you were trying to sell someone an apple, and you 
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took a picture of this apple and it looks beautiful on the front of the huge hole in the 

back. Like we don't want to give our customers that and so trying to just teach them 

that. (Mia, Zoom Interview, August 9, 2021) 

This internal communication challenge that overlaps with culture differences or 

expectations was also seen in the participants interviews of Tara, Kellie, Ann, Hailey, Mia, 

Amber, Terrence, Gary, Faith, Molly, Pauline, Lily, Stacey, Hope, Sonja, and Emma. These 

expectations and quality control challenges were alleviated through building an 

infrastructure, training, and managing quality control. Hope expressed, “there's so many 

things that vary when it's handmade. So, creating an infrastructure where you can control the 

quality and the consistency takes a lot of work time, resources to experiment and 

intentionality” (Hope, Zoom Interview, August 16, 2021). Also, Ann commented, “especially 

working cross culturally, and alluding back to communication…people understanding quality 

or deadlines” (Ann, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021). Developing these systems took time 

to develop, but also it was unknown knowledge before beginning their venture. Lily 

commented on their experience of growth in this gap of knowledge; “I think also just in 

designing really high-quality products, having good quality control, these were all processes 

that we've learned and now feel really comfortable with” (Lily, Zoom Interview, August 12, 

2021). The gap of quality control, infrastructure, and understanding how to communicate this 

effectively was discovered over trial and error. This constraint and gap could have potentially 

been prevented if knowledge would have been presented to these social entrepreneurs before 

developing an international social enterprise. Communication was the foundation of human 

capital resource constraints, which stemmed into these cultural differences and gaining the 

understanding of systems that needed to be put into place. Communication also brought forth 

other gaps as in training/development needs, comprehension of the business model, and lack 

of knowledge in the strategy to reach sustainability. 
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Cultural Differences  

Among the social entrepreneurs interviewed, 23 of the 24 had a global presence or 

specifically worked and partnered with cooperatives all around the world (excluding Olivia). 

Working internationally also creates cultural challenges and because of these differences this 

normally causes friction in communication due to language barriers and mismatched 

expectations. Linda explained her gentle approach to minding this barrier by listening and 

adapting to perspectives, but by also acknowledging differences and accepting that reality 

and challenge as well: 

I will never understand the complexities of the beautiful Ugandan culture that we 

work with, and the people we work with, and their history, and the trauma from the 

war and everything. So, I think it just comes to us to be really open and really gentle. 

And just try to acknowledge their perspective and adopt it as much as we can as our 

own and walk alongside them. Because there can be many challenges in 

communication. (Linda, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) 

This sentiment of listening to the culture and adopting a new perspective was also in the 

interviews of the following participants, Tara, Luke, Jody, Gary, Nicole, Lily, Stacey, and 

Hope. The communities represented among these social entrepreneurs are Honduras, India, 

Peru, Papua New Guinea, Guatemala, and Uganda. There will be an ongoing challenge in 

culture if the social entrepreneur does not take time to listen, immerse, and just be present 

with the community they are serving. Jody stated, “but I think that walking that journey of 

living in rural Kenya, kind of helped me to see the beauty of the gifts and the talents that the 

people within the community have, that I think can often go unnoticed” (Jody, Zoom 

Interview, August 10, 2021). 

This resource gap in human capital is encapsulated with understanding how to work 

with people and a community of a particular region. Out of the 24 interviews, 19 of the social 
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entrepreneurs, making up 79% of this research study found this to be a challenge and 

common barrier they have had to face. This challenge places the social entrepreneur in a 

difficult spot of understanding how to partner while respecting culture, but also keeping clear 

communication for efficiency’s sake. The struggle of balancing cultural expectations, new 

innovations, and overall communication was evident in the following interview excerpt:  

Being willing to let go of relationships that just no matter how hard we tried, were not 

working. And learning what to look for in new partnerships, I think was really key. 

Again, just working in a country where they're just so very deeply rooted in tradition 

and finding people who are willing to do something different. (Kellie, Zoom 

Interview, August 5, 2021) 

Training/Development  

Training and development are key elements in growing abilities, increasing capacity, 

and creating sustainability for the social impact within the community. Out of the 21 

interviews conducted, 19 social entrepreneurs mentioned a lack of training and development. 

This training and development were communicated in two perspectives. There was a lack of 

training and development for the social entrepreneur. Then there was a lack of training and 

development among the internal staff of the community the social entrepreneur was working 

among. The results of this study supported this notion that there is a drive and motivation for 

purpose, but the knowledge and training to support is still underdeveloped. Social 

entrepreneurs throughout the interviews presented how they “backed into their business” 

(Hailey, Zoom Interview, August 6, 2021) and then after starting up their business, began to 

realize their lack in training, knowledge, and various skill acquisitions. This was expressed in 

the interviews with Tara, Kellie, Gary, Molly, and Pauline. For example, Molly mentioned: 

We started as two design students straight out of school without any experience in the 

business sector, nonprofit space. So, we immediately started connecting with people 
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with more expertise than us. And collaboration from an accountant, expert in 

marketing, and knew that it was going to take a whole group of people to make this 

go. And of course, that's evolved and collaborating with different brands to help 

distribute the product and support our artisans as well. (Molly, Zoom Interview, 

August 12, 2021) 

Having connections with people to gather skills, knowledge, or training was mentioned 

throughout the interviews and this stemmed from the guiding question, what does 

partnership, collaboration, key stakeholders mean to you (see Appendix A)? Developing 

partnerships was foundational for all 24 social entrepreneurs, but not a challenge for all 

participants as Hailey, Stacey, Charlotte, and Valerie did not mention this as a resource gap 

and challenge when identifying social capital (see Table 5). 

 Furthermore, there was a need to develop accessible training programs for 

entrepreneurs and the communities they serve. SE17 expressed “seeing the development of 

our staff” (Lily, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) and the development of internal training 

with staff was recognized in the following participants interviews, Tara, Kellie, Olivia, 

Hailey, Mia, Jody, Gary, Faith, Linda, Nicole, Molly, Pauline, Lily, Hope, Sonja, and Emma. 

In the following excerpt, there is a struggle between priorities that were being externally 

processed and it shows the relationship between finances, and how training and development 

opportunities are hard to commit to if there is a lack of funds. There is an understanding 

presented by Jody of knowing the importance of training and desiring it, but a sense of 

hesitancy around priorities of the expense: 

I feel like that gap really existed with continuing education and training, not just for 

myself, but also for my staff, and just recognizing that. In some senses, there was this 

feeling of, well, you know, you're getting the job done. You're doing what we've 

asked you to do, so we just don't have money for that. I think that I would want that to 
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be a priority. And I do want that to be a priority, as we move forward, just that we 

recognize people should constantly be growing and that a big part of that is continuing 

to be educated about the work that you're doing and to help educate those people who 

are working with you so that they're the best that they can. (Jody, Zoom Interview, 

August 10, 2021) 

This is also witnessed when Emma mentioned that there was a “gap of poverty of the 

artisans,” which hindered them from being able to develop their talents (Emma, Zoom 

Interview, September 15, 2021). The same sentiments conveyed by Olivia aligned with their 

vision, but it gave insight to the social impact space. She expressed: 

The premise on which we’re built is that we believe all women have the power to 

transform their lives through employment and so in with that belief, we hire women 

experiencing chronic unemployment. A typical woman we hire hasn't had a job longer 

than a year in her lifetime. (Olivia, Zoom Interview, August 6, 2021) 

Social entrepreneurs have a passion for the community they build their business within and 

intentionally choose individuals who are specifically at-risk or of a marginalized people 

group. This specific characteristic of a social entrepreneur causes unique challenge and 

resource constraints. Overall, training and development was seen across the spectrum from 

the community member (i.e. beneficiary) to the social entrepreneur. Among the social 

entrepreneur, training was lacking, and this was greatly seen in the inefficiencies of 

understanding their business model.  

Business Modeling  

Business modeling is seen as a challenge due to the complexity of combining impact 

with business. Even with some of the participants in this study being involved in the social 

impact sector for over 20 years, there is still an element of growth, knowledge, and learning 

development that needs to happen among key stakeholders like customers and investors. The 
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complexity of balancing impact, business, and profits has left social entrepreneurs feeling 

misunderstood. This is expressed by Gary in the following excerpt: 

We had started a business much earlier in life…And we said…Why don't we give 

women in these communities this skill, and we will do the hard work on our end to 

sell the product and create an income stream and start to fund the cycle. And it was 

just that, it wasn't a lot beyond that initially, but it was something, it was a place to 

start. And we confused a lot of people as you might imagine…because we would tell 

people what we were doing, and everybody wanted to put us in a box and say are you 

trying to help people? Or are you trying to make money? That was the question we 

got over and over and over. We just had to be resolute and say we want to create an 

earned income stream that helps people. (Gary, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

This same experience was also mentioned by Sonja: 

I also remember having a business advisor who was helping us out really early on in 

our business…And he was just like, you got to decide, are you a nonprofit that cares 

about these women and girls in Africa? Or are you a for profit who's going to be 

focused on making money? …We really believe that we can make a profit and be 

financially sustainable and generate wealth and meet this social need. I think the 

landscape and the public consciousness has changed so dramatically over the last 

decade, that now the idea of a social business that's making a positive impact in the 

world, not only is it something that we get, and we understand, but there's actually a 

consumer demand for it. And that just didn't exist when we were first starting out. 

(Sonja, Zoom Interview, August 18, 2021) 

There were 16 out of the 24 participants that expressed business modeling as a 

challenge and created a barrier to growth, strategy, and sustainability of impact. These 

interviews have begun to shed insight on business modeling and the intricacies that involve 
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starting a business that is foundationally coupled with solving a social problem. The social 

impact business model is slowly being more understood by stakeholders in the traditional 

sector due to dissemination of knowledge around conscious consumerism and social good 

businesses, but the decision of what business model to choose is still a pain point for current 

social entrepreneurs. In the interviews, 67% of the social entrepreneurs in the study talked 

about business modeling being a challenge and barrier. The business model should align with 

the companies or organizations values and their mission, but when there is a lack of overall 

knowledge in business, governance, and how to properly scale to sustainability then it is 

difficult to comprehend the best legal structure that will best complement the desired vision. 

This concept of aligning with vision can be seen with Valerie as she noted: 

I always say focus on your purpose. If you set out to build a business, make sure that 

you're always coming back to what is your impact goal, at the end of the day? Why 

did you start the business in the first place? (Valerie, Zoom Interview, August 16, 

2021).  

This same advice was expressed by Gary, “My encouragement always is to take the missional 

aspect, or the impact of what you are trying to do, and really focus towards backing it into the 

actual fabric of the operations and the business model itself” (Gary, Zoom Interview, August 

10, 2021). As much as business modeling was seen as a barrier, it is something that can be 

navigated for future social entrepreneurs through proper training and mentorship. The 

importance of understanding this model leads to sustainability, and 19 of the 24 participants 

in the study saw sustainability as a challenge. In time, this challenge reduced for some 

participants and is later discussed in these findings when reviewing research question two 

with Kotter’s 8-step change model. In the beginning stages, when a social entrepreneur is 

developing their initiative, the initial business model is seen as a barrier, and this can later 

result in the overall sustainability of the enterprise.  
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Sustainability 

This balance of creating social value and economic value while managing key 

relationships can be some of the biggest challenges amongst social entrepreneurs and the 

journey to building out sustainable enterprises. Terrence provided insight on these feelings: 

Part of our goal from the start of this was to make it sustainable…that concept of how 

does it become sustainable? In theory, every investment we're making in staff and in 

people, and certainly, with our board of directors, hopefully, it creates that 

sustainability model that, we could disappear tomorrow, and…it would be okay. 

(Terrence, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

The same concerns are shared by Gary and have highlighted the internal struggle and 

conversations many of the participants in this study have been having: 

I think as social entrepreneurs we walk a very difficult and challenging line because 

we are extremely passionate about the impacts that we're creating. And that's why we 

do the work that we do. To marry that with the profitability side with the long-term 

financial sustainability of our business, is just a recipe for tension. I think it's a healthy 

tension, but we are always within that tension. We have to find the right combination 

of what's the longevity of this business model, in tandem with the sort of social 

impacts that we can create. If we are only focusing too much on one or the other then 

we're either going to fail in our mission, or we're going to fail our business, and we're 

not going to be able to sustain the work that we're doing. (Gary, Zoom Interview, 

August 11, 2021) 

Social Capital 

The themes that represented the gaps in social capital were community, inconsistent 

supply chain, market access, partnerships/networks, and scaling/growth. 
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Community 

Community creates strength for an entrepreneur, but it also signifies unity and makes 

an individual feel less alone in the process. In community, accountability can materialize and 

access to resources can be less strenuous when there is a collective of individuals working 

together. In this study, it became evident that the social entrepreneurs who have been in the 

social impact sector for less than 5 years felt more included in a unique community and have 

felt less isolation in the process. These research participants included Ann, Mia, Linda, 

Nicole, Lily, Valerie, and Hope. The comments shared by Hope also represented having 

support by a community within a university. She mentioned:  

Being a student entrepreneur was incredible. My university offered a lot of support. I 

also found a lot of support outside of it. So different fellowships and I honestly don't 

think that I'd still be running [enterprise name] if I hadn't had those experiences. 

(Hope, Zoom Interview, August 16, 2021) 

Hope gave insight to knowledge gaps that are being reduced in the social impact sector. If 

there is support being seen at a university level, then this is representing training and 

development resources that have been thought out and established in a higher education 

space. This did not exist for a majority of social entrepreneurs who have created a social 

enterprise in the last decade. For the entrepreneurs who have been in the field before the 

“field” even had names like “social enterprise” or “social entrepreneur,” those individuals 

have felt the isolation and, in their experiences, have felt this gap decrease over time and felt 

community has grown especially for entry level social entrepreneurs. Terrence who has been 

leading in the social impact sector for 7 years expressed his sentiments:  

When we were starting, it was sort of a black hole on a lot of those conversations. 

You didn't really know what questions to ask there certainly were not like cohesive 

groups of entrepreneurs in the social good realm, trying to do things. Certainly, was 
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not common conversation happening within like churches, or Christian communities, 

from what we could tell. You sort of felt like you were out there on your own, just 

trying and failing and pivoting and trying again. (Terrence, Zoom Interview, August 

10, 2021) 

 As the community has shifted for entry social entrepreneurs having more mentors, 

leaders, and examples who have gone before them, the other key stakeholder, the consumer, 

is still learning and developing what it means to purchase ethically. “Conscious 

consumerism,” although a common phrase used among social entrepreneurs and the sector as 

whole, it is not as known in some communities. This is expressed in the excerpt below from 

Molly reflecting on how their goods are perceived in the small town they sell them in the 

United States, as well as Amber explaining the lack of community and the isolation felt when 

entering the social impact space. There were feelings of intimidation and lack of confidence 

endured when first entering the social impact arena and beginning conversations. Molly 

stated, “We were the only ones in town doing this type of work. So convincing people to care 

and tune in with their global community can be a challenge for any customer, really (Molly, 

Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021). Similar to Molly, Amber expressed the feelings of 

isolation and loss of where to ‘fit in’: 

I think when we started, I think being in a small town, and being a woman, I felt 

really isolated. I didn't really know where to turn for help, I didn't even really know 

the conversations to have or who to have them with. Then there was definitely just a 

piece of intimidation, of like, I shouldn't be doing this. So, it's easier to not tell people 

or not say, admit, I need help. (Amber, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Inconsistent Supply Chain 

An inconsistent supply chain is a gap that continues to be presented mainly for the 

social entrepreneurs that lead and operate a global business. In this study, 23 of the 24 social 
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entrepreneurs lead and operate a global business (Olivia excluded). There is a lack of 

consistency, quality, and communication creating barriers in relationships and culture which 

then overflows to the inconsistency of the supply chain. When running a global business, this 

is an important aspect to consider and with these barriers present, it can ultimately affect the 

trust and commitment.  The lack of consistency in supply chain can also affect growth and 

scale of a business. Emma stated: 

For us personally, as a small nonprofit, financial difficulty has been that next level 

growth, and for a while it was just pure inventory, being able to buy that much 

outright inventory to be able to supply wholesale and work with so many small batch 

artisans, and then be able to keep that inventory on hand. That supply chain had been 

a big challenge. (Emma, Zoom Interview, September 15, 2021) 

The inconsistency of supply chain becomes hindered when financial constraints are not 

alleviated. Financial implications of an inconsistent supply chain were also discussed among 

participants Tara, Mia, and Hope. Furthermore, another element of an inconsistent supply 

chain is transparency of talent. This is communicated by Hope: 

There's a lot of factors that affect the consistency of textiles…you can show someone 

something and they'll be like, ‘yeah, we could do it.’ And then when they actually do 

it, it looks very different. It is common to just say, we can do this, we'll work on it, 

and it not be identical. So, kind of stressing the quality. And again, that consistency is 

really important for us. (Hope, Zoom Interview, August 16, 2021) 

This relationship with transparency of talent is tied to effective communication, developed 

relationships, and an in-depth comprehension of cultural tendencies. The inconsistency of the 

supply chain is linked to a lack of social capital in partnerships and building relationships, but 

it is also presented that the lack of consistency in supply chain links back to human capital in 

the lack of training and scarcity of knowledge on a certain skill set. When there becomes a 
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lack of skill and supply, then that hurts the sustainability of the business and the overall 

impact that can be had on a community because of constraints in capacity, time, and 

efficiency. 

Market Access 

Market access is difficult to navigate, and in this research study eight of the 24 social 

entrepreneurs mentioned this as being a barrier. It is a theme of social capital that was not 

directly talked about or discussed compared to the other themes that emerged but was 

indirectly affected or seen as a challenge by the other gaps and challenges discussed like 

community, networks, and scale/growth. The eight participants that did mention this theme 

directly included Faith, Linda, Nicole, Molly, Lily, Hope, and Emma. This thematic 

challenge and gap of resource is a pain point with growth and Faith took note of this 

challenge as the ‘missing link’: 

Market access, in the beginning was the huge kind of missing link. I think that's the 

case for a lot of small producers around the world, right? How do you compete and 

access this larger market? And then what are the tools you need to scale up once you 

access that market? I know that's a big transition for a lot of small social enterprises. 

You know, okay, so we've got the attention and now we need to produce a ton of this 

stuff. How do we do that and stick true to our ethics, right? There's not a lot out there 

that shows you how to do that in a kind of slow and steady way, because we want to 

jump and do it. And sometimes it's okay to say no, I think that's one of the missing 

links for people to is like, it's, it's all right to say I can't take that order, because it's 

going to mess up our slow steady growth. (Faith, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

This excerpt also acknowledges the slow growth of a handmade brand, especially if an 

international artisan brand.  
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Partnerships/Networks  

Over the last few years, partnerships have become an important element for social 

entrepreneurs and these entrepreneurs have begun to choose collaboration over competition.  

There has been a level of community that has developed, and support systems created in 

recent years that have grown to strategic partners and key influences. This theme highlighted 

the importance of collaboration and not reinventing the wheel, but rather utilizing other 

individuals who are experts in specific supportive fields. This was very evident in the 

interviews with Tara, Jody, Gary, and Faith:  

I have just noticed this growing desire in my own heart for partnership and for 

collaboration, and for valuing key stakeholders. And I think that partnership looks like 

we're not an island. So as an organization, I have no desire to be all in to provide all 

for everybody. I think that partnership looks like, this is what I'm seeing in my 

community is in need. This is not a need that I'm prepared to meet, or that I'm 

equipped to meet, perhaps, but I do know…people who maybe have skills and talents 

that need to be developed, or maybe they need more business training to this partner 

who is who's doing that, who's equipped to do that, and who knows how to do that. So 

that, in a way, we can kind of all stay in our own lanes but grow the communities 

from those positions. And I just feel like collaboration is so key, because if we can 

work together. I mean, we know this right, but I think that sometimes ownership or 

pride or something gets in the way and keeps really meaningful partnerships from 

happening. But I think that the more that we can let go, and the more that we can say, 

you know, this is about the community…then I think the collaborations can happen in 

an organic way that is building on the knowledge and the talents and the skills of 

different people. (Jody, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 
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Jody processed in the interview what partnerships has the potential to harness, if the 

entrepreneur who is the leader and change agent can recognize that they do not need to do it 

alone. This is essential to growth and has the potential to alleviate other pain points or 

barriers like scale/growth or sustainability because the enterprise is not being spread in so 

many places or initiatives. Faith expressed her sentiments, she noted “Everything we do is 

super collaborative…We have this extended team that everybody's got a voice (Faith, Zoom 

Interview, August 10, 2021). Another perspective from Gary was the evolution of 

partnerships and how it lacked in the community but has changed over the last decade that 

social entrepreneurship has grown and individuals within the sector have realized what they 

have missed and needed to be successful. Gary stated:  

The difference that I've seen in the last 15 years of being really sort of plugged in with 

it all is this idea of partnership. When we were getting going, and even in the first 

number of years of our business, there's this period, where we're told as businesses, 

that the key differentiation of our business is the thing that we have to do, we have to 

guard and hold, and, you know, make our own and sort of carve out for ourselves, 

right? There's a big problem that occurs, in my opinion, and we saw this through, 

maybe we continue to see this in this idea of social impact, which is when the thing 

that is your differentiator is the social impact, and you are isolating that and trying to 

keep it to yourself and trying to vertically integrate every aspect of your business, it 

can be very damaging, because you can sort of safeguard that thing, that social impact 

so much and not invite other people into that and in a way that will ultimately limit 

your impact. (Gary, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

This barrier is still a challenge especially in the social entrepreneurs entering the 

sector and was seen as pivotal to growth. In this study, 20 of the 24 participants talked about 

partnerships/networks “being everything” and foundational to how they run their social 



 

 57 

enterprise. They might have great networks in the community they are working in, but in this 

study, it was noticeable that the lack of networks/partnerships linked back to lack of market 

access, which created a lack of viability to grow or scale. This ultimately leads to confusion 

in business modeling and sustainability projections. Although these themes are broken in 

human capital, social capital, and financial capital, this research study gave insight to how 

they are interwoven and one element like communication can immensely impact another gap 

like partnerships. 

Scaling/Growth  

To grow and scale, the enterprise must first understand the balance of profits and 

impact. This challenge of growth and scale is connected to other themes already presented 

because if there is lack in one area, then it will present itself through other challenges. This 

challenge is specific to the social entrepreneurs in this study because the criteria to be a 

research participant specifically required at least 2 years of leading the enterprise. This 

requirement placed the entrepreneurs in this study to at least at growth stage in their 

enterprise. The interviews in this section indicate not only how constraints in community, 

inconsistent supply chain, market access, and networks can affect the scale and growth of a 

business, but also its overall strategy. Lily expressed:  

As we started having kind of those low barrier opportunities to learn, that didn't 

require an enormous budget to pay for consultants or enroll in different courses. That 

was the biggest challenge. So, we just had to bootstrap it, and read a bunch of articles 

and watch kind of free videos or ask, you know, be really resourceful. (Lily, Zoom 

Interview, August 12, 2021) 

The reality of scale/growth challenge is the relationship it has with financial capital 

constraints. This study displayed this throughout all the participants, but the linkage to even 

fundraising or gaining capital was mentioned by Olivia and as running their social enterprise 



 

 58 

as a nonprofit, this has given them other opportunities, but also other challenges in 

storytelling the need for growth/scale. Olivia stated: 

The benefit to us is that we can fundraise…So, it is kind of a different sale, so to 

speak. And so I think that, learning how to do that and tell that story of why getting a 

gift that would actually go to purchase some equipment, or would go to product 

development, or changes and packaging, that's the learning how to how to sell the 

dream, so to speak it because it's a different, it's like a step or two removed from the 

mission impact in a lot of ways for people and so you have to do a really good job of 

creating that bridge and selling the dream. (Olivia, Zoom Interview, August 6, 2021) 

Another very evident link is with partnerships/networks. In order to scale, grow, and develop 

the community, there is a sense of being close to the community. Gary provided insight on 

the alignment between impact, community, and partners. These in alignment can help grow 

and scale a social impact business. Gary has been in the social impact sector for 14 years and 

shed light on their experience: 

We started in Uganda because we had some connections there and we knew some 

local organizations that we could work with. We had a foothold and an understanding 

of how we could sort of step into those communities with the right and trusted 

partners, and that sort of has always led, because it's hard to make a positive impact if 

you aren't really closely aligned with folks in those communities who are on the 

ground everyday working and caring for the population that you want to serve. (Gary, 

Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

This theme of scale is deeply tied to financial capital and the constraints that are 

presented in that resource gap. Many social entrepreneurs have trouble accessing capital due 

to human and social capital constraints. There is a lack in the social impact sector for long 

term sustainability planning and this is grounded in constraints of financial capital. 
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Financial Capital 

Financial capital represents the funds that it takes to run the business, grow and 

leverage this capital to make positive social impact. The themes that represented the gaps in 

financial capital were finances to pay staff/expand operations, financials to pay for marketing, 

funding for growth, financial struggle, and strategy to profitability.  

Finances to Pay Staff/Expand Operations  

This theme is interwoven with human capital constraints because it focuses on the 

lack of knowledge, talent, and skills to actually grow the business to be successful. As 

mentioned previously, because many of these individuals are driven by purpose and tend to 

back into starting a business because they know it would ‘do good’, this causes lack of 

strategy and understanding of how to properly know the talent needed. It was also found 

through the interviews that once a business gets to a certain level, there is a tension between 

growth, expanding operations, understanding capacity, and balancing cash flow. Tara 

expressed the tension of growth and staff needs and noted, “I need this person but not sure I 

can afford to have this person (Tara, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021). Also, Molly 

mentioned, “the one thing is the artists wage, and I refuse to make any adjustments there 

(Molly, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021). This highlighted the tension that is always 

present for social entrepreneurs of the desire to pay fair wages, create dignified work, but also 

balancing the cost of goods, profit margins, and navigating the growth and strategy to become 

a successful social impact business. This tension of people, profit, and scale is a continuous 

struggle with social entrepreneurs. This leads to a slower growth trajectory with financial 

capital constraints. This research study has highlighted the barriers to growth and expansion 

of the social entrepreneurs’ internal team. Finances, business, and talent have a ripple effect 

when there can be an influx in the various areas, but with financial constraints, this puts 
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pressure on the social entrepreneur to choose which priority outweighs the other for where 

capital should be given. An example of product development is witnessed with Hope: 

With product and fashion, it's very capital intensive. It always cost more for a sample 

than the actual products when to start purchasing. But sometimes we go through two 

to four or five samples until it's perfect. Then we always buy in quantity, so we can 

get a better price…So it is something that's very pricey, and it has limited my growth 

as far as, as what I can put my money into. Because right now, the majority of my 

capital goes into product and production. (Hope, Zoom Interview, August 16, 2021) 

Financials to Pay for Marketing  

Brand awareness is essential to any business and important to growth of a social 

enterprise. With the right marketing, this can be game changer in the impact and 

sustainability that is being developed. Social entrepreneurs, especially if running a nonprofit, 

tend to have a different mindset to how money should be spent, although they typically lack 

the financial resources to obtain quality talent and marketing assets. Having the financials to 

pay for marketing aligns with the growth, scale, and strategy of the business. If there is 

limited funding, then the overall growth of the business will take time to build. This growth 

will be slower, more organic and that reality must be realized and then planned for by the 

social entrepreneur. Marketing helps grow partners and market access but finding the talent to 

capture the vision and fit in the budget can be a challenge. Faith expressed, “finding people 

who are willing to work in this space, talented artists, photographers, videographers, that can 

work within our budget is huge” (Faith, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021). This similar 

expression of talent is seen in the interview with Jody. The need to communicate the impact 

is essential to maintain funding with key stakeholders. Jody stated: 

If we can't communicate what we're doing, and if we can't spend money to do that, 

then people won't know and then the funding will dry up, because people need to stay 
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informed, they need to be aware of what's happening. You can't do that without 

spending resources. (Jody, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Along with getting the word out on the impact being done through the enterprise, marketing 

is also essential to move product. Throughout the interviews, there was a frustration of 

lacking the financial resources to compete with other social impact brands. This was evident 

when Olivia mentioned about the ‘consistent challenge they face: 

I think that that's probably been the most overarching consistent challenge is this idea 

of honor, you know, particularly because, in the last 18 years, we've had companies 

emerged like TOMS shoes and other companies that have a social impact that has 

huge marketing budgets. How do you compete in a sort of a crowded feel-good 

marketplace now? So, it's gone from how do we even build the brand at all to how do 

we compete because now consumers are thinking a lot more about making purchases 

from companies that have a mission. (Olivia, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021) 

Furthermore, there was this realization of the financial barrier to marketing throughout the 

interviews. There were 11 out of the 24 social entrepreneurs who mentioned having money 

for marketing as a challenge within the gap of financial resources. With the lack of resources 

for a marketing budget, organic and slow growth is evident for social entrepreneurs when 

creating sustainable measures. Lily recognized the fact that this slower growth was their 

reality, and it would require being innovative and creative to grow brand awareness since the 

marketing budget is out of question. Lily stated: 

So again, just the gap of funding the gap of market opportunities and getting our 

brand out there in front of more people. So how do we overcome that it's just through 

creativity and resourcefulness and being okay with kind of the slow growth. 

Accepting that as a reality. (Lily, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) 
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Funding for Growth  

The understanding of business modeling ties into funding for growth because whether 

it is a nonprofit or for profit, there is a different strategy to both entities. In this study, it was 

made evident that the social entrepreneurs who ran as a nonprofit were thankful to have 

multiple funding resource options like grants and donations, but also had a gap in connecting 

with investors because of the constraint of their model. These participants included Tara, 

Olivia, Luke, Jody, Amber, Terrence, Gary, Faith, Linda, Nicole, Molly, Pauline, Charlotte, 

and Emma. Contrarily, social entrepreneurs who started as a for profit had trouble securing 

investors due to the lack of historical financial data. They also had difficulties securing 

investors because of their higher bottom line, which was because of their social impact. 

Overall, they had individuals who believed in their cause and wanted to donate but had no 

option to utilize that money as the donor did not understand the potential of investment into 

the company. These participants included Kellie, Ann, Hailey, Mia, Lily, Stacey, Valerie, 

Barbara, Hope, and Sonja. The interviews below highlight the complexity of raising capital in 

both business models and give insight to the gaps of knowledge in both a donor and investor 

mindset.  

 Among the social entrepreneurs leading in a nonprofit business model, being able to 

have donations to grow and expand has been a great resource. Faith expressed this sentiment: 

Because, as a nonprofit, we've been able to acquire those without any problem and 

apply them. A lot of our donations go into our capacity building programs or growth 

opportunities…so that that has been a huge resource for us as a nonprofit to be able to 

use those funds for growth. (Faith, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Another aspect in funding for growth, is this internal struggle with justifying why donations 

are needed to be given to a model that runs like a business. There is always a gap in 
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knowledge for the donor that the social entrepreneur must mind. Terrence gave insight to this 

and stated in their interview: 

So, we look at it as well, it helps us justify and be able to bridge that when a normal 

business that has to be in the black, they wouldn't touch most of what we do with 10 

foot pole…we want to show people that…if we really believe what we believe, then 

the return is not always like this hard currency in our hand at the end of the year or 

two years. You know, if we're really working towards what we believe, then the 

return is more of an eternal perspective. (Terrence, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

From an alternative perspective, raising capital is expressed as a desire; however, the struggle 

of understanding if their model is sustainable for their social impact is a continuous struggle 

for social entrepreneurs. Mia expressed, “we really want to be able to raise more capital, we 

really want to get into that” (Mia, Zoom Interview, August 9, 2021). Throughout the 

interview, Mia externally processed how to take their for profit model and grow it to 

sustainability. Also, with the participants who have been in the social impact sector for close 

to 10 years or more, there has always been the challenge for obtaining funding for growth 

because the concept had not been exactly proven yet. This was evident for the following 

participants, Kellie, Olivia, Gary, Faith, Sonja, and Emma. In the excerpt below, Sonja, who 

has been in the social impact sector for 12 years, expressed: 

When we were first starting out, there was this huge gap in tension, in that there 

wasn't a bucket for us to fit into, it was like we couldn't get grants. And we couldn't 

take donations because we were a business. And there were plenty of people like 

people that were literally trying to throw money at us that we were like, we can't take 

your money. We're not a nonprofit, we can't take grants. We don't want to fundraise, 

we want to make money, like we will take your investment. But we won't take your 

donation dollars, but …too big of a risk for investors…this idea that purpose was 
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going to drive value. It just hadn't been proven yet. (Sonja, Zoom Interview, August 

18, 2021) 

Financial Struggle  

This theme is not unique to just social entrepreneurs as starting any business involves 

many financial commitments and implications. The overall financial struggle a social 

entrepreneur endures is connected to communication, lack of networks, and to the final theme 

of strategy to profitability, which is always evolving with the growth and size of impact of 

the enterprise. Molly talked about the struggle of gaining individuals and the continued 

financial struggle as impact growth continues. The excerpt below shares the insight from 

Molly’s interview: 

Convincing people to care consistently about your mission has been a definite 

challenge over the past 10 years. I think in the beginning, it was much about building 

the infrastructure and quality control and getting seed funding in the beginning just to 

get started. And lots of sweat equity between the two of us have many years unpaid 

and kind of just like building it out. But yes, as time has gone on it, the challenges 

have evolved. But some of the core things, I think just exposure and funding continue 

to be bigger challenges. (Molly, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) 

In alignment with expanding impact and funding continuously being a challenge as 

growth incurs, having financial partners to keep up with the vision of the social entrepreneur 

is also a gap. Linda stated, “sometimes it can be challenging, especially operating as a small 

nonprofit to have the financial resources that really match the vision and the dreams that you 

do have” (Linda, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021). Tara also mentioned, “there's a lot of 

financial challenges. There's trying to figure out how to organize everything…and make it 

sustainable” (Tara, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021). With financial challenges, social 
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entrepreneurs must choose the priority of where finding needs to be allocated and that takes 

time to organize as well as has a direct relationship to strategy. 

Strategy to Profitability 

This theme is rooted from being misunderstood as a social entrepreneur. The results 

of this study suggest that many social entrepreneurs were questioned about their choice in 

business model and then posed with the question of profit or impact, but not both. This sector 

creates a third option that is still being discovered. There is this constant tension in the social 

impact sector between profit and impact. Social entrepreneurs must navigate how to do both 

well and in tandem with one another. This involves creating sustainable and innovative 

models. Sonja highlighted this throughout their interview: 

Because that third bucket didn't yet exist. It was like you're either a nonprofit or your 

business. We couldn't compete with businesses that had no social mission, from a 

financial or just like pace of scale perspective. Then we weren't a nonprofit, so we 

couldn't finance ourselves like a nonprofit. And that was being in that middle land left 

us and what honestly kind of felt like uncharted territory, which was exciting. But it 

was also a desert when it came to right resources. (Sonja, Zoom Interview, August 18, 

2021) 

There is this “uncharted territory” that social entrepreneurs have been living in, which 

has caused a lack of strategy. There have not been others who have consistently achieved 

success to pave the way for fellow entrepreneurs. This way of doing business has developed 

over the last 20 years and social entrepreneurs are now becoming more known than ever 

before. As entrepreneurs, they are “used to having to build scrappy businesses,” although 

having to navigate impact with profit and share that with key stakeholders had been a 

challenge (Valerie, Zoom Interview, August 13, 2021). It was also very common throughout 

the study of participants expressing they just did not have a plan or accidently “backed into 
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the business” (Hailey, Zoom Interview, August 6, 2021). Emma also expressed similar 

sentiments of not having a plan, but just acting in response to a cause or purpose. Emma 

stated: 

I was not somebody who went in with this big strategy plan. It was very grassroots. It 

was really in response to primarily working with the poor and having a heart for 

ethical financial freedom for people. (Emma, Zoom Interview, September 15, 2021) 

Then with this response of acting out of purpose, heart, and passion, there is this balance that 

social entrepreneurs play of making ‘heart decisions’ versus ‘strategic decisions.’ Gary 

expressed this tension and balance of building a sustainable business, while staying true to 

the roots of the social impact: 

I think as social entrepreneurs, we walk a very difficult and challenging line, because 

we are extremely passionate about the impacts that we're creating. And that's why we 

do the work that we do. To marry that with the profitability side and to marry that 

with the long-term financial sustainability of our business, is just a recipe for tension. 

And I think it's a healthy tension. But we are always within that tension. And we have 

to find the right combination of what's the longevity of this business model, in tandem 

with the sort of social impacts that we can create. And if we're only focusing too 

much on one or the other then we're either going to fail in our mission, or we're going 

to fail our business, and we're not going to be able to sustain the work that we're 

doing. (Gary, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Overall, the gaps and challenges presented within human, social, and financial capital 

highlighted the challenges that the social entrepreneur, also known as the change agent, face 

throughout their experience growing the social enterprise. These findings inform which 

dilemmas, challenges, and barriers are incurred when implementing change in a growing 

social impact enterprise.  



 

 67 

Identified Dilemmas in Change Implementation 

The first question highlighted the main challenges in leading a social enterprise was 

previously answered and highlighted the 15 themes among the three categories of human 

capital, social capital, and financial capital. The findings and 15 themes that emerged among 

the resource gaps of human, social, and financial helped inform the second research question. 

From the interviews and overall findings, five dilemmas in change implementation were 

identified. These dilemmas include cross-cultural communication, cultural misalignment, 

financial sustainability, inconsistent strategy, and lack of training/development. These 

dilemmas were then explored through the shared experiences presented in the interviews and 

gave insight to the third research question. 

 The dilemmas were then aligned with Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model. This 

model is fundamentally made up of three main areas:  

1. creating climate for change 

2. engaging and enabling the organization 

3. implementing and sustaining for change.  

In the model, the first area (1) creating climate for change, consists of: 

i. create urgency 

ii. form a powerful coalition 

iii. create a vision for change 

The second area (2) is engaging and enabling the organization, which includes: 

iv. communicate the vision 

v. empower action 

vi. create short term wins 

The final section (3) is implementing and sustaining for change. This section engages the 

remaining steps, which includes the following: 
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vii. build on the change 

viii. anchor the change 

For his study, 24 social entrepreneurs were interviewed. Through their shared 

experiences, the five dilemmas (cross-cultural communication, cultural misalignment, 

financial connection, inconsistent strategy, and lack of training/development) were identified 

from the 15 themes found in human capital, social capital, and financial capital.  

Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model 

Research Question Two: When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, 

which steps incur the biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent 

or social entrepreneur? 

There are three main stages comprising Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model: 

creating, implementing, and sustaining. This section of the findings answers the second and 

final research questions: (2) when initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, 

which steps incur the biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or 

social entrepreneur? (3) when examining shared experiences, in what ways did human, social, 

or financial resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing, or 

sustaining change?  

This study identified 15 themes of gaps in resources within human capital, social 

capital, and financial capital. To answer research question 2 with more depth, this section will 

present each stage in Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model and then will align the dilemmas 

that were found in each stage. These dilemmas stem from the resource gaps found in human, 

social, and financial capital that were presented in the beginning of this chapter and seen in 

Figure 4.2. Within each stage, there were a variety of challenges for social entrepreneurs 

presented that caused barriers when it came to creating, implementing, or sustaining change. 



 

 69 

Research question two was acknowledged through the interview protocol (see Appendix A). 

These guided questions included: 

1. Additionally, have you seen those gaps reduce or increase as you have grown, 

scaled, or implemented new change in your business or community?  

2. How can you build a sustainable enterprise where profit and impact cohesively 

work together? 

3. What is your current business model? Has that changed over time? Why did 

you choose to implement that model? 

These guided questions helped expand the knowledge on change implementation and 

the dilemmas that have occurred while trying to develop and build a business that values both 

profit, impact, and people. These challenges will be expanded on in the remainder of this 

chapter and supported with interview excerpts and researchers’ interpretation of the data. 

Stage 1: Create a Climate for Change 

The first stage of Kotter’s 8-step change model, creating a climate for change, 

involves three steps:  

i. create urgency 

ii. form a powerful coalition 

iii. create a vision for change.  

These first steps help others see the need for change, communicate the importance of 

this change, coordinate and form a powerful group around this change, and then finally be 

able to cast a vision to enable that change (Kotter, 1996). The dilemmas presented in this 

research positioned within Stage 1 of Kotter’s 8-step change model were inconsistent strategy 

and training and development. Both dilemmas are human resource gaps and create barriers 

and challenges within this “creating” stage. Table 7 represents the dilemmas identified in 

change implementation.  
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Table 7  
 
Identified Dilemmas in Change Implementation 
  

Dilemma Example quote Kotter’s 8-step change 
model relationship 

Cross-Cultural 
Communication 

I mean, getting buy-in is always a challenge, 
right? Especially when you have such a 
diversity of opinions, right? And, and 
culture, right, like different diversity of 
culture, and everybody kind of getting on 
the same page. So getting buy-in is always a 
challenge. And, again, a lot of times you go 
in with one vision of what you think it 
should be, and that completely shifts (Faith, 
Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

  

Stage 2: Engaging and 
enabling the 
organization. 
Communication 
creates a barrier to 
(iv) communicate 
the vision and (v) 
empower action. 

Cultural misalignment I will never understand the complexities of the 
beautiful Ugandan culture that we work 
with, and the people we work with, and their 
history, and the trauma from the war and 
everything. So I think it just comes to us to 
be really open and really gentle. And just try 
to acknowledge their perspective and adopt 
it as much as we can as our own and walk 
alongside them. Because there can be many 
challenges in communication. (Linda, Zoom 
Interview, August 12, 2021) 

  

Stage 2: Engaging and 
enabling the 
organization. Culture 
creates a barrier to 
(iv) communicate 
the vision because of 
language barriers or 
other culture 
differences between 
stakeholders. 

Financial 
sustainability 

When you're dealing with using quality 
materials and paying people a fair wage, 
your margins are just going to be smaller, 
because you also have to be competitive in a 
very competitive marketplace. (Kellie, 
Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021) 

  

Stage 3: Implementing 
and sustaining for 
change; (vii) build 
on the change.  

Inconsistent strategy I think as social entrepreneurs, we walk a very 
difficult and challenging line, because we 
are extremely passionate about the impacts 
that we're creating. And that's why we do the 
work that we do. And to marry that with the 
profitability side to marry that with the long 
term financial sustainability of our business, 
is just a recipe for tension. And I think it's a 
healthy tension. But we are always within 
that tension. And we have to find the right 
combination of what's the longevity of this 
business model, in tandem with the sort of 

Stage 1: Create a 
climate for change. 
With an inconsistent 
strategy, this creates 
barriers around (i) 
create urgency,  
(ii) form a powerful 
coalition, and (iii) 
create a vision for 
change. If the 
strategy is not firm 
and keeps changing, 
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Table 7  
 
Identified Dilemmas in Change Implementation 
  

Dilemma Example quote Kotter’s 8-step change 
model relationship 

social impacts that we can create. And if 
we're only focusing too much on one or the 
other then we're either going to fail in our 
mission, or we're going to fail our business, 
and we're not going to be able to sustain the 
work that we're doing. (Gary, Zoom 
Interview, August 10, 2021) 

  

then creating a stable 
vision will become 
difficult. 

Lack of 
training/development 

Because I was 23 when I originated this, I did 
not know concepts and had no experience, I 
would remind myself that you have so much 
more power than you think you do. And you 
really do and can make impact in this space 
without all of that expertise and networking, 
and to kind of just continue to fight for your 
own (Molly, Zoom Interview, August 12, 
2021).  

Stage 1: Create a 
climate for change.  

 
Stage 2: Engaging and 

enabling the 
organization.  

 
Stage 3: Implementing 

and sustaining for 
change. 

 

Inconsistent Strategy  

Among the 24 social entrepreneurs, many found themselves starting their business 

because it was aligned with their purpose, and they wanted to find a solution alongside a 

community or cause they have become attached to. This social cause tends to be supported 

with little strategy because the motivation to begin is driven by a passion pursuit instead of 

clear direction or strategy. A lack of strategy can cause inconsistencies and, as mentioned in 

research question one, many challenges that present themselves within human capital, social 

capital, and financial capital resource gaps. Throughout the interviews, it seemed the longer 

the social enterprise had been around, the more the strategy and clarity that had been put into 

place. The younger organizations or shorter periods of time in the social entrepreneur’s 

venture exposed a lack of clarity due to training, development, and understanding of cultures. 

In Table 7 the example is highlighted from Gary: 
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I think as social entrepreneurs, we walk a very difficult and challenging line, because 

we are extremely passionate about the impacts that we're creating. And that's why we 

do the work that we do. And to marry that with the profitability side to marry that 

with the long-term financial sustainability of our business, is just a recipe for tension. 

And I think it's a healthy tension. But we are always within that tension. And we have 

to find the right combination of what's the longevity of this business model, in tandem 

with the sort of social impacts that we can create. If we're only focusing too much on 

one or the other then we're either going to fail in our mission, or we're going to fail 

our business, and we're not going to be able to sustain the work that we're doing. 

Gary, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Lack of Training and Development 

 This will always evolve as the business grows and team develops. There will be a 

need for more training and development with each stage that the social enterprise finds 

themselves in, therefore this dilemma is found in every stage of Kotter’s 8-step change 

model. The social impact sector is learning, growing, and changing. The following excerpt 

highlights the elements of change from a public perspective in their own experience of when 

they started their enterprise 7 years ago to current day: 

The education gap is probably actually the other most exciting thing to see is that 

people do understand now a lot more. I feel like when we first started, it was just 

blank stares, like what? And now guys have really become educated on the fact that 

where their products come from matter, and you know, they make an impact with 

their purchases or their life. (Terrence, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

This gap decreases as time passes and the general consumer becomes more aware of 

their purchasing behaviors, but there is still this common thread of lack of readiness for the 

social entrepreneur. 
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Stage 2: Engaging and Enabling the Organization 

The second stage of Kotter’s 8-step change model, engaging and enabling the 

organization, includes the following steps: 

iv. communicate the vision 

v. empower action 

vi. create short term wins.  

This stage involves gathering many people around a movement to create common 

opportunity and drive change. It involves removing barriers and generating real impact and 

then communicating progress and results to create short-term wins and energize all the 

individuals involved to keep persisting (Kotter, 1996). This stage represents 

“implementation” and the dilemmas found in the research that aligned with stage 2 of 

Kotter’s 8-step change model was cross-cultural communication, cultural misalignment, and 

lack of training and development. 

Cross-Cultural Communication 

Cross-Cultural Communication is important to all key stakeholders across the social 

enterprise. This ranges from beneficiary to consumer to investors and to donors. This is 

important to understand the various facets of this communication. The following excerpt 

presents the importance of knowing how to communicate both social impact and profit as 

mutually exclusive and important, yet together. 

And I think while it may be better today, I think that social entrepreneurs are still 

going to be facing this idea of communicating how every side of the business are 

important, and how the social impact is the goal and the profitability is the goal that it 

isn't either or these things aren't mutually exclusive. (Gary, Zoom Interview, August 

10, 2021) 
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Cross-Cultural Communication barrier is also highlighted in Table 7. In this stage of 

change implementation, the social entrepreneur should be able to gather people around a 

movement and enact change. This is already a difficult task along with the added element of 

being in a different culture. This barrier of communication has a strong relationship with the 

theme of culture represented in the human capital resource gaps (see Table 4). Faith stated: 

I mean, getting buy-in is always a challenge, right? Especially when you have such a 

diversity of opinions, right? And, and culture, right, like different diversity of culture, 

and everybody kind of getting on the same page. So getting buy-in is always a 

challenge. And, again, a lot of times you go in with one vision of what you think it 

should be, and that completely shifts. (Faith, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Cultural Misalignment 

This dilemma supports the cross-cultural communication dilemma because culture is 

key to understanding a community and then being able to effectively communicate in the 

culture allows for stronger buy-in and local connections. When looking at Rogers’ (2003) 

diffusion of innovation roles of a change agent, this stage of the change model includes the 

role of a change agent to create intent in the client to change and to translate an intent to 

action. This is when the change agent utilizes opinion leaders to motivate, inspire, and use the 

role of persuasion to move into this innovation-decision process (Rogers, 2003). Opinion 

leaders are important to the influence within the community. They help develop trust and 

credibility and this allows for the social entrepreneur to establish networks in the community 

by activating peer relationships as a change agent (Rogers, 2003). This is essential with 

enacting change and fighting against cultural barriers. As the change agent, coming from 

outside of their culture, this will always remain a challenge and Nicole reflected their 

understanding of this concept in their interview. She stated, “as far as local expertise, that's 

the biggest, and most important thing for us –is that we are always finding local experts that 
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can share this knowledge that can transition this knowledge” (Nicole, Zoom Interview, 

August 12, 2021). Additionally, it is important to not just create networks of opinion leaders, 

but also to build that trust and credibility. This starts with radically listening to the 

community and keeping in mind that even with time, the social entrepreneur will have an 

outside perspective and needs to respect the community through observing, learning, and 

gently serving. Gary expressed the importance of partners and utilizing networks to easily 

step in and align with community values. He expressed that “it's hard to make a positive 

impact if you aren't really closely aligned with folks in those communities” (Gary, Zoom 

Interview, August 10, 2021). 

As displayed in Table 7, the dilemma represented by culture and keeping a stature to 

be open, present, and adoptive, was evident in Linda’s interview. This greater appreciation to 

culture and history was expressed in her response: 

I will never understand the complexities of the beautiful Ugandan culture that we 

work with, and the people we work with, and their history, and the trauma from the 

war and everything. So, I think it just comes to us to be really open and really gentle. 

And just try to acknowledge their perspective and adopt it as much as we can as our 

own and walk alongside them. Because there can be many challenges in 

communication. (Linda, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) 

Lack of Training and Development 

 Training and development are seen again in this phase of implementation but looks 

slightly different then in the creating phase. In this phase, the findings displayed 

characteristics like persistence, tenacity, and a hard-edged spirit to not intentionally give up. 

Table 7 highlights Molly’s reflection of understanding their lack of development, but 

realizing they had to keep fighting, learning, and growing: 
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Because I was 23 when I originated this, I did not know concepts and had no 

experience, I would remind myself that you have so much more power than you think 

you do. And you really do and can make impact in this space without all that expertise 

and networking, and to kind of just continue to fight for your own. (Molly, Zoom 

Interview, August 12, 2021) 

Stage 3: Implementing and Sustaining for Change 

The final stage of Kotter’s 8-step change model, implementing and sustaining for 

change, engages the remaining steps: 

vii. build on the change 

viii. anchor the change 

This third stage involves building on the foundation that was set in the previous stages 

to create successful change. It is about increasing credibility through improvement of systems 

and structures. It also continues to articulate connections so that there is continued success in 

the movement and change (Kotter, 1996). This stage represents “implementation.” The 

dilemmas found in the research that best aligned with these steps of the model were financial 

connection and lack of training and development. As seen throughout the results and in Table 

7, lack of training and development is present across all stages and steps. This resource of 

human capital is essential from the beginning and has great impact to the sustainability of an 

organization. Furthermore, this is also a financial capital resource. With a gap in this 

resource, it is very difficult to build on change and anchor the change if finances are 

inconsistent and lack steady growth to stability. Additionally, when looking at Rogers’ (2003) 

roles of a change agent, it is about ensuring that the change is stabilized for cultural adoption 

and transformation. This phase focuses on building out sustainable models and it is the goal 

of the change agent to develop individuals by altering them from a position that starts out as 

fully reliant to a position of self-reliance, in the end transforming into future change agents 
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(Rogers, 2003). The social entrepreneur is the change agent and should drive these changes to 

be sustainable, but this can be a hard task to accomplish if there are resource gaps like 

financial capital (financial struggle) and human capital (training and development).  

Financial Sustainability  

There is a continuous struggle that exists among the participants in this study. The 

implications of the struggle to find financial sustainability stem from balancing profit, people, 

and purpose of the social impact cause. Social impact businesses typically have more 

expensive expenditures because of their standards, which overflows to the length of time it 

takes to reach financial viability and sustainability. Again, this struggle is recognized 

throughout all the interviews that were conducted and there continues to be that question of 

“how do we keep this sustainable?” (Tara, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021).  It was also 

mentioned by Olivia that their “organization went through a pretty serious financial crisis… 

fortunately, there were people in the community who believed enough in the organization that 

they rallied together to at least keep the doors open” (Olivia, Zoom Interview, August 6, 

2021). This shows the power of community, but even after she gathered people together, they 

continue to have the struggle to rebuild, create efficient systems, and keep profitability for 

their other supplemental programs they offer in their business and community. 

The social entrepreneurs who have been in the social impact sector for more than 10 

years have incurred some large investments and debt. This financial sustainability struggle is 

consistent with participants like Tara, who desire to hire someone but cannot because of 

financial constraint. The struggle lies with working out of abundance with capital, while still 

having the financial struggle with growth and possessing the financial knowledge necessary 

for repayment. Sonja stated, “You’re taking on this immense lift, risk, capital intensive part 

of the project for the social impact, but it has massive financial implications. And so that was 

a huge struggle for us” (Sonja, Zoom Interview, August 18, 2021). 
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In Table 7, the example displayed regarding financial struggle and the dilemmas faced 

include managing smaller margins because, as the social entrepreneur, they are dedicated to 

fair wage and quality supply/product. This interview excerpt stated: 

When you're dealing with using quality materials and paying people a fair wage, your 

margins are just going to be smaller, because you also have to be competitive in a 

very competitive marketplace. (Kellie, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021) 

Lack of Training and Development  

As a human resource gap, development of leaders, staff, communities will always be 

needed. When looking at establishing a sustainable entity, there needs to be a development of 

leaders, and this starts with the change agent. For this longevity to be created, the social 

entrepreneur has to give staff the chance to grow, develop, and thrive in the social enterprise. 

Lily gave a beautiful example of a business in the social impact space giving one of their 

beneficiaries, a survivor of human trafficking, a chance to grow in skill training and growth 

into management. This shows trust, credibility, transformation, and characteristics to building 

a sustainable social enterprise. Lily displayed intentionality in comprehending the need for 

training and development especially when the community she serves and works in is with 

women coming from situations of abuse. She stated in her interview: 

I would say our biggest one is just seeing the development of our staff. So, our first 

staff that was ever employed with us, she had been in a situation of abuse and 

exploitation, and she finally got the courage to leave. She joined us before we had any 

products, and we were learning how to make knotted rugs. We were terrible at it. But 

we were just figuring it out together. We quickly identified that she was really good at 

making things with her hands and then she was good at designing things. Today, she's 

been with us the whole duration of our companies five years. She's now the 

production manager, she assists in all of our designing. She is growing and she uses 
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her experience to train new staff as they come on and seeing her excel is awesome. I 

really believe all about upward mobility in the company. And almost everybody in 

management is a survivor. (Lily, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) 

Research Question Three: When examining shared experiences, in what ways did 

human, social, or financial resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, 

implementing, or sustaining change? 

The results of this study identified 15 constraints in resource gaps presented across 

human, social, and financial capital. The themes that emerged within human capital included 

(a) communication, (b) cultural differences, (c) training/development, (d) business modeling, 

and (e) sustainability. The themes that emerged within social capital included (a) community, 

(b) inconsistent supply chain, (c) market access, (d) partnerships/networks, and (e) 

scaling/growth. The themes that emerged within financial capital included (a) finances to pay 

staff/expand operations, (b) finances to pay for marketing, (c) funding for growth, (d) 

financial struggle, and (e) overall strategy to profitability. The 15 themes that emerged among 

the resource gaps of human, social, and financial has helped inform where the biggest gaps, 

lack of resources, and dilemmas lay within Kotter’s 8-step change model. These dilemmas 

included (a) cross-cultural communication, (b) culture misalignment, (c) financial 

sustainability, (d) inconsistent strategy, and (e) lack of training/development. Additionally, 

within each stage, there were a variety of challenges for social entrepreneurs presented that 

caused barriers when it came to creating, implementing, or sustaining change. In addition, the 

conceptual framework in Figure 1 displays the relationship between the Kotter’s (1996) 8-

step change model and Rogers’ (2003) diffusion of innovation roles of a change agent. With 

the social entrepreneur as the acting change agent, this framework depicts where the resource 

gaps land in the process of implementing change and how it affects the start, growth, or scale 
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stages. To answer research question three, this section utilized the following guided questions 

from the interview protocol: 

1. Additionally, have you seen those gaps reduce or increase as you have grown, scaled, 

or implemented new change in your business or community? 

2. What does partnership, collaboration, and key stakeholders mean to you? 

3. In your journey, what has been your biggest challenge you have had to overcome? 

The previous section outlined Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model and answered 

research question two and gave insight into research question three. The intention of this 

section is to align the creating, implementing, and sustaining stages that is identified in 

Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model to the role as the change agent in Rogers’ (2003) roles 

of a change agent. Table 7 displays the dilemma and an example of the dilemma, which is an 

interview excerpt retrieved from the data. It also aligns the information with the relationship 

it has with Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model. 

Creating 

 The creating phase is the beginning of developing a vision and getting people 

involved behind that vision. It is the starting phase for beginners to implement change and 

create a social impact. Within this creating phase, Rogers (2003) highlighted three steps in 

the role as a change agent:  

• Developing a need for change 

• Developing an information-exchange relationship 

• Diagnosing a problem 

The dilemmas presented in this study under the phase of creating were (a) inconsistent 

strategy and (b) training and development. The social entrepreneur begins their journey here. 

This is where relationships are established, passions are formed into motivations, and visions 

are created. This research study identified the passion driven pursuit of the participants 
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through the first guided question of the interview protocol (see Appendix A). This question 

was (1) who are you and how did your journey begin in the social impact sector?  

Through this question, it became evident that it was an experience of a trip, class, or 

opportunity that opened the participants’ eyes to new relationships and endeavors. There is a 

common thread throughout the interviews of wanting to help with a certain issue, like Sonja 

explained when she pursued journalism. “I went to journalism school, was really interested in 

issues facing women and girls living in extreme poverty and in conflict and post conflict 

zones” (Sonja, Zoom Interview, August 18, 2021). Similar experience occurred with Lily, “I 

was in Asia, studying language, had been there for a few years, and I had a local friend…we 

were both interested in just serving women at risk women who had experienced abuse or 

exploitation” (Lily, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021). Another commonality is seeing the 

need through the development of the relationship and then wanting to find a way to help or be 

involved. Valerie was certain in what career field she wanted to be in and then got connected 

to many organizations. She stated, “I started my career, knowing that I wanted to work in 

international development in some capacity, I ended up, after the 2008 market crash getting a 

job for a media company that serves the global development community” (Valerie, Zoom 

Interview, August 16, 2021). Again, Emma expressed her experience: 

I moved to Ethiopia in 2002…we were doing language immersion and figuring out 

life in a new country. In the midst of that, I became friends with several women who 

lived in the refugee camp. They were pretty desperate…so just started being with the 

women and building friendships with them. (Emma, Zoom Interview, September 15, 

2021) 

And similarly, Molly was exposed to the red-light district through a school program. She 

shared: 
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And this whole journey started now, almost 11 years ago for us, after I took a class in 

graduate school called design for development at Rhode Island School of Design. And 

during that course, I got the opportunity to travel to India, and was introduced to an 

NGO, on the ground that were working with women in a red-light district. (Molly, 

Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) 

These experiences developed information-exchange relationships, that grew into diagnosing 

the problem and from that diagnosis, a passion grew into wanting to implement an action. 

Just as many of the participants in this study expressed “it started from passion…I never 

thought I would be an entrepreneur” (Lily, Zoom Interview, August 12, 2021) or we are 

“accidental fashion entrepreneurs” (Gary, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021). They knew 

they needed to engage in some positive change that would be transformative. Tara reflected 

on Honduras and the realities “that you can't go and ignore the poverty. It's an extreme, it's 

extreme poverty. And so, through that, I began to think and ask the question, how can I 

respond to this?” (Tara, Zoom Interview, August 5, 2021) 

Implementing 

 The implementing phase initially begins with engagement. This phase commences by 

enabling the organization through empowering action. This action begins when a vision 

comes to fruition in a community. Within the stage of implementing, the role of a change 

agent involves: 

• Creating an intent in the client to change 

• Translating an intent to action 

The dilemmas presented in this study under the phase of implementing were (a) cross-cultural 

communication, (b) culture misalignment, and (c) lack of training and development. This is 

where the social entrepreneur journey continues as a change agent. They saw the problem and 

now there was a motivation to enact the change. This communication of vision and the 
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enactment of change was expressed in the vision of Molly as she explained in her interview, 

“that's where the sort of the idea started that identifying that beautiful craft and trying to 

harness a way of helping these women have gained market access” (Molly, Zoom Interview, 

August 13, 2021). This same sentiment is mentioned by Sonja: 

I just started dreaming about like, what's a way that we could bridge this gap between 

high school and university and ideally do that in a commercially viable way create 

jobs, they can earn an income, they can learn skills, we can contribute to the local 

economy. And all of those things combined together ended up becoming [social 

enterprise name]. (Sonja, Zoom Interview, August 18, 2021) 

The action of the change agent then moves to the next phase of sustaining. 

Sustaining 

 The sustaining phase is where systems form, relationships take hold, and the 

community is anchored in the change. This is where adoption and stabilizing occur, and 

sustainability is enacted. Within the stage of sustaining, the role of a change agent involves: 

• Stabilizing adoption and preventing discontinuance 

• Achieving terminal relationship 

The dilemmas were presented in this study under the phase of sustaining were (a) financial 

sustainability and (b) lack of training and development. This is where the social entrepreneur 

leaves a sustainable enterprise and pass on the role of a change agent, so long-term 

sustainability can occur in the community. In this research study, the 24 participants who 

took part in the study are still actively working on this sustaining phase. There are also 

constraints in the previous creating phase that have added to the difficulty of this phase for a 

change agent. It is evident the struggle of this phase through the participants of this study. 

Gary stated: 
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One thing when it comes to challenges is this sort of idea of you know, what our 

impacts are, and what a long term or sustainable impact looks like versus a depth of 

impact, we ran into this issue, probably about eight to nine years into our work. Our 

whole focus was to provide job opportunities to very vulnerable people groups and it 

still is to this day, but in those earlier years, we were putting so much focus on the job 

creation side that we almost buried our business. (Gary, Zoom Interview, August 10, 

2021) 

Another similar statement of sustainability challenges was mentioned by Valerie when 

discussing sustainable business model, sales, and personal definition of what sustainable 

production look like for the social entrepreneur. The differing practices will also change 

costs, efficiencies, and staffing. Valerie discussed about understanding how “they reach their 

endpoint consumer and do it in a way that can sustain their growth. The other resource gap is 

really around defining what is ethical and sustainable production” (Valerie, Zoom Interview, 

August 16, 2021). She continued in her interview, processing how “a major resource gap for 

brands is to really understand how they can build the most sustainable company possible” 

(Valerie, Zoom Interview, August 16, 2021). 

In summary, the creating phase has a dilemma of inconsistent strategy and lack of 

training and development. Although that was seen in this research to cause challenges, it does 

not stop the social entrepreneur from moving on to the implementation phase. In the 

implementation phase, the dilemmas were cross-cultural communication, cultural 

misalignment, and lack of training and development. The participants in this research study 

are in this phase as change agents and working towards the sustaining phase. As the change 

agent moves through phases, the dilemmas build on one another making it more difficult to 

create sustainability. Aligning a clear strategy, communication, understanding of culture and 
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expectations, training and development, and financial resources are pertinent for the social 

entrepreneur to pass their role as a change agent to an opinion leader of the community.  

Younger Self-Reflection 

In the interviews, the researcher also presented a question regarding self-reflection of 

the participants. The question from the interview protocol (see Appendix A) asked the 

participants to offer advice to their younger selves. The answers brought up characteristics of 

persistence, tenaciousness, gentleness, strength, and an aligned confidence to their purpose. It 

also brought up feelings of a lack of focus when they were younger, fear, imposter syndrome, 

and the desire to be more intentional in one area of the social impact space. Emma expressed, 

“I think I felt a lot of fear. Do we keep going? Is this a risk? So, to my younger self, I would 

say yeah, keep going, keep going (Emma, Zoom Interview, September 15, 2021). The same 

sentiment of fear was seen with Jody as she stated, “You don’t ever want to not do something 

because of fear, so just throw yourself into it, you'll figure it out (Jody, Zoom Interview, 

August 13, 2021). With fear, also comes focus. In his interview, Jody shared his advice to his 

younger self:  

I would say be honest with and understand the things that you're good at and do those 

more sooner. I think for so long, all of us as entrepreneurs, you know, in one way, 

shape, or form, you know, you are a leader, you're lead, if you're founding an 

organization, you know, you have a lot of responsibility, you have a lot of ideas of 

what you think that means. I know that for me, I was reading every book on 

organizational structure, culture, management, all these sorts of things, thinking, I had 

one idea of what a sort of CEO of a business or nonprofit meant. And I think I was 

chasing after this idea of what I thought I should be doing versus the places where that 

I could actually add the most value. And as part of that, it's just the things that we all 

have to go through as we as we are figuring out, where we add value and what the 
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what the model is that we're doing. But the sooner that we can be honest with 

ourselves and sort of our, you know, closest teammates, or the people who are 

building with us and divide and conquer, the better off our organizations will be. 

(Gary, Zoom Interview, August 10, 2021) 

Although Barbara expressed having numerous ideas, she tried her best to “stay focused” 

(Barbara, Zoom Interview, August 16, 2021). Concerning another area of focus, Mia stated to 

her younger self, “just take a step back from what other people are doing or saying, because 

that's not your story. And you need to you need to walk in your own story” (Mia, Zoom 

Interview, August 9, 2021). This expression was a fight against comparison in the sector and 

staying focused on herself as the entrepreneur and the skills she was good at. In the end, this 

question of giving advice to your younger self yielded insights to the bigger fight and purpose 

that social entrepreneurs represent and work towards every day. As the social entrepreneur, 

who is acting as the change agent, to keep motivation and drive, there needs to be an initial 

desire to “find what you love and do what you love” (Stacey, Zoom Interview, August 13, 

2021). 

Summary of Findings 

Social entrepreneurs participating in this study shared their experiences around 

starting, growing, and sustaining their social impact business. The information gathered from 

the participants’ interviews highlighted resource gaps, implementing change, and dilemmas 

as a leader to answer the three research questions that were presented: 

1. What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with human, 

social, and financial capital resource gaps?  

2. When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, which steps incur the 

biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or social 

entrepreneur? 
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3. When examining shared experiences, in what ways did human, social, or financial 

resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing, or 

sustaining change? 

The results of this study identified 15 themes within the resource gaps of human 

capital, social capital, and financial capital. In summary, the themes that emerged within 

human capital included (a) communication, (b) cultural differences, (c) training/development, 

(d) business modeling, and (e) sustainability. The themes that emerged within social capital 

included (a) community (i.e., feeling isolated), (b) inconsistent supply chain, (c) market 

access, (d) partnerships/networks, and (e) scaling/growth. The themes that emerged within 

financial capital included (a) finances to pay staff/expand operations, (b) finances to pay for 

marketing, (c) funding for growth, (d) financial struggle, and (d) overall strategy to 

profitability. These themes that were formed from the resource gaps helped identify the 

challenges and dilemmas when creating, implementing, and sustaining change for a social 

enterprise. The five thematic dilemmas that emerged were organized in each stage of Kotter’s 

(1996) 8-step change model. The first phase of “create a climate for change” included 

inconsistent strategy. The second phase of “engaging and enabling the organization” included 

cross-cultural communication and cultural misalignment. The third stage of “implementing 

and sustaining change” included financial sustainability. Throughout all three stages, the 

dilemma of training and development was present as this evolves with growth of the social 

enterprise and the individuals who make up the workforce and community. As the role of the 

change agent, it was evident from this research study that the 24 participants included in this 

study witnessed the most dilemmas in the implementing phase and sustaining phase. As the 

change agent grows, the dilemmas do not change per phase; they only reduce or increase 

dependent upon the social entrepreneur and how they have engaged in the five thematic 

dilemmas that emerged in this study. As mentioned previously, if a clear strategy, 
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communication, understanding of culture and expectations, training, development, and 

financial resources align, then the social entrepreneur will be able to pass their role as a 

change agent among an opinion leader of the community. It is these major dilemmas that 

need to be developed for sustainable change to take place and for the change agent to be 

successful in their role. The following chapter will discuss the results of this research 

including implications of findings, directions for future research, and limitations of the study. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this conventional content analysis was to understand the dilemmas in 

implementing change for social entrepreneurs that stem from the presented resource gaps. 

The information that was obtained through this research will help the social impact sector 

understand the resource gaps that cause dilemmas in change implementation. This knowledge 

aids in strategy, leadership development, and sustainability for social entrepreneurs.  

Research Questions 

The following research questions were developed to guide this study: 

1. What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with 

human, social, and financial capital resource gaps?  

2. When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, which steps 

incur the biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or 

social entrepreneur? 

3. When examining shared experiences, in what ways did human, social, or 

financial resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, 

implementing, or sustaining change? 

Implications and Recommendations 

The interviews expectedly revealed a complexity to social entrepreneurship and 

supported the review of literature in many aspects. The social entrepreneur is focused on 

leveraging good in their business and is driven by purpose, so the interviews were filled with 

passion, heart, and beautiful stories. Many of the interviews focused on the slow growth and 

struggle of finances. For me, most surprising was the lack of strategy moving forward. Even 

after years of being in the enterprise, only a few entrepreneurs seemed confident their 



 

 90 

business model would bring sustainability. Accordingly, business modeling was a topic of 

discussion in the interviews and highlighted the human capital constraints based on the 

knowledge and training of the social entrepreneur. However, the lack of understanding of the 

“why” behind choosing that model still existed. Many of the social entrepreneurs in this study 

chose their business model because based on what they just felt was best, although little to no 

research was put into understanding the implications of choosing their model. The lack of 

training and development seemed to be a common thread not only upon the beneficiaries or 

communities that the social entrepreneur was working among, but also within themselves. 

Along with training and development was communication and culture. Since these social 

entrepreneurs have enterprises in regions around the world, many of the social capital 

constraints had to do with lack of community, various expectations of culture, and challenges 

in running a global business suffering from inconsistency of supply chain and market access. 

When this study was first being developed, I viewed the capital resources as different fields: 

human, social, and financial; however, as the study progressed, my attention focused on the 

crossover these resources had with one another. For example, if there is a human capital 

constraint of communication and culture, then this plays a part in the social capital constraint 

of community, partnerships, and even the relationship with the supply chain. Contrarily, if 

there is an overall financial struggle and the capital is not in place to run the social enterprise 

effectively, then this affects the overall sustainability, ability to scale or grow, and the 

strategy around profitability. I started this study observing these resources separately, but the 

reality is they are all interwoven and directly affect how the social entrepreneur leads as a 

change agent and implements change.  

This research study included 24 social entrepreneurs. Of the 24 social entrepreneurs, 

there were three sets of co-founders. As a result, a total of 21 social enterprises were 

represented in this study. The social entrepreneurs who were interviewed were open with 
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their answers and gave honest responses to the best of my knowledge. Although I was not 

surprised in their transparency, it was refreshing that they felt a safe place to share their 

experiences in this research. These interviews have given insight to the social impact field 

and given knowledge to how to better understand the common gaps of resources. Due to 

these resource constraints, the dilemmas occurred in various stages of a social enterprise. 

In the following section, I will discuss my interpretations of the research findings. 

First, I will expand on the human capital, social capital, and financial capital resource gaps 

and the themes that were presented as barriers, challenges, or overall gaps in the social 

impact sector. Second, I will expand on Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model and the 

dilemmas faced by the social entrepreneur, who is the acting change agent in this study. The 

thematic dilemmas that emerged were (a) cross-cultural communication, (b) culture 

misalignment, (c) financial sustainability, (d) inconsistent strategy, and (e) lack of 

training/development. These topics represent the most common dilemmas that naturally came 

from the data. 

Research Question One Conclusions 

Research question one’s goal was to identify the main challenges in leading a social 

enterprise that align with the gaps presented. The qualitative interviews gave insight to 

human, social, and financial capital constraints. In these three resource gaps presented, there 

were five themes that emerged from each.  

Human capital 

Human capital encompasses the knowledge, training, and skills acquisition that a 

leader has available that can be a challenge due to internal resource shortage (Becker, 1975; 

Dimov & Shepherd, 2005; Harris & Kor, 2013). The themes that emerged and represented 

the gaps in human capital were (a) communication, (b) cultural differences, (c) 

training/development, (d) business modeling, and (e) sustainability. When the research began, 
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human capital was assumed to be in the lens of training and development only and as the 

interviews continued, the other themes that caused challenges and barriers emerged. When 

discussing elements of human capital, communication was a common area of focus. 

Communication is key in any relationship but is especially essential when running a business 

as a social entrepreneur. They must incorporate both nonprofit and for profit themes and 

deliver this complex message to a variety of stakeholders, including customers, investors, 

employees, volunteers, the media, and beneficiaries (Mason et al., 2007; Morris et al., 2007; 

Roundy, 2014). The additional element present in most interviews was the complexity to 

communicate to the beneficiaries of the social enterprise. This added a cultural dimension 

that involved a language barrier, as well as varying expectations and complications in system 

efficiencies. Out of the 24 social entrepreneurs, 19 shared their thoughts regarding 

communication and culture being a challenge in all aspects of the business. Communication 

and cultural differences are interwoven when it comes to complex challenges faced by the 

entrepreneur. To not understand a culture and to intentionally decide not to take the time to 

learn language, traditions, or custom norms creates continuous challenges in the human 

capital realm (Dacin et al., 2010; Moses & Sharma, 2020). Along with these two themes, 

training and development was continuously mentioned in all the shared experiences discussed 

in the interviews. In the social impact sector, there is a lack of support in knowledge, skills, 

and competencies. Also present is the need to overcome these gaps through training and 

development (Bencheva et al., 2018). In addition, training and development are important 

elements in building confidence as well as improving skills and abilities (Jahanzeb & Bashir, 

2013). This training did not only include the community served by the business and the 

beneficiaries directly impacted, but also included themselves as the social entrepreneur. 

Training and development were mentioned by 19 out of the 24 social entrepreneurs as 

something needed where funding should be properly budgeted for and utilized. This human 
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capital resource of training and development of staff and self-seemed to be lacking in most 

experiences presented. Business modeling and sustainability emerged as a major gap and lack 

of understanding on the proper steps to take. When running a social enterprise, this involves 

pursuing a social issue while looking at developing a market exchange for profit (Litrico & 

Besharov, 2019). Historically, social enterprises are balancing nonprofit tendences and 

ideologies while also taking new approaches to solving social issues (Battilana & Lee, 2014). 

These two thematic challenges, business modeling and sustainability, aligned with social and 

financial capital resources. Out of the 24 social entrepreneurs, 20 shared the lack of 

knowledge in business and overall in-depth understanding of how to achieve sustainability. 

They also questioned if their current business model was the right vehicle to support 

sustainability. Sustainability, a common word used in the social impact space, is a concept 

that takes longer to attain then a traditional business and poses problems when striving for 

organizational sustainability (Foster & Bradach, 2005; Moizer & Tracey, 2010). During this 

portion of the interviews, I observed the respondents, and many seemed intimidated by this 

question and a bit hesitant when asked about their business modeling. This was not because 

of their unwillingness to share, but rather due to the lack of understanding of why they chose 

the model in the first place. As previously mentioned, many chose their model because that is 

all they knew. They did not anticipate the potential limitations or constraints of their model 

due to a lack of research and comprehension. In the end, the resources seen in human capital 

were identified as constraints and gave insight to the overlap of capital. Prior to being viewed 

as separate capital constraints that acted alone, the reality is each capital resource whether 

human, social, or financial is interwoven in how it affects the social entrepreneur’s venture 

and long-term vision. 
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Social Capital 

Social capital is seen as the network and affiliations to key stakeholders (Westlund & 

Gawell, 2012). The themes that emerged and represented the gaps in social capital were (a) 

community, (b) inconsistent supply chain, (c) market access, (d) partnerships/networks, and 

(e) scaling/growth. Community is the foundation for the other themes in social capital. The 

importance of community and feeling a part of a movement is important for the social 

entrepreneur as much as it is the beneficiary involved. There were 19 out of the 24 

individuals who talked about community in the aspects of not feeling alone. The other themes 

stemmed from this communal piece because if there was a lack of community, then there 

were more gaps and inconsistencies being found in the supply chain. The lack and 

inconsistency of supply, like raw materials depended on the resource viability of the country. 

Also, with lack of community, came a lack of understanding and connections to market 

accessibility. In any business, finding your customer and market access is essential to growth 

in profitability (Jenner, 2016), so when you have a product that is handmade, which creates a 

slower process plus an enterprise that cares just as much for its people as it does on the 

production of a product, this will automatically slows production and creates capacity issues 

(Diochon & Anderson, 2009; Yitshaki et al., 2009). This makes it hard for these entry level 

social enterprise brands to compete with the big retailers that can carry a product of the same 

aesthetic, but for half of the price in a larger capacity and faster production speed. This 

market access battle will always be a part of the growing pains of a social entrepreneur and a 

gap that will need to be navigated when growing, scaling, and implementing change (Kotter, 

1996). With lack of community, there seemed to be a minimum number of partners, which 

directly influenced the scale and growth of the social enterprise. Social capital is grounded in 

community and then expands with networks and affiliations. The interviews also documented 

the importance of these partnerships/networks. Instead of trying to reinvent the wheel, isolate 
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and have a lack of community and partnership, entrepreneurs in the social impact space have 

learned to leverage one another’s skills and strategically partner in their impact and business. 

Hence, realizing that alliances and partnership are key influences to growth and sustainability 

of any small business (Davidsson et al., 2010; Hansen & Hamilton, 2011). Although 

partnership and networking have evolved over the last decade, it was still very common for 

entrepreneurs in the social impact sector to isolate themselves from community. Even in the 

early 2000s, this was a new movement, and many entrepreneurs held tight to their purpose, 

cause, and did not want to share resources. With social enterprises still evolving and more 

social entrepreneurs developing, community has become an important resource and when this 

is lacking it causes a barrier to growth. To grow and scale, the enterprise must first be 

sustainable of profits and impact. This, at times, is a very challenging aspect in the social 

impact sector and many enterprises struggle with having an innovative business model 

(Sparviero, 2019), while also scaling up their impact activities. On the other hand, social 

entrepreneurs are changing the narrative and redefining business. Profits and impact are 

known to have their “effectiveness as two distinct entities which are necessarily in conflict 

with one another; rather than exist in synergy” (Moizer & Tracey, 2010, p. 264).   

Financial Capital  

The themes that emerged and represented the gaps in financial capital included (a) 

finances to pay staff/expand operations, (b) finances to pay for marketing, (c) funding for 

growth, (d) financial struggle, and (e) overall strategy to profitability. For the social 

entrepreneur, there is a lack of training and understanding of business, capital raising, and 

long-term sustainability strategy (Coburn & Rijsdijk, 2010; Hyde, 2008; Jenner, 2016; Mair 

& Marti, 2006). It is not unique for a social entrepreneur to have a gap in financial capital. 

Entrepreneurs are always trying to be innovative, creative, and gain capital to grow their 

businesses in the most efficient way possible. What was seen as unique in this study was the 
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continuous financial struggle even as the social enterprise developed. Financial capital 

represents the funds that it takes to run the business, grow the business, scale the business, 

and then be able to make a positive social impact by leveraging profits for good (Clarkin, 

2014; Cooper et al., 1994; Kickul & Lyons, 2020). This struggle was not just present in the 

early-stage social entrepreneurs, but there was still a struggle and fight for sustainability with 

the social entrepreneurs who have been in the social impact space for over 7 years. In the 

interviews conducted, 21 out of the 24 social entrepreneurs discussed financial struggles and 

the intricacies that came with these struggles. With the financial struggle, came the other 

development of themes when it comes to sustainability and steps to profitability. There were 

gaps in funding for paying staff and expanding operations. Regarding staff pay, this was 

mainly because social impact businesses provide dignified work and pay fair wages. The 10 

social entrepreneurs who touched on paying staff or expanding of operations focus on paying 

monthly salaries to their team instead of contracting or by piece work, which adds another 

level of commitment and overflows into the financial struggle of the entire venture. It 

increases budget and commitment to the community and people. The other theme that 

presented itself was funding for marketing. In any business, obtaining market access and 

having brand awareness is important to converting customers to sales (Momany & Alshboul, 

2016). This theme also directly links to the other following thematic constraints, such as 

financial resource capital, funding for growth, and strategy to profitability. Thirteen of the 24 

entrepreneurs also mentioned funding for growth, which is linked back to business modeling 

in human capital resources. Starting any business takes initial capital and strategy (Hynes, 

2009). Funding for growth entails a raising capital, which involves key stakeholders. In this 

case, those stakeholders can be seen as donors or investors. When the social entrepreneurs of 

this study shared their experiences about business modeling, many felt lost in how to raise 

money for growth. This has continued to be a barrier for those social entrepreneurs who have 
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changed their model and approach during the process. Many of the participants in this study 

exhibit the behavior of feeling stuck in a model. However, the reality is at any moment, with 

the right steps, the model could easily change. This was presented as a challenge for most 

social entrepreneurs after interviews were conducted.  

Once resource gaps were identified, there were five thematic dilemmas that emerged 

as constraints in resources and common barriers that tend to show up in the three phases of 

Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model. These included (a) communication, (b) culture, (c) 

financial struggle, (d) inconsistent strategy, and (e) training and development. 

Research Question One Implications 

Research question one has several implications after identifying the challenges that 

emerged as themes under each resource constraint. It is not merely the human, social, and 

financial constraints that cause dilemmas, but it is also the intricacies the challenges present. 

For social entrepreneurs to anticipate the needs and to be proactive in strategy, there needs to 

be more training and development first for the social entrepreneur. The results of this study 

indicated that the training and development was also for internal staff. This is reflective of the 

participant’s first-year criteria and would be essential for the entrepreneur to have training.  

Research Question Two Conclusions 

Research question two explored initiating change as represented in Kotter’s (1996) 8-

step model. The interviews were conducted to determine which steps incur the biggest gaps, 

lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent or social entrepreneur. This study found 

that the biggest gaps were found in engaging and enabling the organization as well as 

implementing and sustaining change stages of Kotter’s (1996) 8-step model. Within this 

model, resources lacked in empowering others to act on the vision, anchoring the change, and 

building on the change. Lack of resources was found in the lack of human, social, and 

financial capital. The themes that emerged within human capital included (a) communication, 
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(b) cultural differences, (c) training/development, (d) business modeling, and (e) 

sustainability. The themes that emerged within social capital included (a) community, (b) 

inconsistent supply chain, (c) market access, (d) partnerships/networks, and (e) 

scaling/growth. The themes that emerged within financial capital included (a) finances to pay 

staff/expand operations, (b) finances to pay for marketing, (c) funding for growth, (d) 

financial struggle, and (e) overall strategy to profitability. In the end, these themes gave 

insight to the five key dilemmas, which were (a) inconsistent strategy, (b) culture, (c) 

communication, (d) financial struggle, and (e) lack of training and development. It was from 

these dilemmas that helped answer research question three of this study. 

Research Question Two Implications 

It is evident that the stages of implementing and sustaining change is the most 

challenging in the social entrepreneur’s journey. The results of this study imply that by 

focusing on the challenges of each resource construct, it may be possible to alleviate these 

pain points. As mentioned in Chapter 4, I began this study thinking that human capital, social 

capital, and financial capital challenges ran independently of one another. This research 

brought clarity to this presumption. All these constructs are interwoven with one another. 

Although the social entrepreneur could focus on their challenge of communication or culture, 

they will eventually need to pay attention to the tension of finances and how that also hinders 

their market access and overall training. All of these align with one another. If 

communication is struggling both internally or externally, then this will affect supply chain, 

market access, partnerships, and growth. All those challenges presented in social capital will 

greatly affect the financial health of the enterprise and the strategy to profitability. Just as 

social entrepreneurs are driven by purpose and take a holistic approach, this research study 

implies that the lack of resources presented need a holistic approach moving forward. As 

training and development programs emerge specifically for impact and business to cohesively 
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work together, programs need to look at the whole process, so the social entrepreneur is 

equipped with the right knowledge, skill, and financial capital to implement and sustain 

effectively. 

Research Question Three Conclusions 

Research question three explored shared experiences to understand in what ways 

human, social, or financial resource gaps cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, 

implementing, or sustaining change. It was evident from the results of this research study that 

the 24 participants witnessed the most dilemmas in the implementing phase and sustaining 

phase. As the change agent grows, the dilemmas do not change per phase; they only reduce or 

increase dependent upon the social entrepreneur and how they have engaged in five thematic 

dilemmas that emerged in this study. To conclude, the five thematic dilemmas that emerged 

were organized in each stage of Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model. The first phase of 

“create a climate for change” included inconsistent strategy. The second phase of “engaging 

and enabling the organization” included cross-cultural communication and cultural 

misalignment. The third stage of “implementing and sustaining change” included financial 

sustainability. Along with the stages of Kotter’s 8-step change model, a change agent also has 

a role in each stage. Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework, which displays the 

relationships between Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model and Rogers’ (2003) diffusion of 

innovation roles of a change agent.  

It was concluded that most of the dilemmas happen in the implementing and 

sustaining stage. This does not imply that there are not challenges in the creating stage, it 

only suggests that the participants in this study found that implementation of change and then 

sustaining that change is the most challenging. This is directly related to the themes that 

emerged as challenges among human, social, and financial resource gaps. 
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Research Question Three Implications 

Research question three built upon research question two and gave insight to the fact 

that no gap caused more dilemmas than the other. Human capital, social capital, and financial 

capital were more interwoven than expected and if one resource lacked, then it affected 

another and brought forth challenges. The results of this research implies the need for more 

training and development for social entrepreneurs. By giving the social entrepreneur, who is 

the acting change agent, more training, knowledge, and skills will help equip them to also 

understand how to be more strategic and mindful of the financial constraints. In the end, 

human capital and social capital can be taught, or skill-attained through the proper 

infrastructure built for social entrepreneurs. These programs are beginning to emerge, but 

there is still a lot of work to be done in this area to provide social entrepreneurs the right tools 

to be successful and less misunderstood. 

Recommendations for Research  

This research provided a clearer understanding about the resource gaps identified for 

social entrepreneurs and understand the challenges met when implementing change that are 

felt across the sector. The study has helped gain clarity about the nature of issues faced by 

social entrepreneurs. These findings are rooted in Kotter’s (1996) 8-step change model and 

aligned with the roles of a change agent from Rogers’ (2003) diffusion of innovation. In 

conjunction with the limitations mentioned in Chapter 1, I would first broaden the perspective 

of the representation of social entrepreneurs. Another study with the same interview protocol 

could be undertaken, but with participants of social entrepreneurs from a variety of business 

sectors. This would give insight to resource capital constraints seen in human capital, social 

capital, and financial capital across various sectors to discover similarities or differences 

depending on the business. This study was mainly focused on global artisan brands, so the 



 

 101 

resource constraints could possibly vary or be similar depending on the capital being 

investigated.   

Another recommendation would be to extend the research to a mixed methods or 

quantitative study to find a way to be able to measure the duration of time in relation to the 

gaps and resources and measure the relationship between time, knowledge gained, and 

growth in the overall social enterprise. Moreover, there are many extensions to this research 

that could be pulled into smaller, more granular studies that focus on depth versus such a 

broad sphere of knowledge that this study represented between resource gaps, change model, 

and the role of a change agent.  

Lastly, there could possibly be an intervention program that could be created. This 

could be conducted as a quasi-experimental study comparing enterprises that participated in 

the intervention verses potentially enterprises that did not. 

Recommendations for Practice 

Over the last decade, there has been research presented on understanding the 

characteristics of a social entrepreneur or the complexity of profit and social impact being in 

presented in one entity (Austin et al., 2006; Germak & Singh, 2010). Although the actual 

dilemmas, pain points, or challenges the entrepreneur faced is limited when looking at shared 

experiences. This study gives insight into human capital, social capital, and financial capital 

in relation to a social entrepreneur’s journey. From the 15 themes that were presented as 

challenges within each resource capital area, there were five dilemmas identified that aligned 

with the change model.  These dilemmas created clarity around where the biggest challenges 

lied in implementing change. This research presented that there can be dilemmas in phases. 

Those phases include: 

1. Create a climate for change 

2. Engaging and enabling the organization 
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3. Implementing and sustaining change 

With the knowledge of resource gaps and constraints, future social entrepreneurs can 

be better prepared and be able to plan for these phases. It is foundational to social 

entrepreneurs that there is this social cause that is a driving force of motivation (Germak & 

Singh, 2010). As a result of this motivational drive, there is little support of strategy which 

leads to inconsistencies and ambiguity that seem to be common among younger entrepreneurs 

and businesses (MacMillan & Thompson, 2013). If it is known that inconsistent strategy 

hinders the first phase of creating the change, then it can be inferred that a strategic plan is 

probably a good place to start. Also, considering that opinion leaders are pivotal because they 

directly help influence individuals in that community, and because of their position, trust and 

credibility have already been established (Flynn et al., 1994). This allows for the social 

entrepreneur to establish networks in the community by activating peer relationships as a 

change agent (Rogers, 2003). On the other hand, if cross-cultural communication and cultural 

misalignment affect the implementation of the social change and impact, then it is seen as 

equally important to understand the culture and community and find proactive ways to 

navigate the communication challenges. Of course, there will always be communication 

barriers through growth, but this research helps identify a few of these pain points to help 

alleviate challenges for future or even current social entrepreneurs in the social impact sector. 

Furthermore, there must be an understanding of finances and training and development to 

create sustainability and long-lasting transformation in the sector. The finances from starting 

a social enterprise look much different than a traditional business because of the social impact 

implications (Blundel & Lyon, 2015; Dart, 2004; Reis & Clohesy, 2001). Fair wages, quality 

supply, are all important for the social entrepreneur. Due to these different priorities, a social 

entrepreneur must take a different path concerning raising capital, cash flow tendencies, and 

overall, the business bottom line is more expensive (Scott & Teasdale, 2012). 
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The findings of this research study will continue to inform the social impact sector 

and help provide knowledge to fill the resource gaps. They will also offer insight of how to 

best serve social entrepreneurs to aid in resources, such as continued growth in knowledge, 

skills, and abilities, or funding. The social impact sector is always growing and evolving, and 

this study is essential to helping mend the gap in resources among entrepreneurs and point 

them in the right direction before resource constraints are felt. There are now solutions or 

documentation of potential gaps that social entrepreneurs are likely to face. Social 

entrepreneurs, leaders, change agents, and social enterprises, whether a nonprofit or for 

profit, will benefit from this study by gaining the knowledge of resource gaps in human, 

social, and financial capital constraints.  
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APPENDIX A 

INFORMED CONSENT 

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH PROTECTION PROGRAM  

INFORMED Consent Document 
 
Title of Research Study: Understanding the resource gaps for social entrepreneurs and the 
challenges implementing change in a social enterprise 
 
Investigator: Dr. Kim E. Dooley 
 
Funded/Supported By: There is no funding for this research 
 
Why are you being invited to take part in a research study? 
You are being asked to participate because you have been identified as a social entrepreneur 
who meets the following criteria, (a) must be leading a social enterprise; (b) must have a 
global social impact component; and (c) participant must have been in their leadership 
position (founder or CEO) for at least two years. 
 
What should you know about a research study? 

• Someone will explain this research study to you. 

• Whether or not you take part is up to you. 

• You can choose not to take part. 

• You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 

• Your decision will not be held against you. 

• You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 

Who can I talk to? 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, talk to the 
research team at jnuccio1228@tamu.edu or Kim.Dooley@ag.tamu.edu, (979) 862-7620  
 
This research has been reviewed and approved by the Texas A&M Institutional Review 
Board (IRB). You may talk to them at 1-979-458-4067, toll free at 1-855-795-8636, or by 
email at irb@tamu.edu., if 

• You cannot reach the research team. 

• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research 
team. 

• You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 

mailto:jnuccio1228@tamu.edu
mailto:Kim.Dooley@ag.tamu.edu
mailto:irb@tamu.edu
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• You have questions about your rights as a research participant. 

• You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

Why is this research being done? 
The purpose of this hermeneutic phenomenological study is to understand the 

dilemmas in implementing change for social entrepreneurs that stem from the presented 
resource gaps. The information that is obtained through this research will help inform the 
sector in its entirety and how to best come alongside leaders of social enterprises and social 
impact stakeholders to build successful social impact companies.  
 
The main research questions are: 

1. What are the main challenges in leading a social enterprise that align with the gaps 
presented? (human, social and financial capital resource gaps) 

2. When initiating change represented in Kotter’s 8-step model, which steps incur the 
biggest gaps, lack of resources, and dilemmas for the change agent (social 
entrepreneur)? 

3. When looking at shared experiences, what are the different resource gaps; human, 
social or financial, that cause dilemmas or challenges when creating, implementing or 
sustaining change? 

 
How many people will be studied? 
There will be 20 social entrepreneurs purposively selected for this study. 

What happens if I say “Yes, I want to be in this research”? 
If you agree to be in the research, the following will be conducted, 

• Semi-structured interviews and observations 

• The interviews will be conducted online and the duration of the interview will be 1 
hour in length. 

• As a participant, you will interact with the primary investigator 

• Due to COVID-19, the research will be conducted over Zoom, an online technology 
platform. 

• The research will be completed during one sitting and last no longer than 1 hour 

• Participants will be asked for permission to be contacted for future research. 

• All interviews will be recorded through the Zoom technology and stored among a 
external harddrive for records 

What happens if I do not want to be in this research? 
You can leave the research at any time and it will not be held against you. 

What happens if I say “Yes”, but I change my mind later? 
You can leave the research at any time and it will not be held against you. 
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If you decide to leave the research, contact the investigator so that the investigator can 
terminate participation immediately. Upon withdrawal, data that has been collected will be 
stored for records and an explanation from the participant will be collected and stored 

Will being in this study help me in any way? 
We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from your taking part in this research. 
However, possible insights and recommendations into the social impact sector. 
 
What happens to the information collected for the research? 
Efforts will be made to limit the use and disclosure of your personal information, including 
research study and other records, to people who have a need to review this information. We 
cannot promise complete privacy. Organizations that may inspect and copy your information 
include the TAMU HRPP/IRB and other representatives of this institution.  
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APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

 
The interview will align with an exploratory study and include the following semi-structured 
interview questions: 
 
Interview Questions for Social Entrepreneurs are as follows: 
 

1. Who are you and how did your journey begin in the social impact sector? 
2. Why did you choose the industry you are in or community you are involved with? 
3. In your journey, what has been your biggest challenge you have had to overcome? 
4. Where do you believe you have experienced gaps in resources for you and your 

business? 
5. Additionally, have you seen those gaps reduce or increase as you have grown, scaled 

or implemented new change in your business or community? 
6. What does partnership, collaboration, key stakeholders mean to you? 
7. How can you build a sustainable enterprise where profit and impact cohesively work 

together? 
8. If you were talking to your younger self, what advice would you give them? 

 
 
If time allows then here are other questions that may be asked… 
 

• What has been your biggest celebration in this journey? 
• How do you measure impact? 
• How do you tell your story in your branding and marketing? 

o And with that, do you find it challenging to create a cohesive message around 
profit, product and people? 

• What is your business model? 
• How would you describe impact investing? 
• Have you raised capital, and can you talk about that experience? 
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APPENDIX C 

RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

 

Good Morning! 
 
My name is Jenny Nuccio and I am pursuing my Ed.D in the Doc@Distance program with 
Texas A&M University and Texas Tech University. I am currently conducting my 
dissertation research study to help understand the research gaps among social entrepreneurs 
and the challenges involved when implementing change in social enterprises. 
 
Social entrepreneurs need to meet the following criteria (a) must be leading a social 
enterprise; (b) must have a global social impact component; and (c) participant must have 
been in their leadership position (founder or CEO) for at least two years. 
 
I am emailing you because you have been identified as a leading social entrepreneur in the 
social impact sector and would love to have you as part of my research! 
 
Participation is completely voluntary, and all answers given by the beneficiaries involved will 
be anonymous. 
 
If you are interested, I would love to schedule a time to give you a scope of the study. 
 
These interviews will be held will be conducted online through Zoom, and be approximately 
one hour in length. These interviews will be recorded and conducted with open ended 
questions and will be a conversation to highlight your journey as a social entrepreneur. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask me. 
 
Thank you for your time and thank you for your continued efforts as a leading change agent 
in your social enterprise and global community. 
 
 
With gratitude, 
 

 
 
Jenny Nuccio 
Doc@Distance Cohort 8 
Texas A&M University  
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APPENDIX D 

IRB: TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY 
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APPENDIX E 

IRB: TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
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APPENDIX F 

AUDITED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Audit Coded Bibliography 
All interviews conducted via zoom 

 
 
 

1. SE1: Pseudonym assigned was Tara. Founder of Social Enterprise in Honduras, Industry 

focused in home and accessories / Interviewed August 5, 2021 at 9am CST via zoom 

2. SE2: Pseudonym assigned was Kellie. Founder of Social Enterprise in Guatemala, 

Industry focused in shoes / Interviewed August 5, 2021 at 10am CST via zoom 

3. SE3: Pseudonym assigned was Ann. Founder of Social Enterprise based in United States 

(California), Industry focused in home and accessories / Interviewed August 5, 2021 at 

11am CST via zoom  

4. SE4: Pseudonym assigned was Olivia. CEO of Social Enterprise based in United Stated 

(Colorado), Industry focused in consumables / Interviewed August 6, 2021 at 9am CST 

via zoom 

5. SE5: Pseudonym assigned was Hailey. Founder and CEO of Social Enterprise based in 

Haiti and Mexico, Industry focused in jewelry / Interviewed August 6, 2021 at 10am CST 

via zoom 

6. SE6: Pseudonym assigned was Luke. CEO of Social Enterprise based in Global*, 

Industry focused in micro-finance and agriculture / Interviewed August 9, 2021 at 9am 

CST via zoom 

7. SE7: Pseudonym assigned was Mia. Co-founder of Social Enterprise based in Horn of 

Africa (Global*), Industry focused in jewelry and accessories / Interviewed August 9, 

2021 at 11am CST via zoom 
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8. SE8: Pseudonym assigned was Jody. Founder of Social Enterprise based in Kenya, 

Industry focused in education and training / Interviewed August 10, 2021 at 9am CST via 

zoom 

9. SE9: Pseudonym assigned was Amber. Co-Founder of Social Enterprise based in United 

Stated (Wyoming), Industry focused in home décor, accessories and apparel / Interviewed 

August 10, 2021 at 10am CST via zoom 

10. SE10: Pseudonym assigned was Terrence. Co-Founder of Social Enterprise based in 

United Stated (Wyoming), Industry focused in home décor, accessories and apparel / 

Interviewed August 10, 2021 at 10am CST via zoom 

11. SE11: Pseudonym assigned was Gary. Founder and CEO of Social Enterprise based in 

Uganda, India and Peru, Industry focused in apparel and accessories / Interviewed August 

10, 2021 at 11am CST via zoom 

12. SE12: Pseudonym assigned was Faith. Executive Director of Social Enterprise based in 

Ghana, Industry focused in accessories, apparel and home decor / Interviewed August 10, 

2021 at 12pm CST via zoom 

13. SE13: Pseudonym assigned was Linda. Co-Founder of Social Enterprise based in 

Uganda, Industry focused in talent (art) and home decor / Interviewed August 12, 2021 at 

9am CST via zoom 

14. SE14: Pseudonym assigned was Nicole. Co-Founder of Social Enterprise based in 

Uganda, Industry focused in talent (art) and home decor / Interviewed August 12, 2021 at 

9am CST via zoom 

15. SE15: Pseudonym assigned was Molly. Co-Founder of Social Enterprise based in India, 

Industry focused in apparel and accessories / Interviewed August 12, 2021 at 11am CST 

via zoom 
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16. SE16: Pseudonym assigned was Pauline. Co-Founder of Social Enterprise based in India, 

Industry focused in apparel and accessories / Interviewed August 12, 2021 at 11am CST 

via zoom 

17. SE17: Pseudonym assigned was Lily. Founder and CEO of Social Enterprise based in 

Asia, Industry focused in home décor and accessories / Interviewed August 12, 2021 at 

12pm CST via zoom 

18. SE18: Pseudonym assigned was Stacey. Founder and CEO of Social Enterprise based in 

Papua New Guinea, Industry focused in home décor and accessories / Interviewed August 

13, 2021 at 9am CST via zoom 

19. SE19: Pseudonym assigned was Charlotte. Founder of Social Enterprise based in 

Mozambique, Industry focused in training and education / Interviewed August 13, 2021 at 

11am CST via zoom 

20. SE20: Pseudonym assigned was Valerie. Founder and CEO of Social Enterprise based in 

United States and Global*, Industry focused in apparel, accessories and home décor / 

Interviewed August 16, 2021 at 10am CST via zoom 

21. SE21: Pseudonym assigned was Barbara. Founder and CEO of Social Enterprise based 

in Canada and India, Industry focused in apparel / Interviewed August 16, 2021 at 11am 

CST via zoom 

22. SE22: Pseudonym assigned was Hope. Founder of Social Enterprise based in Guatemala, 

Industry focused in traditional textiles / Interviewed August 16, 2021 at 4pm CST via 

zoom 

23. SE23: Pseudonym assigned was Sonja. Founder and CEO of Social Enterprise based in 

Uganda, India, and Global*, Industry focused in apparel and accessories / Interviewed 

August 18, 2021 at 2:30pm CST via zoom 
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24. SE24: Pseudonym assigned was Emma. Founder of Social Enterprise in Tanzania, 

Industry focused in home and accessories / Interviewed September 15, 2021 at 10am CST 

via zoom 
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APPENDIX G 

VISUAL REPRESENTATION OF OPEN CODING 
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