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Abstract

This study explores how social enterprises create social and economic value through
business models that support ex-offenders. The work was motivated by a request for
help from an entrepreneur wishing to establish a business that supports ex-offender
rehabilitation. The research explored five case organisations that already provided such
support, analysing them through a business model framework. The case studies investi-
gated the dual propositions of social and economic value created using various organi-
sational forms, including private companies, charities, and a government body. Findings
demonstrate how each organisation utilised under-valued human resources to address
social challenges while maintaining economic viability. The research contributes to
social enterprise literature and practice, showing the integration of social and economic
value creation, exploring the role of Mission, and explaining the reluctance of some
organisations to engage in social value measurement. The findings offer insights to
entrepreneurs seeking to sustainably deliver social impact.
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Key Points

e Business model frameworks provide a useful lens through which to examine how organisa-
tions can create social and economic value.

o Work is based on an original request from practitioners to provide insight that will help in
the creation of a business that supports ex-offenders through employment and training.

e The social challenge of reforming prisoners for society, and economic challenge of finding
skilled committed employees is addressed simultaneously by social enterprises (SEs).

e Using a business model framework, this article gives insight into how organizations undertake
SE work to deliver social and economic value.

o Five diverse case examples are provided, giving insight into different SE organizational forms:
charities, not-for profit, government owned, private, and limited companies.

o Business model-based analysis shows how an SEs hybrid structure has dual value proposi-

tions, creating both social and economic value using under-valued human resource.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

In this article, we use a business model lens (Bradley et al., 2020) to
understand how different organizations are able to provide support
into work for ex-offenders. The work was motivated by a group who
approached the researchers seeking insight on how to launch a busi-
ness that was self-funded and supported ex-offends in the
United Kingdom. They wanted to create a business that was sustain-
able, and gave the ex-offenders agency through training and work.
The research aim was to generate insight that could help provide guid-
ance by capturing the business models of different organizations that
support ex-offenders without significant financial resources, recourse
to government, or grant funding (Green et al., 2016). We particularly
focus on value creation and how social value and economic value is
created.

The research work is framed through a social entrepreneurship
lens. Social entrepreneurs and social enterprise (SE) employ business
logic to improve the situation of disenfranchised and marginalized
communities (Saebi et al., 2019). In social diversity discourses about
organizations that provide support to excluded groups, such as studies
into housing or transport, for example (Elvy, 2014; Haase et al., 2017),
disenfranchised individuals are often limited to the role of beneficia-
ries, denying them agency. In this work we show how socially
excluded ex-offenders can be active contributors, developing their
skills to create value within the business they work. The context of
studies into disenfranchised groups who have agency in organizations
is most often seen in developing countries and base of the pyramid
markets (Halme et al., 2012). In this study, we sought organizations
from the United Kingdom that engaged with disenfranchised individ-
uals and supported them through giving them active value creating
roles. Ranjatoelina (2018, p. 595) highlight the benefit in business
models that can “favor human resources that are being “wasted” by
the traditional markets.” Referring to marginalized people as
(Marrow, 1957;
Ranjatoelina & Zaoual, 2016) these people can be “the predominant

negatively-perceived or wasted resource
human resources of value creation” (Ranjatoelina, 2018, p. 595).
Through this study, the paper provides insights into how the five
socially oriented organizations who support ex-offenders utilize
resource to create social value. Analysis shows how these marginal-
ized people are employed in the different organizations to create
social and economic value for the organization and wider society. The
research identified knowledge gaps as in SE scholarship “social and
economic value, and social and economic mission” were being used
interchangeably, yet they are different constructs (David, 2011; Jones
et al., 2021; Stevens et al., 2015). The case organizations we study are
all very different in their form and structure. They all address a twin
challenge: the challenge of reforming prisoners so they can success-
fully integrate and flourish in society and the challenge for businesses
in finding skilled committed employees. We discuss how they can all
be categorized as SE, as in each organization social entrepreneurs use
the resources available to them to achieve the twin hurdle of eco-
nomic and social value creation. Social and economic value are treated
as separate in literature (Saebi et al., 2019), when in practice social
entrepreneurs demonstrate their synergy within a business model.

We provide empirical evidence of how social value propositions inte-
grate with organizations economic value propositions to create hybrid
value propositions.

The paper proceeds as follows. The literature on social entrepre-
neurship is examined. The business model literature and a framework
employed in this article is then described. The research method is
then laid out and results from business model analysis of the five dif-
ferent case organizations presented. The discussion section examines
how the organizations and their business models fulfill the SE defini-

tion. The paper finishes with conclusions, limitations, and future work.

2 | LITERATURE

21 | Social entrepreneurs and SE

Social entrepreneurship or SE may be explored at three levels (Saebi
et al, 2019) the individual, organization, or institution. Studies into
social entrepreneurs speak to research at the individual level, though
may expand to other levels. At the individual level, entrepreneurs are
defined as those that through the manipulation of resources create
greater yield “entrepreneurs create value” (Dees, 2018, p. 23). Such
action requires both the drive to achieve social value and business
acumen (Abebe et al., 2020). Dees notes that starting new businesses
is not the essence of the entrepreneur's role, but rather it is the crea-
tion of social value using business activities.

This article focuses upon the value created at the organizational
level where the vehicles for social entrepreneurship are described as
SEs. Borzaga defines SE as organizations with an explicit aim of
benefiting the community (Borzaga & Santuari, 2001). Social Enter-
prise Alliance (2015) defines SE as organizations or ventures within an
organization that advance a social Mission through market-based
strategies. Saebi et al. (2019) seek to demarcate SE from other organi-
zational types, as the heart of the nature of their activities is the dual-
ity of social and economic value creation. SE and those who work for
them are characterized as having moral and ethical motivation
(Bornstein, 2004; Nicholls & Dees, 2015). Simultaneously, the organi-
zations may exhibit entrepreneurial traits, be innovative, take, risks
and exploit opportunities through appropriate exploitation of
resources (Saebi et al., 2019).

The broad set of goals of SE mean that many different organiza-
tional forms may claim to be SE (Alter, 2007), including charities, com-
munity business, philanthropy, and corporate social responsibility
(CSR) (Zahra et al., 2009). CSR activities may lie beyond the immediate
interest of the firm, but may still be undertaken with a profit maximi-
zation objective (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Nonprofit or philan-
thropic organizations activities have their primary focus on social
value creation, but unless they have strategic revenue growth targets
they could not be considered as SE. Such organizations typically focus
on delivery of the basic human needs (water, shelter, food, education,
etc.) (Certo & Miller, 2008). Other hybrid ventures that Saebi et al.
(2019) identify include sustainable entrepreneurship. This covers
organizations that exploit market failures for economic opportunity
that are sustainability or environmentally beneficial (Dean &
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McMullen, 2007). Institutional entrepreneurs seek to innovate by
changing or breaking institutional norms in order to create alternatives
for positive social benefit. They do not necessarily create new ven-
tures and so may lack the entrepreneurial business activity of an SE
(Battilana et al., 2009). Similarly, development entrepreneurs (DEs) are
said to change institutional norms to enhance social value, though as
an SE they may not necessarily create institutional change, therefore
DEs may be a special case (McMullen, 2011; Zahra et al., 2009).

Though social value creation is central to SE, markets have not
historically done well at valuing the improvements such business
bring. This makes it hard to judge if the resources employed in creat-
ing that value are justified for the social benefit gained (Dees, 2018).
A major part of the challenge is the difficulty in placing an accurate
value on the social change created, for example, what is the value of
employing an ex-offender? Despite many studies into measuring
impact (Rawhouser et al., 2019), the total value, the contributing fac-
tors, and even the attribution of them to a particular business is con-
tentious (Dees, 2018). This makes setting KPIs related to social value
creation challenging. Economic value capture is required for sustain-
ability, but Dees (2018) argues that the survival of SE is not a good
indicator of their effectiveness at generating social value. However,
economic performance is an essential as to be an SE and use business
activities to create social value necessarily requires economic value
creation for survival.

Classification of SE types is challenging due to the broad nature of
the organizations involved in SE work. SEs are a type of hybrid organi-
zation (Battilana & Lee, 2014), and have been represented on a number
of SE typology spectrums in literature (Agarwal et al., 2018;
Alter, 2007; Vassallo et al., 2019). These spectrums extend from Mis-
sion oriented nonprofits on one pole, through market and Mission ori-
ented hybrids, to market oriented for profit businesses at the other
pole. The spectrum focuses upon the value proposition—is it primarily
economic and secondarily social, or vice-versa. However, SE are more
complex than the single dimension categorization allows (Boyd
et al., 2018), as successful social Missions may be achieved in highly
profit driven organizations, and firms have motivations that blur the
social/economic value boundaries. Addressing this, Saebi et al. (2019)
proposed a four-box model. On the x-axis is social mission (value), split
into the dyad of organizations that create value for beneficiaries, and
those that co-create value with beneficiaries. On the y-axis is economic
mission (value), split into the dyad labeled differentiated for those orga-
nizations where commercial revenue cross subsidize social mission, and
integrated, where the beneficiaries are paying customers. Type A (for &
differentiated) business create value for beneficiaries, using their busi-
ness revenue to cross subsidize social mission. Type B (with & differenti-
ated) business create value by employing beneficiaries to create goods/
service to sell. Type C business (for & integrated) provide goods or ser-
vices at a more affordable price to beneficiaries. Type C business (with &
integrated) both provide goods or services at a more affordable price to
beneficiaries and employ those same beneficiaries.

To understand the structure of the firm type further, how it func-
tions and delivers on social value, and allow for classification we need

to examine their business models.

2.2 | Business model theory

Business models describe the structure of a firm and the strategies
employed to enable a business to compete (Magretta, 2002). Business
models are variously defined as: “the design of content, structure, and
governance so as to create value through the exploitation of business
opportunities” (Amit & Zott, 2001, p. 495); “the rationale of how an
organization creates, delivers and captures value” (Osterwalder &
Pigneur, 2010, p. 14); “the manner by which the enterprise delivers
value to customers, entices customers to pay for value, and converts
those payments to profit” (Teece, 2010, p. 172); and “a set of generic
level descriptors that captures how a firm organizes to create and dis-
tribute value” (Baden-Fuller & Morgan, 2010, p. 157). In their simplest
form, business models capture detail of three elements (Parry &
Tasker, 2014; Teece, 2010): a value proposition—the proposed offering
based upon the resources the firm is able to organize; value
realization—which occurs in the context of resource use for the benefit
of the customer; and worth capture—is the ability of provider and con-
sumer to capture worth from the enactment of the proposition. Usually
monetary, though not necessarily, but continued operations require the
provider capture economic value sufficient to exceed costs.

An effective business model provides a systemic view of the firm,
its operations and its interaction with suppliers, markets and cus-
tomers (Vendrell-Herrero et al., 2018). They can be used as epistemic
objects (Cetina, 1997), representations that help capture knowledge.
Knowledge that a business model represents can be interpreted dif-
ferently by different actors and is always incomplete as business
models are models and not the firm (Baden-Fuller & Morgan, 2010).
As epistemic objects representing cognitive configurations of the
firms characteristics (Baden-Fuller & Mangematin, 2013) business
models can be used to show connections between value propositions
and the process of production.

Lideke-Freund and Musango case studies of South African firms
employ business models as a lens in the examination of sustainability
through shared value (Lideke-Freund & Musango, 2016). Their report
provides description of their method of analysis, but their reports
have descriptive narratives and little detail of the actual case study
firm's business model, a general issue highlighted in the sustainable
business model literature by Bradley et al., 2020. Osterwalder and
Pigneur (2010) provide the most cited example of a business model, a
9-box model named the business model canvas. Their model is robust
and highly flexible, a result of drawing upon a global group of more
than 470 practitioners. However, their goal was commercial business
models, not to address firm values and social value. While the majority
of business models are not antithetical to notions of social value, the
majority of business model literature has not paid sufficient attention
to notions of value beyond financial worth (Bradley et al., 2020).

In business literature, the term value is often used, but it has a
multitude of meanings, including utility, finances and phenomenologi-
cal experience (C.L., Ng & Smith, 2012). The meaning of value is there-
fore broader than just money. SE literature focuses on a duality of
social and economic value creation. While capturing economic value is

an organizational imperative for survival, social value creation is often
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a reason the organization exists, and balancing these two depends on
the organizational format, spanning for profit to purely not for profit
(Nair, 2022). To guide organizations, SE often employs mission
statement. In strategy literature, mission statements capture a firm
fundamental purpose, core values, and long-term objectives, commu-
nicating the reason beyond profitability that the company exists
(David, 2011; Pearce & David, 1987). Strategic mission focuses upon
the means of value creation, rather than the ends (Bart et al., 2001).
SE Mission is often a written statement that acts as an explicit guide
in organizational decisions (Yunus et al., 2010). SE are said to be Mis-
sion driven, creating and sustaining social value, not just private value
(Dees, 2018). However, the Mission construct is often poorly delin-
eated, and insufficiently differentiated from value proposition in SE
literature (Jones et al., 2021). In most SE literature “mission” is
employed as a synonym for social value creation (Stevens
et al., 2015). SE are frequently described as having a dual mission—
reflecting their hybrid structure of social and economic value creation
(Battilana et al., 2009; Chen & Wang, 2024; Saebi et al., 2019). Balan-
cing the dual focus on social and economic value is a key challenge for
social entrepreneurs (Sharma & Bansal, 2017; W. K. Smith &
Lewis, 2011). Successful economic value creation provides the free-
dom for organizations to invest in social ventures (Hagedoorn
et al., 2023). Failure to organize a hybrid structure results in “mission
drift,” which is framed in value terms, occurring when seeking eco-
nomic value begins to take precedence over social value creation
(Ebrahim et al., 2014; Jones et al., 2021; Ramus & Vaccaro, 2017).

Studies of SE employing business models use either Osterwalder
and Pigneur (2010) directly e.g. (Chen & Wang, 2024) or modify the
canvas (Nair, 2022), often re-labeling blocks and adding elements such
as “Mission” (Qastharin, 2016; S. Smith, 2020), social and environ-
mental cost and benefit (Yeoman & Moskovitz, 2013), or splitting
value proposition into social and customer value (Qastharin, 2016).
Detailed examination of the meaning of value remains lacking—
potentially adding to the confusion with mission. Bradley et al. (2020)
found sustainable business models also employed adaptations of
Osterwalder and Pigneur's (2010) canvas, but rarely engaged in
broader consideration of the meaning of value (Biloslavo et al., 2018;
Boons & Lideke-Freund, 2013; Schaltegger et al., 2011). They found
the sustainable business model literature could be improved with
regard to detail on the discussion of value in relation to sustainability
(Bradley et al., 2020) and that most studies follow the normative
assumption that business are profit maximizers.

While the small changes made to Osterwalder and Pigneur's
(2010) canvas are useful to the application, the underlying business
model canvas tends to remain theoretically the same (Vial, 2016).
Changes in different business model frameworks are often specific to
a particular business model type, which may paradoxically require
knowledge of the business model before selecting the right canvas.
We find that suggested changes often reflect that the value proposi-
tion definition in the original Osterwalder and Pigneur's (2010) canvas
was not clarified sufficiently. Osterwalder and Pigneur's later “Value
Proposition Design” work (Osterwalder et al., 2014) introduces a
value focused second canvas, but this a design tool rather than one
for analysis of a business. While we have explored possible options

for business models, pragmatically it is important to remember that
business models are just models. It is their application as a model to
learn or develop a business that is important. In this work, we wish
to examine the nature of a number of hybrid organizational structures
by applying a business model as an “organism for investigation”
(Baden-Fuller & Morgan, 2010, p. 162). We therefore employ the
Bradley et al. (2020) model, which is a modified version of the Oster-
walder and Pigneur's (2010) canvas. The Bradley et al. (2020) model
was developed to examine sustainable business models, but does not
capture Mission or the duality of value proposition in hybrid SE orga-
nizations. As SE speaks of Mission, we added in Mission Statement as
a first question. We extensively discussed value propositions, seeking
to capture the different social and economic propositions each organi-
zation provided. Thus, the business model we employed creates the

basis of semi-structured interviews:

1. Mission statement: why does the company exist?

2. Value proposition: Which issue or challenge does your organization
solve and what products and services are used to achieve that? Care
is taken to ensure a broader view of value is explored in interview to
understand the different value propositions that may be employed
(social value and economic value) and which takes precedence.

3. Key activities: What are your key activities? For example, produc-
tion, problem solving, maintenance, therapy, skills development.

4. Key resources: What are your key resources? For example, what are
the physical assets such as buildings and machinery, intellectual prop-
erty such as brands, patents and copyright, and human resources—
particularly skilled workers? Any financial resources such as grants or
endowments are also examined that might support the business.

5. Customer segments: Who uses the organizations product or service?
Does it focus on a mass market or particular groups? What defines
the groups? Do they serve a single customer group with the same
need or do customers have different needs such as a newspaper hav-
ing readers and advertisers?

6. Customers/stakeholders use of value proposition in their context:
What are the different contexts/circumstances in which the cus-
tomer uses the organizations offering? How does different context or
circumstances dffect the offering? Do key resources change with
context? Given different contexts, how does the value of the proposi-
tion change from the customer's perspective? Is there a customer(s)
we can talk to and confirm this?

7. Channels, value chain and linkages: How is the product or service dis-
tributed/delivered to the customer? How do you engage with cus-
tomers and other stakeholders? Is the business categorized as
integrated (very self-contained), hierarchical (part of a supply chain)
or networked (part of a web of other services)? If stakeholders are
involved in the operation of the business, where in the operation
structure are they?

8. Customer Relationships and Sensing: Are users paying directly for
your organizations product or service? If not who is paying and what
is their motivation and benefit? For example, a newspapers are sup-
ported by Adverts more than readers purchase price and they want
to sell their products, drug rehabilitation is often paid for by local
authorities for social benefit.
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9. Key stakeholders and partners: What is (is there) a network of sup-
pliers and partners that make/help the organization function? What
is the nature of the relationship with these suppliers/partners? Do
they have a claim on the business?

10. Cost Structure: What are the main costs of operating the
business? What are the fixed costs that the firm is exposed to
regardless of operations? What are the variable costs that are pro-
portionate to activity? How do you minimize costs and are there any
economies of scale (volume lowers costs) or scope exist (breadth of
offer lowers cost)?

11. Worth Capture: What economic forms of worth does the organiza-
tion capture? What forms of noneconomic worth does the
organization capture?

Through the exploration of the elements of the business model,
we gain insight to how the organization supports both social and eco-
nomic value propositions, and how it may be classified within the
typology of SE proposed by Saebi et al. (2019).

3 | RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research was initiated by a group aiming to develop a new busi-
ness supporting ex-offenders in the United Kingdom. An advisory
board was created to steer the project, comprising four members
representing diverse organizations directly involved in ex-offender
support (including one from a housing charity and three from other
support charities). The findings were presented to the advisory board
as work progressed.

Research adopted a qualitative multiple case study design
(Yin, 2009). Organizations were sought with a mission to support ex-
offenders through work. Multiple cases allow identification of viable
business model options, and identify enablers and barriers to success
by learning from practice. To ensure theory guided the research, first
a literature review explored the intersection of business practices and
social impact, and draws upon SE theory. Business model theory was
also examined and a business model canvas framework was employed
(Bradley et al., 2020) to facilitate the examination of a number of busi-
nesses that support ex-offenders.

We used a mixed strategy to find case firms. We began with firms
identified by our expert advisory panel. We then employed desktop
methods, using search engines, business networking websites and
industry news. During interviews we used snowball sampling, asking
interviewees for information of similar operations (Farquhar, 2012). A
US-based organization, Delancey Street Foundation, run by and for
ex-offenders was put forward by the advisory board as an exemplar
organization. Organizations with the same structure and goals were
sought in the United Kingdom, but none were identified. Five case
organizations were identified as demonstrating commitment to pro-
viding meaningful assistance and opportunities to ex-offenders, as
well as their reputation for authenticity and effectiveness in delivering
support services. The organizations included Timpson, a family owned

retailer who have an extensive training and recruitment program with

UK prisons; Emmaus Bristol, who are part of a global federation of
communes who provide support, meaningful work and stable accom-
modation for the homeless and socially excluded; Greggs the Baker, a
UK Ltd company who run a program to recruit and train from UK
prisons; and Network Rail, a UK Government owned company who
provide specialist rail-worker training in Cardiff prison alongside skills
training to help individuals find employment. All have different gover-
nance and core offer, and focus was placed upon their work with the
prisoner and ex-offender communities.

The findings reported below are drawn from primary and second-
ary data. Secondary data included websites and company reports. Pri-
mary data were collected via interviews, either face to face or
telephone when that was not possible, and site visits where practica-
ble (Yin, 2009). In all cases, initial study started with the analysis of
organizational website, online news and reporting. This was used to
initially populate the business model. A semi-structured interview
technique was used to focus on completing the canvas and gaining
further insight (Finley, 2018). Interviews were undertaken with man-
agers within each organization. A minimum of two interviews per
organization were undertaken, with at least one senior manager lead-
ing ex-offender support. Interviews were between 30 min and 2 h,
continuing until data saturation was achieved. Interviews were profes-
sionally transcribed.

Primary and secondary data were coded against the business
model, and reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2022)
undertaken, with two researchers, working in parallel to surface
themes. The researchers worked together to test validity of con-
structs and a common structure and content for each case study was
agreed. For confirmation and validation, the case studies were
checked by a third researcher before being sent to the organizations
to highlight misunderstandings or correct factual error. Multiple data
sources allowed the researchers to triangulate information to gain
insights into how these organizations effectively generate both eco-
nomic value and social value.

Following completion of the analysis seminars were given to pre-
sent findings to a broad community of academics and interested
parties from business and charitable sectors, two in 2018 and one in

2023. Feedback from the seminars further shaped the discussion.

4 | RESULTS FROM THE CASE STUDIES

A summary of the results from the case studies is shown in Table 1.
Where the organization had multiple business lines, the summary is
specific to the socially beneficial ex-offender business provided by
each firm.!

All the organizations studied are different in legal forms. Delancey
Street is a US nonprofit foundation (IRS tax code 501c3) and Emmaus
is a registered UK charity, with both seeking financial independence
through trading activities, though accepting donations and grants to
help cover costs and develop businesses. Timpson is a publicly limited
company, but its shares are privately held by the Timpson family

members effectively making it a family business. Greggs is a public
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TABLE 1

Mission

Value
proposition
Primary
Secondary

Key
activities for
offender
program

Key
resources

Customer
segments
For Social
Value

For
Economic
Value

Customers/
stakeholders
use of value
proposition
in their
context

Channels,
value chain
and linkages

GREEN ET AL

Delancey street Emmaus

To provide a structured To work together to

educational and living overcome
environment in which men homelessness and
and women, most of whom exclusion®

are ex-felons and substance
abusers, can learn the skills
they need to rebuild their
lives?

Homeless support
(Social Value)

Ex-offender support
(Social value)

Retail
(Economic Value)

Residential Provision
Direct Employment

Training/Education

Their People
Buildings/Assets
N/A

Socially excluded—with a focus on ex-offender support

General public is customer for business activities

Disenfranchised
people are offered
accommodation,

e Rehabilitation: structured e
2-4 year pathway of
education, where

residents are expected to security/support,
achieve min. high school opportunity for
equivalency and learn work, education
three marketable skills. and training.

e Commercial ventures
raise finance, but also
grow residents esteem
and engage local
community

Federated global
structure; each
community is free

e Organization is self- .
contained, minimizing
reliance on external

parties to innovate
e Interactions via retail/ e Local trustees
business operations provide longitudinal
e Important to engage local management
community, ensuring support

Interactions with/
via retail/business
operations

integration and .
acceptance

Business models for social enterprises supporting ex-offenders.

Greggs

Each and every

shop stays true to

its name and
remains as good
as it was the day
we opened®

Retail
(Economic Value)

Ex-offender support

(Social Value)

N/A

Timpson

Timpson has no mission
statement, but has an
“ethos”

“to provide great customer
service and to do this we
operate an “Upside Down”
management style. We
believe the best way to give
great customer service is to
give freedom to the
colleagues that serve
customers.”

Specialist in-prison training facilities

Offenders benefit from training and

employment

Retailer benefits from motivated staff with
good retention rate

Prison benefits from provision of training,
work both on-site and on release, and
enhanced rehabilitation

National high
street retailer;
highly
internally
integrated ex-
offender
recruitment
Interactions
via retail/
business
operations

e National high street
retailer; highly internally
integrated ex-offender
recruitment

e Prisons are stakeholders;
each requires unique
management

e Interactions via retail/
business operations

Network rail

We exist to get people
and goods where they
need to be and to
support our country's
economic prosperity?

Infrastructure
Management (Economic
Value)

N/A

Business to business

o Offenders benefit
from training and
employment

e Partner firms benefit
from trained track
workers

e Prisons benefit from
provision of training
and rehabilitation

o Offender training
program coordinated
by Network Rail
Head Quarters.

o Close relationship
with local prison
hosting training
facility
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
Delancey street Emmaus Greggs Timpson Network rail
Customer o Allincome from business e Significant income e Allincome e Allincome from business e Cost of trainers for
Relationship so focus upon customer/ from business so from business so focus upon customer/ the prison via
and Sensing client focus upon so focus upon client Government grant
customer/client customer/ e Prison academies HMP o All other costs are
e Support available client pay wages of their staff met by Network Rail
via Emmaus and Timpson pay theirs
UK/Global as part
of federated
structure
Key e Private, resident owned e Independent e Publically e Family owned business o State owned
stakeholders organization Charity traded limited e Ex-offenders and prisons company
and partners e No other stakeholders or e Emmaus company are key program e Ex-offenders and
debts/liabilities communities are e Staff and stakeholders prisons are key
cooperatives and offenders are program stakeholders
companions are key key

stakeholders

Cost .
Structure

Fixed overhead for
maintenance of
assets

Variable costs
relate to operations
Small professional
staff salary and
Companion
allowances

Fixed overhead for .
maintenance of assets
e Variable costs relate to
operations .
e All functions are
integrated providing cross e
subsidy
e No professional staff

Worth .
Capture

Primary worth is to .

change the attitude and

behavior of the residents

o Financial worth is from
business operations

e No social value KPIs are .

maintained

Primary worth is to
provide meaningful
work and a stable
home for
disenfranchised
Financial worth
from business
activities & monthly
donors

e Limited metrics e.g.
where individuals
have moved on to
after leaving

stakeholders

Ex-offender e Prison training involves e Variable costs of
program is fixed costs including start prison training via
integrated and up and installation. Welsh Assembly
not a separate e Variable costs of grant.

cost center maintenance, materials, e Network Rail fund life

Program staff and prisoner wages, skill, CV training,
managers are administration. equipment, uniforms
centrally e Other costs are integral and track
funded to the main retail

business
Primary worth e Primary worth financial e Primary worth is

is financial, from retail operations financial, from UK
from retail e Social worth is and Scottish Gov.
operations recruitment of motivated grants, charges levied

Social worth is
recruitment of e

engaged individuals
No social value KPIs are

on train operators,
and from commercial

motivated, maintained property.

engaged e Social worth in this
individuals case is provision of
No social opportunity for
value KPlIs are offenders coupled
maintained with talent for

partner firms
e No KPIs link to the
social project.

https://philanthropynewsdigest.org/features/nonprofit-spotlight/delancey-street-foundation#:~:text=Mission%3A,need%20t0%20rebuild%20their%

20lives.

Phttps://emmaus.org.uk/slc/our-vision-mission-and-values/#:~:text=To%20work%20together%20to%20overcome%20homelessness%20and%

20exclusion.
“https://careers.greggs.co.uk/about-greggs.
dhttps://www.networkrail.co.uk/who-we-are/about-us/.

limited company, with institutional, retail and individual investors.
Network Rail is a Government-owned company and incorporated as a
private limited company without share capital.

Discussion of the Mission of the organization highlighted funda-
mental differences. Delancey Street was established to create oppor-
tunity for ex-offenders and support their rehabilitation. The residents
are provided with accommodation, academic education, skills training,
and employment/business opportunities. It is run by and for ex-

offenders, with each person learning skills then teaching those skills

to the subsequent people. The Delancey Street education and training
process follows an “up and onwards” model. Each resident is
expected to achieve a high school equivalency degree (GED). Some-
one entering with an 8th Grade education can teach someone at 6th
grade. Each individuals learns at least three marketable skills. They
then teach the skills to the next person. Individuals gain confidence
and self-worth through employing their skills and teaching others and
move through the program. Training often relates directly to the com-

mercial activities Delancey Street operates to self-fund. Their
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businesses activities incorporate positive interactions with society for
their residents. Emmaus is a registered charity that operates as a
series of independent “communes.” The communes form a national
and international federated system. Their Mission is ending homeless-
ness and restoring esteem. Unlike Delancey Street, it is not a
“throughput” model, but rather provides stability for individuals. Resi-
dents are referred to as Companions, and work to support the com-
mune as best they can, with various retail and business offers. The
goal is to be completely Companion run, but Bristol had a small non-
resident management team. Timpson, Greggs and Network Rail are all
commercial organizations. Timpson is a chain of cobblers and Greggs,
a “food on the go” baked goods business, both have chains of high-
street retailer shops. Both organizations are retail led, reflected in the
commercial retail mission/ethos both express. Both found it difficult
to recruit and retain staff, which was problematic as it is skilled work.
They both recognized ex-offenders had skills to offer, yet few oppor-
tunities and so had introduced processes that positively supported
their recruitment. Network Rail is charged with running UKs rail sys-
tem, using extensive subcontracting. Their subcontractors struggled
to recruit skilled rail workers. They developed training facilities inside
Cardiff prison which included sections of track and equipment such
that offenders could gain experience before they were released. Fur-
ther, Network Rail's HR department providing CV and interview skills
training.

During interviews, it became apparent that all of the organiza-
tions social value creation activities we examined were driven by peo-
ple who could be considered social entrepreneurs. In most cases,
interviewees all identified an individual who initiated the social value
creating activities. For example, in Delancey Street, co-founder Dr
Mimi Silbert developed the initial processes and businesses, and
While others have developed these, she continues to provide leader-
ship to the organization. Within Timpson, it was their main owner, Sir
John Timpson, who had met a promising ex-offender during a visit to
a young offenders institute and offered him a job. This led to a full
training and recruitment program. The ex-offender support within
Network Rail was initiated by one individual, whose passion attracted
others to help support the work. In all cases, the organizations had a
number of people in management who had taken on the role as social
entrepreneurs, using the organizations resources to create business
opportunities that co-created social value. None of the interviewees
said that they presented these activities as part of CSR. This highlights
the important role that a key individual make in developing a business
to make social value creation a core part of their businesses model
that aids the creation of economic value and in so doing, there is not
the common trade-off between social and economic value creation,
social value is not an additional expenditure or add on that diverts
from core business. It showcases authentic leadership on sustainable
development and how to do it well, with an intelligent and systems
approach to the challenge.

With regards economic value capture, the organizations all main-
tained financial accounts. All knew the cost and revenue associated
with each line of business and the overall training, education and sup-

port they provided. Neither Timpson nor Greggs had separate

financial accounts for the ex-offenders recruitment as it was fully inte-
grated into the overall organizational training and recruitment
accounting process. Network Rail staff provided interview training
themselves, but their in-prison training course was reliant on grant
funding to maintain activities. Both Delancey Street and Emmaus
were reticent about grant funding. Delancey Street received no gov-
ernment funding and this is avoided as it is seen to come with too
many conditions, demanded metrics and was not focused—and as Dr
Silbert put it “Government money changes its mind all the time.” The
latter creates instability for planning, investment, sustainability and
long-term goals. “Emmaus could apply for local grants, but must go
through their central Emmaus system.” The broader Emmaus UK sys-
tem is able to provide loans to individual communes if times become
difficult as the federation are very supportive.

All the organizations were creating social value through support-
ing ex-offenders. Though delivering on social value, specific impact
measures were not employed extensively by any of the organizations.
There was a reluctance to track individuals or capture an overview of
“success” in rehabilitation. Dr Silbert believed they have 66-70% suc-
cess, but sees metrics as problematic. She stated that over a decade
ago a study reported Delancey Street having a very high success rate,
but that it aggravated them. She found that attempts at measurement
was against the values of the organization as to measure “success”
conflicted with the organization's approach of focusing on the person
over a long period, not reporting about them to others over a set
period. Dr Silbert was further concerned about the short-term nature
of metrics, which are typically annualized, stating “If you can stop peo-
ple from doing this for a year then that's good, but | find that so offensive.
| don't want to give them some harm reduction for a year... It's where a
lot of our government stands right now.”

Emmaus Management Information Reports capture some key
aspects of their service. Measures included Companion attendance
and the roles they take to contribute. They felt the statements of pro-
gress and experience produced a richer picture for the community's
success. As an example, one stated that “despite having ongoing prob-
lems, the time they spent at Emmaus was ‘the most stable time of
their life’.” The impact and worth of the organization was perceived
as more subtle and they believed, not susceptible to direct measure-
ment. The CEO suggested that perhaps assessment of the communi-
ties progress could be undertaken based upon a balanced scorecard
approach of metrics and qualitative observations. There are no ex-
offender specific statistics with regards training or retention by either
Greggs or Timpson. Both fully integrated ex-offenders within their
organizations and it would be incongruent to separate them out in
metrics. The program is at the heart of the core values of the corpora-
tion which grew up from the way the company was built. Greggs man-
agers told us that retention for anyone employed on the training
scheme was ~75%. Likewise with Timpson, their operations are inte-
gral to the ex-offenders work and so it is not possible to separate out
their contributions in any sensible way. They know that their reten-
tion rate for ex-offender colleagues is ~80-85% which is significantly
better than most ex-offender organizations. In addition to the work

being “the right thing to do,” the key external worth is that this is
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good for society. They could estimate benefits, as they believe that
they can reduce rates of re-offending by 50%. Twelve months prison
time expenses (police, court, sentencing, prison, etc.) costs roughly
£250K. But again, this was not a calculated metric. They valued the
individuals; as stated in interview “Criminals often have excellent sales
skills and are good with money!” They had found those taken on are
less likely to steal, they are “grateful for opportunity so they don't bite
the hand that feeds them.” Some use the Timpson as a stepping stone
and this is accepted as part of the social value, and they are happy to
give individuals the references they need in future employment. Net-
work Rail had also not attached any KPIs with this project, and relies
on communication from the course participants and the instructor
post release to keep in touch, qualitatively with the former course
participants. They indicated approximately 65% of those that under-
took the course gained gainful employment within the rail industry on

release.

5 | DISCUSSION

We were able to find a number of organizations that were success-
fully operating to support ex-offenders. The business model frame-
work applied, the Bradley et al. (2020) model with a box to record
“Mission” added, which gave us sufficient insights into the organiza-
tions to understand their operational processes and success factors.
This provided sufficient information to inform the group wishing to
develop their own organization. In workshops presenting this work
to a broader set of business leaders, all appreciated the nuances of
the organizational types, their Mission, value propositions and opera-
tions, and how they were viable and generating social value over the
longer term. The narrative business models provided, of social entre-
preneurs, their Mission and the different forms of SE, helped reduce
the negative perception of ex-offenders and their value as individuals
and as a valued pool of human resource to draw upon
(Ranjatoelina, 2018).

We found that the Mission statements available aligned with
what we classified as the organizations primary value propositions
(David, 2011; Pearce & David, 1987). That Mission is often pseudony-
mous with value in the SE literature (David, 2011; Dees, 2018;
Pearce & David, 1987; Stevens et al., 2015) is a reflection of the over-
lap between value proposition and Mission statement, and is a weak-
ness in SE scholarship. When considering organizations value
creation, we found in practice that much of what Mission statements
provide is captured within a well specified value proposition, which
was achieved using the business model canvas (Bradley et al., 2020).
When presenting the work to business leaders in workshops the Mis-
sion statement was found to be valuable. Before engaging with detail
of the value proposition, Mission statements provided a deeper narra-
tive meaning for the existence of the firm (Bart et al., 2001) and there-
fore the decisions that were made (Yunus et al., 2010), which helped
engage people with the organization and the dual value propositions.
However, with well specified value propositions, Mission just provides

historical detail of why the organization started.

In each case, organization individuals displaying the characteris-
tics of social entrepreneurs were identified (Dees, 2018; Lyons, 2003;
Saebi et al., 2019). These were individuals able to recruit and employ
resources to deliver on the twin hurdle or economic and social value
creation (Abebe et al., 2020; Social Enterprise Alliance, 2015). They
were also demonstrably able to balance the inherent tensions
(Sharma & Bansal, 2017) and deliver on the social and economic value
propositions over time without Mission drift (Ebrahim et al., 2014;
Jones et al., 2021; Ramus & Vaccaro, 2017). The case studies of this
article show how key individuals can play a strong role in incorporat-
ing social value creation as part of core business rather than an expen-
sive “add on” that diverts from core business. They create a business
model with a nexus that helps avoid a trade-off between social value
and economic value (Bradley et al., 2020; Levitt, 1958; Mendy, 2019;
Schaltegger et al., 2011). In identifying social issues to address those
that directly intersect with the processes of the firm they create
shared value (Porter & Kramer, 2006). Additionally, they illustrate
authentic, intelligent systems approaches to addressing social and
economic aspects of sustainable development, and in so doing are
important contributions (Everard, 2019).

The organizational forms employed by the entrepreneurs to
exploit resources to create social and economic value to benefit the
community (Borzaga & Santuari, 2001) differed significantly, and
included nonprofit foundation, a charity, for profit-retailers, and non-
departmental government for profit organization (Battilana &
Lee, 2014). Classifying the organizations against the Saebi et al.
(2019) typology of social entrepreneurship organizations, in all cases
the economic mission, or value creation activities can be classified as
“differentiated.” All the organizations commercial offers create eco-
nomic value that cross-subsidizes and enables the continued social
value creation work. Examining their “Social Mission,” Delancey
Street, Greggs, Timpson, and Emmaus are classified as “With Benefi-
ciaries” as they all include the ex-offender beneficiaries as an active
part of the value creation processes, working within their commercial
offerings. Despite the significant difference in the organizational
forms, in the Saebi et al. (2019) typology for SE, these organizations
all represent a “Market-oriented work model.” All were using their
successful economic ventures to invest in social value creation
(Hagedoorn et al., 2023). While this was 1g of Network Rail, classify-
ing their offer against the typology, the Social Mission matches the
“For beneficiaries” category as the ex-offenders are solely recipients
of their immediate value offering. They are not part of immediate rev-
enue generating activities of Network Rail, and going forwards, they
are unlikely to be as Network Rail does not employ rail workers
directly; that is done by the firms that it manages as part of the UK rail
ecosystem. Network Rail is creating a resource that provide an indi-
rect and deferred benefit; a pool of trained people for its partner orga-
nizations to employ who will become part of the value creating
process of the rail ecosystem. Network Rail's SE activities are there-
fore classified as a “Two-sided value model.”

Some scholars argue that Greggs, Timpson, and Network Rail are
not SEs as they are for profit, their Mission is not SE (Alter, 2007;
Elkington & Hartigan, 2008). However, the individuals working there
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exhibit the characteristics of social entrepreneurs and use economic
value created by the organization to enable social value creation,
regardless of Mission statement. Most classifications we examine
would include these organizations as SE, or acknowledge they under-
take SE activities (Boyd et al., 2018; Dees, 2018; Saebi et al., 2019).
That the varied organizational forms can be classified as SE demon-
strates the broad reach of the definition. Defining whole organizations
as an SE perhaps misses the final aim of social entrepreneurs, which is
social value creation. The business model enables SE. In these case
examples, we propose that the agency of social entrepreneurs within
the organizations to create social value is the essence of an SE.

When specifying the value propositions (Bradley et al., 2020), we
captured both the social and financial proposition and with inter-
viewees, classifying them as primary and secondary in Table 1.
Through interviews all the organizations recognized the requirement
of economic value creation for survival, they also revealed the moral
and ethical motivation of the work undertaken (Bornstein, 2004;
Nicholls & Dees, 2015). None of the social entrepreneurs within the
organizations welcomed a strict primary and secondary classification
split. Only Delancey Street and Emmaus were created explicitly with
social value creation as an existential element (Borzaga &
Santuari, 2001). Emmaus states that “SEs are an integral part of com-

munity life and help us to generate the income.”?

They suggest that
SE is something they do (using business activities to support social
value creation), as opposed to something they are, which is a com-
mune supporting disenfranchised people. Timpson, Greggs, and Net-
work Rail were created as economic entities and though ex-offender
support is part of their operations, we labeled it as a secondary value
proposition. However, SE can equally be for-profit (Mair &
Marti, 2006), where social entrepreneurs co-create social and eco-
nomic value with a social welfare logic (Pullman et al., 2018). In trying
to separate the value proposition into primary and secondary, such as
is done in the SE typology employing a spectrum of hybrid organiza-
tions forms academics are perhaps too reductionist (Agarwal
et al., 2018; Alter, 2007; Vassallo et al., 2019). The social entrepre-
neurs see value creation as purely an integrative proposition, with the
challenge lying in appropriately balancing the social and economic ele-
ments to create this integrative value within their given business
model (Sharma & Bansal, 2017). In essence, they take an intelligent
systems approach and avoid siloing. These case studies generate sub-
stantial practical learning and inspiration on “how to do.” The work
illustrates the value of doing in-depth case studies, generally scarce in
the literature (Bradley et al., 2020).

Specific to economic value, grant income was perceived by all the
organizations as a hindrance due to bureaucracy, uncertainty of future
funding and potential interference by funders. Only Network Rail had
a partial dependency on grants for their in-prison training offer and
they had to pause activities when grants were not available. Delancey
Street held no grants and were most vocally negative towards them.
In extending our examination of this work into charities, we found
empirical quantitative evidence that organizational vulnerability is
associated with dependence on grant funding (Green et al., 2021), our
case studies led us to this investigation. That work found charities
with greatest probability of survival had stable high levels of income

from their own activities and donations. Even those with high but sta-
ble grant income were still more likely to fail, as if and when grant
funding is lost they were unable to meet costs.

Literature finds that organizations are feeling pressure from fun-
ders to account for their social returns (Kickul & Lyons, 2021) but
actually measuring social value has been identified in literature as
problematic (Mair & Marti, 2006; Qian-Khoo et al., 2022), if not
impossible (Emerson, 2003). We had expected some quantification of
the social benefits brought by each organization, particularly given
that some were large retail chains who would have extensive opera-
tional KPIs and financial reporting of economic performance. All of
the organizations were aware of the benefits in terms of how their
work helped individuals, which they could have captured in social
effectiveness measures (Longoni et al., 2024; Pullman et al., 2018).
However, none of the organizations chose to keep such information,
neither did they seek to keep records of the progress of their ex-
offender colleagues. The organizations were focused on individuals
immediate wellbeing, which provided the social entrepreneurs their
sense of mission and service (Kanter & Summers, 1994). The social
entrepreneur's actions conformed with their desired identity; signally
that they were genuine in their actions (Mazutis & Slawinski, 2015;
McShane & Cunningham, 2012; Skilton & Purdy, 2017). Barriers to
social value measurement have focused on what is measured, who
measures and how that is paid for (Harji & Jackson, 2018), but not
that measurement itself may be antithetical to social entrepreneurs

and the value they co-create with those they seek to support.

6 | CONCLUSIONS

The research has shown how SEs simultaneously address the social
challenge of reforming prisoners for society, and the economic chal-
lenge of developing skilled and committed employees. The work
employed a modified business model framework (Bradley et al., 2020)
to reveal how organizations were able to support ex-offenders and
create business benefit (Evans et al., 2017). These case studies gener-
ate substantial practical learning and inspiration on “how to,” illustrat-
ing the value of in-depth case studies, which are generally scarce in
the literature. Analysis showed how under-valued human resource
(Ranjatoelina, 2018) was deployed to achieve economic and social
value, creating work and training that gave the ex-offenders agency.
The cases examples were of successful SE that delivered hybrid social
and economic value creation (Battilana & Lee, 2014; Chen &
Wang, 2024; Saebi et al., 2019). The analysis was found useful by a
group of social entrepreneurs trying to create an SE in the
United Kingdom.

The analysis provided a structured approach to discovery and
reporting of different forms of organizing that can all be classified as
SE (Borzaga & Santuari, 2001; Dees, 2018; Saebi et al., 2019). The
model helps explain to third parties the mission, proposition and
means of delivery of the simultaneous social and economic value
propositions. The concept of Mission is found to overlap significantly
with the value propositions both in literature (David, 2011;
Dees, 2018; Pearce & David, 1987; Stevens et al., 2015). However, in
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practice, Mission was found to be important in explaining why the
organizations existed when presenting the findings to third parties.
Mission would likely be important in addressing potential funders or
partner organizations. Each case organizations SE activities were led
by individuals displaying the characteristics of social entrepreneurs
(Dees, 2018; Lyons, 2003; Saebi et al., 2019). They created hybrid
value propositions, ensuring social and economic value were mutually
beneficial to the organization. Academic researcher's separation of
economic and social value does not taken into account the social
entrepreneurs focus on the integration of these two constructs.

We show those skilled in social entrepreneurship are able to uti-
lize suitable business logics (Pullman et al., 2018) to motivate others
to engage in delivery of social and economic value creation (Abebe
et al., 2020; Social Enterprise Alliance, 2015), no matter how the orga-
nizational form is classified (Agarwal et al., 2018; Alter, 2007;
Battilana & Lee, 2014; Boyd et al, 2018; Dees, 2018; Saebi
et al., 2019). We found that social entrepreneurs are resistant to mea-
surement of social value due to the questionable accuracy of such a
measure (Mair & Marti, 2006; Qian-Khoo et al., 2022), and exactly
who it would serve (Harji & Jackson, 2018). The measurement of
social value creation may be necessary to justify activities and report
to funders (Kickul & Lyons, 2021). However, the case organizations
were not reliant on external funders. External grant income was seen
as both unreliable, and subject to change outside of an organizations
control. In other research, we found a reluctance to accept grant
income was well-founded, as grant dependency made charities more
likely to fail (Green et al., 2021).

Future work should examine social entrepreneur's capabilities in
developing forms of SE that support the disenfranchised. Research
can explore how social and economic value are integrative proposi-
tions for social entrepreneurs. More detailed examination of the role
of Mission, its use and meaning in relation to value may help provide
needed clarity in SE scholarship. Study of organizational and entrepre-
neur values may also add to understanding. The types and value of
metrics merits further analysis, particularly with regards the barriers to
their adoption that are routed within the values of the social entrepre-

neurs themselves.
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