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Abstract 

Organizations operate in a dynamic environment in which they are faced with an ongoing 

dilemma of maximizing profit and meeting the demand from society to take social 

responsibility. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has gained an increase in interest with 

its intended aim of corporations taking responsibility for how the business affects the society 

within an economic, environmental and social perspective. However, its intended aim is 

being hindered by the idea of a trade-off between profit and social responsibility in CSR 

theory and practice. We suggest that social entrepreneurship can have an impact on CSR in 

moving beyond these trade-offs and can furthermore bridge the gap between business’ and 

society’s demands.     

Thereby, our thesis has the aim to investigate how CSR research can move beyond the 

presumed trade-offs through the impact of social entrepreneurship theory. For this purpose, 

we have chosen a conceptual research approach in order to build a conceptual model that 

can serve as a theoretical contribution and an inspiration for further practical use. The model 

suggests that components of social entrepreneurship can be linked to strategic CSR 

dimensions and, therefore, impact the outcome by creating both economic and social value.  

Key words 
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1 Introduction 

“There is no inherent contradiction between improving competitive context and making a 

sincere commitment to bettering society.” (Porter and Kramer 2002, p. 68) 

This conclusion drawn by Porter and Kramer summarizes the underlying motivation for this 

thesis well. The following pages will lay out why we believe in the importance of this 

statement and why it has inspired our research. 

Today’s reality 

One million species are currently threatened with extinction (IPBES 2019). 

This is today’s reality according to the latest United Nations report. But that is not where it 

stops: The ice at our poles is melting, the sea levels are rising and the forests and jungles are 

diminishing from the world because of the climate change caused by us humans. These are 

some of the environmental concerns we are being faced with in the new documentary Our 

Planet (Fothergill 2019). The documentary forces us to face the harsh reality about how 

humans destroy the planet. However, it also leaves us some hope showing how resilient 

nature can be and that it can bounce back if we give it the chance. Giving nature the chance 

requires us humans to change our ways. Besides global warming, the lack of clean water, 

poverty, the rising gap between upper and middle class, unethical behavior by organizations 

and child labor are a few other problems that the world is facing today, and which may have 

a big impact on the children growing up today and tomorrow. As mentioned by Wright, 

Nyberg and Grant (2012), climate change is a threat to society, but also to the future of all 

humans. In order to prevent this from continuing, the current generations who are providing 

the leaders of today need to step up to not leave such a mess behind. The Greenpeace 

International Executive Director expressed his feelings on the matter during the Rio+20 

Earth Summit by stating “we didn’t get the future we want in Rio, because we do not have 

the leaders we need”. The leaders of today keep putting profit before people and the planet 

in a shameful manner (Guardian 2012). 
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These days businesses are being blamed for major concerns around the world such as 

environmental, social and economic problems (Porter and Kramer 2011). According to 

Wright et al. (2012), the climate change is now the major social, economic and political 

challenge of the century. Allen, Cunliffe and Easterby-Smith (2019) argue that the progress 

in addressing these issues and taking responsibility has been disappointing. The CEO of 

Apple, Tim Cook, stated in an interview that in these days when the government is less 

functional than it needs to be it instead falls on businesses to step up and take responsibility 

(Sorkin 2017). There is a public outcry in society for businesses to step up and take social 

responsibility, where the argument also underlines that businesses have the resources to 

make a positive social impact. In a world being controlled by capitalism, where maximizing 

your profit is the main goal it can appear as an impossible task to meet economic and social 

demands at the same time. We would like to argue that it is not impossible and that this is 

something businesses need to find a way to manage. While Porter and Kramer (2011) argue 

that business and social service can be combined, others understand the combination to be 

controversial (Jones, Warner and Kiser 2010). Being exposed to as many news outlets as 

ever before in everyday life in 2019, society is more aware of its effects on others and the 

world we live in than in previous generations. Globalization, digitalization and the 

industrialization are making us aware of the ever-growing impact we, as a society, have. 

Being confronted with social issues daily leaves us questioning what world we will leave 

behind for the generations to follow.  

1.1 Background 

There is and has been an ongoing debate regarding corporations and what their social 

responsibilities are for years. As of today, the debate remains unsolved. Klonoski (1991) 

explains that the answer regarding what social responsibilities corporations have may be 

determined by what corporations are defined as. There are different opinions regarding what 

the definition of corporations are, which include various standpoints and perspectives. This 

could be a reason why Klonoski (1991) states that the nature and extent of social 

responsibilities in business have become both heated and complex over the years. In 

academics, Milton Friedman is known for his outspoken opinion regarding business and 
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social responsibility. Friedman (1970) argued that the social responsibility of business is to 

increase its profits. Friedman (1970) further stated that there are some responsibilities that 

can be referred to as social responsibilities, although they are social responsibilities of 

individuals, not of businesses. According to Friedman (1970), managers should conduct 

business in accordance with shareholders desires. This generally meant to make as much 

financial profit as possible, while conforming to the basic rules of society which are 

embodied in both law and ethical custom.  

The position Friedman holds within the context of business and social responsibility has 

received criticism on the grounds that other stakeholders should be taken into consideration 

as well. According to Claydon (2011), the first academic to reject Friedman’s position 

regarding businesses’ social responsibilities was R. Edward Freeman. Freeman (1984) 

developed a stakeholder theory, which states other stakeholder groups that businesses must 

be socially responsible towards. Freeman (2008, p. 39) states that “businesses and the 

executives that manage them, actually do and should create value for customers, suppliers, 

employees, communities and financiers”. The ongoing debate regarding organizations and 

social responsibility can furthermore be determined by the capitalist system, which includes 

a dilemma. The dilemma is having a desire to maximize profit for the benefit of the 

shareholders and with meeting the increasing demand from other stakeholders of taking 

social responsibility. According to Murray (2013), capitalism struggles to find a way to 

combine social value and profit. Murray (2013) explains that even though there has been 

some progress it remains problematic to harness commercial self-interest to benefit society. 

Allen et al. (2019) explain that there is a problem in the fact that businesses’ social 

responsibilities are often being divided into external, ethical and legal issues. This results in 

businesses’ social responsibilities being separated from economic performance, strategic 

decisions or daily business operations. A change is needed regarding the way businesses are 

addressing social responsibility by implementing these issues in everyday business behavior. 

The evolution of corporate social responsibility 

Academics have studied the social concerns of businesses for many decades (Berle 1931; 

Davis 1960; Dodd 1932; Frederick 1960). Additionally, the interest in corporate social 
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responsibility (CSR) has increased (Aguinis and Glavas 2012; Serenko and Bonantis 2009; 

Wagner, Lutz and Weitz 2009). The roots of the current social responsibility movement can 

be traced back to the early years of the cold war. In between 1945 and 1960, there was an 

expansion of the notions of social responsibility. In particular, the concept of CSR and 

aligning business interests with the defense of free-market capitalism (Carroll and Shabana 

2010). Despite the long history of the use of the term and the existing literature of CSR, not 

enough consensus has been achieved among academics in order to develop a universal 

definition of the concept (Sheehy 2015). This can result in confusion due to all available 

definitions. One common definition of the CSR concept is given by Jutterström and Norberg 

(2013, p. 5) who define CSR “as a company’s integrated responsibility for three areas: 

environment, working conditions and human rights.” A well-known CSR model is Carroll’s 

CSR pyramid, which depicts CSR’s four components of economic, legal, ethical and 

philanthropic responsibility (Carroll 1991).  

Carroll (1991) describes that it was not until the early stages of 1970 that a broader notion 

of corporate social responsibility came into play. This was due to social legislations such as 

the creation of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Consumer Product Safety 

Commissions (CPSC), the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and the 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). This was a significant change of 

corporate responsibility, as then the national public policy officially recognized the 

environment, consumers and employees to be legitimate stakeholders. This resulted in a 

challenge for managers in corporations who had to find a way to balance their obligations to 

a broader group of stakeholders with both legal and ethical rights (Carroll 1991). Nygaard, 

Biong, Silkoset and Kidwell (2017) explain that questions are being raised regarding whether 

corporations should also do good by maximizing the welfare of society in comparison to 

only maximizing profits and shareholder value. According to Nygaard et al. (2017), the days 

have passed since consumers only cared about price and quality of products and that acting 

ethically and taking social responsibility is necessary for organizations to be viewed as 

legitimate in the eyes of the consumers. Porter and Kramer (2002) argue that organizations 

can gain profit and still take social responsibility. Porter and Kramer (2002) also explain that 
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economic investments have social returns and that social investments have economic returns 

and that businesses, therefore, should emphasize both, financial and social returns. Thus, 

organizations can benefit from taking on social responsibility. 

1.2 Discussion 

The concept of CSR has continued to grow both in importance and significance over the 

decades and evolved in both academics and practice worldwide (Carroll and Shabana 2010). 

The broad goal for corporations engaging in CSR is to contribute to the well-being of 

communities and society, which they both affect and depend on (Rangan, Chase and Karim 

2015). In other words, the goal is to achieve a positive impact on society. While the aim is 

to have a positive impact through a social mission, corporations further aim for gaining profit 

and maximizing the creation of value to both stakeholders and shareholders (Falkenberg and 

Brunsael 2011). In an ideal situation, one could, therefore, claim that CSR can contribute 

and benefit corporations by both, managing to gain profit, having a positive social impact 

and creating value. This indicates that CSR ideally is about creating both economic and 

social value. Unfortunately, this ideal situation has not yet become a reality. Fleming, 

Roberts and Garsten (2013) explain that there have been years of debating regarding the way 

capitalist economic rationality and ethical social outcomes should be wed within the modern 

corporation. However, when observing the everyday behavior of many large corporations it 

appears as this does not really matter. Many corporations are putting private profit before 

the aim of making a positive social impact in the world. Rangan et al. (2015) argue that the 

increasing pressure on CSR, which is that every initiative needs to deliver a business result, 

is distracting CSR from what should be its main goal. This main goal is to align the 

corporation's social and environmental activities within its business purpose and values.  

Porter and Kramer (2011) explain that business in recent years is viewed as one of the major 

causes of social, environmental and economic problems, even if there is an increase of 

corporations that has begun to embrace corporate social responsibility. Porter and Kramer 

(2011) also state that “the legitimacy of business has fallen to levels not seen in recent 

history” (Porter and Kramer 2011, p. 4). The reasoning for this is that corporations are caught 
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up in an outdated approach on value creation that is narrow and an economic view that gets 

corporations caught in a vicious circle due to optimizing short-term financial performance 

(Porter and Kramer 2011). According to Fleming et al. (2013), it is more necessary than ever 

that organizations take social responsibility and reinforce CSR as a needed practice for 

businesses in order to accomplish that. Banarjee (2008) states that one issue with CSR is that 

it does not provide a necessary critique of corporations. Fleming et al. (2013) explain that 

statement with the fact that CSR is founded upon a general liberal belief. This belief implies 

that Friedman’s (1970) view which is that businesses should only focus on maximizing their 

own profit and the logic behind the capitalist system one day could be tamed or harmonized 

in line with social ethics. So far that has not been the case.  

Porter and Kramer (2011, p. 4) argue that “business and society have been pitted against 

each other for too long”. The reason Porter and Kramer (2011) provide is that it is in part 

because economists have legitimized the idea that in order to provide social benefits, 

corporations must temper their economic success. This reasoning indicates that in order to 

make a social improvement, it will inevitably impose a constraint on the corporation. The 

constraint can according to Porter and Kramer (2011) raise costs and reduce profits for 

organizations from a short-term perspective. In a long-term perspective, there are arguments 

that corporations will benefit from CSR, as it can increase profits, make the business become 

more legitimate and establish a stronger brand, while at the same time making a positive 

social impact (Carroll and Shabana 2010; Falkenberg and Brunsael 2011). Porter and Kramer 

(2011) advocate that businesses must start moving beyond trade-offs, as businesses’ and 

society’s interests have clashed for too long. Through a literature review on CSR research, 

we have concluded that it implies a trade-off for CSR practice. This trade-off is the 

understanding of having to find a balance between making profits and making a positive 

social impact. We argue that it is necessary that research must exist, which states how to 

move beyond these trade-offs. This gap of missing research needs to be filled theoretically 

first in order for corporations to practically work with CSR more successfully in the future.  

While the pressure on companies towards CSR has been growing, its main goal must be to 

align CSR activities with their values and purpose and furthermore within the business 



 

7 

 

strategy (Rangan et al. 2015). As organizations have realized their impact and the need for 

change, sustainability is becoming an important part of business (Longoni, Golini and 

Cagliano 2014). This is partly being done by organizations considering CSR practices, a 

more extreme form of taking into account the social factor is social entrepreneurship. While 

definitions of social entrepreneurs differ, our focus lies on ventures that make a profit and at 

the same time support a social mission, such as Green Mountain Coffee (Cochran 2007). 

Green Mountain Coffee sells trade fair coffee and also supports multiple causes, such as a 

seedling program in Sumatra, a clean drinking water project in Central America, a global 

climate change research program and they support farmer business in multiple locations 

(Green Mountain Coffee Roasters 2019).  

Another leading example of a social entrepreneur is the founder of Toms shoes, Blake 

Mycoskie, who based his for-profit company on the one-for-one idea. In the case of Toms 

shoes this means that for every purchased pair of shoes, one pair of shoes is donated to people 

in need. Although many may not have been able to take his approach seriously and may have 

struggled to see how this could ever be profitable, Blake Mycoskie has proven his critics 

wrong and has shown that such a business model can work (3.5 Degrees 2019). 

Entrepreneurs like him put pressure on the leaders of other companies and coupled with the 

ever-growing interest in social responsibility and the pressure through not only customers 

but also younger generations the importance of combining business and social service will 

grow in the future. As more attention has been paid to voluntary organizations thus far, this 

thesis’ focus is on for-profit ventures. According to Cochran (2007), social entrepreneurs do 

not exist to maximize the return to shareholders, but instead to make a positive social impact 

and solve social problems by applying principles of business and entrepreneurship. We 

conclude that for-profit social entrepreneurs are the embodiment of people who have 

managed to find a way to both give something back to society and help to solve social 

problems while still managing to gain a financial profit. Social entrepreneurs also have the 

right values for managing and leading social change, which could help in creating 

corporations that take on social responsibility while still gaining financial profit. 
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Nygaard et al. (2017) explain that leading by example is the most effective way of improving 

ethical behavior within companies. Social entrepreneurs embody the values that are 

important while working towards social change and through that they can lead by example, 

sharing their values within organizations. This creates an indicator that corporations can 

learn from social entrepreneurs in their way of managing and leading social change while 

still managing to be competitive and profitable. Nygaard et al. (2017) explain that 

corporations that take social responsibility could benefit from that by being viewed as more 

legitimate, which is important in the eyes of consumers today. We argue that the gap in 

existing CSR research is the missing solution for moving beyond trade-offs and aiming for 

profit and social responsibility and that CSR research could benefit from social 

entrepreneurship research. Furthermore, there is a gap in existing research linking CSR and 

social entrepreneurship (Singh, Majumdar and Saini 2017). Therefore, we do not know what 

corporations can learn from how social entrepreneurs lead and manage their business 

regarding taking social responsibility and making a profit yet.  

Several authors claim that businesses today find themselves in a changing context, which 

results in the fact that traditional forms of CSR may no longer be relevant (Claydon 2011; 

Fleming et al. 2013; Knox and Maklan 2004; Singh et al. 2017). Singh et al. (2017) 

emphasize the need for using more innovative models of CSR because then business benefits 

and social benefits can be combined in a true sense. Suggesting strategic CSR as the 

innovative form of CSR is done by several authors (Burke and Logsdon 1996; Chandler 

2014; Marques-Mendes and Santos 2016; Singh et al. 2017). Chandler (2014) argues 

strongly that only businesses can save the planet and help to make the economic system more 

sustainable. Chandler (2014) continues to argue that strategic CSR provides an actionable 

solution to this problem when being used properly. Authors further make the claim that one 

innovative approach is combining CSR with social entrepreneurship and that more research 

must be conducted in this area since the link between these two research areas is not as 

clearly defined as it needs to be (Baron 2007; Singh et al. 2017). This is something that we 

have concluded through our literature review as there is not enough existing research 

combining CSR and social entrepreneurship. Singh et al. (2017) state that social 
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entrepreneurs are better equipped for working with strategic CSR and thereby can help to 

implement it within business. Singh (2017) continues by claiming that social entrepreneurs 

can conceptualize, innovate and implement CSR projects within business and in return 

businesses can help social entrepreneurs to achieve their social mission as businesses have 

the resources to do that.  

We argue for the fact that there are cases of social entrepreneurs that have found a way of 

using Carroll’s pyramid (among other CSR theories) in their practice in the sense that they 

are profitable, obey the law, act ethically and are good corporate citizens at the same time. 

This indicates that for-profit social entrepreneurs have managed to find a way to meet 

economic and social interests, while traditional businesses still encounter difficulties with 

doing so. We further claim that through existing research there are indicators that social 

entrepreneurship could help to bridge the gap between business and societal interests. We, 

therefore, argue that it is important to fill in the research gap by examining if there is a 

connection between CSR theory and social entrepreneurship research in order to find a way 

for corporations to move beyond trade-offs and to theoretically combine social responsibility 

with making a profit. Allowing practical research to be done, a conceptual framework must 

first be established.  

1.3 Research question and aim 

Our studies on CSR research and social entrepreneurship theory will be combined to answer 

the following research question: 

How can the understanding of CSR as a trade-off between profit and social value, 

overshadowing CSR research and practice, be developed through social entrepreneurship 

theory? 

By answering how already established theory on social entrepreneurship can impact CSR 

models we will reach the purpose of the study which is to address the knowledge gap that 

existing research has not explained yet. This knowledge gap is the unresolved issue of trade-

off between social responsibility and profit in CSR theory. In other words, our study is an 

attempt to answer a question, which is currently lacking an answer. More specifically, we 
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are arguing for a research gap in CSR research, which is hindering businesses from 

reconnecting corporation’s success with social progress (Porter and Kramer 2011). 

Formulating an answer to our research question will allow empirical research being 

conducted by testing the use of our conceptual model. Therefore, this thesis lays the 

foundational work to an empirical study, which could not be conducted without its 

theoretical foundation. 

2 Methodology 

Throughout the first phase of studying our topic, we realized that a trade-off between profit 

and social responsibility is not only in the minds of many people when it comes to the 

practical implications of being socially responsible in a corporate environment. Instead, this 

belief is also reflected in the existing CSR research. When further studying multiple CSR 

models it became clear that the focus mostly lies on creating economic value. Even though 

this may not be stated directly in each model, it is often discussed in the corresponding 

literature. We drew the conclusion that the focus on economic value creation in CSR research 

may be the reason why the practice of CSR is not reaching its full potential. Since we believe 

in the importance of CSR practices we decided to make the issue of the trade-off our main 

focus. While reflecting upon multiple options on how to approach this research we took 

qualitative and quantitative approaches into account. As we paid special attention not only 

on the theory surrounding CSR but also on social entrepreneurship we realized, that plenty 

of research had been done on both topics already. However, in our findings, CSR and social 

entrepreneurship had not been linked to the extent that we considered necessary. Therefore, 

we decided to use a conceptual approach in order to construct the missing link and allow for 

a model to be drawn, which later can be used for empirical testing. We understand that one 

could reason for a different approach, but we personally believe in the relevance of 

constructing a theoretical framework first. 
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Research purpose and theory development approach 

In order to construct the theoretical foundation mentioned in chapter one, our thesis has an 

exploratory research design purpose. According to Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2016), 

an exploratory study is appropriate when the purpose is to gain insights and understanding 

about a topic. The thesis has a conceptual framework, which is the first step to deduction. 

Additionally, this thesis is built upon logical deductive reasoning to establish a relationship 

between our different concepts (Patton 2002), constructs a conceptual model and creates 

hypotheses based on academic literature. According to Saunders et al. (2016), a deductive 

approach is characterized by using existing theory in order to deduce one or several testable 

propositions that through analysis will be confirmed or rejected. We have analyzed existing 

theory, but not empirically tested our hypotheses, which is a matter that can be conducted 

through further research. Therefore, this thesis does not have a deductive approach but is 

build upon deductive reasoning, since we will not be able to test our conclusions and 

hypothesis empirically. Our aim is to make a theoretical contribution that can be an 

inspiration for practical use. We have chosen to study already established research in the 

form of academic articles, books or other publications, which is an effective method 

nowadays, as we can access sources of value from all over the world through online libraries 

and other online sources. This research is appropriate as we are conducting a conceptual 

thesis and need to get access to a broad range of sources. It results in saving both time and 

cost as a large amount of information is available free of charge through online libraries, 

which can be accessed as a student. 

2.1 Conceptual research 

The aim of our study is to address a knowledge gap existing research has not explained yet. 

In this case, it is the gap of the trade-off issue in finding a balance between profit and social 

responsibility in CSR research. Our research approach is, therefore, to conduct conceptual 

work. We conclude that conducting conceptual research is an appropriate first step compared 

to conducting empirical research, as the knowledge gap should be addressed theoretically 

before testing it empirically. McGaghie, Bordage and Shea (2001) explain that a conceptual 

framework is linked to a problem statement and “sets the stage” (McGaghie et al. 2001, p. 
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923) for a presentation of a specific research question that drives the investigation being 

reported. According to McGaghie et al. (2001), a conceptual framework contributes to 

research by identifying links and relationships and by clarifying the relationship among those 

concepts. For us to be able to identify and clarify the relationship, we have conducted a 

literature review within the field of CSR research and social entrepreneurship research to 

find a link between these fields.  

Jabareen (2009) explains that the advantages of a conceptual framework are its provisions 

of a deeper understanding rather than only a theoretical explanation and an interpretive 

approach to social reality. A challenge with this kind of conceptual framework is that the 

researcher must contribute in the sense of bringing something new to the table by addressing 

something that has not been addressed in current research. Therefore, it was crucial for us to 

make a thorough literature review in the fields of our research topic, to both gain knowledge 

and identify what has already been addressed, or not.  

2.2 Conceptual model 

The aim of our conceptual research is to answer our research question by also presenting a 

conceptual model, which contains a logical presentation of our concepts and furthermore 

outlines potential links regarding the relationships between them. Our conceptual model 

illustrates a link between strategic CSR and social entrepreneurship which can affect the 

intended outcome of value creation. This helps us to gain a deeper understanding of how 

these concepts are related by illustrating a system of relationships between the concepts 

(Jaccard and Jacoby 2010). Our aim is to contribute theoretically through conceptualization 

by providing a foundation on which future research can be based. Our work can, therefore, 

be viewed as theory-building. Theory-building means building an integrated body of 

knowledge that explains how and why certain concepts are linked (Wacker 1998). We 

describe and explain why and how our concepts are related, which is crucial in conceptual 

research in order to establish the relationship and for the conceptual model to be internally 

consistent.  We will make suggestions through hypotheses regarding the link and relationship 

between our concepts. Those hypotheses can be tested empirically through further research, 

enabling a transition from a theoretical level to an empirical level.  
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2.3 Contributions 

Theoretical contributions 

The theoretical contribution of our research is our conceptual model, which is an attempt in 

resolving the currently presumed trade-off in CSR research and practice by linking it with 

social entrepreneurship research. Our theoretical contribution can provide a basis for further 

research and further empirical testing with quantitative or qualitative methods.  

Academic and practical contributions 

In addition to the theoretical contributions, this work also contributes practically, as it may 

provide ideas and inspiration for businessmen and women to use. Businessmen and women 

who adapt their behavior and decision-making to our findings also provide another source 

for further empirical testing and research. 

2.4 Literature 

The conceptual research approach requires using the right literature and conducting a 

thorough literature review in order to create a conceptual model. The importance of choosing 

the right literature in order to ensure credibility and validity should not be understated. 

Saunders et al. (2016) state the importance of being sensitive to the nature and original 

purpose of sources being used in order to conduct the research properly both in regard to 

how the researchers analyze them and to generalizations one can draw. We have chosen to 

work primarily with scientific journals and literature that is consistent with our topic to avoid 

misinterpretations when analyzing our data.  

Our literature search process 

The identification of our literature was sparked by a common interest in the concept of CSR, 

in which we aimed to gain a thorough overview of the concepts and its existing literature. In 

this phase, we read scientific journals within the field of CSR research. According to Jaccard 

and Jacoby (2010), a common approach in identifying and collecting relevant literature is to 

use databases of scientific journals and books through computer searches. Hence, we used 

Linnaeus University’s online library OneSearch. Furthermore, we used Google Scholar as a 
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search engine and help to determine relevant and most recognized literature within our topic. 

An important aspect for us was to ensure the credibility and reliability of our literature, in 

which we continuously favored using peer-reviewed articles. In addition to online sources, 

we also focused on physical books available at Linnaeus University library. As additional 

reliable sources, we made out the possibility of using an article we read and looking into the 

sources these authors referred to when writing trustworthy articles. 

As we started with research on CSR, before narrowing it down to focus on a link between 

CSR and social entrepreneurship, the number of possible sources was very overwhelming. 

After a thorough review of the existing literature in CSR research, we concluded that the 

trade-off issue regarding balancing profit and social responsibility was hindering CSR to 

work as intended. We further concluded that there is a link between CSR and social 

entrepreneurship, in which the latter possibly could contribute to CSR research in moving 

beyond trade-offs. After agreeing to focus on the link between CSR and social 

entrepreneurship we focused on the keywords “CSR social entrepreneurship” and “social 

entrepreneurship” when conducting a search in online libraries. In addition to the literature 

we studied, we also considered talks by social entrepreneurs, or fellow researchers, which 

were mostly found on the online video platform YouTube, on the TED talk website and as 

part of podcasts. Listening to and watching such talks provided us with the opportunity of 

being inspired by researchers who had already spent a lot of time on the topic of social 

entrepreneurship. Furthermore, we listened to social entrepreneurs themselves, who are also 

part of our research. These include Toms Shoes founder Blake Mycoskie and Nobel peace 

prize winner Muhammad Yunus.  

Based on the attempt of identifying the relevant literature for our research, we faced several 

difficulties. These consisted of narrowing down the amount of literature we work through 

and making sure what we use is reliable and valid for our research. In order to overcome 

these difficulties, we had to accept that we had to stop our literature research at some point 

and trust that we had collected enough reliable sources to provide us with what we needed. 

Additionally, we had to conduct research on the background of each publication in order to 

make sure they were trustworthy and reliable. We especially relied on Carroll (1991) when 
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looking into CSR models as a foundation for investigating social entrepreneur’s values. 

Additionally, Porter and Kramer (2002) provided good arguments for our call for a bigger 

concentration on social entrepreneurs. 

Credibility and validity 

In order to secure the credibility of our research, we focus on the validity of it. Saunders et 

al. (2016) state that findings are valid when they are about what they are claiming to be 

about. According to Leung (2015), validity refers to how appropriate the tools being used 

are and also to the overall process throughout the research. Leung (2015) further states that 

validity refers to whether the research question is valid for the desired outcome of the 

research, whether the methodology is appropriate in the terms of proving an answer to the 

research question and whether the design is valid for the methodology. Besides making sure 

our research question reflects what we were actually doing with our research, we also made 

sure that validity was ensured by carefully considering the sources we based our research 

on. While we understand reliability to rather refer to actual empirical testing, as Saunders et 

al. (2016) state that reliability is given when findings are consistent, we are aiming to ensure 

the credibility of our research by mainly focusing on ensuring its validity. 

2.5 Each author’s contribution 

From early on our working process was characterized by close teamwork. While we did not 

get together personally as often as we had hoped for before starting the work on our thesis, 

we managed to stay connected very well anyways. A shared document on which both of us 

worked, sending messages and engaging in phone calls sometimes even multiple times 

throughout a day made up for the time we did not spend together in one room.  Right at the 

beginning, it became apparent that working together was made easier by similar personal 

interests. This helped us during the process of defining our topic and while discussing the 

structure of the thesis and its contents. While similar opinions may sometimes hinder the 

result of a discussion, it positively affected our working atmosphere. When deciding on the 

topic and an early outline of our thesis it quickly became clear, that we would have two main 

topics. Concluding our work, we can broadly state that Michelle got deeper into the parts 
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concentrating on CSR, while Pia got deeper into the parts covering social entrepreneurship. 

The surrounding chapters including the introduction, the methodology, the two final  

chapters and the conclusion were written in close cooperation based on thorough discussions. 

Michelle took the lead when depth had to be added and always showed outstanding 

knowledge concerning the literature she studied. Pia visualized our theoretical ideas and was, 

therefore, able to put everything into a bigger picture. By extensively communicating our 

goals and aims and explaining our motivations we put ourselves in a position that allowed 

us to overcome possible cultural barriers.  Consequently, we managed to maintain good 

cooperation throughout the whole process.    

2.6 Thesis structure 

The result of our cooperation outlined above is especially presented in the following four 

chapters. In the chapter on corporate social responsibility we outline the history, give 

information on multiple existing definitions, describe the effect on business, go into the 

components based on Carroll (1991), further look into strategic CSR and the Burke and 

Logsdon model (1996) and describe what strategic CSR means for value creation. We finish 

the chapter with a figure, which provides the reader with a first hint of what our final 

conceptual model will include (see figure 3). Chapter four on social entrepreneurship gives 

a broad introduction into the topic itself, looks into the history and development, defines 

social entrepreneurship for the scope of this thesis, explains the importance, provides 

practical examples, analyzes the components for usage in our conceptual model, and 

discusses the influence on CSR and value creation as we understand it. As done in chapter 

three, it also finishes up with a part of our model (see figure 7) that will eventually build our 

final model. That model is then put together in chapter five. Besides explaining our final 

conceptual model (see figure 8), linking its components and discussing what it means for 

value creation, we also build hypotheses throughout the chapter. The final chapter shortly 

summarizes our work, answers the research question and defines the limitations and 

theoretical and practical implications before the thesis is completed. 
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3 Corporate Social Responsibility 

As mentioned above, this chapter aims to provide the first implications for our conceptual 

model and constructs the foundation on which we build the answer to our research question. 

We start this off by providing broad background information on corporate social 

responsibility. 

3.1 The history of corporate social responsibility 

There has been an ongoing debate over the years regarding the social responsibilities of 

business. This debate remains unsolved, as there are many different perspectives regarding 

this issue. In academics, one perspective in this ongoing debate is that businesses have no 

social responsibilities or that the concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) is very 

limited. One of the most well-known advocators regarding this claim is Milton Friedman 

(Klonoski 1991). Friedman (1970) argues that businesses cannot have responsibilities in the 

way people have responsibilities and firmly states that businesses’ only social responsibility 

is to increase their own profit. Friedman continued by stating that businesses should use their 

resources to increase their profit as long as it stays within the rules of the game, which refers 

to the fact that the economic environment in which businesses operate determines social 

responsibility. The standpoint Friedman has in regard to CSR is characterized as 

fundamentalism and referred to as the legal recognition view (Klonoski 1991). The legal 

recognition view states that business is not a creation of society (DeGeorge 1990), which 

refers to the claim that businesses have no moral or social obligations (Klonoski 1991). 

According to Klonoski (1991, p. 10) “the key position of Friedman is the claim that beyond 

keeping individual agreements, corporations and their managers are not ethically required to 

be socially responsible.”  

Another perspective in the CSR debate in academics is related to the previous one but has a 

different perspective. Klonoski (1991) explains that the undertake of the perspective derives 

from the basic nature of business and to the extent businesses can be held responsible for its 

actions. Several authors in academics claim that businesses can be held responsible for their 

actions, but present different reasons for why they came to this conclusion. DeGeorge (1986) 
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argues that businesses can act implicitly like individuals and in that sense businesses’ actions 

can be compared to actions of individual people. Authors in academics that have this view 

on CSR argue that businesses have moral obligations similar to natural people. Further 

arguments regarding this perspective were made by Peter French who stated that businesses 

are metaphysical persons and thereby moral persons. Claims such as this place businesses 

on the same level as human beings and are referred to as moral personhood in modern 

business (Klonoski 1991). Gibson (1986) argued that businesses are being granted moral 

parenthood for two reasons. The first reason was that moral sanctions can be imposed on the 

people that work for or manage the business, and furthermore the owners, but not the 

business itself. The second reason was that businesses do not have the capacity to reciprocate 

morally. A different approach in the CSR debate in academics presumes that corporations 

are social institutions with social responsibilities. In which sense the business is social differs 

among the advocators for this approach. Some advocators state that businesses have a social 

contract to society, in which the social nature of business can be determined. 

In the 1950s different demands from society and pressure on business to have a more 

reasonable balance between making profit and social responsibility occurred. Debates 

regarding if businesses have a social contract emerged and are still ongoing and unresolved 

(Klonoski 1991).  

These different perspectives present a broad picture of the ongoing debate regarding 

different views on the concept of CSR throughout history and on what social responsibility 

is understood as. Since there is not a universally accepted view on what social responsibility 

means for corporations, it provides us with a possible explanation for why CSR practice 

struggles to solve the issue in moving beyond trade-offs and finding a balance between social 

responsibility and profit. It furthermore gives an indication of why there is not a universal 

definition of CSR in academics either. 

3.2 Defining corporate social responsibility 

There are many different definitions of the meaning of CSR. A study identified 37 definitions 

of the CSR concept (Dahlsrud 2008). This is argued to be an understatement since many 
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academically derived definitions were not included in the study and could, therefore, not be 

identified (Carroll and Shabana 2010). In academics one of the earliest definitions of CSR 

was made by Bowen (1953) who stated: “the obligations of businessmen to pursue those 

policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in 

the terms of the objective and values of our society” (Carroll 1999, p. 270). The definition 

has since then evolved in a matter of recognizing activities that go beyond interest that is 

purely economic and technological, but furthermore includes a focus on the employees, the 

consumers, the suppliers and the overall community (Carroll 1999; Carroll and Shabana 

2010). Our understanding of the CSR concept derives from the assumption that at any given 

point in time there is a social contract between an organization and society. This means that 

organizations do not only have economic and legal responsibilities but furthermore ethical 

and philanthropic responsibilities (Carroll 1999; Donaldson and Dunfee 1999). Dahlsrud 

(2008) conducted a review based on the work of Carroll (1991; 1999; 2000; 2004) and 

concluded that the majority of definitions include at least two of the following: social 

concerns, interacting with stakeholders, environmental issues, economic upside and 

voluntary actions the organization engages in. Although, according to Unsworth, Russell 

and Davis (2016) definitions rarely include all of these dimensions at once. One of the most 

commonly used definitions of CSR illustrates that: “the firm’s consideration of, and response 

to, issues beyond the narrow economic, technical and legal requirements of the firm […] to 

accomplish social benefits along with the traditional economic gains which the firm seeks” 

(Davis 1973, p. 312, 312). This definition illustrates our understanding as authors of the 

definition of CSR in the sense that this definition amplifies the fact that there needs to be a 

balance between economic and social gains. Therefore, this definition is the one we use 

throughout this study in regard to what CSR means to us. 

3.3 The business case of corporate social responsibility 

CSR is a concept that has been subject of substantial debates over the years. It is a concept 

that has continued to grow in significance, most noticeably from the beginning of the 21st 

century (Carroll and Shabana 2010; Fleming et al. 2013). Despite the continuing debate of 

the meaning of CSR and what the concept embraces, it has continued to develop and evolve 
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both in the academic sphere and in practice all over the world. Supporters and detractors 

have expressed their arguments for and against the concept of CSR. The underlying 

argument derives from the business case for CSR, which is concerned with what businesses 

get out of CSR. The argument is also based on how business can benefit from engaging in 

CSR activities and from implementing it in policies and practices (Carroll and Shabana 

2010). 

The argument against the business case of CSR is commonly the economic argument that 

was stated by Milton Friedman, which has been discussed previously. This view contains 

the claim that the free market cannot solve social problems, and that it is the government and 

not businesses that are responsible for solving the problem. We argue that the free society 

has the right to decide how to balance the freedom of market against environmental and 

social concerns. Friedman (1970) stated that economic freedom should be viewed as a part 

of liberty. We argue that liberty means the right to regulate markets. Furthermore, we share 

Friedman’s understanding that the government is responsible for solving the problem, but 

that does not mean that businesses are less responsible in striving for having a positive social 

impact. Another argument against the business case of CSR is that businesses are not 

equipped to handle social activities (Carroll and Shabana 2010). Davis (1973) states that 

traditional business managers do not have the expertise to make socially oriented decisions. 

Davis (1973) gives an additional argument against the business case of CSR by stating that 

business has enough power and that thereby there is no legitimate reason for giving business 

further power, in this case social power. Further arguments against CSR state that by 

pursuing CSR business will be less competitive globally, which is an argument that Carroll 

and Shabana (2010, p. 88) strongly argue against claiming that the argument is “filth”. We 

argue that CSR instead can help businesses in becoming more competitive globally since it 

can improve the public image, thereby the business brand, which can make the business 

more favorable in the eyes of the consumers. These arguments against the business case of 

CSR were introduced in academics a long time ago and, therefore, it is important to keep in 

mind that the concept of CSR is broader now, even though some of these arguments against 

CSR are still being debated today.    
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Arguments that support the business case for CSR often begin with the belief that businesses 

must act now to ensure viability in a long-term perspective by having a healthy climate and 

environment to function in the future (Davis 1973; Carroll and Shabana 2010). An additional 

argument made by Carroll and Shabana (2010, p. 89) says “CSR is based on the idea that 

future government intervention can be forestalled to the extent that business policies itself 

with self-disciplined standards fulfill society’s expectations of it”. Furthermore, there is an 

argument for CSR that claims that business has the resources to solve social problems where 

many others have failed. These resources include capital, talent management and expertise 

(Davis 1973; Carroll and Shabana 2010). We state that this argument can be pitted against 

the previous argument against CSR, which claimed that businesses are not equipped to 

handle social activities. A common argument for the use of CSR practice is that being 

proactive is better than being reactive. This argument underlines that it is both less costly 

and more practical to plan and initiate than reacting to social problems once they have 

already surfaced (Carroll and Buckholtz 2009; Carroll and Shabana 2010). An argument that 

has resurfaced in the last decade is that society strongly advocates that businesses should 

engage in CSR practices. Society demands that businesses not only pursue maximizing their 

own profits but additionally to that act responsible towards their employees, the community 

and stakeholders, regardless whether it means sacrificing some of its profits (Carroll and 

Shabana 2010). CSR has been viewed as a strategic advantage for businesses and due to the 

increasing demand from society for business to act socially responsible it can nowadays be 

viewed as a strategic necessity (Falkenberg and Brunsael 2011). In regard to the increasing 

demand from society for businesses to take social responsibility we further argue that 

investors can be more attracted to providing support to corporations that commit to making 

a positive social impact.  

3.4 The components of corporate social responsibility 

A step in the direction to integrate economic and social orientation was the creation of 

Carroll’s pyramid (Carroll 1991). Carroll’s pyramid is one of the earliest, most often used 

and respected models on how businesses should structure their responsibilities (Claydon 

2011). This model contains four parts that include the view that business does not only have 
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economic and legal responsibilities, but also ethical and philanthropic responsibilities 

(Carroll 1979). The point that was being made through the creation of Carroll’s pyramid was 

that businesses needed to address the entire spectrum of obligations, which is the perspective 

that the pyramid is based upon (Carroll 1991). The obligations are expectations placed on 

businesses by corporate stakeholders and society. The model provides a sharper examination 

of business corporate actions by separating economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic 

categories of performance (Carroll and Shabana 2010). Still, there is criticism raised against 

the shortcomings of traditional CSR, for instance regarding Carroll’s pyramid as it is not an 

adequate tool for explaining relationships between business, society and environment 

(Claydon 2011). Despite that criticism we argue that the simple structure of the pyramid 

makes it appealing and applicable. Furthermore, we argue that it is a comprehensible 

example of the social responsibility components within a corporation.  

Figure 1: The pyramid of corporate social responsibility 

 

Source: Created by authors based on Carroll (1991) 

The first part of Carroll’s pyramid is economic responsibility. Important components 

regarding economic responsibilities are to be committed to be as profitable as possible by 

maximizing earnings and to maintain a strong competitive position (Carroll 1991). 
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Carroll (1979, p. 500) stated that “the economic responsibility of business is to produce 

goods and services that society desires and to sell them at a profit”. In this way, businesses 

will fulfill their primary responsibility as economic units in society. Criticism raised was put 

toward the extent to which business should pursue profit (Carroll and Shabana 2010). The 

view regarding the profit principle was first in terms of acceptable profits (Carroll 1979). 

However, the view transformed into a view of profit maximization later. Reasoning for this 

was the classical economic view of Milton Friedman (1970) that stated that the only social 

responsibility of business is to increase its own profit. We argue that this implies that the 

economic component of the pyramid has possibly been given a different meaning than what 

it was intended to provide when it was created.  The second part of Carroll’s pyramid is legal 

responsibility, which states that businesses must comply to legislations made by federal, 

state and local governments. Therefore, businesses need to perform in a manner that is 

consistent with the expectations of both government and law and legal obligations need to 

be fulfilled (Carroll 1991). Regarding what constitutes legal responsibilities of business there 

is not much disagreement in CSR practice (Carroll and Shabana 2010). “Laws and 

regulations can be considered as codified ethics of society which represent partial fulfillment 

of the social contract between business and society” (Carroll 1991, p. 41). What is embodied 

in economic and legal responsibilities is reflecting the old social contract between businesses 

and society and is often referred to as the classical responsibility of business (Carroll and 

Shabana 2010). 

The third and fourth part of Carroll’s pyramid is often described as the essence of CSR, 

which are the ethical and philanthropic responsibilities (Carroll and Shabana 2010). Ethical 

responsibilities are activities and practices that are expected but not codified into law. Ethical 

responsibilities are about norms, standards and expectations that are regarded as fair in the 

eyes of consumers, employees and the society. Businesses need to perform in a manner that 

is consistent with ethical norms and expectations and respect new moral norms that are 

adopted by society (Carroll 1991). The philanthropic responsibilities in Carroll’s pyramid 

are about being a good corporate citizen, which means to improve the quality of life and 

contribute with resources to society (Carroll 1979). It can be difficult to distinguish ethical 
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responsibilities from philanthropic responsibilities, but a distinction that has been made is 

that philanthropic responsibilities are not expected in an ethical or moral sense. This means 

that communities desire for businesses to contribute, but businesses will not be viewed as 

unethical if they do not contribute at the desirable level. Therefore, philanthropic 

responsibilities are viewed as a voluntary and less important part of business, even though 

there are expectations from society towards businesses (Carroll 1991). We argue that 

expectancies from society regarding philanthropic responsibilities have increased in recent 

years and, therefore, corporations that do not engage in these responsibilities can possibly 

be viewed as not legitimate or even greedy. The ethical and philanthropic responsibilities 

are viewed as new responsibilities of businesses and reflect the new broader social contract 

between society and business (Carroll and Shabana 2010). 

3.5 Strategic corporate social responsibility 

Chandler (2014) states that fundamental changes need to be made in order to make the 

economic system more sustainable. In academics, various authors claim that strategic CSR 

can provide a solution to this problem (Burke and Logsdon 1996; Chandler 2014, Marques-

Mendes and Santos 2016; Singh et al. 2017). Strategic CSR can be viewed as a philosophy 

of management that infuses business (Chandler 2014). Additionally, strategic CSR is the 

philosophy that integrates CSR into a business strategic operation (Werther and Chandler 

2011). Advocators claim that integrating CSR into the business corporate strategy inevitably 

will improve the business ability to satisfy the demands of stakeholders (Johnson, Scholes 

and Whittington 2008; McElhaney 2008). Strategic CSR contemplates the existence of 

convergence between social, environmental and economic benefits. These benefits are being 

produced by business and further obtained through social and environmental investments, 

which can foster a competitive advantage. The advantage consists of various activities that 

are good for both business and society, by improving the business performance and creating 

social value (Carroll, 2001; Marsden, Banks and van der Ploeg 2001; Marques-Mendes and 

Santos 2016; Porter and Kramer, 2006). In other words, we conclude that strategic CSR can 

be described as having the aim to achieve strategic business goals while simultaneously 

promoting societal welfare.  
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In academics, strategic CSR is sometimes mistaken as a philanthropy. Chandler (2014) states 

that strategic CSR is not about philanthropy, but more importantly about the day-to-day 

operations, which is referred to as core operations. Chandler (2014) further argues that the 

connection between strategic CSR and philanthropy is tangential at best. Strategic CSRs are 

initiatives providing opportunities for businesses to use gained knowledge from investments 

to build the organization’s core competencies, while simultaneously making an 

improvement on social and environmental conditions. An example is the business Bell 

Atlantic that decided to get involved in a project that was aimed at improving children’s 

learning with technology. The project managed to improve the learning for children and 

developed new insights about networking technologies, which not only justified the project’s 

cost, but further resulted in an increased profitability in the long-term (Heslin and Ochoa 

2008). The focus of for-profit organisations should be on identifying problems that have a 

clear market-based solution and on delivering the solution in a both efficient and socially 

responsible manner (Chandler 2014). We, thereby, conclude that strategic CSR can enhance 

a business’ economic and social performance and create value for the stakeholders. 

3.6 Strategic corporate social responsibility model  

There are different strategic CSR models that serve different purposes. Burke and Logsdon 

(1996) state that earlier empirical studies have only focused on the link between CSR and 

financial performance. Due to this, Burke and Logsdon (1996) attempted to assess when and 

in what ways CSR activities serve both economic and social interests. Burke and Logsdon 

(1996) further identified five dimensions of corporate strategy, which are regarded as critical 

for business to succeed and useful in CSR policies, programs and processes to create value. 

Value creation in academics is often viewed as a critical objective in strategic decision 

making. Burke and Logsdon (1996) state that value creation is the most critical objective in 

strategic decision making for a business. Burke and Logsdon (1996) also created a model 

with five dimensions to illustrate the contributions of CSR activities to value creation (as 

shown in figure two). 
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Figure 2: “How strategy is linked to corporate social responsibility” 

 

Source: Burke and Logsdon (1996, p. 497) 

As one of the five dimensions, centrality measures the closeness of fit between CSR policies 

or programs and the business mission and objectives. Centrality is commonly viewed as 

critical in strategy definitions as a goal or objective. Direction and feedback are provided for 

the business by revealing if actions and decisions are consistent with the business mission, 

objectives and goals. Specificity is the ability to capture private benefits of the business, 

which means capturing or internalizing benefits of CSR programs in comparison to creating 

collective goods which can be shared by others in the industry or community. Proactivity is 

the degree to which the program is planned and realized in advance of emerging social trends 

and in the absence of crisis. Emerging social trends can be social, political or technological. 

Proactivity is commonly viewed as an important characteristic of planning and scanning 

systems. Voluntarism is an indication of the scope of discretionary decision-making by the 

business, but also the absence of externally imposed compliance requirements. Executives 

can be subject to social network pressure to contribute to charities although generally, 
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philanthropic contributions are assumed to be voluntary (Burke and Logsdon 1996). The 

fifth dimension of visibility refers to the observability of business activity and, furthermore, 

to the business ability to gain recognition from internal and external stakeholders. There are 

both positive and negative forms of visibility. Positive forms of visibility involve normal 

business activities and favorable mentions in media. Negative forms of visibility include 

government investigations of contract fraud or dangerous side-effects from the business 

products (Burke and Logsdon 1996). 

These five dimensions are viewed as strategy dimensions, which will inevitably end up in a 

strategic outcome of value creation (Burke and Logsdon 1996). More specifically, we argue 

that the model’s intended outcome of value creation has a primary focus on economic value. 

We thereby argue that social value needs to be included in the outcome of value creation in 

order to move beyond trade-offs to also create value for society in the sense of addressing 

both its needs and challenges. 

Husted and Allen (2007) provide further interesting insights regarding the Burke and 

Logsdon (1996) model’s five strategic dimensions of CSR projects that intend to affect the 

ability on value creation. The reasoning behind taking Husted and Allen’s (2007) insights 

into account is that we argue that they provide a better understanding for the Burke and 

Logsdon (2007) model and furthermore include some refreshing additional understanding of 

the topic. Husted and Allen (2007) provide their definition of the strategic dimensions and 

compare and outline a comparison of the understanding between traditional CSR and 

strategic CSR. They say that visibility is considered to be irrelevant in traditional CSR and 

argue for that by saying that doing good is an own reward and it is profitable in a long-term 

perspective. However, in strategic CSR visibility is relevant for building awareness for 

customers and stakeholders of products with added CSR value. Visibility is described as the 

extent to which social activities are being observed by the businesses’ stakeholders. 

Furthermore, visible CSR activities can have a positive impact on business reputation, which 

has been proven to have significant potential for value creation. Another definition given is 

specificity, which contains the same meaning as appropriability. It is viewed as irrelevant in 

traditional CSR by the same reasoning as visibility. In strategic CSR, appropriability is 
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relevant in capturing value added to the business by managing stakeholder relations. 

Appropriability is defined as the ability of the business to extract economic benefits from a 

social project. An example is given with the corporation Patagonia, which is a sportswear 

manufacturer that has managed to maintain its competitive advantage by creating a new 

market for its CSR products by pricing them above substitute offerings (Husted and Allen 

2007). Voluntarism has similar views within traditional CSR and strategic CSR. It is stated 

that it is about participating in social action beyond what is demanded by law. Voluntarism 

is described as social activities being executed freely and not as a result of legal constraints, 

which is considered to be an important source of value creation. Centrality is according to 

traditional CSR considered to be irrelevant with the explanation that doing good is connected 

to social needs and not to core business missions. Centrality is relevant within strategic CSR 

in creating value through products or services that are linked to social issues. Proactivity 

means anticipating changes in social issues. Within strategic CSR, proactivity has a similar 

meaning but with the added notion that anticipating changes in social issues should present 

market opportunities (Husted and Allen 2007). 

3.7 Strategic corporate social responsibility as value creation  

The key to success has been argued consistently to reside in creating a competitive advantage 

which when being skillfully managed will result in value creation. Value is described to be 

created when consumers are willing to pay a premium for the business’s products and 

services, which is based on its involvement in and furthermore the position with respect to 

certain social issues. When the business’s resources are combined in new ways so that it 

increases the potential productivity of those resources, value creation can occur (Husted and 

Allen 2007; Moran and Ghoshal 1999; Schumpeter 1934). Although, not all CSR projects 

will contribute by creating value for the business (Hillman and Keim 2001; Husted and Allen 

2007). CSR projects are costly and, in many cases, increase costs, but may still be evaluated 

positively by different stakeholder groups. An example of this is The Body Shop that is often 

viewed as a classic case of joining products and CSR. The Body Shop, unfortunately, found 

that prices could increase significantly with CSR in practice. The founder of The Body Shop 

Anita Roddick eventually was forced to bring in management with the focus on putting profit 
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before CSR when their manufacturing costs increased significantly. This due to their intent 

on keeping the commitment to local suppliers and furthermore when other businesses copied 

their products and outsourced to Asia, which resulted in their profits decreasing rapidly 

(Husted and Allen 2007). This exemplifies Porter and Kramer’s (2011) arguments that 

businesses focus on short-term financial gain instead of long-term value creation.  Husted 

and Allen (2007) argue that instead of worrying about how others should be compensated 

for the harm that they are exposed to in the process of creating value for a business, we 

instead need to come up with a conclusion regarding how to figure out how social benefits 

create value rather than costs for businesses. Several authors advocate strategic CSR to be a 

solution (Chandler 2014; Husted and Allen 2007, McWilliams and Siegel 2011; Sing et al. 

2017). 

Using CSR in order to create value for businesses was first referred to as strategic CSR by 

Baron (2001, p. 17) who stated, “it is the motivation for the action that identifies socially, as 

opposed to privately, responsible action”. McWilliams and Siegel (2011) explain that the 

statement can contain different meaning depending on the motive. If the motive is to serve 

society at the cost of the profits, then the action is socially responsible, but if instead, the 

motivation is to serve the bottom line then the action is privately responsible. Although, there 

can be social benefits that exceed the cost of action to the firm for privately responsible 

actions. However, this will not change the motivation unless these social benefits can be of 

value to managers. McWilliams and Siegel (2011) argue that it is difficult to make a practical 

distinction in this matter since one cannot determine the true motivation of managers. Since 

our study is focusing on value creation regardless of the underlying motives, the following 

definition made by McWilliams and Siegel (2011) is more appropriate to this study than the 

definition by Baron: “strategic CSR is any responsible activity, regardless of motive” (p. 

1481). 

According to Chandler (2014), the goal of value creation and the primary purpose of top 

management is to gain an operational and strategic advantage, which can be delivered 

through strategic CSR. Strategic CSR is advocated to increasingly become the most effective 

way for businesses in the 21st century to create value (Chandler 2014; Husted and Allen, 
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2007, Singh et al. 2017). An important aspect of strategic CSR embodies a commitment to 

the businesses’ broad range of stakeholder groups by meeting their needs and demands 

(Chandler 2014; Husted and Allen 2007). Another equally important aspect of strategic CSR 

is that the business focus must be on optimizing value in a long-term perspective by acting 

in areas that are considered to be related to core operations, in order for strategic CSR to be 

implemented comprehensively. This is a perspective that we have observed in Porter and 

Kramer’s (2011) discussion regarding making value creation a long-term success, in which 

the authors state that value creation cannot be established through focusing on short-term 

financial performance. Therefore, according to Chandler (2014), there is a significant 

difference between a traditional shareholder-focused business model and a strategic CSR 

model integrated throughout operations, which is a long-term added value. This form of a 

shift from short-term financial performance prioritization to long-term value creation focus 

is relatively easy to envision, but significantly more difficult to implement in business. 

Despite that fact, the shift is important because it contributes by making the business closer 

to building a competitive advantage which is truly sustainable (Chandler 2014). 

According to Chandler (2014), strategic CSR does not alter the goal of business, which is 

the profit, except in the sense that it is claiming that a short-term focus is very 

counterproductive. Strategic CSR changes the perspective from which operational and 

strategic decisions are being made (Chandler 2014; Husted and Allen 2007; McWilliams 

and Siegel 2011). There are two significantly different approaches to business. The first 

approach is that managers believe that they can optimize business performance by paying 

their employees minimum wage. This approach can come from a belief that people are 

replaceable in the sense that when one leaves, the business can always hire another 

employee.  The second approach concerns managers who believe that they can optimize 

performance by paying their employees living wage only. This approach can come from a 

position of belief that raises morale and productivity, while the turnover rate and the hiring 

costs with replacing workers are decreasing. This is the arena in which strategic CSR is 

operating in (Chandler 2014). This approach places the interest of various stakeholders 

within the decision-making matrix of the business (Aguinis and Glavas 2012). Chandler 
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(2014) argues that businesses that are successful in applying strategic CSR will have a 

greater ability in meeting the needs and demands of a broad range of stakeholders, in 

comparison to businesses that do it badly. It, therefore, determines the business ability to 

define when the operational environment changes and furthermore where the business can 

apply knowledge to the business strategic advantage. This results in businesses that can 

respond to and anticipate changes, which makes businesses better equipped to survive and 

thrive in a dynamic business environment (Chandler 2014). We have concluded that value 

creation in strategic CSR has the intention to create both economic and social value, but the 

intended outcome of value creation does not always maintain this.  

A simplified visualization of our current state of research on which we will base all further 

findings is depicted in figure three. The figure shows the strategic dimensions and the 

outcome of value creation. We decided to focus on the part of the strategic dimensions, as 

the strategy definition part of the Burke and Logsdon (1996) model has no direct influence 

on the value creation. However, the strategic dimensions can affect the intended outcome of 

value creation. The component of value creation in the model by Burke and Logsdon (1996) 

has a focus on economic measurable value as an outcome. Therefore, we conclude that for 

the value creation to include both economic and social value, another component must be 

added to have an impact on the intended outcome. 

Figure 3: Linking strategic dimensions and value creation 

 

Source: Created by authors based on Burke and Logsdon (1996) 
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4 Social entrepreneurship 

As previously mentioned, we argue that the gap in CSR research, which is the still existing 

assumption that making profits and responsibility cannot co-exist without a trade-off, can be 

closed by considering the research that has been done on social entrepreneurship. Therefore, 

the following chapter will provide the reader with a broad overview on the research done on 

social entrepreneurship and will show why a combination of these two topics is valid to close 

the gap mentioned above. Additionally, another part of our final conceptual model will be 

built and explained. 

While social entrepreneurship is not a new idea, growing attention has been given to it in 

recent years. It can be defined “as a practice that integrates economic and social value 

creation” (Mair and Marti 2006) and can include for-profit and voluntary organizations. The 

difference between entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship lies in the strategy of social 

entrepreneurs. As they combine their strategies directly to their mission to support social 

matters, they also have a double bottom line of reaching further goals than only maximizing 

profits (Boschee and McClurg 2003). 

Social entrepreneurship can be confused with the concept of CSR. In academics, there are 

authors who consider CSR to be a synonym for social entrepreneurship due to its integration 

of social aims in the business realm. However, in literature, there are two reasons why social 

entrepreneurship should be differentiated from CSR. The first is that CSR is not necessarily 

either entrepreneurial or innovative. The second is that the goals in social entrepreneurship 

and CSR are different because CSR needs to take profit into account when being 

implemented in business, since maximizing profit is the ultimate goal in business. Social 

entrepreneurs have a social mission as its primary aim and profits are means to reach their 

goal (Santos 2012). 

Non-profit organizations are businesses with a social aim where the goal is to work towards 

social change and helping the community. A for-profit organization has increasing its profit 

as its primary goal. 
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While the concept of non-profit organizations is widely known, the pressure on for-profit 

organizations to also include the philanthropic interests of stakeholders (besides their 

economic, legal and ethical demands) has been growing lately. The pressure is increasing 

from multiple sides, one of them being the customer’s side that demands companies to act 

not only to maximize their profits but also to include the interests of society for a better 

world. Besides the pressure from the customers, competing organizations that already put a 

higher importance on incorporating corporate social responsibility into their everyday 

business put pressure on other organizations as well. This can be observed when paying 

attention to the products being offered in stores, or online. As the importance of acting 

socially responsible is, therefore, not only growing for each individual private person but for 

organizations as well, the need for social entrepreneurship is growing, too. 

4.1 History and development 

A significant feature of market economies has been businesses addressing social problems 

and creating social value (Thompson, Alvy and Lees 2000). However, the term social 

entrepreneurship is described as a more recent phenomenon (Dacin, Dacin and Tracey 2011). 

The focus on social entrepreneurship in academics has according to Weerawardena and Mort 

(2006) a relatively brief history. In recent years, the concept of social entrepreneurship has 

become increasingly more significant in academics. The growing interest and appeal for 

social entrepreneurship also derive from public authorities and the society (Satre-Castillo, 

Peris-Ortiz and Danvila-Del Valle 2015). 

While the term social entrepreneurship is contemporary, the practice of it is not new (Alvord, 

Brown and Letts 2004). This becomes obvious when looking at the European Commission’s 

(2013, p. 16) definition of social entrepreneurship, which states “the term social 

entrepreneurship is used to describe the behaviours and attitudes of individuals involved in 

creating new ventures for social purposes, including the willingness to take risks and find 

creative ways of using underused assets.” Such a broad definition implies that social 

entrepreneurship never just appeared from one day to another, but had been around since 

individuals created ventures, as in a broad sense many ventures can be for social purposes. 
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For example, when Gutenberg invented the modern printing press and, therefore, had an 

immense influence on the sharing of knowledge through books, newspapers and else. 

Danko, Adriana, Brunner and Kraus (2011) state that the term was first used in the 1980s 

and that after Leadbeater’s The Rise of the Social Entrepreneur (1997) the term has been a 

growing focus in research. This goes hand in hand with the growing presence of the 

phenomenon. Social entrepreneurship has become increasingly more essential as a cultural 

and global phenomenon in recent years (Dey 2006; Jiao 2011). A reason for this is that 

socially aware people have become more distrustful in regard to the inability of the 

government and businesses to meaningfully address social problems such as poverty and 

environmental concerns. Social entrepreneurship has also gained public attention through 

media when politicians and celebrities promote social entrepreneurs who have made an 

impact by addressing social problems and working towards social change. There is an 

ongoing movement in contemporary market economics that demands more ethical and 

socially inclusive capitalism, which results in new demands on businesses. Consumers 

demand more ethically sourced and produced goods (Dacin et al. 2011). Businesses have an 

increasing demand to behave socially responsible and addressing social problems in a 

meaningful manner (Friedman and Miles 2001). The government is under pressure to 

develop and implement policies that address and promote social equality that forces 

businesses to take on social responsibility (Bernauer and Caduff 2004). Social 

entrepreneurship has emerged as an innovative approach to deal with complex social needs 

in the world (Peredo and McLean 2006; Jiao 2011). The call for businesses to step up and 

take responsibility due to the increasing social problems around the world will according to 

Jiao (2011) encourage social entrepreneurship activities. This can result in enhanced 

business value and can have a positive social impact in solving social problems that are 

currently existing (Jiao 2011). 

4.2 Defining social entrepreneurship 

In comparison to what is referred to as conventional or commercial entrepreneurship, the 

concept of social entrepreneurship is viewed as relatively new (Roberts and Woods 2005). 
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Additionally, there is a difficulty in defining what social entrepreneurship is (Satre-Castillo 

et al. 2015). Social entrepreneurship has a different meaning to different people, which 

creates confusion for the definition of social entrepreneurship in the literature (Zhara, 

Rawhouser, Bhawe, Neubaum and Hayton 2008). Authors depend on their own perspective 

when defining the concept of social entrepreneurship, which results in difficulties in 

establishing one universal definition of the concept (Roberts and Woods 2005). Therefore, 

it is important to define social entrepreneurship because it brings meaning to the concept and 

draws boundaries.  A common distinction of what is defined as social entrepreneurship is 

people who engage in a variety of activities with the purpose of solving social problems and 

striving for social change (Santos 2012; Satre-Castillo et al. 2015; Zhara et al. 2008). What 

most authors agree on is that social entrepreneurship is about people who solve social 

problems (Austin, Stevenson and Wei-Skillern 2006; Cukier, Trenholm and Gekas 2011; 

Dacin et al. 2011; Santos 2012; Mair and Marti 2006; Nicholls  2006; Satre-Castillo et al. 

2015). 

Social entrepreneurs are distinguished from what is referred to as classical or commercial 

entrepreneurs. Authors have distinguished these forms of entrepreneurship differently in 

literature. There are also differences regarding the perspectives of entrepreneurship in the 

eyes of the academic and the practitioner, both regarding social entrepreneurship and classic 

entrepreneurship (Roberts and Woods 2005). One definition of the difference between the 

social entrepreneur and the classic entrepreneur in academics is that the classic entrepreneur 

only has an exclusive economic objective, while the social entrepreneur aims to solve social 

problems (Sullivan, Weerawardena and Carnegie 2003; Santos 2012). Yet, authors claim 

that social entrepreneurship is about balancing social and economic imperatives (Elkington 

and Hartigan 2008; Perrini 2008; Zhara et al. 2008). There are also authors with the 

reasoning that social entrepreneurs and classic entrepreneurs should not be viewed as 

opposites. The argument behind this is that more businesses in recent years combine social 

and commercial aims in their practice (Zhara et al. 2008). Mair and Marti (2006) state that 

even though that is the case, social entrepreneurs still give a greater priority to social value 

than classic entrepreneurs. Roberts and Woods (2005) argue that the definitions made in 
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literature fall short in capturing the true essence of what social entrepreneurs do in practice 

and due to that combine academic and practitioners perspectives to come up with another 

definition: “Social entrepreneurship is the construction, evaluation and pursuit of 

opportunities for transformative social change carried out by visionary, passionately 

dedicated individuals” (Roberts and Woods 2005, p. 49). 

As Mair and Marti (2006) further point out, the general emphasis of definition lies in the 

non-profit sector. However, we agree with them when they state that it can also take place 

on a for-profit basis. As we are especially taking the for-profit sector for this thesis into 

account and appreciate the broad field in which social entrepreneurship can be active, we are 

moving forward with the definition by Austin et al. (2006, p. 2) who “define social 

entrepreneurship as innovative, social value creating activity that can occur within or across 

the non-profit, business, or government sectors.” This definition has special importance for 

this thesis, as it allows social entrepreneurship to be a practice that works in the for-profit, 

non-profit and governmental sector and can, therefore, be an inspiration for entrepreneurs in 

the same sectors. 

4.3 The importance of social entrepreneurship 

The New York columnist Emily Eakin made the statement that the answer on how the world 

can be saved is by treating it like a business (Roberts and Woods 2005). That can appear to 

be a contradiction in terms, an oxymoron even since it is not established what role businesses 

have in social change. However, oxymorons are common in the domain of social 

entrepreneurship (Roberts and Woods 2005). According to Roberts and Woods (2005, p. 

45), “social entrepreneurship is a concept that effectively blends conventional paradoxical 

concepts to create a cause that powerfully drives social change”. For the last decade, social 

entrepreneurship has been viewed as being significant for the economy and as the new 

economic engine of the 21st century (Harding 2004). Social entrepreneurs are being 

described as the vanguard of the worldwide transformation through serving a multitude of 

social needs, which helps to improve the quality of life and furthermore enhances human 

development around the world (Elkington and Hartigan 2008; Martin and Olsberg 2007; 
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Lasprogata and Cotton 2003; Zhara et al. 2008). This shows that entrepreneurs are capable 

of moving beyond the idea of traditional business managers, which according to Davis’ 

(1973) is that they are not able to handle social activities. 

Pointing out the importance of social entrepreneurship leads us back to our introductory 

chapter, as it is closely intertwined with the current state our world is in right now. While 

the short-term goals of our existence on this earth are usually based on having enough food, 

water to drink, a shelter to sleep in and a regular income which allows us to be able to provide 

ourselves with further necessities the long-term goals should also concentrate on the well-

being of future generations. Especially well-developed and economically well-performing 

countries can take a lead in also concentrating on long-term goals, as many of its inhabitants 

do have the resources to look further into the future than to only concentrate on survival. 

While we do not argue that others cannot be part of such movements, we believe that western 

societies should and have to use their wealth to work towards a better future. Concentrating 

on preserving the resources of our planet for the future generations to come must be part of 

the daily work of corporations, as they already have a social impact on their surroundings 

without it necessarily being good. While the work of corporations has a positive impact by 

supplying jobs, paying wages and producing goods that are purchased and consumed, they 

also have negative impacts by doing the same, such as causing greenhouse gases in the 

atmosphere to rise or exploiting workers, among others. A popular claim that the positive 

impacts mentioned above should be the only social responsibility of corporations by 

increasing their profits was made by Friedman (1970). But as making profits is often 

accompanied by negative production externalities, which have impacts far beyond the 

borders of countries and the days on which production takes place, there is a need for 

corporations to also positively influence the well-being of stakeholders that are impacted 

negatively. 

4.4 The social entrepreneur in practice 

Like social entrepreneurship, a clear definition of a social entrepreneur is also missing 

(Danko et al. 2011; Bikse, Rivza and Riemere 2015). Additionally, it is also discussed 
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whether there even are differences between social entrepreneurs and economic 

entrepreneurs. Austin et al. (2006) highlight that social entrepreneurs who also work for 

profit face more constraints than entrepreneurs who solely work for profit, as they are faced 

with the double bottom line of a social mission and the economic pressure of the 

stakeholders. 

Combining the ideas of Say, Schumpeter, Drucker and Stevenson, Dees (1998, p. 4) put 

together an idealized definition by stating that social entrepreneurs are 

“• Adopting a mission to create and sustain social value (not just private value), 

• Recognizing and relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve that mission, 

• Engaging in a process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and learning, 

• Acting boldly without being limited by resources currently in hand, and 

• Exhibiting heightened accountability to the constituencies served and for the outcomes 

created “ 

As we are concentrating on social entrepreneurs who aim to create social value while running 

a profitable business, this chapter will outline two examples of such social entrepreneurs. 

The two social entrepreneurs that we focus on are Muhammad Yunus and Bill Drayton. Both 

are widely discussed in social entrepreneurship research, which underlines their importance 

for this study.  

Muhammad Yunus 

When discussing social entrepreneurs, a name that should always be mentioned is the 2006 

Nobel Peace Prize winner Muhammad Yunus. Muhammad Yunus is the founder of the 

Grameen Bank, which he founded in Bangladesh in 1976 to give loans to mainly women in 

poverty in order to support them to start businesses that would allow them a way out of 

poverty. In 2010, Yunus, Moingeon, and Lehmann-Ortega stated that the repayment rates 

were at 98,4 percent and the bank had been profitable every year since its founding except 

for 1983, 1991 and 1992. The reason why the bank focuses on women is that they have a 

worse standing in society in Bangladesh and that they focus on improving their own and 

their children’s life (Grameen Bank 2019). According to Yunus et al. (2010), the interest in 
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CSR policies has risen and CSR projects can pay off not only socially, but also financially 

as stated by Burke and Longsdon (1996) and Husted and Allen (2007). Further, they 

conclude that the development has shown that the number of social businesses has risen 

(Yunus et al. 2010). While they define a social business as “a no-loss, no-dividend, self-

sustaining company that sells goods or services and repays investments to its owners, but 

whose primary purpose is to serve society and improve the lot of the poor” (Yunus et al. 

2010, p. 311), our focus lies on businesses that do pay dividends to its owners. However, we 

believe that some ideas formulated by Yunus et al. (2010) can be applied to what we define 

as for-profit social entrepreneurship. These ideas include that the rising interest in CSR 

practices will have a positive effect on the number of existing social enterprises and that by 

studying how these enterprises work, every entrepreneur can learn something towards more 

successfully practicing CSR. 

Yunus et al. (2010) argue for two lessons that are specific for building a social business 

model. One of these is to favor shareholders that are social profit-oriented and the second 

one is to clearly specify the objective for a social profit (Yunus et al. 2010). An example for 

the second lesson is Grameen Danone Foods mission, which states: “to bring daily healthy 

nutrition to low income, nutritionally deprived populations in Bangladesh and alleviate 

poverty through the value proposition and value constellation of the social business model 

must link all stakeholders, including shareholders who understand and accept its social 

mission implementation of a unique proximity business model” (Yunus et al.  2010, pp. 317). 

In the case of for-profit social entrepreneurship, these two lessons can be adapted to favor 

shareholders that are both, social and profit-oriented while also clearly specifying the 

enterprise’s objective.   

Bill Drayton 

William ‘Bill’ Drayton is another social entrepreneur who cannot be left out when presenting 

this topic. In 1980 he founded Ashoka, a non-profit organization that provides fellowship 

programs for social entrepreneurs (Cohen 2018; Meehan 2004; Sen 2007). According to Sen 

(2007, p. 534), Ashoka has “coined the term social entrepreneur”. When asked how a social 
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entrepreneur is defined, Drayton said “The core is personality, a temperament that simply 

can’t stop. Social entrepreneurs are not happy until their ideas have changed the whole 

society. […]” (Meehan 2004, p. 11). He also states “Changing the world’s systems is what 

defines entrepreneurship. Doing so for the good of all, which is absolutely essential now, is 

what defines social entrepreneurs.” (Schwartz 2012, p. xiv) 

To support entrepreneurs with this personality, Ashoka started in India in 1981 and has since 

then expanded its network to over 90 countries globally and supported more than 3.500 

fellows worldwide (Ashoka's History 2019). The work of Ashoka’s fellows covers fields 

such as “education, economic development, environment, law/human rights, access to 

technology, health, and civic participation” (Sen 2007, p. 537). Today, Drayton still operates 

as the chairman and CEO of Ashoka (Our Leadership 2019) and, therefore, still plays an 

important part of having an impact on Ashoka Fellows from intervention during the launch 

phase to having a powerful impact years after being accepted into the program by Ashoka 

(Sen 2007). 

Drayton points out the importance of social entrepreneurs by explaining that in a time of 

constant change we have left behind a world in which Henry Ford’s assembly line worked 

and moved on to a time where one must be a changemaker that can “imagine and contribute 

to change” as otherwise, one “will be able to contribute little.” (Schwartz 2012, p. xii). By 

supporting such changemakers, Ashoka has been part of social entrepreneur’s work that has 

helped Brazilian farmers with cheap electricity, conserved biodiverse habitat in Bolivia and 

set up the first child helpline in Mumbai, among many others (Sen 2007). 

As this thesis is closing a research gap in CSR causing failures in practical practices by 

taking research on social entrepreneurship (especially the for-profit sector) into account, an 

argument by Drayton made about a collaboration between corporations and social 

entrepreneurs underlines our theory practically. In a Harvard Business Review article from 

2010, Drayton and Budinich (2010, p. 59) call for a new alliance for global change “by 

forming hybrid value chains”. These hybrid value chains allow for-profit corporations and 

social entrepreneurs to work together and have a big impact, make a profit, gain knowledge 

and attract talent through their partnership (Drayton et al. 2010). 
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4.5 Social entrepreneurship components 

By analyzing social entrepreneurship, its history and development, looking into definitions 

of the term, pointing out the importance of it for closing the gap in CSR research and naming 

some practical examples we are analyzing the research on social entrepreneurship in order 

to be able to incorporate components of social entrepreneurship research into CSR research. 

We chose to do this by specifically concentrating on the strategic CSR model by Burke and 

Logsdon (1996). This model lists the strategic dimensions that impact the outcome of value 

creation. As their focus of value creation lies on economic value, we are pointing out the 

significance of aiming for social value as well, as a clear objective incorporating social and 

profit-orientation shall help the entrepreneur to act accordingly in practice. 

Allowing economic and social value to be created we are calling for components of social 

entrepreneurship to play a bigger part in strategic CSR. What these components are will be 

described in the following. 

What we know thus far 

We chose to work with the definition of social entrepreneurship by Austin et al. (2006) who 

point out the importance of innovation and social value creation. Besides those two 

components, the definition of social entrepreneurs by Dees (1998) also underlines the 

importance of a mission, the recognition and pursuit of new opportunities, acting boldly and 

heightened accountability. Additionally, we learned from Yunus et al. (2010) that 

shareholders which are social and profit-oriented should be favored when building a social 

business model and from the case of Bill Drayton, we realized the importance of a social 

entrepreneur’s personality and their drive to change the world for something 

good.  However, for a valid addition to the strategic CSR model, we will look further into 

what the given research on social entrepreneurship (and social entrepreneurs) can provide to 

finally lead to social and economic value creation. 
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What theory on social entrepreneurs and social entrepreneurship can contribute 

When trying to define the components of research on social entrepreneurship that could have 

an impact on the gap in CSR research, social entrepreneurs and their characteristics and 

values quickly emerge. This is due to the fact that studies on social entrepreneurship 

historically focused on social entrepreneurs and their personality and background (Cherrier, 

Goswami and Ray 2018). This leads us to question how social entrepreneurs are 

characterized by researchers. Dacin et al. (2011) summarize that social entrepreneurs are 

characterized as heroic by literature. As heroism is a very broad term that cannot easily be 

used to refer back to specific components which impact CSR research, we are not getting 

further into this idea, but look into the more specific description of social entrepreneurs. 

Scott Marshall (2011, p. 186) proposed a model of international for-profit social 

entrepreneurs (as seen in figure 4), which summarizes the attributes of entrepreneurs, social 

for-profit entrepreneurs and international social for-profit entrepreneurs. He defines the 

general attributes of an entrepreneur to be risk-taking and proactive, outcomes, opportunity 

recognition and social networks. According to Marshall (2011), the attributes of a social for-

profit entrepreneur are the belief in social and for-profit motives and the belief in market-

based approaches. For an international social for-profit entrepreneur, he adds the attributes 

of belief in communicating a social mission from one country to another, a collaborative 

mindset to achieve the social mission and the knowledge of cultural, social and economic 

systems. These attributes are then combined to resolve a social issue. 

Boschee and McClurg (2003) point out that in comparison to traditional entrepreneurs social 

entrepreneurs tie their strategies directly to their mission. Besides that, they are driven by a 

double bottom-line of financial and social returns. Elkington (1998) even argued for a triple-

bottom-line for sustainability matters including economic, social and environmental goals. 

For simplicity reasons, we will stick to a double bottom-line of economic and social value 

creation. 

Based on their surveys to conceptualize and operationalize the social entrepreneurship 

construct, Dwibedi and Weerawardena (2018, p. 38) found that “social entrepreneurs tend 

to pursue new ways of creating value for targeted communities, and in this effort, they must 
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actively scan the external environment, predict unexpected shocks, and prepare for future 

uncertainty, use existing resources economically (use an effectual logic), plus be primarily 

driven by their social mission of creating social value for targeted communities.” In 

comparison to what a traditional entrepreneur must do when running a business, only the 

driver of a social mission differs. As this seems to be a common factor the open question is 

how do social entrepreneurs end up focusing on a social mission? What are their drivers to 

concentrate on a double bottom-line instead of only focusing on economic gains? 

Figure 4: “Proposed model of international for-profit social entrepreneurs.” 

 

Source: Marshall (2011, p. 186) 

Swamy (1990) states three motives of a social entrepreneur based on the findings of her case 

study. These three motives are “the urge to conquer fear […] to fight injustice against the 

disadvantaged (and) […] to experiment” (Swamy 1990, p. 37). Another study shows that 

social entrepreneurs are motivated by their personal interest and by previous experiences 

(Braga, Proença and Ferreira 2014). These findings imply that not every entrepreneur can be 

a social entrepreneur, but that interest needs to be sparked first. While it should be in 

everyone’s interest to enable a flourishing future for the generations to follow, education to 
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increase knowledge is an important component of supporting the call for CSR practices, as 

entrepreneurs must know about the impact their behavior has.  

As we argue for closing the gap of a trade-off between profits and social responsibility in 

CSR research, we have investigated research on social entrepreneurship and practical 

examples of social entrepreneurs. Further, we summarize our findings by narrowing them 

down to the following components of social entrepreneurship. 

Figure 5: Social entrepreneurship components 

 

Source: Created by authors 

As stated in the figure above, we summarize the components of social entrepreneurship to 
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strategy, fighting injustice and experimenting and possessing personal interest through 
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4.6 Social entrepreneurship’s influence on CSR components 

When constructing his pyramid of corporate social responsibility (as depicted in figure 1), 

Carroll (1991, p. 40) stated that the four components “might be depicted as a pyramid”, 

which implies that they may be depicted differently as well. Furthermore, the pyramid shows 

the development of business by putting the economic responsibilities in the foundation of 

the pyramid, as businesses were primarily established for making profits (Carroll 1991). The 

tip of the pyramid consists of the philanthropic responsibilities, as it is “less important than 

the other three” (Carroll 1991, p. 42) components. The form of the pyramid depicts this very 

well. However, after the research and studies that we have done, we would like to challenge 

this kind of view on the CSR components by coming up with a different visualization. While 

the model has previously already been criticized (as stated in chapter three), we appreciate 

it for its simplicity and will, therefore, stick to its main idea of the four components of CSR. 

However, when considering our learnings of social entrepreneurship, we will hook onto 

Carroll’s (1991) vague expression of depicting the components as a pyramid.  

Our social entrepreneurship components state a direct link of a social mission to the strategy. 

As a strategy can always be linked to the responsibilities a corporation has or defined for 

itself, our redeveloped model of CSR based on Carroll’s pyramid shall show this link of all 

components. Additionally, we argue that there shall not be a trade-off between economic 

and social responsibilities and that they should, therefore, play an equally important part. 

This is equally valid for legal and ethical responsibilities as well. With this in mind, we 

decided to change the pyramid to a circle, in order to show the well-rounded nature of CSR. 

The outcome of our studies concerning CSR components to this point is shown in figure 6. 

We know that this is just one alternative to Carroll’s pyramid but will move forward with it, 

as we believe it best depicts our gained knowledge. 
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Figure 6: Corporate social responsibility components 

 
Source: Created by authors 

4.7 Social value creation 

Creating value is the underlying aim of any entrepreneurial endeavors. However, the focus 

has been on creating financial value by maximizing profits. In order to move beyond the 

trade-offs in CSR research, which say that by increasing the social responsibilities, profits 

will decrease, value creation must be newly defined. While Burke and Logsdon (1996) 

concentrate on the economic benefits of value creation, we counteract this by including 

social entrepreneurship theory in our model. As social entrepreneurship aims towards 

creating social values with for-profit social entrepreneurs focusing on obtaining profits while 

also confronting social issues (Marshall 2011), CSR research can benefit from incorporating 

this in their value creation. This can especially be applied to strategic CSR, as Chandler 

(2014, p. 70) states that strategic CSR “demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of 

what profit represents”. Instead of a trade-off between profit and social responsibility, profit 

should rather include economic and social value. The social value within this equation is 

defined by Young (2006) to be benefiting the legitimate needs of people who are not met 

otherwise. As stated by Cherrier et al. (2018, p. 255), Dees (1998) understands social value 

to be created by “solving societal problems or solving social issues”. Additionally, Cherrier 

et al. (2018) state that according to Mair, Martí and Ventresca (2012), creating social value 

can span through multiple disciplines, such as education, health, culture, environment and 
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the like. We, therefore, conclude that there has been a call to include social value creation in 

strategic CSR by Chandler (2014) and that this call can be answered theoretically, by 

including social value creation as an outcome of taking social entrepreneurship components 

into account, when looking at CSR. As social value creation can be the result of the mission-

driven work by social entrepreneurs, we combine our findings of chapter four in the model 

below (see figure 7). 

The parts on social entrepreneurship components, the influence on CSR components and 

social value creation lay the groundwork for the social entrepreneurship influenced part of 

our final conceptual model, which is described in chapter five. Combining all components 

defined above is, therefore, done in figure seven. The model shows our redeveloped CSR 

model incorporating the social entrepreneurship components, as we argue that in order to 

solve the trade-off issue in CSR research, social entrepreneurship theory and social value 

creation shall be included. 

Figure 7: Social entrepreneurship and corporate social responsibility components 

 

Source: Created by authors 
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5 Combining CSR and social entrepreneurship 

Our precedent work results in the core of our research, which is our conceptual model. In 

the following, we will present our model, its components and illustrate how it may eventually 

be used to answer our research question and aim. 

5.1 Model introduction 

Throughout our research on CSR theory and social entrepreneurship, we have concluded 

that there is a gap, which currently hinders the practical success of CSR. This gap is the 

current trade-off, which implies that taking social responsibility leads to decreasing 

economic profits. Once we had defined this gap, we investigated further on existing CSR 

theories and concentrated on Carroll’s pyramid and the strategic CSR model by Burke and 

Logsdon (as shown in figure 2). In conclusion, both models are valid, but fail to close the 

gap mentioned above. Therefore, we combined these models with knowledge gained by 

studying social entrepreneurship theory to close the existing gap. Hence, the model shown 

below (see figure 8) strives to theoretically close the gap in CSR research by combining it 

with social entrepreneurship theory and thereby lays the theoretical groundwork of possibly 

solving the issues of the trade-off. 

Our conceptual model of economic and social value creation shows a combination of the 

models depicted in chapter three and four. It, therefore, shows the strategy dimensions 

discussed by Burke and Logsdon (1996) and links these to the social entrepreneurship 

components based on our studies in chapter four. This link modifies the outcome of the 

Burke and Logsdon model by explicitly leading to both, economic and social value creation. 

Based on this we construct our first main hypothesis: 

H1: Combining strategy dimensions and social entrepreneurship components leads to 

economic and social value creation. 

The first main hypothesis, therefore, underlines that by combining strategy dimensions and 

social entrepreneurship components economic and social value creation is facilitated. 
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All of this is done as part of the redeveloped CSR model by Carroll (1991). In our final 

model, we especially aimed to illustrate that taking the components of social 

entrepreneurship into account results in a more equal and blending depiction of the four CSR 

components. 

Based on this we construct our second main hypothesis: 

H2: Understanding each responsibility as equally important enables economic and social 

value creation. 

The second main hypothesis clarifies the relationship in our conceptual model between the 

corporate social responsibility components, which are equally important and, therefore, 

enable economic and social value creation as an outcome. 

This is shown by how the four parts are divided in the frame of the circle and how these 

equal parts merge into each other. Besides dividing the four components of CSR by only a 

dotted line now to underline that they cannot and should not be understood as separate 

entities that can function without one another, a social entrepreneurship variable component 

was added to the final model. The component of a social entrepreneurship variable shows 

that we understand that the components may not be complete and may have been different 

if we would have used other sources for our research on social entrepreneurship. The model, 

therefore, enables the possibility of changing the components as appropriate to further 

research done on social entrepreneurship. 
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Figure 8: Conceptual model of economic and social value creation 

 

Source: Created by authors 

This is presented by how the four parts are divided in the frame of the circle and how these 

equal parts merge into each other. Besides dividing the four components of CSR by only a 

dotted line now to underline that they cannot and should not be understood as separate 

entities that can function without one another, a social entrepreneurship variable component 

was added to the final model. The component of a social entrepreneurship variable shows 

that we understand that the components may not be complete and may have been different 
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if we would have used other sources for our research on social entrepreneurship. The model, 

therefore, enables the possibility of changing the components as appropriate to further 

research done on social entrepreneurship. 

5.2 Linking theories 

Based on our conceptual model we argue that the trade-offs of profit and social responsibility 

could possibly be solved by concentrating on economic and social value creation. Reaching 

this shall be done by linking strategy dimensions as used in strategic CSR and social 

entrepreneurship components. The link of these two parts of our model may not be the most 

obvious in the model but is not any less important for the outcome of it. 

The social entrepreneurship components are originally shown in figure 5, which lists the 

social entrepreneurship components that we have identified based on our research. These 

components include general entrepreneurial attributes and multiple social entrepreneurial 

attributes.  

Based on this we create our first sub-hypothesis: 

h1: Social entrepreneurship components consist of general and social entrepreneurial 

attributes. 

While the social entrepreneurship component of personal interest through previous 

experiences/education is based on practical examples and is, therefore, not directly linked to 

the theoretical dimensions, all other parts can be directly combined. However, we argue for 

a link with the other components of social entrepreneurship, as personal knowledge and 

personal experience can trigger a motivation, which may be an underlying cause for actively 

pursuing to fight injustice, to experiment and to have a social mission as an addition to 

showing general entrepreneurial attributes.      

Centrality can be linked to the social mission components of social entrepreneurship. This 

is shown by Burke and Logsdon (1996) explaining that centrality is about the consistency 

between CSR policies and the overall mission and objectives within the business. Husted 

and Allen (2007) further expand the notion of centrality by stating that it is the value creation 
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through products and services linked to social issues. In our understanding, this explains how 

the fit between CSR and the overall mission need to have a social mission in order to reach 

consistency. The social mission component of social entrepreneurship is the social 

entrepreneurs’ area of expertise in creating value. According to Singh et al. (2017), social 

entrepreneurs are better equipped to work with strategic CSR in comparison to traditional 

business. Hence, the fit between CSR, the business mission and overall objectives can reach 

consistency with the impact of social entrepreneurship and its provided strategy that derives 

from strategic CSR, which is directly linked to a social mission.  

Specificity, as understood by Husted and Allen (2007) (who name it appropriability), is 

stakeholder management to create value for the firm, which is linked to the general 

entrepreneurial attributes. We link appropriability to general entrepreneurial attributes 

because the objective it has is to create not only value for stakeholders, but at the same time 

also a value for the firm, which can be done by linking social value creation and economic 

value creation in one product (see Patagonia example above). It also refers right back to what 

Marshall (2011, p. 188) describes as the general entrepreneurial attribute of outcomes, as he 

says that “a general understanding is that an entrepreneur’s goals are economic”. 

Proactivity in strategic CSR refers to proactively anticipating changes regarding the market 

with a social focus (Husted and Allen 2007). Thus, proactivity in our model can be linked to 

the general entrepreneurial attributes and the social mission. The reasoning for this is that 

the general entrepreneurial attributes include an ability to be proactive and predict outcomes, 

which is needed for businessmen and women to be able to proactively anticipate emerging 

social trends and changes. Furthermore, the general entrepreneurial attributes include an 

ability to recognize opportunities, which is important in proactivity. Risk taking is also an 

attribute that can be beneficial in proactivity in the sense of taking chances when new 

opportunities emerge. The social mission component of social entrepreneurship is a way of 

applying a social focus in proactivity.  

Voluntarism is said to be action beyond what is expected by the law (Husted and Allen 2007) 

and, therefore, links to fighting injustice. We include fighting injustice in our social 

entrepreneurship components based on the three motives of a social entrepreneur stated by 
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Swamy (1990). As a corporation is not bound by law to fight injustice with their work, we 

see a direct link between the dimension of voluntarism and the social entrepreneurship 

component of fighting injustice. 

The fifth dimension of visibility concerns triggering product awareness with CSR value 

(Husted and Allen 2007) and, therefore, fits the general entrepreneurial attributes and the 

social mission. Raising the awareness of a product is usually being done with the main goal 

of profit maximization in mind, as an increased awareness may lead to rising sales, which 

should influence profits positively. Based on this reasoning we link visibility with the 

general entrepreneurial attributes. However, as raising product awareness in strategic CSR 

is being done through CSR values, visibility can also be linked to a social mission, which is 

directly linked to a business’ strategy. It is argued that a positive reputation gained through 

CSR practices may raise the customer’s and stakeholder’s awareness of a product (Husted 

and Allen 2007). Being socially responsible is often linked to a strategy and mission of a 

business, which, therefore, shows our link stated above.  

Hence, we build our second sub-hypothesis: 

h2: Being able to link each strategy dimension with a social entrepreneurship component 

allows for a combined outcome of economic and social value creation. 

These links should not be understood as the only possible combination of strategic 

dimensions and social entrepreneurship components but shall rather be possible examples of 

it. 

Ensuring economic and social value creation based on this link is done by combining these 

parts of our model with the redeveloped model of Carroll’s (1991) CSR pyramid. This shall 

enable a legally and ethically correct value creation. We argue that without including the 

legal, ethical, economic and philanthropic responsibilities in the combination of strategy 

dimensions and social entrepreneurship components, economic and social value creation 

could possibly not be reached. The four responsibility components are dictating what needs 

to be considered when making strategic CSR decisions. However, without putting equal 

importance on the economic and the philanthropic responsibilities, the outcome of value 
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creation would not change. Herewith we are referring to the common understanding that 

value creation mostly refers to economic value. Instead, we are allowing for a combination 

of economic and social value creation by linking strategic CSR to our redeveloped Carroll’s 

CSR model and to our social entrepreneurship components. 

5.3 Economic and social value creation 

The Burke and Logsdon model (1996) is considered to be critical for and useful in CSR 

policies, with the intended aim at affecting value creation within strategic CSR through five 

strategic dimensions. We have concluded that the outcome of value creation in the Burke 

and Logsdon (1996) has a primary focus on economic measurable value creation. In order 

to move beyond trade-offs, we argue that it is necessary to recognize social needs and not 

only the typical conventional economic needs. Social entrepreneurs aim to have a positive 

social impact and creating social value by generating improvements of life in society. 

Therefore, the influence of social entrepreneurship can have an impact on value creation 

within strategic CSR. The social entrepreneurship components within our conceptual model 

have an intended outcome to create social value.  

Thus, we form our third sub-hypothesis: 

h3: Social entrepreneurship components enable social value creation. 

Combining strategic CSR and social entrepreneurship can thereby, in this case, result in the 

creation of both economic and social value, where both are regarded as equally important. 

Value creation is aimed at generating a profit after cost. Porter and Kramer (2011) argue that 

social harms made by businesses instead create costs for businesses. By creating social value 

with the aim of having a positive social impact, therefore, could decrease social harm made 

by business and furthermore costs. If we regard economic and social value equally and have 

a strategic aim towards this in CSR policies, the trade-off will not be considered as an issue 

anymore since the business has moved beyond that. 
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6 Conclusion 

After introducing the reality we all live in, pointing out the underlying theoretical problem 

to this thesis and discussing the relevant theory needed to answer our research question, we 

will now come full circle by reflecting upon our learnings and, finally, answering our 

research question. 

We have chosen to build a conceptual model as a result of our research in order to present 

our work and the process as simple as possible. This model was put together rather naturally 

through our research process, as we did not intend on its exact components when starting 

our work. However, we believe that it manages to show our reasoning of why linking 

strategic CSR dimensions and social entrepreneurship components is important to create 

economic and social value. As previously stated, the fixation upon maximizing profits as the 

main goal of doing business led humanity to create a world in which social issues seem to 

have been placed below economic issues on their priority list. We conclude that while this 

may be the reality of today, we cannot and should not keep acting like this for the sake of 

future generations and the world around us. 

6.1 Answer to research question 

Based on the conclusion stated above we formulated our research question, which states: 

How can the understanding of CSR as a trade-off between profit and social value, 

overshadowing CSR research and practice, be developed through social entrepreneurship 

theory? 

This question presumes that the current understanding of CSR as a trade-off between profit 

and social value negatively influences CSR research and practice. Hence, the understanding 

of CSR as a trade-off needs to be developed. The question also suggests that we concentrate 

on social entrepreneurship to develop the understanding accordingly. 

Porter and Kramer (2011, p. 4) summarize the negatively connotated trade-off in CSR 

research well by stating that “economists have legitimized” the idea that creating social value 
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leads to a decrease in economic value. Therefore, identifying how social entrepreneurship 

can counteract this idea will answer our research question. Doing this, we were inspired by 

the double bottom-line of social entrepreneurs, which allows them to also focus on social 

value creation. This led us to question how the double-bottom line is created and, therefore, 

to eventually add the social entrepreneurship components to our conceptual model. The 

model shows that social entrepreneurship components influence the outcome of strategic 

CSR by also including social value creation and by doing so takes the focus off economic 

value creation only, which according to Burke and Logsdon (1996) was the original strategic 

outcome. In conclusion, although CSR may lead to reduced profits, these reduced profits are 

not seen as a negative trade-off anymore but are solely part of creating the bigger picture, 

which is economic and social value creation. Understanding this as one result allows 

eliminating the focus on balancing two separate results and instead to focus on maximizing 

value creation as a whole. This may include that components of the result may decrease at 

times. However, as the focus lies on creating economic and social value, this decrease does 

not matter as much anymore and shall not be seen as a trade-off. 

The trade-off is also developed through the shifting focus onto a more long-term social 

mission away from the short-term focus on maximizing profits and, therefore, allows for 

periods of unsuccessful value creation to be compensated by successfully reaching the long-

term goal of a social mission. 

Therefore, the link with social entrepreneurship components develops the understanding of 

a trade-off within CSR by taking away its negative implication. Hence, it enables CSR 

research and practice to get rid of the restriction imposed by the understanding of trade-offs 

and allows research and practice to move beyond these restrictions, which will eventually 

not hinder the success of CSR anymore. 

6.2 Limitations 

Our decision to conduct conceptual research to construct a conceptual model means that we 

base our concepts on already existing theory instead of gathering empirical data. This results 

in a conclusion limited to theory, even though we already use existing empirical data within 
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our concepts. Therefore, our research findings need to be evaluated in a real-life setting to 

confirm or reject our research result. Since we are basing our research on already existing 

theory, there is a possibility that our theoretical reasoning could be wrong, to begin with. 

This due to the fact that the theory we have based our theoretical reasoning on can be invalid. 

The choice of a specific already existing theory that we base our theoretical reasoning on 

can also be too narrow. The literature we have chosen will inevitably limit our theoretical 

reasoning to specific theories.  

By choosing literature we are limiting our theoretical reasoning and furthermore our 

conclusions. CSR is a broad topic, which made a focus of specific theories necessary. Our 

choice to focus primarily on Carroll’s pyramid, strategic CSR and furthermore, the strategic 

model of Burke and Logsdon (1996) thereby limits our theoretical reasoning to these specific 

theories. The same applies to our choice to focus on economic and social value creation. 

Thereby we conclude that we are limited by not being able to be objective. However, we try 

to decrease the extent of the occurring limitations based on the social entrepreneurship 

research by adding a social entrepreneurship variable to the components in order to allow 

further studies on social entrepreneurship literature to expand the model accordingly. 

6.3 Theoretical implications 

As we stated in the limitations, our conceptual research and conceptual model have not been 

tested empirically yet. Therefore, an actual qualitative, quantitative or mixed methods 

empirical testing needs to be conducted to validate our conceptual model and our answer to 

the research question. Furthermore, a theoretical implication is to use our basic ideas while 

using a different approach to avoid the limitations we have previously stated. Different 

approaches for theoretical implications could be applied by choosing different theories or 

approaching the topic with another perspective.  

Additionally, the theory provided by our work may also support Drayton and Budinich’s 

(2010) call for “hybrid value chains”, as the partnerships of corporations and social 

entrepreneurs could support our theory in practice. 
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As part of testing our model empirically, the hypotheses stated above shall be tested. This 

can be done through both quantitative and qualitative empirical testing. Qualitative testing 

could consist of interviews with people working in corporations that moved their focus 

towards aiming for economic and social value creation and quantitative testing could consist 

of questionnaires that aim to measure the perceived change that happened when the focus 

was moved. 

Main hypothesis one could, therefore, be tested qualitatively and quantitatively by 

researching corporations who include equal responsibility towards philanthropic, ethical, 

legal and economical goals in their mission statements and their economic and social value 

creation. In the process of testing this, those corporations could be compared to corporations 

who put a bigger focus on economic responsibilities in the mission statements. 

Main hypothesis two could be tested by questioning individuals in leading positions. The 

focus of possible interviews or questionnaires should then be put towards their strategy and 

values in order to line them up with the corporation’s economic and social value creation. 

In addition to testing our main hypothesis, our sub-hypotheses could also be tested in the 

future. 

Sub-hypothesis one and three could be tested by conducting research on social entrepreneurs. 

Interviews, questionnaires or case studies could be part of quantitative and qualitative 

research. Sub-hypothesis two could be tested by extending the research for main hypothesis 

two. This could include more specific interview and/or questionnaire questions. 

6.4 Practical implications 

Our research has further implications than the academic sphere. The research results can be 

used as an inspiration for practical use. In CSR practice, our ideas can be used to change the 

mindset of practitioners to move away from the trade-off issue. The focus should be on 

creating economic and social value in everyday business operations. Therefore, CSR in 

practice must have a strategy that is aligned with the overall mission and objectives within 

the business. Further practical use could include education. Our research can be used as 
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knowledge that is being taught in practice and through that the trade-off issue in business 

could be both changed and developed. 

Throughout this thesis, we have outlined criticism towards how the current business system 

operates. We argue that current businesses are prioritizing short-term financial gain instead 

of value creation in a long-term perspective. Instead of focusing on their short-term 

economic responsibilities, corporations should also create long-term social value, from 

which future generation could benefit. Such a critique can, furthermore, be directed to 

business schools. Business schools have an important role in shaping future business leaders. 

Part of that is to educate students to have a mindset where business and society are not pitted 

against each other. Education must provide a broader perspective on social responsibility, 

which is not only about maximizing profit. It is about making a profit and at the same time 

working towards having a positive social impact on society. 

6.5 Final remarks 

We started this thesis with a quote from Porter and Kramer (2002) and think it is only right 

to finish it with referring back to what they stated. Combining parts of social 

entrepreneurship theory with strategic CSR components shows that competitive context and 

bettering society is not only no contradiction, as they say, but should be actively pursued to 

create social and economic value. Further practical research might also show that our theory 

is the right step towards a more promising use of CSR and, therefore, into a better future.  
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