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Social enterprises challenge the classical economic paradigm by incorporat-
ing social welfare objectives, such as poverty alleviation or environmental
conservation, into business models primarily focused on revenue generation
(Davies & Doherty, 2019; Litrico & Besharov, 2018; Pache & Santos, 2013).
This fusion creates a hybrid value logic that blurs the lines between profit-
seeking and fostering societal and environmental value (Laasch, 2018b;
Rozentale & van Baalen, 2021). In adopting this approach, social enterprises
draw from a blend of previously separate ingrained assumptions, beliefs, and
practices, known as institutional logics, that guide members within a specific
institutional field (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999). When two or more institutional
logics, such as a social welfare and commercial logic, converge at the organi-
zational level, a hybrid value logic emerges (Laasch, 2018a, 2018b). This
hybrid value logic encompasses guiding principles and heuristics that deter-
mine and legitimize the design of business models, which are the mecha-
nisms through which organizations create and capture value (Laasch, 2018b;
Ocasio & Radoynovska, 2016).

While existing research has acknowledged the duality of hybrid value
logics in social enterprises, highlighting both the opportunities they present
(e.g., innovative ways to address social issues) and the challenges they pose
(e.g., tensions from diverging institutional demands) (Ostertag et al., 2021;
Pache & Santos, 2013; W. K. Smith et al., 2013), our understanding of
hybrid value logics remains limited in two key areas. First, social enterprises
exhibit differences in their business models across several dimensions,
including value proposition (Mair et al., 2012), stakeholder collaboration
(Ostertag et al., 2021), value generation mechanisms (Dohrmann et al.,
2015), and regional engagement (B. R. Smith & Stevens, 2010). Moreover,
differences in social enterprises have been discussed in terms of founders’
identities with diverse combinations of institutional logics (Fauchart &
Gruber, 2011; Wry & York, 2017) or how social enterprises integrate benefi-
ciaries in diverse ways (Saebi et al., 2019; Santos et al., 2015). Despite rec-
ognizing these differences, research often assumes a uniform hybrid value
logic across all social enterprises, implying that institutional logics are com-
bined in the same manner at the organizational level (Laasch, 2018b; Litrico
& Besharov, 2018; Shepherd et al., 2019). Yet, this premise is surprising,
given that institutional logics encompass diverse aspects, such as goals,
practices, and beliefs, which may not be uniformly integrated into the hybrid
value logics of all social enterprises (Fu, 2024; Laasch, 2018a; Shepherd
et al., 2019). Therefore, there is no singular, standardized form of hybrid
value logic, but rather a spectrum of different combinations of practices and
beliefs derived from both social and commercial institutional logics that
become relevant at the organizational level.
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Second, the literature on institutional logics in social enterprises primarily
focuses on founders, managers, and employees as the main importers of these
logics (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Laasch, 2018a; Wry & York, 2017).
However, research on co-creation and collaboration in social enterprises
highlights the critical role of broader stakeholder involvement (Montgomery
et al., 2012; Ostertag et al., 2021; Savarese et al., 2021). While all types of
organizations somehow integrate stakeholders, social enterprises do so with
a wider range of stakeholders (e.g., customers, corporations, and beneficia-
ries), more intensively (e.g., engaging a greater number of stakeholders/part-
ners), and more diversely (e.g., linking stakeholders/partners with different
motives) (Davies & Doherty, 2019; Ostertag et al., 2021; Santos et al., 2015;
Yunus et al., 2010). Thus, beyond the import of institutional logics by found-
ers, other key actors closely tied to the business model—such as those receiv-
ing, creating, or paying for value—can also influence which institutional
logics are combined and become active at the organizational level (Savarese
etal., 2021). In this context, we refer to “actors” as any individual or entity—
such as a founder, stakeholder, or collaborator—that plays an active role in
the creation, reception, or payment of value within the business model of a
social enterprise (Hwang & Colyvas, 2020; Ocasio & Radoynovska, 2016).

To address these gaps, we aim to answer the question of whether and how
hybrid value logics differ among social enterprises. Drawing on the literature
on institutional logics, hybrid business models, and collaboration of social
enterprises (Hwang & Colyvas, 2020; Laasch, 2018b; Olesson et al., 2023;
Ostertag et al., 2021), we argue that the role and the institutional embedded-
ness of various actors within a business model explain differences among
social enterprises. To enhance our understanding of these differences, we
develop an empirically based taxonomy by conducting a qualitative content
analysis of 213 social enterprise business models (Nickerson et al., 2013),
focusing on actor engagement in value creation, reception, and payment
(Bocken et al., 2014; Laasch, 2018b). We categorize actors by their institu-
tional field and use cluster analysis to identify types of hybrid value logics
based on actor integration (Kundisch et al., 2022; Nickerson et al., 2013;
Piaskowska et al., 2021). Our study identifies three distinct types of hybrid
value logics, each exhibiting considerable variation in the integration of
social actors (embedded in an institutional field dominated by a social wel-
fare logic) and commercial actors (embedded in an institutional field domi-
nated by a commercial logic). Socially dominated value co-creators (type 1)
prioritize extensive integration and empowerment of social actors within
their business model, engaging them across all components: creating, paying
for, and receiving value. Balanced value integrators (type 2) allocate active
roles to both social and commercial actors, facilitating their connection across
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multiple components. Conversely, value providers (type 3) focus on value
creation primarily with commercial actors, while social actors play a more
passive role as value recipients.

Our study offers three contributions to the previously outlined literature.
First, the study challenges the underlying assumption that all social enter-
prises operate under a uniform hybrid value logic and highlights a spectrum
of combinations of institutional logics at the organizational level (Litrico &
Besharov, 2018; Shepherd et al., 2019). By identifying and categorizing three
distinct types of hybrid value logics (value co-creators, value integrators,
and value providers), the findings offer a nuanced understanding how differ-
ent social enterprises combine social and commercial logics in varied ways.
The taxonomy further develops the understanding of hybridity as a degree
rather than a uniform concept (Litrico & Besharov, 2018; Shepherd et al.,
2019), emphasizing that social enterprises exhibit varying degrees of hybrid-
ity depending on how they combine and manage institutional logics. Our
taxonomy advances this understanding by conceptualizing hybridity in terms
of the intensity and nature of external actors’ integration into the business
model. In doing so, this study contributes to the literature by providing a
means to potentially operationalize the degree of hybridity, adding to previ-
ous developments dominated by conceptual or qualitative approaches to
understand hybridity (Cornelissen et al., 2021; Litrico & Besharov, 2018;
Wry & York, 2017).

Second, this article extends the understanding of hybrid value logics by
emphasizing the role of a broader array of stakeholders beyond internal actors
like founders, managers, and employees. By examining the influence of vari-
ous actors (social and commercial) who engage in value creation, reception,
and payment, the study underscores the importance of stakeholder integration
and collaboration in shaping the hybrid value logics within social enterprises.
Thereby, we build on the social entrepreneurship literature on co-creation and
collaboration and add a logic perspective to it by demonstrating how social
enterprises differ in constructing networks of diverse actors to create unique
hybrid value logics (De Silva et al., 2020; Di Domenico et al., 2020; Rey-
Garcia et al., 2019).

Third, the creation of an empirically based taxonomy of hybrid value log-
ics contributes to a systematic framework for analyzing differences among
social enterprises. This contribution extends the existing literature, which has
theoretically demonstrated that social enterprises vary in key aspects, such as
how they integrate beneficiaries (e.g., Besharov & Mitzinneck, 2020; Saebi
et al., 2019; Santos et al., 2015). This taxonomy not only helps in categoriz-
ing social enterprises but also provides a structured way to understand the
implications of different hybrid value logics on the social impact of these



1286 Business & Society 65(5)

Institutional logics —
(i.e., taken-for-granted assumptions, beliefs, and practices that guide behaviors in an institutional field, and that are
adopted beyond organizational boundaries into societies, Thornton & Ocasio, 1999)

Social Welfare Logic Commercial Logic
(e.g., making products or services (e.g., selling goods or services on the
available to address social needs) market to generate revenues)

social actors commercial actors
who create value « g who create value
(e.g., non-governmental organizations) >, < (e.g., company owners)
Hybrid value
e.g., drinking water lOgiCS of social €8 app ¢.g., money, data
enterprises
social actors L . commercial actors
who receive value = who receive and pay for value
(e.g., low-income population) (e.g., customers)

Figure 1. The Hybrid Value Logic of Social Enterprises: A Configuration of Actors
Belonging to Different Institutional Logics.

enterprises. As such, for instance, our taxonomy provides new theoretical
grounds for future research on the role of challenges (e.g., the occurrence and
management of tensions) and opportunities (e.g., the solution of specific
social/environmental problems) arising from combining different institu-
tional logics.

Hybrid Value Logics and the Role of External
Actors in Their Enactment

To ensure the effective functioning of social enterprises, diverse actors are
involved in receiving, creating, and capturing value (Davies & Doherty,
2019; Ostertag et al., 2021; Santos et al., 2015; Yunus et al., 2010). In the
context of social enterprises, actors connected to both the social welfare and
commercial institutional logics are particularly relevant (see Figure 1).
According to the social welfare logic, organizations provide products and
services that address societal challenges to improve the lives of beneficiaries
(Pache & Chowdhury, 2012; Pache & Santos, 2013). In this vein, social
enterprises collaborate with social actors such as nonprofit partners, charita-
ble funders, and beneficiaries from the social sector (Ostertag et al., 2021;
Pache & Chowdhury, 2012). For instance, social enterprises target disadvan-
taged, low-income populations that are often low in status, less able to act
collectively, and unable or unwilling to pay for certain products or services
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(Ebrahim et al., 2014; Santos, 2012; Santos et al., 2015). These target groups
frequently lack the power to change their situation and therefore rely on the
goods, services, or activities provided by non-governmental organizations,
communities, and government agencies (Pache & Chowdhury, 2012; Saebi
et al., 2019; Seelos & Mair, 2005). Social enterprises help these social actors
meet their needs (e.g., housing, health, employment, or education) and/or
address broader societal needs (e.g., environmental health or national secu-
rity). The focus of a social welfare logic tends to be at the local level, aiming
to achieve a social mission through non-profit structures (Pache & Chowdhury,
2012).

In contrast, a commercial institutional logic is based on the premise of
selling products and services to generate a financial surplus that is appropri-
ated by the enterprise’s owners and shareholders (Pache & Chowdhury, 2012;
Pache & Santos, 2013). Interactions are primarily built around relationships
with commercial actors, including customers who provide financial resources
and business partners or investors who contribute other forms of capital
(Pache & Chowdhury, 2012). These commercial actors often function as
enablers of the social or environmental missions of social enterprises by
offering the necessary resources to develop products or services (Mair &
Marti, 2006; Saebi et al., 2019). Furthermore, their willingness and ability to
purchase these offerings generate revenue for the enterprise (Bowman &
Ambrosini, 2000; Freudenreich et al., 2020; Lepak et al., 2007), making com-
mercial actors integral to sustaining both economic and social value creation.
In a commercial logic, the primary actors responsible for transforming
resources into value are founders, employees, and occasionally customers
who participate as co-creators in the value proposition (Bowman &
Ambrosini, 2000; Payne et al., 2008; Priem, 2007; Ranjan & Read, 2016).
While customers may express interest in an organization’s social mission,
their primary engagement with the enterprise is through their economic
power, exchanging financial resources for goods and services (Freudenreich
et al., 2020; Pache & Santos, 2013).

While a diverse range of actors play a role in social enterprises, the litera-
ture acknowledges that social enterprises vary systematically in their rela-
tionships with external actors (Ostertag et al., 2021; Savarese et al., 2021).
For instance, scholars argue that social enterprises differ in the roles they
ascribe to beneficiaries, such as whether beneficiaries work for the social
enterprise (Saebi et al., 2019) or whether they pay for the goods and services
they receive (Santos et al., 2015). Additionally, within the broader concept of
social entrepreneurship, research suggests that social enterprises vary in how
and which communities are integrated (Lumpkin et al., 2018), indicating that
different actors are involved in distinct ways. When considering commercial
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actors, the literature also highlights differences in how social enterprises col-
laborate with these stakeholders (Savarese et al., 2021). Their integration can
range from loose collaboration based on philanthropic relationships to more
integrative types where hybridity is prominent.

The involvement of diverse actors from different institutional spheres is
crucial to both the opportunities and challenges encountered by social enter-
prises (Savarese et al., 2021; Wry & York, 2017). Engaging actors embedded
within distinct institutional logics allows social enterprises to adopt innova-
tive approaches to addressing complex, “wicked” problems (Zhao &
Lounsbury, 2016). By drawing on insights from multiple fields, social enter-
prises can craft more holistic, multifaceted solutions that address social and
environmental issues from various perspectives (Battilana & Lee, 2014;
Nicholls, 2010). However, integrating actors from diverse institutional
spheres also brings the potential for challenges. These challenges include ten-
sions that arise because each group of actors is driven by different institu-
tional logics, such as the profit-driven goals of commercial actors or the
mission-oriented focus of social actors (Pache & Santos, 2013; W. K. Smith
etal.,2013; W. K. Smith & Lewis, 2011). To succeed, social enterprises must
continuously navigate and mediate tensions, finding ways to balance the
often-competing demands of their stakeholders in value creation, delivery,
and capture (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Fitzgerald & Shepherd, 2018; Pache
& Santos, 2013). While some enterprises manage to balance these tensions
effectively through innovative governance models or by fostering cross-sec-
tor collaborations (Ostertag et al., 2021; Pache & Santos, 2013), others strug-
gle with the inherent contradictions posed by these differing logics.

Despite the importance of external actors, our understanding of how social
enterprises integrate diverse institutional logics remains limited. Exploring
the variations in how social enterprises engage with and combine actors from
different institutional fields is critical for advancing our understanding of
their hybridity. Such knowledge is vital for uncovering the strategies they
employ to reconcile social and financial sustainability in their operations
(Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014). We propose that the
roles played by different types of actors explain how social welfare and com-
mercial institutional logics vary in relevance among social enterprises,
thereby accounting for systematic variations in hybrid value logics. Thus far,
the literature has primarily focused on founders, managers, and employees as
the translators of institutional logics within their organizations (Battilana &
Dorado, 2010; Laasch, 2018a; Wry & York, 2017). In the same vein, Laasch
(2018a, p. 407) reinforces that “[v]alue logics are understood to be embodied
in organizational members, be it managers [. . .] or entrepreneurs.”
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While this internally focused and often identity-related perspective holds
important implications for understanding the role and management of institu-
tional logics, it does not fully capture the essence of social enterprises as
builders of webs of actors from different institutional logics (Lashitew et al.,
2020; Pache & Chowdhury, 2012; Pache & Santos, 2013; Savarese et al.,
2021). Beyond organizational members, we propose that external actors
engaged in the business model, along with their embeddedness in specific
institutional logics, play a pivotal role in shaping which beliefs and practices
from institutional logics become relevant to a hybrid value logic. Drawing on
literature that highlights differences in how social enterprises create value
and collaborate with beneficiaries and corporates, we challenge the current
assumption that the hybrid value logics of all social enterprises conform to a
single type of institutional logic combination (Laasch, 2018b; Pache &
Santos, 2013; Spieth et al., 2018). There appears to be more than one possible
configuration of how institutional logics shape hybrid value logics, extending
beyond the straightforward juxtaposition of social welfare and commercial
institutional logics (Besharov & Smith, 2014; Fu, 2024).

To explore the differences in hybrid value logics, we ask: How do social
enterprises integrate diverse actors, each embedded within distinct institu-
tional logics, into their business models?

Methods

To better understand hybrid value logics and how they differ between social
enterprises, we develop an empirically based taxonomy. Developing a tax-
onomy enables us, first, to understand hybrid value logics as configurations
of different characteristics (Bailey, 1994; Miller, 1996). This means that
hybrid value logics are not only understood as “simple” combinations of
social welfare and commercial institutional logics, but that we can investigate
how actors who are shaped by different institutional logics are systematically
integrated into different parts of the business model, building a certain logic
pattern for each social enterprise. Second, a taxonomy allows us to classify
logics into groups that share empirically observable and measurable charac-
teristics (Bailey, 1994; Miller, 1996). In this way, a taxonomy allows for pro-
viding clarity to complex and insufficiently explored phenomena (Hambrick,
1984; Miller, 1996). The iterative development of the taxonomy follows two
steps (adopted from Kundisch et al., 2022; Nickerson et al., 2013): (a) a qual-
itative content analysis is conducted to help identify important characteris-
tics, and (b) based on the qualitative results, a cluster analysis is undertaken
to categorize organizations with similar combinations of characteristics
(Piaskowska et al., 2021).
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Sample

To identify an appropriate sample of social enterprises, we conducted a rigor-
ous sampling selection process. First, consulting previous empirical aca-
demic contributions on hybrid organizations—in particular, on social
enterprises (e.g., Casasnovas & Bruno, 2013; Dees & Anderson, 2006; Mair
et al., 2012; Nicholls, 2010; Seelos & Mair, 2005)—we selected four interna-
tional organizations that award and support social entrepreneurs: The Schwab
Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship, Echoing Green, Unreasonable
Group, and Ashoka. We did so as all awarding organizations included criteria
that reflect hybrid institutional logics, which increased the likelihood of being
able to observe diverse hybrid value logics in sufficient detail. Moreover, this
approach is adopted by other researchers (e.g., Chandra et al., 2022; Grimes
et al., 2018; Mair et al., 2012, 2015) due to the absence of a standardized
official legal form for social enterprises (Mair et al., 2015; Nicholls, 2010;
Short et al., 2009). While we acknowledge that our sample may not fully
represent the entire spectrum of social entrepreneurs and enterprises, it none-
theless provides a valuable basis for systematic analysis. The selected organi-
zations are characterized by their comprehensive, extensive, and accessible
information, which facilitates a deeper understanding of their operational
dynamics and value creation processes. Furthermore, our international sam-
pling approach mitigates potential country biases and enhances the heteroge-
neity of the business models included in our dataset.

Second, we screened all social entrepreneurs awarded by one of these four
organizations to ascertain whether their enterprises adopted business models
influenced by multiple institutional logics (Table 1). Through this screening,
we observed that organizations older than 10 years have often diversified and
adapted their business models to such an extent that clearly identifying their
original hybrid value logics became challenging. As these enterprises matured
(e.g., Grameen Bank), they frequently expanded their revenue streams,
engaged with a broader range of stakeholders, and integrated additional value
propositions, leading to more complex and multifaceted business models.
This evolution made it increasingly difficult to categorize older enterprises
within a parsimonious taxonomy, as they tended to blend multiple logics in
ways that were not easily distinguishable. Since a core objective of our tax-
onomy is to identify a concise yet representative set of archetypes that cap-
ture the fundamental components of social enterprise business models, we
determined that focusing on enterprises less than 10years old at the time of
their inclusion in the dataset would be more effective. Younger social enter-
prises are more likely to retain a clearer alignment with their foundational
business model, making it easier to identify the institutional logics that shape
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Table 1. Sample Composition.

Schwab

International organizations Foundation

Unreason-able
Group

Echoing

Green Ashoka

Awarded individuals 3452
Organizations
Social mission 22
Revenue generating
Founded less than 10 ago
Double-awarded cases
Inactive or acquired
Inadequate information

Final sample

7922 1122 548°

57 78 108

-25

-14

-13
N=213

2Awarded individuals until 2018.
®Awarded individuals 2008 to 2018.

their operations. This focus enables us to capture the core elements of social
enterprise business models and thereby develop a taxonomy that reflects dis-
tinct and original types of hybrid value logics.

Third, while developing and coding the dimensions for our taxonomy, fur-
ther exclusion criteria emerged. Social enterprises that were inactive, had
been acquired by another enterprise (e.g., Protoprint, Ampere Vehicles), or
that did not provide adequate information (e.g., Qorax Energy, whose website
included dummy text passages) were also excluded. Applying these criteria
resulted in a final sample of 213 social enterprises spread across the globe
(14% from Africa, 30% from Asia, 21% from Europe, 11% from Central and
South America, 23% from North America, 1% from Oceania), with an aver-
age organizational age of 7.44 years (SD=2.28). A full list of the social enter-
prises in our dataset can be found in the Supplemental Material.

Procedure

Following a well-established approach for taxonomy development (Bailey,
1994; Nickerson et al., 2013), we employed a two-phase approach (Figure 2).
In Phase 1, we iteratively developed characteristics based on self-published
materials (e.g., websites, press releases, and content from social media
accounts). In Phase 2, we analyzed the social enterprises according to these
characteristics to identify types. We drew on four common ending conditions
(Bailey, 1994; Miller, 1996; Nickerson et al., 2013), requiring the taxonomy’s
attributes to be: (a) explanatory, that is, the developed characteristics and the
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‘ Meta-characteristic: Integration of actors in the business model

v

Ending conditions that determine when to finish the iterative development of dimensions
(Miller, 1996; Bailey, 1994; Nickerson, 2013):

explanatory | concise | robust | comprehensive

v

Phase 1: Iterative development of characteristics

Approach: qualitative content analysis focused on self-published content, coding with 2 raters individually and
regular discussions with 2 experts
Results discussed with researchers from the field

v

Ending conditions concerning characteristics met

v

Phase 2: Analysis of characteristics

Sample: 213 social enterprises

Approach: (a) qualitative content analysis focused on self-published content double-coded with 3 raters and
discussed all differences, (b) hierarchical cluster analysis

Results discussed with researchers from the field

Triangulation of the collected data through interviews/surveys with 23 founders of included social enterprises

v

Ending conditions concerning taxonomy met

Triangulation of taxonomy with 22 founders of social enterprises not included in the sample

.

Results showed that they could identify their type of hybrid value logic among the offered types

‘ Taxonomy with three types of hybrid value logics

Figure 2. Methodological Approach to the Taxonomy Development.

resulting taxonomy should contribute to our understanding of heterogeneity
in the hybridity of social enterprises, rather than being merely descriptive; (b)
concise, that is, the number of dimensions and the resulting clusters in the
taxonomy should be parsimonious in terms of the quantity of the different
dimensions and clusters; (c) robust, that is, the developed dimensions should
be sufficient in their ability to show the different ways in which social enter-
prises engage in value creation; (d) comprehensive, that is, the resulting tax-
onomy should be able to classify all forms of value creation in social
enterprises.

After completion of each phase, we reflected upon the dimensions and
derived a preliminary taxonomy, which we then discussed with scholars
experienced in the field of social entrepreneurship and business modeling.
These discussions allowed us to determine whether the previously defined
ending conditions were already met. In a final step, we triangulated our tax-
onomy by inviting 22 founders of social enterprises to classify the value logic
of their companies into the different types that we had formulated.
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Iterative Development of Characteristics (Phase 1)

The first phase was aimed at iteratively identifying characteristics that would
allow us to detect and code the involvement of the different actors in the busi-
ness model (Nickerson et al., 2013). We consulted the literature to derive
characteristics that describe the components of business models (e.g.,
Almquist et al., 2016; Mair et al., 2012; Maslow, 1943; Tuzzolino & Armandi,
1981). Afterwards, we developed operational definitions that allowed for
consistent coding in the second phase of the taxonomy’s development. We
used self-produced texts—a source previously used for analyzing institu-
tional logics (e.g., Jones & Livne-Tarandach, 2008; Litrico & Besharov,
2018; Mair et al., 2012)—to find out how social enterprises describe the
actors involved in their business models. This iterative process resulted in a
detailed coding scheme and process for the characteristics and corresponding
definitions that operationalize the actor groups and the three ways in which
actors engage in the business model (see Appendices A and B).

Explanatory Characteristics. The explanatory characteristics encompassed the
involvement of actors in the business model, representing the intensity of the
different logics incorporated (see Shepherd et al., 2019): who receives value,
who pays for the value, and who creates value (Table 2, Appendix A). To code
the degree of involvement of the actors in these functions, we developed an
operationalization of actors and then derived the characteristics that helped to
identify their involvement in the business model. We operationalized social
actors as represented by one or more of the following three groups: disadvan-
taged individuals (e.g., due to disabilities, poverty, gender, or ethnicity),
organizations/communities (e.g., schools, cities, sports clubs), and the natural
environment (e.g., issues concerning biodiversity, or water quality). Com-
mercial actors fell into two groups—individual customers and companies—
who are paying for products/services but are not directly affected by the
social/environmental issue that the social enterprise aims to tackle.

Descriptive Characteristics. We defined a set of descriptive characteristics to
further describe the sample and the resulting clusters, and to later validate the
differences between them (Bailey, 1994). One variable describes the specific
need(s) the social enterprise seeks to meet (i.e., physiological, health, access
to infrastructure, education, employment, recognition, functional, environ-
ment, commercial functional, and commercial emotional), and is indicative
of the value that the social enterprise aims to offer. Moreover, we coded the
year in which the social enterprise was founded, the number of employees,
and the country where it was founded.
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Table 2. Explanatory Characteristics Used for Taxonomy Building.

Explanatory characteristic Measurement

Who receives value?
Commercial actors® | =commercial actors’ needs addressed
0=only social actors’ needs addressed
Who pays for the value?
Social actors | =a group of actors pay for the product/service provided
0=a group of actors does not pay for the product/
service provided
Commercial actors | =a group of actors pay for the product/service provided
0=a group of actors does not pay for the product/
service provided
Who creates value?
Social actors | =a group actors contributes to the creation of
product/services
0=does not contribute
Commercial actors | =a group actors contributes to the creation of
product/services
0=does not contribute

?Only one characteristic exists because all social enterprises are by definition required to
provide value for social actors.

Analysis of Characteristics (Phase 2)

In the second phase, five researchers and research assistants, all of whom are
familiar with the field of social entrepreneurship, independently coded the
original data along with the coding scheme by identifying quotes from the
enterprises’ websites, press releases and social media accounts (profiles on
Facebook, Twitter, or LinkedIn) to justify their choice. If these sources did
not provide sufficient information to code the characteristics, the coders drew
on content approved by the organization (e.g., interviews containing direct
citations by the founders, and published company reports). In this way, our
analysis ensured that we had enough information to map the integration of
actors in the business models of the sampled social enterprises. We focused
on information provided by the enterprises themselves because we wanted to
follow the reasoning that underpins their business model.

After double-coding all the social enterprises in the sample, and to ensure
the consistency of the coding throughout the sample, the team of coders dis-
cussed each decision based on the coding scheme and the individually derived
quotes. We triangulated the coded data by providing a concise summary of
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our coding in an email sent to the startup founders whose social enterprises
were included in our sample. Out of 127 founders who were asked to verify
our coding, we received replies from 23, and, as only 3 of these cases required
minor adjustments, we were satisfied with the high level of reliability of our
coding.

To identify different types of hybrid value logics, we used cluster analysis
as a method to detect patterns in the combinations of characteristics
(Hambrick, 1984; Ketchen & Shook, 1996). Drawing on Mair et al. (2012)
and Khelil (2016), we conducted a hierarchical cluster analysis to identify
patterns in the data and obtained several clusters, which involved grouping
empirical observations into homogeneous clusters through a set of explana-
tory characteristics (Bailey, 1994; Khelil, 2016). Observations within a clus-
ter are similar, while observations between clusters are heterogeneous
(Ketchen & Shook, 1996).

In the first step, a distance measure was calculated for each observation in
relation to all other observations (Bailey, 1994). As a distance measure, we
used the Jaccard index because it classifies similarities in existing character-
istics (e.g., two social enterprises propose value to commercial actors) and
non-existent characteristics (e.g., social actors are not paying for the value
they receive). Besides theoretical considerations concerning the distance
measure, simulation studies have shown that the Jaccard index is suitable for
binary explanatory variables (Finch, 2005). In a second step, an algorithm
was chosen to regulate how observations are combined into groups (Bailey,
1994). For the clustering algorithm, we decided to use the Ward method,
which is suitable for binary data (Finch, 2005; Hands & Everitt, 1987).

To obtain the optimal number of clusters, we drew on multiple techniques
(Ketchen & Shook, 1996). First, we calculated indices, which measure the
dispersion of the data points within and between clusters. To identify the
optimal number of clusters, indices proposed by Davies and Bouldin (1979)
and by Calinski and Harabasz (1974) have been shown to perform well with
binary data (Dimitriadou et al., 2002). In our analysis, it resulted in an opti-
mal number of seven. Second, we interpreted the results of differing cluster
numbers to understand how many clusters were needed to meaningfully
divide the cases in our dataset. When comparing the seven clusters, we found
that the seven-cluster solution could be meaningfully integrated into three
overarching types.

Results

The resulting taxonomy consists of three overarching types of hybrid value
logics and seven sub-clusters, which show different logics among social
enterprises (Table 3, for the descriptive variables, see Appendix C). First, the
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Integration of actor types in business model
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Figure 3. Types of Hybrid Value Logics by Integration of Actor Types in the
Business Model.

logic of socially-dominated value co-creators (type 1) is dominated by inte-
grating social actors into all parts of the business model and thereby empow-
ering these actors in co-creating, receiving, and paying for a needed value.
Second, the logic of value integrators (type 2) is the most hybrid of the value
logics we found, because they enable interactions between various social and
commercial actors by integrating them into their business models. Third, the
logic of value providers (type 3) implies that social enterprises place social
actors as receivers of value, while they take a leading role in creating value,
and identify a way for commercial actors to receive and pay for the value to
sustain the value provision to social actors. Figure 3 shows how these three
types of hybrid value logics systematically differ in their configuration of
social and commercial actors throughout the three components of the busi-
ness model. The three types can be distinguished by the degree to which they
integrate social and commercial actors into their business model: (a) the
extent to which they provide value to commercial actors (F=14.52; p <.000),
(b) the extent to which they receive monetary value from social (F=54.18;
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Integration of actor types in business model

Hybrid value logics 1 Examples

Zoona (CC1) provides financial services to
underserved communitis in Aftica (SAL) by
establishing a distribution network of micro-
franchise entrepreneurs (SA2).

Literator (CC2) provides a digital solution to
teachers to track their students” progress and
thereby improve the educational support for their
students (SAI).

Dialogue Social Enterprise (SO1) empowers
disabled, disadvantaged, and clderly people
(SA1) to offer workshops for corporates (CA1)
and run exhibitions for the public (CAI) to
promote awareness of diversity and inclusion.

exchanged for essential goods such as food and
household items (SA1).

JITA Bangladesh (SO3) provides health, hygiene
and nutrition-based products of companies (CA1)
to people who live at the bottom-of-the-pyramid

(SAI) by establishing a last-mile distribution
system of local marginalized women (SA2).

Biolite (S04) offers off-grid energy technologies
(e.g., chargers that can be connected to stoves) to
outdoor recreation customers (CA1) and off-grid
households in emerging markets (SAI).

Chirps Chips (PP1) produces snacks from bugs
and sels them to end-consumers (CAI) to
reduces food scarcity, emissions, deforestation,
and malnutrition (SA1).

Weeyelers (SO2) is a recycling plant that offers
recyeling services to companies (CA1) as well as
residents who collect waste that can be

- =

[ sA=social actors CA =commercial actors

Figure 4. Different Types of Hybrid Value Logics of Social Enterprises.

p <.000) and/or commercial actors (F=15.84; p <.000), and (c) the extent to
which social (F=41.57; p<.000) and/or commercial actors contribute to the
creation of value (F=30.80; p <.000).

Type I: Value Co-Creators (VC)—Focused on the Integration of
Social Actors

Social enterprises that follow a type 1 logic make a point of integrating social
actors into their business model. While they act as commercial actors (i.c.,
providing a product/service and receiving a financial return), they select
social actors (e.g., disadvantaged people) as receivers and paying actors for
the enterprise’s product or service, and partially co-create the product/service
with them. Thus, they assign an active role to social actors and aim to
empower them via this role. In this way, social enterprises following a type 1
hybrid value logic may be seen as socially dominated value co-creators (sub-
clusters: VC1, VC2) that provide opportunities to social actors and depend on
social actors in their business model (Figure 4).
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While all the social enterprises in this cluster provide value to social actors
and require them to pay for the value provided, they differ in the way they
integrate social actors in how value is created and delivered. The enterprises
in cluster VC1 additionally integrate social actors when creating or delivering
value to another social target group, who, in turn, might purchase the value
offered. Because of the maximum integration of social actors, both organiza-
tions in clusters VC1 and VC2 depend on their social target group(s) to real-
ize their business model. Thus, organizations in both clusters lean toward a
social welfare logic in terms of how they design their business model, and in
the way they depend on actors that are trained in the social welfare logic. In
comparison to all other clusters, VC1 and VC2 have the lowest number of
groups of actors included in their business model (VC1 mean number=1.77;
VC2 mean number=1.60; F=18.73; p <.000; see Appendix C).

An example of VC1 is Zoona, which provides financial services to under-
served communities in Africa (first group of social actors) through a distribu-
tion network of micro-franchise entrepreneurs (second group of social
actors). When describing who Zoona (2018) proposes value to, the organiza-
tion explains that “[t]he majority of people in Africa have no access to formal
financial services.” To solve this problem, Zoona (2018) “provide[s] entre-
preneurs with a micro-franchise ‘business-in-a-box’ that enables them to
offer financial services, serve their communities, employ staff, and earn an
income.” In exchange for these financial services, Zoona (2017) receives
money for each of the transactions the social actors conduct via its services.
Zoona (2017) “develop[s] financial services” but can only offer these ser-
vices in cooperation with “emerging entrepreneurs in the countries [Zoona]
operate[s in], providing them with the technology, capital, and business sup-
port to start their own business as Zoona agents.” Thus, Zoona describes its
business model in a way that integrates social actors to the greatest extent
possible.

A similar but slightly different logic is adopted in VC2. One example is
Literator, a social enterprise that supports teachers in the form of a digital app
that can track their students’ progress. Thus, it creates and provides value to
social actors by “build[ing] solutions to improve the quality of instruction to
meet individual student needs” (Ching, 2018). Teachers can either use a free
app version or, for instance, purchase an individual license that allows them
to “[w]ork with small groups, track goals over time, add custom skills, [and]
professional development training” (Literator, 2018). In contrast to the hybrid
value logic of VCI, organizations in the VC2 cluster do not integrate social
actors in the creation of value, which means that the organization is taking a
more prominent role in providing it. Thus, organizations in cluster VC2 are
less dependent on social actors. But at the same time, the social actors are
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more dependent on the organization than in the case of VCI1. Thus, Literator
is also driven by a social welfare logic by virtue of their customers being
social actors, and thereby act or work in a context that is determined by a
social welfare logic.

Type 2: Value Integrators (VI)—Integrating Social and Commercial
Actors Into All Parts of the Business Model

Social enterprises that follow a type 2 logic are the most hybrid enterprises in
our sample, as they integrate both social and commercial actors into different
parts of their business model (Figure 4). In this way, social enterprises adopt-
ing a type 2 logic are intertwining the roles of social and commercial actors
and thereby kind of make social and commercial actors depend on each other
to fulfill their needs. For instance, social enterprises following this logic inte-
grate social actors as those that co-create, receive, and pay for value, while
commercial actors are also involved in co-creating, receiving, and paying for
a value. In this way, social enterprises following a type 2 hybrid value logic
may be seen as value integrators (sub-clusters: VI1, VI2, VI3, VI4) by initiat-
ing a system of exchange that connects social and commercial actors with
each other via their business model. The orchestrating role of social enter-
prises in this type of hybrid value logic is underlined by the greater number
of different groups of actors that those hybrids integrate into the business
model, compared to the other types of social enterprises (VII mean num-
ber=2.62; VI2 mean number=2.75; VI3 mean number=2.94; VI4 mean
number=2.84, F=18.73; p <.000).

An example of the hybrid value logic in VI1 is Dialogue Social Enterprise,
which helps people with disabilities, elderly people, and those who are disad-
vantaged (social actors) to offer workshops for companies and run exhibi-
tions for the public (commercial actors) to promote awareness of the
importance of diversity and social inclusion. Dialogue Social Enterprise
(2019) proposes value by “transform[ing] the general public’s perception of
disabled people from one of ‘helpless’ to ‘able.’” To sustain its operations,
“Dialogue Social Enterprise receives a license payment from business part-
ners (franchisees) that operate exhibitions or facilitate workshops” (Dialogue
Social Enterprise, 2019). Since the “[w]orkshops are hosted by disabled, dis-
advantaged and elderly people” (Dialogue Social Enterprise, 2019), Dialogue
Social Enterprise strongly depends on social actors, with its own role being
restricted to connecting groups of actors. In this way, the hybrid value logic
in cluster VI1 is strongly determined by a direct exchange between social and
commercial actors.
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An example of this approach is the Nigeria-based social enterprise
Wecyclers (VI12), a recycling plant that offers recycling services to companies
(commercial actors) and to residents who collect waste that can be exchanged
for essential goods such as food and household items (social actors).
Wecyclers (2018b) offers value to “[p]eople living in slum conditions with-
out formal waste collection [and that] are at risk of property damage; the
spread of diseases such as malaria, cholera, and dysentery; and undue psy-
chological stress.” It also offers value to commercial actors by “develop[ing]
a customized and cost-effective recycling plan that meets [. . .] organiza-
tions’ needs” (Wecyclers, 2018a). Wecylcers’ operations are sustained by
offering recycling services to corporate clients. In creating value, both
Wecylcers and social actors play an important role. Wecyclers (2018b)
explains that it is a “rewards-for-recycling platform that incentivizes people
in low-income communities to capture value from recyclable waste.”
Moreover, “[a]s [people living in slum conditions] give materials to
[Wecyclers], [Wecyclers] reward[s] [their] service subscribers with points
per kilogram of recycled waste, which they can exchange for essential goods
such as food and household items” (Wecyclers, 2018b). Thus, compared to
the approach adopted by organizations in cluster VI1, organizations in cluster
VI2 play a more dominant role in their business model as their competence is
needed to offer value to a group of commercial actors. Compared to VII1, the
exchange between social and commercial actors is less direct.

An example of VI3 is JITA Bangladesh, which illustrates the maximum
integration of social and commercial actors into the business model. JITA
Bangladesh provides health, hygiene, and nutrition-based products of partner
companies to people who live at the bottom of the income pyramid by estab-
lishing a last-mile distribution system for local marginalized women. JITA
(2019b) explains that it provides “a unique rural distribution model for
improving the lives of Bottom of the Pyramid (BoP) households and under-
privileged rural women” (two groups of social actors). Moreover, JITA
(2019c) offers value to a group of commercial actors by “creat[ing] a path-
way for different health, hygiene and nutrition-based products of our partner
companies approaching underprivileged households.” The value is delivered
by a group of social actors that JITA (2019a) calls “Aparajitas”: “women who
are most marginalized from the formal economy and act as last-mile sales
agents, selling products and services from door-to-door.” To sustain its opera-
tions, JITA receives revenues from both commercial actors (consulting ser-
vices to connect companies with base-of-the-pyramid markets and extend
their solutions) and social actors (sales from products to base-of-the-pyramid
households). While this approach—co-creating value by integrating social
actors to serve another group of social actors—is similar to that adopted by
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organizations in cluster VCI, enterprises in VI3 additionally integrate com-
mercial actors by making them pay for the value they receive. Compared to
the approach adopted by VI2 enterprises, which also integrate social actors in
creating value to propose value to commercial actors, those in VI3 addition-
ally provide value to social actors.

An illustration of the hybrid value logic in cluster VI4 is provided by
BioLite, which offers off-grid energy technologies (e.g., chargers that can be
connected to stoves) to outdoor recreation customers and off-grid households
in emerging markets. Thus, BioLite (2018) proposes value not only to social
actors, who “lack][. . .] clean, affordable household energy, cooking meals on
smoky open fires and having little or no electricity in their homes,” but also
to commercial actors, that is, “outdoor recreation users seeking fuel-indepen-
dent cooking and charging.” Both groups of actors pay for the products either
directly (commercial customers) or with the help of microfinance institutions
(social actors). Their business model mainly depends on the ability of BioLite
(2018) to “develop core energy technologies that are applicable to both mar-
kets.” The approach by organizations in cluster VI4 resembles VI3, because
both offer products/services to groups of commercial and social actors.
However, the role of organizations in cluster VI4 in creating value is more
dominant because they do not integrate social actors into creating value.

Type 3: Value Providers (VP)—Focused on the Provision for
Social Actors

Social enterprises following a type 3 logic rely to a great extent on commer-
cial actors in their business model and involve social actors only in the role
of receiving value (Figure 4). In this way, the actors within the enterprise and
commercial actors take a much stronger role in the business model compared
to the type 1 logic. In this way, social enterprises following a type 3 hybrid
value logic may be seen as value providers (sub-cluster: VP1) who provide
the product/service to commercial actors and thereby support social actors.
An example of a value provider is Chirps Chips, which produces snacks
from bugs and sells them to end-consumers to reduce food scarcity, air pollu-
tion, deforestation, and malnutrition. Chirps Chips thus offers value to a com-
mercial group of actors as they aim to “get people excited about eating bugs”
(Chirps, 2018a). By “normaliz[ing] entomophagy (the practice of eating
bugs) and replac[ing] a substantial portion of the current meat-market with
insects, the difference could disrupt resource scarcity, food waste, GHG
emissions, deforestation, and malnutrition” (Chirps, 2018b). Thus, Chirps
Chips aims to offer value to a (very broad) social target group. It creates value
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without the explicit integration of a group of social actors. Commercial actors
pay for the products, which they can purchase wholesale. The logic of orga-
nizations in cluster VP1 differs most clearly from those in clusters VCI and
VI3 by applying the lowest level of integration of social actors in the business
model. Social enterprises of type VP1 integrate social actors only in their role
of value recipients, but who neither pay for nor co-create the value. Hence,
organizations following the approach of cluster VP1 show the weakest degree
of integration of social actors and integrate commercial actors the most (as
paying customers), alongside their own organization as manufacturers of the
value.

Post Hoc Analysis and Findings

While identifying the various types of hybrid value logics, we made addi-
tional observations highlighting their distinctiveness. To provide a deeper
understanding of these logics, we conducted a detailed descriptive analysis of
seven sub-types, focusing on (a) the type of actors, (b) the number of actors,
and (c) the needs of the actors addressed and integrated into the business
model (see Appendix C). We found significant differences in all three aspects.
Here are three main observations: First, hybrid value logics differ in the types
of actors they integrate. Some focus more on incorporating disadvantaged
individuals (F=7.91, p<.001), while others emphasize integrating compa-
nies (F=9.03, p=.003). Second, certain hybrid value logics involve signifi-
cantly more diverse actors (£'=18.73, p<.001), making them more complex
due to the varied demands they impose on the social enterprise. Third, some
hybrid value logics are more responsive to specific actors’ needs. For exam-
ple, they address infrastructure needs more frequently (F=23.06, p <.001).
We will discuss the implications of these findings in more detail later.

Different Types of Hybrid Value Logics—Different
Combinations of Institutional Logics

If we consider the degree of integration of actors into the business model
(receiving, paying, co-creating) as one important way of institutional logics
being instantiated in social enterprises, we can map the types of hybrid value
logics of social enterprises on a spectrum of varying intensities, in terms of
the extent to which they prioritize a social welfare, at one end, or a commer-
cial logic, at the other end, or balance the two more evenly, when combining
the two logics. Accordingly, we discuss and map our identified hybrid value
logics along the two hybridity dimensions proposed by Shepherd et al.
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Note. Each square represents one role a social or commercial actor may take (i.e., creating,
receiving, paying).

(2019): (a) the importance of each logic, that is, logic intensity, and (b) the
relationship between the logics, that is, logic relativity (Figure 5). Here, logic
intensity is the extent to which social or commercial actors are included in
their business model (receiving, paying, co-creating), and logic relativity is
the ratio of the extent to which both social and commercial actors are inte-
grated in the business model. Subsequently, one square in Figure 5 equals one
role an actor may take in a business model (i.e., creating, receiving, or pay-
ing). The more up on the y-axis and the more left on the x-axis, the more roles
the respective type of actor takes in the business model.

In this way, we can understand value co-creators as those social enterprises
that most strongly integrate social actors into their business model (receiving,
paying, and some also co-creating). This approach is characterized by a high
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social welfare logic intensity. Moreover, they range low in terms of logic rela-
tivity as the commercial actors, such as the enterprise or customers, take fewer
roles than social actors. Value integrators who integrate social and commercial
actors in diverse roles into their business models are high in social welfare and
commercial logic intensity and thereby have a high logic relativity. Value pro-
viders, who give commercial actors a dominant role in their business model,
are opposite to value co-creators, by showing high commercial logic intensity
and low logic relativity between the two institutional logics. The percentage in
the bubbles and the size of the bubbles signify the proportion of social enter-
prises in our sample that fell into their respective sub-cluster.

Discussion

There is growing interest in the diversity of social enterprises (Battilana &
Lee, 2014; Fu, 2024; Saebi et al., 2019; Shepherd et al., 2019). As hybridity
becomes increasingly prevalent in today’s organizations (Glynn et al., 2020),
we need to gain a more nuanced understanding of how hybridity is enacted,
particularly in its varied manifestations. This study enhances our under-
standing of differences between social enterprises by examining how they
differ in their hybrid value logics. By analyzing 213 social enterprises, we
develop a taxonomy that identifies three different types of hybrid value logic
enactment: (a) value co-creators prioritize the comprehensive integration
and empowerment of social actors within their business model, (b) value
integrators allocate active roles to both social and commercial actors, thus
fostering connectivity by engaging them in multiple components simultane-
ously, and (c) value providers take on a central role in creating value along-
side other commercial actors, whereas social actors primarily serve as
recipients of the provided value. By highlighting differences in the manifes-
tations of hybridity in social enterprises, we can derive three theoretical
implications.

Implications for the Literature

Hybrid Value Logics as Different Combinations of Institutional
Logics

Our taxonomy of different types of hybrid value logics among social enter-
prises contributes to research that emphasizes that hybridity is not dichoto-
mous but exists as a degree on a spectrum (Litrico & Besharov, 2018;
Shepherd et al., 2019). While existing research has theoretically proposed
that social enterprises, as an archetype of hybrid organizations, vary in their
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degree of hybridity (Litrico & Besharov, 2018; Saebi et al., 2019; Shepherd
etal., 2019), the specific manifestations of hybridity within social enterprises
remain underexplored. Our taxonomy of hybrid value logics builds on empir-
ical data to examine how social enterprises differ in integrating external
actors—such as customers and beneficiaries—who are embedded in different
institutional contexts into their business model (Laasch, 2018a; Ocasio &
Radoynovska, 2016). Thereby, we propose a way to conceptualize the degree
of hybridity based on the intensity and relativity of this integration. In this
way, our taxonomy lays the groundwork for understanding and potentially
operationalizing the degree of hybridity in social enterprises.

Our research also points to the dominance of certain hybrid value logics
over others. Especially, the stronger the integration of commercial actors (i.c.,
the stronger the commercial logic intensity) and the weaker the integration of
social actors (i.e., the weaker the social welfare logic intensity), the more
social enterprises we observe in our sample. More precisely, we observed 32%
of VP1, 34% VI2 and VI4, versus 8% in cluster VI3. Several factors may
explain these findings, with potential theoretical implications. While hybridity
typically involves unconventional combinations of institutional logics
(Battilana et al., 2017), some forms of hybridity may have become more con-
ventional or normalized over time (Glynn et al., 2020). More prevalent hybrid
models may be easier to implement, making them more familiar, acceptable,
and legitimate among entrepreneurs and stakeholders. Additionally, their
financial sustainability may contribute to their dominance, as they closely
align with pure commercial logics. Thus, simpler hybrid forms could be evolv-
ing into a new norm. In contrast, V73, which exhibits high hybridity in both
intensity and relativity, is less represented in our sample. The lower represen-
tation could stem from the challenge of balancing multiple roles across diverse
actors, leading to legitimacy issues when competing demands intersect. The
added complexity of value integration may make these forms harder to sustain
or less attractive to entrepreneurs. Thus, our findings support the proposition
that some hybrid value logics achieve greater legitimacy than others (Battilana
et al., 2017; Glynn et al., 2020).

Logic Perspective in Co-Creation and Collaboration of Social
Enterprises

By introducing a logic perspective into the co-creation and collaboration lit-
erature (De Silva et al., 2020; Di Domenico et al., 2020; Rey-Garcia et al.,
2019), our study sheds light on how social enterprises create networks of
diverse actors, forming unique hybrid value logics. Our taxonomy offers a
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nuanced understanding of how different hybrid value logics both enable and
require specific types of collaborations implying diverging combinations of
institutional logics. While the institutional logics adhered to by founders are
typically stable (Wry & York, 2017), the choice of collaborators and the insti-
tutional logics they bring is largely up to the social enterprise, allowing for
greater flexibility (Di Domenico et al., 2020; Ostertag et al., 2021; Savarese
et al., 2021). In this way, our taxonomy of different configurations highlights
that social enterprises are complex assemblages of diverse actors, which in
turn reflect a mosaic of differing institutional logics.

More recently, Savarese et al. (2021) have explained how institutional log-
ics influence collaborations between social enterprises and corporate or dom-
inant-logic organizations. While their research highlights differences in how
social enterprises and corporates collaborate (Di Domenico et al., 2020) and
the impact of institutional logics on these collaborations, our taxonomy
builds on this understanding by demonstrating how social enterprises differ
not only in their collaborations with commercial actors but also in how they
form a web of diverse actors. This network creates an idiosyncratic hybrid
value logic, combining elements of both commercial and social institutional
logics. By identifying different types and patterns of hybrid value logics, our
taxonomy illustrates the various ways social entrepreneurs can integrate
actors from different institutional backgrounds into their business models,
also extending the understanding of the use of networks to create value (e.g.,
Eng et al., 2020).

Our study offers valuable insights into the co-creation and collaboration
literature by providing a more nuanced understanding of how social enter-
prises operate under different hybrid value logics. For instance, value co-
creators emphasize empowering social actors in co-creating and consuming
value, highlighting the potential of social enterprises to foster inclusive and
participatory approaches. In contrast, value integrators balance social and
commercial actors, fostering mutual dependence and facilitating collabora-
tive networks. This approach aligns with the concept of “collective social
entrepreneurship,” where value is generated through external actor networks
rather than solely by the entrepreneur or enterprise (Montgomery et al., 2012;
Rey-Garcia et al., 2019). In contrast, value providers prioritize the role of
commercial actors, positioning social actors primarily as recipients. This
logic, relying on strong commercial involvement to drive social impact, illus-
trates a market-driven approach to value creation. Through these insights, our
taxonomy deepens the understanding of how different hybrid value logics
shape the collaboration strategies and co-creation dynamics within social
enterprises.
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New Theoretical Grounds to Advance Our Understanding of
Opportunities and Challenges of Hybridity

The creation of an empirically-based taxonomy of hybrid value logics pro-
vides a systematic framework for analyzing the differences among social
enterprises, particularly how they balance social and economic goals. The
differences in hybrid value logics as depicted in our taxonomy offer grounds
to theorize how different social enterprises approach opportunities and chal-
lenges, such as social value creation and managing inherent tensions.
Concerning the opportunities, post hoc analyses from our research show that
certain hybrid value logics are more closely associated with specific social
issues. For instance, 69% of the enterprises identified as value integrators
focused on addressing infrastructure challenges, such as providing access to
electricity, financial services, or telecommunications. In contrast, none of the
value co-creators focused on these areas. This reflects earlier findings, such
as those by Mair et al. (2012), which identify patterns in the social and envi-
ronmental issues that social enterprises tackle. Our taxonomy thus lays the
groundwork for future research by proposing a theoretical foundation to
explore which hybrid value logics are more likely to address specific types of
social challenges, contributing to a better understanding of the strategic ori-
entation of social enterprises.

Concerning our understanding of challenges, our taxonomy provides a
basis to theorize about the diverse tensions arising within social enterprises
(Fu, 2024; W. K. Smith et al., 2013). Building on Glynn et al. (2020)’s
understanding of internal-external tensions, we tentatively propose that the
specific hybrid value logics of social enterprises influence the nature of
these tensions and how they must be managed. For instance, social enter-
prises that follow the value co-creators logic are more strongly aligned with
the social welfare logic of their involved actors. As a result, they may need
to counter-balance this with a strong commitment to a commercial logic to
ensure financial sustainability, leading to potential internal-external ten-
sions. In contrast, value integrators, which integrate actors from both social
welfare and commercial domains, are more likely to encounter external-
external tensions, such as misalignments in beliefs, values, and practices
among different stakeholders. This situation can complicate decision-mak-
ing and coordination. However, as Battilana et al. (2015) suggest, social
enterprises may turn these tensions into “productive tensions” (p. 1660) by
leveraging their continuous interaction with diverse actors. Value integra-
tors, in particular, might be better positioned to navigate these challenges
due to their ability to foster interdependence and collaboration among stake-
holders. Nevertheless, further research is required to explore how effectively
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these enterprises can manage stakeholder misalignments and whether their
hybrid value logics help them mitigate the associated risks.

Implications for Practice

This study offers several practical implications for stakeholders interested in
fostering business model innovation within social enterprises. Nascent social
entrepreneurs, for instance, can use the proposed taxonomy to approach busi-
ness model design in a more structured way. Previous research, such as
Tykkyldinen and Ritala (2021), highlights the complexity that arises from the
variety of options for integrating social and commercial value logics into a
social enterprise’s business model. Our taxonomy provides a means for
founders to assess these options systematically and make informed decisions
about how to incorporate hybrid value logics into their business models. For
established social enterprises, the taxonomy can assist in visualizing the dif-
ferent hybrid value logics and understanding the relationships between vari-
ous stakeholders. This structured approach can help identify the dynamics at
play, enabling organizations to proactively address tensions that may arise
from interactions among stakeholders with differing priorities (Battilana &
Lee, 2014). Finally, while enhancing policymakers’ understanding of hybrid
value logics is important, it is not necessarily a critical factor for the success
of social enterprises. We acknowledge that, while it is beneficial for policy-
makers to be aware of the heterogeneity in hybrid value logics, it is just one
factor influencing the success of social enterprises. By recognizing the diver-
sity of value logics, policymakers can support social enterprises more effec-
tively by implementing tailored support mechanisms. This includes funding
initiatives and regulatory frameworks that accommodate the varying gover-
nance and reporting needs of different types of social enterprises.

Limitations and Future Research

The results of our study entail certain limitations that prompt questions for
future research. First, our empirical analysis primarily draws upon content
sourced from social enterprises via public channels, including websites,
social media platforms, and press releases. However, as noted by Payne et al.
(2017), such communication often serves strategic purposes and may not
fully reflect the internal dynamics of the organization. Consequently, the
hybrid value logics depicted in these materials may diverge from those prac-
ticed by organizational members, as highlighted by Fu (2024). Future research
endeavors could adopt a more nuanced approach by directly gathering data
from internal stakeholders, such as through interviews with founders,



1310 Business & Society 65(5)

employees, and other relevant parties. This methodological shift would facil-
itate a deeper exploration of how hybrid value logics are perceived and nego-
tiated within social enterprises, offering insights beyond the strategic
narratives crafted for external audiences. Research questions aimed at gather-
ing insights in this regard could explore the alignment or disparity between
hybrid value logics communicated in social enterprises’ public-facing materi-
als and those perceived and enacted by internal stakeholders, including
founders and employees. Second, our taxonomy is static, which is a charac-
teristic of the chosen methodological approach (Bailey, 1994). However,
Laasch (2018b) has argued that value logics are subject to change and can
evolve from one type into another over time. Hence, we advocate for future
research to adopt a process-oriented approach to uncover patterns in the
evolving dynamics of (hybridity in) value logics. Engaging research ques-
tions should explore the circumstances that precipitate adjustments in value
logics and elucidate the costs and subsequent changes entailed in business
models, internal organizational structures, and collaboration with external
stakeholders following such adaptations. Third, our sample depends on the
selection processes of well-established, competing international organiza-
tions, which is likely to favor the most developed and successful social enter-
prises. Nonetheless, an unfavorable or incompatible blend of value logics
could be a contributing factor to venture failure. This underscores the poten-
tial value of comparing successful and unsuccessful social enterprises to
uncover insights into why particular combinations of value logics bolster the
success of certain ventures while others do not. Fourth, to keep the taxonomy
both manageable and comprehensible, we focused our analysis on the combi-
nation of two institutional logics and assumed that the actors integrated into
the business model were dominated by one of these institutional logics.
However, organizations, including social enterprises, may be influenced by
more than one institutional logic (Glimiisay, 2020). Future research could
therefore take into account this multiplicity on different levels (e.g., more
diverse institutional logics, more than one institutional imprint per actor).
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