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ABSTRACT

An increasing literature has emerged to examine development of social enterprises (SEs) in
varying national or regional contexts. This paper presents empirical research on SEs in Finland’s
Swedish-speaking regions. Differences between Finnish speakers and Swedish speakers have
been identified in studies on, for instance, social capital and communality. Both groups have
equal constitutional status. This study focuses on the prevalence, role and characteristics of SEs
in Swedish-speaking regions. The research data consist of statistical and other background data,
a survey and strategy documents. The study shows that SEs do not appear to be more common in
the Swedish-speaking regions, despite positive preconditions for SEs and their operations in
those regions. At the same time, Finnish SEs still appear to face similar challenges in, for instance,

their funding and management, and general prejudice and ignorance about SEs.
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INTRODUCTION

Social engagement combined with entrepre-
neurial action in the form of social enterprises
(SEs) has become increasingly well-known
and focused on at the international as well as
national levels. SE and social entrepreneur-
ship are wide-ranging, somewhat ambiguous
concepts covering different company forms,
aspects and practices (Borzaga & Defourny,
2001; Borgaza et al., 2008). According to
Mair and Marti (2006), the main difference
between social and traditional commercial
entrepreneurship is not that such entrepre-
neurship would be a-social, but that social
entrepreneurs prioritise the creation of social
value. The concept of ‘societal entrepreneur-
ship’ has been elaborated to refer to local de-
velopment ‘for the village’ or ‘for the region’;
community entrepreneurship that relates to
the public good primarily in the sense of local

small business and economic development
(Gawell, 2014). In this paper, the concept of
SE is used as the more commonly known con-
cept, but with an emphasis on the regional
and community aspects.

The existence of SE varies widely from place
to place (Puumalainen et al. 2013). Increasing
literature has emerged to examine SE develop-
ment in varying national or regional contexts.
Such literature presents meta-level analyses of
the nature of SE in different countries, with
a particular focus on the influence on the so-
cial entrepreneurship of public policy, devel-
opments within the operating environment of
the social economy, governmental institutions
and national economic models (Kerlin 2006;
Defourny & Nyssens 2012). This approach is
consistent with the wider field of social entre-
preneurship research, in which institutional
theory has been used to examine develop-
ments in SE at the micro and meso-levels
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(e.g. Nicholls 2010; Mason 2012). While these
studies focus on the normative effects of eco-
nomic, political and regulatory institutions on
social entrepreneurship, considerably less at-
tention has been given to the possible effects
of broader cultural or regional factors, such as
those that might originate from different lan-
guage group circumstances like in this study.

On the other hand, there has been grow-
ing interest in the geography of SE and the
degree to which local clustering and agglom-
eration are beneficial to SEs (Pinch & Sunley
2015). Local networks are crucial to the sup-
port systems of SEs, as they may help to as-
semble different types of resources (e.g. Roy
et al. 2014). Still, little is known about how
place shapes the development of SEs (Munoz
2010). Pinch and Sunley (2015) examined SEs
in four British cities to evaluate whether they
benefit from being part of a local SE agglom-
eration. They conclude that although ‘hard’
elements of institutional support are import-
ant, agglomerations of SEs appear to be pro-
duced by a ‘soft’ infrastructure comprised of
local, formal and informal contacts and pro-
fessional knowledge-exchange networks. Both
organised and unstructured mutual support
systems and sources of marketrelated and
local business knowledge for SEs are part of
that infrastructure. According to Pinch and
Sunley (2015), these linkages appear to be
crucial for the development of a localised com-
mon sense of purpose, ‘social entrepreneurial
creativity’ and the trust necessary to acquire
and maintain contracts. Knowledge about
commercial opportunities and funding are
vital in the unstable and precarious markets
for SEs, and utilisation of such knowledge is
particularly dependent upon a localised busi-
ness ecology of suppliers and infrastructural
support (Pinch & Sunley 2015). After all, even
in the future most new SEs will likely be small
and oriented towards local markets (Sjogrén
etal. 2015).

The regional strategy perspective was
brought up by Rinkinen et al. (2015), who in-
vestigated whether SEs are communicated as
an innovative solution in Finland through re-
gional innovation and business strategies that
are significant for the localised business ecol-
ogy. They identified ways in which SEs can
contribute to regional development through
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regional innovation systems (RIS) and their
objectives and examined whether the potential
of SEs is identified in the strategies. The con-
cept of the innovation system emphasises the
flow of information between multiple actors
that have the resources for and are engaged
in innovation activities. The RIS theory has
dominated the field of regional innovation re-
search over the past few decades (Cooke et al.
1997; Tura & Harmaakorpi 2005). According
to Rinkinen et al. (2015), the RIS theory and
innovation and development policy based on it
includes areas and objectives where SEs could
contribute, but at present, the Finnish RIS still
maintain a rather traditional growth-oriented
focus instead of promoting the objectives of
sustainable innovation policy on a larger scale.
SEs hold unused potential in responding to
expectations concerning RIS, particularly the
social ones.

Various kinds of arenas are needed to re-
inforce entrepreneurial and economic per-
formance or social innovations and regional
renewal. The economic development is influ-
enced by external barriers and driving forces,
such as legal and taxation frameworks, public
policies and budgets, demographic develop-
ments and unemployment rates. The promo-
tion and development of SEs have been noted
to involve several policy sectors, such as social,
employment and industrial policy (Heckl et al.
2007), and concerning RIS and sustainable so-
cial innovations even more actors, such as re-
gional development agencies, business advisors,
R&D institutions and political functions. The
dynamism of interaction between the different
parties also needs to be considered (Rinkinen et
al. 2015).

This paper elaborates on SEs in the Finnish
regions by looking at the Swedish-speaking
regions in particular. Swedish speakers con-
stitute the second largest language group in
Finland, amounting to about 6 per cent of the
total population. Differences between Finnish
speakers and Swedish speakers have been
identified in various studies on, for instance,
social capital and networks, employment and
the sense of communality. Because of the par-
ticularities of Swedish speakers and their com-
munities (e.g. more social capital and sense of
communality), expectations arise concerning
SEs’ prevalence, role and characteristics in
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such regions. The key questions for this exam-
ination thus are:

e s there a link between the characteristics
of Swedish-speaking regions, on the one
hand, and prevalence, role and character-
istics of SEs, on the other?

* Do the distinct factors found in previous
research relate to a high number of SEs in
the Swedish-speaking regions?

®* Do SEs in the Swedish-speaking regions
have a more visible role, better operating
conditions and fewer problems and chal-
lenges than SEs in Finland more generally
(as identified in previous research)?

These themes may shed some light on the
realisation of SEs’ potential as well. To the
author’s knowledge, the SEs in the Swedish-
speaking regions have not been studied in
earlier research. The study contributes to ex-
amining SE development in varying regional
and community contexts; for example, re-
gional differences in SE support (Kerlin 2010;
Munoz 2010; Pinch & Sunley 2015); the effects
of culture (Puumalainen et al. 2013); and im-
portance of local networks (Roy et al. 2014).
The regional innovation and business strate-
gies’ development (Rinkinen et al. 2015; Heckl
etal. 2007) could also benefit from the results
of this study. Moreover, the study complements
recent SE research on Finland, in particular
(e.g. Syrja etal. 2013; Khan et al. 2015; Sjogrén
et al. 2015; Konsti-Laakso et al. 2016; Melkas
et al. 2017).

B The remainder of this paper is organised

as follows. The following section discusses
SEs, their utility and innovativeness as well
as the state of the SEs in Finland. The third
section discusses particularities of Swedish-
speaking Finland, such as socioeconomic
factors. The fourth section presents the re-
search design and methodology. The fifth
section contains the findings on preva-
lence of SEs and role and characteristics of
SEs. Finally, conclusions and evaluation are
presented.

SOCIAL ENTERPRISES

Social entrepreneurship covers a broad range
of activities and initiatives along a continuum

of unconventional entrepreneurial initiatives
(Galera & Borzaga 2009). SEs combine, to
various extents, the elements of social pur-
pose, market orientation and financial-per-
formance standards of business (Young 2008).
SEs tackle a wide range of social and environ-
mental issues and operate in all parts of the
economy with a view towards social value and
wealth creation (Chell 2007).

The utility of SEs as an instrument for gov-
ernments has been acknowledged, but their
meaningful use remains unclear. The func-
tioning of SEs is poorly understood; their
local, domestic and international roles are
invisible; they have inadequate access to re-
sources and suffer from inappropriate legal
environments (Rinkinen et al. 2015; see also
Sjogrén et al. 2015). SEs cannot be defined by
their legal form, their sector of activity or any
other fixed criteria, and definitions are nu-
merous in the literature (see a review in Dacin
etal. 2010). Obtaining concise statistical infor-
mation about the SE sector is almost impos-
sible (Heckl et al. 2007). The evaluation and
assessment of the impacts, general guidelines
for how to promote SEs, and comparisons
across countries — and even within countries —
are challenging, and potentially even mislead-
ing. The social aspect may relate to the input
used (workers or working conditions) or the
output produced — goods or services aimed at
a target group in need.

Innovativeness is a necessary practice for
SEs, as they need to search for other ways
of doing things than those used in the past.
Social mission-oriented motivation can lead
SEs to pursue innovations to provide more
effective benefits and scale these benefits to
a larger market (e.g. Morris et al. 2011; Chell
et al. 2010; Mair & Marti 2006). Apostolakis
(2013) noted that it is not what SEs do but
the way they organise and deliver value for
the end-user/local resident/customer — what
matters is this ‘journey’ of operation, and
an effective strategy is needed to unlock and
ease the application of this journey. Lepoutre
et al. (2011) also highlighted the importance
of innovation among the criteria of SEs. In
the research literature, social entrepreneurs
and social entrepreneurship have been em-
phasised, whereas SEs as entities or ‘commu-
nities of practice’ have received less attention,
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although that would better reflect the cur-
rent broader understanding of innovation
(Rinkinen et al. 2015).

Kotiranta and Widgrén (2015) produced
a comprehensive analysis of the state of the
SEs in Finland. Based on their survey, they
estimated that there are roughly 19,000 social
enterprises in Finland. These employ around
125,000 persons (which is a large number in
a population of about 5 million). Their study
multiplied the earlier views on the magni-
tude of the SE phenomenon in Finland. Self-
identified Finnish SEs produce social value
though their products or services, mostly in
the field of social services and welfare. The
main hindrances to the sector’s growth are
the lack of an unambiguous definition of
an SE and the shortages in measuring the
most important outcome, the social impact.
Measuring and valuing the impact is a key ele-
ment in attracting funding for SEs (Kotiranta
& Widgrén 2015).

SEs in Finland can be divided into the fol-
lowing two categories: (i) work integration
SEs (WISEs) that offer employment to the
disabled and the long-term unemployed, and
are provided for by law; and (ii) organisations
that have adopted an SE business model and
are therefore eligible for the SE mark,1 or are
otherwise authenticated as SEs (members of an
SE association). Tackling the social goal may be
direct or indirect. Direct value is created, for
example, through employing those who are in
a disadvantaged situation. Indirect social value
is created when, for example, profits from the
economic activity are utilised for the social
goal.

Apart from WISEs, Finnish SEs are not
granted tax relief ‘or other incentives that
would encourage them to authenticate them-
selves as SEs. The Ministry of Employment and
the Economy has a register of WISEs, but the
number of registered SEs has been decreas-
ing. In 2009, the number was highest at 212,
whereas in September 2015, there were only
59 companies in the register due to a decline
in new registrations and companies exiting.
There were approximately 140 authenticated
SEs in late 2015 (WISEs and otherwise authen-
ticated SEs). Kotiranta and Widgrén (2015)
point out that the ambiguity of the concept
has led to recent assessments ranging from
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2,500 to 12,000 SEs, but there is a consensus
about the number of the authenticated ones
being just a fraction of all Finnish SEs.

PARTICULARITIES OF SWEDISH-
SPEAKING FINLAND

In addition to studies on the geography of SEs,
studies have been conducted with the help of
cultural frameworks to explore the influence
of national culture(s) on social entrepreneur-
ship. Kerlin (2010) made a global comparison
of seven regions and countries. She found that
there are still important regional differences
in what the term SE or social entrepreneurship
means and how they are supported and devel-
oped, and differences in the regions appear to
be explained at least in part by the variation in
regional socioeconomic contexts. According
to Kerlin (2010), SEs appear to draw on those
socioeconomic factors that offer the most
strength in a given region or country.

The effects of culture on entrepreneurial
activity in the case of SEs have also been stud-
ied by Puumalainen et al. (2013). According
to their results, the institutional effects on so-
cial entrepreneurship are somewhat different
from the effects on entrepreneurship in gen-
eral. For instance, self-expressive values had a
positive effect on established social entrepre-
neurship. Their results did not support the
argument that social entrepreneurship would
be more prevalent in contexts with more so-
cial problems or government failures. They
suggest future studies on how the cultural
and formal institutional factors interact. The
present paper is linked to interaction between
regional, cultural factors and SEs, bringing
certain new perspectives to the particularities
of Finnish regions and language groups. We
will look into whether there is a link between
the characteristics of Swedish-speaking re-
gions and the prevalence, role, and character-
istics of SEs in those regions.

Swedish speakers constitute the second
largest language group in Finland, amount-
ing for nearly 6 per cent of the total popula-
tion (see Figure 1 for the regions). They are
guaranteed equal constitutional rights to
the Finnish speakers. Swedish speakers are
sometimes considered the largest minority
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Figurel. TheSwedish-speakingorbilingualmunicipalities
in Finland (except the Aland Islands).

group, but the constitutional status of Swedish
speakers differs clearly from smaller lan-
guage groups. Until the twentieth century,
the Swedish speakers dominated the country’s
ruling class (Dutton 2009). In 2011, 24 per
cent of the board members of the 50 largest
Finnish companies were Swedish speakers
(Jansson 2011). Given their share of the whole
population, this implies a significant over-
representation. They do relatively well, on av-
erage, on socioeconomic measures. They are
over-represented among individuals with mas-
ter’s degrees and have a longer life expectancy
(Dutton et al. 2016).

In other types of studies, a variety of dif-
ferences between the Swedish speakers and
Finnish speakers have also been found. Nyqvist
et al. (2008) studied the association between
individual-level social capital and two aspects
of self-reported health — self-rated health and
psychological health — using the two language
groups as examples to illustrate ethnic differ-
ences in social capital. They also used social
capital to explore the reasons behind health
inequalities between the language groups.
The results of the study demonstrated a pos-
itive association between individual-level cog-
nitive social capital and the health outcomes.

The Swedish speakers were found to possess
more structural and cognitive social capi-
tal than the Finnish speakers (Nyqvist et al.
2008). Higher social capital implies that the
Swedish speakers have an active social life and
specifically one which involves participating
in organised social groups or civic activity.
Their crime rate is half that of the Finnish one
(Dutton et al. 2016). Moreover, their unem-
ployment rate is about half that of the Finnish
speakers (Saarela & Finnas 2006), and this
discrepancy has persisted during economic
recessions.

According to Dutton et al. (2016), there are
several possible explanations for these average
status differences. This effect may be explained
by sociological and historical processes that
posed an advantage for the Swedish speakers.
For example, Finland operates policies of pos-
itive discrimination that ensure that services
can be guaranteed in Swedish in bilingual mu-
nicipalities. However, an opposite situation of
discrimination also exists in some municipali-
ties in these regions. Another possibility is that
there may be genuine psychological differences
between the language groups. The most recent
study thus concerns the intelligence and person-
ality of the Swedish-speaking language group;
Dutton and his colleagues (2016) tested whether
the Swedish speakers and the Finnish speakers
differ in these two candidate psychological con-
structs that may underlie the above-mentioned
differences. As it has been well-established that
intelligence and personality are strong predic-
tors for major life areas, such as occupational
status, job performance, and health and lon-
gevity, they compared the language groups on
these individual difference measures, using two
datasets. Regarding personality, Dutton et al.
(2016) found that the Swedish speakers score
significantly higher on Conscientiousness,
Emotional Stability and Extraversion. The no-
tion that the Swedish speakers score higher
on general social effectiveness (implying they
have the knowledge and the ability to optimise
their chances of attaining social goals) would
be in line with previous findings showing that
they have stronger social networks. The authors
claim that the Swedish speakers are not just a
distinct language group but a separate ethnic-
ity, genetically between Finns and Swedes, and
that the differences are long established and an
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interesting topic for future studies. On the other
hand, most regions where Swedish speakers are
located — except the Aland Islands — are more
or less bilingual nowadays, in practice if not for-
mally. A more thorough discussion concerning
whether Swedish speakers are a separate ethnic-
ity is therefore beyond the scope of this paper.

Figure 2 presents the framework for the
study of SEs in the Swedish-speaking regions.
It summarises the general characteristics of
the Swedish-speaking regions and Swedish
speakers found in the previous research, and
the characteristics and aims of SEs presented
in the SE definitions. The circle in the mid-
dle of Figure 2 presents the expectations of
SEs in this study drawn from those two sets of
characteristics.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND
METHODOLOGY

This study examines the prevalence, role and
characteristics of SEs in the Swedish-speaking,
more affluent areas in Finland. Within these
areas, SEs were sought for intensive study. The

Characteristics of the
Swedish-speaking

regions
¢ Social effectiveness

*  Social networks

A° Sense of communality

Region:SEtink?

SE characteristics .
according to .

EMES *

HELINA MELKAS

research data consist of statistical and other
background data, a survey as well as strategy
documents.

The survey, which targeted the SEs in
Swedish-speaking areas of Finland, was con-
ducted in the autumn of 2015. Overall, the
questionnaire had 40 questions, and open re-
sponses were gathered (see Appendix). The
data were collected through a web-based ques-
tionnaire sent to the SEs found in the ways ex-
plained below in the context of prevalence of
SEs. The sample size was 26; 12 responses were
received, generating a response rate of 46 per
cent. The respondents held higher positions in
the organisations, as they were mainly manag-
ers. Approximately 140 Finnish authenticated
SEs existed in late 2015, very few of them in
the Swedish-speaking Finland, so the sample
size of the survey is considered reasonable. To
complement the survey dataset, the local strat-
egies of the municipalities in question were in-
vestigated to determine the regional and local
emphases.

The survey questions focused on the char-
acteristics and history of the enterprise; the
social mission and its visibility; challenges

e Structural and cognitive social capital
¢ Employment and other socioeconomic factors

¢ Prevalence of SEs

¢ Strength of the social mission

* Regional and local support and visibility
*  Experienced impact 3
*  Attention to inclusion of workers and customers; patticipative management

*  Few problems and challenges; positive future pers‘p"ectives

¢ The result of collective dynamics, an initiative launched by a group of people
¢  Benefit the community/ group of people

Promote a sense of social responsibility at the local level

Further democracy at the local level through economic activity

Participation of users and customers

*  Participative management and limited profit distribution
¢ Decision-making power not based on capital ownership
¢ Decision-making rights shared with the other stakeholders

Note: The SE criteria of the Social Enterprise Research Network EMES are used in this study to frame SEs

(Defourny 2001).

Figure 2. Summary of the research framework.
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during different stages of development; re-
lations with stakeholders and support from
authorities or alike; knowledge about SEs in
the environment; the impacts and use of in-
formation on SEs; the management of SE;
relations with other companies, employees
and customers; maintaining motivation and
passion for social entrepreneurship, as well
as renewal and future perspectives. The ques-
tions were drafted on the basis of the Social
Enterprise Research Network EMES’ criteria
of SEs (Defourny 2001; Defourny & Nyssens
2012) as well as recent research on Finnish SEs
(e.g. Koskela et al. 2013, 2013; Syrja et al. 2013;
Khan et al. 2015; Rinkinen et al. 2015; Sjogrén
et al. 2015; Konsti-Laakso et al. 2016; Melkas
et al. 2017). Due to the limited number of re-
sponses, they are not quantified.

The branches represented were youth and
culture, recycling, research and develop-
ment, and different types of social services
(the most typical). The number of employees
ranged from one (the respondent) to approx-
imately 20 employees. The respondents were
from different parts of Swedish-speaking
Finland (that have somewhat different re-
gional cultures, but those are beyond the
scope of this study). While this study’s data-
set does not allow a comparative analysis
between the Finnish-speaking and Swedish-
speaking regions, the study benefits from
recent research in Finnish-speaking regions
(e.g. Khan et al. 2015; Rinkinen et al. 2015;
Konsti-Laakso et al. 2016; Melkas et al. 2017).
The sample of the Swedish-speaking regions’
SEs broadly reflects the diversity found
within the sector in Finland, as revealed
by national surveys (e.g. Kotiranta & Widgrén
2015).

The study utilised the qualitative content

analysis method (Miles & Huberman 1994).

Qualitative content analysis is regarded as
a flexible method for analysing text data
and includes several different analytical ap-
proaches ranging from more interpretive
analyses to strict textual analyses (Hsieh &

47 PShannon 2005). Data structuring was not

48
49
50
51
52

based on predetermined categories, but the
categories were developed and defined in-
ductively during the research process. The
inductive approach is typical for qualitative
content analysis.

FINDINGS

Prevalence of SEs — Statistical information
was obtained from The Research Institute of
the Finnish Economy (ETLA). Other back-
ground data consisted of a register of (work
integration) SEs that is managed by the Min-
istry of Employment and the Economy and a
register of SEs with the mark that is managed
by the Association of Finnish Work. These reg-
isters were first investigated to understand the
SE phenomenon in the Swedish-speaking Fin-
land. The data collection implied various chal-
lenges that are explained, as they show the
difficulty in capturing the SE phenomenon.
The two databases containing the different
types of registered SEs included only very few
enterprises in bilingual municipalities, and
the ones included were in big cities, such as
Helsinki or Turku. The enterprises included
were further investigated based on their web-
sites or other information to determine their
language orientation. A few enterprises were
found in this way that suited the objectives of
this study.

In addition, the ETLA database provided
some background information on the phe-
nomenon. The ETLA survey was, however,
conducted only in Finnish, which may have
restricted Swedish speakers’ response. Their
data cover 4,557 companies, of which 1,863
are in Swedish-speaking or bilingual munic-
ipalities. Of these, 177 companies identified
themselves in the survey as SEs. Most (159) are
in big cities that are bilingual (mostly Finnish-
speaking), and only 18 are located in smaller
mostly Swedish-speaking municipalities. Their
fields of operations were quite different (ten
of the 18 companies had provided informa-
tion). It was also investigated whether the age
of these companies or their size differ from
other companies in the municipalities in ques-
tion, but no major differences were found.
These data are thus scarce and based only on
self-identification (Kotiranta pers. comm.).
It was also considered whether the official
language of the company should be used for
finding relevant SEs for this study. Language
orientation was finally not chosen as a crite-
rion, as this study has a regional focus, not a
focus on the individual entrepreneur or core
team that has established the enterprise and
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registered it based on their own personal
background.

Enterprise information was thus not pos-
sible to retrieve from any single or even a
few sources for the survey. The problem was
subsequently addressed by examining: (i)
members of Arvo-liitto (an SE association)
and various other enterprise associations
(e.g. focusing on corporate social responsi-
bility) or alike; (ii) SE-related research con-
ducted particularly in the Swedish-speaking
universities in Finland; and (iii) all the 33
Swedish-speaking or bilingual municipali-
ties in mainland Finland; their websites, es-
pecially enterprisg-related ones and the links
from those. The Aland Islands are a special
region that is often excluded from databases
and studies; this region was also examined
through scrutiny of the web and via publicity
materials.

The search terms were social enterprise (in
Swedish, socialt foretag, samhdlleligt foretag, or in
plural) as well as that combined with Swedish
municipality names (e.g. Sibbo, Borgd, Lovisa,
Inga, Raseborg). The Finnish language was
also used to determine whether there are
differences between websites in different lan-
guages. This search resulted in going through
hundreds of websites during 2015. Very few
SEs were found in this way. Based on all these
investigations, SEs do not seem to be more
prevalent in the Swedish-speaking regions than
the Finnish-speaking regions.

Role and characteristics of SEs — The
confusing SE definition often causes
problems in discussions and studies about
SEs. In the present study, the survey
incorporated  various structures and
organisational forms; the criterion was that
they had been recognised as SEs based on
the databases or comprehensive searches
by the researcher. In the following, the role
and characteristics of SEs are reported, as
gathered from the survey. The themes are
combinations based on Figure 2.

The social mission, challenges and support
from the environment - SE managers’
responses to the survey reflected a strong
social mission in establishing the SE and in
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advancing it. The SEs were of different ages,
some had been operating for tens of years,
whereas others were relatively new. Some of
the related responses included:

We wanted to solve the bigger and bigger
problem of the grey economy in the [ano-
nymised] branch and later on try to affect
other branches as well. [...] We want to
make visible the companies that take care
of their societal responsibilities and are, in
this way, reliable and honest companies that
further healthy competition. We also want
to improve consumers’ situation.

The social engagement permeates all our
activities. We want young people to do well!

Syrja et al. (2013) found that social entre-
preneurs are highly proactive and innovative
in developing solutions to the social problem
they address and finding ways to increase the
revenues. The commitment to the social mis-
sion causes the social entrepreneurs to be very
persistent in pursuing the goals of the firm.
Such' attitudes were also reflected in the re-
sponses to this survey. Dedicated individuals
were central to these SEs.

The SE managers mentioned that they strug-
gle with similar challenges and problems that
have been brought up in earlier Finnish re-
search (Khan et al. 2015; Melkas et al. 2017).
The situation in the Swedish-speaking regions
does not, therefore, seem to be different.
Profitability is difficult to reach, as the SEs are
active in developing their operations and thus
have limited time for marketing. The overall
economic situation in Finland at the time of the
survey was also revealed in the results. The eco-
nomic challenges, both minor and major, were
the main issues brought up. Other factors men-
tioned were an uncertain future, challenges
with the personnel and the renewal of the SE.

The respondents were relatively satisfied
with the support that they have received from
authorities or other parties. One respondent
pointed out that despite the support that they
receive, there is inequality among companies
that do not build up SEs:

We have got only positive response from
authorities, because our product helps
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their work and brings forth the impor-
tance of taking care of societal respon-
sibilities. The media has also been very
active in writing and interviewing our
company and us [...]. However, we would
have hoped that the state and the mu-
nicipalities would have been willing to
support companies economically when
they want to profile themselves as honest
companies. Now [...] those who are busy
with the grey economy just fill their own
pockets.

Pinch and Sunley (2015) also found differ-
ences in institutional and local government
support for SEs in different locations. In the
present study, the numbers of SEs were so
small that municipality-specific conclusions
cannot be drawn based on the survey. The
strategies of the municipalities in question did
not shed light on this issue either, as SEs were
not specifically targeted. Another respondent
pointed out a better situation:

Relatively good [support]. Or better and
better over the years. The supportin our re-
gion is really strong among politicians, au-
thorities and especially the public support
among ordinary people and young people.
There is trust!

This response seems to be in line with the
findings of Dutton et al. (2016) and others
concerning strong social networks among
the Swedish speakers. The SE in question
had been operating for 30 years already, so
there has been time to ‘break the ice’ over
the years. On the other hand, as noted in
the previous section, most Swedish speakers’
municipalities are bilingual nowadays, so
strong social networks may be attributed to
the small size of the municipality in question
as much as language. This is an issue for fur-
ther research.

A question focused on how well-known SEs
are in their environment and possible differ-
ences between Swedish-speaking and Finnish-
speaking locations were also addressed. It is
possible that responses are influenced by the
way in which the sub-question was formulated.
One respondent noted that the situation is
perhaps better in the Swedish-speaking loca-
tions: ‘Maybe better?! More open, more free,

maybe people work in a little bit different
way?!” On the other hand, SEs were not felt to
be well-known, and better communication was
called for.

Social enterprises have gained much too lit-
tle visibility in Finland, and very few know
what SE means. This applies to both lan-
guages. The SE mark [...] was introduced
at around the same time as our company
was established, and they have not yet quite
succeeded with their task.

The requirements of the national SE mark
were, in fact, referred to as factors that hin-
der SE development with the help of external
funding. The respondents were typically clear
about their local identity, although judging
the strength of SEs in their particular loca-
tions is beyond the scope of this study because
of limitations in the data.

Relations to stakeholders — In addition to
support from the environment in a more
general sense, relations to stakeholders were
explored in further detail. Pinch and Sunley
(2015) found in their study that a minority of
SEs are highly suspicious of potential rivals,
butusually SE managers emphasise developing
trust-based relationships with various other
actors relevant to their operations. They noted
that the dilemma for many small SEs is that
gaining a reputation requires funding, and
funding requires a reputation. While funding-
related challenges were acknowledged by
many in the present survey, relationships with
other actors were confirmed to be important.

In this study, the SEs were also develop-
ing or had developed new approaches to, for
instance, engage young people or mental
health rehabilitees, and noted that convincing
funders that this is an appropriate policy de-
velopment takes time. This has been found in
other studies on Finnish SEs (Khan et al. 2015;
Melkas et al. 2017); problems easily arise when
non-traditional business models and their im-
pacts are communicated to funders and other
support organisations.

The respondents had polarised views con-
cerning how they are met by ‘ordinary entre-
preneurs’. Some of them were members in
local entrepreneurs’ organisations, whereas

© 2019 Royal Dutch Geographical Society KNAG
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others were not, and those who were members
felt that they have too little time to be truly in-
volved. On the other hand, collaboration was
considered partially good by some, illustrated
by the following quotation:

[We are met] well. We collaborate with
many. But then are always a few people who
think it is unfair that we have young people
who work for us, trainees, and that we re-
ceive financial support. Those who criticise
seldom know how our activities are actually
built up and what our basic idea is.

The respondents hardly mentioned con-
tacts with other SEs. The exchange of knowl-
edge about the running of SEs has been found
to be important, both through informal con-
tacts with other SEs and through formal and
informal SE support networks. While such
networks have existed in Finland for a few
years, SEs in the regions further away from
the capital Helsinki might feel ‘lonely’. A more
visible national SE association was established
only in the autumn of 2014, not long before
the survey. Low (2006) compared stakeholders
of commercial enterprises and SEs and found
that social entrepreneurs tend to have a sig-
nificantly wider array of relevant stakeholders.
Investors, employees, suppliers and buyers are
naturally important stakeholders for commer-
cial companies, but other stakeholders, such
as local citizens, government agencies, or the
community where companies operate, may
have more legitimacy and power for SEs. This
was visible in the survey in that local citizens
and the local community were mentioned as
important stakeholders by many.

In the case of the UK, the markets for SEs
in large cities are typically precarious and
unstable, so SEs truly need to develop rela-
tively strong ties of trust to survive, and these
ties are usually characterised by close geo-
graphical proximity (Pinch & Sunley 2015).
Future research should study various ‘indus-
trial atmospheres’ in relation to SE and ‘re-
lated variety’ in SE capability development,
as they suggest. In the case of the Swedish-
speaking regions, the number of SEs was,
however, so small that it appears that such
research should focus on Finland more
generally. One step in a similar direction
was Rinkinen et al’s (2015) study in which
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regional innovation and business strategies
were investigated. The Swedish-speaking
regions did not stand out as different in that
study, but as noted by them, better inclusion
of SEs as part of innovation systems and com-
municating this through regional strategies
would help to develop SEs as potential inno-
vators and active entrepreneurial actors in
innovation systems.

Relations to the personnel, where relevant,
were generally perceived as good. When asked
about managing an SE, the respondents were
quite unanimous. Management was felt to
be different and definitely more demanding,
even ‘twice as demanding’ as being a manager
in an ordinary company. Some of the related
responses were:

Inspiring, but in our case, our activities are really
broad and versatile, and that requires a lot.

If I had known what I know today, I would
have, unfortunately, chosen another path. Even
though the positive issue is that I have learned
enormously and have got a broad contact
network.

Relations to customers were seen as rel-
atively neutral; the relationship is not very
close, but there are no major problems. Local
citizens and the community in general were
highlighted more in the responses. User orien-
tation was understood as important, however.
One respondent explained:

We try all the time to analyse and develop
our product so thatit will be more useful for
our customers. We organise meetings and
are in regular contact with them. However,
we have not yet quite succeeded in ‘crack-
ing the code’, so now we are engaged in a
project with external funding [to improve
user orientation].

Impacts and future perspectives — The
importance of showing the impacts of SEs was
discussed by Kotiranta and Widgrén (2015)
as well as in previous Finnish research (e.g.
Melkas et al. 2017). The survey questions
focused on what kinds of impacts an SE has
on its environment, how positive impacts are
communicated, for instance, in marketing,
and how mutual benefit can be measured. The
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responses reflected a certain level of caution
in using such information (when it is known),
but also very positive views were expressed.
The positive impacts were felt to be visible,
and they are often brought up in the media,
leading to a good reputation. One respondent
noted:

Measurement is not easy, but [...] we do
monitoring, even in the long term. The re-
sults are good.

On the other hand, employing people was
considered the main point, but that kind of
information is not really utilised. Several re-
spondents also emphasised that marketing
has changed over the years, so that positive
impacts are now sought, as much as possible,
and communicated to the stakeholders, that
is, consumers, other companies and society.
According to the responses, it seems that
training in impact assessment, management
and marketing might be beneficial for SEs in
particular. Tykkyldainen (2015) pointed out
that it seems that Finnish entrepreneurs are
sometimes unwilling to take the step and iden-
tify themselves as social entrepreneurs, partly
because it is difficult to find a joint agenda
within the umbrella of very different SEs.
However, according to her, change appears
to be coming, and the societal added value
brought by SEs is gradually being shown as a
competitive advantage in the markets. The re-
spondents in the present study were ready to
be identified as social entrepreneurs, but they
felt that the competitive advantage was not
gained yet.

Questions were asked concerning how the
entrepreneurs maintain their power and pas-
sion for SEs. These companies have to cope in
the markets just like any company, and ways
to attract new customers and interest groups
were also inquired. The responses to these
questions were positive indeed.

The motivation is maintained best when I
remind myself that what I do is to effect a
positive change in society, so that everyone
wins in the end. It is also important that one
manages to achieve the milestones that one
has specified.

The young people and the people I meet and
who are involved in our activities are inspiring!

We have regular assessments, check-ups and
different kinds of planning and vision-setting
meetings among the personnel.

The latter reply reflects a participatory nature
that involves the various parties affected by the
activity — listed as a central criterion for SEs
(Defourny 2001; Defourny & Nyssens 2012).

Financial problems cast a cloud over the
future perspectives of some respondents. One
respondent even noted that ‘It is, however,
difficult to motivate oneself for very long with-
out being able to take out any kind of salary’.
Persistence in pursuing the social mission
was clear, as the respondent described having
gone through very challenging times (see also
Syrja et al. 2013).

All the respondents were convinced that
SEs are becoming more significant and will
shape society in the future. A related response
was:

Social enterprises are enormously import-
ant in today’s society and, first and fore-
most, they impose human and not only
economic values on other companies as
well. I hope that the state soon sees the sig-
nificance of supporting and helping these
companies to gain stable footing, to then
be able to function like any other company.

Concerning the future, the respondents
highlighted the need for help and expertise
in, for instance, juridical questions to be eas-
ily available for SEs. Business advisors are not
knowledgeable about the phenomenon of SEs
and are unable to provide tailored advice.
Those SEs without the SE mark were not nec-
essarily aiming to apply for the mark in the fu-
ture, as the respondents did not feel the need
to do so. A positive avenue for the future was
also that the SEs are teaching social business
to young people in the region, enabling more
new businesses to emerge over time.

The survey data were complemented by
investigating business and procurement
strategies of the respondents’ municipalities
to gain more in-depth information on the
regional priorities, signs of the support sys-
tem and networks. The strategies contained
concepts that lead to positive expectations
(see also Rinkinen et al. 2015), community
development and well-being, to name a few.
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Disabled people’s workshops were mentioned
in a few as potential providers of products and
services procured by the municipality, but SEs
as such were not mentioned. The results were
thus quite similar to those of Rinkinen et al.
(2015) concerning Finnish regional innova-
tion and business strategies.

CONCLUSIONS AND EVALUATION

This study examined the prevalence, role and
characteristics of SEs in the distinct Swedish-
speaking regionsin Finland. The research data
consisted of statistical and other background
data, a survey as well as strategy documents.
According to the findings, SEs do not appear
to be more common in Swedish-speaking re-
gions than in Finnish-speaking regions, based
on the registers, statistics, Internet searches
and other information.

The survey responses — when compared
also with recent studies in the Finnish-
speaking regions and companies (e.g. Khan
et al. 2015; Rinkinen et al. 2015; Konsti-
Laakso et al. 2016; Melkas et al. 2017) =
showed some more positive preconditions
for SEs and their operations in the Swedish-
speaking regions. It appears that the local
and regional visibility and support networks
may be better in these regions. On the
other hand, it was a question of small (and
bilingual) municipalities, where the size of
municipality may influence visibility and
networks as much as (the Swedish) language.
Future research could focus on municipali-
ties of different sizes, to provide new knowl-
edge on how the size may influence SEs and
their operations. Future research could thus
dig deeper into the concept of societal en-
trepreneurship or community entrepreneur-
ship that relates to the public good primarily
in the sense of local small business and eco-
nomic development ‘for the village’ or ‘for
the region’ (Gawell 2014). The municipalities
(and the surrounding regions) represented
by this survey’s respondents were, however,
quite strongly Swedish-speaking. There are
major differences in the bilingual municipal-
ities’ language profiles in practice.

Finnish SEs, irrespective of the region, ap-
pear to face many similar challenges in, for

© 2019 Royal Dutch Geographical Society KNAG

HELINA MELKAS

instance, tackling prejudice and ignorance
about SEs, in the funding and management of
SEs and the measurement of their impact. The
survey respondents’ future perspectives seem
bright in that there is strong belief in the in-
creasing importance of SEs. In future research,
a few Swedish-speaking and Finnish-speaking
municipalities (perhaps monolingual ones and
of similar size) could be examined as case stud-
ies to learn more about the ‘soft’ infrastructure
of both organised and unstructured mutual sup-
port systems and sources of market-related and
local formal and informal business knowledge.
These linkages have been brought up as import-
ant for the development of a localised common
sense of purpose ormission, social entrepreneur-
ial creativity and the trust necessary to acquire
and maintain contracts (Pinch & Sunley 2015).
By considering how a ‘supportive environment’
for SEs might have come about, further contri-
butions could be made to the debate concern-
ing the importance of the policy environment
to fostering the SE activity not only to emerge,
but also to thrive (Roy et al. 2014). Future case
studies could also take into account the his-
tory and development of the municipalities,
or even their ‘sub-communities’, as there is
the tendency of some of the Swedish-speaking
municipalities becoming increasingly Finnish-
speaking, which might ‘break’ the soft
infrastructure even in a small municipality.
Increasing internationalisation may play a role
in the years to come; some immigrants may
become social entrepreneurs or employees of
social enterprises, but they may also change lan-
guage structures of municipalities and regions
in various ways.

Although Swedish speakers as a language
group could be studied by language orien-
tation of companies, this was not chosen as
a criterion for this study. In case studies,
the language orientation and culture of the
company would be possible to capture, but
in the present study, the official language
of the company would likely have reflected
the individual entrepreneur or core team’s
background at the time of establishment of
the company. On the basis of earlier studies
on Finnish-speaking regions, the commu-
nity and regional perspective was seen as
intriguing with regard to the several local
level and other goals of SEs. Earlier studies
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on individual ‘heroic entrepreneurs’ have
not been uncommon. The individual per-
spective would be problematic also because
Swedish speakers are often fluent in Finnish,
too. Individuals thus have varying language
profiles, especially in the strongly Finnish-
speaking bilingual municipalities. The
chosen research design led to a shortage of
materials, such as a small survey dataset.

Several types of further research are clearly
needed, but this study as a whole sheds some
light on the prevalence, role and characteristics
of SEs in the Swedish-speaking Finland. A clear
link between the characteristics of Swedish-
speaking regions and the prevalence, role and
characteristics of SEs in those regions could not
be found. However, in line with Figure 2, the
findings suggest that the Swedish-speaking re-
gions might provide certain key benefits to SEs,
and enable, for instance, access to many formal
and informal networks that provide mutual sup-
port. The recognised existence of social capital
among the Swedish speakers may provide a valu-
able basis (see also Tura & Harmaakorpi 2005),
but to be able to reach more social entrepre-
neurial activity in these regions, better visibil-
ity, management support, funding sources and
various communication and training efforts for
various parties still appear to be needed (see,
e.g. Koskela et al. 2015). These efforts would
also facilitate SEs becoming true participants of
the RIS. After all, itis not only a question of how
SEs are able to fulfil their social mission, but also
of how they are enabled by other RIS actors to ac-
complish this in different settings.
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Note

1. The social enterprise mark is granted by the
Association of Finnish Work. The key character-
istics are:

1. The aim of an SE is to promote social well-be-
ing; it acts responsibly.

2. Limited distribution of profits.
3. Transparency and openness
operations.

In addition, one or more of the following features
are related to SEs: promoting the well-being of em-
ployees and developing ways for the personnel to
get their voice heard; a customer-oriented approach
in developing the business and close relations with
local communities; minimising health and environ-
mental hazards caused by the business; developing
the local economy; paying special attention to those
belonging to vulnerable groups, and demonstrating
the company’s social effects.

of business
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APPENDIX SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
(ORIGINAL IN SWEDISH)
Branch(es) of operations

Number of employees

History and characteristics/ back-

ground philosophy

¢ When and why did you establish a social/
societal enterprise (or when did you join)?
How was it established (a short history)?

e What makes your enterprise a social enter-
prise? How does it show in daily activities?
What do you wish to advance?

Challenges and support

e What kind of challenges or problems have
you had at different stages?

® What kind of support have you received
from authorities or others? What kind of
attitudes do you encounter? What kind of
relations do you have to different parties
(social networks), e.g. municipal authori-
ties, funding organizations, etc.?

¢ Do you think that social enterprises (or alike)
are well known in their surroundings? Do
you think that there are differences between
Swedish-speaking and Finnish-speaking mu-
nicipalities? If they are not well known, why?

Impact

e What kind ‘of impact do your operations
have on the surroundings? How do you
communicate the positive impact, the ‘com-
mon benefits’, e.g. in marketing? How is it
possible to measure ‘the common benefits’?

¢ Howis it to lead a social enterprise? Is it dif-
ferent, e.g. more demanding?

Relations

* How are you met by ‘ordinary entrepre-
neurs’? Are you involved in, e.g. local entre-
preneurs’ organisations?

¢ How is your relation to the personnel? Do
you involve them in decision-making?

¢ How is your relation to customers? User orien-
tation implies taking time to think about cus-
tomers’ feedback and needs. Do you think that
the user orientation in your company is strong?

Future

® A social enterprise must get along on the
market, just like a traditional enterprise.
How do you maintain your strength and
passion for social entrepreneurship? How
can you attract new customers and interest
groups?

* What benefits can social enterprises cre-
ate in the future? Do you think that their
importance will increase?

e If your company does not have an official
status as a social or societal enterprise, do
you intend to strive for such a status in the
future? Why or why not?
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MARKED PROOF
Please correct and return this set

Please use the proof correction marks shown below for all alterations and corrections. If you
wish to return your proof by fax you should ensure that all amendments are written clearly

in dark ink and are made well within the page margins.

Instruction to printer

Textual mark

Marginal mark

Leave unchanged

Insert in text the matter
indicated in the margin

Delete

Substitute character or
substitute part of one or

more word(s)
Change to italics
Change to capitals
Change to small capitals
Change to bold type
Change to bold italic

Change to lower case
Change italic to upright type
Change bold to non-bold type

Insert ‘superior’ character

Insert ‘inferior’ character

Insert full stop
Insert comma

Insert single quotation marks

Insert double quotation marks

Insert hyphen
Start new paragraph
No new paragraph

Transpose

Close up

Insert or substitute space
between characters or words

Reduce space between
characters or words

- « « under matter to remain

A

[ through single character, rule or underline
or
- through all characters to be deleted

[ through letter or
——— through characters

— under matter to be changed
== under matter to be changed
== under matter to be changed
~ under matter to be changed
<= under matter to be changed

Encircle matter to be changed
(As above)

(As above)

[ through character or
A where required

(As above)

(As above)
(As above)

(As above)

(As above)

(As above)
I
—
L

linking characters
~—

[ through character or
A where required

between characters or
words affected

0

New matter followed by

A or k®

of or S

new character / or

new characters /

+EHLE T

‘forX

under character

e.g.\? or \Z

over character
e.g. /2(
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