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Introduction
Social enterprises are increasingly acknowledged to be important stakeholders in tackling persistent global issues, such as inequality, poverty, environmental degradation, and social exclusion. Social enterprises operate at the intersection of traditional non-profits and commercial businesses, applying a market-based approach to generate socially beneficial outcomes. The social enterprise model, with a dual objective of generating social and environmental value while remaining financially viable, presents a convincing alternative model to traditional commercial businesses. However, hybridity also leads to heightened operational and market tensions impacting social enterprises' ability to scale-up or remain true to their mission.
To critically examine the implications of the dynamics of social enterprise, the essay uses the SWOT analysis framework to determine and examine the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats that social enterprises experience. 
The SWOT Framework in Social Enterprise
SWOT analysis represents a form of strategic planning that can be utilised to assess the internal capabilities of an organisation in addition to the external environment related to the organisation. Strengths and weaknesses reference internal attributes (e.g. innovation, governance, or funding structures), while opportunities and threats are reflective of external circumstances (e.g. regulatory conditions, economic, or competitive). Given their complex dual mandate of ensuring financial viability, whilst ensuring a measurable social impact, the SWOT framework is particularly helpful in the social enterprise context.


Strengths of Social Enterprises
A pivotal advantage of social enterprises is their ability to create blended value, meeting financial objectives as well as social or environmental objectives (Emerson, 2000). A well-known example is Grameen Bank, which pioneered microfinance and provided small loans to low-income borrowers, most often women, in Bangladesh. According to Yunus et al. (2010), Grameen's model illustrates how financial assets can be organised to alleviate systemic poverty while allowing for survival without donations.
Social enterprises tend to have high stakeholder engagement as they are implicitly aligned with Freeman's (1984) Stakeholder Theory positing that businesses need to include the interests of stakeholders and not exclusively shareholders. Divine Chocolate is an example of a social enterprise where shares are held by a Ghanaian cocoa farmers' cooperative, which provides producers with the ability to have a voice and share in profits from corporate operational decisions. This approach provides legitimacy (Abedin et al., 2023), nurtures trust and prolongs partnerships and reduces potential volatility.
Social enterprises can also be very innovative, typically generating contextually appropriate solutions to intractable issues. Resource poor environments often drive innovation. mPedigree is an example of a West African enterprise that combats counterfeit medicine using mobile technology to enhance engagement between key stakeholders. The enterprise advances technology and the uptake of important public health (Awan & Sroufe, 2022).
Weaknesses of Social Enterprises
Despite benefiting from many advantages, social enterprises often struggle with significant operational challenges. The most prevalent challenge is often limited access to capital. The hybrid nature of social enterprises is not particularly appealing to traditional investors that are primarily mainly concerned with maximising returns, while some philanthropic funders do not want to associate themselves with policy environments that are driven by profit (Porter & Kramer, 2011). As a result, there is a gap in funding, which restricts the ability of social enterprises to grow and innovate. Abedin et al. (2023) conclude that many small social enterprises are limited by strategic under-development due to the inconsistency in funding and the capacity of their work.
Another significant weakness is the possibility of mission drift. More established social enterprises or those that are more dependent on outside funding may see a shift or drift from being focused on the social mission to being focused on profit (or profit sustainability) (Bhatt, 2022). Increasingly prominent social enterprises will have increased ethical complexity as they scale, and this growth will require them to negotiate the best possible compromises between social outcomes and the realities of the market. A drift from the social mission can erode trust with beneficiaries and stakeholder and, ultimately, stagnate or worsen the long-term social sustainability of the social enterprise, undermining prospects for positive societal development and financial sustainability of that impact.
Next, social enterprises often struggle with how to measure their impact. Unlike financial performance, social outcomes are complex, highly contextualised, and often involve long-term consideration. There are rigorous measurement methodologies, such as Theory of Change and Social Return on Investment (SROI), but few social enterprises have the resources or capacity (staff, methodological training, etc.) to be able to measure social value with either of these frameworks. Satar (2022) argues that social enterprises without guidelines to meet planning for triple-bottom-line processes, run the risk of failing to adequately measure and discuss their value proposition, while limiting funding and decision-making.

Opportunities of Social Enterprises 
The current global economy is providing many social enterprises with significant opportunities to grow their influence and impact. One opportunity, arguably the most significant, is the growing trend of ethical consumption. The growing portion of consumers, particularly millennials and Generation Z consumers, will only purchase products and services from companies that deliberately prioritise sustainability, social justice, and ethical activities. According to Nielsen (2015), 66% of consumers worldwide are now willing to pay more for products sold by organisations dedicated to positive change in social and environmental aspects. This aligns with Elkington's (1997) Triple Bottom Line framework, which states that companies are responsible for creating value in three areas: profit, people, and planet. Companies like Who Gives A Crap have embraced this opportunity with sustainable toilet paper while donating 50% of profits to improve sanitation globally. The organisation utilises humour, transparency, and a direct-to-consumer sales model to develop a loyal audience (Mendes et al., 2023).
Policy environments are moving in the direction of facilitating social enterprise development as well. Legal forms of organisations such as Community Interest Companies (CIC) in the UK and B Corporations in the United States provide formal recognition of hybrid business, adding legitimacy and confidence for investors. Additionally, the UK's Social Investment Tax Relief (SITR) program incentivises national private investment in social enterprises with tax incentives. According to Yunus et al. (2010), enabling ecosystems, or policy and legal frameworks, is needed to foster sustainable social business models. 
Another major opportunity is technology. Digital platforms, mobile apps, and data analytics can leverage tools to improve efficiency, scale, and increase social impact. Awan and Sroufe (2022) suggested that circular and sustainable business models often rely on technology to innovate on waste reduction and stakeholder engagement. Digital technologies should allow for easier tracking of impact, particularly given the ways in which organisations actively engage and move supporters into fundraising, storytelling, and social media. The mPedigree mobile-enabled verification system demonstrates how low-cost technologies can be designed to facilitate system-wide change in constrained resource environments. 
Threats of Social Enterprises 
At the same time, there are external forces that social enterprises must deal with that can adversely affect the operational capacity or life of their organisation. A significant threat is competition from large corporations adopting CSR or shared value models. Porter and Kramer (2011) argue that many businesses have elevated to the level of designing business strategies that factor in considerations for social impact. It is important to note that while the public good may be assisted at a wider societal good, this can lead to 'impact washing' in which enterprises utilise the language of purpose while not being primarily mission-driven. This puts pressure on social enterprises to continuously seek differentiation and demonstrate the value of impact with limited public and marketing prominence. 
An equally important challenge is volatility in the economy. During turbulent economic circumstances, consumer spending on ethical products declines, and funders may reduce or restrict grant commitment to organisations that have a financial return in the short term. As a notable example, the COVID-19 pandemic has created enormous challenges on the social enterprise sectors. As observed by Weaver (2023), many organisations were forced to reduce services and staff, and even in some cases dependent on local pandemic orders, temporarily close, when income was lost or operational restrictions cited to the pandemic orders of which they had to comply with. 
A further concern is the problem of growing without fidelity to missions. As social enterprises grow, they typically must either standardise operations or pursue investment from commercial investors to consider the scale and this can lead to a higher instance of mission drift (Bhatt, 2022). Unless additional formalised governance mechanisms are implemented and values-based leadership are in place residents' social returns could be diminished as growth is pursued. 
The ethical complexities many social enterprises are faced with heightens these risks. Many organisations are situated in contested or politically charged spaces where the expectations of stakeholder needs may not just be different but incredibly difficult to ascertain. Bhatt (2022) captures some of the challenges, as social entrepreneurs may be engaged in several morally ambiguous realities or have to make trade-offs that accommodate stakeholder needs bound to dissatisfaction. Compound this with the reputational and operational risks associated with expectations of transparency and accountability as they could easily see why care must be taken. 
Conclusion 
Social enterprises have capacity to be important agents of inclusive growth, sustainability, and systemic change; they embody two distinct, and eligibility outlined values that justify a parallel business case to more traditional practices: mission-driven innovation and engagement to stakeholders and blended value propositions. However, internal insufficiencies such as access to capital to sustain operating overhead, to mission drift when combined with those challenges experienced from external forces evidenced by competing corporations seeking the same social impact or global economic crisis could impact the social enterprise organisational impact, however, at the same time, with those structures we see global trends in consumer values, continued policy support, and expanded technological use and capability presents unique opportunities and enhancements for support and resilience to many social enterprises. As we experience the continued tension of internal assets to engage external opportunities while also mitigating upcoming threats to resources and managing the weaknesses from internally based factors, we would have to assert that a social enterprise would continue contributing to a more equitable and sustainable global economy.
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