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Introduction
Social enterprises play an increasingly vital role as hybrid organisations combining entrepreneurial approaches with a societal / environmental purpose. The purpose of social enterprises is to tackle the many persistent social challenges such as poverty, unemployment, and inequality, utilising market-based solutions. Social enterprises create social value, whilst also ensuring financial sustainability, placing themselves alongside public, private, and non-profit sectors. Social entrepreneurship is indicative of a global movement towards responsible capitalism and sustainable development. Social entrepreneurship is therefore the application of innovative business models to accomplish social change (Mair and Marti, 2006). Within this context, social enterprises are examined with a SWOT analysis identifying strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats in regard to today's economy. 
Strengths 
One important strength of social enterprises is their focus on the duality of both social and economic value, often addressing issues where traditional market or government systems fail. The dual value adds to financial independence, while still facilitating recovered social value. “Creating shared value" demonstrates how the concepts of profitability and purpose can work in synergy. If a business's work aligns with the broader progress of society, profitability and previous impact will often reinforce one another (Porter and Kramer, 2011). A good example is The Big Issue, based in the UK, which engages homeless individuals to begin earning a proportion of their income from selling a magazine; both providing dignity for an individual and sustainability for the enterprise.
A second important strength of social enterprise is the trust and legitimacy ascribed by stakeholders. Social enterprises prioritise community outcomes and value over traditional profit assessments for shareholders. This adds loyalty between employees, volunteers or customers to a social enterprise. Such stakeholder trust can increase reputation and generate access to partnership or funding. The microfinance model pioneered by Grameen Bank in Bangladesh illustrates this benefit: through lending to women, the Bank ensured economic sustainability and high rates of repayment (Yunus, Moingeon and Lehmann-Ortega, 2010).
Another key source of strength is the innovation capacity that a hybrid structure can drive. Operating in the space between market and mission encourages creativity and experimentation in the face of complex social needs. Social enterprises often leverage innovation to provide solutions in education, healthcare, and renewable energy for a more inclusive society. For example, Fairphone, a company selling smartphones with ethical sourcing, incorporates social values in its supply chain, and demonstrates that innovation and ethical production can coexist competitively (Karre, 2018). Overall, the flexibility and mission orientation of social enterprise forms the backbone of long-term impact and resilience (Defourny & Nyssens, 2021)
Weaknesses
The hybrid model of social enterprise creates strengths but also introduces internal tensions and structural vulnerability. The tension of balancing social purpose with economic sustainability causes conflict, particularly when market pressures threaten to undermine the social goals. This is commonly referred to as “mission drift” when enterprises choose financial sustainability over their core values (Ebrahim, Battilana and Mair, 2014) and it is exacerbated when organisations rely on trading income to maintain social purpose, as the need to be a sustainable entity can cause gradual missions to drift in more or less away from the target community.
Another ongoing weakness relates to financial fragility. Social enterprises typically have difficulty accessing capital since their atypical business structures often limit what they have for collateral. Their financing often relies on grants, donations, or subsidised financing in the initial stage, and this reliance on external financing could limit their ability to scale and induce dependency (Nicholls, 2010). Additionally, prospective investors may view social enterprises as high-risk investments because their returns have a non-financial component that is challenging to measure.
A second critical weakness concerns measuring impact. While traditional firms apply profit and loss to assess success, social enterprises often need to account for important impacts such as social equity or environmental sustainability. Evaluating these impacts is complex, linked to complex and resource-taxing assessments, and there is no shared industry standard to judge value. There are some frameworks, like Social Return on Investment (SROI), that are used but they are not implemented uniformly, and poorly presented results can diminish legitimacy (Defourny, 2010).
Finally, many social enterprises face difficulties related to human resources. It can be difficult to attract, and retain, qualified people when they are unable to offer wages competitive with private sector firms. Moreover, many social enterprises become reliant on volunteers or underemployed staffing, which can cause stresses on long-term capacity and organisation learning. Together, these weaknesses show that the same hybridity that enables social enterprises can also undermine sustainability if not managed appropriately.
Opportunities
The social enterprise sector is positioned favourably in the external environment and there is increased interest for ethical and sustainable solutions. Customers are also willing to support companies who approach business with an ethical perspective. Potential customers are creating market opportunities for socially responsible products and services. International policies, specifically the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), have created a positive ecosystem that benefits business addressing climate change, gender equality and poverty alleviation. 
The rise of impact investing creates greater growth opportunities for social enterprise, as investors now wish to understand not only the financial return on their money, but also the measurable social or environmental returns. The Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN, 2023) shows over $1 trillion global impact investment assets, emphasising the increasing interest from the mainstream to fund social innovation. Meaning, social enterprise that can produce impact reports should have access to funds and an opportunity to grow.
Technological innovations have also catalysed and afford significant opportunities. Digitising platforms and data in analysis allow an enterprise to reach more users, gain more efficiencies, and potentially directly target beneficiaries. A platform implementing these concepts is Too Good to Go, which connects consumers with restaurants to fight food waste, and demonstrates the opportunity for technology to connect for profit and sustainable opportunity. The B-Corp and certification movement, for example, as it grows more recognition, offers greater visibility and legitimacy to social enterprises in competitive environments (Defourny & Nyssens, 2014). 
Finally institutional recognition of social enterprises is happening, especially in Europe at this moment. For example policies like the UK's Social Value Act (2012), or a lack of legal status for social enterprises in the European Union, have existed to legitimise the social enterprise phenomenon, and at times create social procurement opportunities (Vasserot, 2023).This gradual acceptance from regulators indicates that social enterprises are becoming a permanent element of economies today supported by some combination of public policy and market influences.

Threats
While trends are generally positive, social enterprises confront several external threats that could restrict the opportunity for long-term sustainability. One danger is competition from the mainstream corporations that are active in corporate social responsibility (CSR) or have branded themselves as socially responsible companies. Larger companies like Unilever and Patagonia bring together 'social' and 'environmental' missions in their organisations, which is difficult for smaller social enterprises to overcome with marketing resources and economies of scale. The pressure of competition can cloud the separation between social entrepreneurs with social missions and corporations socially responsible or private sector social businesses (Tykkylainen, 2019).
Another source of competitive threat is policy instability and uncertainty around funding. Social enterprises tend to depend upon public sector contracts or grants that are subject to change as political priorities change. Economic austerity or public sector reorganisations can make financial support unavailable suddenly, undermining the ability of organisations to plan and to be sustainable (Defourny & Nyssens, 2010). For example, after Brexit, many social enterprises in the UK lost access to the EU’s social innovation funding streams, showing how exposed social enterprises can be to macro-political challenges.
The economic climate is also challenging. Whether during recessions or a crisis like COVID19, the ability of consumers to pay a premium price for an ethical product could be at threat. Beyond this concern, the greenwashing and impact washing of corporations also weaken the reputational standing of authentic social enterprises as a business. If there is no demonstration of impact, indicating a social enterprise is socially entrepreneurial versus marketing, making a distinction for consumers and investors can be difficult (Krocil, Muller and Kubatova, 2020).
Finally, while hybrid identity gives social enterprises their strength, the benefits of this are accompanied by a level of uncertainty in regulation and taxation, legitimacy from stakeholders, and overall sustainability of the social enterprise and the portfolio. This discomfort may be a barrier for investors or partners who do not have experience with these types of governance models. Therefore, social enterprises will always walk a fine line between being accountable for the public good and generating market competition.
Conclusion
Social enterprises are at the core of reimagining capitalism for social progress. The hybrid status allows them to create a social impact and an economic impact which therefore generates the trust and innovation that a traditional business may not exhibit. Yet, this hybrid status creates weaknesses such as mission drift, financial sustainability, and verify the impacts produced. Social enterprises appear to be well established because of external factors like increased opportunities in impact investments, a political environment that supports social enterprises, and growing markets for sustainability, in addition there are corporate competition, ambiguity of regulation, and economic volatility. 
In conclusion, the bottom line for the success of social enterprises is how to attain and build the legitimacy of its governance and impact measurement systems that are both economically viable and sustainable through providing a social mission. As the levels of awareness about sustainability and equity increases, a progressive social enterprise will become more important to solving the most pressing issues of our time, if they innovate, remain adaptive, and build legitimacy.
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