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Introduction
Social enterprises have emerged as dynamic entities that are now regarded as innovative organisations seeking align social missions with market-driven approaches to solve pressing local and global problems, such as inequality, unemployment, and environmental degradation (Defourny, Nyssens, & Brolis, 2021). Businesses are typically in pursuit of profit while charitable agencies are primarily reliant on grants and donations. In contrast, social enterprises operate in a hybrid form that seeks to navigate the delicate balance between profitability and social purpose: in being dual purposes, social enterprises have importantly positioned themselves to play a substantial role in the realisation of the Sustainable Development Goals, as well as encouraging inclusive development (Kamaludin, Xavier, & Amin, 2024). Conversely, dual purposes means that social enterprises are subject to complications or tension between social and commercial objectives.
The analysis for this essay will be guided by a SWOT analysis (assessing internal capabilities and external conditions) to assess relevant factor that bear on social enterprises, in the social and economic landscape. 







Strengths
A key strength of social enterprises is their mission driven purpose. Many social enterprises often offer social value, as such, this usually leads to higher stakeholder trust and loyalty than conventional firms (Pinheiro, Daniel, & Moreira, 2021). Providing stakeholders with a purpose is also important because of its significance to customer engagement and legitimacy. A positive example of a social enterprise is The Big Issue that reinvests profits back into the organisation to support individuals that are homeless in their community. Fairtrade International is another advocate of mission-driven projects that value the income fair compensation brings to producers in developing countries. These organisations, while simplicity in their incorporation of ethical aspects into their business model, bring a higher trust and loyalty with consumers who are increasingly drawn to purpose-driven consumption (Bhatt, 2022). 
Social enterprises are often considered to represent innovation and flexibility in navigating complex social issues (Nicholls, 2006). Acting as an organisational intermediary between market and social sectors, social enterprises naturally promote rapid iterative design and innovation. A prime example can be found in the innovative engagement of the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh, demonstrating how microfinance could open credit for the poor, subsequently leading to variations being applied in different place-based settings throughout the globe. The TOMS Shoes provide an interesting case study, as they have demonstrated a profit-generating enterprise could at least partly embed social value in a "One for One" donation model.
Innovation is likewise apparent in the increased use of digital technologies that both create broad appeal and offer opportunities for more targeted and efficient lines of reach. For example, the company Too Good to Go uses a digital platform to connect restaurants to consumers, including redistributing food waste, which shows how social enterprises may similarly develop technology to drive their impact and achieve societal change (Kamaludin et al., 2024)
Weaknesses
Despite the advantages of being purpose led, social enterprises are faced with the challenge of managing the balancing act of financial sustainability and achieving their social mission. This can create a situation where mission drift occurs, whereby the social mission is increasingly compromised to become financially sustainable (Zhao & Grimes, 2016). This mission drift further presents challenges to social enterprises, given increasing operational costs, as they may opt to prioritise generating income rather than working to achieve social impact, which can erode faith and trust in their original mission from stakeholders (Raisiene & Urmanavičienė, 2017). For instance, when TOMS Shoes began to expand, critics pointed out how its donation model was displacing local makers in developing countries, showing how scaling without strategic thought can lead to undesired social impact (Mendes, 2021). Resolving this tension requires governance systems that can provide accountability across the social enterprise's growth trajectory and clarity of mission.
Another internal weakness stems from limited access to financing. Traditional investors regard an investment into a social enterprise as a seedier investment because of its dual bottom line and limitation on profit distribution (Pinheiro et al., 2021). Although impact investing and ethical funding is growing, many social enterprises still rely solely upon grant and subsidies limiting their growth prospects (Defourny et al., 2021). 
Opportunities
Companies considered social enterprises are in a good position as demand for ethical and sustainable consumption continues to rise globally. Younger generations are increasingly motivated by personal values such as environmental responsibility, social and economic justice and inclusivity (Kamaludin et al., 2024). This societal shift yields a large market opportunity for organisations that can source social and environmental impact authentically.

Other companies like Patagonia and Ben & Jerry's are not viewed as social enterprises, but they show how purpose can be internalised into their profit model and the marketplace to demonstrate market potential (Benjamin, Ebrahim, & Gugerty, 2023). 
Increasingly, governmental policies and institutional frameworks have recognised the role of social enterprises in driving social innovation. For example, the Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012 in the UK requires public bodies to consider social value through procurement, leading to opportunities for social enterprises to provide public service delivery. Similarly, emerging hybrid and social enterprise certifications, such as B Corporation certification, allow social enterprises to demonstrate formal legitimacy and appeal to investors interested in environmental and governance standards (Defourny et al., 2021).
The emergence of a supportive ecosystem has supported social enterprises, including incubators, accelerators and social investment funds like Big Society Capital. These organisations can support social enterprises by building their financial resilience and increasing their scalability while maintaining their mission integrity through a variety of supports (Pinheiro et al., 2021). 
Threats
Social enterprises are increasingly being challenged by mainstream companies that adopt Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) practices. Larger companies with better access to resources can replicate the narratives of social enterprises, overlapping the lines between social enterprises and CSR, making it challenging for mission-driven organisations to differentiate themselves (Bhatt, 2022). When companies with a commercially purposefully set out to achieve social missions engage in CSR practices, often dubbed greenwashing, it threatens to delegitimise social enterprises and mislead stakeholders about actual social value (Mendes, 2021).
As with market competition, economic instability poses a significant threat to social enterprises' existence. During inflationary and recessionary periods, consumers often will retract their social conscience and shopping patterns will shift away from purchasing ethical products. Also, from the perspective of funding, traditional public context and some private funders may face budget and caseload constraints (Pinheiro et al., 2021). The COVID-19 pandemic has further exposed the fragility of the sector and the volatility of social enterprise funding.
The COVID-19 pandemic also represented a unique period in history during which global commitments to addressing social and environmental challenges were prioritised by the citizens of most countries and, in general, citizens reacted positively through economic changes. Unfortunately, many social enterprises that fall into the greater category of community services, tourism, and retail experienced their worlds exponentially disrupted and suffered significant liquidity challenges to remain afloat (Weaver, 2023). Conversely, the events that unfolded also fostered innovation and advancement in digital and online strategy and, ultimately resulted in social enterprises re-evaluating their delivery methods and established more resilient and operational capacity.
The measurement of social impact continues to exist as one of the most significant threats for some social enterprises. Unlike financial performance, social outcomes are often misconstrued as measurable qualitative aspects that do not warrant measurement depending on situational conditions. No standard metric limits an organisation's ability to easily compare the social value they are producing and creates additional hurdles for advancing social enterprise funding streams that, in general, request evidence of impact if they make their way through an incredibly complex funding application process (Benjamin et al., 2023).
Consequently, impact assessment tools, such as Social Return on Investment (SROI) and the Theory of Change, are frameworks all deriving an approach addressing social impact measurement, but both require resources to assess and comment on social impact that many social enterprises have insufficient access to (Raisiene & Urmanavičienė, 2017).















Conclusion
Social enterprises fill a critical gap that addresses a variety of the world's social and environmental challenges as they relate to a consumer-led market. Social enterprises position their strengths using a mission driven, innovative, and community focused approach aimed to create meaningful and sustainable impact. Meanwhile, social enterprises also exhibit weaknesses like mission drift and limited access to capital, which highlight the importance of supporting governance and capacity-building programs.
Growing opportunities influenced both by ethical consumption and supporting policy frameworks, emerging evolving digital transformation, opportunity both for growth identified how to take on, contribute and position the threat of green washing, economic unpredictability, volatility of the economy and the challenge of social impact measurements as a social enterprise sector to demonstrate the sector's legitimacy.
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