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Introduction 
Social enterprises are organisations that conduct business while pursuing a social or ecological objective. They work in the intersection of businesses and non-profits by ensuring both income generation and creation of social value. They are usually focused on either eliminating poverty, providing employment for marginalized segments of the population, improving access to fundamental services or curbing the environmental harm done. However, the very connection between business and social goals presents both opportunities and problems for social enterprises.
 A SWOT analysis is used to assess the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for social enterprises. SWOT analysis is important because it allows us to distinguish between internal factors and external conditions. At the same time, the results of SWOT depend on the evidence collected and judgment made for each of the categories (Karadzhov, 2025). 
Strengths 
One of the main advantages of social enterprises is their ability to integrate commercial operations and social values elimination. They can make money from trading while solving the problems that state agencies or private enterprises fail to solve. This means that social responsibility becomes not just the occasional charity but a whole business model (Abidin, Jalal and Sodiq, 2025). 
 Aravind Eye Care is a good example of such approach. This initiative earns money from the patients capable of paying for their treatment and employs the profits from the well-off people to provide services for its less fortunate clients. Social enterprises build strong ties with communities, as they are usually set up to address a problem in the area. As per stakeholder theory, institutions ought to consider many stakeholders instead of just their shareholders. This can create confidence among employees, customers, beneficiaries, and communities at large. The social sustainability of the social enterprise depends on stakeholder participation, inclusion, and value creation (Kamaludin, 2023).
Greyston Bakery in the US serves as an example of such effectiveness with its employment model, which is based on an open hiring system. The organisation offers jobs without requiring the applicants to go through traditional interviews or background checks. Consequently, applicants who cannot find a job are given an opportunity to earn money and obtain various types of training. Thus, the social mission is embedded into the human resource practices of the entity.
On the other hand, social enterprises may also possess certain uniqueness-related assets like knowledge of community needs, motivated employees, and mission-driven networks. If viewed from the resource-based perspective, these advantages would help social organizations gain an edge since they are hard to imitate by competitors. Competencies associated with entrepreneurship, ethics, and sustainability can improve the responsiveness of social enterprises to various social challenges (Ramadani et al., 2022).
Weaknesses
Despite its benefits, social enterprises often find themselves in conflict between their social goals and business realities. Some of the tasks making the biggest impact in the social sense may not be financially viable. Managers are thus faced with a dilemma regarding the focus on either growth, profitability, or the assistance provided. Expenses involving training, oversight and changes to the workplace tend to rise. As traditional rivals are equipped to hire skilled labor for lower cost, competition based on price becomes truly challenging for the company.
Hybrid system of social enterprises can result in disagreements within the organisation. Invests may want to see financial growth, the staff may have their minds on job security and beneficiaries may demand higher level of social assistance. Different objectives can lower clarity of strategic vision and complicate decision-making. The capacity of hybrid enterprises to innovate will depend on the level of their achievements as in combining social and business objectives while maintaining openness to outside knowledge and cooperation (Hagedoorn et al., 2023).
Another vulnerability lies within the issues related to the proof of the impact. While financial indicators like revenue or costs are easy to measure, measuring social results like confidence or wellbeing is much more difficult. The enterprises need to be accountable to different stakeholders and their inability to demonstrate credible results may damage their level of trust (Kolodinsky, Ritchie and Capar, 2022).
Case with Community Shop is demonstrative of the issues within the measuring of impact. While it is easy to measure the amount of redistributed food, it is difficult to define the changes in the areas like wellbeing, confidence or employability.


Opportunities
Growing concerns over sustainable development offer a range of opportunities for social enterprises. Governments, consumers and investors are becoming interested in organisations helping to save environment, creating decent jobs and reducing inequality. By utilising market-driven approaches, social entrepreneurship can help to accomplish various Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (Diaz-Sarachaga and Ariza-Montes, 2022).
The example of Elvis & Kresse illustrates how environmental issues can be turned into business opportunities. The firm utilises things, like damaged fire hoses, to create fashionable accessories, thus reducing waste and generating valuable products at the same time. Also, Rubies in the Rubble create sauces and other condiments from fruits and vegetables that would otherwise go to waste. Both companies can take advantage of the growing consumer interest in circular economy products.
The establishment of beneficial social enterprise ecosystems is another approach. The availability of resources such as access to finance, education, networks and governmental support makes it possible to create and develop social enterprises. Nevertheless, the degree of development of such systems varies according to the level of economic development and the institutional environment of the country (Plata, Scott and Aparicio, 2026).
Digital technology offers opportunities to reach the target audience and investors. Online platforms help in reducing marketing expenses, conducting remote services and informing them about their social results. Digital entrepreneurship helps in achieving sustainability through introduction of new business models and access to a bigger market (Fernandes, Pires and Gaspar Alves, 2022).
There is a good example of digital social entrepreneurship, which illustrates the above points which is Kiva. This platform connects lenders with entrepreneurs or communities that need financing. It serves as an example of how technology can connect social capital to individuals that have difficulties in obtaining traditional loans. Social innovation has undergone worldwide expansion mainly due to the emergence of social enterprises that have the potential to fill the gap in public service issues. The research focused on social entrepreneurship in the ASEAN region indicates a growing interest in innovative measures to tackle regional social and economic problems (Fauzi, Muhamad Tamyez and Kumar, 2025).
Threats
Social enterprises face considerable threats from economic instability. During periods of inflation or recession, consumers tend to choose cheaper conventional goods over ethically produced ones. Thus, social enterprises may suffer from decreased sales, even during times of increasing demand for social services.
Competition with traditional enterprises is an additional threat. Bigger companies increasingly market themselves as environmentally and socially responsible, which creates competition for consumers with social consciousness. However, some companies might use limited charitable activities to promote themselves socially responsible while not implementing any changes in their main practices. Thus, consumers may fail to understand the difference between a real social enterprise and corporate social responsibility marketing.
Reliance on external funding also brings uncertainty. In general, grants, government contracts, and impact investments may vary depending on political aspirations or circumstances in the economy. Businesses that rely on a single funding source may face difficulties in case of funding cuts.
Technology involves additional threats. Although digitalisation can improve access to the market, investment in software, cybersecurity and training is needed in the process. Smaller businesses may not have this capacity. Moreover, digital models can eliminate the beneficiaries who have no access to the Internet or lack digital skills, which means that if technology development is not regulated in an inclusive manner, inequality increases.
Conclusion 
The SWOT analysis demonstrates that social enterprises possess strong strengths, such as mission-driven innovation, stakeholder trust, knowledge about the community and the possibility of combining earning profits with social welfare. At the same time, they have weaknesses that include limited resources, lack of measurement of impact, and contradictions between commercial and social values. Opportunities are emerging through sustainability, digital technologies, supportive ecosystems and increasing interest in socially responsible consumption. However, a recession, competition with established businesses, insecure funding, and digital inequalities remain key threats.
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