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The innovation demand placed on both for-profit and mission-driven organisations is rising steadily in the face of changing technological and social paradigms, along with a generalised atmosphere of fiscal austerity. In light of this, mission-driven organisations have undergone a series of transformations in order to find new revenue streams and to better serve their beneficiaries’ needs. As mission-driven organisations adopt profit-driven strategies and vice versa, the question of how these two organisations differ becomes an interesting pursuit. Based on the 25 Social Innovation Business Case Studies and 32 Social Innovation Biographies analysed, the article will focus on the differences between mission-driven and profit-driven organisations. Results illustrate that while mission-driven organisations are often prompted to use models, tools and logics coming from the private sector, more emphasise should be placed on finding models and tools that support the specificities that characterize their business models.
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Introduction
The innovation demand placed on both for-profit and mission-driven organisations is rising steadily in the face of changing technological and social paradigms, accompanied by a generalised atmosphere of fiscal austerity. In light of this, mission-driven organisations have undergone a series of transformations in order to find new revenue streams and to better serve their beneficiaries’ needs. Furthermore, technological advancements have also influenced the transformation of mission-driven organisations, changing at times the interaction between these organisations and their beneficiaries, while also economising certain transactions. Likewise, technological advancements and concern for social and environmental issues have pushed for-profit companies to change their modes of operation and business. Furthermore, as the world becomes more and more digitized (the internet of things) and expectations become more fluid as users – be they customers or beneficiaries – transfer expectations derived from experiences had in one industry to another, companies will have to break down vertical silos, originally built for efficiency, to new ways of operating and managing across touchpoints (Shah & Greene, 2015). This shift will require a change in organizational culture to one that favours sensing over procedure and intuition to instruction (Fjord, 2015); in other words, a shift from a bureaucratic culture driven by rules and regulations towards one driven by experimentation that seeks for validity rather than reliability. As mission-driven organisations adopt profit-driven strategies and vice versa, the question of how these two organisations differ becomes an interesting pursuit, also in terms of understanding what can be learned from social innovation (SI).
SIs have a number of definitions (cf. Pelka & Terstriep, 2016) but in its most basic form are defined as innovations that respond to unmet social needs and are thus social in their ends but also in their means (Mulgan et al., 2007). The problems that social innovations respond to, in other words, are always ‘wicked’ (Buchanan, 1992; Rittel & Webber, 1973) in nature, and thus indeterminate, fluid, open-ended and cannot be definitively solved. Many have tried to model the development pattern of SIs (Murray, Caulier-Grice & Mulgan, 2010; Bates, 2012; Brown and Wyatt, 2010) making use of general processes of product or technological innovation conducted to meet market opportunities, introducing the idea that the process of SI initiates with a large and systematic analysis of the problem to be solved and the analysis of the needs of the users who are facing it (Rizzo et al., 2015). Contrary to these predictive models, the observations made in our empirical research (Terstriep et al., 2015) suggest that SIs rarely follows the steps described and moreover that the models describe ideal conditions that are at work when innovation is developed within an organisation that already exists that can rely on an already-established culture of innovation (Deserti & Rizzo, 2014). In other words, while SIs share certain characteristics with traditional business innovation models, they possess unique qualities based on the social values that drive their modus operandi, that we argue profoundly shape their development and the business models that they assume, as well as the difficulties they face in finding appropriate models that provide economic sustainability. 
Based on the twenty-five Social Innovation Business Case Studies and 32 Social Innovation Biographies analysed under SIMPACT, the article will focus on the differences between mission-driven and profit-driven organisations. Based on these premises, the paper will explore in detail the difference in business model development, the characteristics of SI business models and finally, the principles of efficiency around which mission-driven organisations are configured. The paper concludes that while mission-driven organisations are often prompted to use models, tools and logics coming from the private sector, more focus should be spent on finding models and tools that support the specificities that characterize their business models.
Methodology
The paper builds on the results of the SIMPACT project, in which 25 business case studies (BCSs) of Social Innovation (SIs) across Europe and 32 social innovation biographies (SIBs) were conducted, with a specific focus on their economic foundation. SI, according to the SIMPACT definition, are novel combinations of ideas and distinct forms of collaboration that transcend established institutional contexts with the effect of empowering and (re-)engaging vulnerable groups either in the process of the innovation or as a result of it. BCSs and SIBs were selected from SIMPACT’s repository of 94 SI cases. In order to qualify as a SIMPACT case, the SI had to: (1) reply to one of the grand societal challenges that Europe is facing: employment, migration and demographic change, and transversally gender, education and poverty; (2) be a part of a European welfare regime; (3) be aligned with SIMPACT’s definition of SI and (4) have an organisational structure (e.g. NGO, NPO, enterprise). To account for a potential selection bias, successful and less successful or failed cases were chosen. Making use of a mixed method approach, a set of guiding questions, meant to investigate different aspects of SI, functioned as a common framework for the meta-analysis, BSCs and SIBs.
The BCSs provide SIMPACT with an important means of understanding the economic aspects of SI and the business models that inform them. Through deep qualitative research (Dezin & Lincoln, 2011; Corbin & Strauss, 2015), in which multiple sources and thereby perspectives are compared, BCSs advance the understanding of the economic aspects of already-known and described cases. SIBs, on the other hand, seek to deepen our understanding of the innovation processes, development trajectories and stakeholder interactions at the micro-level of the SI. The SIB is therefore not an account of the organisation itself but of the innovation process. SIBs were conducted through in-depth biographic-interpretive methodology, a combination of interviewing techniques, network analysis and triangulation, which allows for insight to be gained on the innovation processes, relational sphere, contextual setting and knowledge base that informs the evolution and development of the SI (Kleverbeck & Terstriep, 2017; Butzin & Widmaier, 2014). 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]The results of the BCSs and SIBs were then compared and analysed. Triangulation was applied to confirm and increase the validity of the research results (Yin, 2014; Stake, 2006). According to this methodology, “by combining multiple observers, theories, methods, and empirical materials, researchers can hope to overcome the weakness or intrinsic biases and the problems that come from single-method, single-observer, single-theory studies” (Jakob, 2001). In particular, qualitative empirical research was subjected to both internal triangulation, meaning that the same research result was verified by use of different sources, and external triangulation, meaning that results and insights primarily gathered with desk research methods (BCSs) were verified and confronted with results gathered using field research methods (SIBs) (Terstriep et al., 2015).
Based on the results coming from the comparative analysis of the BCSs and the SIBs, we were able to extract the business models behind SIs and proceed towards defining possible typologies through a process of reverse engineering to uncover the business models behind the cases. Reverse engineering is the application of tools and processes normally used for the generation of new businesses in the analysis of existing ones. We used it to interpret existing cases to gain further insight into their characteristics and demystify the mechanisms that reside behind the generation of social value. We chose to analyse the cases with a slightly adapted Business Model Canvas, with an added surplus section to render it more suitable for social innovations in order to understand into what activities eventual surplus is reinvested. This was done after having collected and considered all of the existing, modified versions of the tool, particularly those regarding non-profits and social innovation. 
Business Model Innovation
The study of business models as a form of business innovation has been gaining attention over the past years in scholarly research. As the costs and risks of innovation have risen, business models have also become an important asset for companies. Contrary from the past, innovation through technology and R&D investment alone is no longer feasible and business models are becoming more and more pivotal to the equation (Chesbrough, 2006). In consequence to changes in the global economy – including the introduction of new technologies and more open global trade – customers are able to find more and more ways to satisfy their variegated needs, forcing companies to re-evaluate and find more customer-centric value propositions (Teece, 2010). 
A business model can be defined as “a coherent framework that takes technological characteristics and potentials as inputs and converts them through customers and markets into economic outputs. The business model is conceived as a focusing device that mediates between technology development and economic value creation” (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002: 532). The core function of a business model is hence threefold: to create, deliver and capture value. It does so by converting choices about value propositions, markets and customers into value and accompanying those choices with an organizational structure that can then capture/monetize the value created (Smith et al., 2010). According to Teece (2010: 174), “a good business model: yields value propositions that are compelling to customers; achieves advantageous cost and risk structures and enables significant value capture by the business that generates and delivers [the] products and services”. 
Business models and their use as a source of innovation rose to importance at the advent of technological advances as the economy changed from being solely based on tangible products rooted in the assumption that if value is delivered, customers will pay for it (Teece 2010) to allowing for the hypothesis that intangible products can be real outputs. In fact, as Teece (2010) continues, one-sided markets and perfect competition are not pictures of what actually happens today: intangible products are in fact [everywhere], two-sided markets are common and customers do not just want products; they want solutions to their perceived needs. 
Likewise, in the public and social service sector, new needs are emerging along with growing societal challenges, like the ageing population, migration, youth unemployment, rising levels of young people not in education, employment or training (NEETs) and climate changes. The former “one-size-fits-all” approach is no longer appropriate, nor adequate for the public sector, as a profound understanding of end users calls for a re-design of services capable of responding to variegated needs through complex and varied service delivery. Third sector organisations are hence called upon even further to fill in the gap between market and state failure. Finding the right business model, able to generate economic value and maintain and increase social value is crucial for the long-term success and impact of these ventures; an exercise that defines when, how and where to add value to the organisation’s chain of activities (Chesbrough, 2006; Zott & Amit, 2009) 
Based on our empirical research, we assert that as social innovations address simultaneously economic and social value and mediate between the production of both tangible and intangible products/services, they require complex business structures and models, able to address multiple bottom lines and accommodate for a vast activity system and actor network. 
Characteristics of SI Business Models
Quite a few adaptations of frameworks and tools meant to analyse and design business models of trading enterprises have been applied to social enterprises and hybrid organisations, nevertheless, the need for further investigation and improved understanding of SI business models remains. The existing literature is quite limited, and primarily focused on investigating the specificity of non-profit organisations in comparison with for-profit enterprises. The seminal works of Smith et al. (2010), as well as of Jonker and Dentchev (2013), highlighted some characteristics of SI business models in comparison with those of trading enterprises. 
Although their contribution is not focused on social enterprises, Smith et al. (2010) formulate the concept of “Complex Business Models” and define some typical situations in which they are likely to occur. Among them, the authors include social enterprises, highlighting that they “(...) reflect another complex business model, built to host the paradoxical tensions between social good and financial profit strategies” (Smith et al., 2010: 451). In their view, complex business models are primarily bound to the necessity to manage the tension between exploration and exploitation, quite well described in organisation studies. According to their empirical observations, complex business models call for the capacity of organisations to live with internal contradictions, which can be often achieved through forms of leadership able to pursue different goals and manage paradoxical strategies simultaneously. Studying the behaviour of management teams operating in these organisations, they concluded that they were able to define “(...) an overarching vision that integrated both exploratory and exploitative strategies, aimed at motivating employees, encouraging the co-existence of competing agendas, minimizing conflict, and demanding creative problem solving to achieve integrative solutions. Second, they articulated clear and differentiated goals, and applied distinct objectives and metrics, specific to the different agendas” (ibid: 455). 
While Smith et al. (2010) describe an overall frame based on case studies of trading enterprises, suggesting that social enterprises could be represented in the same picture, Jonker and Dentchev’s (2013) approach the question of business modelling in the perspective of sustainable development. On the one hand, the authors refer to Elkington’s (1997) triple bottom line principle, according to which companies should be organised to simultaneous account for people, planet and profit. On the other hand, they refer to the CSR school of thought, which postulates the necessity of going beyond the neo-classical economic theory, well represented by Milton Friedman’s (1962, 2009: 133) famous quote “(...) there is one and only one social responsibility of business – to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits (...)”. In particular, they highlight how scholars agree on the inability of many organisations to address organising multiple values, suggesting that this calls for new competences and for a different understanding of business modelling. Making use of an explorative case study, they then propose five additional principles of business modelling for sustainability next to the principle of profitability: (1) multiple value creation; (2) basic logic; (3) strategic choice; (4) value network and (5) cooperative organising. Figure 1 summarises the key characteristics of SI business models discussed in the following.
Figure 1. Key Characteristics of SI Business Models
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Value Creation & Basic Logic
Our empirical research confirms that the necessity to generate value for different subjects leads to business models characterised by multiple and often conflicting bottom lines. Indeed, social innovators must walk a fine line between achieving their social mission and responding to market requirements. In accordance with Smith et al. (2010), our case studies prove that organisations standing behind SIs must frequently manage intrinsic contradictions and dilemmas, and that they are influenced by other contextual conditions that naturally lead to the creation of complex business models, partially or substantially different from those adopted by trading enterprises. Often, these organisations fuse elements and stakeholders, value systems and operational logics, missions and agendas that are commonly considered incompatible (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Battilana & Lee, 2104; Doherty et al., 2014). Consequently, the business models of social enterprises blend the boundaries between social mission and market activities. Our cases provide clear evidence of this complexity, which is reflected in the structure of mission-driven organisations, often integrating multiple legal forms to allow profit and social benefit motives to co-exist (Kleverbeck et al., 2017). 
RODA, for example, is a Croatian parent association that advocates for children and parental rights. The association is able to finance its activities through its social enterprise, Rodin let, that manufactures and sells ecological cloth diapers, baby and women accessories through the employment of disadvantaged members of the community. Another example is found in Granny’s Finest, a Rotterdam-based fashion brand that sells ecologically sustainable products knitted by the elderly over 55 to enhance their social lives. In order to pursue its social and economic goals, the social enterprise is structured as a private company whose main shareholder is a foundation for public benefit. As such, it makes it difficult to pay salaries and thus the salaries for the two founders and the full-time employees are partly financed through a loan granted by the private company to the social enterprise. 
Value Proposition(s)
In line with Jonker and Dentchev (2013), our empirical research indicates that the configuration of the value proposition is a core factor of differentiation of mission-driven organisations from trading enterprises. Organisations dealing with SI may take different forms, ranging from non-profit, to for-profit, to hybrid solutions, but whatever their form is, they often display neither a single value proposition nor a set of coherent value propositions. Instead, they typically have at least a social and an economic value proposition, which may be often divergent, meaning that the more the organisation pushes its social goals, the more the economic ones may be at risk, and vice versa. The divergence between economic and social goals leads to intrinsic contradictions and tensions, which must be assumed as characteristics of SI that cannot (and should not) be solved or overcome, but only managed through processes and skills of balancing and mediation. Moreover, the management of diverse and complex income/revenue streams require financial and managerial competences of mission-driven organisational staff. Our empirical research shows that these competences are often lacking and that gaps are primarily bridged through trial-and-error knowledge creation, and sometimes through external consultancy and advice. 
Legal Structures
Due to their double objective and the separation of for-profit and non-profit activities, our cases also demonstrate that SIs are often forced to adopt different legal frameworks according to the national normative frameworks, which often pose limitations to the activities that can be performed by non-profits and establish taxation mechanisms that demand for such a separation. These include legal forms of associations, foundations, or cooperatives. In addition, experimentation with business models has led to entirely new organisational structures such as the “Community Interest Company” in the UK, the Italian “Type B” social cooperative and the “Registered Social Enterprise” in Denmark. Also new legal forms have emerged that allow traditional not-for-profit organisations to pursue commercial activity, such as e.g. the “Non-Profit Institute” in Slovenia (for a comprehensive overview see Wilkinson, 2015). Notwithstanding this, our cases actually illustrate that social innovators lack preliminary knowledge on legal forms, which would be particularly useful in the initial phases of establishment of initiatives/solutions, but also in subsequent phases of assessment and scaling up. Empirical research provides evidence that in quite a few cases, initiators of SIs had to change, adapt and integrate the legal form of their enterprises during the process of development. 
While a variety of hybrid legal forms do exist to help ease the tension between social and economic objectives, our empirical research shows that in many cases, social innovators prefer (or end up) building more than one enterprise in order to combine differently focused legal structures, rather than adopting a hybrid form. In these cases, the different enterprises are formally independent, but actually share resources (primarily knowledge and human resources, and in some cases also spaces and equipment). One of our findings is thus that, besides formal hybrid organisations, SI can be characterised by “de facto” hybrid organisations. 
Piano C, for example, a co-working space based in Milan dedicated to working moms, can be described as a paradigmatic case of a “de facto” hybrid organisation, in which the non-profit legal entity complements the for-profit one, and vice versa, to generate the overall sustainability of the business. Discovering Hands, a German for-profit social business with two connecting non-profit entities that trains visually-impaired women to perform breast examinations in medical facilities, is yet another example (among many) where a product is commercialised by a for-profit enterprise to reward the founder(s) and generate surplus meant to sustain the core objectives of the non-profit organisation.
Our empirical evidence thus corresponds to definitions of hybrid organisations that may be found in literature (Eldar, 2017; Doherty et al., 2014; Haigh et al., 2015). Nevertheless, while literature is primarily focused on developing an overall concept of hybridity, our finding is that hybridity often results from the factual combination of formally separate (and different) organisations (Rizzo et al., 2015). These solutions configure associative frames that are not well investigated and described in literature, where different typologies of legal entities are combined in a whole organisation in which they are de facto interwoven. The result of such configurations is that behind the SI we find diverse and formally independent enterprises, with varying value propositions, structures of costs and revenue streams, none of which would be in truth economically sustainable per se. In these cases, trying to describe the business models of SIs without considering the interrelation of different sub-organisations into a whole umbrella organisation would be misleading. 
We thus hypothesise that, in order to capture the economic foundation of some SIs and describe their business models, different organisations should be considered as interconnected in a “combined” business model, and that the legal structure is not an accessory element but a core feature of mission-driven organisation. From these hypothesis descends the importance of dealing with the complexity of the business models and of the correspondent legal structures of mission-driven organisations, and the necessity of being able to configure them in order to give shape to sustainable SIs. Here our research empirically reveals a gap in consultation and support on legal aspects, which should likely be interpreted in the frame of an overall gap in the intermediation for SI. Our findings indicate a nascent system of intermediation, but since the majority of our cases are established it did not seem to play a relevant role in their creation. 
Dynamism of SI Business Models
Moreover, our empirical findings illustrate that restructuring or reengineering the business model residing behind SIs in order to make them sustainable may be difficult. In particular, we observed that the transition from grant-dependent models to self-sustainable ones (or to models where the SI is not totally grant-dependent) emerges as a typical problem. Many SIs are “bootstrapped”, i.e., they started up without external help or capital by making use of personal capital or forgoing salaries and internal cash flow. In addition, grants and awards (sometimes multiple grants and awards) are used as seed money or as structural ways to cover fixed and variable costs. They often start looking for different sources of income only in a second phase. Initial business plans often require assessment. While quite common also for trading businesses, in the field of SI the original focus on the social mission often necessitates re-thinking business models and plans to make them sustainable in the long run. Social innovators are driven by their strong motivation and core knowledge related to the social mission, but often lack in managerial skills and are not familiar with the industry where the SI is expected to generate surplus to be invested in the social mission. Semi di Libertà, a non-profit organisation in Rome combatting recidivism through work integration and professionalization pathways, for instance, was established thanks to public grants received from two ministries, but since they were meant to cover initial investments rather than operational costs, its founder had to then look for sources of income to ensure sustainability. Piano C in contrast started as a for-profit enterprise with a social mission thanks to self-financing, with a clear and well-structured initial business plan, but soon its founder had to rethink the business model and the legal structure to acquire new vital sources of income. 
As will be explored further on, many of the cases that we investigated were configured as WISEs (Work Integration Social Enterprises), focused on training and work integration of vulnerable and disadvantaged people and demonstrated problems with achieving self-sustainability. In these cases, suppliers of input (labour) to the firm are at the same time beneficiaries of the SI and their employment becomes an objective per se, which makes the creation of a sustainable business the instrument to realise it. Even if in many countries legislation provides incentives and tax relief for work integration, the problem of generating revenues and of dealing with competition in a similar fashion as trading enterprises remains and cases of failure are often bound to a lack in consideration of these aspects. Both Catering Solidario (a Seville-based, food catering firm, offering fair-trade and organic breakfast and lunch snacks, employing women coming from domestic violence) and Aspire (a UK catalogue delivery firm employing homeless people with the aim of providing them a job and basic training to become settled again and independent from public support) failed in part due to scarce knowledge of competitive factors in the industries where the businesses were established. In both cases, the value proposition was only connected to the social mission, which could not counterweigh the scarce competitiveness of their offering of products and services. 
On the other hand, we also observed cases, like Libera Terra (a network of profit-generating social cooperatives, employing vulnerable people to produce organic, ethical products on assets of land confiscated from the mafias in Southern Italy), which in contrast, is now strategically focused on the objective of developing as a “regular” enterprise with the added value of a social mission, rather than as a social enterprise selling products to sustain its mission. This means that products are meant to be appealing and competitive beyond the social mission, a strategic choice that is reflected in a new brand and visual identity where the social mission is less evident than before. 
Towards a “Holistic Approach”
Rather than formulating propositions on how to build successful social businesses, other studies investigate the differences between trading enterprises and mission-driven organisations in order to produce new descriptive tools more suitable to represent social businesses. These tools – the business models – may prove particularly interesting in the perspective of shifting from an analytical to a generative frame, supporting the creation of sounder SIs. In this vein, Michelini (2012) in her explorative literature review emphasises that the traditional business model frameworks should be adjusted, introducing new components and mechanisms, to render the specificity of hybrid enterprises. “This need for adjustment is [owing to the fact that] traditional frameworks have limitations in analyzing new forms of hybrid enterprises, in which the social component is of great importance. In fact, the traditional models are not able to capture all of the specific aspects of these new forms of enterprise. Specifically, they do not allow for an analysis that highlights the specific features and innovations relating to the revenue management model, the model of governance and the social impact of the business” (Michelini, 2012: 29). Her study starts from different definitions of business modelling, bound to the objectives and the qualitative characteristics of different typologies of organisations, and combines in her framework elements typical of for-profit businesses with elements characterising mission-driven organisations. Michelini thus proposes a new framework (social business theoretical framework) and a model to be used as a tool to analyse the creation of social innovation. Specifically, the model emerges from the combination of the frameworks of Osterwalder et al. (2005) with that of Yunus (2010), as an attempt to find a way of describing the complex economic structure that is necessary to manage contradictory requirements in an overall picture.
The social business model framework is composed of seven areas, which include 13 components. The following four areas are meant to capture the specifics of social businesses: 
Governance, which relates to the governance model of the organisation;  
Ecosystem, comprising the value chain, competences (skills, knowledge etc.), as well as the partner network;  
Surplus, describing the way in which the organisation manages its revenues surplus; and
Social value equation, describing how the organisation generates social benefit in terms of risks and benefits.
Based on the literature review briefly mentioned above and the reverse engineering of the Business Case Studies of the SIMPACT collection described in the methodology, we were able to identify four ways in which SI business models differ from for-profit models, which will be explored in the next section.
Social Innovation Business Models versus For-profit Business Models
Depicted in Figure 2, the empirical results demonstrate that social innovations differ from traditional profit-driven models in the following ways. 
Figure 2. Social Innovation vs. For-profit Business Models
Figure 2 here 
First, mission-driven organisations operate on paradoxical strategies pursuing both social and economic objectives, which naturally create tension within the organisation. In fact, in our view, these organisations can only be properly understood through the lens of these social objectives, which guide their strategy and decision-making processes. SI business models were found to be configured around finding complementarity between conflicting logics but also antagonistic assets, which were defined by Hockerts (2015: 83) as “resource combinations that a priori make the commercialization or marketing of a product or service more difficult”. Unlike for-profit firms, who first analyse customer needs upon which they construct an attractive value proposition and then find the most efficient and profitable resource combination, SIs begin with human resources – e.g. the disabled, long-term unemployed, NEETs, the elderly, etc. – that are not only difficult to “economise” but can also produce an additional cost (e.g. workplace assistants, therapists, additional machinery, longer production times, etc.). In order to offset this, SIs are quite creative in modelling their business models around cost-saving measures that allow them to remain sustainable. Progetto QUID, for instance, a Made in Italy eco-friendly, social fashion brand, hires at-risk women to produce clothing made from the discarded textile of prominent Italian fashion brands. The social cooperative was able to be sustainable by making use of discarded textile donated from partner companies, who also gave access to their distribution channels, which made it possible to employ people who required more training and support.
Secondly, SI business models were found to be different from for-profit models in a divergence in the allocation of cost, use and benefit that commonly led to multiple value propositions. Whereas in for-profit companies, the end user usually coincides with the customer who pays for the service/product, in SIs, this is not always the case. In fact, we identified three different mechanisms: (1) the beneficiary pays for a small portion of the service which is heavily subsidised; (2) a third party (e.g. government-financed or financed through other customer categories) pays for the service and the beneficiary receives the added value freely; and (3) the beneficiary contributes through actions of co-production. In other words, the subject who pays for the innovation may not directly benefit from it. For example, as many of our cases dealt with work integration, the SI’s main objective and innovation was on how to employ disadvantaged subjects and re-integrate them into the workforce. This was made possible through the production of goods or services that was purchased by customers who did not benefit from the innovation itself, i.e. employment, but benefited from the satisfied need (e.g. the product or service consumed) and the “warm glow” from having participated in something socially good. For example, Semi di Libertà, hire ex-convicts and train current inmates to produce artisanal beer to reduce the rate of recidivism in prisons in Rome, Italy. The direct beneficiaries of the innovation are the ex-convicts and inmates who benefit from the training and employment, while the customers are those who purchase the beer from the grocery stores. Returning to the previous section, the separation of economic and social activities in separate legal forms can also be seen in conjunction with the divergence of cost, use and benefit, as SI actors need to communicate to a complex structure of funders, donors etc. that are requesting for specific feedbacks in the form of receipts, contribution receipts, tax declaration documents, etc. Forasmuch, the SI inherits constraints from each funder or “cost actor”. The use of several entities for different purposes can be considered analogous to the concept of functional differentiation in systems theory (Luhmann, 2009). Here, a major system is divided into several sub-systems, which are limited to a specific mode of operation. Each mode is linked to the purpose of the specific sub-system. By concentrating on this mode, it is possible to pursue the specific purpose while fading out other environmental aspects, which are not linked to the purpose. 
This leads to the third difference between SI and for-profit business models, or rather the tendency of SI models to be built around multi-actor/multi-sided business strategies for the reasons outlined above. This is commonly seen in for-profit business models who craft models in which one user target benefits for free while a secondary target pays for the service for a secondary value proposition, often generated by the first group (e.g. social media websites, ad words, etc.). In SI models, as described above, this model is adopted mostly by need, or rather the employment of frugal strategies to save on costs, which makes up the fourth and final difference characterizing SI business models. Social innovators are often forced to adopt bricoleur strategies in order to promote the development of the innovation and cope with resource limitations (Kleverbeck et al., 2017). In fact, mission-driven organisations primarily “utilise their governance and stakeholder networks to access and construct resources, and they deploy persuasive tactics to build legitimacy and financial sustainability” (Sunley & Pinch, 2012: 110). SI business models are thus constructed to accommodate for strategic governance models and stakeholder networks in order to cope with resource scarcity and make use of in-kind and community-based resources. Using the example given above, Progetto QUID benefited greatly from the support of its network of partners. Thanks to a strong collaboration with a prominent Italian fashion brand, the founders were able to quickly adjust their business model around more sustainable value propositions (going from re-styling unsold clothing to creating new clothing from discarded textile) and make use of already established distribution channels, becoming the ethical brand of established brands. This partnership also led way to the free-of-loan use of commercial spaces as pop up stores and brand awareness and reputation. The cooperative was also supported by local social services, who helped provide insight about and recruited at-risk women, and from two foundations, who supported initial start-up costs. In other words, by opening up the organisational boundaries, Progetto QUID was able to build a sustainable and stable organisation. 
Efficiency and Effectiveness: An Unsolved Dilemma
A final aspect that we found important towards understanding SI business models was the relationship between efficiency and effectiveness. As discussed above, social innovators often start out with antagonistic assets around which they build value proposition to support their social goals. This leads them, as discussed, to adopt frugal, cost-saving strategies to find sustainability. Organisational efficiency, an organisation's ability to implement its plans using the smallest possible expenditure of resources, is in fact an important factor of organisational effectiveness. This topic is one of the key issues in the current debate on SI in the public sector that has structured its service infrastructure around the principles of efficiency and effectiveness, even if little information is given as to what efficiency means in the context of SI organisations. In fact, most literature on efficiency has been developed in the field of for-profit organisations, whereas only few authors devote attention to non-profits (Berman, 2006; Crutchfield & McLeod Grant, 2012; Draft, 2012). Referring to some of the literature coming from the strategy formation schools of thought (Mintzberg, Ahlstrand & Lampel, 1998), in order to succeed at accomplishing its aims, an organisation must be able to create the right plans, pull together the resources needed to implement those plans, and then use resources such as money, infrastructure and human capital in the execution of those plans (Daft, 2012). In this frame, the quality of management is perhaps the most influential factor in organisational efficiency. Nevertheless, factors that impact efficiency are not only internal but also external to the organisation. For example, the quality of an organisation's human capital is often dependent in part on the general education of the region where that organisation is based. Moreover, the cultural context is also important in determining the attitude and the behaviour of an organisation. The concept of path dependence can be thus connected with that of industrial (or creative) clusters, showing that congregation of similar businesses and related variety in local geographical areas creates a virtuous circle that impacts the overall efficiency of organisations (Martin & Sunley, 2006; Boschma et al., 2017). An example of this and the importance of having positive enabling factors in the territory can be seen in Progetto QUID. The importance of the network of partners and supporters to Progetto QUID’s development and overall sustainability was discussed above, however, what has not yet been discussed is that the cooperative is located in Verona, the fast fashion district of the Veneto Region. Due to the organisation’s embeddedness in the regional innovation system, the founders were able to more easily access the resources they needed to create a sustainable business. The social cooperative gained start-up money through traditional SI routes (e.g. grants and competition money), but was able to ensure sustainability by embedding its production process in the territory. These resources allowed the cooperative to save on costs and also steer the business strategy in a direction that would allow them to continue being profitable and thereby achieve its social mission to provide employment to at-risk women.
Figure 3. Efficiency vs. Effectiveness in SI
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Figure 3 summarises the three core issues connected with the topic of organisational efficiency and effectiveness in SI as discussed in the following.
Focus on Effectiveness & Impact
Firstly, our research confirms that the focus on effectiveness and the urge to maximise impact emerge as clear features of mission-driven organisations. On the one hand, social innovators are pushed by an ethical tension that naturally leads them towards effectiveness, and on the other hand the existing legal frames and funding schemes – which in most of our cases have been reviewed to reward impacts – push them towards immediately proving their capacity of achieving outputs and outcomes. Due to this, SIs tend to take the most out very limited resources as explored above, exploiting them at the maximum sustainable level. Paradoxically, if we measure efficiency as “productive efficiency”, or else as the capacity of fulfilling the mission in relation to the inputs, many SIs seem to be in a state of “hyper-efficiency” (Kleverbeck et al., 2107). In particular, they seem to suffer from a structural lack of traditional assets, balanced by other inputs (resources) and capacities, often leading to the capability of achieving relevant outputs (and outcomes) with very limited inputs. Our empirical research shows that structural resource gaps may be and have been bridged by the strong commitment of the people working in the organisation, by voluntary work, use of personal assets, and so on. 
Many of our cases demonstrate that these alternative resources are fundamental in sustaining SI. Nevertheless, looking at the cases in a neutral way, we should acknowledge that in the long run the hyper-exploitation of scarce resources to obtain immediate results may prevent the innovation from becoming sustainable and stable. In other words, a constant state of hyper-efficiency may lead to fragile business structures and models. In fact, many SIs seem to suffer from the typical problems of overexploited systems. Structures, machineries and complex systems are usually designed to have an average functioning range, and cannot constantly work above this range without causing a collapse. Working close to the extreme of their range of performance may allow them to achieve great results, but at the same time render them fragile.
Bradley, Jansen and Silverman (2003), moreover, discuss the hypothesis of the predominance of effectiveness on efficiency in the non-profit sector. Their argument is that efficiency, as the internal measure responding to the question “how does the organisation run?”, is often considered a secondary aim, while effectiveness, addressing the question “did the SI accomplish its mission?”, is easier to be pursued and measured, as it refers to the expected outcomes and impacts. This argumentation corresponds to our empirical findings at least for the outcomes (while the real impact is in our view fairly difficult to be measured due to factors that we’ll discuss in the following): the focus of mission-driven organisations on outcomes is bound to the tension towards proving that their solutions work, and is sustained by forms of funding that look for and reward impacts. Achieving impact hence comes before other objectives, which may, in the end, go against the sustainability of the solution, as resources are primarily dedicated to obtain immediate results and prevent investments in the long-term growth of the organisation.
As SI efficiency goes along with effectiveness, the distinction between outputs and outcomes is another relevant problem to be faced in the evaluation of SI efficiency. While in the for-profit sector the measurement of the performance and the success of an enterprise is relatively simple, SI efficiency cannot be detached from effectiveness, as SI output is only a precondition for its success. Forasmuch, all the structural difficulties of the evaluation of impact come into play if we want to measure or assess SI efficiency, which we will treat in our second point.
Productivity: Outputs, Outcomes & Logic Models
The second issue of productivity in SI and mission-driven organisations refers to the capacity and difficulty to measure and assess the efficacy of their solution, which as discussed above is linked to the measure of SI efficiency. The issue of measuring social impact is one that is heavily debated in SI literature and many attempted models have resulted, the majority of which are based on logic models. A logic model (Taylor-Powell, et al., 2002; Poister, 2003) is a synthetic graphical representation of the causal relationships between the resources, activities, outputs and outcomes of a programme and are characterised by a sequential structure, in which a series of “if-then” relationships connect the elements. While the sequence input-activities-outputs is self-explanatory, the most important distinction to be made to draft a logic model is that between outputs and outcomes: outputs represent what a program actually does, whereas outcomes are the results it produces. While in literature the evaluation of social impact is a widely-explored topic, our empirical research clearly shows that – even if impacts are perceived and pursued as ultimate goals – the evaluation of SIs social impact rather is an exception.
The difficulty for small, mission-driven organisations when dealing with impacts and outcomes is that their final objectives are often quite large, e.g. combatting recidivism or homelessness, and thus may be far beyond their direct control as any outcomes could in fact be the result of other influencing factors. For this reason, it is important to check the assumptions that are made. Logic models describe outcomes as structured on different levels, and the more we shift from short-term results to long-term impacts, the more they tend to be influenced by external factors. According to Poister (2003), the production of outputs is no guarantee that outcomes will result, and it is important therefore to measure outcomes directly in order to monitor program performance. Here, another typical problem that emerges is that existing measurements are almost always meant to monitor wide phenomena, sometimes at the local scale, and it can be very difficult going back from aggregated data to the role that single small SIs have played in consolidating them. Think of how difficult it can be to connect the activity of Semi di Libertà with the reduction of the level of criminality in Rome or in Italy.
The same is true of for-profit companies operating in a competitive market influenced by external factors, where the behaviour of competitors, as well as external occurrences, forces and trends may influence their performances. Nevertheless, the maximisation of profit, the increase of market share, as well as other key performance indicators (KPIs), are much simpler to be measured than the parameters defining the effectiveness of SIs. While logic models can be useful tools to understand the overall economic frame of a SI, the extremely rational approach that stands behind them makes their theoretical nature quite distant from what emerges from the analysis of the practice of SI that we conducted in our empirical research. While logic models show a sequence of rational if-then relationships between elements, practice shows leaps forward more than smooth transitions, risk-taking rather than thoughtful decisions, heart and soul commitment more than resource planning, and improvisation and bricolaging more than rational forecasting. The focus on impacts thus does not correspond to the real capacity of small and struggling ventures to deal with distant outcomes that cannot be fully controlled and measured over short-term operations and outputs.
Even if logic models differ from flowcharts and are not necessarily sequential processes, the if-then relationships upon which they are based create a prescriptive frame, which is far from the entrepreneurial spirit emerging from our empirical research. This spirit has been largely described in the for-profit sector, where the entrepreneur is often recognised as a risk taker (Drucker, 1985) who allocates usually scarce resources to exploit opportunities to achieve a financial return. According to Drucker, this picture is particularly true for knowledge-based innovations, where receptivity is a gamble that calls for risk. Even if profit is not the motivation that drives social innovators, in the majority of the cases that we analysed a risk-taking attitude emerges. It can be recognised in the way in which they kick-off innovations trying to minimise the amount of external financing, making wide use of personal assets in a «bootstrapping» fashion, as discussed above. Here comes the major pitfall of logic models: our empirical research clearly shows that if new initiatives were to be based solely on rational planning, SIs would almost never take place. As the analysed SI cases evidence, social innovators often invest their own personal assets, kick-off initiatives in highly resource-constrained environments, and struggle with an almost constant undervaluation of financial and human assets. The if-then ratio would suggest that an initiative should take place only when resources are commensurate to activities to be performed and outputs to be achieved. This might be the case for public bodies and large organisations launching programmes, but the new ventures that stand behind many of the analysed SIs are of a different kind.
Bricolage Approach
Lastly, bricolage, as hinted at throughout the paper, was observed to play an influential role in the starting up and construction of SI business models. In fact, bricolage and improvisation, rather than strategic planning, emerge as the common pattern of social innovators to deal with the scarcity of resources, recombining them in creative ways in order to cope with difficulties and unexpected drifts (Kleverbeck et al., 2017). Planning versus improvisation are the factors that, according to Lévi-Strauss (1966), make the behavioural difference between the engineer and the bricoleur: the former being someone who plans in advance the scope and the components of an object to be designed and realised, and the latter someone who gathers resources that are at hand, re-combining them in unexpected ways to cope with adversities or needs. Our empirical research shows that, despite the clear bricoleur attitude of social innovators, the two concepts must not be seen as opposite, but as placed along a continuum. We have evidence of many situations where initial planning did occur, but at the same time improvisation and the bricoleur attitude were necessary to cope with unexpected factors and drifts. While bricolage has helped social innovators kick-off their solutions, it can also be attributed with contributing to the fragility of their solutions, as limited resources are used to overcome constraints even if the solution may not be sustainable. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, mission-driven organisations have complex business models that are formed and developed (in-progress) in reaction to the conditions (opportunities and constraints) in which they work with the goal of accomplishing their social mission with the most impact (effectiveness). Some of the constraints that social innovators deal with and that shape the development of their solution include the lack of appropriate legal forms, the ethical need to render efficient assets that are antagonistic to profit generation, the necessity to make the most use of limited resources and satisfy multiple actors and multiple bottom lines. These constraints have pushed social innovators to adopt different strategies to cope with the tensions resulting from the tensions arising from their dual objectives. One of such strategies is to adopt a bricoleur attitude, in which the innovator bases strategy on the resources available and making them work to achieve the most impact as possible in the shortest amount of time. This also gives them the opportunity to employ frugal, cost-saving strategies that allow for sustainability and embeds them in the local context of actors and resources, allowing organizational boundaries to be permeable and inclusive. These strategies have, however, also been shown to de-stabilise SI development, creating a sort of false start in which initial success shows promising results produced by the hyper-efficient production of outputs, hiding structural flaws and knowledge gaps that in the end hinder long-term sustainability. This is also a consequence of the urgency to show immediate social impact (whether for personal gratification or funder/donor/grant requirements) and prove the effectiveness of the solution to meet the social need. 
While many tools, models and logics from the private sector have been used over the years in an attempt to help render social (and public) services more efficient and effective, they are often unable to account for the variety of the specificities that characterise mission-driven organisations. One such tool, the logic model, is an example of a tool that while useful for certain aspects is also inadequate, failing to capture the impact of small ventures and account for the risk-taking and bricoleur nature of social innovators who are often moved to act with urgency and are unable to take the time to plan strategically. Thus, in our opinion, new tools and models need to be devised to assist the growth and development of more sustainable SIs, based on the specific nature that characterise mission-driven organisations. Moreover, as has been demonstrated, mission-driven organisations – just as any other trading organisation – are context-dependent: even if the need they are addressing is not unique (e.g. homelessness or long-term unemployment), the resources used to implement the solution and that ultimately shaped the solution are often unique to the context of origin of the SI making scaling efforts quite difficult. In fact, most of the SIs in our empirical research had not scaled and furthermore had no plans to do so. Thus, along with creating specific tools for mission-driven business model development, contextual factors as enabling conditions are increasingly important towards fostering SI growth.
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