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Preface


Introduction


Society currently faces many challenges that will have to be addressed in the next decades. Growing population numbers challenge the food system (Fresco, 2009), health care costs are steadily increasing (BFS, 2023) and fossil fuels have to be replaced by renewable energy (Abas et al., 2015). There are no easy and straight-forward solutions to these challenges. Most importantly, viable solutions need to encompass both social and economic aspects. For example, they must consider the needs of many stakeholders, but also regard efficiency and cost reduction as important. Modern theories ascribe social and economic value creation to different sectors. On the one hand, social value is prototypically pursued by the third sector, made up mostly of nonprofit organizations. On the other hand, economic value is created by the private sector, which is made up of profit-oriented companies. However, an increasing number of organizations aim to create both social and economic value in conjunction. These organizations are hybrid in nature and are not easily categorized in one sector. This difficulty in categorization creates legitimacy challenges. In addition, hybrid organizations have to overcome obstacles particularly when targeting growth and the dissemination of a particular innovative approach or product. Struggles arise because social and economic orientations are often in contest with each other. Economic success is often lowered when social responsibility is maximized and mission drift is a concern for economically focused organizations (Hersberger-Langloh et al., 2021). However, hybrid organizations are seen as potentially effective approaches to sustainable development. These organizations internalize the complexity of challenges. Hence, the pressure to innovate is created instead of the prescription to established business or nonprofit practices. Organizational hybridity and its role in social innovation is also an area of interest in politics. For example, the “Social Economy Action Plan” published by the European Commission (2021) aims to support the social economy in order to promote innovation and the creation of jobs. More resources are directed towards the joint pursuit of social and economic value. However, policy-making is at its very early stages in regards to recognizing hybrid organizations at the intersection of social and economic value creation (Humbel & Wittkämpfer, 2024). Thus, the ecosystem that is forming through and around these organizations is connected and supported largely by private organizations. Initiatives like B Lab certify social enterprises as “B-Corp” firms which signals their adherence to standards of social and economic aspects (Chen & Kelly, 2015). This can alleviate some of the legitimacy concerns. In addition, private intermediary organizations such as social impact incubators and accelerators (SIIAs) also step in to support hybrid organizations in their growth aspirations.


Apart from the requirements by private certifications, there are only few managerial guidelines for hybrid organizations like social enterprises. What would a holistic approach to hybrid governance look like? Beyond the organizational level, further challenges arise. How do interactions take place in hybrid environments? How can divergent perspectives be overcome? How can interactions be shaped in order to facilitate mutual learning? In addition, the question arises how these endeavors can and should be funded. Hybrid organizations can be less attractive for investors because of their limited profit orientation, but they are also not eligible for tax exemption. Which organizations remain to be targeted as potential funders?


These questions are at the center of this thesis. In order to contextualize the three essays comprising the thesis, I first elaborate on the relevance of the topic overall. I also introduce the individual research questions which guided the three essays. Then, I build a conceptual basis for how the individual studies are related to each other and illustrate this graphically. In addition, I explain the approach and overall process taken in the development of the thesis. I also discuss the results and final output of the research before critically assessing its contribution, practical implications and limitations.


Relevance and Research Questions


The pursuit of multiple objectives has become a topic of investigation in many research fields. It is a major focus of research in the social innovation (Bethmann, 2020; Mulgan, 2006), social entrepreneurship (Saebi et al., 2019) and social enterprise (Ebrahim et al., 2014) fields. On the one hand, scholars researching social entrepreneurship focus on the skills and activities of individual entrepreneurs and their abilities to create social and economic value (Jin, 2020; Siegner et al., 2018). On the other hand, social innovation research is focused more on processes of innovation (Mulgan, 2006). Transformative social innovation goes beyond the individual and organizational level (Audretsch et al., 2021). Collaborations between a multitude of actors are investigated (Voltan & De Fuentes, 2016). Further, social enterprise research has developed in order to study these dual pursuits in organizational form. In Europe, many social enterprises are young organizations with more than 80% of organizations founded in the last 20 years. Health and social work, as well as education, are major fields of activity of European social enterprises (Dupain et al., 2022).


Social enterprises are regarded as the most prominent example of a hybrid organization (Alberti & Varon Garrido, 2017; Haigh & Hoffman, 2014). However, the social enterprise label is very broad. The orientations of social enterprises and their goals vary significantly. A social purpose organization that takes the opportunity to generate a small share of earned income is a hybrid organization because the participation in market activities necessitates economic in addition to social considerations. For example, this organization needs to pay heed to seasonal changes in demand and possibly take up marketing activities. However, this organization’s identity hinges on the social purpose and not the sales of a minor product or service that it took up opportunistically. The nature of hybridity is different for an organization that is financially self-sustaining but also has clear and non-negotiable metrics for social objectives. This variety in the nature of social enterprises is the reason that recent research has called for a differentiation of degrees of hybridity in organizations (Battilana et al., 2017). With a greater understanding of different degrees of hybridity, there is also an increased need to differentiate the management in hybrid organizations. In the literature, various strategies for successful management of hybridity are identified (Battilana et al., 2017). However, these are often not based in an understanding of different degrees of hybridity. A comprehensive approach necessitates a portfolio of strategies that need to be considered and possibly applied in conjunction. A systematic approach is warranted which facilitates a synergetic relationship between social and economic aspects. In essay one, I ask how the current literature can inform such a framework to manage hybridity based on degree.


Similar to most other organizations participating in market activities, hybrid organizations aim to grow. Social enterprises in particular are rather young organizations with strong growth aspirations (Dupain et al., 2022). In order to increase their chances of this undertaking, they often participate in support programs (Lall et al., 2020). These so-called incubation and acceleration programs have gained increasing relevance (Kerlin et al., 2021). Programs usually span several months and are often conducted yearly with cohorts of organizations. Participants usually get chosen based on a set of selection criteria (Hirschmann et al., 2021). On average, about a dozen participants take part in one program (Lall et al., 2020). Besides regular workshops and personal mentoring, the program offers participants a connection to the network of the incubator and accelerator environment. The environment of these programs is characterized by institutional complexity. Not only do managers and program participants have potentially conflicting orientations, but many other organizations are part of this environment. Even though previous literature indicates the importance of learning for the development of hybrid organizations (Knutsson & Thomasson, 2017) and the value social entrepreneurs see in accelerators (Pandey et al., 2017), there is limited knowledge of the dynamics. These programs provide a fertile research context to understand how individuals behave in environments of institutional complexity when numerous hybrid organizations interact. Particularly, interactions of program managers with program participants are a black box. Thus, I ask how interaction and the learning process take place in SIIAs. In the results of the study, I describe how programs can be improved and what should be considered when selecting participants. Both understanding incubation and acceleration programs with a social goal, as well as contexts of institutional complexity is highly relevant beyond the setting of hybrid organizations. Other actors such as nonprofit organizations and companies are increasingly involved in these types of networks.


Lastly, the third essay also sheds light on the institutional complexity of the operation of SIIA programs. However, the focus is explicitly on managerial challenges in terms of funding incubation and acceleration programs in hybrid contexts. This is highly relevant, as all hybrid organizations face challenges to target and receive adequate funding. The boundaries of their social and economic value creation are not clear. The benefits they provide are varied and can possibly attract various funders. This leads to funding relationships in the context of SIIAs that are not based on any well-known prototype. For example, corporate foundations might provide donations to business programs in their specific fields in order to promote innovation in that industry. However, corporate foundations also provide donations to nonprofit organizations as part of their philanthropic initiatives. In addition, business startups are possibly supported by nonprofit organizations and not only companies. The rise of hybrid legal forms in many countries has created additional complexity. Hence, there is little knowledge on the relationship between the benefits that an organization provides and its relationship to funding. Thus, essay three asks how the benefits provided by SIIAs influence their funding mix.


All three articles are concerned with the challenge of navigating an environment of institutional complexity in which social and economic pursuits take center stage. This thesis’ direction of movement is from an organizational focus on social enterprises to studying interactions between social enterprises and SIIAs in an incubator program to an organizational focus on SIIAs (Table 1). It develops from an exploratory and conceptual to an explanatory and empirical approach. As managing social responsibility becomes more important for businesses and nonprofit organizations face increased pressures of marketization, the implications of this thesis go beyond the application to hybrid organizations only.





	Main Research Questions

	Organizational Focus

	Aim / Type





	Essay 1

	How can hybridity be managed systematically?-

	Social enterprises

	Exploratory / Conceptual





	Essay 2

	How do interactions and the learning process take place in social im- pact incubator programs?

	Social impact incubator program

	Exploratory / Qualitative empirical





	Essay 3

	How do the benefits provided by social impact incubators and accelerators affect the composition of their revenue sources?

	Social impact incubators and accelerators

	Explanatory / Quantitative empirical







Table 1: Thesis overview with main research questions and type of essays


Conceptual Structure and Central Theories


A number of theories and concepts underlie the individual essays. In order to contextualize the research setting and the dynamics that take place within it, this section elaborates on the central theories and concepts and illustrates their interconnectedness (Figure 1). In addition, the roles of SIIAs are further elaborated because of the importance they have in this thesis.


Social impact incubators and accelerators (SIIAs) are intermediaries in innovation ecosystems (Domanski et al., 2019; Howells, 2006). They are most known for the cyclical programs they provide to cohorts of organizations. In these programs, SIIA managers personally mentor and train participants to help them develop their organizations. SIIAs are also network hubs where diverse actors come together: founders, investors, and consultants find opportunities to pursue their interests. Additionally, the general public is invited to events and pitches. Moreover, local political actors are often interested in the development of these organizations. Overall, SIIAs are characterized by a convening of diverse stakeholders that ranges from social activists to venture capitalists. The central goal of SIIAs is ultimately directed towards disseminating social innovation. Simply put, SIIAs conduct their programs and adjacent services to promote social enterprises in their pursuit of addressing a social issue.


Many presentations, events, informal talks, and projects revolve around the intersection of social and economic orientations. Undoubtedly, the institutional environment of SIIAs is hybrid. The simplest way to conceptualize hybridity regards social and economic aspects as the ends of a continuous spectrum. SIIAs at one end of this spectrum have a strong focus on social aspects, while those at the other end focus on economic aspects to a large degree. Hybrid organizations are typically positioned around the middle of this spectrum, with a more or less equal prioritization of these two aspects. SIIAs can vary in their placement on the spectrum depending on the strength of each aspect within the organization.


The position of SIIAs on this spectrum influences the suitability of different funding sources. Social impact is increasingly important for investors, and nonprofit organizations are seeking alternative and more entrepreneurial grant-making models. Thus, SIIAs can potentially be funded by a wide range of organizations. However, without being able to clearly target funding organizations based on their degree of hybridity, SIIAs have difficulties in receiving funding. Benefits theory of nonprofit finance helps SIIAs understand the benefits of their services and, consequently, enables them to communicate their value creation to targeted funding organizations (Young, 2017). Benefits theory suggests a relationship between the benefits of organizations and their funding sources. In the context of SIIAs, an organization that offers private benefits and private goods should be predominantly funded by earned income, while SIIAs offering social benefits for specific groups should be funded by donation income. The assessment of the type of benefit is best made by understanding the nature of participants in incubation and acceleration programs.


As laid out, the operation of programs is an important part of managing an SIIA. However, this extends beyond funding. To conduct a program successfully, one must understand the dynamics between incubator managers and program participants in greater detail. Structuration theory provides a suitable theoretical foundation for understanding the dynamic nature of these interactions (Giddens, 1986). Structuration theory has been applied to social innovation research before (Cajaiba-Santana, 2010). It is suitable because it takes into consideration the interdependence between structure and agency over longer time spans. This is apt for understanding social innovation processes that are complex and long-lasting. (Murray et al., 2010).


In structuration theory, structure is understood to encompass both material resources and mental knowledge structures (Sewell, 1992). Program participants are affected by existing structures in the sense that programs have a predetermined itinerary. Participants receive various resources during the program, including office space, templates, and sometimes even financial resources. While mental knowledge structures are less prominent, they are equally important. Participants are exposed to new ways of thinking and problem-solving, akin to the provision of material resources. Similar to material resources, participants choose which knowledge structures are helpful, which to discard, or even which to regard negatively.


Agency comprises both habitual and purposive actions of individuals (Sarason et al., 2006). Applied to the case of SIIAs, the focus lies on the agency of program participants and their potential to influence existing structures they regard as problematic. Program participants, as agents, purposefully aim to change these existing structures.


Structuration theory is helpful in understanding these foundational yet general principles that guide interactions. In order to delve into specific characteristics influencing this dynamic, different dimensions of program participants' proximity to the SIIA program are considered in addition to structuration theory. Proximity research has roots in the field of economic geography (Boschma, 2005), and various areas of innovation research have applied the concept to understand interactions between agents in innovation processes (Balland et al., 2015). Not only spatial proximity but also cognitive, social, and institutional forms of proximity are important. For example, some participants are rarely present in the physical facilities during the program but exhibit great cognitive proximity, being very familiar with the methods of social entrepreneurship. In this way, one form of proximity might be substituted for another.


Insights into the varied dynamics of SIIA programs illustrate the multifaceted approaches of organizations. The multitude of diverse outcomes for organizations should caution against assuming simple relationships between social and economic aspects. The continuum approach is a zero-sum game and implies that an increase in one aspect leads to a decrease in the other. Some scholars have questioned this approach to hybridity (Teasdale, 2012) because several organizations are successful examples of both social and economic value creation. For example, Fairphone is a social enterprise that produces a smartphone that is socially “fair” (Cornelissen et al., 2021). Most importantly, it addresses concerns regarding conflict minerals in smartphones (Akemu et al., 2016). Another successful example of a social enterprise is Digital Divide Data (Smith & Besharov, 2019). It supports socially disadvantaged employees in the Southeast Asian context in various ways. Organizations like these are committed to a high level of both social and economic value creation. They operate at scale and impose clear metrics and guidelines for achieving a social mission. Thus, the conceptualization of hybridity as a continuum captures only a small portion of the phenomenon.


In response to these developments, Shepherd et al. (2019) developed a framework that allows for the assessment of more varied degrees of hybridity. They assess hybridity along two dimensions rather than only one. The most significant change to the continuum approach is that a high level of intensity in one aspect does not necessarily imply a low level in the other. As explained, research on successful social enterprises has shown how some organizations achieve a balance of higher intensity than others. Thus, the intensity of either aspect is assessed separately. This leads organizations to display different degrees of hybridity. In addition to the intensity of either logic, their relative relationship can be analyzed as well. High relative hybridity is exhibited by organizations that equally prioritize social and economic aspects.


Although frameworks by Shepherd et al. (2019) and others (Besharov & Smith, 2014) provide insights into hybrid organizations, they remain rather conceptual and not connected to strategy and management. In addition, the literature in the field of hybridity management in social enterprises has grown, but it is fragmented. Various strategies of integration (Cornforth, 2014) and differentiation (Siegner et al., 2018) are discussed. For example, organizations are not always stable in terms of their social or economic orientation. They can oscillate, particularly over long time spans (Kurland & Schneper, 2021). In order to provide a conceptual basis for these different strategies, the recent literature on the management of hybridity in social enterprises is investigated in detail based on Shepherd et al.’s (2019) framework.
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Research Approach and Process


The initial starting point for the development of this thesis was the submission of a research proposal nine months into the process. In the research proposal, the relationship between social and economic aspects in social innovation processes and the discussion of a blurring of sectors laid the groundwork for the subsequent focus of the thesis. The research proposal also included a preliminary outline for the three essays. By the time of submission of the research proposal, the sampling of articles for the literature review in essay one had been concluded. I had already included some descriptive statistics and a tentative discussion of hybridity management strategies. Further, the research concept for essay two had been planned. The focus on SIIAs as a particularly fruitful context for understanding disseminations of social innovation had been decided. Thus, the research proposal also contained a literature review of SIIAs.


Essay one “A Framework for Managing Hybridity in Social Enterprises” is conceptual in nature. It assesses the literature of hybridity management through the method of a systematic literature review. The advantages of conducting a literature review systematically are the clear guidelines for the process and the traceability of findings and conclusions. Web of Science and Scopus served as sources for scientific articles investigating this issue. After defining the search keywords and inclusion and exclusion criteria, 82 relevant articles were identified. Only peerreviewed articles published in or after the year 2012 were included. The goal of the review was to assess the current state of the literature on hybridity management in social enterprises. Working with the citation program EndNote, as well as the coding program MAXQDA allowed me to quantitatively assess and describe this sample of articles. First, a sample of 25 articles was coded with a preliminary set of codes. After assessing the findings of the first round of coding, additional codes were added. Several rounds of coding of all articles was conducted in the next step. The process of manual coding led to a list of central strategies of hybridity management from each paper. Descriptive statistics were laid out through a content analysis (Bengtsson, 2016; Krippendorff, 2004). Qualitative meta-analysis allowed to organize the findings across the different studies and relate them to Shepherd et al.’s (2019) conceptual framework (Timulak, 2009, 2014).


Scaling and the ambition to grow was identified to be a central goal of social enterprises in the literature review (Gibbons & Hazy, 2017; Kannothra et al., 2018; Sarhangi et al., 2021; Siebold et al., 2019; Yin & Chen, 2019). Hence, in essay two “From Social Worker to Social Entrepreneur: Dynamic Proximity in a Social Impact Incubator”, more emphasis was placed on processes of dissemination of social innovation. Social impact incubators and accelerators were determined early on to be a fruitful setting for studying the aspirations of social entrepreneurs to address a social problem. In particular, interactions and the learning process of participants in these programs was identified as a research gap. Subsequently, a suitable research setting needed to be determined for conducting the investigation. A few organizations were contacted in the process. Among those was also the Social Innovation Lab in Freiburg, Germany. The request to collaborate for a case study was sent via email to the organization in January, 2022. The initial contact led me to be referred to the program manager of the “Sozialstarter”-program. I presented the goals of my research and we were able to reach an agreement on the terms and conditions of the research engagement. This written agreement was signed a few days after initial contact. The program itself took place from March to July 2022. The research process took place in two central stages. In the first phase, data collection focused on participant observation in the programs. I was allowed to participate in all of the program workshops, which took place at the rate of about once per month. I was able to collect data through gathering field notes in participant observation. The managers and staff in the program were collaborative and shared all types of documentation on the program. I received recordings of pre-meetings with participants, all the presentations of the workshops and program application details. I was also included in the email communication to participants. In addition, I conducted preliminary interviews with program participants and incubator managers. The majority of the interviews was conducted in the second phase of data collection. The second phase took place in the six months following the final pitches and end of the program. I conducted a total of 15 interviews during and after the program with incubator staff. The second phase of interviews was conducted with program participants only. The interviews were conducted mostly in separate visits to the Social Innovation Lab. These separate visits further allowed to gather insights into the environment of the incubator program through participant observation. In the end, this longitudinal approach led to the collection of data over the span of 10 months. The gathered data is analyzed with the Gioia method (Gioia, 2021; Gioia et al., 2013). Based on the theoretical framework of structuration theory and proximity research, I conducted several rounds of descriptive and open coding. After identifying first-order codes, these were aggregated to second-order themes, and ultimately, to the two aggregate dimensions of proximity augmentation and proximity moderation.


Finally, essay three “Revenue Streams of Social Impact Incubators and Accelerators: The Influence of Program Benefits” takes a closer look at how SIIA programs are financed. This study is co-authored by my supervisor Georg von Schnurbein. We investigate how the benefits of SIIA programs influence their funding based on benefits theory. Benefits theory of nonprofit finance anticipates how organizations secure funding, suggesting a relationship between funding origins and the benefits offered. For instance, a nonprofit focusing on public services is inclined to receive funding from governmental sources (Young, 2017). In this study, we investigate the effect of providing social versus economic benefits and what effect this has on earned income, government income and donation income.


Social and economic aspects are salient in multiple organizational aspects. In this essay, we focus particularly on organizational identity and attention to goals in order to assess organizational hybridity. On the one hand, organizational identity is a frequently applied theoretical perspective to study hybrid organizations (Smith et al., 2013). Organizational identity is “the set of beliefs about what is most core, enduring, and distinctive about an organization” (Voss et al., 2006, p. 741). On the other hand, attention needs to be divided constantly among goals in organizations which is the reason for the interest of researchers in this topic (Ocasio, 1997; Stevens et al., 2015). In particular, attention to social goals has become more important for organizations in particular (Kurland & Schneper, 2021; Sarma, 2020). We hypothesize a negative effect of a focus of SIIAs on program participants’ economic organizational identity on the attention to social goals of program participants because of the literature indicating tensions between social and economic missions (Dufays, 2019; Joseph et al., 2020).


Data was collected through a global survey. The questionnaire was developed on Qualtrics. Survey drafts were discussed and tested with two practitioners in the SIIA field. The identification of relevant survey respondents was based on webscraping. Email addresses were identified through three different sources. First, LinkedIn was scraped to identify SIIAs. Second, a list of website addresses of social enterprise incubators from a landscape report (Sours et al., 2020) was used. Third, the Global Accelerator Learning Initiative (GALI) directory was scraped. Most potential respondents were identified through LinkedIn. The survey was sent to a total of 2232 email addresses, of which 127 filled in the survey in a span of about seven weeks from August to October 2023. The low response rate speaks to the difficulty of collecting survey data in this context. The data was analyzed in RStudio and modeled in a partial least squares structural equation model. The model was estimated with a sample of 89 organizations due to the necessary exclusion of many responses. List-wise deletion was necessary because of missing financial data in most cases. The model includes the effects of economic organizational identity and attention to social goals on the most central funding sources for SIIAs: earned income, government income and donation income. By investigating these effects and identifying significant relationships, we can form recommendations for funding in SIIAs. The next section will go into the specifics of the findings of this essay, as well as the previous two.


Research Output


The aim of the first essay of this thesis (“A Framework for Managing Hybridity in Social Enterprises”) was to investigate the strategies of hybridity management in social enterprises through a systematic literature review. The output of this essay are descriptive statistics on this literature, general research orientations of the field and a framework to manage hybridity comprehensively. The descriptive statistics indicate that there has been a rise in publications that study hybridity management in social enterprises in recent years. Prominent publishing journals in the field are the Journal of Business Ethics, the Social Enterprise Journal and the Journal of Social Entrepreneurship. Most studies apply a multiple case study approach. Further, three specific scholarly research orientations were identified in which articles were grouped. The first group of articles is focused on social entrepreneurs and their skills. The second group is focused on a particular management area, such as governance and boards or supply chain management. The third group of articles is holistically focused on identifying a set of guiding principles that guide hybridity management in social enterprises. The main result of the essay is the conceptualization of a framework to manage hybridity in social enterprises. The framework builds on the framework by Shepherd et al. (2019) and identifies three central aspects: (1) positioning regarding relative hybridity, (2) the setting of guardrails to avoid excessively low relative hybridity and (3) the efforts to increase the degree of hybridity. First, social enterprises need to be aware of different levels of relative hybridity they can exhibit. While some SEs aim to prioritize social and economic aspects equally, others explicitly regard either social or economic aspects to be more important. However, when one aspect is prioritized, guardrails need to be put in place to ensure relative hybridity stays within certain boundaries. Hence, setting guardrails is the second category of the framework. These guardrails can for instance be negotiation spaces (Battilana et al., 2015), rituals of conflict management (Ashforth & Reingen, 2014) or strategic and legal guidelines such as byelaws (Bruneel et al., 2020; Sanzo-Pérez et al., 2021). Third, hybrid organizations that strive for growth and an increase of the degree of hybridity need to be aware of the importance of a clear vision. A long-term perspective is necessary to reap advantages of a hybrid approach.


The first essay was presented at the seminar in social entrepreneurship and philanthropy (SEPHI) in May, 2023 in Paris, France. An early draft of the paper was also presented at the Workshop for PhD students on scientific work in nonprofit and philanthropy research funded by Eucor – The European Campus and held in October, 2022 in Bad Sulzburg, Germany. The essay is currently submitted at the “Social Enterprise Journal”.


The second essay (“From Social Worker to Social Entrepreneur: Dynamic Proximity in a Social Impact Incubator”) looks into the question of how interactions and the learning process take place in a social impact incubator program. The goal of this essay was to understand the dynamics of interactions between program managers and participants. This was done through the perspective of structuration theory and the assessment of different dimensions of proximity.


The study uncovers the two essential mechanisms of proximity augmentation and proximity moderation to guide interactions in the program. On the one hand, participants were positively influenced by the program and decided to engage with actors in its environment. First, participants felt an increase in motivation and drive from having access to resources. Second, these resources were collected in the relatively short time span of the program with the intention to resort to this repository in the future. Third, not only material resources were made use of, but also virtual schemas. Participants internalized the proposed models and ways of thinking. On the other hand, participants felt that they needed to moderate their proximity to the program because of negative effects. First, many participants were hesitant to identify as social entrepreneurs. Second, they placed great importance on maintaining their previous social connections. Third, the program created demands that went beyond the capacities of some participants. In order to protect their personal well-being, they decided to moderate their proximity to the program.


These findings are congruent with the literature on innovation management and the knowledge about optimal proximity for innovation to take place (Balland et al., 2022). In this sense, proximity is optimal when neither being too great nor too low. Agents collaborating ever more closely thus is not the solution for innovative solutions to arise. Agents need to purposefully limit proximity. This is referred to as proximity paradox (Boschma & Frenken, 2010). For example, in order to be able to learn mutually, knowledge should be congruent to a certain degree but not be identical.


The second essay was presented in the European Research Network on Philanthropy (ERNOP) conference in June of 2022 in Zagreb, Croatia. The essay is currently submitted at the journal “Human Service Organizations: Management, Leadership & Governance”. It is under review for the special issue “Social Innovation, Social Enterprise, Social Entrepreneurship in Social Work and Human Services”.


The third essay (“Revenue Streams of Social Impact Incubators and Accelerators: The Influence of Program Benefits”) investigates the funding of SIIAs. The aim of this study was to understand the influence that the specific program benefits have on funding. We looked into earned, donation and government income as the most important sources of funding for SIIAs. In addition to funding, the relationship between social and economic benefits is investigated.


The results of essay three indicate that there are significant influences of the type of program benefits on funding sources. Particularly in regards to social benefits, there is a significant positive influence on higher shares of donation income and lower shares of earned income. Further, programs with economic benefits are funded by higher shares of government income. Economic benefits are associated with economic development. Thus, these SIIAs provide public benefits that are most likely to be funded by government income (Clausen & Rasmussen, 2011; Mian et al., 2016). In addition, programs with economic benefits will also be funded by lower shares of donation income. Overall, these findings are congruent with benefits theory and speak to a general alignment of the nature of benefits with funding sources.


In addition, we also hypothesized the nature of organizational hybridity in SIIAs to be characterized by tensions between social and economic aspects. The data confirm this. Higher focus on economic organizational identity of program participants influences program participants’ attention to social goals negatively. Thus, the assessment of the nature of hybridity unveils a continuum of social and economic aspects in this specific context. On this continuum, an increase of economic aspects in the organizations leads to a decrease of the social and vice versa. The basic idea for this essay was presented at the PhD workshop of European Research Network on Philanthropy (ERNOP) conference in June of 2022 in Zagreb, Croatia. Further, the essay was presented at the Economics Lunch at the Faculty of Business and Economics at the University of Basel in March 2024. The essay is also scheduled to be presented at the ISTR conference in July 2024 in Antwerpen, Belgium. The essay is currently submitted at the journal “Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly”.





	Title (abbr.)

	Research Questions

	Theories & Concepts

	Method

	Data





	A Framework for Managing Hybridity

	• What are the general statistics of the literature on management in SEs?


• What are the scholarly research orientations in the field of hybridity management among SEs?


• How can SEs systematically manage hybridity?




	Organizational Hybridity

	Systematic Literature Review

	82 peer-reviewed journal articles





	From Social Worker to Social Entrepreneur

	• How do interactions and the learning process take place in social impact incubator programs?

	Structuration Theory / Proximity

	Longitudinal Single Case Study

	15 semistructured interviews, participant observation and documentation





	Revenue Streams of Social Im- pact Incubators and Accelerators

	• How do the benefits provided by social impact incubators and accelerators affect the composition of their revenue sources?

	Organizational Hybridity / Benefits Theory of Nonprofit Finance

	Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Model

	Survey data from a questionnaire (n = 89)
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