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Abstract

Research in social venturing entrepreneurship promoted by Professor Gert Van Dijk is 
gaining ground. The concept of social venturing entrepreneurship is not new. It is rooted 
in entrepreneurship as described by classical authors like Von Mises, Kirzner, Schumpter 
Knight and social reformer like Raiffeisen. It is anchored in new institutional and behav-
ioral economics and exit strategy theory. A social venturing entrepreneur is a creator of 
effective social change in the context of economic, social and political conditions. Social 
venturing entrepreneur masters the skills of networking and lobbying. A social ventur-
ing entrepreneur is recognized by the social venturing and co-operative entrepreneurship 
business model they employ to execute their teleology. Social venturing entrepreneurship 
has advantages above conventional entrepreneurship as it has reintroduced the concept as 
entrepreneurship as a calling. They aim to empower the stakeholders for whom they setup 
the social venture and exit when the stakeholders are able to self-manage the enterprise. 
This chapter explains the commonly used concepts, ontologies, the social venturing entre-
preneur’s social venturing and co-operative business model, the economic theories and 
conceptual framework and practical application from appreciative inquiry point of view.

Keywords: social venturing entrepreneurship, social venturing entrepreneur, social 
venturing and co-operative entrepreneurship business model, social investor, social 
entrepreneurship, exit strategy, business model, business model symbiosis

1. Introduction

The research in the field of entrepreneurship has expanded to include a wide variety of entre-
preneurial phenomena over the past 4 decades, ranging from the conventional or business 
entrepreneurship ([1, 2]; Kizner, 1973) to social entrepreneurship [3–7]. There are different 
facets of entrepreneurship today and entrepreneurship scholars and practitioners have not 
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yet agreed on a common definition, typology and entrepreneurship theories. Similarly, in 
spite of the growing amount of attraction and popularity in social entrepreneurship, scholars 
and practitioners, there still remains great amount of ambiguity as to what a social entre-
preneur is and does. Within social entrepreneurship, common concepts and ontology that 
provides understanding of social venturing entrepreneurship have emerged. These ontolo-
gies and concepts in turn help to define the role of social venturing entrepreneur and investor 
or philanthropist in a social venturing and co-operative entrepreneurship (SVCE) business 
model enterprise, and appropriate supporting SVE economic theories.

Consequently, this chapter has been written in order to explain the practical and theoretical 
approach in relation to the concepts, common ontologies, the social venturing entrepreneur, 
social venturing and co-operative entrepreneurship business model, social venturing eco-
nomics that help to explain, predict, analyze the behavior of economic actors as they perform 
their activities and practical applicability of social venturing entrepreneurship using appre-
ciative inquiry.

2. Key concepts in social venturing entrepreneurship

In an essay, as a member of the Advisory Board of Stichting Het Groene Woudt (SHGW), 
Van Dijk approves of Meindert Witvliet, practicing social venturing entrepreneurs, for the 
entrepreneurial drive, quest for doing better things and deep insight in various sections of 
society (Netherlands and developing countries in Asia and Africa) and the manner in which 
Meindert Witvliet and Emmy Jansen structured, governed and managed SHGW’s ventures. 
Through his work, social venturing concepts and strategies kept on unfolding [8].

The literature on SVE can be traced back to entrepreneurship as described by the classical 
authors like Von Mises, Kirzner, Schumpeter and Knight (van Dijk, op.cit). In particular, four 
concepts (purposeful action, sympathy, alertness, and judgment) turn out to be essential for 
entrepreneurship that applies also to social venturing entrepreneurs. The concept of purpose-
ful acting is essential to understanding entrepreneurship. For classical economists, entrepre-
neurs act purposefully [9]. They have an end in view or, in other words, they have teleology. 
The term “teleology” was coined by the philosopher Christian Wolff in his Latin treatise of 
1728 and he defined it as indicating the part of natural philosophy that explains the ends, or 
purposes, of things [10]. There are many ways of achieving those ends. Schumpeter coined the 
terms new combinations and creative destruction. The entrepreneurial act is to combine resources 
that the entrepreneur does not, or not yet own. Although authors like Kirzner pay much atten-
tion to the rewards of entrepreneurs, classical economists take the view that entrepreneurs do 
not in the first place act in order to just make money. Being an entrepreneur is to create value 
for society and in this way share meaning with society. Their entrepreneurial activities are 
geared to adding value in sectors and business activities for which they have developed a pas-
sion and they develop enterprise for customers for whom they feel sympathy (Smith). The key 
competency of entrepreneurs, for Kirzner [11], is the mastering of alertness for business oppor-
tunities and for Knight, the ability to make judgment under risk and uncertainty conditions [1].
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3. Social venturing entrepreneurship ontology

Social entrepreneurship has become ambiguous, because all sorts of activities are now being 
called social entrepreneurship. The proponents of SVE have generally agreed on the follow-
ing terms and their definitions.

3.1. Social venturing entrepreneurship (SVE)

Social venturing entrepreneurship is defined as the contribution to solving wicked societal 
problems by entrepreneurial methods [8]. It was Adam Smith, who once stated that moral 
sentiments and virtues are the forces that result in entrepreneurship with the aim to contribute 
to solving the problems of society. The market mechanism—invisible hand, as Smith coined 
the concept, was just to avoid partiality, which favors one person above the other. The market 
ought to be impartial in Smith’s view as it is just an efficient coordination mechanism [12–14].

3.2. The social venturing entrepreneur

A social venturing entrepreneur is a Schumpeterian [2], Von Mises [9, 15–17], Kirznerian 
(1973), Knight [1] entrepreneur, a Smithian [12] economist and a Raiffeisenian (1818–1888) 
social reformer ([18]: pp. 170–172, [8]: p. 42). A social venturing entrepreneur is a creator 
of effective social change in a context of economic, social and political conditions and mas-
ters the skills of networking and lobbying [19]. Just as entrepreneurship is a creative action 
to explore and find opportunities within the boundaries of actual conditions, social, politi-
cal, commercial, business, practical and technological, for Dijk et al. [8, 20], social venturing 
entrepreneur applies entrepreneurship and investments in a business-minded and entrepre-
neurial approach to societal problems in areas where the market is functioning poorly or 
lacking. The social investors and entrepreneurs do invest in society via products and services 
to stimulate people toward independence and self-sustaining—economically and socially—in 
an entrepreneurial way. As such, social venturing entrepreneurship has an advantage above 
conventional entrepreneurship as it reintroduces the concept of entrepreneurship as a calling 
and nothing less than a (silent) revolution in mainstream entrepreneurship ([7]: p. 70, [21]).

3.3. SVE: social investor

This type of entrepreneurial behavior is current and commonly exhibited by entrepreneurs 
who benefited from the first successful development phase of their entrepreneurial life cycle. 
They got attention for society’s problems and want to establish, individually or cooperatively 
a social venture, as a matter of significance, by solving these issues in an entrepreneurial way, 
drawing on their entrepreneurial talent, persistence, networks and finance. These social ven-
tures are very much driven by a clear vision of solving societal issues anywhere in the world. 
The social investor applies social innovation by setting up social venture investments, thereby 
bringing ideas into sustainable practice in solving societal problems, especially where the 
market and public sector have failed to tackle social challenges [8, 20–22].
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Mainstream entrepreneurs in the corporate world seek opportunities in small but innova-
tive or specialized startup firms and provide venture capital, by which it might also provide 
other core competencies such as management, operational and marketing skills. Similarly, 
in social venturing entrepreneurship, social investors seek for social and economic return on 
their capital by investing in the innovative social enterprise. By leveraging on networks (in 
public, private and social sectors) and entrepreneurial prowess such as entrepreneurial judg-
ment, social innovation, leadership and business/managerial competencies, acquired over 
time, seek to deliver significant lasting impact in solving identified social problems. These 
social investors are inspired by renown successful mainstream entrepreneurs, but turned 
social entrepreneurs (Van Leer, Krȍller, Carnegie, Rockefeller, Bill gates, Alumero of Nigeria) 
and accomplished natural social entrepreneurs [23]. These individuals or through their foun-
dations have been providing social investments to innovative social venturing enterprise with 
long-term societal impact.

3.4. SVE: venture philanthropy

The innovative social venturing business model’s enterprises tackle societal ill problems, but 
lack stable funding, capacity and partnerships to address impact sustainably on their own. 
This is where venture philanthropy comes in. It is one of the most effective methods for sourc-
ing social investment funds in social venturing business model enterprises [8, 18]. In venture 
philanthropy, the venture philanthropist, either as an individual or as a civil society organiza-
tion undertake activities that are of greater benefit to society and execute or support projects 
such as exploration, expansion of culture, education, investment that target employment of 
target groups missing the connection to economic prosperity. The venture philanthropic sec-
tor started in the United States of America and has spread to other western countries. The 
venture philanthropy provides philanthropic toolkit that consists tailored financing (grant, 
debt, quasi-equity or mezzanine financing), capacity support or pro-bono contribution (skills 
development or governance structures and processes) and impact measurement and man-
agement. In order to address the social impact sustainably, social ventures demand an active 
involvement of people in philanthropic projects. They carefully define an expectation of the 
expected risks and try to get a firm grip on prescribed social return. Social venturing, as well 
as venture philanthropy, primarily focuses on the development of social entrepreneurship. 
This kind of social entrepreneurship focuses on achieving self-independent position in soci-
ety upon philanthropist exit. Subsequently, the philanthropists the long-run philanthropist 
motive is for the people stay independent of gift-giving and the kindness of donors [8, 24].

3.5. SVE: investment on return

The primary teleology in social venturing entrepreneurship is to determine the impact invest-
ment—the investment that generates the desired social impact as well as financial return. 
An optimal balance of these is essential; otherwise the enterprise may not qualify to be a 
social venturing enterprise, but just a traditional profit making business or charitable/not-for-
profit organization. The investment on return is the optimal social investment that is required 
for creating a sustainable financial return and social impact or public benefit. This type of 
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investment on return is ideal for social venturing business model’s enterprises, unlike in the 
investor owned business model, state owned enterprise business model enterprise or non-
governmental business model enterprises that are susceptible to market, state and voluntary 
failures ([18]: pp. 173–174). The return of social venture investments is hidden and difficult to 
express in monetary values. It definitely targets identified social return and financial return 
and ensures that the social enterprise remains health and sustainable. The Social investment 
strives to satisfy multiple stakeholders—the key partners, the internal and external custom-
ers. The key partners are interested more on addressing the social impact than on accrued 
economic benefits. The internal customers are interested in both economic and social benefits. 
The external customers are interested in the value of their money in exchange for the product 
or service offered by the social enterprise.

3.6. SVE: the exit

For SVEs, the exit strategy in the business model is defined at the inception of the social 
enterprise and implemented, managed, and modified during the course of the business in 
order to ensure that the stakeholders for whom the social enterprise was created are able to 
self-manage the enterprise in a sustainable way when key partner exit. The social venture 
entrepreneur must define the financial exit and impact exit modes ([25]: pp. 100–102, [8, 26]). 
Exit is defined as transfer of economic/legal (equity with residual claims) and psychological 
ownerships ([25]: pp. 67–68, [8, 27, 28]).

Similarly, the forms of exit must be agreed at the inception of the business. Nuer [25]: p. 110 
presents various transfer of ownership models such as co-operative (e.g. farmer owned), 
employee owned company, divestment to local entrepreneur(s), communal ownership via a 
trust or other body and social enterprise development fund.

4. The social venturing entrepreneur(ship) business model

The term business model emerged during the end of the twentieth century. To date, there is 
not only a perforation of business models in literature and different business model defini-
tions, but also, there is an array of conceptualizations and typologies that have been con-
ceived from differing views of the problem domain—economic, strategic, entrepreneurship 
and operational and no general taxonomy of business model currently exist ([29]: p. 13, [30]: 
p. 2, [31]: p. 2, [32–34]). The business model concept is gaining traction in different disciplines, 
but it is criticized for being fuzzy and vague and lacking a consensus on its definition and 
compositional elements ([35]: p. 85, [36]).

Zott et al. [37]: p. 1020 conducted an extensive review of the business model literature and 
found that scholars do not agree on what a business model is and that the literature is devel-
oping largely in silos and according to the researchers’ phenomena of interest. However, the 
study observed four emerging themes that could serve as catalysts for the unified study of 
business model. The common emerging themes were: a business model is a unit of analysis 
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centered on a firm explicitly and implicitly; a business model can be used in explaining how the 
whole business operates; the business activities and partners are important in business model 
conceptualization; and that the business model seeks to explain value creation and capture [38].

Among the common theme that scholars of business models have highlighted above is that the 
business model seeks to explain how value is created, delivered and captured. Likewise, the suc-
cess of social venturing entrepreneur lies in the design of business model, a tool that he/she uses 
to create, deliver and capture the envisaged teleology—economic and social impact. Likewise, a 
conventional entrepreneur and social entrepreneur can be identified by the enterprise business 
model they use, the teleology their business model pursues, the type of key partners the incor-
porate in the business model, the ownership criteria and the presence or absence of exit model.

In his study, Siame [18]: p. 173 developed a business model typology based on business model 
teleology. The typology permit, business model comparison based on teleology. It holds the 
prognosis that a typology based on teleological value provides a rational basis for compar-
ing, contrasting, evaluating, and predicting the behavior of the economic and social actors. In 
Table 1, any business model can be traced to a sector—private, public or voluntary. The general 
typology column provides the general business model typology and the main teleology being 
pursued. The class column indicates a specific class of business model within the general typol-
ogy by recognizing their specific teleology and the remaining columns brings out the meaning 
and examples based in Zambia—a developing country where the study was undertaken.

The proponents of SVE argue that the social venturing entrepreneur applies entrepreneurship 
and investments in a business-minded and entrepreneurial approach to societal problems in 
areas where the market is functioning poorly or lacking, the example of which are shown in 
Figures 1 and 2. In his study, Siame [18]: p. 170 presents a wicked environment that constitutes 
barriers #1 and #2. In such environment, the social venturing entrepreneur needs to establish 
a social venture enterprise with a business model that incorporates micro, small and medium 
enterprises (MSMEs) owners, smallholder farmers or co-operatives (those affected by wicked 
problems) with the help of selected key stakeholders represented in barrier 1 & 2 enablers. The 
established social venture enterprise is able to trade in a free market environment dominated 
by large companies that was not possible to penetrate. Consequently, the social venture enter-
prise, using both economic and social coordination [41] is able to make sufficient profits some 
of which is used to finance impact in addition to other sources for impact finances.

Similarly, Dorward and Kydd [40], presents an environment depicted in Figure 2 where mar-
kets are not functioning (due to economic coordination and other problems inherent to very 
poor rural economies) and where market-based development processes cannot be relied on 
to drive development.

In these environments characterized by wicked problems—depicted in Figures 1 and 2, the 
traditional investor owned firm (IOF) business model, state owned enterprise (SOE) busi-
ness model, non-governmental organization (NGO) business model, and social venturing 
enterprise (SVE) business model are inadequate to solve these ills. The argument to justify 
the inadequacy for this business model enterprise in solving the wicked problems in these 
environments is as follows:
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Sector General typology Classes Meaning Examples

Private Economic teleology

IOF-bm - Investor 
owned firm business 
model

TIOF-bm

IIOF-bm

LCF-bm

SCF-bm

Traditional investor owned 
firm business model

Inclusive investor owned 
firm business model

Large commercial farming 
business model

Smallholder contract farming 
business model

Wholly privately owned

Privately owned firms, but 
contracts some operations

Large vertically integrated farms

Vertically integrated farms using 
contract farming (e.g. KASCOL, 
Dunavant COMACO, Zambeef, 
Pamarat etc. Bangwe & Van 
Kopen 2012; [39])

Public Economic & social 
teleology

SOE-bm - State owned 
business model

TSOE-bm

GTG-bm

GGG-bm

PPP-bm

SNGO-bm

Traditional state owned 
enterprise business model

Government to government 
business model

Government to government 
to government business 
model

Public private partnership 
business model

State non-governmental 
organization business model

Wholly owned, state enterprise 
e.g. ZESCO

Two states owned firm e.g. 
TAZAMA pipeline, IZB

Three states owned firm e.g. 
TAZARA

State and private owned firm e.g. 
ZANACO Bank

Joint social venture by state and 
NGO

Voluntary 
or third 
sector—split 
into two

Social impact 
teleology

NGO-bm - Non-
governmental 
organization business 
model

TNGO-bm

INGO-bm

PNGO-bm

Traditional non-
governmental organization 
business model

International non-
governmental organization 
business model

Private non-governmental 
organization business model

Completely not-for-profit NGOs

International NGO e.g. OXFAM, 
CARE, Greenpeace

Joint social venture by Private 
and NGO

Economic & social 
impact teleology

SVE-bm - Social 
venturing enterprise 
business model

TSVE-bm

SIOF-bm

NGC-bm

TC-bm

SVCE-bm

Traditional social venturing 
enterprise business model—
no exit strategy

Social investor owned firm 
business model—no exit 
strategy

New generation co-operative 
business model

Traditional co-operative 
business model

Social venturing 
& co-operative 
entrepreneurship business 
model with exit strategy [25]

Social venture using the same 
platform to make profit & deliver 
impact

Social venture for profit making 
but use the whole profit to 
deliver impact elsewhere

Social venture to deliver profit to 
members

Social venture to deliver profit & 
impact to members;

Social venture to make a 
profit for some partners & deliver 
impact to others

Source: Siame [18]: p. 173.

Table 1. Business model typology
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• The IOF business model, in a free market sector, is inadequate to solve social problems 
([42]: p. 49). The primary focus for IOF business model enterprise is to achieve economic 
objective; the social or ecological objective are incidental or secondary ([18]: p. 173, [43]). 
For instance, the IOF business model entrepreneur is associated with profit maximization 
and self-interest with guile behaviors ([44]: p. 3, [45, 46]: pp. 215–233, [47]: p. 123, [48]: 
p. 30). Christians have criticized the use of IOF business model for neglecting wellbeing of 
all people [49]. Pope Francis described unfettered capitalism as “a new tyranny” and called 
on the world leaders to fight rising poverty and inequality. Porter and Kramer [50] and 

Barrier 1 & 2 enablers °extension service providers

°government  ° philanthropist    ° insurance institution  °banks 
   ° international NGO’s 

° local NGO’s 

° bilateral institution 

° audit firms 

° microfinance 

° accounting firms 

° development banks 

°churches 

° media 

° universities 
° research institutions 

Barrier #2: ° low entrepreneurial levels ° low women participation  
° lack of access to resources ° environmental degradation  
° poorly developed market ° poorly developed legal system 
° limited public funds for investment 

° inconsistent policy 
° fail access to market 
° absolute poverty 
° corruption 
° low human capital 
° gender bias 
° cultural barriers 
° health problems 
° lack of justice 
° low productivity 
° lack of institutions 
° poor input supply 

Barrier #1: = Porters five forces 
°power imposed by large firms 
°bargaining power of buyers & suppliers 
°substitute products 
°competitor’s rivalry 
°market entry barriers 
°technology 
°product dumping 
°monopoly 
°monopsony 
°oligopoly 

Free market 
economy dominated 
by large enterprise 

MSMEs 
Smallholder / 
co-operatives 

Figure 1. Wicked problems due to market, state and voluntary failures. Source: Siame [18]: p. 170.

Low economic activity, thin market, 
high transaction costs, risks & high unit 

costs 

Inhibited economic & 
technological development 

Inhibited market 
access & 

development 

Weak institutional 
& infrastructural 

environment  

High cost information access 
& property rights 

Figure 2. Coordination failure and the low level equilibrium trap. Source: Dorward and Kydd [40].
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Bakshi [51], in Van Der Velden [7], argue that the IOF business model is associated with 
social, environmental and economic problems while Raid and Afronet [52] and Saluseke 
[53] accuse IOF business model firms for engaging in tax avoidance through transfer pric-
ing in developing countries.

The IOF business model has been marvelous in a free market economy in terms of its innovativeness. 
However, relying squarely on IOF business model enterprise pursuing predominantly economic teleol-
ogy may not be the only best option to mitigate wicked problems in developing countries like Zambia. 
There is a need for more innovative business models to complement the traditional ones.

• However, the delivery of impact by government or SOE business models is severely ques-
tioned by the grabbing hand theory, Shleifer and Vishny [54], p. 4. The theory portrays 
government or indeed SOE business models as not maximizing social welfare and instead 
pursue their own selfish objectives, or the inability of weak states to implement policies 
effectively and provide a supportive institutional environment, Brown et al. [55]: p. 264. 
According to grabbing hand view, the policy makers are motivated by the aim to please 
the interest of specific, well-defined voters, ([56]: p. 9, [54]: p. 2). In this case, government 
personnel are assumed to be just as self-interested as any other economic actor, and will 
therefore exploit their monopoly over certain decisions to generate rents. Public choice 
scholars argue that public officials, besides pursuing public interest, might act to benefit 
themselves, possibly at the cost of efficiency [57–59].

The SOE business model has been quite phenomenal in countries with strong cultural values, but has 
not done well in many developing countries. Likewise, relying squarely on SOE business model for 
economic and social development may not be the only best option due to state failures.

• The NGOs, organizations have been criticized for various reasons in the past ([60]: p. a15, 
[61, 62]). Due to the dependency on donor funding, in times of declining aid, the NGOs find 
themselves unable to deliver impact. When this happens, the economic and social status of 
aid beneficiaries for whom the NGO was set up to start plummeting and in some cases be-
comes worse off than before they started receiving aid. This criticism leveled upon NGO’s 
necessitated the introduction of SVE business model—self-financing business model—to 
maximize aid resource and ensure sustained impact. The Dutch ambassador to Ethiopia 
and Eritrea, Pieter Marres, publicly questioning the use of development aid. He says it 
is keeping people dependent and less self-reliant. The form of assistance that would be 
preferred is one that allows the recipient to help themselves, applying the famous age-old 
quote: “Give a man a fish; you have fed him for today. Teach a man to fish; and you have 
fed him for a lifetime” [63, 64]

The NGO business model enterprise plays a great role in mitigating market and state failures. However, 
donor fatigue and special interest and keeping recipient dependent on donor aid render them ineffective 
and therefore, there is a need for more innovations in third sector business models.

• The TSVE business model is an innovation from the NGO business model. However, the 
TSVE business model does not have an exit strategy building block that is important in pre-
paring the stakeholders for independence. As a result, when the social enterprise winds-up 
for some reason, the economic sustainability is not guaranteed ([18]: p. 308, [65]: p. 176).
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Arising from the negative effects of forenamed business models, especially the TSVE business 
model, Siame [18], in his study designed a generic social venturing and co-operative entrepre-
neurship (SVCE) business model with exit strategy building block. The social venturing entre-
preneur, using SVCE business model is expected to empower the community for whom the 
social venture is established to self-manage the social enterprise when key stakeholders exit.

4.1. The social venturing entrepreneur’s business model

Social venturing entrepreneurship, using Van Dijk terminology, is “entrepreneurship with 
calling,” and is “a silent revolution to mainstream/traditional entrepreneurship.” Among the 
social innovations that the social venturing entrepreneur pursues is the design of exit element 
in SVCE business model enterprise. The exit element or building block encompasses all that is 
required to empower the local stakeholders so that they are able to address the unsolved social 
problems themselves when the key stakeholders are gone or exited. The key stakeholders are 
those who partner with the social venture in order to solve the ill social problems sustainably 
and exit. These could be, for example, the philanthropist, government, companies practicing 
sustainable corporate social responsibility, International and local non-governmental organi-
zations, multilateral and bilateral institutions etc. In the traditional business models (IOF, SOE, 
NGO, and TSVE business models), the exit strategy is an action plan to either change owner-
ship, in case of IOF and SOE enterprises or when an investee ends the relationship in such 
a way that the social impact is either maintained or amplified, or the potential loss of social 
impact is minimized in the case of NGO and TSVE. However, the exit strategy in SVCE busi-
ness model enterprise means handing over ownership to local stakeholders when they have 
acquired sufficient knowledge, expertise to manage the social enterprise sustainably [8, 18, 24].

4.2. The SVCE business model building blocks

The SVCE business model can simply be defined as an innovative framework for creating and 
delivering sustainable impact investment. The SVCE business model is most appropriate for 
firms wishing to create, deliver and capture both economic and social impact in developing 
economies characterized by a Schulze-Raiffesien environment or environments exposed to 
low level equilibrium trap ([66]: pp. 5–7, [67]: p. 4, [18]: p. 167, [65]: p. 303).

The SVCE business model creates economic value through key activities and key resources 
in order to deliver to three layered customers—key partner, commercial customers and input 
supply customers (the local people for whom the social enterprise has been formed). The social 
value is created through exit strategy building block activities. The value created (economic 
and social) is delivered to three layered customers through channels, customer relationships, 
and value preposition building blocks. The economic and impact revenue is captured through 
finance building blocks (see Figures 7 and 8 in Siame [18]: p. 177 & 179).

The business model elements are briefly explained as follows:

4.2.1. Customers

In the SVCE business model, customers comprise three elements that must be established 
before setting up an SVCE business model enterprise.
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4.2.1.1. Key partners (KP)

The smallholders do not have finance, technical know-how, skill and knowledge to set up 
and run a value adding enterprise. The model needs key partners to provide these resources. 
Some or all partners shall exit when the stakeholders for whom the social enterprise was 
established acquire the know-how to self-manage the enterprise. The social venturing entre-
preneur uses his/her skills in networking and lobbying to bring in partners as shown in 
Figures 3 and 4.

4.2.1.2. Commercial customers (CC)

The success of SVCE business model enterprise relies on the availability of commercial cus-
tomers that are willing to buy the processed products or service. A feasibility study must 
establish this niche market. Tentative customers are in Figures 3 and 4.

Figure 3. SVCE business model for fruit juice processing enterprise. Source: Siame [18]: p. 179, [65]: p. 302.
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4.2.1.3. Input supply customers (ISC)

The SVCE business model enterprise is setup for local stakeholders who are already engaged 
in survival, activities (such as farming, street vending, stone crushing, etc.). The value adding 
social venture enterprise is established where they own delivery rights to supply the social 
venture with the raw materials. And they are promised to purchase equity rights on exit—a 
kind of psychological ownership is created.

Only the willing are selected and given delivery rights for the supply of inputs to the value add-
ing social enterprise. They are selected on the basis of what they have to bring to the SVCE busi-
ness model enterprise—based on appreciative inquiry. Thus, they do not only own the ventures 
they are already engaged in but also earmarked to own a value adding social venture on exit.

4.2.2. Value proposition

The value proposition must address specific intrinsic and extrinsic needs of KP, CC and ISC; 
otherwise, these customers may see no need to support or being part of the social venture 

Figure 4. COMACO business model. Source: Siame [65]: p. 308.
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enterprise. The feasibility study ought to establish the needs of all the customers so that they 
are part of the business model operations. The tentative value propositions are indicated in 
Figures 3 and 4.

4.2.3. Customer relationship

This building block dictates the nature of the relationships that a SVCE business model enter-
prise will develop with its customers—KP, CC and ISC. The examples of customer relation-
ships that a social venturing entrepreneur needs to establish are stated in Figures 3 and 4.

4.2.4. Channels

Similarly, separate channels for different customer segments—KP, CC, and ISC—must be 
developed. These channels are the touch points through which a SVCE business model enter-
prise liaises with its customers and as such, play a huge role in defining the customer experi-
ence. See example in Figures 3 and 4.

4.2.5. Key resources

These are the most important assets needed to make SVCE business model work. It is through 
them that the enterprise generates value proposition, service customers and generate revenue. 
These can be physical, intellectual, financial, and human and can be owned or acquired from 
key partners as is the case with the SVCE business model. Key resources are directly relevant 
to the number and type of key activities being performed in the social venture enterprise. 
Ultimately, the quality of SVCE key resources will impact the sustainability and profitability 
of the enterprise. The example of key resources is shown in Figures 3 and 4.

4.2.6. Finances

This element constitutes costs and revenue streams as explained in Figures 3 and 4.

4.2.7. The exit building block

Thus, exit means that some or all partners who initiated the SVCE business model enter-
prise must transfer ownership at some point by selling equity rights to stakeholders who have 
been successful with delivery rights contractual obligations. The exit building block is unique 
for this business model typology and is meant to establish exit strategies and activities and 
impact through a feasibility study [25]. The example of exit strategies and impact are shown 
in Figure 3.

4.3. Exit strategies and activities

What is the preferred transfer ownership model—legal or psychological ownership or both? 
What are the planned activities to be undertaken in order to equip the smallholders so that 
they assume the kind of preferred ownership? How are the associated costs going to be 
financed?
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A needs assessment at the inception of the SVCE enterprise is done in order to establish the 
training needs for the delivery rights holders to be able to take part in social venture man-
agement. And establish also the interventions that are required to increase production and 
productivity of economic ventures that the stakeholders are already engaged in so that they 
are able to supply the value adding social venture with delivery rights of the right quality, the 
right quantity, at the right time.

4.4. Impact

Before exit, what economic, social, environmental, etc., impact ought to be achieved so that 
the SVCE business model enterprise remains sustainable even after partner exit? How will the 
impact be measured and communicated to stakeholders?

4.5. The difference between SVCE business model and the TSVE business model 
enterprises

The proponents of SVE argue that SVCE business model enterprise is superior to traditional 
social venture enterprise (TSVE) business model on account of exit strategy building block that 
is integrated with SVCE business model. For example, Community, Market for Conservation 
(COMACO) business model (a TSVE business model shown in Figure 4), has been very suc-
cessful in delivering economic and impact teleology to communities, but the lack of exit strat-
egy for COMACO lenders the smallholders perpetually dependent on it. In case of COMACO 
winding-up for some reason the converted smallholders would revert to pouching since they 
social enterprise where they sell farm produce is no longer in existence ([65]: pp. 307–308).

5. The social venturing entrepreneurship: economics

Social venturing economics provides explanations and understanding of SVCE business 
model enterprise. The social venturing economics term was coined by professor Gert [8]. It 
borrows ideas from different economic schools of thought to explain, defend, analyze and 
predict the behavior of economic agent in SVCE business model enterprise.

Social venturing entrepreneurship is a society minded entrepreneurship. It is rooted in the 
study of welfare and political economics and supported in the literature of the Austrian 
School/economics (provides coherent suggestive theoretical constructs in entrepreneurship) 
and the New Institutional Economics (role of institutions in shaping economic behavior—
focusing on social and legal norms and rules that underlie economic activity) and Behavioral 
Economics. The starting point is not the neo-classical approach of maximization of utiliza-
tion for each individual goal. By definition the approach is that people are not acting in a 
rational way to achieve the highest possible (financial) benefit and utilization. It studies the 
economy on the basis of society issues existing, in which choices have to be made how to 
approach them in a business manner and entrepreneurial approach. Most of the times in an 
environment in which market mechanisms are lacking or functioning poorly and also the 
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government, private business sector and philanthropy have difficulties to bring lasting and 
sustainable results to these issues with the available instruments [8, 18, 68].

5.1. The conceptual framework for SVE

The success of the SVCE business model enterprise across the supply chains is possible when 
the social venturing entrepreneur applies social venturing entrepreneurship rooted in new 
institutional economics, behavioral economics and exit strategy theory as shown in Figure 5. 
The conceptual framework is premised on the notion that SVCE business model enterprise 
performance and growth is influenced by: Social venturing entrepreneurship + social ventur-
ing exit theory + Institutional, legal and policy environment + Internal governance + incentive 
structure ([69]: p. 235).

6. Practical applicability SVE using SVCE business model enterprise

According to Bushe, appreciative inquiry (AI) advocates collective inquiry into the best of 
what is, in order to imagine what could be, followed by collective design of the desired future 
state that is compelling and thus does not require the use of incentives, coercion or persua-
sion for planned change to occur [70]. Using AI, there are many government projects and 
enterprise and individual business activities that could make use of SVE in order to achieve 
greater, effective, and efficient performance.

Government starts projects and business ventures for social and economic development 
which, eventually become a burden to the treasury. For example, many countries in Sub-
Sahara Africa have a Farmer Inputs Support Program (FISP). This program supports small-
holder farmers with finances to purchase seed and fertilizer among others. In Zambia, this 
program has become a burden to the treasury and a hindrance to agricultural develop-
ment in general because it is consuming a large percentage of the finances allocated to 
Agriculture ([71]: p. 5, [72]). It is a political program whereby the government of the day 

Figure 5. SVCE business model conceptual framework. Source: Siame [18]: p. 173.
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is obliged to keep on increasing the budget allocation with a hope of being elected when 
their term comes to an end. The FISP electronic voucher program can be sustainably man-
aged with a better exit strategy. A SVCE business model if planned at the inception of FISP 
would be a viable exit strategy and lead to agricultural industrialization, job creation and 
food security.

The National Savings and Credit Bank (NATSAVE) in Zambia may end up growing and 
becoming a burden like what became of the Zambia National Commercial Bank (ZANACO) 
that had to be privatized as a result of pressure from the World Bank and International 
Monetary Fund. It is time the government exited in some of the Natsave branches using social 
venturing entrepreneurship principles, for example, a number of Bureau de change owners 
would become owners in those branches that have a sound business case.

From the private sector, many individuals micro small and medium enterprise owners and 
smallholders have the potential to grow if the use SVE principles that have been dealt with 
in this chapter.

In Zambia, the government is better positioned to appoint a lead institution with support to 
promote SVE so that economic development can be accelerated. Promoting different business 
models in in the economy like Zambia would be helpful in order to mitigate each other’s 
negative externalities. The business model symbiosis illustrates the different modes of busi-
ness models that can be created from the traditional models to bring vibrancy to the economy 
([18]: p. 174). The business model typology in Table 1 is configured in the business model 
symbiosis in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Business model symbiosis and efficiency line.
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The business model symbiosis shows the frontiers of innovation for traditional business mod-
els. The SVCE business model for social venturing entrepreneurs occupies the center because 
it uses both market and non-market coordination’s.

Author details

Moulen Siame

Address all correspondence to: moulensiamephd@gmail.com

Mulungushi University, Kabwe, Zambia

References

[1] Knight FH. Risk, Uncertainty, and Profit. Boston, MA: Hart, Schaffner & Marx; Houghton 
Mifflin Company; 1921

[2] Schumpeter JA. The Theory of Economic Development. Cambridge, MA, US: Harvard 
University Press; 1934

[3] Golden K, Hewitt A, Lewkowitz M, Mcbane M, Torjman L. Social Entrepreneurship. 
MaRS White Paper Series; 2009

[4] Di Domenico M, Haugh H, Tracey P. Social bricolage: Theorizing social value creation in 
social enterprises. Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice. 2010;34(4):681-703

[5] Bacq S, Janssen F. The multiple faces of social entrepreneurship: A review of defini-
tional issues based on geographical and thematic criteria. Entrepreneurship & Regional 
Development. June 2011;23(5-6):373-403

[6] Zahra SA, Gedajlovic E, Neubaum DO, Shulman JM. A typology of social entrepre-
neurs, motives, search process & ethical challenges. Journal of Business Venturing. 2009; 
24:519-532

[7] Van Der Velden F, editor. Social business: A novel approach to social-political change. 
In: New Approaches to Development Cooperation. Utrecht: Context, International 
Cooperation; 2011

[8] Van Dijk G. Social venturing and cooperative entrepreneurship - Motives for entry 
and institutions for exit in developing economies. In: Van Der Velden F, editor. Social 
Business Approach. New Approaches to Development Cooperation. Utrecht: Context, 
International Cooperation; 2011

[9] Von Mises L. Human Action. New Haven: Yale University Press; 1949

[10] Von Glasersfeld E. Teleology and the concepts of causation. Natural Philosophica. 
1990;46(2):1-18. http://www.univie.ac.at/constructivism/EvG/

A Practical and Theoretical Approach to Social Venturing Entrepreneurship
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.72011

99



[11] Kirzner IM. Creativity and/or alertness: A reconsideration of the Schumpeterian entre-
preneur. Review of Austrian Economics. 1999;11(1-2):5-17

[12] Smith A. The Theory of Moral Sentiments. Vol. I-II (Boston, 1817); reprint. Washington 
DC: Regnery; 1759, 1997

[13] Smith A. An Inquiry into the Wealth of Nations. London: Strahan and Cadell; 1776

[14] Sturesson J, McIntyre S, Jones NC. State-Owned Enterprises Catalysts for Public Value 
Creation; 2015. www.psrc.pwc.com

[15] Von Mises L. Interventionism: An Economic Analysis. New York: The Foundation of 
Economic Education; 1998

[16] Von Mises L. Human Action: A Treatise on Economics. Ludwig von Mises Institute; 
2000. Available from: http://www.mises.org/humanaction.asp [Accessed: 11-02-2007] 
(1949)

[17] Von Mises L. Profit and Loss. Ludwig von Mises Institute; 2006. Available from: http://
www.mises.org/story/2321 [Accessed: 11-02-2007] (1951)

[18] Siame M. Social venturing and co-operative entrepreneurship business model 
(SVCE-bm) for growing MSMEs in Zambia. The International Journal of Humanities & 
Social Studies. 2016;4(9):173 (ISSN 2321 - 9203)

[19] Kievit H. Social venturing entrepreneurship- een plaatsbepaling. Nyenrode; 2011

[20] Van Dijk G. The Co-operative Management – lecture notes - When Market Fails; 2014

[21] Kievit H, Van Dijk G, Spruyt BJ. De stille revolutie van social venturing entrepreneurs 
[The silent revolution of social venturing entrepreneurs]. In: Holland Management 
Review. 2008. Number 120

[22] OECD. Social entrepreneurship and social innovation. In: SMEs, Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation. 2010

[23] Raiffeisen FW (author); Engelmann K (translator). The credit unions (Die Darlehnskassen-
Vereine. Neuwied on the Rhine, Germany: The Raiffeisen Printing & Publishing 
Company; 1970 [1866]

[24] Letts CW, Ryan WP. Filling the performance gap. High-engagement philanthropy. What 
grantees say about power, performance, and money. Stanford Social Innovation Review. 
2003

[25] Nuer TKA. Exit strategies for social venture entrepreneurs. Thesis submitted in the ful-
fillment of the requirement for the degree of doctor at Wageningen University; 2015

[26] DeTienne DR, Cardon MS. Impact of founder experience on exit intensions. Small 
Business Economics. 2012

[27] Townsend DM, De Tienne D, Yitshaki R, Arthurs JD. The psychological ownership of 
entrepreneurial organization: Theoretical and model development. Frontiers of Entre-
preneurship Research. 2009;29(6). article 3

Entrepreneurship - Trends and Challenges100



[28] Pierce JL, Kostova T, et al. Towards theory of psychological ownership in organizations. 
Academy of Management Review. 2001;26(2):298-310

[29] Hudson D. Entrepreneurial effort in theory of the firm. Technology Innovation Man-
agement Review. 2012:13

[30] Mayson S. Business Models in Legal Practice. Towards Definitions and Assessment. 
Legal Service Policy Institute. The College of Law of England and Wales; 2010

[31] Lambert S. A business model research schema. School of Commerce Research Paper 
Series. 2006:2: 06-2 ISSN: 1441-3906

[32] Pateli A. A Domain Area Report on Business Models. Athens: Athens University of 
Economics and Business; 2002

[33] Pateli AG, Giaglis GM. A research framework for analysing eBusiness models. European 
Journal of Information Systems. 2004;13(4):302-314

[34] Osterwalder A, Pigneur Y, Tucci CL. Clarifying business models: Origins, present, and 
future of the concept. Communications of AIS. 2005;16(1)

[35] Fielt E. Conceptualizing business models: Definitions, frameworks, and classifications. 
Journal of Business Models. 2014;1(1):85-105

[36] Al-Debei MM, Avison D. Developing a unified framework of the business model con-
cept. European Journal of Information Systems. 2010;19(3):359-376

[37] Zott C, Amit R, Massa L. The business model: Recent developments and future research. 
Journal of Management. 2011;37(4):1019-1042

[38] Van Abbema F, McDonald S. Exit strategy for social ventures. A case study on owner-
ship transfer of a dairy industry to local communities in Tanzania. Breukelen [MSc dis-
sertation]; 2009

[39] Mungandi S, Conforte D, Shadbolt NM. Integration of smallholders in modern agri-food 
chains: Lessons from the KASCOL model in Zambia. IFAMA; 2012

[40] Dorward AR, Kydd J. The Malawi 2002 food crisis: The rural development challenge. 
Journal of Modern Africa Studies. 2004;42(3):343-361

[41] Kydd JG. A new institutional economic analysis of the state and agriculture in Sub-
saharan Africa. In: Kirsten JF, Dorwar AR, Poulton C, Vink N, editors. Institutional 
Economics Perspective on African Agricultural Development. 2008. p. 441

[42] Buchholtz KA, Carrol BA. Business and Society. 7th International Student ed. South 
Western; 2008. p. 49

[43] Zaleski P. Global non-governmental administrative system: Geosociology of the third 
sector. In: Gawin D, Glinski P, editors. Civil Society in the Making. Warszawa: IFiS 
Publishers; 2006

[44] Braedley S, Luxton M. Neoliberalism and Everyday Life. McGill-Queen's University 
Press; 2010. p. 3

A Practical and Theoretical Approach to Social Venturing Entrepreneurship
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.72011

101



[45] Duménil G, Lévy D. The Crisis of Neoliberalism. Harvard University Press; 2013

[46] Lavoie M. Financialization, neo-liberalism, and securitization. Journal of Post Keynesian 
Economics. 2012-2013;35(2):215-233

[47] Steger MB, Roy RK. Neoliberalism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press; 
2010. p. 123

[48] Williamson OE. Transaction cost economies. Journal of Economic Behaviour and Orga-
nization. 1987;8:617-625

[49] The Vatican. III. The Social Doctrine of the Church; 2008

[50] Porter ME, Kramer MR. Creating shared value. Harvard Business Review. January–
February 2011;89(1-2). From the January–February 2011 Issue

[51] Bakshi R. Bazaars, Conversations & Freedom. For a Market Culture beyond Greed and 
Fear. New Delhi: Penguin Books; 2009

[52] Raid and Afronet. Anglo American Plc. Adherence to the guidelines for multinational 
enterprises in respect of its operations in Zambia; 2002

[53] Salusek B. Zambia can’t be fooled by kcm – dipak; 2014. The Post Monday July 07

[54] Shleifer A, Vishny R. The Grabbing Hand. Government Pathologies and their Cures. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press; 1998

[55] Brown JD, Earle JS, Gehlbach S. Helping hand or grabbing hand? State bureaucracy 
and privatization effectiveness. American Political Science Review. May 2009;103(2):264. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409090182

[56] Masciandaro D, Quintyn M. Helping Hand or Grabbing Hand? Politicians, Supervision 
Regime, Financial Structure and Market View. “Paolo Baffi” Centre on Central Banking 
and Financial Regulation. Universita Commerciale Luigi Bacconi; 2008. p 4, 5, 7 & 9. 
Paper Series No. 2008-14. http://ssrn.com/abstract=1137514

[57] Becker G. A theory of competition among pressure groups for political influence. 
Quarterly Journal of Economics. 1983;98:371-400

[58] Tanzi V, Schuknecht L. Public Spending in the 20th Century. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press; 2000

[59] Tullock G. Public choice. In: Durlauf SN, Blume LE, editors. The New Palgrave Dictionary 
of Economics. 2nd ed. Palgrave Macmillan; 2008. The New Palgrave Dictionary of 
Economics Online. Palgrave Macmillan. 07 December 2017 http://www.dictionaryofeco-
nomics.com/article?id=pde2008_P000240>doi:10.1057/9780230226203.1361

[60] Klein N. Bush to NGOs: Watch your mouths. The Globe and Mail. 2003, June 20, p. a15

[61] Moyo D. Dead Aid. Why is Aid not Working and How there is another Way for Africa. 
New York: Penguin Group; 2009

Entrepreneurship - Trends and Challenges102



[62] SustainAbility and the United Nations. The 21st Century NGO: In the Market for 
Change; 2003

[63] Rief D. The false dawn of civil society. The Nation. 1999, February 22

[64] Pieternel Gruppen. Let’s abolish development aid. Radio Netherlands; 2001

[65] Siame M. Good performing enterprise (co-operative) with social venturing and co-oper-
ative entrepreneurship business model (SVCE-bm) in Zambia. The International Journal 
of Business & Management. 2016 (ISSN 2321-8916). www.theijbm.com

[66] Birchall J. The Power of Financial Cooperatives. Jeneva: ILO; 2013

[67] Dorward AR, Kydd JG, Morrison JA, Urey I. A policy agenda for pro-poor agricultural 
growth. World Development. 2004;32:73-89

[68] Cherukara JM, Manalel J. Evolution of entrepreneurship theories through different 
schools of thought. In: 9th Biennial Conference on Entrepreneurship at EDI Ahmedabad; 
2011

[69] Siame M. Performance of Zambia’s co-operatives. A case study of Kabwe, Lusaka 
and Kafue based co-operatives. The International Journal of Innovative Research and 
Development. 2016:235. www.ijird.com

[70] Bushe GR. The appreciative inquiry model. In: Kessler E, editor. The Encyclopedia of 
Management Theory. Sage Publications; 2013

[71] Mofya-Mukuka R, Kabwe S, Kuteya A, Mason MN. Policy Brief No. 59 IAPRI www.aec.
msu.edu/f52/zambia/index.ttm

[72] Mason M, Mofya-mukuka R, Jayne TS. A Review of Zambia’s Agricultural Input 
Subsidy Programs: Targeting Impacts, and the Way Forward. Working paper 77 IAPRI; 
2013 www.iapri.org.zm

A Practical and Theoretical Approach to Social Venturing Entrepreneurship
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.72011

103




	Chapter 6
A Practical and Theoretical Approach to Social Venturing Entrepreneurship

