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Abstract	  
 

Entrepreneurs are often regarded as the most innovative in our societies. 

Social entrepreneurs are the ones that are coming up with new innovative 

ways of confronting societal issues. The government and business sectors 

are not always capable or even willing to fix societal ills. Therefore social 

entrepreneurs identify what the issues are, and attempt to solve them 

through innovative means rather than depend on other sectors to come up 

with solutions. Their goals are often for the greater good of society. This 

is accomplished through the social enterprises that they operate. These 

social enterprises operate within the boundaries of the private and non-

profit sectors. The for-profit and nonprofit models are combined, thus the 

goal is a social mission and a service (product) is offered to generate 

profits to fund the social mission.  
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1.	  Introduction 
 

Organizations are always seeking some sort of legitimacy from their 

respectable stakeholders through their activities and social entrepreneurs 

are no different. Dowling and Pfeffer (1975) argue that while 

organizations are usually obliged to various form of legitimacy some are 

held to a higher standard than others. In order to gain legitimacy 

organizations often attempt to establish congruence among the societal 

values that are related to them through their activities and the acceptable 

standards of the social environment that they operate in (Dowling and 

Pfeffer, 1975). This paper will use pragmatic and moral legitimacy as 

indicators to analyze whether or not GodEl gains any legitimacy, as 

presented in this paper, from their customers through their operational 

actions. 

 

Operating in a global environment are companies with a social mission, 

operating with for profit model while seeking legitimacy from their 

surrounding stakeholders. The world is now much smaller due to 

globalization with multinational organizations operating across many 

different borders aided by different social media outlets and the Internet. 

The central component to globalization is the free market system. Through 

this system a new form of organization (social enterprises) has come forth 

that operates for profit with a social mission focus. Social entrepreneurs 

are usually at the helm of these organizations. These businesses operate 

with two objectives (1) earning revenues through the sales of a product 

and (2) to attain social or environmental results (Zahra, Rawhouser, 

Bhawe, Neubaum and Hayton, 2008). The social entrepreneur, according 

to Zahra et al. (2008) operates with the main purpose of fixing social 

issues and not to boost personal wealth. 
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Organizations operating in most modern countries are typically 

categorized and described in the forms of the traditional sectors: private, 

public and nonprofit. The private sector is profit orientated, seeking to 

maximize shareholder returns. The public sector is operated by the state, 

with a focus on delivering public goods and services such as health and 

education to the masses. The nonprofit sector is socially driven and 

operates not for profit. Capital is raised through donations; priority is 

given to social and environmental issues rather than maximizing profits. A 

new type of organization, known has hybrids, has emerged from these 

sectors that create financial and social value simultaneously. These new 

organizations utilize business methods to achieve their social mission. 

There is a comprehensive assortment of knowledge on how companies 

operating in traditional sectors (private and nonprofit) gain legitimacy. 

However, there is not much knowledge on the social enterprise and how 

they gain legitimacy operating in the gray area between the private and 

nonprofit sectors. 

 

Academics are being challenged in terms of how to categorize the hybrid 

organization using typical classifications that are often utilized in 

describing the public or private organization, likewise defining and 

understanding their goals and functions (Haigh & Hoffman, 2012). Social 

entrepreneurs are the change agents that are at the helm of social 

enterprises coming up with new and innovative ways of resolving social 

challenges.  

 

This is a quantitative study with a deductive approach that will analyze 

the customers of a social enterprise through a questionnaire. Organizations 

are typically characterized as legitimacy seeking entities. Thus this 

research aims to see what, if any legitimacy is added or gained from the 

customers of a social enterprise based on that company’s goodwill actions. 

The three pillars of this theoretical framework are social entrepreneurs, 
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social enterprise and legitimacy. The research is based on the connection 

of the three dimensions.  

 

	  
Figure 1. Pillars of Theoretical Framework 

 

1.2	  Purpose	  
  

The aim of this research paper will be to investigate if customers of a 

social enterprise contribute legitimacy and are influenced by said 

company’s goodwill mission when choosing them as a supplier. The 

research will also add to the growing field of social entrepreneurship.  

1.2.1	  Research	  Question	  
 

Do social enterprises gain legitimacy from their customers based on their 

goodwill mission or do their customers choose them out of convenience? 
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2.	  Theoretical	  Framework 

2.1	  Legitimacy	  Theory	  
 

Legitimacy is one of the pillars to this research and being introduced to 

demonstrate the different ways a social enterprise can be perceived by 

their stakeholders through the actions they choose to undertake. 

  

There is a diverse assortment of literature on organizational legitimacy. 

Suchman (1995) argues that organizational legitimacy is a “generalized 

perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, 

or appropriate within a social system”. It is essential that the customs and 

actions taken by an organization coincide with the standards of the 

broader social system (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). Thus a key component 

of legitimacy is that legitimate order ought to be guided by social actions 

(Suchman, 1995). Therefore an organization that demonstrates appropriate 

behavior will likely achieve more resources from customers (Parsons, 

1960). Though in regards to the social entrepreneurial process Dacin et al. 

(2011) argues that we haven’t fully understood which forms of legitimacy 

is essential in the different phases. Furthermore, the types of strategies 

used in social entrepreneurship to govern the needs of legitimacy aren’t 

well known nor is the degree to which they differ from conventional 

entrepreneurship strategies (Dacin et al., 2011). 

 

The proceeding chapters will cover pragmatic and moral legitimacy. 

2.1.1	  Pragmatic	  Legitimacy	  	  
 

According to Suchman (1995) pragmatic legitimacy focuses on an 

organization’s direct exchange with their customers, thus the concept is 

based on the audience’s self-interest. Within pragmatic legitimacy, 

Suchman (1995) list three sub-categories that are exchange, influence and 

dispositional legitimacy.  
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The essence of exchange legitimacy is that the audience offers their 

support to an organization’s strategy based on that strategy offering some 

expected value to them (Suchman, 1995). Furthermore, an economic 

and/or social interdependency will develop between the actions conducted 

by the organization and the audience’s values (Suchman, 1995). For this 

reason Suchman (1995) argues that the audience will subsequently 

examine the actions of the organization to determine practical 

consequences.  

 

Though influence legitimacy is comparable to that of exchange, Suchman 

(1995) states that it encompasses a more socially constructed perspective. 

Selznick (1949) elaborates on this point by stating that when an 

organization involves their consumers in the policy-making construct or 

incorporates their consumers’ standard a level of influence legitimacy 

materializes. The consumers in this case offer their support to an 

organization not necessarily because they believe in a particular favorable 

exchange, rather support if offered because their larger interests are met 

(Suchman, 1995). 

 

Dispositional legitimacy is based on the values of an organization’s 

focused audience. Organizations (Zucker 1983, 1987) are often depicted 

and treated as though they were autonomous, coherent, and morally 

accountable actors. Due to this perception, Suchman (1995) reasoned that 

it is not surprising that organizations are viewed as entities, which 

possessed personalities, tastes and goals by their audience. Based on this 

reasoning consumers will often prefer those organizations that they 

consider to "have our best interests at heart," that "share our values," or 

that are "honest," "trustworthy," "decent," and "wise” (Suchman, 1995). 

Thus, the organization’s immediate audience will often ignore outside 

criticism because they believe in that organization’s “good grace”, 

allowing them to overlook their failures (Wartick & Cochran, 1985). 



	   	   6	  
	   	   	   	   	  
	  

 

Highlighted through the different sub-categories pragmatic legitimacy 

reflects the self-interest of an organization’s closest audience. This will 

include a certain level of interdependence between the organization and its 

customers that could include though not limited to economic or social 

factors.  

 

The proceeding chapter will look at moral legitimacy and the sub-

categories that are included.  

2.1.2	  Moral	  Legitimacy	  
 

According to Mahadeo, Oogarah-Hanuman and Soobaroyen (2011) moral 

legitimacy highlights an organization’s decision-making, goals and 

activities in stimulating societal welfare. Furthermore, the core of moral 

legitimacy is focused on whether actions taken are “the right thing to do” 

(Suchman, 1995). This assessment is often a reflection of the audience 

own socially constructed value system in judging if the actions taken by 

the organization are actually fostering societal welfare (Suchman, 1995). 

Moral legitimacy can be achieved when an organization’s ambitions and 

activities corresponds with that of its consumers’ own socially constructed 

value system (Mahadeo et al., 2011). Moral legitimacy reflects more of a 

“pro-social” rational that is profoundly distinctive from a narrow “self-

interest” (Suchman, 1995). 

 

Moral legitimacy encompasses four sub-dimensions consequential, 

procedural, structural and personal legitimacy. However for the purpose of 

this research only consequential and procedural legitimacy will be 

discussed in the proceeding sections since these two fit within the scope 

of the research. Structural legitimacy looks at unexposed processes and 

personal legitimacy looks at the personality of individual organizational 

leaders, which are both outside the scope of this research. 
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The underlining theme of consequential legitimacy is that organizations 

ought to be evaluated based on what they have accomplished through their 

activities (Meyer & Rowan, 1991). According to Suchman (1995) 

consequential brings attention to an organization’s milestones, thus 

highlighting specific areas where an organization has preformed some 

kind of operation or service that can be judged in order to determine the 

effectiveness of that organization. 

 

Another means by which organizations may gain moral legitimacy is 

through procedural legitimacy, which is accomplished by integrating 

techniques and procedures that are already socially acceptable as their 

own (Scott, 1977). When the mission is unclear or difficult to measure 

procedural legitimacy becomes even more noteworthy, which is usually 

the case when an organization embraces a “good-faith” effort in order to 

attain value, though invisible, ends (Scott, 1977). 

 

The main idea emphasized in moral legitimacy is how an organization, 

through their goals and activities can advance societal welfare. It also 

highlights the consumers’ perspective on whether the activities that are 

undertaken by an organization are “the right thing” to do. 

2.2	  Social	  Entrepreneurship	  /	  Characteristics	  of	  Social	  Entrepreneurship 
 

In contrast to the conventional nonprofit organization the social enterprise 

has emerged bridging both the for-profit and nonprofit sectors, taking on a 

more businesslike format (Dart, 2004). Sud, VanSandt and Baugous (2009) 

argues that in our global economy there are many severe issues that need 

to be resolved. Such issues come in various forms that include global 

warming, poverty, increasing economic inequality, famines, potential 

pandemics, terrorism, etc (Sud et al., 2009).  
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According to Martin and Osberg (2007) the field of social 

entrepreneurship is in a growth stage and has caught the attention of 

prominent and talented individuals from both the academic and business 

world. Dees (1998) states that Joseph Schumpeter is the economist that is 

most affiliated with the concept of entrepreneurship. Schumpeter defines 

entrepreneurs as change agents, because of their ability to serve new 

markets and getting things done through innovative means (Dees, 1998). 

However, Sud et al. (2009) argues that society usually associate “new” 

solutions as “the” solution. Soon social entrepreneurs will be expected to 

offer comprehensive solutions to societies most demanding issues (Sud et 

al., 2009).  

 

When it comes to an academic standpoint, Dacin, Dacin and Tracey (2011) 

state that there is a less than enthusiastic reception to the field of social 

entrepreneurship. They argued further that a review of social science 

literature only produce 152 journal articles on the field of social 

entrepreneurship of which the first emerged in 1991, furthermore 40% of 

these were published in management journals. There is a certain level of 

enthusiasm by researchers on this topic due to the social entrepreneur’s 

unconventional combination of for profit and nonprofit organizational 

activities (Dacin et al., 2011). 

 

According to Peredo and Mclean (2006) wealth creation is not the primary 

focus of the social entrepreneur on the contrary the profits generated 

through selling a product or service is used in order to accomplish their 

social mission. This is unlike the business entrepreneur that uses wealth 

creation to gauge value creation (Dees, 1998). Since any wealth generate 

is a means of funding their social goals, Peredo and Mclean (2006) argues 

that the financial value to the social entrepreneur is low in comparison to 

achieving social value. For this reason the authors put forth the concept of 

the “double bottom line” that is basically pursuing financial and social 
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return on investment simultaneously (Peredo & Mclean, 2006).  

 

Haigh and Hoffman (2012) makes the case that social entrepreneurs are 

using the free enterprise system to produce goods and services in order to 

combat social issues. According to Peredo and Mclean (2006) the 

generally accepted consensus on the concept of social entrepreneurship are 

organizations that are primarily driven to accomplish social goals by 

adding social value to the community and society.  Additionally, Shaw and 

Carter (2007) makes the argument that a private organization whose 

operations are for social needs has opposed to for-profit objectives can be 

labeled as a “social entrepreneurship”. Abu-Saifan (2012) argues that 

within this field the entrepreneurs shape their activities so as to 

complement their ultimate goal of generating social value. These new 

form of organizations are being lead by social entrepreneurs attempting to 

solve social as well as environmental problems while remaining self-

sufficient (Haigh & Hoffman, 2012).  

 

Abu-Saifan (2012) argues that within this field the entrepreneur shape 

their activities so as to complement their ultimate goal of generating 

social value. Martin and Osberg (2007) stated that entrepreneurs are the 

agents of change that stimulate progressive social goals through 

innovative business procedures. Peredo and Mclean (2006) argues that the 

core of a social entrepreneurship operation is the impact of mission 

relation; Mair and Marti (2006) states that the integration of dual financial 

and value creation is an essential component in social entrepreneurship.  
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Table 1. Contrasting views of the terms “entrepreneur” and “entrepreneurship” (Abu-
Saifan, 2012)  

 

 

 

Table 1 illustrates the core features of an entrepreneur and 

entrepreneurship (Abu-Saifan, 2012). The characteristics given in the 

table 1 are from the perspectives of economists on entrepreneurs. Table 

 1 (Abu-Saifan, 2012) shows that different researchers over the years have 

formulated diverse opinion what on the core characteristics of an 

entrepreneur and the field of entrepreneurship. Highlighted in table 1 

(Abu-Saifan, 2012) is that the entrepreneur can be an opportunities by 

creating value based on the needs of the market. Table 1 (Abu-Saifan, 

2012) also shows that the entrepreneur is also seen has having an 

innovative characteristic often employing calculated management tactics 
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in their business. According to table 1 (Abu-Saifan, 2012), 

entrepreneurship seeks to create value through recognition of business 

opportunities.  

 

According to Abu-Saifan (2012) while there is growing use of the term 

social entrepreneur, the field is in its infancy stage and require more 

thoroughness in comparison to the general field of entrepreneurship. Zahra 

et al. (2008) argues that the growing attention given to social 

entrepreneurs stems from the role they play in addressing serious social 

issues and also their devotion to increasing societies’ well being. Social 

entrepreneurs are often seen in high esteem by the public because of their 

efforts to eradicate societal ills and their mission of improving the quality 

of life for the less fortunate in our societies (Abu-Saifan, 2012).   
 

Table 2. Contrasting definitions of the terms “social entrepreneur” and “social 
entrepreneurship” (Abu-Saifan, 2012)  

  



	   	   12	  
	   	   	   	   	  
	  

  

Table 2 illustrates the core features of the terms “social entrepreneur” and 

“social entrepreneurship” (Abu-Saifan, 2012). The core characteristics 

presented in table 2 (Abu-Saifan, 2012) shows that the social entrepreneur 

is not just an innovator but is also considered a social value creator and 

change agent. Table 2 (Abu-Saifan, 2012) shows that the social 

entrepreneur can recognize where there is an opportunity to satisfy a 

certain unmet need that the state is unwilling or unable to reach. This is 

accomplished by gathering the necessary resources in the form of people 

and money to then make a difference (Abu-Saifan, 2012). Furthermore 

table 2 (Abu-Saifan, 2012) shows that the social entrepreneur is a change 

agent in the social sector through his actions. These changes are 

accomplished by adopting a mission that will create and sustain social 

value as shown in Table 2 (Abu-Saifan, 2012). Table 2 (Abu-Saifan, 2012) 

shows that one core facet of social entrepreneurship is to undertake 

activities that exploit opportunities that will better enhance the social 

wealth of society. 

 

According to Abu-Saifan (2012) a comparison between the definitions 

presented in table 1 and in table 2, shows the fundamental purpose of the 

entrepreneur is to generate economic wealth, while the social entrepreneur 

primary aim is to accomplish their social mission. Furthermore the social 

entrepreneur profit generating strategy is constructed so has to aid their 

goals in providing social value to society (Abu-Saifan, 2012). 

 

2.2.1	  Operational	  Boundaries	  of	  Social	  Entrepreneurship 
 

Dacin and Tracey (cited in Abu-Saifan 2012, p.26) argue that the field of 

social entrepreneurship is one that intersects with several different areas 

that includes entrepreneurial studies, social innovation, and nonprofit 

management. Since this is an emerging field of study scholars are 
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constantly debating the definitional and conceptual clearness, likewise the 

boundaries of the concept (Dacin et al., cited in Abu-Saifan 2012, p.26). 

According to Abu-Saifan (2012) because there is a lack of consent on the 

meaning of the term social entrepreneurship other disciplines are often 

mistakenly associated with the field. Among those that are that are often 

referred to as social entrepreneurs includes social activists, philanthropists 

and environmentalists (Abu-Saifan, 2012). However it is essential to 

separate the functions of social entrepreneurship from those of other 

socially oriented endeavors and highlight the boundaries that social 

entrepreneurs operates in (Abu-Saifan, 2012). 

 

Abu-Saifan (2012) offers two propositions that could be use to 

appropriately position social entrepreneurs within the field of 

entrepreneurship. One of which, is ‘Non-profit with earned income 

strategies: a social enterprise performing hybrid social and commercial 

entrepreneurial activity to achieve self-sufficiency. In this scenario, a 

social entrepreneur operates an organization that is both social and 

commercial; revenues and profits generated are used only to further 

improve the delivery of social values’ (Abu-Saifan, 2012). The other is, 

‘For-profit with mission-driven strategies: a social-purpose business 

performing social and commercial entrepreneurial activities 

simultaneously to achieve sustainability. In this scenario, a social 

entrepreneur operates an organization that is both social and commercial; 

the organization is financially independent and the founders and investors 

can benefit from personal monetary gain’ (Abu-Saifan, 2012). These 

points are further highlight in figure 2 (Abu-Saifan, 2012) that shows the 

boundaries of social entrepreneurship. 

 

 



	   	   14	  
	   	   	   	   	  
	  

 
 Figure 2. Entrepreneurship Spectrum (Samer Abu-Saifan, 2012) 
 

	  

2.2.2	  Social	  Enterprise:	  bridging	  sector	  boundaries	  
 

In today’s modern economy organizations are usually operating in the 

traditional boundaries of the private, public and nonprofit sectors. 

However, Haigh and Hoffman (2012) state that organizations are often 

operating within two of the traditional sectors. Organizations that function 

as part of the private sector are often perceived as doing so solely to 

generate profit, whereas organizations that function as part of the public 

sector are often owned or partially owned by the state (Haigh & Hoffman, 

2012). While those organizations that function as part of the non-profit 

sector do so with the intention of alleviating social issues in society.  

 

Gottesman (2007) proposed that there is a growth in organizations that are 

carving out a neutral ground to operate between the boundaries of the for-

profit and nonprofit sectors. Resor (2012) argues that organizations 

operating for-profit will often give endowments to organizations that 
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operate as a nonprofit. Furthermore while a for-profit organization is 

allowed to redistribute their profits to shareholders or partners the 

nonprofit organization though they might earn some profits is not allowed 

to do the same (Resor, 2012). However a new type of organization is 

evolving. According to Gottesman (2007) these organizations known as 

hybrids utilized both the structures of the for-profit and nonprofit running 

their operations between the boundaries of these two sectors. In an attempt 

to alleviate social and environmental issues organizations of a hybrid 

nature will produce and sell goods and services to fund their causes 

(Haigh & Hoffman, 2012).  

 

In regards to these new organizations Haigh and Hoffman (2012) have 

stated that conventional business models and the traditional sectors don't 

quite define these organizations since they operate within the boundaries 

of both the for-profit and nonprofit sectors. Adding to this point, Sertial 

(2012) states that features of both the nonprofit and for-profit models are 

utilized by the hybrid organization. This blend is achieved by enacting 

social and environmental goals, whilst generating profits so as to attain 

their social goals (Sertial, 2012).  

 

The general perception of a firm’s main objective is that of creating a 

financial return for their shareholders, however, Patel (2010) argues that 

these organizations are also concerned about their perceived image. 

Therefore along side their financial goals they have focused on their 

corporate social responsibilities (Patel, 2010). However due to the fact 

that their principal objective is to generate return for shareholders and 

investors, this might not always be compatible with the company’s social 

agenda (Patel, 2010). Therefore a practical alternative could be those 

organizations that operate as hybrids and are often called social enterprise, 

for-benefit or hybrid organization among other things (Patel, 2010). 
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2.2.3	  Social	  /	  Hybrid	  Enterprise	  
	  

These new form of organizations are usually lead by social entrepreneurs 

who are intent on tackling societal issues and needs that governments and 

private organizations are unable to meet through innovative and creative 

means (Chell, 2007). Furthermore, Defourny (2001) stated that they are 

numerous organizations that have created new forms of services and goods 

to tackle the challenges of their time. Resor (2012) argues that 

organizations that are operating in the for-profit sector often determine 

success primarily on their financial performance with a low priority on 

social or environmental impact. However, Chell (2007) has pointed to 

other organizations that choose to stress the pro-social aspect more, which 

in turn becomes the primary mission of those organizations thus 

highlighting a more social outcome as their primary objective. Resor 

(2012) argues that social enterprises with hybrid tenacity will tend to be 

primarily focused on a for-profit or nonprofit agenda. However they differ 

from the other traditional organizational forms since the hybrid policies 

and practices will have a combination and primary focus on both social 

and environmental issues (Resor, 2012). For these reasons in order to 

maintain sustainability, Chell (2007) argues that commercial activities are 

enacted to fund their social ambitions. 

 

Trivedi and Stokols (2011) asserts that the market alongside the state are 

not always equipped to tackle social, economic and environmental 

problems and that there is growing discontent, however they point to 

hybrid organizations that are concerned with both market and social 

outcomes simultaneously. Haigh and Hoffman (2012) argued these 

organizations are challenging traditional concepts and the purpose of a 

company from a business practitioner’s perspective equally what is 

considered a sustainable business. 
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In showing the standard view of what a business’s main goal is, a 1919 

Michigan Supreme Court ruling in (Dodge vs. Ford Motor Company) 

stated that the firm’s role in regards to social responsibilities i.e. (CSR) is 

to increase profits for the firm’s shareholders (Haigh & Hoffman, 2012). 

Likewise, the prominent economist Milton Friedman held the same notion, 

stating that the ills of society were the state responsibility to resolve 

(Haigh & Hoffman, 2012).  

 

While the sentiments might not be the same as they were in previous 

decades as now for-profit organizations are more focus on their 

environmental and societal impact, increasing profits still precedes all 

other pursuits (Haigh & Hoffman, 2012). Sud et al. (2009) states that there 

is a fairly small section of business that is known as social 

entrepreneurship that is gradually being recognized as an effective option 

to a range of social issues. According to Haigh and Hoffman (2012) 

challenging this status quo are hybrids that aim to generate profits not as a 

focus but rather as a means to create societal and environmental value 

simultaneously. Table 3 further highlights the different motives among the 

different organizational structures.  
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Table 3. Hybrid organization’s motives (Alter, 2004) 

 

 

Table 3 (Alter, 2004) illustrates the differences in motives between 

organizational structures and shows that the hybrid organization’s 

motivations often involve varied interest. Table 3 (Alter, 2004) also 

illustrates that where a purely philanthropic organization would be more 

mission driven and the commercial organization being more market driven, 

the hybrid is in the middle balancing both a mission and market mission. 

Furthermore, table 3 (Alter, 2004) highlights how a hybrid organization 

must maintain a balancing act of creating social and economic value 

creation simultaneously as oppose to the other forms of organizations in 

the table that focuses on one of the different forms of value creation. 

According to Alter (2004) the social entrepreneur exhibits a blend of 

altruism, self-interest and the making of dual financial and social value.  
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3.	  Method	  
 

The methods that will be discussed in this chapter were done in 

collaboration with Selamawit Bede from Uppsala University. This section 

will explain the steps taken in obtaining the data that included phone 

interviews with GodEl’s customers. GodEl was chosen for this research 

because of its geographical location, being a social enterprise and ease of 

access that was allowed. The research approach, company description, 

sampling of respondents and operationalization will be covered in this 

chapter.   

 

3.1	  Company	  Description 
 

GodEl was chosen for this research paper first and foremost because this 

was initially a collaborative effort with my ex-co-author. In the initial 

stages of this paper she had done her internship there and was also 

employed on a part-time basis. Based on the theory that is presented in 

this research paper GodEl fits the description of a social enterprise. Being 

located in Stockholm, Sweden and being a medium size organization made 

it convenient in terms of access.  

 

In 2005 Stephan Krook and several notable names in the Swedish business 

sector created the electricity company GodEl. It is a subsidiary of the 

GoodCause foundation and donates all it earnings to its partnered 

charitable organizations. These partners are very well known for the work 

and they include, SOS Barnbyrå, Stockholm Stadsmission, Rädda Barnen, 

Läkare Utan Gränser, Naturskyddsföreningen, Hand in Hand och 

Barncancerfonden. (www.compricer.se) 
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Krook formulated his business plan of selling a service and then using the 

profits generate to donate too social causes. Like most new businesses 

Krook needed start-up capital, presuming they were like-minded people 

willing to invest in his business idea he looked at some of Sweden’s most 

successful companies (IKEA, H&M and Oriflame). His assumption 

resulted in assistance from, Per Ludvigsson of IKEA, Karl-Johan Persson 

of H&M and Robert af Jochnick co-founder of Oriflame. These men 

together invested the capital needed to start GodEl as it is today. The 

customer base for the company since its inception in 2005 has grown to 

around 95,000 people; during this same time frame they have donated 20 

million SEK to their partnered charities. (GodEl årsredovisning, 2011) 

 

The vision statement for GodEl is a quote from the Dali Lama “our prime 

purpose in life is to help others”. The belief that is held by the leaders of 

GodEl is everyone doing what they are best at in order to achieve the most 

benefits. Thus they offer energy at a competitive price on the commercial 

market in order to generate profits. This profit is then donated to 

partnered charities so they can do what they do best that is providing the 

people that need it most with social and community services. Designed in 

the business plan is the ability for the customers to choose how the profit 

is divided amongst the different charity organizations that are partnered 

with GodEl. Therefore, from the several charitable organizations that are 

partnered with GodEl customers have the option of deciding which one 

they would like to support. (GodEl årsredovisning, 2011) 

 

According to the President of GodEl, Marie Dahllöf one of the main goals 

of the company will be to increase the distribution to their partner 

charities by increasing the profit per customers. The company has a long-

term goal of donating 100 million SEK to charity. Marie further explained 

that GodEl’s vision is to add to society whilst providing a good service at 

a reasonable price. (GodEl årsredovisning, 2011) 
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3.2	  Research	  Approach	  
 

This research is based on a questionnaire that is draft on the five 

legitimacy indictors previously mentioned in the theoretical chapters and 

can be found in the appendix section. The questionnaire was conducted via 

telephone. The five general indictors were used in order to determine how 

GodEl’s customers perceived them in regards to legitimacy as described in 

the theoretical framework of this paper. These indicators will be 

elaborated on in the operationalization sections of this chapter.  

 

There are two approaches a research paper can take in respect to the 

research method, which are quantitative and qualitative approaches 

(Bryman, 2002). This research takes a quantitative approach. Quantitative 

research is essential in gathering numerical data to be analyzed on a 

certain social phenomenon (Bryman, 2002). To aid in this study a 

convenience sample was used. According to Marshall (1996) convenience 

sample involves selecting the most accessible subjects for ones research. 

In regards to time and effort it is the least costliest to the researcher, 

though it may result in reduced data quality and calls into question 

intellectual credibility (Marshall, 1996).  

 

3.2.1	  Sampling	  Of	  Respondents	  
 

The company divided their customer base into four segments, of which 

data was gathered from a random sample. The data was subsequently 

collected by means of telephone (see app 1). GodEl divided their customer 

base into four segments that includes, young people living in urban areas, 

young people living in the rural areas, middle aged people living in urban 

areas and middle aged people living in rural areas. Prior to gaining access 

to GodEl’s customer database a meeting was conducted that included the 

customer loyalty manager and head manager of GodEl. Both gave their 
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consent in regards to the questions that would be asked and to the 

investigation that would be carried out. 

 

3.2.2	  Data	  Collection	  
	  

The questionnaire consisted of nine closed-ended questions (see appendix 

1) that were administrated during the hours of 11:00 till 19:00 on three 

workdays via telephone. A total of 500 calls were made of that 122 

respondents participated. Important to note at this point is the timeframe 

in which the data collection took place. Since they were between normal 

working hours for most individual consideration should be given to time 

of day and working hours. The respondents were chosen randomly from 

the company’s database and are all registered customers of GodEl. The 

respondents were selected randomly. Personal information and answers 

provided in the questionnaire will remain confidential. Each of the 

questions in the questionnaire template indicates an exposed value of 

GodEl’s communication for the purpose of measuring the indicators. 

  

3.2.3	  Operationalization	   
 

Through the data collected from this questionnaire the goal is to show the 

perception and preference of GodEl’s customers towards the company’s 

exposed values. According to Suchman (1995) pragmatic and moral 

legitimacy makes the assumption that the actions taken by an organization 

is desirable or appropriate and coincides with socially acceptable norms, 

values and beliefs. Because the data being collected has been evaluated 

from the perception of GodEl’s customers moral and pragmatic legitimacy 

were used in this research. Within these two types of legitimacies are sub-

dimensions that have there own variant behavioral dynamics. Pragmatic 

legitimacy contains three subcategories, and for this research all three 
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were utilized. Moral legitimacy contains four subcategories, however only 

consequential and procedural legitimacy were used, as they were best 

suited for the purpose of this research. Suchman (1995) stated that moral 

legitimacy is viewed has “the right thing to do”, while, pragmatic 

legitimacy lays on an organization’s immediate audiences’ self-interest. 

 

Those that participated in the questionnaire were allotted several options 

to choose from when responding to the questions they were asked. In some 

instances a scale ranging from one to five is used to illustrate what the 

respondent thought, with (one and two) meaning they disagreed, (three) 

being natural and (four and five) meaning they agreed. For other questions 

a simple (yes, no or I don’t know) were given as options.  

 

According to Suchman (1995) pragmatic legitimacy relates to the self-

interest of that organization’s most immediate audiences, in this research 

that would be the customers of GodEl. Thus, if the respondents answers 

relates to “self-interest” then those answers would be placed in the 

following sub-categories, exchange, influence or dispositional legitimacy. 

 

Suchman (1995) describes exchange legitimacy as power dependence 

amongst an organization and its customers. In the case of GodEl this 

dependence can be explained in the following. GodEl donates its revenues 

to charitable organizations, however to do that it must first generate those 

revenues. Therefore they supply electricity to their customers who needs it 

to power their own households. The electricity is offered at an affordable 

rate, so the customers get power to their households and GodEl generates 

revenues to fund their charitable partnerships. Therefore if the 

respondents show a preference towards pricing or the services provided by 

GodEl, then it marked in the exchange legitimacy category (see appendix, 

Question one).  
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According to Suchman (1995) influence legitimacy is more rooted in a 

social construct, stating that customers will support an organization 

because their policies coincides with their own. This basically means that 

customers will lean their support to an organization they deemed to be 

responsive and as included their standards as part of the company’s 

policies. Therefore if a respondent chose GodEl because they offer the 

option of choosing what charity the dividend will go to or the company’s 

responsiveness to society their answers would be marked in as influence 

legitimacy (see appendix, questions five & six) 

 

Suchman (1995) states that dispositional legitimacy relates to the 

customer giving legitimacy to an organization it deems to “have our best 

interests at heart”, “share our values”, “honest”, “trustworthy”, “decent”, 

and “wise”. The organization’s most immediate audience based on this 

theory are willing to overlook outside criticism since they believe in the 

“organization’s good character” (Suchman, 1995). Respondents 

themselves that are involved in volunteer organizations or decided to 

purchase services from GodEl based on their cooperation with charitable 

organizations would be marked under dispositional legitimacy (see 

appendix, questions two, seven & eight).  

 

Moral legitimacy according to Suchman (1995) offers a positive 

assessment on the activities taken by an organization. Moral legitimacy 

focuses on “the right thing to do”, which is in contrast to the narrow self-

interest perspective (Suchman, 1995). Furthermore such judgments are the 

customers own reflection on whether the actions taken by the organization 

advance societal welfare (Suchman, 1995). For this reason if respondents 

are aware of the charitable organizations that GodEl cooperates with there 

responses will be marked in either consequential or procedural legitimacy. 
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Consequential legitimacy according to Suchman (1995) is when an 

organization is evaluated based on what they have accomplished. For this 

research case GodEl could be assessed based on their donations to the 

charitable organizations that they have partnered with. GodEl is notified 

by these organizations about the projects they have used to the donations 

to invest in. This information can be found in the company’s newsletter 

and is available to their customers. Therefore if the customers of GodEl 

are aware of this information and responded based on this, then they will 

be adding consequential legitimacy (see appendix, question nine). 

 

According to Suchman (1995) procedural legitimacy stem from a process 

and causality effect. He further states that organizations can garner this 

form of moral legitimacy by adapting techniques and procedures that are 

considered to be socially acceptable. Procedural legitimacy also highlights 

an organization’s good-faith effort in attain social value, though it might 

be an obscure end. Therefore if GodEl’s organizational structure, business 

plan or there offering of sustainable energy is mention by respondents, 

there answer will be marked under procedural legitimacy (see appendix, 

questions three & four).  

	  

The table below summarizes the indicators that were utilized in 

determining the type of legitimacy offered by the customers of GodEl 

based on the answers they provided on the questionnaire. In this research 

pragmatic and moral legitimacy were used from, which five indicators 

(exchange, influence, dispositional, consequential and procedural) were 

taken to develop the table below. Each indicator consists of several points 

used to highlight where a respondents answer would be best suited. 
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Table 4. Legitimacy Indicators  

 
 

Table 4. Shows the indicators that are used in determining what type of 

legitimacy GodEl’s customers contributed.  
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4.	  Empirical	  Data	  
 

This chapter will review the empirical data that was collected from the 

questionnaires conducted via telephone. A total of ten questions were used 

in the interview guidelines, of which nine were closed-ended and one 

open-ended. In this research moral and pragmatic legitimacy is used to 

identify how customers of hybrid organizations such as GodEl perceived 

them. Five indicators were chosen consequential and procedural, which 

are from moral legitimacy and exchange, influence, dispositional, which 

are from pragmatic legitimacy. 

	  

4.1	  Results	  From	  Questionnaire 

4.1.1	  Pragmatic	  legitimacy	  
 

Exchange Legitimacy 

Question 1 is based on Exchange (Materialistic Power Dependence; Price; 

Service) 

1. The price was the most important thing when choosing GodEl. 

(Disagreed, Neutral, Agreed) 

 Respondents 

Disagreed 44 

Neutral 41 

Agreed 37 

Total  122 

 

44 out of 122 respondents disagreed with the statement that price was the 

most important factor when choosing GodEl as a service provider.  

41 out of 122 respondents stand neutral to the statement that price was the 

most important factor when choosing GodEl as a service provider.  
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37 out of 122 respondents agreed with price being an important factor 

when choosing GodEl as a service provider.  

 

Influence Legitimacy 

Questions 5 & 6 are based on Influence (Socially constructed for larger 

interest; Responsiveness; Choice of distributing the dividend) 

 

5. It is important to have the possibility to choose where GodEl invest 

your money. (Disagreed, Neutral, Agreed) 

 Respondents 

Disagreed 68 

Neutral 24 

Agreed 30 

Total  122 

 

68 out of 122 respondents disagreed with the statement that the possibility 

of choosing where the contribution goes to as the most important factor 

when choosing GodEl as a service provider. 

24 out of 122 respondents stand neutral to the statement that the 

possibility of choosing where the contribution goes to as the most 

important factor when choosing GodEl as a service provider. 

30 out of 122 respondents agreed with the statement that the possibility of 

choosing where the contribution goes to as the most important factor when 

choosing GodEl as a service provider. 
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6. Have you chosen charitable organizations? (Yes, No, Unsure) 

 Respondents 

Yes 67 

No 37 

Unsure 18 

Total  122 

 

67 out of 122 respondents answered yes to have chosen a favorite 

volunteer organization to distribute the dividend to. 

37 out of 122 respondents answered no to have chosen a favorite volunteer 

organization to distribute the dividend to. 

18 out of 122 respondents did not know if they had chosen a favorite 

volunteer organization to distribute the dividend to. 

 

Dispositional legitimacy 

Question 2, 7, and 8 are based on Dispositional (Sharing the same value; 

Despite reputation, stick with them; Involved in other volunteer work or 

donating to other volunteer organizations; Entering membership due to 

support of a specific organization e.g. Stadsmissionen) 

 

2. When choosing GodEl charity was important. (Disagreed, Neutral, 

Agreed) 

 Respondents 

Disagreed 10 

Neutral 23 

Agreed 89 

Total  122 

 

10 out of 122 respondents disagreed with the statement of GodEl donating 

to charitable organizations was a deciding factor in their decision to join 

GodEl. 
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23 out of 122 respondents were neutral on the statement of GodEl 

donating to charitable organizations has a deciding factor in their decision 

to join GodEl. 

89 out of 122 respondents agreed with the statement of GodEl donating to 

charitable organizations has a deciding factor in their decision to join 

GodEl 

 

7. Do you donate money to charitable organization? (Yes, No, Unsure) 

 Respondents 

Yes 90 

No 32 

Unsure 0 

Total  122 

 

90 out of 122 respondents said they yes to donating to other charitable 

organizations. 

32 out of 122 respondents said no to donating to other charitable 

organizations. 

0 out of 122 respondents answered they didn’t know when asked if they 

donated to charitable organizations. 

 

8.  Are you involved in volunteer operations? (Yes, No, Unsure) 

 Respondents 

Yes 51 

No 71 

Unsure  0 

Total  122 

 

51 out of 122 respondents answered yes when asked if they were engaged 

in volunteer operations. 

71 out of 122 respondents answered no when asked if they were engaged 
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in volunteer operations. 

0 out of 122 respondents answered that they didn’t know when asked if 

they were engaged in volunteer operations. 

 

4.1.2	  Moral	  Legitimacy	  
 
Consequential 

Question 9 is based on Consequential (Judged by what they accomplish; 

Explicit consequences by donations e.g. if consumers read information 

letters) 

 

9. I’m aware of GodEl’s communications on where the 

money/donations are made. (hemsida, kundservice, facebook, infoblad 

etc) (Disagreed, Neutral, Agreed) 

 Respondents 

Disagreed 70 

Neutral 33 

Agreed 19 

Total  122 

 

70 out of 122 respondents disagreed with the statement on whether they 

were aware of GodEl’s communications on where the money/donations are 

made. 

33 out of 122 respondents were neutral on the statement on whether they 

were aware of GodEl’s communications on where the money/donations are 

made. 

19 out of 122 respondents agreed with the statement on whether they were 

aware of 

GodEl’s communications on where the money/donations are made. 
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Procedural 

Questions 3 & 4 are based on Procedural (Causality and process matters; 

Organizational form and business idea; Bra Miljöval (BMV); sustainable 

energy) 

 

3. GodEl being environmentally certified (BMV) was important in my 

decision. (Disagreed, Neutral, Agreed) 

 Respondents 

Disagreed 34 

Neutral 36 

Agreed 52 

Total  122 

 

34 of 122 respondents disagreed with the statement of GodEl being 

environmentally certified has a deciding factor in their decision to join the 

company. 

36 of 122 respondents were neutral on the statement of GodEl being 

environmentally certified has a deciding factor in their decision to join the 

company. 

52 of 122 respondents agreed with the statement of GodEl being 

environmentally certified has a deciding factor in their decision to join the 

company. 

 

4. Are you environmentally certified through GodEl? (Yes, No, Unsure) 

 Respondents 

Yes 34 

No 25 

Unsure 63 

Total  122 
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34 out of 122 respondents answered yes when asked if they were 

environmentally certified through GodEl. 

25 out of 122 respondents answered no when asked if they were 

environmentally certified through GodEl.  

63 out of 122 respondents answered that they didn’t know when asked if 

they were environmentally certified through GodEl. 
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5.	  Analysis	  /	  Discussion	  
 

This section of the research will be used to present an analysis based on 

the theoretical framework along with answers from customers of a social 

enterprise gathered through a questionnaire based on legitimacy indicators. 

These indicators were essential in identifying what if any legitimacy were 

given to the social enterprise presented in this research based on their 

social mission. As stated earlier in this research the field of social 

entrepreneurship isn’t as well established as the entrepreneurship field. 

Thus a certain level of legitimacy is sort after when establishing or 

entering a new area of study or economic field. An organization can gain 

this legitimacy by cooperating with other well-established organization or 

implement strategies that would gain them legitimacy in stakeholders’ 

eyes. The area of social entrepreneurship isn’t well established in either 

academics or the economical markets like other business models/structures 

such as NGO’s and for profit enterprises.  The following chapters in this 

analysis will further explore GodEl’s customers’ perception of the 

company’s goodwill mission in regards to legitimacy based on the 

indicators that were presented earlier in this research. 

 

5.1	  Legitimacy	  
 

Legitimacy is the means by which various stakeholders of an organization 

can evaluate an organization’s professed activates with their own 

expectations. A company could gain legitimacy by partnering with 

established companies or enact strategies that their stakeholders will view 

favorable. 
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5.1.1	  Pragmatic	  Legitimacy	  
 

Suchman (1995) argued that pragmatic legitimacy is based on the 

organization’s audiences’ self-interest through a direct exchange between 

the two. 

5.1.2	  Exchange	  Legitimacy	  	  

Question	  1	  is	  based	  on	  Exchange	  (Materialistic	  Power	  Dependence;	  
Price;	  Service)	  1.	  The	  price	  was	  the	  most	  important	  thing	  when	  choosing	  
GodEl. 
 

The theory for exchange legitimacy states that there is a basic exchange 

and social / economic interdependency between the organization and its 

customers (Suchman, 1995). In the information gathered on whether 

GodEl’s customers offered them any exchange legitimacy according to the 

theory. The data gathered showed a substantial amount of those 

respondents, were not swayed by pricing in their decision to join GodEl. 

However, just as many respondents were either neutral or agreed that 

pricing played some part in their decision on joining GodEl. Based on this 

information it can be concluded that GodEl’s customers are neutral on the 

bases of pricing thus making it difficult to say if they offer any exchange 

legitimacy. 

5.1.3	  Influence	  Legitimacy 

Questions	  5	  &	  6	  are	  based	  on	  Influence	  (Socially	  constructed	  for	  larger	  
interest;	  Responsiveness;	  Choice	  of	  distributing	  the	  dividend)	  5.	  It	  is	  
important	  to	  have	  the	  possibility	  to	  choose	  where	  GodEl	  invest	  your	  
money.	  6.	  Have	  you	  chosen	  charitable	  organizations? 
 

Influence legitimacy according to Suchman (1995) is somewhat similar to 

that of exchange, however influence legitimacy is viewed in a more social 

paradigm. Furthermore customers will offer support if they believe that 

their larger social interest are being met and not necessarily for a 

favorable exchange (Suchman, 1995). 
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In this research the data gathered offered a different perspective than that 

found in the theory. Based on question five customers were asked if 

having the possibility to choose where the company donates their 

contributions was a deciding factor in having GodEl as a service provider 

and an overwhelming amount of respondents disagreed. Only a very small 

amount agreed that it was a deciding factor. However, looking at question 

six when asked if they had chosen a favorite organization to have the 

donations sent to, a remarkable amount of the respondents said “yes” they 

had. This would point to some degree of influence legitimacy being 

offered by the customers of GodEl. Based on the data gathered from both 

these questions on influence legitimacy it could be argued that the 

deciding factor laid with the act of donating rather than the option of 

donating to a specific charity.  

 

	  

5.1.4	  Dispositional	  legitimacy	  

Questions	  2,	  7,	  and	  8	  are	  based	  on	  Dispositional	  legitimacy	  (Sharing	  the	  
same	  values;	  Despite	  reputation,	  stick	  with	  the	  organization;	  Involved	  in	  
other	  volunteer	  work	  or	  donating	  to	  other	  volunteer	  organizations;	  
Entering	  membership	  due	  to	  support	  of	  a	  specific	  organization	  e.g.	  
Stadsmissionen)	  2.	  When	  choosing	  GodEl	  charity	  was	  important.	  7.	  Do	  
you	  donate	  money	  to	  charitable	  organization?	  8	  Are	  you	  involved	  in	  
volunteer	  operations?	  	   
 

According to Suchman (1995) dispositional legitimacy can be seen as 

when an organization’s audiences view them as having personalities, 

tastes and goals. Zucker (1983, 1987) stated that the organization is often 

portrayed as if they were autonomous, coherent, and morally accountable 

actors. Suchman (1995) argued further that because of this kind of 

thinking customers will often support those organizations they deemed to 

be "honest," "trustworthy," "decent," and "wise” or "have our best 

interests at heart," that "share our values" (Suchman, 1995). The data 
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gathered based on question two showed that a significant amount of the 

respondents agreed that GodEl’s donations to charitable organizations was 

a deciding factor for them joining the company. This coincides with the 

theory of dispositional legitimacy where the audience views the 

organization as being “decent”.  

 

The data drawn from question seven compliments the theory as well as the 

data from question two. From question seven the data shows that most of 

the respondents said yes to given donations to other charitable 

organizations. This showed their moral independent standings and when 

connected to question two it shows the link between theory and practice. 

A majority of the respondents through question eight, when asked if they 

were involved in other charitable activities outside of work said no. 

Although data from question eight goes against the theory, this could be 

for several different reasons. It’s possible that the respondents are too 

busy with other activities or find that their donations through GodEl are 

sufficient enough. The consistence shown in the data gathered through 

these questions leads to the conclusion that GodEl has gain dispositional 

legitimacy from their customers. 

 

5.1.5	  Moral	  Legitimacy	  
 

Mahadeo et al. (2011) argues that moral legitimacy is an organization 

attempting to stimulate societal welfare through their decision-making, 

goals and activities. Suchman (1995) added that the core of this theory is 

whether the actions taken by the organization is “the right thing to do”. 

Furthermore, moral legitimacy can be achieved when the organization’s 

ambitions coincides with that of their customers’ own value system 

(Mahadeo et al., 2011). Thus, if the customer’s value system matches that 

of the organization moral legitimacy can be fostered. However, the 

company’s customers must be aware of their value systems in order for 
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moral legitimacy to take place. 

5.1.6	  Consequential	  Legitimacy 

Question	  9	  is	  based	  on	  Consequential	  legitimacy	  (Judged	  by	  what	  they	  
accomplish;	  Explicit	  consequences	  by	  donations	  e.g.	  if	  consumers	  read	  
information	  letters).	  9.	  I’m	  aware	  of	  GodEl’s	  communications	  on	  where	  
the	  money/donations	  are	  made.	  (hemsida,	  kundservice,	  facebook,	  
infoblad	  etc) 
 

Meyer & Rowan (1991) argues that consequential legitimacy focuses on an 

organization being judged on their accomplishments based on the 

activities they have done. Data gathered from question nine on this subject 

matter showed that an overwhelming majority of the respondents had no 

awareness as to where GodEl donates the profits, meaning they are not 

aware of the company’s newsletters and possibly unaware of their value 

system. With this information on hand the conclusion is that the customers 

are not offering consequential legitimacy to the company. The customers 

can hardly judge the company based on consequential legitimacy, if they 

are unaware of the newsletters or their expose values. However, another 

argument could be made that some level of consequential legitimacy is 

offered. Since the customers are aware that the company does make 

charitable donations overall to their partner organizations.  

5.1.7	  Procedural	  Legitimacy	  

Questions	  3	  &	  4	  are	  based	  on	  Procedural	  (Causality	  and	  process	  matters;	  
Organizational	  form	  and	  business	  idea;	  (BMV);	  sustainable	  energy)	  3.	  
GodEl	  being	  environmentally	  certified	  (BMV)	  was	  important	  in	  my	  
decision.	  4.	  Are	  you	  environmentally	  certified	  through	  GodEl?	  
 

According to Scott (1977) another way of gaining moral legitimacy is 

through procedural legitimacy, which he states is when an organization 

integrates techniques and procedures that are socially acceptable. The data 

gather from question three shows that a small majority agrees that GodEl 

being an environmental certified company played a deciding roll in their 
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decision to join the company as customers. GodEl being an 

environmentally certified company shows that they have adapted 

procedures and techniques deemed to be socially acceptable. The data also 

showed that a sizable amount of the respondents were neutral on this 

matter. Even though the majority of respondents did agreed it is important 

to note that from the data other respondents were neutral of didn’t GodEl 

being certified to be a deciding factor.   

 

 

Question four was based on the customers’ own personal standards to see 

if they were the same as the company’s own exposed values. The data 

shows that outside of their participation with GodEl they did limited 

amount of charitable work on their own. Therefor the conclusion is drawn 

that though individual charity work is limited, through their participation 

in the company’s activities in general moral legitimacy is offered. 

 

5.2	  Social	  Entrepreneur 
 

The social entrepreneur is the change agent in societies attempting to aid 

societal ills through innovative solutions. Peredo & Mclean (2006) stated 

that the creation of wealth is not the primary focus but rather the social 

mission of the social entrepreneur. This is the case for the founder of 

GodEl Stephen Krook, his business plan is to sell a product and then use 

the profits generate to donate too social causes. The social entrepreneur 

doesn’t look to create personal wealth and financial value is low in 

comparison to attaining social value (Peredo & Mclean, 2006). This 

sentiment is presented in the GodEl’s mission statement, which is a quote 

from the Dali Lama, “our prime purpose in life is to help others”. 

Generally speaking this is a very forward thinking standpoint. However, 

academically the field is not without its detractors, Dacin et al. (2011) 

argues that it’s unclear how studying yet another form of entrepreneurship 
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will add any theoretical value. This means that researchers of this field 

will need to communicate more effectively the theoretical benefits of a 

concentration on social entrepreneurship and its distinctiveness from the 

other forms of entrepreneurship (Dacin et al., 2011). 

 

5.2.1	  Social	  Enterprise:	  Bridging	  Sector	  Boundaries 
 

There are a growing number of organizations calling themselves hybrid 

organizations that are led by social entrepreneurs. They are often 

operating within the traditional boundaries of the private, public and non-

profit sectors. According to Haigh & Hoffman (2012) organizations often 

operate in at least two of the traditional sectors. It could be argued that 

GodEl fits this description of a hybrid organization, since they provide a 

service on the private market and are active on the nonprofit market 

through their partnership with charity organizations. According to 

Gottesman (2007) organizations are now creating a neutral ground so has 

to operate between the for-profit and nonprofit boundaries. However, for 

all the positive efforts of the social entrepreneur there still isn’t any solid 

and consistent usage of the term social enterprise (Dart, 2004). Generally 

speaking one could view the social enterprise mission goals has being 

jointly pro-social and financially motivated (Dart, 2004). 

 

In this research based on information gather from GodEl’s annual report 

and their homepage it could be argued that bridging the gap was an aim 

for Stephan Kook when he decided to start the electricity company. Which 

is pursued through the use of for-profit and nonprofit methods of business. 

Its charitable partners were all earnings are donated to includes SOS 

Barnbyar, Stockholm Stadsmission, Rädda Barnen, Läkare Utan Gränser, 

Naturskyddsföreningen, Hand in Hand och Barncancerfonden. According 

to Haigh & Hoffman (2012) organizations of a hybrid nature will attempt 

to ease societal needs by producing and selling goods and services to fund 
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their social goals. This was found to coincide with the mission of GodEl, 

since they sell electricity on the private market and then donate the 

proceeds to their partner charities. The company has donated 20 million 

SEK since operations began in 2005 (GodEl årsredovisning, 2011). 

	  

This chapter has concluded the analysis and discussion on the data that 

was gathered and the proceeding chapter will focus on the conclusion of 

this research paper. 
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6.	  Conclusion 
 

The field of social entrepreneurship and social enterprises are not as 

established or well researched as other fields within business. For these 

reason these new form of business enterprises would be lacking in 

legitimacy. Thus, the purpose of this research was to investigate if the 

customers of a chosen social enterprise added any legitimacy to that 

company based on their social mission. The research found that in some 

situations the customers of the chosen social enterprise in this research 

paper choose the company out of mere convenience rather than on the 

goodwill mission stated by the company. 

 

The theoretical framework showed that these enterprises are often lead by 

social entrepreneurs with the goal of alleviating some type of social issue. 

This is accomplished by combining social goals along side raising 

revenues into the organizations they operate. Social entrepreneurs often 

declare themselves as “do-gooders”; this was evident with the social 

enterprise presented in this paper. The company’s motto is a quota from 

the Dali Lama, “our prime purpose in life is to help others”. The 

perception given is that they will alleviate societal ills whilst 

simultaneously generating profits to fund these social causes. In this 

research it was found that the social enterprise (GodEl) mixed two 

traditionally separate models in their business structure, a social mission 

that guides their staffs and profit creation that guides their commercial 

activities. The problem with this approach is the delicate balancing act 

that must be done between money and mission.  

 

The main issue with the social enterprise is that most people don’t know 

what they are trying to accomplish. It is not as clear-cut as the traditional 

models. In traditionally nonprofit organizations it is clear that social 
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improvement is the definitive goal. In traditionally for-profit 

organizations profit maximization is the definitive goal. From the 

standpoint of the social entrepreneur these two goals are inseparable and 

yet at odds. 

 

The empirical data showed inconclusive in regards to how the customers 

of GodEl perceived the company in terms of legitimacy. Presented in the 

method chapter is a model (table 4) that highlights the indicators and key 

points of the different forms of legitimacy that are utilized in this paper.  

 
Table 4. Legitimacy Indicators  

 
 
 

Based on table 4, nine questions were developed to determine the type of 

legitimacy that was offered and to see if the customers were inline with 

the company’s expose value system. The data gathered shows that overall 

a level of legitimacy is offered to the company by the customers. However, 

when legitimacy was broken down into the different forms that are 

presented in table 4 it was evident that the customers offered legitimacy 
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depending on the specific form it took. Thus, the data gathered from this 

research makes it difficult to say if the company’s customers are not 

merely buying the services offered purely because it's a need that must be 

satisfied. And not because they are necessarily inline with the company’s 

exposed value system. Likewise GodEl seems to be a unique service 

provider in this area. Based on the data collected the conclusion could be 

drawn that services purchased from GodEl are purely to satisfy a personal 

need and as a side effect a greater good is served. 
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7.	  Recommendations	  for	  Future	  Research	   
 

Social entrepreneurs and social enterprises are not well studied and this 

research paper explored the growing this new sector and what possible 

legitimacy such an organization gain from the actions based on their 

customers’ perspective. Due to the limited time for this research the 

information analyzed was based on a questionnaire taken from customers 

of one social enterprise. Future researchers might add more to this field by 

researching more than one company. This research paper highlighted the 

characteristics of the social entrepreneur and the social enterprises that 

they lead. It also focused on the legitimacy that a social enterprise can 

gain from their customers through the social activities that they undertake. 

An interest point that I came across and would be worth looking at more 

in depth is the delicate balancing act between the profoundly different 

models (for-profit and nonprofit) that are utilized by social enterprises. 

These two forces undoubtedly tug the social entrepreneur in opposite 

directions. However, GodEl is a relatively small company that operates in 

Sweden with a well-established welfare system. This might make such a 

balancing act easier than it would be in another country with a less well-

establish welfare system. This is another point that could be taken into 

consideration by future researchers. Likewise, a more in depth research 

could be done on how social entrepreneurs balance their social mission 

goals whilst operating their business on a for-profit model.  
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Appendix	  

Questionnaire	  Guideline	  

	  
These questions were developed in an attempt to add more clarity to the 

social entrepreneurship field; they were also formulated based on theory 

found through this research. The questionnaire was given to customers of 

GodEl. 

 

Intervju guide with GodEls customers 

Hejsan Selam heter jag och jag ringer dig med anledning av att du är kund 

hos GodEl. Jag studerar vid Uppsala Universitet och skriver min uppsats 

om Godel, så det är därför jag ringer. Undrar om du har tre minuter över 

för att svara på ett par korta frågor? Om någon frågar om jag arbetar, 

svarar jag att jag arbetar deltid dock inte just nu, och hänvisar till min 

handledare Konstantin Lampou! 

 

1. Priset var viktigast vid mitt val av GodEl 
Skala 1-5, instämmer inte alls, instämmer helt 
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2. Välgörenheten var viktigast vid mitt val av GodEl 
Skala 1-5, instämmer inte alls, instämmer helt 
 
3. Miljöcertifierad el (BMV) var viktigast vid mitt val av GodEl 
Skala 1-5, instämmer inte alls, instämmer helt 
 
4. Har du miljöcertifierad el ( BMV)? (Har du själv tagit ställning och valt 
BMV?) 
Ja, nej, vet ej 
 
5. Möjligheten att välja vart mitt bidrag ska gå till var viktigast vid mitt 
val av GodEl 
Skala 1-5, instämmer inte alls, instämmer helt 
 
6. Har du valt välgörenhetsorganisation? 
Ja, nej, vet ej 
 
7. Donerar du till välgörenhetsorganisationer? 
Ja, nej, vet ej 
 
8. Är du involverad i ideella sammanhang? Liksom engagemang som 
hjälper andra? 
Ja, nej, vet ej 
 
9. Tar du del av GodEls kommunikation om vart donationerna går till 
(hemsida, 
kundservice, facebook, infoblad etc) 
Skala 1-5: 1 aldrig 2 sällan, 3 ibland, 4 ofta, 5 alltid 
 
Answer Frequency 

1. Priset var viktigast vid mitt val av GodEl, Skala 1-5: instämmer inte 
alls, instämmer 
helt 
1=18 
2=26 
3=41 
4=28 
5=9 
122st totalt 
Exchange legitimacy 
 
2. Välgörenheten var viktigast vid mitt val av GodEl, Skala 1-5: 
instämmer inte alls, 
instämmer helt 
1=3 
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2=7 
3=23 
4=51 
5=38 
122st totalt 
Dispositional legitimacy 
 
3. Miljöcertifierad el (BMV) var viktigast vid mitt val av GodEl, Skala 1-
5: 
instämmer inte alls, instämmer helt 
1=15 
2=19 
3=36 
39 
4=30 
5=22 
122st totalt 
Procedural legitimacy 
 
4. Har du Miljöcertifierad el via GodEl (BMV)? (Har du själv tagit 
ställning och valt 
BMV?) Ja, nej, vet ej 
Ja=34 
Nej=25 
Vet ej=63 
122st totalt 
Procedural legitimacy 
 
5. Möjligheten att välja vart mitt bidrag ska gå till var viktigast vid mitt 
val av GodEl. 
Skala 1-5: instämmer inte alls, instämmer helt 
1=32 
2=36 
3=24 
4=21 
5=9 
122st totalt 
Influence legitimacy 
 
6. Har du valt välgörenhetsorganisation? Ja, nej, vet ej 
Ja=67 
Nej=37 
Vet ej=18 
122st totalt 
Influence legitimacy 
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7. Donerar du till välgörenhetsorganisationer? Ja, nej, vet ej 
Ja=90 
Nej=32 
Vet ej=0 
122st totalt 
Dispositional legitimacy 
 
8. Är du involverad i ideella sammanhang? Liksom engagemang som 
hjälper andra? 
Ja, nej, vet ej 
Ja=51 
Nej=71 
122st totalt 
Dispositional legitimacy 
 
9. Tar du del av GodEls kommunikation om vart pengarna/donationerna 
går till 
(hemsida, kundservice, facebook, infoblad etc) Skala 1-5: 1 aldrig 2 sällan, 
3 ibland, 4 
ofta, 5 alltid 
1=35 
2=35 
3=33 
4=10 
5=9 
122st totalt 
Consequential legitimacy 
 

	  


