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Abstract 
 

A Comparative Case Study on the Role of Social Capital in a 
Community Economic Development Social Entrepreneurship (CEDSE) 

 

Social entrepreneurships—entrepreneurial ventures that address social 

problems—are an increasingly critical component of the global strategy for social 

change. In order to understand how social entrepreneurships facilitate social change, this 

comparative case study about two community economic development social 

entrepreneurships (CEDSEs) examines the role of social capital in achieving the 

organizational mission. The elements of social capital considered here—networks, trust 

and reciprocity, and resources—have been shown to play a significant role in the 

operation of traditional entrepreneurial ventures. This dissertation will specifically 

address how these elements of social capital operate within CEDSEs as mechanisms for 

social change. As such, this study contributes to both the social capital literature and the 

emerging literature on social entrepreneurship. 

The findings of this study support the current social capital literature, and suggest 

that the three elements of social capital are critical not only in the for-profit arena, but 

also in socially oriented organizations. Interviews with 26 members of the CEDSE 

networks as well as with these leaders of the organizations, and a rigorous document 

review, revealed why so many members of these communities stay involved with a 

CEDSE. A CEDSE also illustrates how a network of similar-minded people deeply care 

not only about the sustainability of their local community, but also have a desire to share 

their learnings with others. 
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Unlike most of the research to date, this study found that sustainability is a critical 

element to network members. Findings revealed that several factors must exist for a 

CEDSE organization to operate effectively. These include a network that facilitates 

change, channels energy, and is nurtured by the CEDSE. Strong feelings of trust must 

also be present and a myriad of financial, physical and knowledge-based resources that 

are acquired by the networks must constantly flow to the CEDSE. The question that 

lingers, however, is how can these CEDSE organizations sustain themselves? The field of 

nonprofits now includes a sub-class of social entrepreneurships and, with this study, a 

new type of organization was classified: a CEDSE. A CEDSE is an organization that 

takes the best of both of those and creates something the communities can believe in as a 

CEDSE seek answers about how to make an impact.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Social capital turns out to have forceful, even quantifiable effects on many 

different aspects of our lives. What is at stake is not merely warm, cuddly 

feelings or frissons of community pride. We shall review hard evidence that 

our schools and neighborhoods don't work so well when community bonds 

slacken, that our economy, our democracy, and even our health and happiness 

depend on adequate stocks of social capital. 

— Robert Putnam HIJJGK!Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of 

American Community. 

Entrepreneurship is a worldwide business phenomenon. Over the years, 

individuals and organizations have pursued opportunities that have resulted in new 

markets. Fortunately, this growth is not limited to the traditional for-profit start-ups and 

large organizations that have profited financially. Interest in social entrepreneurship, 

which brings “business-like discipline to social causes” (Dees, 2001), is now engaging all 

segments of our society. For example, The Serve America Act enacted by the new 

administration in April 2009 focuses on “developing innovative and effective solutions to 

national and local challenges.” This brings social entrepreneurship to the forefront of 

national conversation.  

The growing body of social capital literature has investigated how entrepreneurs 

draw upon their existing social networks and construct new ones in the process of 

obtaining knowledge, resources and support for projects (Weisz, 2004). Much of the 

literature points to the individual actors, however, rather than to the organizations. This 
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study extends the literature by exploring social capital as a mechanism for creating 

economic development activities within and among community social entrepreneurships.  

Problem Statement 

Social capital plays a significant role in all phases of the entrepreneurial cycle 

(Aldrich, 1999) and is a mechanism with the ability to go beyond the surface level of the 

phenomenon of social entrepreneurship (Anderson, et al., 2006). However, we do not 

know what role, if any, social capital plays in social entrepreneurship. This is challenging 

because, unlike traditional entrepreneurships which are measured through new markets 

and financial gain, social entrepreneurships attempt to have an impact on our pressing 

social challenges and, therefore, cannot be measured by the same means. This study 

addresses how and why relationships occur between organizations that provide products 

and services to marginalized, underprivileged, and/or unfortunate populations (Light, 

2008). More specifically, it examines the role of three elements of social capital in social 

entrepreneurships. 

Literature Support for the Problem Statement 

Social capital has proven to be a powerful factor in explaining success in a 

number of arenas, including how it influences career success, helps workers find jobs, 

facilitates inter-unit resource exchange and product innovation, reduces turnover rates, 

and strengthens supplier relations (Adler & Kwon, 2004). Brown and Ashman (1996) 

argue that one of the primary benefits of the idea of social capital is that it allows 

scholars, policy makers and practitioners from different disciplines to enjoy an 

unprecedented level of cooperation and dialogue. However, the empirical social capital 

literature is plagued by vague definitions of concepts, poorly measured data and the 
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absence of appropriate exchangeability conditions, and a lack of information necessary to 

make identification claims plausible (Durlauf, 2002, p. 22). In spite of the advances that 

certain studies have made, no study has examined how social capital as a mechanism 

works at the organizational level to contribute to a community economic development 

social entrepreneurship (CEDSE). A CEDSE is a community-based,  economic-

development-focused social entrepreneurship. It is a type of organization that combines a 

social entrepreneurial spirit at a local level by empowering its citizens. A CEDSE is 

different than traditional social entrepreneurships, whose missions are often global in 

nature. A CEDSE provides positive change through entrepreneurship. Instead of tackling 

challenges such as poverty and homelessness, a CEDSE focuses and embraces the local 

community; its emphasis is on the community in which it is housed, not of those 

hundreds of miles away. This study analyzes two cases and contributes to the field of 

social capital by exploring three of its components: network structure, trust, and 

reciprocity and resources.  

Additionally, since the field of social entrepreneurship is still emerging and not 

yet well defined, there is a lack of theoretical and databased research. Thus, there is 

limited ability to identify those institutional practices that either constrain or facilitate the 

process of entrepreneurship. Although there are considerable conceptual writings and 

empirical research regarding the nonprofit sector, there has been little integration of the 

theoretical constructs of institutional structure and social capital into a process theory for 

its nonprofit cousin, social entrepreneurship. Researchers have tended to focus more on 

the outcomes of social capital than on the processes involved in fostering it (Watson & 

Papamarcos, 2002). This study provides the basis for methodological advancement in the 
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study of social capital within the phenomena of social entrepreneurship. 

Practice Support for the Problem Statement 

As the United States faces one of its worst economic crises since the Great 

Depression, there is an increased desire by social entrepreneurships to create jobs, lead 

economic development and improve society. Each year, the federal government spends 

$1 trillion on domestic social problems (U.S. Census, 2004). Today, the U.S. social sector 

actually has a substantial revenue stream. In the United States, there are currently over 

1.5 million not-for-profits and other social ventures. According to Wei-Skillern (2008), 

that figure represents nearly $700 billion in combined revenues. Despite this outlay of 

funding, the unprecedented economic crisis which the United States now confronts is 

curbing philanthropic support from individuals, corporations, foundations, and state and 

local governments. This decrease in funding, combined with an increase in the numbers 

of organizations, is causing fierce competition for resources and a greater awareness of 

the need to effectively leverage volunteers and charitable dollars to exert greater impact 

and to shore up our national social safety net. More than ever, new ideas are critical to 

solving old problems.  

The American social sector is witnessing the convergence of significant events 

that will reshape its future. Having a greater understanding of the network structures, the 

roles that trust and reciprocity play, and the types of resources that are vital to the success 

of a social entrepreneurship will add to our body of knowledge in an uncertain future.  

Though many social entrepreneurial needs involve global issues, such as poverty, 

homelessness, and environmental concerns, this study focuses on communities based in 

the United States where social entrepreneurships make a difference and have the potential 
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to be replicated in other locations. We cannot yet know the outcome of the current 

financial crisis, but we can assume that for the foreseeable future, more people than ever 

will be in need in our country and beyond.  

Purpose and Research Questions 

By closely examining three components of social capital—network structures, 

trust and reciprocity, and resources—this study advances our understanding of the 

application of social capital to the field of social entrepreneurship. This study does not 

attempt to add a new set of definitions to this body of literature; rather, it seeks to identify 

commonalities that may be utilized by social entrepreneurships around the country by 

analyzing two successful cases. Specifically, this study examines interconnections within 

the conceptual framework in Figure 1, as it is displayed at the end of Chapter 1.  

Main research question of this study: How does the mechanism of social capital 

contribute to a community economic development social entrepreneurship (CEDSE)?  

Sub-questions of this study:  

Sub-question1: How does a network structure contribute to a mechanism of social capital  

within a CEDSE? 

Sub-question 2: How does trust contribute to the mechanism of social capital within a  

  CEDSE? 

Sub-question 3: How does reciprocity contribute to the mechanism of social 

capital within a CEDSE? 

Sub-question 4: How does resource sharing contribute to the mechanism of 

social capital within a CEDSE? 
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Social Capital and Social Entrepreneurship 

Social capital and social entrepreneurship are large and complex constructs. 

Social capital is grounded in several different academic areas including sociology, 

economics, business, and political science. A combination of several of the core 

philosophies has melded the definition that was used for this study. Social capital refers 

to the norms and networks that facilitate collective action (Woolcock, 2002). Social 

entrepreneurship is an emerging academic field that is “attracting growing amounts of 

talent, money, and attention” (Martin & Osberg, 2007). Drawing upon this thinking, this 

study utilized Mair and Marti’s definition of social entrepreneurship which is as follows:  

Social entrepreneurship is a process of creating value by combining resources in 

new ways . . . [T]hese resource combinations are intended primarily to explore 

and exploit opportunities to create social value by stimulating social change or 

meeting social needs . . . [W]hen viewed as a process, social entrepreneurship 

involves the offering of services and products but can also refer to the creation of 

new organizations (p. 37). 

Like many academic areas, however, both constructs are heavily debated in the 

literature. The next section features a brief background explaining how the core 

definitions for these two constructs have been chosen. The remaining core definitions 

related to this study are explained later in Chapter 1.  

Social Capital Defined 

Social capital is a term that has a rich history dating back to 1916 when Hanifan 

encouraged people to get involved in the community and accumulate social capital. 

Hanifan defined social capital in the following way:  
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. . . the use of the phrase social capital I make no reference to the usual 

acceptation of the term capital, except in a figurative sense. I do not refer to real 

estate, or to personal property or to cold cash, but rather to that in life which tends 

to make these tangible substances count for most in the daily lives of a people, 

namely, good will, fellowship, mutual sympathy and social intercourse among a 

group of individuals and families who make up a social unit . . . (p. 130). 

Hanifan thus provides the concept that social capital is comprised of both tangible 

substances and intangible support, such as good will, fellowship, sympathy, and social 

interaction. It was the French sociologist, Pierre Bourdieu, however, who produced the 

first systematic contemporary analysis of social capital. Bourdieu (1977) initially defined 

social capital as “a capital of honorability and respectability which is often indispensable” 

(p. 503).  

Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) refined the definition of social capital as “the sum 

of resources, actual or virtual, that accrues to an individual or a group by virtue of 

possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual 

acquaintance and recognition” (p. 119). This definition focuses on the benefits accruing 

to individuals by virtue of participation in groups and on the construction of social 

networks for the purpose of creating this social resource.  

Critics of Bourdieu have pointed out that some of his thinking is for populations 

that have privilege and power. When Coleman responded to Bourdieu, he suggested that 

social capital is not just limited to the powerful, but can also convey real benefits to poor 

and marginalized communities. Coleman (1988) initially defined social capital as a 

variety of different entities having two characteristics in common: they all consist of 
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some aspect of a social structure, and they facilitate certain actions by individuals who 

are within the structure (p. 98). Additionally, as pointed out by Brown and Ashman 

(1996), one of the primary benefits of the idea of social capital is that it allows scholars, 

policy makers and practitioners from different disciplines to enjoy unprecedented levels 

of cooperation.  

Given that social capital cuts across so many fields of study, a basic definition of 

the term is necessary. Social capital is “roughly the goodwill that is engendered by the 

fabric of social relations that can be mobilized to facilitate action” (Adler & Kwon, 

2002). To date, it has informed many studies across many phenomena. These include 

studies of families, youth behavior problems, career advancement, economic 

development, civic engagement, and schooling and education. Like all complex theories, 

there are many dimensions and components of social capital, any of which a researcher 

can choose to explore more deeply. For the purposes of this study, the focus was on three 

of the more universally accepted components: network structure, trust and reciprocity, 

and resources.  

Research on social capital has shown that it is not only the presence of a relational 

tie that matters, but also the overall structuring of the network (Baker, 1990). In 

conceptualizing trust, this study focused on Coleman’s notion that trust arises from, and 

thus exists within, social relations (Coleman, 1998). Lastly, resources are seen as 

embedded within social structures, and the focus of this research was on the giving and 

receiving of resources germane to organizations that provide economic development to 

their communities through successful social entrepreneurships (Prell & Skvoertz, 2009). 

All three of these components are further explored in Chapter 2 and were the basis for the 
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questioning in Chapter 3. 

Social Capital as a Mechanism 

Mechanisms can be seen as elements of a general-purpose toolkit. By taking the 

“small bits of theory that explain relationships there is a greater precision at sensing and 

understanding the phenomena” (Weber, 2006). The view chosen for this study stressed 

the process as well as the product. For social entrepreneurship organizations, the product 

is something that creates social change and enhances economic development. Woolcock 

further states that qualitative measures provide “fruitful techniques for unpacking the 

mechanisms behind those processes” (p. 80). This insight supports this study’s approach 

to measuring social capital utilizing case study methodology. The relevant question for 

this research study was how the processes of a social entrepreneurship, focused on 

community economic development, embraces the principles of social capital.  

This research study takes the stance that it is more beneficial to understand the 

“what” and “how,” rather than the “who” and “why.” While the stories and case studies 

that have already been conducted are important, they neither address how the mission of 

the organization is mobilized for growth, nor the dynamics of the relationships between 

and among actors and their communities.  

Over thirty years ago, Bill Drayton, founder of Ashoka, first coined the term 

“social entrepreneurship.” To date, Ashoka claims to be the catalyst for hundreds of 

“changemakers.” These changemakers embody ideas in action for some of the neediest, 

most poverty-stricken areas around the globe. Drayton, the practical pioneer, and Dees, 

the academic father of social entrepreneurship, share the same passion and are highly 

recognized in the field, yet each approaches the field of social entrepreneurship through 
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two different lenses. Within this emerging field, we see how a powerful theory and 

practice can morph into an emerging scholarly area. 

In sociology, we learn that a social mechanism is “a process that explains an 

observed relationship; mechanisms explain how and/or why one thing leads to another” 

(Weber 2006). When asked why he started Ashoka, Drayton responded: 

Everyone here can make of a list of things that need to be fixed . . . So, you ask 

what’s the most powerful resource you can bring to bear and it’s always a big 

pattern change idea, but only if it’s in the hands of a really good entrepreneur.” 

(http://www.caseatduke.org/events/leadershipaward/07winner/index.htm).  

This study moves beyond that statement and analyzed how an entrepreneur mobilizes the 

mission through his or her ability to leverage social capital. Granovetter (1985) further 

supports the notion that economic environments are embedded in social and structural 

relationships. Therefore, in order to understand social entrepreneurship, it is essential to 

understand both the social reasons people support the organizations and the local 

community’s motivation for seeing these organizations grow and prosper.  

Lastly, in order for a social entrepreneur to be successful, both a commitment and 

a path to ongoing implementation are required, at least until the problem is solved. Dees 

and Drayton acknowledged, “the list of problems is longer, more globally recognized and 

has more devastating consequences if not fixed.” Bringing about social change will 

require not only the commitment of individual social entrepreneurs, but also the 

commitment of the organizations they lead, and the community of organizations that 

support their activities. 

http://www.caseatduke.org/events/leadershipaward/07winner/index.htm
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Defining Social Entrepreneurship 

Social entrepreneurship is an emerging academic field that is “attracting growing 

amounts of talent, money, and attention” (Martin & Osberg, 2007). The stories of social 

entrepreneurship tug at our heartstrings. Well-told tales, such as that of Grameen Bank 

(2003), are put on pedestals from which the nascent entrepreneurs may learn. The power 

lies in individuals, such as Nobel Peace prizewinner Muhammad Yunus, a true social 

entrepreneur who took on an entire system – the poverty system of Bangladesh. With just 

$27.00 of his own money, Yunus unleashed the microcredit movement that continues to 

be replicated around the globe. He saw an opportunity to provide a small amount of 

capital to women who, in turn, would generate income on their own. He pulled them from 

poverty to self-sustainment by giving them the same chance that those with resources 

could already easily access: he let the women borrow what they did not have. The 

simplicity of the Grameen Bank model lies in the fact that all Yunus did was loan some 

women in need a very small amount of money. The difference is that he made those loans 

when no one else would.  

Grameen Bank is a well-documented case study that has captured the attention of 

researchers and journalists around the world. However, the evidence of organizations that 

regard themselves as social entrepreneurships is not as well documented. Additionally, 

there are organizations that meet the definition being used for this study that would not 

think to consider themselves social entrepreneurships. Furthermore, according to Martin 

and Osberg (2007), “all sorts of activities are now being called social entrepreneurships” 

(p. 29). This is problematic because of the power that a social entrepreneurship can bring 

to our most systemic social issues.  
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According to Martin and Osberg (2007), there is a concern that “serious thinkers 

will overlook social entrepreneurship” (p. 31). This would hurt the field by failing to 

apply well-tested academic theory to an emerging field. Martin and Osberg (2007) assert 

that a social entrepreneurship is as vital to the process of societies as entrepreneurship 

itself is to the progress of economies, and it merits more rigorous, serious attention than it 

has attracted thus far (p. 39). In a very broad definition, Robinson, Mair and Hockerts 

state the following: 

Social entrepreneurship is recognized as encompassing a wide range of activities: 

enterprising individuals devoted to making a difference; social purpose business 

ventures dedicated to adding for-profit motivations to the nonprofit sector; new 

types of philanthropists supporting venture capital-like investment portfolios; and 

nonprofit organizations that are reinventing themselves by drawing on lessons 

learned from the business world. In the past decade, social entrepreneurship has 

made a popular name for itself on the global scene as a “new phenomenon” that is 

reshaping the way we think about social value creation. Some of these practices 

are uniquely new, however many have been around for a long time having finally 

reached critical mass under a widely endorsed label (2009). 

An emerging view that social entrepreneurships are complex processes that 

include “collective initiatives and interactions, multiple levels of analysis and causation, 

and concepts of social capital and cultural dynamics” (p. 192) is taking shape. To date, 

however, little theoretical attention has been given to the dynamic interaction among 

social entrepreneurs and the organizations they represent (Schwandt, Holliday and Pandit, 

2009). 
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Looking beyond that statement, we could also consider the interactions between 

and among the organizations that provide resources, as well as the different methods to 

gain access to resources. These interactions are the mechanisms that explain “how and/or 

why one thing leads to another” (Weber, 2006).  

Boundaries of Social Entrepreneurship 

The literature is rich in helping the field understand the social entrepreneur as an 

individual. In his seminal work, The Meaning of Social Entrepreneurship, Dees (1998) 

provides the characteristics of a social entrepreneur. In his best-selling book, How to 

Change the World, Bornstein provides a similar list of characteristics he discovered in 

creating his own list of social entrepreneurs. Many academicians in the field have drawn 

from Bornstein’s work to delve more deeply into understanding motivation at the 

individual level. Beyond the individual entrepreneur, successful entrepreneurships have 

been the subject of a few recent exploratory studies. In their book, The Power of 

Unreasonable People, Elkington, Hartigan and Schwab identify ten markets where they 

see opportunities for social entrepreneurships to consider organizing their efforts. Though 

both sets of work are important—understanding the individuals and understanding the 

markets in need—little is understood about the organizations that are doing the work.  

In order to bind the broad definition of social entrepreneurship given above, this 

study purposely does not include any work related to social service provisions or social 

activism (Martin & Osberg, 2007). A social service provision could be identified as a 

single program helping a small set of people in need. These programs, though useful, do 

not scale well. Additionally, this study does not seek to identify organizations that 

participate in social activism, which include the wide array of well-intended indirect 
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programs and corporate social responsibilities. This study is bounded by those social 

entrepreneurships that have initiated successful economic development activities within 

their defined communities.  

In Alvord, Letts and Brown’s exploratory study (2004), the authors state their 

intent: to “provoke further exploration of the emerging phenomena of social 

entrepreneurship, which we believe can make a great difference in the next century of 

human and societal development” (p. 280). Their research into seven successful social 

entrepreneurial organizations was shaped around three forms: building local capacity, 

disseminating a package, and building a movement. These are quite different forms of 

innovation – as the authors refer to them – and these forms bound this study. 

Alvord, Letts and Brown (2004) argue that the more we know about the forms 

taken by social entrepreneurship, the more possible it may become to design successful 

future initiatives. Social entrepreneurship has known many definitions, including social 

enterprises and social innovation. Now, we are trying to discover paths to finding those 

forms of innovation that Alvord, et al., suggest in their exploratory study. The need in our 

own country is now heightened, as many citizens are for the first time being forced into 

situations of marginalization due to our economic crisis. Therefore, in the United States, 

the time to understand social entrepreneurship is now.  

The Need in the United States 

As a nation, we need to learn how to move beyond episodic volunteerism and find 

solutions that bring social problems—such as poverty, homelessness, hunger, poor 

education, subpar environmental conditions, and other human ills—to an end. Within the 

first decade of this new century, our nation witnessed unparalleled acts of terrorism (9/11 



GN!

!

attacks) and a natural disaster that led to destruction beyond our comprehension 

(Hurricane Katrina). In addition, the current economic crisis left the destruction of some 

of our once-great cities (Detroit) in its wake. By mobilizing the commitment and energy 

of social entrepreneurship, our communities may be able to resolve the unanticipated 

consequences of acts that we cannot control.  

As a result of these unfathomable situations that have occurred in one of the 

world’s most prosperous and educated nations, the United States is making a much 

stronger effort to build an effective and growing volunteer work force. Individuals of all 

ages are seeking greater opportunities for meaningful and fulfilling engagement. If it was 

possible to measure patriotism by this definition in 2000 and compare it to patriotism 

nearly a decade later, we might find that our citizens have a deeper desire to serve.  

Indeed, there is some empirical evidence, conducted outside of the academic 

circle, which supports this fact. The Corporation for National and Community Service 

recently published Volunteering in America: 2008 State and City Trends & Rankings. In 

summary, the report concluded that “in the past eight years, Americans overwhelmingly 

responded by volunteering in the time following the tragedies of 9/11 and Hurricane 

Katrina, as well as enthusiastically answered President Bush's call to service in his 2002 

State of the Union message, and served in myriad ways in their local communities.” All 

across the country, we Americans have demonstrated our determination to "serve goals 

larger than ourselves" (http://www.volunteeringinamerica.gov, 2008). 

Even before he took office as our new President, Barack Obama organized our 

country’s first National Community Service Day on Martin Luther King’s 

birthday.  
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Fueled by President Obama’s call to service, the 2009 King Day of Service 

experienced a historic level of participation, as Americans across the country 

honored Dr. King by serving their communities on the January 19 King Holiday. 

In total, more than 13,000 projects took place, more than doubling last year’s 

record of 5,000 projects. This historic turnout is the largest ever in the 14 years 

since Congress encouraged Americans to observe the King Holiday as a national 

day of service and charged the Corporation for National and Community Service 

with leading this national effort 

(http://www.volunteeringinamerica.gov/assets/resources). 

It is possible to consider that participating in service is the first step toward the 

formation of a social entrepreneurship. Through a volunteer act, an individual can 

observe the social issues we face. If inspired, that person may form a collective to solve 

that issue. Therefore, as we wait to see what true effects this economic downturn will 

unveil, we should embrace the episodic volunteerism.  In his first state of the union 

address, President Obama reminded us as to why we need to work even harder now to 

solve some of the issues facing Americans:   

. . . [T]he devastation remains. One in 10 Americans still cannot find work. Many 

businesses have shuttered. Home values have declined. Small towns and rural 

communities have been hit especially hard. For those who had already known 

poverty, life has become that much harder (State of the Union Address, Delivered 

January 27, 2010).  

At the same time, we should research whether social capital plays a part in the 

continuum from volunteerism to social entrepreneurship.  

http://www.volunteeringinamerica.gov/assets/resources
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Potential Significance of the Study 

Empirical studies of traditional organizations have given us numerous examples 

of the power of social capital and networks. Like traditional organizations, social 

entrepreneurships have structures and social capital that allow them to achieve their 

mission and visions. The quality and usefulness of these relationships and networks must 

be more closely analyzed by those working in the field of social change. By using the 

three universal components of social capital as background, this study seeks to further 

understand how those components can be applied to one phenomenon: social 

entrepreneurship.  Specifically, this study focuses on a new term – untapped in the 

academic space – a Community Economic Development Social Entrepreneurship, or 

CEDSE. These are organizations that focus on improving the economies of the 

communities in which they live by empowering entrepreneurs.  

The field of the academic study of social entrepreneurship is still relatively new. 

For numerous reasons, a social entrepreneurship is different than a for-profit 

organization. In recent years, progress has been made in finding materials that faculty can 

use in classrooms and discovering what areas or research questions can be studied at a 

deeper level to understand social entrepreneurship (Dees, 1998; Martin & Osberg, 2007). 

The way social entrepreneurships influence social outcomes is particularly important to 

this research. Therefore, this study contributes to this emerging field. 

Additionally, this study revisits the focus of Putnam’s exploration of social capital 

in the late 1990s and early 2000s, and adds an economic component to his work. In 

Bowling Alone, Putnam reviewed major trends that were shaping many facets of the lives 

of Americans. The level of participation in their political, civic, religious, and work lives 
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has a far greater impact on the United States than might have been earlier recognized. 

The United States is characterized by a variety of networks that unites people for a 

multitude of purposes. Strengthening these ties may not only strengthen our country, but 

also our position on the world stage. A study of the relationship between social capital 

and social entrepreneurship is significant to shaping the academic literature as well as the 

practitioner’s understanding of why and how things can occur to create social value.  

Theoretical Framework 

In the history of the mapping of the social capital terrain, it is apparent that the 

concept began with discussions about the success of neighborhoods, then major cities and 

towns, and ultimately, countries. Therefore, to gain a better understanding, it is valuable 

to apply the concept at an organizational level, which is the focus of this study. It is 

almost universally agreed that networks play a role in defining social capital. Some 

researchers consider the resources embedded in the social networks as an important 

feature, and others believe that trust and reciprocity play a role (Lin, 1999), while still 

others, more focused on communities, consider trust and reciprocity integral to social 

capital (Putnam, 2000). One examination suggests that resources and trust are both 

components regardless of the level of analysis. Thus, this study used the assertion 

provided by Glanville and Bienenstock (2009), who maintain that the different types of 

social capital can be placed along four continua: 

The continua are (a) dense networks to dispersed networks, (b) level of 

reciprocity and trust, (c) level of resources, and (d) level of analysis. The potential 

consequences (both positive and negative) of a given form of social capital 

depend on its location along these four continua (p. 6).  
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This concept is further explored in Chapter 2.  

Summary of Methodology 

In Chapter 3, this study further describes the rationale for the research design and 

method of analysis. The goal of this study was to utilize theory to discover best practices, 

and as such, the case study method was the best method to illustrate actual practices (U.S. 

General Accounting Office [GAO], 1991). Traditionally, the case study method is a 

mixture of both qualitative and quantitative research methods that creates a story that 

becomes the case study (Kvale, 1996). This study used the qualitative method of 

standardized, semi-structured, in-depth interview questions, coupled with a brief network 

structure, to discover the reasons for the success of a social entrepreneurship.  

Creswell (2009) recommends that three overarching elements be addressed in a 

research design protocol: worldview, strategy for inquiry, and methods. The social 

constructionist worldview was used for this study. The basic definition of social 

constructionism is finding ways to uncover individuals and groups participating in the 

creation of their perceived social reality (Berger & Luckman, 1966). It involves looking 

at the ways social phenomena are created, institutionalized, and made into tradition by 

humans. Socially constructed reality is seen as an ongoing, dynamic process, rather than 

just noted as an outcome of social capital. This was also a focus of this study. The 

strategy for inquiry was qualitative, and the method was a comparative case study. The 

social entrepreneurship organizations that were studied here had to meet  the following 

criteria: 

! Participate in community economic development; 

! Based in the United States; 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Process
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reality
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_phenomena
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tradition
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! Combines various forms of capital to assist with solving social ills.  

Research Methods 

Case study is a proven methodology for social capital research. It was an 

appropriate selection for this study for several additional reasons. Case studies help to 

answer “how and why” phenomena occur within a “real-life context” (Yin, 2003, p. 1). 

This research here examines how social capital contributes to the success of a social 

entrepreneurship. Case studies provide opportunities to look at cases at various levels of 

analysis (Creswell, 2007). This research studies the phenomena at an organizational level. 

A research protocol is important to establish and follow in case study research in order to 

establish credibility (Yin, 2003). The research protocol for this social capital case study 

includes elements such as network survey, observations, and interviews (Jarzabkowski, 

2008). Two sites that meet these criteria were selected for this study. Additionally, this 

research study sought similarities between the two organizations in order to maximize 

variation.  

Limitations 

This is a comparative case study. As such, the interpretation of the study results 

was limited to the individual cases and should not be over-generalized to all CEDSEs. In 

addition, the concept of social entrepreneurship, generally described as the 

implementation of a good 

idea, proved challenging to define with sufficient specificity to allow for objective study. 

Elaborating on the notion that a powerful, new, systemic-change idea in the hands of a 

good entrepreneur can change the world, Drayton notes: “The entrepreneur exists to 

make his 
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or her vision society’s new pattern. He or she is married to that vision, in sickness or in 

health, until it has swept the field” (2002, p.123). Indicative of the social 

entrepreneurship literature, Drayton’s focus was on the individual. Many leadership 

theorists would 

agree that having a strong leader is essential to the continued sustainability of any 

organization (Yukl, 1999). However, this study takes an organizational perspective and 

thus focuses on how the CEDSE organization carries out its mission through the effective 

management of  its social capital and its network. This collective orientation also 

proved to be challenging for maintaining of key study variables, such as trust. Trust is a 

broad and complex construct that can be considered at multiple levels of analysis. 

Throughout the interview process, it proved challenging to retain a focus on 

an organizational, as opposed to an individual, trust level. The method used to focus the 

research participants is further discussed in Chapter 3.  

Additionally, it is inevitable that there is researcher bias. Personally, I have a 

strong passion for social entrepreneurship. Since the beginning of my professional career, 

I have participated in several social entrepreneurial initiatives, and recently coordinated a 

major conference on the subject. I have seen the power of social capital at work in all of 

these situations. As a result, I had to guard against my own biases from entering into the 

data collection and analysis process. This was accomplished through the practice of 

bracketing, or epoche, where one sets aside pre-biases and pre-conceived ideas 

(Moustakas, 1994). As qualitative research is an emergent process, I remained open and 

receptive to new ways to collect data, including the possibility of conducting multiple 

surveys after the initial round of in-depth interviews.  
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Definition of Key Terms 

Definitions of key terms used in this study are as follows:  

Bonding Capital:   Strong ties with a more or less closed, homogenous 

community 

Bridging Capital: Ties which reach across community groups 

Brokerage Effect: (See structural holes) 

CEDSE:  Community Economic Development Social 

Entrepreneurship A CEDSE is a type of organization that 

combines a social entrepreneurial spirit at a local level by 

empowering its citizens. 

Closed Network: Network where actors are tied to one another through 

mutually reciprocated, strong ties 

Community: A group of people who interact directly, frequently, and in 

multi-faceted ways (Bowles & Gintis, 2002).  

Double Bottom Line: “[T]he simultaneous pursuit of financial and social returns 

on investment—the ultimate benchmark for a social 

enterprise or a social sector business” (Boschee, 2008). 

Mechanisms:  “[A] process that explains an observed relationship; 

mechanisms explain how and/or why one thing leads to 

another” (Anderson, et al., 2005).  

Organization: A collection of individuals who share a common purpose 

Reciprocity: “Mutuality of gratification” (Gouldner, 1960).  
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Social Capital: roughly the goodwill that is engendered by the fabric of 

social relations that can be mobilized to facilitate action 

Social Entrepreneurship:  Social entrepreneurship is a process of creating value by 

combining resources in new ways. These resource 

combinations are intended primarily to explore and exploit 

opportunities to create social value by stimulating social 

change or meeting social needs. When viewed as a process, 

social entrepreneurship involves the offering of services 

and products but can also refer to the creation of new 

organizations. 

Social Network: “One salient network characteristic relevant to a particular 

outcome rather than an underlying structure that contains 

that feature” (Glanville & Bienenstock, 2009, p. 32). 

Structural Holes: Instances where two actors or two groups have no ties 

between them, but there is a third actor or group with ties to 

both of them. 

Trust:  "Trust is the expectation that arises within a community of 

regular, honest, and cooperative behavior, based on 

commonly shared norms, on the part of other members of 

that community" (Fukuyama, 1995, p. 26).   

Summary 

Chapter 1 introduces this study and provides a brief overview of the problem and 

purpose of the study within a conceptual framework. The major constructs utilized in this 

study, the main research question, and sub-questions are identified and explained. A 
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summary of methodology, limitations, and definition of terms is also presented. 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This Chapter demonstrates the relevance of two bodies of literature, social 

entrepreneurship and social capital, to the research questions and the conceptual 

framework. The first section provides an overview of social entrepreneurship and 

discusses various dimensions and academic definitions of social entrepreneurship. It also 

discusses economic development’s influence on social entrepreneurship and types of 

social entrepreneurship. The next section discusses community-based enterprises and 

urban enterprises, and their relationship to social entrepreneurships. The third section 

discusses the history and definitions of social capital and examines three of its 

components, as well as the relationship between social capital theory and social 

entrepreneurship.  

The literature review explored both levels of analysis of social capital that is 

discussed in the literature: micro and macro. Based on prior academic study of the 

researcher, however, the emphasis is at the organizational level of analysis. Specifically, 

this study is focused on the alliances that organizations enter into together. According to 

Gualti and Gargiulo (1999), organizations rely on information from a network to 

determine with whom to cooperate. Their longitudinal study following three industries 

over a nine-year period showed an increase that new alliances form between specific 

organizations increases with their interdependence on mutual alliances, common third 

parties and joint centrality. The emphasis on this study is at the organizational level 

within social entrepreneurships.  
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Section 1: Social Entrepreneurship Overview 

Social entrepreneurs are able to identify the needs of the local population to help 

agencies and individuals, engage members of the local community, empower people to 

access services, enable agencies to identify and make contact with individuals, and 

engineer pride in a local community. (Ghalamkari, & Jenkins, 2002, p. 2). The diagram 

below attempts to emulate what is currently happening with the “social sector” in the 

United States of America. There are thousands upon thousands of nonprofits, many of 

which are doing the same thing in their local areas. These nonprofits are now being 

classified into the popular term, “social entrepreneurships.” After scanning the whole 

country, however, I could only find a handful of organizations that met the criteria of a 

CEDSE. This research study attempts to narrow a field, with an emphasis on how to act 

locally, and not globally.  

The world the CEDSEs live in is small and what was learned in this study is that 

global change is critical to our success. However, that global change can only occur one 

community at a time. Figure 2, below, attempts to show what is currently happening with 

the field of nonprofits and social entrepreneurships.  

Figure 2: Global Change 
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The goal of social entrepreneurships is to change social systems. These types of 

organizations mobilize resources to alleviate social issues and problems. Even small 

organizations, in a small setting, can address large social ills that can, over time, have 

large societal repercussions, such as the civic rights movement or the environmental 

movement (Alvord, Brown, & Letts, 2002). 

Entrepreneurs are the foundation of many economies throughout the world, 

including the United States, China, and certain sections of South America. They have 

been the subject of much organizational leadership and management research. Foremost 

among these investigations has been the advent of social entrepreneurship. As Peter 
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Drucker (1995) has noted, “the social entrepreneur changes the performance capacity of 

society” (p. 48). Social entrepreneurship also has become an increasing focus within 

various academic disciplines (Thompson, 1998). This section examines the current 

academic discussion of social entrepreneurship. Before delving deeper into that topic, and 

to more fully understand social entrepreneurship, a brief review of entrepreneurship is 

necessary.  

A Brief Overview of Entrepreneurship 

“Entrepreneurship impacts on organizational culture as it is the single most 

important force to create economic and social mobility” (McConachie & Simpson, 2003, 

p. 2). Entrepreneurship is a complex field, because it involves both economics and 

psychology. Classic literature asserts that the entrepreneur acts when he sees an 

imbalance in the marketplace.  

Richard Cantillon (1680-1734) was the field’s first academic pioneer. He 

identified three main economic actors: landowners, entrepreneurs and employees. He 

asserted that an entrepreneur was someone who did business within an uncertain 

environment and believed that entrepreneurship activity was based in imperfect 

knowledge (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999). Adam Smith, in his seminal work, The Wealth 

of Nations, argued that the balance of trade would require agents of change (Stevenson & 

Jarillo, 1990). Max Weber (1904) asserted that the Protestant work ethic was the spirit 

that drove modern capitalism and that work ethic was the key to democracy and social 

reform. In fact, Weber believed that work ethic was the driving engine behind the 

Reformation. Borrowing elements from each of these schools of thought, Schumpeter and 

additional scholars furthered the research of entrepreneurship. 
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Many scholars assume that entrepreneurship was an attempt to establish a new 

practice or technique, or the establishment of a new industry (Audretsch, 2002). Apart 

from this similar basis, however, their definitions differed according to their usage. 

Jovanovic (1982) and Shane and Venkataraman (2000) first coined the concept noisy 

selection, which describes the process by which entrepreneurs discover their level of 

ability and whether they can exceed their expectations or their expectations exceed their 

ability. A social entrepreneurship involves a collective group trying to decipher the same 

thoughts.  

Moving Towards “Social Entrepreneurship” 

The academic study of social entrepreneurship can be traced to the works of 

Galbraith (1992) who examined entrepreneurial efforts that extended beyond individual 

profit. Waddock and Post (1991) expanded on the work of Galbraith and coined the term 

‘social entrepreneurship’. Cornwall (1998) asserted that social entrepreneurship is the 

building block of community development and regeneration of cities. Some researchers 

have stated that the context is most important. For example, Leadbeater (1987) argued 

that social capital could be harnessed to empower disadvantaged people so that they can 

control their communities. The intangible assets that constitute social equity can provide 

social entrepreneurships with a source of equity that, in turn, can contribute to the 

economic development of a particular region.  

As such, Leadbeater determined that entrepreneurs who see the community as 

their business, evaluate the gaps in services, and recognize opportunity within the 

community, should prosper. Leadbeater identified four attributes that all entrepreneurs 

share: (1) envisioning, (2) engaging, (3) enabling, and (4) enacting. Leadbeater stated that 
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social entrepreneurship arose to meet not-for-profit organizations’ contemporary social 

challenges which lie beyond the scope of their current funding sources (Dart, 2004).  

It is now an accepted worldview that social entrepreneurship is a new and valid 

class of organization. Social entrepreneurs plan strategies for the common good. They 

address the financial, innovation, and educational needs of communities. Their goal is to 

find long-term solutions to social problems, such as poverty, homelessness, AIDS, and 

lack of education, that can be sustained independently from government agencies. The 

definition of social entrepreneurship, however, is still evolving.  

Varying Dimensions and Definitions of Social Entrepreneurship 

There are many variations of social capital. Most of these constructs have been 

examined using sample populations from the for-profit and not-for-profit communities. 

To date, there are several strong reasons to apply social capital theory to social 

entrepreneurship. According to Neace, “social capital is the ability of a people to work 

together for common purposes in groups, organizations, and communities” (p. 15). As 

stated earlier, researchers have already applied the social capital theory to a wide range of 

social phenomena. However, understanding how successful social entrepreneurships can 

leverage social capital is an apparent weakness in the literature. This section of Chapter 2 

will provide more definition and understanding of the emerging academic field of social 

entrepreneurship. 

Dozens of definitions of the social entrepreneur and social entrepreneurship have 

been embedded within social entrepreneurship research (Martin & Osberg, 2007). These 

definitions have evolved over the past twenty years. In a recent review of the growing 

body of literature on the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship, Austin, Wei,-Skillern, 
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and Stevenson (2006) note that while a plethora of definitions exist for the concept, many 

of them are with apparently conflicting views. 

In the 1980s, Bill Drayton coined the term social entrepreneurship and founded 

Ashoka, which has become the leading global network for connecting social 

entrepreneurs with solutions to social problems. Since that time, a variety of networks 

supporting social entrepreneurs have emerged, from student networks to social 

entrepreneur networks. One such network, the University Network for Social 

Entrepreneurship, provides a set of collaborative tools for faculty, practitioners and 

students interested in social entrepreneurship, and includes a comprehensive website 

offering research, cases, syllabi, and resources for faculty around the world. In response 

to faculty demand, the United States Association for Small Business and 

Entrepreneurship launched a social entrepreneurship special interest group for faculty 

interested in teaching and researching in the area of social entrepreneurship.  

Today, the academic community is engaged in an ongoing debate about the 

myriad of definitions of social entrepreneurship, most of which evolve along with the 

unique individuals, organizations, networks, groups, and alliances that contribute to its 

cause. Finding an appropriate meaning for the term has been a source of ongoing 

contention for scholars and experts. Despite differing views on who should be labeled as 

a social entrepreneur and what that truly means, there seems to be a growing consensus 

that the social entrepreneur’s end goal is witnessing a large-scale impact for sustainable 

social change. Drawing upon this thinking, this study utilized Mair and Marti’s definition 

of social entrepreneurship. That definition is as follows:  
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. . . [S]ocial entrepreneurship is a process of creating value by combining 

resources in new ways . . . [T]hese resource combinations are intended 

primarily to explore and exploit opportunities to create social value by 

stimulating social change or meeting social needs . . .[W]hen viewed as a 

process, social entrepreneurship involves the offering of services and products 

but can also refer to the creation of new organizations (Mair and Marti, p. 37). 

According to Professor Greg Dees at Duke University, what sets social 

entrepreneurship apart from not-for-profits and classical entrepreneurship is its “mission-

related” impact. Dees elaborates, noting that social entrepreneurs have been described as 

“leaders who combine passion for a social mission with business-like discipline, 

innovation and determination” (2006, p. 2).  

Andrew M. Wolk, the founder of Root Cause and a respected author in his field, 

defines social entrepreneurship as “the practice of responding to market failures with 

transformative, financially sustainable innovations aimed at solving social problems—

emerg[ing] at the nexus of the increasing overlap between the public, private, and 

voluntary sectors entities to explore new ways of cultivating social change” 

(www.rootcause.org). 

Many ideations of entrepreneurship suggest that an entrepreneur is a catalyst for 

innovation and market changes (Dees, 1998) and that the process of entrepreneurship is 

an organizational-level phenomenon (Mair & Marti, 2006). In their recent inventory, 

which recognized over 20 different definitions used in past research on social 

entrepreneurship, Weerawardena and Mort suggested that academia has yet to produce an 

“evidence-based theoretical of what matters and does not matter to a successful social 
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entrepreneurship” (2006). Moving beyond these popular definitions of the term, which 

continue to evolve from the work of leading practitioners and scholars, this academic 

study applies the social capital principles to the concepts embedded in social 

entrepreneurship.  

The Logic Chain of a Social Entrepreneurship 

In his snowball sampling of 131 social entrepreneurships, Light identified the 

“logic chain of a social entrepreneurship” (p. 44). Four components were identified 

during the data collection process: entrepreneur, idea, opportunity, and organization. 

Light explained that the diagram depicted below, “A Final Logic Chain of Social 

Entrepreneurship,” represents the current state of research on social entrepreneurship. He 

clearly stated, however, that it is difficult to validate this diagram (p. 79), and thus 

believes that research is essential for identifying meaningful interactions between the four 

components.  

Figure 3:  
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A social entrepreneurship is dependent on a mission (Light, 2008; Anderson & 

Jack, 1999). As stated previously, this mission is generated by a social gap that the idea 

generators – usually a group of socially-minded entrepreneurs – are trying to fill. Social 

capital is a mechanism that assists in turning the implementation of those ideas into a 

repeatable process. For the purpose of this study, the mission of the sites selected focused 

on economic development activities.  

There is an assumption that ideas must be new and radical (Light, 2008, 2009). 

This is a false assumption, along with a few others that have been identified in Light’s 

research. Ideas do not need to be complex, and they do not need to be innovative or 

surprising. Economic development is not a new concept, nor is social entrepreneurship. 

They are simply concepts that have been reframed to meet modern-day purposes. This 

study seeks to understand the success of a certain subset of social entrepreneurships that 

are serving their communities through economic development activities.  

The Social Entrepreneurship Difference 

Social entrepreneurship has its roots in the values of Victorian liberalism 

(Johnson, 2003; Mair & Marti, 2006). The right of individuals and local communities to 

self-govern was more important than the central government’s right to govern. As noted 

in Mair and Marti (2006), the need to combine economic rewards with attention to 

societal needs gave birth to organizations that were able both to profit and to support the 

community.  
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A key difference between for-profits and social entrepreneurship is that the not-

for-profit entrepreneurship has a social mission as its focus: to create social value (Mort 

et al., 2003). For-profit companies also can have a social mission as a focus; value 

creation is important to all types of entrepreneurships. Entrepreneurship should include 

creation of both social and economic value. However, Mair and Marti (2006) interpreted 

social entrepreneurship as different from other types of entrepreneurship. Social 

entrepreneurship was seen as a higher form of entrepreneurship due to its emphasis on 

social, rather than economic, value.  

According to Peredo and McLean (2006), there are a few extremes that aid in 

making social entrepreneurship social. One extreme is provided in the work of Dees, who 

states that a mission-related impact is the central criterion of a social entrepreneur. The 

other extreme, as defined by the scholar Alan Fowler (2000), are the types of 

organizations he labels as “integrated social entrepreneurships.” In this form of income-

generating activity, the undertaking itself is aimed at producing beneficial social 

outcomes (p. 645). Both of these extremes have one thing in common: that social 

entrepreneurship is a not-for-profit concept. In the geography of the concept, Peredo and 

McLean (2006) also note that in a survey of appearances of the term, “social 

entrepreneurship” referred to in 83% of press references came from nonprofit 

organizations.  

Boschee provided the nonprofit field with a new way of thinking and evidence in 

his book, Migrating from Innovation to Entrepreneurship (2006). Therein, he identified 

several critical factors that traditional nonprofit organizations possess which move them 

towards a successful entrepreneurial mindset. These include: candor, clarity, courage, 
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core values, willingness to plan, and building the right team. Contrary to several other 

theorists, Boschee states that the value must come before mission. In order for an 

organization to be sustainable, it must avoid what one social entrepreneur calls the “value 

rub.” If an organization does not have a viable business model that provides value, the 

entire purpose for which the social entrepreneurship was created will be defeated. This 

will occur not only because it was not successful, but also because it will not be able to 

exert the social impact that it originally set out to provide. The two organizations selected 

for the purpose of this study, provide value to their communities by creating economic 

development opportunities for their citizens. There are many ways economic 

development can be achieved in a community. According to Light, however, “despite the 

importance of the idea, or product, to entrepreneurial success, few studies have looked at 

how ideas vary” (p. 110). This research study focuses specifically on how to utilize social 

capital to further advance the mission of an organization.  

Economic Development’s Influence on Social Entrepreneurship 

The academic underpinnings of economic development can be traced to 

Schumpeter’s (1934) work, The Theory of Economic Development, in which he asserted 

that economic development was the by-product of an inefficient marketplace. In several 

communities across the United States, organizations are trying to pool resources to better 

their communities. In 1848, Mill observed that the energies of the people affected by 

disaster, when combined with access to capital and labor, spearhead recovery. He found 

that there is a “wonder around the great rapidity with which countries recover from a 

state of devastation” (p. 33). 

In cities such as New Orleans post-Hurricane Katrina, or the greater New York 
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City area post-9/11, many interviews with people affected by those unfortunate 

circumstances have expressed a strong desire to be entrepreneurial (Boettke, Coyne & 

Leeson, 2008). Entrepreneurial thinking leads to economic development. The next 

section provides a brief overview of some entrepreneurial ideas that lead to development.  

The practices of modern economic development can be traced to the efforts by the 

federal government to alleviate the effects of the Great Depression of the 1930s. During 

that era, the current pillars that buttress national, state, and local programs were founded 

or enhanced—for example, the Federal Home Loan Corporation, Fannie Mae, and the 

like (Fitzgerald & Leigh, 2002). The major change that occurred within the field at that 

time was a new belief that economic development must focus on more than just market-

driven solutions and expand to include social justice and community development. In 

general, there have been several areas of economic development, beginning in the 1930s 

and lasting until the present, where the federal government has used a variety of 

programs to build support for our nation’s future, including the federal highway system 

and municipal transit systems to build the nation’s infrastructure, and other large-scale 

projects (Fitzgerald & Leigh). In addition to narrowly focused short-term tax-relief 

programs, there have been a myriad of other programs designed to assist United States 

citizens.!

Recently, the current U.S. administration enacted a new kind of economic 

development plan, The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. Known as the 

“Stimulus Plan,” it has provided major incentives to drive economic recovery. In the face 

of an economic crisis—the magnitude of which we have not seen since the Great 

Depression—this Act represents a strategic—and significant—investment in our 
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country’s future. Its intent is to provide more than $150 billion to low-income and 

vulnerable households, spurring increased economic activity that will save and create 

more than one million jobs. These measures are necessary to help the millions of families 

whose lives have been up-ended by this economic crisis. But, this Act will do more than 

provide short-term stimulus. By modernizing our health care as well as our infrastructure, 

improving our schools, and investing in the clean energy technologies of the future, the 

Act will lay the foundation for a robust and sustainable 21st century economy 

(http://www.recovery.gov/?q=content/act). 

Forms of Social Entrepreneurship 

In their exploratory case study, Alvord, Letts and Brown (2004) identified three 

forms of “innovation” utilized by social entrepreneurships, as follows: 

Build local capacity: Work with poor and marginalized populations to identify 

capacities needed for self-help and help to build those capacities. 

Disseminate a package: These packages need to serve a widely distributed 

need—for example, taking information and technical resources and putting them into 

user-friendly forms that will make them available to marginalized groups.  

Build a local movement: Mobilize grassroots alliances that challenge abusive 

elites or institutions.  

By providing these basic definitions, the broad world of social entrepreneurship is made 

slightly easier to understand.  

A critical finding of the Alvord, et al. (2004) study was the focus on how seven 

organizations represented the innovation of “mobiliz[ing] assets of marginalized groups 

to improve their lives, rather than deliver outside resources and services” (p. 56). One 

http://www.recovery.gov/?q=content/act
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thing that social entrepreneurship is not is charity. The authors described the form each 

case took and the impact it had on the community. Whether it was hundreds of staff 

members or a small handful, the common theme was the ability of each social 

entrepreneurship to provide structure to individuals so they may help themselves. In turn, 

several have become “resources to larger movements” (p. 274).  

For a social entrepreneurship to be deemed successful, it needs to scale up to a 

level of true societal transformation. What Alvord, et al. discovered, is that the strategy 

used for scaling up is directly linked to the innovation form. For example, a capacity-

building entrepreneurship starts its efforts by enhancing current client group capacities 

before serving larger populations. This approach is both sustainable and manageable for 

the staff delivering the services. 

Theoretical Dissonance 

In general, the primary cause of theoretical dissonance in the field of 

entrepreneurship is the difficulty of integrating theory across disciplines (Mair & Marti, 

2006). Often, the individual entrepreneur is seen as the essential level of analysis to be 

studied, under the reasoning that once a business transaction occurs, the entrepreneur then 

becomes a business owner or founder and is no longer an entrepreneur. It has even been 

suggested that starting a business is not at the core of entrepreneurship. In this paradigm, 

there is little relevance for entrepreneurship, because the process ends at the onset of the 

business cycle.  

According to Kanter, et al. (2005), bringing about the kinds of societal change we 

are seeking is not possible through a simple set of actions taken by a single organization 

at one time, even if it specializes in dealing with a major chunk of the issue (p. 11). 
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Specifically, the authors explain: 

The change process must influence many interacting actors (individuals or 

organizations) that have relative autonomy with respect to their own activities, 

have competing priorities, complicated histories within and among them. 

Furthermore, effective solutions cannot merely be imposed on people or 

communities from outside, they must arise from the grass roots or be compatible 

with grass roots agendas, and they must appear to increase local capacity, be 

sustainable over time, and become locally embedded. Social capital as well as 

financial capital is required, to forge relationships, find opinion leaders and 

gatekeepers, and ensure cultural appropriateness (p. 17).  

Section 2 of this Chapter discusses the next generation of social entrepreneurial 

thinking. As with most fields, we try to narrow in on specific areas of theoretical interest. 

Below are two emerging areas that are closely aligned to the work of a community 

economic development social entrepreneurship (CEDSE).  

Section 2: The Relationship of Community-Based Enterprises and  

Urban Enterprises to Social Entrepreneurship 

Community-Based Enterprises 

As the field of social entrepreneurship continues to grow, so do related bodies of 

research. Because the connection between social capital and communities is a very strong 

one, it is important to note the work of Peredo and Chrisman, whose work is moving 

toward a theory of community-based enterprise (CBE). A CBE is defined as a 

“community acting corporately as both entrepreneur and enterprise in pursuit of the 

common good” (p. 310).  
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In their 2006 article on the subject, the authors refined their thinking on CBEs. It 

is because of their observation that literature about entrepreneurship has begun to stress 

the need to look at the interactions among communities, families and individuals 

(Cornwell, 1998; Onyx & Bullen, 2000). The focus of the Peredo and Chrisman article is 

specific to economic development in poor communities, but many of the principles can 

be applied to other social entrepreneurial endeavors. This study focused on economic 

development activities occurring in areas that are most in need in the United States. 

The authors note that many poverty alleviation programs resemble charity-like 

endeavors, rather than programs that empower communities to create self-reliance 

programs (Burkey, 1993). This approach does not lend itself to actually alleviating 

anything; rather, in the long run it can hurt more than it may help. People within these 

communities become reliant on systems that may not always have the funds to support 

them. As a case in point, the current economic downturn in the United States is hurting 

the foundations that supply funds to these systems. One of the largest foundations in our 

country, the Gates Foundation, recently noted:  

The financial crisis is affecting everyone, from our foundation to our partners . . . 

We know that it has hit our grantees, and the people they're trying to help, 

especially hard. Nonprofit groups rely on steady funding to carry out their work, 

but with an uncertain economy and a volatile stock market, funders are having an 

increasingly difficult time meeting their commitments. 

(http://foundationcenter.org/pnd/news/story.jhtml?id=235600004). 

More recent research has focused attention on social networks and community 

issues as providing a better chance to understand disadvantaged people. The principles of 
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a CBE can be applied to settings such as natural disaster and the effects of an economic 

downturn. Communities are not always comprised of only the advantaged and the 

disadvantaged. Sometimes an odd occurrence happens that turns such categories on their 

heads. As an example, we can examine the cities in the Gulf Coast region of the United 

States that were devastated by disaster. Hurricane Katrina struck in 2005. Some 

communities were completely destroyed while others were left untouched. But after the 

destruction, everyone was forced to be an entrepreneur; organizations had to embrace the 

spirit of starting over with a social cause in mind because, in certain areas, the basic 

infrastructure had been completely destroyed (Entrepreneur.com, August 2009). The 

entire city was thus forced to rebuild, and its people had to use their networks to stay 

connected to their communities. 

Anderson and Jack (2002) emphasize the role of social capital in facilitating a 

network. The authors state that each community has its own set of social capital rules. 

These rules are often unique to the culture of the community in which they are based. 

Over 1,800 people lost their lives in Hurricane Katrina. There was a massive amount of 

destruction, closure of many businesses, and stoppage of functioning systems, such as 

education and healthcare, that lasted for months. In his book, Real Estate Damages, Bell 

(2006) wrote, “Hurricane Katrina in 2005 was the largest natural disaster in the history of 

the United States. Preliminary damage estimates were well in excess of $100 billion, 

eclipsing many times the damage wrought by Hurricane Andrew in 1992” (p. 86).  

This was an occurrence that was unique to the people of Louisiana, and it now 

defines who they are. Those who went back home have had to fight an uphill battle to 

obtain the basic necessities they need to recover. Due to the storm, many of the ventures 



ML!

!

that were created had a social component to them. New Orleans was once celebrated for 

its resistance to new ideas (Steinberg & Shields, 2008). Some of those ideas, such as 

better road systems (which could have brought more people to safety) and allowing more 

charter schools (which could have prevented the growing high-school drop-out rate) are 

now being reviewed by the group of people now taking claim in the city. Four years after 

the hurricane, the education system is growing at a rapid pace, roads are being designed 

to withstand potential new threats, and the city’s “entrepreneurial strength” ranking went 

from .32 in 1998 to .44 in 2007 (Farlie, Kaufmann Entrepreneurship Index). Although the 

hurricane was a natural disaster which occurred in New Orleans, parallels can be made to 

economic devastation that has struck so many other U.S. cities; an economic crisis can 

also act as a catalyst for venture creation. 

Peredo and Chrisman (2006) continue their discussion about CBEs by stressing 

the characteristics of enterprise development. The more “community-oriented” a society 

is, the more its members will experience their membership as resembling the life of parts 

of an organism, and the more they will feel their status and well-being as a function of the 

reciprocated contributions they make to the community (Kilkenney et al., 1999).  

The authors offer the CBE as an alternative model. In their seminal work on the 

subject, Peredo and Chrisman (2006)  define the term “community” very succinctly, 

stating that a community:  

. . . refers to an aggregation of people that is not defined initially by the sharing of 

goals or the productive activities of the enterprise, but rather by shared 

geographical location, generally accompanied by collective culture and/or 

ethnicity and potentially by other shared relational characteristics (Molinari, 
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Ahern & Hendryx, 1998).  

The connection between the CBE theory and social entrepreneurship is in the way 

that members act together in a collaborative fashion. CBE theory promotes the notion that 

profit making is not the primary purpose of some of the enterprises that are developed. 

CBEs are owned, managed and governed by the people, rather than the government. This 

is quite similar to a social entrepreneurship, which may seek funding from a government 

agency, but does not necessarily rely solely on the government for its expansion. Peredo 

and Chrisman (2006) document several CBEs in poorer communities, including Peru, 

Jamaica, and India. In those cases, they were able to find several conditions that triggered 

the emergence of a social entrepreneurship. Table 1, below, lists the conditions as they 

relate to both CBEs and social entrepreneurships.  

Table 1: Conditions as Related to CBEs and Social Entrepreneurships 

CONDITIONS CBEs 
 

Social Entrepreneurships 

Origin Triggered by social/economic 
stress 

Created to solve a social issue 

Learning The product of incremental 
learning (previous 
involvement of members of 
the community)  
 

Draws upon the learning of 
others to achieve their mission 
(they use social capital to 
have sufficient resources; 
therefore, CBEs have an 
advantage in larger 
communities) 
 

Resources Require sufficient resources; 
therefore, CBEs have an 
advantage in larger 
communities 
 

Require sustainable business 
models that provide value to 
others in order to be 
successful 
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CHARACTERISTICS CBEs 

 
Social Entrepreneurships  

Skills Based on available 
community skills (the 
community is the 
entrepreneur) 

Draws upon the skills of the 
people working in this space 
(the organization is the 
entrepreneur) 
 

Goals Multiplicity of goals (social, 
economic, environmental, and 
cultural goals) 

Multiplicity of goals  

 

Community Are dependent on community 
participation 

Are not dependent on 
community participation, but 
they serve certain groups or 
communities  
 

(Peredo & Chrisman, 2006; Dees, 2007; Light, 2008).  

In summary, CBEs provide a unique lens on social entrepreneurship. Although 

there are similarities, there are distinct differences. CBEs may lead to greater levels of 

social entrepreneurship, as they positively influence the perceptions of its feasibility. 

Urban Enterprises 

There is a body of knowledge around urban economic development. From that 

literature, a few researchers are specifying the field to include urban entrepreneurship as a 

prescription for urban revitalization. As the thinking and theories behind both CBEs (as 

discussed above) and urban entrepreneurships (which will be further defined below) 

continue to be refined, so will their effects on the social entrepreneurship literature. This 

section provides the review of one academic’s work on the patterns and policies related to 

urban entrepreneurship. 

Robinson (2007) proposed a theory that “inner city markets pose a challenge for 

business managers and entrepreneurs because many do not understand how to overcome 
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significant social and institutional factors” (p. 105). His research found that entrepreneurs 

are leery of entering the inner city markets because those markets are seen as different. 

For example, when poverty is high, local start-up funds are scarce. Robinson discovered 

three vital aspects of entrepreneurship and economic development, all of which have a 

barrier associated to it within the urban community.  

First, people with urban experiences see business opportunities in urban areas. 

However, access to capital requires an in-depth look at the business plan of the 

entrepreneur. Many funders are comfortable with people with whom they have 

experiences and, therefore, have selection criteria that favor non-local entrepreneurs. 

Second, local entrepreneurs are embedded within the community networks. Once again, 

Robinson’s findings suggest that local knowledge is often overlooked by the funders. 

Local partnerships enhance survival programs, but Robinson states that we seemingly 

have forgotten that “social capital plays a critical role in the success of the urban firm.” 

The last vital aspect of this is the importance of local institution. Again, these structures 

seem to be overlooked according to the case studies conducted. And without a robust 

understanding of what these institutions are capable of doing, there is very little that can 

contribute to the success of an urban entrepreneurship.  

In his research, Robinson described the characteristics of programs that fit into 

three economic development areas. Those areas are: community-driven strategies, capital 

access-driven strategies, and community investment-driven strategies. As with most 

categories, there are characteristics that are common to all three areas, and some that are 

unique. In the 1990s, a hybrid model of the first two strategies emerged as the dominant 

community development policy. The result was a new federal policy known as the 
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“Empowerment Zone” (EZ) program.  The EZ program “provided $100 million in 

matched private funds (over ten years) to ten cities that had serious urban programs” 

(Robinson, p. 112).  

In the end, Robinson’s research provided a simple explanation to the success of 

programs such as EZ. Local actors will be able to better understand both the social and 

institutional power of a community when funding and establishing business in a target 

community. Robinson explained that “the reasons these programs are successful and will 

continue to be successful has as much to do with the community contacts and knowledge 

of the entrepreneur as it does with the infusion of capital” (p. 113).  

Section 3: The Intersection of Social Capital and Social Entrepreneurship  

There has been a substantial amount of work regarding the benefits of social 

capital in the entrepreneurial world. However, the ability of the entrepreneur to recognize 

or exploit opportunities through social capital is fairly limited (Davidsson & Honig, 

2003). The literature is scarce when seeking to identify how social capital has influenced 

social entrepreneurships. Some connections have been made to a few of the components 

upon which this study is focused, such as trust. For example, both Coleman (1988) and 

Putnam (1995) argue that in neighborhoods where social capital is high, there is little 

crime and little need for formal policing. On the other hand, where there is a low level of 

trust and few social norms, people will cooperate in joint action only under a system of 

formal rules and regulations, which have to be negotiated and enforced (Fukuyama, 

1995). However, unlike the for-profit sector or even the examples found in the civic 

literature about how social capital can help people “get ahead,” the not-for-profit arena is 

missing a rich understanding of the influence that social capital has on social 
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entrepreneurships. This last section addresses how the intersection of these two 

constructs, social capital and social entrepreneurship, is adding to the body of literature 

on creation of social value.  

Further Exploration of Creating Social Value 

According to Light (2008), there now exists a basic excitement “surrounding the 

notion that intractable problems such as poverty, hunger and disease can actually be 

solved” (p. viii). The professionals solving these problems have been labeled social 

entrepreneurs. In recent years, progress has been made in finding content and teaching 

materials on this subject that can be utilized in the classrooms. This progress has allowed 

for the ability to learn what areas of research could be studied at a deeper level to 

understand social entrepreneurship (Dees, 2008; Martin & Osberg, 2007). It has also re-

opened the conversation about social value creation. Social entrepreneurships matter for 

the same reason that other entrepreneurial organizations matter: because they generate 

new models for organizing human activity, whether that is in the for-profit, government, 

or nonprofit sectors. The difference for social entrepreneurships is that without their 

efforts, the status quo would stand uncontested and critical social challenges would 

remain unsolved (Auerswald, 2009). In fact, in the late 1990s, a new kind of profit 

margin was identified by organizations. They called it the double bottom line.  

The Double Bottom Line 

Emerson and Twersky (1996) describe the dual standard against which social 

entrepreneurs measure themselves as they attempt to meet social needs while being 

financially self-sufficient (Dart, 2004). Kermit Tesdell, President of the Community 

Development Venture Capital Alliance (1999), is credited with coining the term double 
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bottom line, which is defined as “the simultaneous pursuit of financial and social returns 

on investment—the ultimate benchmark for a social enterprise or a social sector 

business” (p. 2).   

To understand this concept, it is essential to first understand the meaning of the 

phrase ‘private value.’ Fundamentally, private value is grounded in the logic of the 

consumer and producer surplus: the more exchanges, the more value created. Apple is a 

good example of this “more” concept. Recently, Apple exceeded one billion downloads 

of its applications for its iPhone device. The business sector sees a great benefit to the 

phenomenon of downloading an application to a phone. The social sector, meanwhile, 

sees new and inexpensive ways to supply content, ideas and basic information to a 

marginalized audience.  

Auerswald (2009) discusses two other types of residual values that entrepreneurs 

can claim. The first is the reputational value. The reputation of the person becomes part 

of the brand of that organization. Examples of this exist among all types of entrepreneurs 

spanning decades of American culture. Names like Rockefeller, Gates, Jobs, and Yunus 

all have reputations that preceded them and helped their organizations to prosper. The 

other residual value that Auerswald mentions is ethical value. Examples of ethical value 

include The Body Shop and Ben & Jerry’s Ice Cream and various other fair trade 

ventures that have spent a considerable amount of resources to communicate their non-

financial goals to their consumers. In return, consumers purchase product. These 

organizations have both the reputation and the ethics that induce individuals to continue 

their involvement through the giving of personal resources. This study analyzed whether 

the three components of social capital allow for the creation of social value at the 
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successful social entrepreneurships being researched.  

Brehm (2003) asserted that the double bottom line is a myth because social issues 

will always come second to economic concerns. This is not necessarily the case. Social 

entrepreneurships have a major advantage over traditional entrepreneurships by adhering 

to the double bottom line. Within these organizations there is a linkage between the 

people of the community and the community’s financial and labor resources (Greve & 

Salaff, 2003). Social entrepreneurs tend to be based within ethnic enclaves (e.g., 

Chinatown, Little Tokyo, Crenshaw District, etc.) (Aldrich & Waldinger, 1990; Atterton, 

2007; Davidsson & Honig, 2003). The variables of their success include dedication to the 

success of the venture, 

access to capital, public acceptance, cooperation, the market and experience.   

Empirical studies have given us examples of the power of social capital and its 

ability to engender new practices in major industries or businesses (Marsden, 2001; 

Erickson 2001). Just like traditional organizations, social entrepreneurships must have 

structures and capital that help them achieve their mission and visions (Dees, 2001). In 

practice, efficient and effective use of social capital can assist a social entrepreneurial 

organization in achieving its mission and, hopefully, if the idea is powerful enough, the 

social entrepreneurial organization will make progress towards solving the social 

problem.  

According to Putnam (2000), there is a “wide range of evidence that suggests that 

Americans in the 1990s displayed a commitment to volunteerism without parallel among 

their immediate predecessors” (p. 133). Social entrepreneurs are not volunteers by 

definition. However, these rising leaders have volunteered their skills, abilities and 
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passion to causes that are focused on doing social good. In a sense, Putnam was 

predicting the future. He cited this development as the “the most promising sign of any 

that America might be on the cusp of a new period of civic renewal, especially if this 

youthful volunteerism persists into adulthood and begins to expand beyond individual 

care giving to broader engagement with social and political issues” (p.134). In the United 

States, we see how the hope of a new presidential administration has turned this 

prediction into a reality. A very strong emphasis has been placed on how the time has 

come for focus on social innovation through service. The question has become what role 

a social entrepreneurship can play in economic development. Social entrepreneurship has 

a promising spot in our country’s future and, as a result, we need to continue the dialogue 

and refine the associated definitions.  

Section 4: Social Capital and Social Entrepreneurship 

The relevance of the connection between social capital and social 

entrepreneurship is more important now than ever before in our history. Section 3 

discussed the history and definitions of social capital and examined its three elements 

(networks, trust and reciprocity, and resources), as well as the relationship between social 

capital theory and social entrepreneurship.  

The concept of social capital examines how actors’ ties to others are an advantage 

or disadvantage to them and the groups to which they belong (Prell & Skvoretz, 2009). 

The concept is widely popular, despite its ambiguity. In a recent article in Stanford’s 

Social Innovation Review, Light (2009) reinforces the findings of the work that he has 

conducted for the past three years. Without identifying it as social capital, he supports 

two of his original assumptions: 
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Social entrepreneurs do not always act alone. Lone-wolf social entrepreneurs can 

and do succeed, but so do teams, networks, and communities. Even as the field 

concentrates on finding heroic individuals, the research suggests that teams of 

experts often hammer together big breakthroughs (p. 21). 

There is also a critical link between community, social capital, and successful 

social entrepreneurship. Though it has not been clearly established, this connection 

invites further research (Peredo & Chrisman, 2006).  

History of Social Capital 

As discussed in the previous section, the term “social capital” was coined by 

Hanifan (1916). According to Hanifan, social capital refers to tangible substances and 

intangible support, such as good will, fellowship, sympathy, and social intercourse. The 

first systematic contemporary analysis of social capital, however, was produced by the 

French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1977). Bourdieu introduced the concept as part of a 

larger project to understand inequality. In his work, he defined the attributes of social 

capital as “a capital of honorability and respectability which is often indispensable if one 

desires to attract clients in socially important positions, and which may serve as currency, 

for instance in a political career” (p. 503).  

Thereafter, Coleman (1988) introduced social capital in an effort to “bridge the 

gap between sociological and economic explanation of social action by showing how 

explanation based on rational action could fit into a framework that also emphasized the 

importance of social context” (Glanville & Bienenstock, 2009). This makes Coleman’s 

definition much more general than Bourdieu’s definition. Nevertheless, both of these 

researchers have agreed on many aspects of social capital, including the focus on social 
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relationships and the notion of it being a form of “capital.” Unlike other forms of capital, 

social capital is a highly valued asset that cannot be traded. Even if participation in 

certain groups and clubs is purchased through a membership fee, for example, it still 

requires components such as trust and access to resources to become a real asset. 

Therefore, according to these researchers, the power of social capital is a necessary asset 

for a private enterprise’s success. The questions of this study address whether a parallel 

can be made to social entrepreneurships.  

The differences in Coleman and Bourdieu’s definitions may lie in the phenomena 

they are considering. Bourdieu attempts to explain inequality, while Coleman, in keeping 

with his generalized theory framework, discusses how social capital is used for 

something as common as participating in a social movement. Even though both theorists 

discuss the collective level of analysis, Bourdieu focuses on the homogeneity of a 

particular group, whereas Coleman aims his discussion to reach a more generalized 

audience (Glanville & Birenstock, 2009).  

Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) later refined the definition of social capital as “the 

sum of resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual or a group by virtue of 

possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual 

acquaintance and recognition” (p. 119). This definition focuses on the benefits accruing 

to individuals by virtue of participation in groups and on the construction of social 

networks for the purpose of creating this social resource.  

In reviewing the typology of social capital (Glanville & Bienenstock, 2009), three 

components were identified as universally accepted aspects of definitions of social 

capital. As social capital theory continues to emerge in multiple fields, including 
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sociology, economics, public policy and others, these authors offer a framework based on 

the three universal similarities. Each of the three elements—networks, trust and 

reciprocity, and resources—deserves individual attention and is addressed in the sections 

following. Different studies of social capital vary in their emphasis on and significance of 

the various components. In the figure below, the argument can be made that when two of 

the three components of social capital exist, the outcomes vary significantly based on the 

relationship between trust and resources (Glanville and Bienenstock, 2009).  

Figure 4: Outcomes Associated with Forms of Social Capital for Levels of Reciprocity 
and Trust Along the Resource Continuum 
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Definitions of Social Capital 

Social capital has many definitions.  It has been defined as: an interactional 

process of networks and interrelationships (Nahapiel & Ghosal, 1998); “the invisible 

lever through which citizens collectively influence the quality of their shared public 

life…” (Pierce, Lovrich & Moon, 2002, p. 381); “a collective dimension of society 

external to individual” (Lochner, et al., 1999, p. 250); and, “a resource that actors derive 

from specific social structures and then use to pursue their interest; it is created by the 

change in the relationship among actors” (Baker, 1990, p. 619).  

Each definition draws us back to the question: which comes first, the individual or 

the community? Pierce and Putnam recognize the contextual imperative of social capital, 

while Coleman, Lochner, and Baker dismiss it. Every discipline and each author offers a 

new description (Adler & Kwon, 2002). There have been attempts to measure social 

capital, which will be further explained in Chapter 3, but for the most part they are not as 

rigorous as the academic sector would like. Nonetheless, there is a strong argument that 

social capital might, indeed, be a form of capital which is both an appropriate and 

convertible asset, even though it acts like a “collective good” (Coleman, 1988) rather 

than private property. It seems that “no one player has exclusive ownership rights” to 

social capital (Adler & Kwon, 2002). This is the reason why studying the 

entrepreneurship, and not simply the entrepreneur, is the operating premise of this 

dissertation.  

This study embraces a definition of social capital based on the collective and its 

relationship to the organization. Social capital refers to the norms and networks that 

facilitate collective action (Woolcock, 2002). To this extent, it is the community that 
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defines the individual, not the individual that defines the community, and that individual 

expression of the community, both micro and macro, to which the individual belongs.  

Networks 

According to Wellman (1992), the most direct way to study a social structure is to 

analyze the patterns of ties linking its members. Network analysts search for deep 

structures and regular network patterns beneath the often-complex surface of social 

systems. They attempt to describe these patterns and then use their descriptions to learn 

how network structures constrain social behavior and social change. The social network 

approach can test “whether the pattern of network ties in a particular social world is 

related to other important patterns” (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003). A clearer understanding of 

this phenomenon and the two networks of the case study sites will aid the leadership of 

these organizations in maximizing their social capital.  

Many scholars are interested in social capital as defined by the actual web of 

social networks within a community. The role of the network is well described, but little 

research has been conducted on what occurs once agents in a network have found each 

other. How does the network operate? A network is made up of the actors and their 

organizations. Within the field of social networks, there are many terms of art that are 

discussed. These include density, bridging and bonding capital (Putnam, 1993, 2000), and 

the strength of a weak tie (Granovetter, 1983). For the purpose of this study, we defined 

social network as follows: a network often refers to “one salient network characteristic 

relevant to a particular outcome rather than an underlying structure that contains that 

feature” (Glanville and Bienenstock, 2009). In Figure 5 below, the structure of the 

network is described in relation to the level of analysis. This study seeks to understand 
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the characteristics of the interactions between agents in the network. At the macro level, 

the diagram below suggests that a network that is slightly dispersed flows information 

from one place to another. This study attempted to uncover why that outcome occurs.  

Figure 5: Outcomes Associated with Forms of Social Capital Micro-Macro and Social 
Network Continuum  
 

 
 

Everyday life suggests that social networks play a double-sided role in economic 

development (Sabatini, 2009, p. 430). On one side, a network can prove to be a fertile 

ground for nurturing trust and shared values. This would allow an organization focused 

on achieving a social entrepreneurial goal to progress quickly. However, a network can 

also use its ties as a means for the pursuit of narrow sectarian interests. This would deny a 

social entrepreneurship the ability to go beyond the group it currently serves to seek out 

others to serve.  
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This study compares the advantages and disadvantages of “closed networks” 

(Coleman, 1988) as opposed to networks that have many structural holes, or the 

“brokerage effect” (Burt, 2001). Closure refers to networks where actors are tied to one 

another through mutually reciprocated, strong ties. In this view, the denser the network is, 

the more likely a positive outcome will be the result. For example, in his research on why 

children complete their education, Coleman’s findings suggest that a cohesive network 

made up of parents, teachers, and neighbors is the structure that allows for the 

completion.  

The brokerage concept is grounded in Burt’s (2001) concept of a “structural hole” 

to convey how a bridging tie can benefit an actor. Structural holes are instances where 

two actors or two groups have no ties between them, but there is a third actor or group 

with ties to both of them—hence the term “brokerage” and the creation of a “hole.” This 

allows for opportunity to be created because of the third entity, which is not part of the 

close inner circle.  

Additional terms of art utilized during the research are the ones that Putnam used 

in his popular work, Bowling Alone (2001). Closely aligned with closure is the notion of 

bonding social capital. Bonding capital refers to strong ties with a more or less closed, 

homogenous community that helps community members get by, not ahead. Bridging 

capital, which is more aligned with a brokerage effect, consists of ties that link across 

different community groups, thus providing actors access to diverse resources. Thus, 

bonding capital helps communities get by, whereas bridging capitals helps communities 

get ahead (Prell and Skvoretz, 2009). 
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The current debate supports both of these competing views, and scholars now are 

arguing that a combination of closure and brokerage is preferable for communities and 

groups. Woolcock and Narayan (2000), for example, make the argument that both 

bonding and bridging capital are necessary for communities to be healthy.  

The brokerage argument supports the proposition that “trust is not an important 

factor, but rather that these are networks that are characterized by high levels of 

reciprocity” (Burt, 2000). Supporters of the closure argument believe that closed 

networks should have high levels of both reciprocity and trust because of their strong 

social ties. Prell and Skvoretz investigated these “two levels” arguments within 24 

nonprofit organizations based in Troy, NY. Their key finding was not surprising: 

nonprofits based in local communities had a direct interest in developing long-term 

relationships with all members of their community. In their findings, getting ahead is not 

so much about forming ties with the outside world, but about forming strong ties within 

one’s own world and making good use of the resources and ideas found there (2009, p. 

10). 

Granovetter (1973) and Boissevain (1974) both discuss how members of networks 

can gain access to information because of that membership. They use terms such as 

“weak-ties” and “friend of friends” to discuss the levels of ranking in the social capital 

networks. This is an important element to understand, because depending on which type 

of social capital you are seeking, you may encounter a variety of agents. It will help 

social entrepreneurships use their time effectively when developing their social capital by 

means of their networks.  



OJ!

!

Social capital turns out to have forceful, even quantifiable effects on many 

different aspects of our lives. Altogether, building relationships across community fields 

is a critical competency of the not-for-profit sector (Alvord, Brown, & Letts, 2004; Orr, 

2001). Engagement emerges through networks of relationships best defined under the 

social capital framework. Social capital is described as both the glue that holds social 

structures together, as evidenced by trust, cooperation, and long-term relationships 

(Putnam, 1996), and the lubricant that moves information and processes through social 

networks (Anderson & Jack, 2002).  

Applying some of Granovetter’s thinking to his own research, Putman (2000) 

defines social capital as features of social organization, such as trust, norms and 

networks, that can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated actions (p. 

167). Social capital contributes to collective action by increasing the potential costs to 

defectors; fostering robust norms of reciprocity; facilitating flows of information; 

embodying the successes of past attempts of collaboration; and acting as a template for 

future cooperation (p. 173). According to Putnam (2000), the core idea of social capital 

theory is that social networks have values, and like other types of capital (e.g., economic 

capital and human capital), social capital influences the productivity of individuals and 

groups (p. 19). Putnam (2000) further develops the concept of social capital by 

postulating that whereas physical capital refers to physical objects and human capital 

refers to prosperities of individuals, social capital refers to connections among individual 

social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them (p. 

19).  
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Trust and Reciprocity 

As Fukuyama (1995) defined it, trust is a qualifying condition of social capital, 

not because it can be measured accurately, but because it evokes an essential purpose of 

sociability. If trust is the lubricant of social exchange, then reciprocity is the glue 

(Anderson and Jack, 1999). Many make the assumption that the sources of social capital 

lie not only in networks but also in the norms of reciprocity and trust. 

 “That trust enhances the value of a relationship is unanimously agreed among 

trust theorists” (Hwang & Burger, 1999, p. 118). According to Ouchi (1981), 

“productivity and trust go hand-in-hand” (p. 3), while Jefferies and Reed (2000) assert 

that management research on organizational trust was largely in agreement that 

“organizational trust is beneficial for performance” (p. 873). Additionally, trust has been 

linked to economic development. In a book about Greenspan’s influence on the American 

economy, it was noted that, “trust is at the root of any economic system based on 

mutually beneficial exchange . . . if a significant number of people violated the trust upon 

which our interactions are based, our economy would be swamped into immobility” 

(Cruikshank and Sicilia, 1999).  

In his seminal work, Gouldner (1960) stated, “reciprocity is one of the universal 

principal components of moral code. It makes two interrelated, minimal demands: people 

should help those who have helped them, and people should not injure those who have 

helped them” (p. 171). Can the same principles be applied to organizations? In describing 

general reciprocity, social capital may be an “umbrella concept” (Adler & Kwon, 2002, 

p. 18) within which social attributes such as organization, trust, culture, social support, 

social assets, relationships, and networks, naturally occur. Social capital provides the 
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exchange mechanism as a “negotiated action taking place among individuals whose 

identities and decisions are shaped by their social roles” (Dubnick, 2005, p. 388). For 

instance, one might say the umbrella exchange mechanism in social capital humanizes 

economic processes, i.e., financial capital exchanges commitment and trust; physical 

capital exchanges power and performance; cultural capital exchanges self-expression and 

affinity; intellectual and knowledge capital exchange contribution and curiosity; and, 

human and organizational capital exchange trust and security. Social capital embraces all 

of these forms of human exchange, each of which is available at varying levels of 

effectiveness and efficiency.  

According to Nahapiet and Ghoshal, trust describes the kind of “personal 

relationships people have developed with each other through a period of time” (p. 244). 

The sociologist, Talcott Parsons, believed that “once a stable relationship has been 

established, the system is self-perpetuating” (Gouldner, p. 170). Putnam makes a 

distinction between social trust and trust in government, explaining, “trust in other people 

is logically quite different from trust in institutions.” A decline in trust inevitably will 

lead to a decline in access to social capital. There are considerations and extremes in the 

norm of reciprocity. The first is the exchange of benefits. At one end of the extreme is 

that the exchange of benefits is identical or equal. At the other end of the extreme is that 

one party will give nothing in exchange for the benefit it received. The happy medium is 

that one party will give something more or less the same as the other received (Gouldner, 

1960, p. 164). This study seeks to extend the way reciprocity connects to the stability of 

social systems (Gouldner, p. 173).  
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“Trust” is a general term and difficult to identify at the organizational level. There 

is some confusion in the literature between trust and social capital. One set of theorists 

asserts that you cannot have one without the other (Fukuyama 1995, 1997). Putnam 

(1993, 2001) states that trust is a source, while others, such as Coleman (1988), see it as a 

form. Additionally, because we can never be assured that the time, effort and resources 

that we allocate to helping others will ever be reciprocated, we are obliged to trust that 

they will be (Blau, 1964). The notion of trust gains even more complexity when one is 

studying how two organizations are trying to “trust” each other.  

For this research purpose, trust can be seen as a collective asset resulting from 

social capital construed as a relational asset (Lin, 1999). This study utilizes what Portes 

referred to as “enforced trust” (1998). This form of trust is where obligations are enforced 

on both parties by the broader community. Given that the phenomenon studied in this 

dissertation was social entrepreneurship, the research identifies whether the organizations 

involved in the study had any sense of obligation to the broader community to whom they 

serve.  

Coleman (1988) believed that social relationships, information channels, and 

shared social norms are the fundamental forms of social capital. According to Coleman, 

social relationships as a form of social capital depend on three elements: obligations, 

expectations, and trustworthiness of the social networks. Supposing A does something for 

B and trusts B to reciprocate in the future. This establishes an expectation in A and an 

obligation on B (Coleman, 1988). These social relationships provide a channel through 

which information is exchanged among people who engage in the networks. However, 

the quality of the information shared depends on the level of social trust. Individuals 
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engaged in relationships characterized by a high level of social trust are more likely to 

openly share information and to act with caring and benevolence toward one another than 

those in relationships lacking trust (Coleman, 1988). Making a parallel between 

individual trust, an organization can exude trust through a strategic alliance. Despite the 

evidence of the explosive growth in the for-profit sector of strategic alliances since 1980 

(Herbert & Morris, 1988), there continues to be a source of uncertainty that affects these 

alliances. This uncertainty is based in a paucity of information about the reliability of the 

potential partners. Organizations enter these alliances and face “considerable moral 

hazards because of the possibility that someone will take advantage of the close 

relationship to use resources or information” (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). 

Resources 

Resources are essential to the success of any organization. In their book, The 

Power of Unreasonable People (Elkington & Hartigan, 2008), the authors included 

raising money as the “single greatest challenge entrepreneurs face,” citing a survey 

representing nearly 200 CEOs working on social ventures. Typically, financial capital is 

closely associated with the term “resources.” In the book, the authors summarized their 

preferred sources of funding. Components of social capital can be seen as essential 

elements for accessing funds and other resources needed to keep a social 

entrepreneurship moving forward. Specifically, the sources were: foundations, sales/fees, 

fundraising, government, venture capital, help in-kind, joint ventures, and beyond. Within 

each, the elements of social capital—trust, for example—must exist between entities 

before a transaction can be completed.  
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Bourdieu (1986) argues that economic capital is at the root of all other types of 

capital. He emphasizes that a social network is not a natural given, and it must be 

constructed through investment strategies individually or collectively aimed at 

transforming contingent relationships into social relationships that are directly usable in 

the short or long term (p. 249). For the purpose of this study, the economic development 

of a community is a goal. Though finances are critical to economic development, this 

study focused on how the case study sites tap their social networks for information that 

may lead to both economic and social gain.  

Other critiques of Bourdieu‘s definition contend that he views social capital as the 

exclusive property of elites or the privileged, designed to maintain and secure their 

relative position and their superiority. As social entrepreneurships represent and typically 

reside in underprivileged and marginalized communities, it is hard to make a connection 

between this way of thinking and the premise of this study. However, Bourdieu also 

believes that the possessors of an inherited social capital, symbolized by a great name, are 

able to transform all circumstantial relationships into lasting connections. These 

possessors are sought after for their social capital and, because they are well known, are 

worthy of being known; they do not need to make the acquaintance “of all their 

acquaintances”—they are known to more people than they know, and their work of 

sociability, when it is exerted, is highly productive (p. 251).  

The resource component of this study focuses on access to knowledge and 

information. Liao and Welsh (2003) suggest that if venture gestation (a for-profit term) 

“is viewed as a process of knowledge creation, an entrepreneurs’ social capital would 

considerably affect the different precedents to knowledge exchange and combination” (p. 
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348). Anderson and Jack also support the notion of a process. In their study, conducted in 

2002, entrepreneurs “used the process as ways of generating information resources, 

developing resources, and as a mechanism for acquiring business potentials” (p. 202). 

This study applies the same basic premise to social entrepreneurships.  

One of the stated benefits of social capital is access to information. Research on 

ethnic entrepreneurs and ethnic firms (Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993) shows that 

information provided by community ties is critical to opportunities for mobility among 

newly arrived immigrants. Additionally, when looking across organizations, Powell and 

Smith-Doerr (1994) and Podolny and Page (1998) have research that states inter-

organizational networks help firms acquire new skills and knowledge.  

Lin (2001), Granovetter (1973), Burt (2001), and Bowles and Gintis (2004) all 

suggest that gaining access to information is a result of building social capital. Lin (2001) 

argues directly that social capital allows for the dissemination of information to a larger 

network. Granovetter (1973) states that social capital can bring in once-fragmented 

networks to access the information and resources of the entire network.  

Bowles and Gintis (2004) saw one result of social capital as strong community. 

They argue that community governance can fill gaps where the market or the government 

fails, especially when communities have access to information that the private sector does 

not (p. 7). For example, Individual A may not have a bank account, but has a history of 

paying back informal loans to Individual B. The bank views Individual A as unbankable, 

but social capital has stepped in to disseminate the private information that Individual A 

is in fact a reliable recipient of loans. All of these theorists suggest that building social 

capital may bring networks closer to optimal market conditions. 
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Beyond a sense of community, the academic sector will cover the principles of 

building social capital. There is limited research on the methods of building social capital. 

William Julius Wilson (1999) even argues that outsiders, by themselves, cannot increase 

social capital in a network, but they can nurture a network to build its own social capital (pp. 

747-8). Some network theorists would argue that a variety of external sources are necessary 

to keep a network vital and are critical sources of useful innovation. Wilson highlights 

several ways in which outsiders, or development professionals, can facilitate the growth of 

social capital: promoting stakeholder participation, facilitating inner development and group 

learning, learning to walk in another’s shoes, and developing inter-personal skills (pp. 750-4). 

Differing Views on Social Capital’s Components 

The literature has shown differences in how the seminal thinkers on social capital 

view its core principles. Unlike Bourdieu, Coleman believes that social capital is not just 

limited to the powerful, but can also convey real benefits to poor and marginalized 

communities. Coleman (1988) initially defined social capital as a variety of different entities 

having two characteristics in common: they all consisted of some aspect of a social structure, 

and they all facilitated certain actions of individuals who are within the structure (p. 98).  

For example, Coleman (1988) describes how the wholesale diamond market in New 

York City operates in a closed community. The community is a predominantly Jewish 

neighborhood in Brooklyn, all of whom attend the same synagogues. In addition, the 

community also has a high degree of intermarriage. In the process of negotiating a sale, a 

merchant will hand to another merchant a bag of stones for the latter to examine in private at 

his leisure. There is no formal insurance that the latter will not substitute one or more inferior 

stones or a paste replica. But the close social relationships provide the insurance that is 



OQ!

!

necessary to facilitate the transactions in the market. In the absence of closed social 

relationships and a high degree of social trust, this market would operate in a much more 

cumbersome, less efficient fashion, or the transaction simply would not take place.  

This story can be replicated when thinking about Silicon Valley in California or 

Route 123 in Boston. These communities do not represent products; they represent 

knowledge industries that have been built over time, mostly by networking and sharing ideas. 

Evidence of the importance of networks can be seen in these savvy and prosperous 

communities. Building a strong network of like-minded people certainly changed the 

demographic of Northern California for the modern technology industry. In the book, The 

Silicon Valley Edge: A Habitat for Innovation and Entrepreneurship, the concept of networks 

is discussed:  

The most crucial aspect of Silicon Valley is its networks . . . There is no 

proposition so universally agreed upon and so little studied. We see two main 

reasons for this. The first is that the analysis of social networks has been 

mainly the province of sociologists, but only in recent years have they become 

interested in industrial organization. The second is that methods for systematic 

study of social networks are of very recent origin. (Castilla, Hwang, 

Granovetter & Granovetter, 2000, pp. 214, 218) 

Coleman’s definition of social capital is not without critics. Portes (1998) criticizes 

Coleman for tending to overstate the role of close or dense ties (e.g., the ties or relationship 

between parents and children, between families and the community, and among the 

community members), and for underestimating the importance of weak ties (e.g., the 

relationship between a group member and a non-group member) or the absence of ties. Burt 
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(1997, 2001) argues that it is weak ties or an absence of ties that facilitates an individual‘s 

mobility, because he believes that close or dense networks tend to convey redundant 

information, whereas weak ties can be sources of new knowledge and resources.  

The Value of Social Capital 

No other value system can exist without social capital, just as no system can 

function without the structures of governance. This section addresses how social capital, 

like all forms of capital, is descriptive of something of value. The dynamic relationship of 

how organizations find value in each other is an area that can be further explored in the 

literature. Social capital has the power to bridge the gap between the fortunate and the 

unfortunate.  

Social Capital as an Exchange 

Part of social capital is a capacity for exchange (Sabatini, 2005) within a field of 

relationships where the sense of value for a community arises (Bourdieu, 1985; Coleman, 

1998; Putman, 1993). Because exchange is essentially a conscious act, it is often 

associated with organic social qualities such as trust and reciprocity. Both are socially 

constructed human phenomena (Berger & Luckman, 1966).  

This dual aspect of social capital appears fundamental to the understanding of the 

term. Economic perspectives of social capital emphasize and value trust, whereas social 

perspectives of social capital tend to value reciprocity. We can use two social 

entrepreneurial cases as examples here, the first being the Grameen Bank. There is a set 

of guidelines on the Grameen Bank website, one of which clearly states the value the 

organization places on trust. According to the website, the “most distinctive feature of 
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Grameen credit is that it is not based on any collateral, or legally enforceable contracts. It 

is based on ‘trust,’ not on legal procedures and systems” (http://www.grameen-info.org/). 

The second example, which focuses on the value of reciprocity, is the 

organization Share our Strength (SOS). SOS partners with local government in order to 

have national events support their cause to end childhood hunger within local 

communities. By having a reciprocal relationship, both the government and the 

organization are aware that they are each gaining something of value out of the initiative.  

Social Capital as a Paradox 

Social capital, therefore, is not simply a function, but a foundation of sociability 

(Portes, 1998; Putman, 2000). Social capital may rightly be called community capital. 

Both refer to a source of exchange, not a commodity. Attempts to harness social capital 

are attempts to manipulate the exchange of value at its source. Paradoxically, this source 

appears as both singular and communal, but as the term “social capital” implies, the 

paradox is resolved by addressing its communal origins. In this way, an individual’s 

capability in the social realm increases by an accountability to greater communal 

expressions. Social capital is probably best viewed as value-laden discourse (Coleman, 

1988; Fukuyama, 1995; Morrow, 1999; Putnam, 2000) and its performance, the result of 

the potential of these discourses that define humanity within any community (Foucault, 

1972).  Social capital is not difficult to perceive if experienced as the transformation of 

human capital into a functioning society (Coleman, 1988). According to Adler and Kwon 

(2002), the concept of social capital has become increasingly popular in a wide range of 

social science disciplines. Up against the longstanding theory of individualism as the 

http://www.grameen-info.org/
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rational social force, social capital peered into the “primordial feature of social life” (p. 

17). 

Social Capital’s Essence 

The term social capital evokes many areas of research because it appears to be “a 

feature of the social structure, not of individual actors within the structure; it is an 

ecological characteristic” (Lochner et al., 1999, p. 260). At first glance, it makes sense, 

but often reveals more about what it is not than what it may be. It cannot be seen or held, 

but it is everywhere. “Social capital is a slippery but nonetheless important concept; 

slippery because it has been poorly defined, important because it refers to the basic raw 

material of a civil society” (Onyx & Bullen, 2000, p. 24). It cannot be bought or sold, but 

its transactions increase value in many domains of capital exchange, social cohesion and 

community competence. It cannot be manufactured, but it can be discovered and 

encouraged, and its accumulation enhances lives as a heuristic rather than rote 

phenomenon. According to Dubnick (2005), social capital is not a separate form of 

capital or commerce, but a transformational mechanism of social context. 

The contradiction of the term social capital lies in the word “capital,” which 

portrays a sense of individual ownership. Perhaps these two terms pull at the differences 

in human nature—can you be both a capitalist and a socially minded human being? The 

term “capital” refers to a physical exchange mechanism, which can be possessed by 

anyone, but it may also point to a transformational process. In this way, “community 

characteristics ought to be distinguished from individual characteristics, and measured at 

the community level” (Lochner, et al., 1999, p. 267). This is more difficult than it may 
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seem, given that we live in a world with very little agreement on language to express the 

nature of a human being from a community perspective.  

In Bowling Alone, Putnam (2000) revisited the power of social capital. In doing 

that, he reviewed major trends that Americans face in many facets of their lives. The 

participation in their political, civic, religious, and work lives exerts a far greater impact 

on the United States than might have been earlier recognized. The United States is 

characterized by a variety of networks that unites people for a multitude of purposes. 

Strengthening these ties may not only strengthen our country, but our position on the 

world stage.  

If we look at the growth of entrepreneurship, which includes the high-tech 

millionaires of Silicon Valley to the millions of self-employed individuals [we note that 

entrepreneurship is a global social movement. Entrepreneurship has allowed for dramatic 

structural changes in many societies (Beck, 1992). These include people making their 

own choices and shaping their futures. We can now harness this social movement to 

ensure the inclusion of those lives that have not yet been transformed by 

entrepreneurship.  

Throughout the mapping of the social capital terrain, it is apparent that the 

concept began with discussions about the success of neighborhoods, then major cities and 

towns, and ultimately, countries. Therefore, the natural evolution is to explore how the 

same universally accepted dimensions of network structure, trust and reciprocity, and 

resources can be applied to successful social entrepreneurship. Further studies have 

indicated that “employment of social capital within communities can be a key strategy in 

fostering sustainable development” (Peredo & McLean, 2006, p. 314). Ultimately, 
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entrepreneurship is about economic development. Social capital has often been seen as a 

necessary ingredient for economic development.  

Summary 

This Chapter demonstrates how two bodies of literature, social entrepreneurship 

and social capital, are related to this paper’s research questions and the conceptual 

framework. Chapter 2 was organized to guide the constructs into the actions that will be 

taken during the research. By concentrating on the intersection of the two constructs of 

social capital and social entrepreneurship, this study contributes to both bodies of 

literature.  
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CHAPTER 3 

SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 

This Chapter begins with the details of the research study, including the research 

questions and methods (site selection, data collection and data analysis). It is followed by 

a brief discussion of the challenges of measuring social capital. Chapter 3 concludes with 

a consideration of the study’s trustworthiness, limitations, assumptions, and the human 

and ethical considerations that are posed by the research.  

Research Design 

Creswell (2009) recommends that three overarching elements be addressed in a 

research design protocol: worldview, strategy for inquiry, and methods. The worldview 

that was used for this study was social constructionist. The basic definition of social 

constructionism is to discover ways to uncover individuals and groups participating in the 

creation of their perceived social reality (Berger & Luckman, 1966). It involves analyzing 

the ways social phenomena are created, institutionalized, and made into tradition by 

humans. Socially constructed reality is seen as an ongoing, dynamic process, which 

examines processes as well as outcomes. The strategy for inquiry was qualitative, and the 

method used in conducting this research was a comparative case study.  

Research Questions  

This bounded case study sought to understand the role that social capital plays in 

a successful social entrepreneurship. It explored a central research question and three 

sub-questions. Specifically, the study examined the interconnections in the conceptual 

framework as illustrated in Figure 1. Accordingly, the main research question of this 

study was: 

RQ: How does the mechanism of social capital contribute to a community 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Process
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reality
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_phenomena
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tradition
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economic development social entrepreneurship (CEDSE)? 

Social capital is often confused with social network theory. This study specifically 

focused on the social capital theory, as stated earlier. The use of network analysis is 

important in order to identify the interviewees. However, it was not the focal point of this 

research study. According to Anderson and Jack, “studies have pointed out that social 

capital is a productive resource facilitating individual action” (p. 195). This creates value 

for any organization. For social entrepreneurship, a deeper understanding of the other 

components is valuable.  

The four sub-questions of this study were: 

RQ (1): How does the network structure contribute to the mechanism of social 

capital within a CEDSE? 

This study identifies the nature of the relationships between organizations by 

conducting a network analysis. According to Hannerman and Riddle (2004), network 

analysts look at data in some rather fundamentally different ways. This analysis examines 

the structure of the relationships and describes the relationships between the actors. A 

snowball sample was conducted to identify the appropriate interviewees. The snowball 

method can be particularly helpful for tracking down "special" populations (often 

numerically small sub-sets of people mixed in with large numbers of others). Given the 

organizational level of analysis for this study, achieving closure is a challenge. However, 

the limitations on the numbers of strong ties that most actors have and the tendency for 

ties to be reciprocated often make it fairly easy to find the boundaries. 

RQ (2): How does trust contribute to the mechanism of social capital within a 

CEDSE? How does reciprocity contribute to the mechanism of social capital within a 
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CEDSE?  

This study examines how and if organizations can trust each other. Existing social 

capital theory does not address the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) and the role of 

trust in any detail at the organizational level. Empirical evidence demonstrates that trust 

and reciprocity have been essential elements for success in other areas, such as attaining a 

job or furthering one’s education (Erickson, 2001; Flap & Boxman, 2001). However, 

there is little that links this component of social capital to successful social 

entrepreneurships.  

RQ (3): How does resource sharing contribute to the mechanism of social capital 

within a CEDSE?  

There are many types of resources that a social entrepreneurship can use to further 

its goals. This study examines two specific forms of resources: knowledge and 

information.  

Research Methods 

Yin (2003) defines a case study as an empirical inquiry that “investigates a 

contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p.13). As a research strategy, 

the case study is used in many situations to contribute to our knowledge. This 

methodology has been common in the areas of psychology, sociology, political science, 

social work (Gilgun, 1994), business (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2002), and community 

planning. Due to the exploratory nature of the research questions in the form of “what” 

questions, the case study method of research was as a natural choice. 
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The case study method has been prone to concerns regarding methodological 

rigor (Campbell, 1975; Miles, 1979; Daft & Lewin, 1990). Due to the human conditions 

specific to social entrepreneurial organizations, however, this was the appropriate 

methodology for this study. Rigor was applied in a few areas. First, this was not a single 

case study. This study examined two research sites. The goal was to identify similarities 

and differences between organizations. In turn, it was the intention that patterns and 

themes related to the research questions would be discovered. As Yin (1994) suggests, 

scientific facts are rarely based on single experiments. Rather, they are usually based on 

“multiple sets of experiments that have replicated the same phenomena under different 

conditions” (p. 10). This same notion, using multiple (in this study only two) case studies, 

was applied to find a common understanding of the role social capital has played in a 

successful entrepreneurship. 

Second, this study utilized the findings of the strategies that Gibbert, Ruigrok and 

Wicki (2008) discovered in their analysis of case studies published in ten influential 

management journals. In Figure 6 below, the authors provide a methodology for a 

rigorous case study. This includes the elements of internal, construct and external 

validity, as well as reliability, according to Cook and Campbell (1979), and also Yin’s 

(1994) well-cited work on case study methodology. These researchers found that case 

study authors in the highest-ranked journals (Academy of Management Journal, 

Administrative Science Quarterly, and Strategic Management Journal) demonstrated that 

they are aware of the four validity and reliability criteria, and also understand the 

relationships among them (Gibbert, et al., 2008).  

 



PQ!

!

Figure 6: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following sections in this Chapter elucidate the study’s research design and 

procedures, including how the inquiry proceeded, perspectives that guided the research, 

the methodology, and specific methods that were employed.  

Case Study Details 

Stake (1995) asserts that a qualitative case study does not seek to establish a 

generalization, but rather particularizes; it takes a particular case and enables us to know 

it well. The case study approach was an apt choice for this research project because it 

promotes intensive description and analysis of a single unit or bounded system (Merriam, 

1998). A descriptive case study was conducted expecting to capture the complexity of 

two unique cases (Stake, 1995). Stake suggests that a case study seeks the detail of 

interaction within its contexts. The context of this study was the relationship of the role 

that social capital plays within one phenomenon: social entrepreneurship. However, it 
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draws upon the success of social capital within the for-profit industry. Earlier empirical 

work, as referenced in Chapter 2, has shown or indicated (not proven) that exercising 

social capital can be seen as a collective asset (Lazega & Pattison, 2001). The main 

research questions were intended to examine the role that social capital plays in the 

success of a social entrepreneurship.  

Research Design 

In any research study, there are five components: the study’s questions, its 

propositions (if any); its unit of analysis; the logic linking the data to the proposition; and 

the criteria for interpreting the findings (Yin, 2004). The next section addresses the last 

two components. This is followed by designing a method for how to solve the problem. 

Scientific inquiry comes down to making observations, conducting interviews and 

interpreting the data (Babbie, 2002). The design of the study is a roadmap. This was an 

exploratory study at the organizational level. An exploratory study is typically done for 

three purposes: to satisfy the researcher’s curiosity and desire for better understanding; to 

test the feasibility of undertaking a more extensive study; and, to develop the methods to 

be employed in any subsequent study. These types of studies can yield new insights into a 

topic. With the growing academic interest in an emerging field, this exploratory study 

gleans a richer understanding of the role of social capital in a social entrepreneurship.  

Site Selection 

There were two proposed research sites, both of which met the criteria for a 

community entrepreneurial development social entrepreneurship (CEDSE):  

! Participate in community economic development; 

! Based in the United States; 
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! Combines various forms of capital to assist with solving social ills.  

Two organizations that had common missions and relatively the same structure 

were identified as case study sites. Both sites have a not-for-profit tax status, but also 

serve as an economic development agent in their communities. The two sites represent 

different geographic regions of the United States. This assisted in identifying themes and 

patterns, despite having slight discrepancies .due to the differences in local culture. Each 

site serves a marginalized or underserved population. The main forms of data collection 

were through a survey that identified the network, followed by one-on-one interviews 

with members of the CEDSE’s network. It is worth noting that the majority of the 

interviewees did not respond to the first section of the interview protocol prior to the 

interview itself. Rather, the first five to ten minutes of the interview were spent 

discussing the real relationship between the CEDSE and the representative organizations. 

This proved to be an especially valuable method of data collection, providing some of the 

most powerful and meaningful quotes for the data analysis. Both a manual coding process 

and the software program, known as Atlas Ti, were used to analyze the data.  A short 

survey followed the interview.  

Entry   

A collection of social entrepreneurial organizations that met the selection criteria 

was developed. Initial contact was made through the top executive of the organization 

utilizing industry contacts. Additional information about entry with specific participants 

is discussed in the data collection section following. I held preliminary conversations 

with the executives of the organizations regarding the research design. They granted me 

permission to review all related documents, and use their offices for all research-related 
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activities. In return, I shared the preliminary findings with the Executive Directors and 

requested comment from them.  

 

Data Collection 

There are six main types of data related to case studies: documents, archival 

records, interviews, direct observation, participant observation, and physical artifacts 

(Yin, 2003). In addition, this study includes conversations that the researcher, acting as 

an observer for all situations, participated in during the observation period. To ensure 

trustworthiness, data triangulation was used. The data collection includes retrospective 

data as well as real time observations, and interviews were conducted (Jarzabkowski, 

2008). There were certain key events in which members of the social network 

participated throughout the research period. As an observer of these events, the researcher 

studied the interaction between interviewees. This study incorporated most of the data 

during a two-phase process. The focal points of the data collection were the interviews 

and direct observation.  

Phase 1: Identifying Network Structure 

For this study, an initial network analysis was conducted at each case study site. A 

short web survey was sent to each full-time staff member. The staff size at the intended 

case study sites ranged from 7 to 10 full-time employees. Two questions were asked of 

the staff members to establish a network structure: 

1) Please identify the organizations that you work with most frequently to achieve 

your mission. These can include government agencies, not-for-profit 

organizations, universities, corporations, or social clubs.  
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2) For each organization listed, please describe the nature of that relationship. Do 

they provide you with financial, informational, staff, or other types of resources? 

Upon completion of the network analysis, interviews were conducted with those 

identified, after conferring with the Executive Directors of each CEDSE organization.  

During the interviews, each interviewee was asked the following question to aid in 

further defining the network:  

3) Are there additional people whom you believe contribute to the success of your 

organization?  

Staff members from both Gulf Capital and Inner City Capital, which were the case study 

sites, completed the survey, and the final list of potential interviewees was based on the 

following criteria: 

! Density (multiple staff members identified the same individuals); 

! Accessibility (some organizations named by staff were difficult to reach); 

and 

! Validation (the entire list of potential interviewees was validated by the 

case study’s leadership team). 

While 32 people were invited to participate, for a variety of logistical reasons, 26 

were actually interviewed. The interviewees were sent an introduction email from the 

leader of the CEDSE. This was followed up with an explanation from me of the process 

we would use, and included a copy of the questions that would be the focus of the 

interview.  

The final group of 26 interviewees represented a variety of organizational types.  

There were 13 for-profit companies, which included some of the largest banks and 
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consulting firms in the world. There were 9 nonprofit organizations, each with different 

missions, but all related to community economic development of their region. There were 

small business owners representing varied industries. There were representatives from 

government and funding agencies which all supported the visions of Gulf Capital and 

Inner City Capital. The sheer diversity of the interviewees made a statement about the 

network that will be discussed in Chapter 4 regarding the role of the networks.  

Table 2: Interviewees by Company Type 

Phase 2: Interviews, Document Review, and Observations   

Short Survey Interviews 

Interviews provided the main source of data for this research. The interviewees 

were identified in the network analysis. Each person, speaking at the organizational level, 

was able to address the relationship between the case study site and their role as network 
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member. Each interviewee was interviewed once. During the interview process, this 

study sought to obtain adequate answers by using the strategies as described by Trochim 

in his web posting Interviews: http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/.  These strategies 

include: the silent probe, overt encouragement, elaboration, asking for clarification, and 

repetition.  

Most of the interviews took place in person, however, four interviews were 

conducted over the telephone while on site at the CEDSE central offices. Face–to-face 

interviews helped me to understand each individual’s expectations of their relationship 

with a CEDSE and to observe where there are congruencies of the perceptions of the 

communities.  

Weiss (1994) offers that in subsequent interviews, respondents may have been 

made more sensitive to the issues of the interview and may also have been thinking about 

the interview. All interviewees were given copies of their transcription within a month of 

the interview being conducted. Each interviewee was given the opportunity to make 

changes to those transcriptions before the data went into the initial analysis phase. 

Additionally, each interviewee was asked if they would be willing to participate in 

subsequent interviews if any  became necessary. In no case were changes to the 

transcriptions made or second interviews conducted.  

It did become necessary, however, to validate the findings with the Executive 

Directors of the organizations. This helped me identify and validate newly noted 

incidents that made a significant contribution to the research. Additionally, this approach 

enabled me to develop a rich case by interviewing all of the key individuals affected by 

the experiences.   

http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/
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As the main researcher of this study, I conducted all interviews. Therefore, it was 

not necessary to train other interviewers. Both telephonic and electronic communications 

were utilized to arrange the interviews.  All interviews were approximately sixty to ninety 

minutes in length, and all were audio taped with permission and stored in a secure home 

office in a secure location for a period of six months from the interview date.  The 

interview protocols are appended in Appendix B.   

The purpose of in-depth interviewing is not simply to be obtain answers to 

questions, or to test hypotheses (or “evaluate” as the term is normally used); at the root of 

interviewing is an interest in understanding the experience of other people and the 

meaning they make out of that experience (Seidman, 1998, p. 3). Given the social 

constructionist view this study takes, this information includes the observer’s 

interpretation. Additionally, it was evident that as part of my protocol, I had to 

consistently ground the interviewee. I took great care to listen to each interviewee’s 

change of personality. I would note when the interviewee would waiver between an 

individual speaking or an individual speaking on behalf of his or her organization. I 

emphasized the organizational level of analysis and often returned to the trust level 

between organizations and not just at the personal level.  

A philosophy of interviewing that adopts an “I – thou” approach as espoused by 

Moustakas (1994) and Schutz (1967) was embraced throughout this process. Schutz 

(1967) explains that the “I-thou” orientation begins when the researcher recognizes the 

interviewee as another person “of being intentionally directed toward the pure being-

there of another alive and conscious human being” (p. 164). This philosophical approach 

guided me in the interviewing and provided the language and the discipline to foster a 
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relationship. Seidman (1998) states it another way. He suggests that interviewing is both 

a research methodology and a social relationship. In essence, he suggests that the 

researcher crafts an individual relationship with each person interviewed. He further 

offers that this relationship cannot be separated from its context, and cautions the 

interviewer to be aware of social forces of class, ethnicity, race and gender that may 

impose on the relationship. These were always top of mind during my interviews with the 

participants and enabled me to elicit meaningful responses to my questions. In order to 

foster a “thou orientation,” written notes were kept to a minimum. 

Type of Interview 

Interviews were comprised of semi-structured questions with open-ended follow-

up questions (see Appendix A), as tends to be the case in qualitative research (Merriam, 

1998; Yin, 2003). This is because an open-ended question does not presume an answer 

(Seidman, 1998).  

Observations 

The researcher observed several different interactions with the role of the 

secondary subjects (CEDSE) and its community during the research period. In keeping 

with Yin’s case study methodology, observations, when coupled with interviews and 

surveys, assist with the one differentiating factor that is critical to the success of a 

rigorous case study. Unlike most methods, when analyzing case studies, it may be 

necessary to conduct data collection and data analysis together (Yin, 2004). Based on my 

observations at the first case study site, I adjusted a few questions before any interaction 

at the second case study site.  
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I met with Inner City Capital for the first time in the summer of 2009. The key 

observations for this study were made during graduation ceremonies of their “class of 

entrepreneurs,” as well as during interactions conducted between staff members and the 

community they serve over the three-day period of face-to-face interviews. This enabled 

me to observe the community in action. Two other visits were made to Inner City Capital 

during this research period – one in late November 2009, and one in early January 2010. 

According to Weick, who is a social psychologist, people are loosely connected in 

most organizations (Weick, Sutcliffe & Obstfeld, 2005). Weick is both a natural and open 

theorist as he explores how individuals “organize.” During observation periods, I was 

grounded in Weick’s framing questions about sensemaking. He explains that the first 

question of sensemaking is “what’s going on here?;” the second, equally important 

question is “what do I do next?” This second question is directly about action. I was able 

to see how quickly action amongst the entrepreneurs can manifest itself. Immediately 

following any “official” ceremonial activities, participants from the entire network began 

discussing “business” needs that would draw attention to the business efforts that were in 

progress at the time. This is consistent with one of sensemaking’s main principles: 

communication.  

Communication is a central component of sensemaking and organizing:  

We see communication as an ongoing process of making sense of the 

circumstances in which people collectively find ourselves and of the events 

that affect them. The sensemaking, to the extent that it involves 

communication, takes place in interactive talk and draws on the resources of 

language in order to formulate and exchange through talk symbolically 
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encoded representations of these circumstances. As this occurs, a situation is 

put into existence and the basis is laid for action to deal with it (Taylor and 

Van Every, 2000, p. 58). 

 The image of sensemaking comes alive when thinking about both of these 

CEDSEs. Each of those organizations requires events and people to organize into action 

(further explained in Chapter 4). The observations also validate one of Yin’s other 

summary points, which is that the researcher is always “better off using multiple rather 

than single sources of evidence.” I was quite comfortable dealing with different types of 

data, and did not want to limit my data collection to the interviewees alone. This is more 

pertinent as it relates to the “unofficial observations” made of Gulf Capital.   

As stated previously in my epoche, I have been working closely with Gulf Capital 

since the beginning of my doctoral studies. For a period of over 2 years, I was on-site in 

the Gulf Capital community for a variety of reasons. However, during the official 

research period, I observed one main event: the “announcement of the new class of 

entrepreneurs.” This event was in conjunction with the annual TYCI business week 

competition that is hosted by Gulf Capital each March. During my official research visit, 

I observed several staff meetings in which planning for the event was at the forefront. My 

interviews took place in the Gulf Capital offices, and I was able to spontaneously observe 

events that were happening around me in support of the mission of Gulf Capital. Yin 

states that the case study method is best applied when research addresses descriptive or 

explanatory questions and aims to produce a first-hand understanding of people and 

events. By participating in person, and witnessing both day-to-day activities as well as 
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ceremonial activities, I was able to see many sides of the interactions between the 

CEDSE and the network members.  

Documents 

To complete the research protocols, several documents were analyzed closely. 

These included: strategic plans, business ideas, executive reports, grant applications, and 

newspaper articles. This provided me with both an internal and external view of how the 

secondary subjects, or the CEDSEs, were visualized by the world. A complete list of the 

documents is located in Appendix F. These documents further validated the themes and 

patterns uncovered during the interviews. The description below explains how the 

documents were coded.  

Short Survey 

Lastly, an additional survey was sent to the interviewees in order to validate one 

finding – the role of trust. This survey was a direct result of the complexity of how trust 

appeared in the data. It was a complex construct that can be considered from multiple 

levels of analysis and thus required further validation. Using a web-based survey, I asked 

two questions related to trust. The interviewees were sent the definition of trust being 

used in this study and were given one week to respond to the related questions. Eighteen 

out of the twenty-six interviewees participated in this survey. The full survey is set forth 

in Appendix A. The basic premise of the survey is as follows: 

! On the following scale how would you rate the trust level your organization 
shares with XXX? 

! If you could name the number of outsiders (defined as people who do not live 
within a 10 mile radius of XXX) that you trust to assist with the mission of 
XXXX, where would they fall on this scale? 
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Ethical Considerations 

Participants 

Ethical considerations were applied to the recruitment of all participants. Stake 

(1995) reminds the researcher that it is her obligation to think through the ethics of a 

situation and to take appropriate steps when accessing a site and participants. It is 

incumbent upon the researcher to insure that the participants agree to participate 

voluntarily and without feeling coerced by any member of the network. The following 

general standards were adhered to in this study: the primary researcher was responsible 

for the ethical standards; all participants were informed about aspects of the study that 

could influence their participation; and, the requirements of the Institutional Review 

Board of The George Washington University were followed.  

Additionally, The Executive Directors from the two CEDSE were also considered 

as part of the study. The role they played was “as individuals with authority or 

gatekeepers” (Creswell, 2002). Eventually, they were interviewed for validation 

purposes. Their permission was sought for access to study participants involved in this 

study. To respect privacy, pseudonyms were used for both the participants and the 

organizations.  Additionally, upon the preliminary review of the data, the researcher held 

a conference call with the executive directors to further explore some of the initial 

findings.  

Processes Followed 

The informed consent process, which began here with the contact visit, is an 

important consideration regarding the involvement of human subjects in this research. 

The informed consent began with a verbal review of the contract, which was developed 



RG!

!

and presented for signature to the participants at the first formal interview. Topics 

addressed included specifics about logistics for the interviews, risks, rights, possible 

benefits, confidentiality, and dissemination of aggregate research findings (Seidman, 

2006). The role of the research participant was also discussed, including the opportunity 

to review the draft case study report, part of the process of heightening credibility of the 

findings and the validation of findings (Moustakas, 1994; Yin, 2003). 

Ethical precautions also included keeping confidential materials (e.g., documents, 

transcripts) in a safe and secure place, as well as disclosing any potential conflicts of 

interest. I explained to the participants that I would not share any of my findings until the 

study was completed, and would in no case break the confidentiality of anyone 

interviewed.  

One ethical issue that stems from this study is the role of the researcher as an 

observer. In this role, the researcher’s role is not only to examine how these organizations 

become successful social entrepreneurships, but also how each site implements the 

principles of social capital.  

Research Procedures 

In qualitative research, samples tend to be purposive, rather than random (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest that, in selecting cases, the 

qualitative researcher should set boundaries to define aspects of the cases that can be 

studied within the limits of time and means, and that tie directly to the research questions. 

In addition, the authors suggest that the researcher create a “frame to help uncover, 

confirm, or qualify the basic processes or constructs that undergird the study” (p. 27). 

Kuzel, as cited by Miles and Huberman (1994), describes sixteen sampling methods for 
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qualitative inquiry in their typology. Criterion sampling simply means that all cases meet 

some criterion or criteria. The selected cases for this study met the criteria that they are 

organizations that engaged their networks for their growth. An additional criterion that 

was required of the selected cases was that the site must practice social entrepreneurship.  

Therefore, the selected sites should also possess “an orientation of being 

innovative and creative to improve the lives and organizations of other people rather than 

focusing on creating a monetary profit” (Light, 2008). The last set of criteria that the 

selected case studies had to meet is included in the definition of a social entrepreneurial 

organization used for this study.  

One fundamental problem of case study research is actually defining what the 

“case” is, or the unit of analysis (Yin, 2003). Yin (2003) suggests, as a general guide, that 

the unit of analysis relates to the way the research questions have been defined. Thus, for 

this study, the organizational unit of analysis was utilized. There has also been debate as 

to the differences in methodological approach between the so-called “classic” case study 

approach (singular) versus the multiple case study approach. When considering multiple 

case studies as this study did, the “replication” logic must be taken into account (Yin, 

2003). The cases were carefully selected based on the assumption that there would be a 

literal replication.  

Each case study site provided access to all participants over a one-week period. 

Each participant engaged in a face-to-face interview. In order to initiate the process after 

gaining entry to the site and identifying potential participants through the network 

analysis, an e-mail was sent to the identified organizations to confirm eligibility, 

willingness and ability to participate (Moustakas, 1994; Siedman, 2006). Before the full 
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spectrum of interviews began, a pilot was conducted with two participants to determine 

any revisions to the process and questions that might be beneficial (Seidman, 2006).  

Measuring Social Capital 

Systematic assessments of social capital are difficult due to the cumulative 

processes that underlie them (Cohen & Prusak, 2001). Coleman (1990) suggests that 

researchers are unable to separate social capital from its outcomes, making quantitative 

measures nearly impossible. Some researchers have focused on embedded resources. 

Others have utilized social network analysis to measure access to social capital. By using 

a name or position generator survey, researchers can assess an individual’s social 

resources (Lin, Fu,  

& Hsung, 2001). Burt (2001) developed a contact and constraint network analysis of 

individuals as well as a density-mapping design to measure strong and weak ties among 

groups and individuals. This study used an initial lightweight network analysis to identify 

the members of the case study’s network.  

Other researchers have analyzed how actors mobilize and use resources. These 

studies have demonstrated how formal and informal networks and relationships have 

been tapped to advance careers (Granovetter, 1973; Burt, 2001); compensation (Burt, 

2001); product innovation (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998); entrepreneurship and economic return 

(Baron and Markman, 2000); and organizational performance (Cohen & Prusak, 2001). 

Similarly, other studies have shown how group cohesion and shared vision are related to 

organizational effectiveness (Putnam, 1993; Krackhardt & Hansen, 1993).  

Lastly, the trust component of social capital has also been a measurement when 

studying social capital. Many survey tools ask respondents about the extent of trust that 
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they have in institutions as well as in other members of society (Putnam, 2000; Onyx & 

Bullen, 2000). Fukuyama (2001) suggests that measuring the “radius of trust” within and 

beyond a group is an indicator of social capital. This study sought to identify factors that 

contributed to the CEDSE. Social capital was one of the key factors, and this study 

incorporates several measurements of it. 

Dependability 

According to Morrow (2005), the trustworthiness criteria of dependability states 

that the “. . . way in which a study is conducted should be consistent across time, 

researchers and analysis techniques” (p. 252). Of the three trustworthiness criteria chosen 

for this study, dependability is most similar to reliability, a traditional criteria used in 

quantitative research. Lincoln and Guba (1985) assert that dependability is one of the key 

means of establishing trustworthiness. 

One way to demonstrate dependability is by means of a dependability audit. 

Another way is to show consistency across all elements of a research study, including the 

problem statement, research question, and execution of the research design. For this 

study, I showed dependability by following the same process of interviewing members of 

all types of  organizations. The agreed-upon process established the criteria for 

participant inclusion in the study, use of face-to-face interviews, and note taking during 

the actual interview. All team members concluded their interactions with study 

participants by conducting a member check as described above. In summary, the research 

team enhanced the trustworthiness of the study’s findings by utilizing the trustworthiness 

criteria of member check, consensual validation and dependability. 
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Credibility 

Qualitative reliability (Creswell, 2009) was primarily addressed in this research 

design by following an established research protocol from the recent structuration study 

by Jarzabkowski (2008), which was published as a lead article in the Academy of 

Management Journal. The criteria set out by Yin (2003) as considerations regarding the 

credibility of case study research were utilized. Considerations of external validity begin 

with research design. One potential threat to external validity is that only successful 

social entrepreneurships will be studied, which limits the study. 

Construct validity and reliability stem from the data collection phases. This study 

drew upon both social network and social capital theory during the data collection. For 

reliability, case study protocol was used (Jarzabkowski, 2008; Yin, 2003). In addition, 

similar questions were utilized at both sites as a basis for achieving reliable results.  

Limitations 

There were several possible limitations to this research study. First, although the 

study is a multiple case study, the cases were drawn only from success stories. The 

second limitation was as a result of having only one observer.  This limited the data 

collection process. Finally, the size of the staff at the case study sites was relatively small, 

suggesting a culture of few people doing many tasks.  This may result in overworked 

people who view an exercise, such as a network analysis, as another “task” to check off 

their list. 

Data Analysis  

As Miles and Huberman note, it is usually hard to explain something satisfactorily 

until you understand just what that something is (1994, p. 91). The analysis phase of this 
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study followed Carney’s (1990) “ladder of abstraction,” as set forth in Figure 7. In this 

model, text is created to begin the data analysis process, followed by coding the data, 

which begins to make linkages to a certain framework. The next phase allows for the 

aggregation of the data by identifying themes, patterns and trends discovered during the 

data collection phase. Then, the findings are crosschecked to reduce the amount of the 

data to a manageable format by utilizing trustworthiness techniques such as member 

checking. The last step is to synthesize the data. This allows for integration of the data 

into one exploratory framework. Carney refers to this as “delineating the deep structure.” 

Additionally, Berg (2004) also recommends the use of computer programs 

designed to “handle, store, and retrieve textual material . . . which provides a method to 

efficiently create a duplicate set or a data-reduced set of field notes” (p. 150). I kept 

separate files on each participant in both electronic form (using Atlas Ti) and hard-copy 

form. 

Figure 7: Ladder of Abstraction 
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Ladder of Abstraction 

Inevitably, the interviews yielded large volumes of data that were analyzed using 

methods suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994). Their 1994 publication offers an 

array of inductive techniques that helped to reduce the data into meaningful chunks. 

Following the ladder of abstraction coding process, the data analysis supports provisional 

codes based on the conceptual framework. During the finalization of the data analysis, 

more definitive codes were established.  

Level One: Summarizing and Packaging the Data 

According to the ladder of abstraction, the first steps include creating a text on 

which to work. This was done by transcribing all of the interviews and creating an initial 

list of codes, and then trying out the codes and categories to determine a set that fits. Four 

out of 26 interviews were distorted, so I relied on my still-fresh memory (as all of the 

data was coded within 24 hours of the interview) and my raw notes taken during the 

process. To establish the summation of the data, two systems were used: Atlas Ti and a 

manual coding process that was conducted over a period of six weeks directly following 

the interviews and observations. As the transcriptions became available, I printed copies 

and read each for overall content and clarity. Prior to formatting and entry into Atlas Ti, I 

reviewed the hard copies and made use of flip-charts in my office to capture the early 

themes that were unraveling.  

I posted early themes and all related documents on the walls of my office, which 

proved to be a very helpful way to constantly re-think and re-work the patterns that 

appeared to be forming. I became aware of terms that would be revisited when reviewing 

the print-outs from Atlas Ti. Throughout the research process, there was a balance of hard 
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and soft data. The hard data included facts, figures, dates, and quantifiable results that 

were discovered in the process. This was coupled with soft data, which included 

responses to interview questions, observations of teams working, visuals used and the 

like. This combination provided the best-balanced view of the case study sites.  

In the next step, the “text creation” phase, each participant was given the 

opportunity to review the data. This was part of the member checking process. The 

transcription or raw notes were emailed to every participant over the course of one 

month. This ongoing process took place throughout the data collection and data analysis 

phase. Three people emailed additional thoughts, but no changes were made to the 

transcriptions. I read everything twice through and then imported all available electronic 

data into the Atlas Ti software.  

Next, I began to try out the codes. The first read of the data yielded over 140 

initial codes. I coded the Gulf Capital transcriptions first, followed by the Inner City 

Capital transcriptions. I worked with both separately until I felt I had saturated the match 

up codes. I read the data one more time as an aggregate. The strategic plans for both 

organizations as well as a few other key documents were also coded in to Atlas Ti. The 

complete listing of Codes can be found in Appendix E. 

Level Two: Repackaging and Aggregating the Data 

Recoding the data was important for several reasons. First, codes began to merge 

and familial networks formed. Second, I added definitions to some key words. For 

example, the word channeling, which became a key finding, was a combination of 

alignment and focus. During the data analysis process, I added simple definitions for 

clarity. These proved to be helpful during the familial process. These networks shaped 
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and formed the key findings. Also, many codes were eliminated. The deletion process is 

an extremely important step in the repackaging process. It forced me to make significant 

editing decisions about what should stay and what should be eliminated. The entire Atlas 

Ti process was backed up on a daily basis. Before the deletion process began, a back up 

was created on January 6, 2010. After that date, I only re-visited the data in Atlas Ti to 

validate the key findings by pulling relevant quotes and using the code manager to 

quantify certain sections of Chapter 4 of this study. Ultimately, 146 codes became 11 

familial networks. Many words were similar in meaning. For example, honesty and trust 

ended up taking on the same meaning when reading for context.  

In addition to the coding itself, memos and comments were also captured in Atlas 

Ti. This resulted in particularly enlightening moments for me. It was not until my third 

read of the data that I recognized the importance of sustainability.  Long-term 

sustainability is the penultimate goal for a CEDSE yet I had not even coded for 

sustainability during my first two reads. Ironically, sustainability would prove to be very 

helpful, as it was mentioned over 74 times by the 26 interviewees and was ultimately 

added to the core findings in Chapter 4.  

Level Three: Developing and Testing Propositions to 

Construct an Explanatory Framework 

To a certain extent, the majority of Chapter 4 was constructed by enacting the 

steps contained in level three. Since this was a qualitative study, no propositions were set 

forth. Yin (2004) warns, however, that the evidence in the case study should be presented 

with sufficient clarity. This allows the reader to judge the interpretation of the data 

independently. In academic circles, there has been a consistent critique of case studies as 
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a methodology. This is because older case studies frequently mixed evidence and 

interpretation, which suggested that researchers utilizing the case study methods were 

interpreting more than they were presenting in support.  

I fundamentally disagree. Case studies provide a story that many people can 

understand. The data in Chapter 4 is presented formally and explicitly. Additionally, the 

narrative is often broken up by a visual image that “captures the essence of the finding.” 

This could not all have been done without constantly returning to the data, the codes and 

the flip-charts in my office.  

By regularly re-visiting, re-framing and re-stating the data, I was able to 

consistently allow the “data” to talk to me. My utilization of the memo and comment 

functions in Atlas Ti afforded me the ability to draw up specific themes and patterns. 

Through a continuously iterative and open-minded coding process, which incorporated 

adding, deleting, merging and creating networks, I was able to develop a story. There was 

merit to the “numerical findings,” as illustrated by my reduction of 124 codes to 12 

familial networks. However, Yin (2004) suggests that there are several analytical 

techniques, which include pattern-matching, explanation-building, time-series analysis, 

and the use of logic models and cross-case synthesis. For the purposes of this study, the 

explanation-building technique was utilized to seek answers to the research questions. 

Each finding required a deep level of explanation. This begins to address the delineation 

of the deep structure. Though it is not possible for a dissertation study to reach the level 

of deep structure, this technique does assist the process.  
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Peer Coding 

Finally, in order to test the theme and patterns uncovered during the research 

phase, a third-party researcher participated in the process to validate the new framework 

uncovered in Chapter 4. This researcher was well-versed in both of the major constructs 

of this study: social entrepreneurship and social capital. My researcher was allowed 

access to the Atlas Ti database for a period of one week and a discussion took place 

between this external party and myself to validate. This was a critical step in the process. 

I followed-up with this individual to compare my codes, my key findings and my 

changed framework. There were many commonalities between the two sets of notes. 

However, my researcher pointed out a large gap in the final product: he discovered that 

social value was the underpinning of most of the codes and that I had not mentioned it 

once in Chapter 4. This was a helpful addition to the code, and filled a hole in this study. 

Mind-Maps 

The final step on the ladder was not defined, but being a visual learner, I found I 

needed to draw diagrams and graphs in handwritten format to organize the condensed 

data. Miles and Huberman (1994) believe that you need to “know what you display” (p. 

91). By combining the steps in the ladder with a high amount of visual aides, I was able 

to make sense of the data. Each key finding used a technique called ‘mind-mapping’ 

before it was written in its entirety.. By following this process, I was able to manage, 

analyze and interpret the large amount (over 200 pages) of data.  

Sources of Evidence and Triangulation 

Strauss (1987) suggests a preliminary step called open coding. Miles and Huberman 

(1994) further describe the process of clustering, which involves the use of single or 
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multiple dimensions that group “things that go together.” In collecting case study data, 

the main idea is to triangulate, or establish evidence, to make the findings as robust as 

possible. In order to triangulate data, it is best to see how two or more independent 

sources point to the same set of events or facts. Yin (2004) suggests that this is not 

always an easy process. For example, even if all of the interviewees suggested the same 

“mantra” about a particular organization, the operations of the organization may not 

coincide with it. It is therefore best to use multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 2004). 

Accordingly, this study utilized interviews, observations and document review as 

evidence. Finally, an essential element about this phase of the research is that all evidence 

is presented as evidence, and not as interpretation. Thus, this study presents all the data 

formally and explicitly in a variety of formats, including tables, charts, figures, and other 

exhibits (Yin, 2004). 

Validity 

Maxwell (2005) refers to validity “as the correctness or credibility of a 

description, conclusion, explanation, interpretation, or other sort of account” (p. 106). 

According to Merriam (2002), there are a number of strategies to ensure reliability and 

validity, such as triangulation, member checks, and long-term observations. I ensured 

triangulation through a combination of methods, such as surveys, observation, interview 

transcripts, and documents. Member checks occurred within 48 hours of the interview, 

and observations occurred over a three-month period of time.  

Subjectivity 

Another threat to validity is the researcher’s bias, or one’s own subjectivity. In a 

qualitative, interpretive case study, the researcher is the primary instrument of data 
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collection and analysis, which directly implicates the subjectivity of the researcher. 

Peshkin (1988) argues that because subjectivity is inevitable in research, it is important to 

“enable researchers to be aware of how their subjectivity may be shaping their inquiry 

and its outcomes” (p. 17). My subjectivity in this study is shaped by experiences as a 

social entrepreneur in the field of education, as well as by recently organizing a 

worldwide conference on the intersection between social entrepreneurship and 

technology.  

In an effort to address bias, and with an awareness of how this subjectivity may 

shape inquiry and outcomes, I stayed true to the results of the network analysis to identify 

interviewees. Additionally, I remained in research mode throughout the entire process. 

Summary 

The purpose of this comparative case study was to gain an understanding of the 

role that three elements of social capital play as a mechanism in a CEDSE. Research 

procedures that have been described and that were utilized included interviews, 

observations and a review of documents.  Methods for data analysis have also been 

described.  These methods included the use of a variety of inductive techniques, such as 

coding, creation of categories, a search for patterns, clustering, and the development of 

themes. This section also discussed the need for trustworthiness to ensure internal and 

external validity. Several means for achieving trustworthiness were used in this study and 

have been described, including, triangulating the data by collecting data from multiple 

sources and conducting member checks. Member checks enabled me to engage the 

participants in the research by having them review the summary of transcripts to confirm 

or validate the data. Finally, this methodology section concluded with a discussion about 



GJM!

!

ethical considerations, such as disclosure of researcher bias, consideration for 

confidentiality and a strict adherence to IRB guidelines.   
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Overview of Chapter 

This comparative case study examined social capital as an operating mechanism 

for community economic development-focused social entrepreneurship (CEDSE) 

organizations. What follows in this Chapter is a descriptive account of the cases used in 

this study: Gulf Capital and Inner City Capital. The discussion incorporates pseudonyms 

and required vagueness to protect confidentiality of the participants and the case study 

sites. This Chapter begins with a short description of each case study site and then reveals 

how three core elements of social capital can serve as a foundation for understanding the 

role of social capital in a CEDSE. Each key finding includes the stories of the members 

of the network, as told by them and as observed by me. Additionally, sections of certain 

documents, including strategic plans, newspapers articles and annual reports, further 

support the key findings.  

It was my intent to combine the stories presented in this Chapter. After thoroughly 

reviewing the collected data, I found that both case study sites had a significant number 

of similarities. Throughout this Chapter, the supporting information for both case study 

sites have been woven into the three main areas that were researched: network, trust and 

reciprocity (which is divided into two sections, herein) and resources. The sustainability 

of the CEDSE was also a finding with respect to how it connects to the core elements 

researched.  This finding is discussed in its related section. The data presentation is as 

follows:  
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First, the role of the network is reviewed. Specifically, how a member serves in a 

variety of role types, including a facilitator, a channeler and/or a nurturer, is discussed.  A 

commitment to facilitating change was observed among members of the network. This is 

discussed as a behavior that was shared and manifested by the network members. It is not 

considered a separate finding, but rather as an attitude that members of the CEDSE 

networks have in common.  

Second, the role of trust as a major element of social capital is summarized in the 

data analysis. For the purposes of this study, I used a specific definition of trust. In the 

regions that were studied, building trust is a challenge for the CEDSE, based on historical 

events. These will be discussed in further detail followed by a discussion of trust from 

within and outside the network.  

A cousin to trust is the role of reciprocity, and the data in this section covers the 

importance of its reciprocity within a CEDSE network. Indirect reciprocity is a particular 

focus of the case study sites behaviors. This is discussed in conjunction with the trust and 

direct reciprocity.  

Lastly, a brief review of the role that resources play is discussed. Resources have 

been categorized into financial, knowledge, and physical resources that the CEDSE 

shares with its network. Additionally, several good practices were discovered and those 

will be discussed as the intangible resources that the CEDSE organizations share. In 

Figure 8 below, the close intersection of all four elements is depicted. Simply put, in 

order for a CEDSE to operate, all four of the elements need to share the level of 

intersection as described below. 
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Figure 8: Intersection of Elements 

  

Section 1: Background 

Case Study Site One: Gulf Capital  

Gulf Capital is a nonprofit organization in the Southeastern part of the United 

States with 10 staff members. Gulf Capital was formed prior to one of our country’s 

worst natural disasters. Prior to the disaster, Gulf Capital was poised to be an incubator of 

entrepreneurial businesses. Shortly after the hurricane, however, attention was drawn to 

the importance of small businesses. Small businesses are the economic foundation of the 

community that Gulf Capital serves, accounting for over 90% of businesses in the area. 

This community suffered unprecedented economic trauma as a result of one of the worst 

natural disasters in its history. Most crippling were the losses endured by the small 

business community. According to economist Tim Ryan, “This city had 115,000 
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businesses in 2002, losing half of these businesses is not out of the question. The vast 

majority of those consisted of small companies or self-employed individuals.”  

The culture in the area served by Gulf Capital is similar to the cultures in many 

American cities. It is most evident in its diverse neighborhoods and communities.  

Generally, a city is at risk if its local citizens do not encourage and stimulate reinvestment 

by both homeowners and neighborhood businesses.  This is common practice in most 

settings; build businesses and people will get jobs, buy homes, and build a community. A 

current differentiating factor is that the U.S. economy has weakened and there is a strong 

push to build at the local level. Recently, the region of Gulf Capital was named by 

Entrepreneur Magazine as one of the most entrepreneurial sections of our country.  

Entrepreneurial thinking reflects the need to invest in each other. This will, in 

turn, foster the entrepreneurial spirit that makes our country unique. Both of the 

communities being served by the case study sites are harnessing that spirit and coupling it 

with imagination. As Tom Friedman recently stated:  

What your (US) citizens imagine now matters more than ever because they 

can act on their own imaginations farther, faster, deeper and cheaper than ever 

before — as individuals. In such a world, societies that can nurture people 

with the ability to imagine and spin off new ideas will thrive. The Apple iPod 

may be made in China, but it was dreamed up in America, and that’s where 

most of the profits go. America — with its open, free, no-limits, immigrant-

friendly society — is still the world’s greatest dream machine (New York 

Times, November 21, 2009).  

What the data analysis has shown is that investment in entrepreneurial activity is 



GJR!

!

linked to the recovery of suffering communities. Many people still believe that the 

“American Dream” can be achieved. Both the investment and the recovery are at greater 

risk without the other. The themes and patterns uncovered in this research show how 

trusting an organization can be a catalyst for the changes necessary to stimulate 

community economic development.  

Case Study Site Two: Inner City Capital  

Inner City Capital Inc. is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization located in the 

Northeastern part of the United States. The organization was founded by two Harvard 

graduates, and offers both one-on-one business coaching and a 10-week entrepreneurship 

course entitled the Community Business Academy (CBA). Since 2004 when it was 

founded, Inner City Capital has worked with more than 250 individuals (mostly single 

mothers) in its area.  The founders observed a gap in the services provided to low-income 

entrepreneurs living in distressed inner cities. 

Established groups, such as SCORE and the U.S. Small Business Development 

Centers, focus on entrepreneurs further along in their journey. However, Inner City 

Capital works with micro-entrepreneurs, i.e., mothers offering home day-care services or 

people trying to bring a food cooperative to market. These individuals do not consider 

themselves small business owners and do not ordinarily tap into existing educational and 

coaching services. In addition, most of the educational needs for this population tend to 

be delivered in far-off suburban office parks. These facilities are remote from an Inner 

City population bereft of transportation options. 

The data analysis will discuss how an organization can transform lives and 

communities through entrepreneurship. For example, Inner City Capital has discovered 
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that traditional entrepreneurial training programs frequently focus on formal business 

plan writing.  This is a daunting prospect for entrepreneurs with limited educational 

backgrounds. Many of them are coming out of an educational system that has been 

stagnating for decades. 

Therefore, the mission of Inner City Capital is to assist struggling entrepreneurs 

and communities in building strong businesses that transform lives, strengthen families 

and create vibrant, sustainable neighborhoods. The vision of Inner City Capital is to build 

a replicable model for high-quality entrepreneurial development services that can be 

locally adopted in other low-wealth communities and used as a catalyst for social and 

economic empowerment. 

The themes relative to Inner City Capital are values that are discussed in a 

majority of their written materials. After conducting the interviews at Inner City Capital, 

it was evident to me that these themes are carried out on a regular basis by the members 

of its staff and the entrepreneurs it supports. Below is a list of those values.  

Table 3: People and Performance Values 

People Values:  Performance Values: 

How we guide our relationships with our 

clients, team members, funders, board members, 

and partners. 

What we demand of ourselves, individually and 

as a social enterprise. 

     Honest Communication 

 Joyful Productivity 

 Mindful Teamwork 

 Entrepreneurial Innovation 

 Personal Growth & Development 

 Professional Excellence 

 Grassroots Methodology 

 Quantitative Outcomes 

 Programs which are: 

 Efficient 
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 Commitment to Social Change 

 Respect 

 Effective 

 Sustainable 

 Scalable 

 Replicable  
Comparison of Case Study Sites 

The table below details the similarities and slight differences of both 

organizations. As the table below shows, in aggregate, the CEDSEs in this study are 

actually very similar and can be analyzed per the following set of categories.   

Table 4: Gulf Capital and Inner City Capital Snapshots 

Facts & Figures 

 Gulf Capital 
[For entrepreneurs and those 

who believe in them.] 

Inner City Capital 
[Your dream. Your 

business. Our mission.] 
Year Founded 1999/2002 2004 
Leadership Originally, 5 guys who wanted to 

make a difference; Small? Group 
of entrepreneurs, innovators and 
professionals 

Originally, 2 Harvard 
graduates with a passion;  
5 full-time business 
coaches 

Initial Funding $150,000 cash raised from private 
sources to award winner of a 
Business Plan Competition 

Private investment 

Major Partner Type Corporations and Foundations Existing microfinance 
organizations 

Entrepreneurs  
Served 

In 9 years, have supported:  
• 269 local entrepreneurs 
• engaged 670 professionals  
• allocated over 41,000 consulting 
hours 
• $2 million in capital 

216 graduates, with 87 
currently in business and 
an additional 82 in the 
planning stages 

Boards  
 

Board of Directors consists of 
CEOs, entrepreneurs, business 
professionals, and academic leaders 
from the Gulf Capital region  

Board of Trustees consists 
of business leaders, CEOs, 
consultants, and educators 

2009 “Class” 5 entrepreneurs serving the green 
and urban spaces 

• 18 new businesses started 
and approximately 30 
businesses strengthened 
• Created 15 FTE jobs and 
saved/retained another 30 
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FTE jobs 
2010 Plans Host Gulf Capital Entrepreneur 

Week, March 20-27, 2010, to mark 
the culmination of Gulf Capital’s 
year round program; Triple the 
number of entrepreneurs served 
and business launched  

Continue plan to work with 
more entrepreneurs  

 
Section 1 Findings: Overview of Networks 

 
“. . . [I]t takes a village to do what we are trying to do here . . . a village of crazy, 

well-intended people who will try anything to help rebuild . . . who are committed to 

making the best out of one of the worst imaginable situations.”   

Gulf Capital interviewee, October 

2009.  

The members of the network who were interviewed did not span much beyond the 

“closed” network of each community. This assisted me in understanding at a deep and 

meaningful level what they were trying to do to assist the communities in which they 

lived.  Each interviewee was identified by a staff member of the CEDSE and confirmed 

by the leadership of the CEDSE. The diagram below explains the process that led to the 

identification of the interviewees for this study. 
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Figure 9: Diagram of Network Analysis 

 

The very fashion in which the network was identified indicates a closed network at play 

in both case study examples.  
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The focus of the study, however, was how certain elements of social capital 

contribute to the mechanisms related to the CEDSE. Mechanisms explain how and why 

one thing leads to another. This next section focuses on the network as a mechanism. 

Many researchers cite networks as an important source of social capital. However, what 

they mean by this varies considerably. The data collected for this study suggests that 

there are main roles that explain the role of the closed network. The three roles the 

networks in this study enact are as follows: facilitators of change, channelers of energy, 

and nurturers of network.  

As a Facilitator of Change 
 

Figure 10: Network/Trust Matrix 

 
 

As shown in the matrix above, there are several different ways to understand the 

relationships between the many intersections of organizations that were involved in this 
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study. In this section we see this importance of how, even with a low level of trust, there 

is a capacity for people to facilitate a change. It is estimated that there were 7 numbers of 

those types of relationships in this study.  

One particular example of this facilitator relationship highlights how a large bank 

assisted with a small amount of funding for a particular program of the CEDSE. The 

main point of the investment was to assist a particular area of community development 

through a series of education forums. Normally, banks do not need a high level of trust 

when making a small charitable investment. These types of small community investments 

are considered “nearly risk-free,” according to one of the interviewees.  

During my interview with both the president of this region’s bank and his director 

of community relations, it was evident that they were there to facilitate the necessary 

funds for the beginning of a program. They answered simply, “[i]t seemed like the right 

thing to do.”  

There had not been a longstanding relationship between this bank and Gulf Capital, but 

the bank did express a small level of trust in the interview process. The director of 

community relations had been at the city mayor’s office when the original funding for 

Gulf Capital was awarded. The director was happy to assist them in her new role at the 

bank because she had known that Gulf Capital produced results. A bank’s traditional 

level of trust is typically transactional. This type of trust can easily be broken if a loan is 

not repaid or a grant is not successful. However, as one of the interviewees shared, “the 

bank often feels like they have the upper hand, because they hold the money strings.” So, 

by extending their plans to include Gulf Capital, the bank was able to facilitate a situation 

that otherwise would not have happened.  This is a unique circumstance and is supported 
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by the following reason as to why a strong network is the basis for a facilitator of change 

relationship. What this study suggests is that when those organizations can facilitate 

change, despite people’s natural desire to resist, the network is strengthened.  

As stated earlier, there is a mix of organizational types that were included in the 

responses to the survey administered in the case study sites. The survey results indicated 

23 different organizational representatives. This, then, provided the pool of 32 possible 

interviewees, which ultimately became the 26 interviews conducted for this research. The 

data indicates that all staff members of a CEDSE understand that it does indeed “take a 

village” to make “real change” happen. Included in Appendix A is the complete list of all 

of the stages of the “naming” process. 

Additionally, in reviewing all of the documents, websites and my observations of 

staff behaviors, it is evident that networking is common practice for both case study sites. 

Each case study site highly promotes its supporters, encourages the use of additional 

resources that could assist the entrepreneurial community it is serving, and each CEDSE 

is highly sophisticated in marketing its partners and network.  

The Importance of Change 

“As a general rule, the mindset of most <people in this region> is that they 

choose to offer their skills in a challenging community environment. This is much 

larger than whatever they are managing in front of their computer screens. Showing 

up for work rarely becomes a chore when you can look out your window and 

immediately see the need.  Making the change is what matters most to these people.” 

Blog posting related to Gulf Capital (7/12/09).  
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Change theory was not a part of the literature review, but as the data was analyzed 

it became a shared attitude of most of the interviewees. Therefore, this narrative 

emphasizes how network members presented ideas and opportunities intended to 

facilitate real change.  The members of the networks were historically resistant to change. 

To provide context, I draw briefly upon the work of Piderit to form a parallel between the 

members of the network and Piderit’s discussion of employee’s attitudes toward change.  

Piderit (2000) states that, “attitude formation may begin with ambivalence in 

attitudes, depending on the level of change, ranging from small changes to changes 

involving ‘a complete conceptual redefinition’ (citing Beer & Walton, 1987, 342)” (p. 

789). As such, Piderit explains, when facing major change, “employees seem more likely 

to engage in the formation of a new attitude, rather than simply shift their old attitude 

along a stable dimension” (p. 789). This study moves beyond just employees and 

discusses change with the members of the CEDSE’s network. That attitude was captured 

in a quote from a member of the Inner City network.  

. . . [o]nce the Harvard bright lights arrived, we thought ‘Oh, here we go 

again, the smarties are coming to help the poor’. . . but these two were 

different, they were committed, they moved into our city, they became part of 

our lives . . . maybe the moons were aligned and maybe it was time for real 

change.  

 When I first began working with the CEDSE organizations, there was an obvious 

resistance to the changes that they were trying to bring to the communities they were 

serving. It was difficult to understand why that was, and this study is not rooted in 

understanding people’s attitudes toward change. Piderit (2000) discusses multiple levels 
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of individual attitudes labeled cognitive, emotional, and intentional. The cognitive 

dimension refers to beliefs and the emotional dimension refers to the individual’s 

feelings, while the third dimension is the most controversial. The third dimension is 

“based in past behaviors and future intentions to act” (p. 786). The difficulty with this last 

dimension is where the emphasis is placed; in some cases, the emphasis is more on the 

past as opposed to the focus on future intentions. These three dimensions are referenced 

as the “tripartite view of attitudes” (Piderit, 2000, citing Ajzen, 1984).   

                                                  Tripartite View of Attitudes 

Figure 11:                                                     Cognitive 

 
 
       
    Emotional                                               Intentions 

 

The tripartite view of change can be seen in full effect during the interview 

process.  I sensed in each interview that cognitively, people understood what they needed 

to do to make the changes. Emotionally, they had no choice; in some situations, it truly 

was a matter of life or death. Their intent was rooted in their willingness to participate 

and be part of the solution, as opposed to just being part of the problems that enveloped 

their lives.  

“We knew we were dealing with crisis situation, we were, are, and always will be 

cleaning up this mess . . . but we have to restore the community, we have to bring back 

the economy—socially, physically and emotionally . . . this is like your memorial to the 

Vietnam Vets in Washington, a scar on our earth, that will last forever but we can build 

around it, we can move ahead if we commit to change.”  
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It should be noted that behavior should be identified as a separate construct rather 

than attitude. The ambivalence in attitudes with regard to change may occur in different 

ways. The individual may cognitively see the change in alignment with his schema, and 

may emotionally may see his/her colleagues being laid off and feel distraught. The lack 

of congruence between cognitive and emotional responses may lead to ambivalence. This 

can precipitate inaction or active resistance. The areas where the CEDSE live have long 

been accused of “not caring,” and just letting “everything go by the wayside.”  That 

seems to be changing.  

Toward Catalytic Change 

 Members of the network do not act like employees of an organization. Rather, 

they appear to make a full commitment to situations therein. Several quotes that focus on 

the beliefs of the members of the network stand out: 

Inner City Capital: 

Working with Inner City Capital is very dynamic, very entrepreneurial…they are 

always looking at how do you adapt to new markets if you want to stay viable and 

we as a foundation must also adapt to the new markets if we want to stay viable. 

And part of us adapting is being able to stretch and being willing to learn, so it’s 

a constantly evolving relationship. 

I come over to <this organization> and they are shifting this model for how we do 

our work into deeply rooting community development, target neighborhoods. For 

me it was a real opportunity to realize stuff that had been happening for years. 

Gulf Capital: 

I mean I guess the other thing, in terms of  <the leader>  and team, is that they 
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needed a business person who is a little bit sober, very desirous of the kind of 

change we were talking about and the future of <the city>.  So the commonality 

there was unquestioned. 

…<the storm> accelerated this community’s decline, but in doing so opened the 

door for radical and comprehensive change, with a goal nothing short of 

restoring and improving one of the great cities of the world. 

When a commitment to transformative change is made, differences are more 

likely to occur.  A major banking organization in the Gulf Capital network changed their 

traditional philanthropic funding model. In 2007, Gulf Capital dedicated their funding 

efforts to “serious community transformation.” A group of community representatives 

began to meet on a regular basis. During the discussions, using all aspects of social 

capital, the group developed a concept for three catalytic projects that were to take place 

in a certain part of the community being served. Those projects have seven underlying 

themes to redevelop a part of the city: 

! Strengthening Community Connections 

! Telling the Community Story  

! Quality Housing 

! Neighborhood Beautification 

! Employment, Business Development, and Wealth Building 

! Lifelong Learning 

! Health and Safety  

All of the funding for these catalytic projects now constitutes 100% of the annual 

giving of the major bank that was interviewed. This was coupled with a series of focused 
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funding efforts from other national, regional and local funders. The three catalytic 

projects for Gulf Capital are closely aligned with the strategic goals of many 

organizations that are focused on social entrepreneurial work.  

The table below notes major initiatives, as described by members of the network, 

to revitalize their communities. These projects bring about the change that is expected in 

the region.  

Table 5: Major Initiatives of Gulf Capital and Inner City Capital 

 
Catalytic 
Project 
Category  

 
Gulf Capital  

 
Inner City Capital  

Housing  Redevelopment of a particular 
public housing facility that 
would allow for people to 
return safely to the city 

Provide access to entrepreneurs 
who need more secure and stable 
housing environments  

Community 
Resource Center 

Building community 
“Innovation Centers” to 
revitalize key commercial 
corridors in the region with the 
pilot center under development 
in an area that has the highest 
concentration of affordable 
housing in the region; this 
center is designed to be a 
catalyst for a robust 
commercial corridor that will 
fuel private investment 
throughout the neighborhood, 
giving residents a sense of 
confidence, ownership, and 
participation in their 
community 

The Renewal Center that will be 
used for business meetings, 
graduation ceremonies, all business 
academies and social activities; this 
renewal center will be the gathering 
spot for access to all retail space, 
technology, technical assistance, 
financial services, and other 
essential resources necessary to 
economic recovery and 
development 

Retail Renewal  The culture of this area focuses 
on the “creative class” and has 
designed a space that is 
becoming the home base for 
innovation and 
entrepreneurship in the city. A 
longtime vision, this 

Working closely with another 
neighborhood organization, Main 
Street is a comprehensive, 
community-driven revitalization 
program designed to preserve the 
community history while improving 
accessibility to goods and services, 
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entrepreneurial hotspot will be 
a physical manifestation of the 
entrepreneurial community 
that is hard at work in this city  
Dog friendly, bike friendly and 
gym friendly. The building  is 
complete with Concierge 
Program managed by Gulf 
Capital. 

generating business development 
and employment opportunities.  

Education  Gulf Capital hosts an annual 
education process to work with 
the community’s social and 
high-growth entrepreneurs.  
They do this by:  
1) Selecting high growth 
entrepreneurs and  
providing a myriad of 
resources. 
2) The selected entrepreneurs 
participate in an intensive 
9-month program.  
 3) Together, the CEDSE and 
the entrepreneurs 
influence positive  
economic change.  
 

The Community Business Academy 
(CBA) is an intensive course in 
basic business management and 
planning where entrepreneurs gain 
hands-on familiarity with the 
fundamental concepts, tools, and 
skills needed to plan and run a 
successful business. CBA is 
designed specifically for the start-
up entrepreneur with little or no 
business experience or someone in 
the process of growing a micro-
business. 

 

As Facilitators for Change 

During the interviews, members of the network of both organizations frequently 

referred to themselves as facilitators of change. Members of the networks have said that 

they do the following on behalf of either Gulf Capital or Inner City Capital:  

Our organization connects the dots… we make a match that is meaningful. 

 

We assist Inner City Capital with finding access to money that comes with 

knowing the city as well as our organization does. They are still new. They have a 
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lot to learn about how to get the right resource. We see one of our major roles as 

helping them find those opportunities. 

 These actors define a project, gain support from backers and, working in tandem 

with backers, will bargain for acceptance from external stakeholders. The bargaining is to 

frame issues so as to convince others in the field that there is a need for change. This calls 

for change-savvy individuals who know how to work together despite their differences. 

People within the network understand the mutual benefits of collaborating, and are 

attentive to evaluating and using lessons learned. The two CEDSEs represented in this 

study strive to do this on a daily basis.  

For example, a member of the Gulf Capital network discussed how members of 

the network work together: 

In this network, we have four members that work very closely together. These 

people are members of something we call the collaborative enterprise 

development network. This is an umbrella group whose members work with 

micro-entrepreneurs. There are levels of people who work together and feed each 

other. At level one, you have an entrepreneur who wants to bake cookies and sell 

those cookies out of their home. At level two, you have a barber who cuts hair at a 

local shop but does not want to expand the franchise. At level three, you have a 

multitude of contractors who cooperate with other small businesses. Lastly, you 

have Gulf Capital. They will cooperate with all types of entrepreneurs, but 

specifically focus on going above and beyond and challenging those with the 

greatest ability to produce economic and social change in our communities.  

In Inner City, one of the funding agency officials stated: 
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. . . [I]t is most important that Inner City Capital continue to bring all parts of the 

community together, they are in the middle of a movement, a movement we have 

needed for quite some time, but they are showing signs of real progress. They 

engage every sector—the rich, the poor, the educated the non-educated, the ones 

who have seen jail, the ones who never should . . . many, many people have sought 

help from them… every person in that area has a chance if they bring a good idea 

to <the leaders>. 

 We have learned that a person is creative and motivated to move away from 

scripted patterns of behavior. Thus, social entrepreneurial organizations, like the CEDSEs 

represented here, are seen as "on the ground," in that they had both a critical role to 

engage community members and a motivation to be creative. Because of the natural 

disaster they experienced, or the ongoing state of poverty in which they have been living, 

there was a unique opportunity to completely “start from scratch.”  

When describing the “renewal center’s purposes,” one of the partners at Inner 

City Capital stated the following: 

The work at the Renewal Center is vital to our rebuilding effort. The area is to 

access to retail space, technology, technical assistance, education and other 

essential resources necessary to infuse small business innovation and resources in 

the Main Street. We are committed to serving the people of this region and advise 

them to expect more.   

Both organizations are living in fluid times because of the effects of either a 

natural or financial disaster. Thus, it is difficult to establish a norm as needs are 
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constantly in flux, change happens frequently, and there appear to be many “rule 

changers” in the networks that support both case study sites.  

The Challenge to “Channel” 

“If I can learn to make my business work for me, learn to grow it, and learn 

to do it legitimately, then I can help my sons down the road.  I can help my 

grandson down the road because I’m leaving a legacy for them by building 

something of my own, in my community, that came from me.  By taking this course 

and being part of this, its opened up a whole world of how people can put ideas 

together and make them into something valuable.” Inner City Entrepreneur, 2009. 

Figure 12: 

 

As shown in the matrix above, there are several different ways to understand the 

relationships between the many intersections of organizations that were involved in this 

study. In this section we see that, with a moderate level of trust, there is a stronger 
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capacity for people to channel their energy in one direction. It is estimated that there were 

9 numbers of those types of relationships in this study. Specifically, one organization 

working with Inner City Capital stated the following about the important role Inner City 

Capital plays in the community:  

It took time, and we may not be completely there yet, but one of the major roles, I 

think <Acme organization> plays in working with Inner City Capital is— and I 

hate to put it this way given the circumstances we are under here in <this 

community>— partner in crime. Not everyone, trusts <the leaders>, yet they are 

getting there, but they are not there completely yet. However, all the people in this 

community know to trust us and if we align ourselves with what Inner City is 

doing and we focus our energy, this will result in a better outcome.  Someday, our 

role as “broker” will end, but for now it is a vital part in the success of Inner City 

Capital…<the leaders> know it and so do we. 

In 1995, Granovetter challenged the academic community to better understand 

“where the network contacts of different individuals and groups might channel them” (p. 

150). He suggested that this could be done by exploring the relationship between contacts 

that provide resources and the network structures from which they are drawn. That 

challenge was accepted, and is one of the underlying principles of this research study, 

which supports three components of social capital theory.  

Channeling In the Same Direction 

 A channeler of energy is the prime mover in a CEDSE organization. No 

organization can succeed without firmly entrenched goals. Strong leadership is pivotal to 

achieving those goals.  What the data suggests is a CEDSE is a channeler of the energy 
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amongst the network members. The overwhelming finding in this section addresses how 

channeling a CEDSE’s network in one direction is critical to the operation of that 

CEDSE. All data collected for this study supports that these networks are concerned 

about the economic development of the communities that are being served by the 

CEDSE.  As stated earlier, the people in these communities are focused on what they are 

doing for themselves, as well as for future generations.  In fact, they do not only think 

about themselves; rather, they imagine a world that is better for their children and 

grandchildren:  

. . . [T]he world as we know it changed, for a variety of reasons on 9/11 . . . we saw 

it from our backyards and we wondered what we could do locally, we knew it was 

time to clean up our act here on MLK Boulevard and ever since that day, we have 

focused on cleaning up our part . . . that was, what 8 years now, right? . . . and 

honestly we only started to make a dent, we need to do better . . . not only for 

ourselves . . . but for our children. 

 During observation, I noted that a CEDSE must establish a strong tie of a 

substantive nature in the community.  Both CEDSE organizations thrive in urban, social 

settings where network members support the development of social entrepreneurial 

thinking. The challenge they face is that many entrepreneurial spirits believe that their 

bold aspirations cannot be realized without a critical mass of organizations and 

individuals aligned and working effectively on their behalf.  This is simply not the way 

these CEDSE work with the community. Rather, they focus on one relationship at a time. 

They assist each person they serve to have one goal, one direction, and one purpose.   

What I observed was that a CEDSE is a collection of dyadic ties. During the interview 
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periods and in my visits afterward, I observed that the CEDSE preaches the same 

“messaging” to each unique member of the network.  This collection of ties makes up the 

community, but as one leader stated:  

. . . [W]e stick to the same message for all of our entrepreneurs . . . we have learned 

the importance of saying the same thing “a million times if we have to . . . it helps 

the people we serve focus. 

However, what I witnessed was that while they do have a shared message, the art is in 

how they deliver it differently to each actor. A short review of Simmel’s work on dyadic 

ties helps illustrate how channeling each dyadic tie assists the overall network.   

CEDSE as a Collection of Dyadic Ties 

 Simmel defines sociability as “the play-form of association,” driven by 

“amicability, breeding, cordiality and attractiveness of all kinds. In order for this free 

association to occur, the personalities must not emphasize themselves too individually . . . 

with too much abandon and aggressiveness.” Simmel also describes “this world of 

sociability . . . a democracy of equals . . . without friction,” so long as people blend 

together in a spirit of fun and affection to “bring about among themselves a pure 

interaction free of any disturbing material accent.” (p. 257).  

 Despite the circumstances in which both of the CEDSEs find themselves, it is 

within Simmel’s definition that we find a connection. Channeling the energy of such 

different types of organizations is not an easy task. Both CEDSEs have succeeded at 

focusing the ideas of the many people who make up the network. They do this by not 

stressing the individual needs of one or two, but of the greater good. For example, the 

mantras of both organizations are such that you see the region as a whole, rather than as 
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separate entities: 

“For entrepreneurs and those who believe in them” 

“Transforming lives and communities through entrepreneurship” 

These phrases are the cornerstones of the organizations selected as the case study sites. 

They reflect the missions of the CEDSE organizations: to develop an economy by raising 

the profile of the entrepreneur. The phrases depict how embracing Simmel’s principle of 

democracy and equality manifest themselves. Put simply, everyone has a chance to 

succeed, no matter what his or her circumstances.  

 However, both CEDSEs are savvy enough to understand that part of their role in 

supporting the greater good is to focus on how they handle each relationship on a 1:1 

basis.   

Can those ideas, thoughts and energy be channeled in the same direction? Members of 

the network describe it well when discussing their own dyadic relationship with Inner 

City Capital: 

They take it one day at a time, they focus on each individual… even after being 

recognized at the White House by President Obama, <the leader> came back to the 

neighborhood and sat with a new entrepreneur for a few hours, discussing their 

new business idea. It was as if she never went to DC. By helping us one at a time, 

<the leader> provides a backbone for all of us to count on…we won’t get too big 

for our britches.  

Accountability Helps the Channeling  

 All members of the network discuss how the “rebuilding efforts” (which is how 

they characterize what is happening in their regions) start locally. The CEDSE 
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organizations must adhere to a strict sense of accountability on all sides of the equation.  

One can sense how each effort will make a bigger difference. Recently, many of the 

network members interviewed have been the recipients of some of the “stimulus funding” 

that the current White House administration has granted to keep the economy moving. 

However, the leaders of the CEDSEs continue to ground all the people they serve. One 

way they do this is by making the members of the network accountable for the work they 

each contribute to the local economy. It is almost with a military precision that they 

utilize the social capital at their disposal. One of the Inner City interviewees stated it this 

way: 

. . . [I]t’s like boot camp when you are in these programs, you get up each day with 

a task and you know that on Tuesday night at 6p.m., <Joe> is going to ask what 

you did for your business that day. I hold myself fully responsible to answering any 

question that <Joe> might have for me. 

 There are other regions of the U.S. that have a “strong network,” such as Silicon 

Valley in California and Route 123 in Boston. There are many empirical stories about the 

scientific-based measurements and financial success of many for-profit businesses that 

have thrived in these regions. However, there have been few studies about regions that 

are focusing the network to leverage social entrepreneurial success stories.  

 For example, while interviewing a member of Gulf Capital’s network, it was clear 

that very little accountability has existed between organizations. People took care of each 

other, as individuals, especially after the storm. 

I was also trying to take a guy, who at the time who was totally lost after the 

hurricane, and help him find his way. A lot of his social network had been 
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completely displaced…a lot of his friends left town and what have you. So I was 

looking for a way to plug him in that would be useful for him…but he never felt like 

he owed anything to anyone, so we lost touch. It’s different with organizations, 

especially those that were walking the streets after the storm to help get us back on 

our feet. We feel like we all can always be doing something… the resources we 

share are all types of resources. The point is we feel like they belong to everyone… 

that we are accountable to the city and not just a small group of people.  

Several stories, as told through the voice of experience, illustrate how the CEDSE is seen 

as an organization that provides focus and clarity: 

 Gulf Capital stresses the importance for my organization to take care of our own, 

to embrace a culture of where we come from and to make sure that the challenges 

they face will first be overcome here at home and then, we will be ready to take on 

the rest of the nation, or perhaps the rest of the world. 

 

Inner City Capital teaches its students the basics of starting a new business, a 

social conscious business, and that even though it may be easy to start a business in 

the U.S., it’s not easy for the typical guy in this neighborhood… many of us have no 

equity, some of us have been to jail… for many of us, starting a business is 

expensive, time-consuming and downright discouraging. By being accountable to 

getting something off the ground, and know someone is watching is a very good 

motivation to achieve that goal.  
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More Jobs, Fewer Social Issues 

 Many interviewees discussed phenomena that I refer to as a “blip” in their original 

focus. Different network members have different needs and missions that need to be 

fulfilled through their connection with the CEDSE. At times, when small signs of success 

were being met, it became evident that members of the network needed to make a choice. 

In Figure 13 below, there are several instances of growth opportunities in which the 

organizations involved did not take part in leaving their communities. Rather, a focus of 

the organizations that a CEDSE supports is to create jobs and serve the social ills in their 

own neighborhoods.  When one individual who represented a minority business in the 

Inner City area realized her shop was not well positioned to receive customers, she made 

the following changes: 

Inner City Capital made me focus more on my budget, pricing, and most of all, 

marketing…I was on a side block, and I had to promote more to get customers to 

come in. Now, being in front of the avenue with a larger window, and the school 

kids out, it is a trendy store, so they want to see what’s new and what is going on. 

Across the nation, minority women are starting businesses at a rate of 6 times that 

of their peers, regardless of race, gender or education. In the region that Inner City serves, 

the above story represents a sampling of the better shot at success the women have, many 

of whom are single minority mothers. This I because of the tools provided by Inner City 

Capital’s CBA Program. Indeed, 75% of the 2008/2009 CBA classes were minority 

women. The same entrepreneur continued to tell her story about how channeling and 

focus help her community:  

After reopening <company name> in a new 1900-square foot space on Martin 

Luther King Drive in December, I developed a new vision for my business’s 
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future. It is the same type of business just at a grander scale…I started on one 

track, a long time ago, to do shoes and my own line, but I got sidetracked and 

went into retail because I didn’t know what to do… Now I’m back in the 

community I grew up in and I’m focused. There are jobs here, there is hope here, 

there is a revitalization of MLK Drive.   

In Figure 13 below, there are several examples of opportunities that existed for the people 

who were launching businesses in these communities. Ultimately, each would focus on 

how to bring more jobs and social value to the communities they hailed from, and not 

necessarily for the more national or international communities. 

Figure 13: Opportunities for Entrepreneurs 
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As Schram (2008), a well-known researcher in the field of all types of 

entrepreneurs, recently stated, “[a]ccountability for the future means accounting for the 

present.” Several interviewees mention this principle in the stories they share: 

 …<the leader> of Gulf Capital is not going to let us forget where we come 

from…it’s simply not going to happen. Even if we expand to dozens of countries, 

our products and services are the direct result of the work we did together here in 

<Gulf Capital’s region>. I have the freedom to make my own decisions, but I rely 

very heavily on the Gulf Capital family…it’s not in my best interest to piss them off.  

 

 Sure, I may want to go to a safer place and do my work, but for now, this is the 

region that needs the help, this is the area that I call home. 

The funders also force a channeling of energy. One of the representatives from the 

economic development fund groups, which assists Inner City Capital with a major grant, 

put it best when he said the following: 

If they try to be something they are not, they will fail. For now, they serve the 

citizens of the Inner City region, no one else can benefit from what they are doing 

until these people can tell a real story-the kind that gets written up in the 

magazines, not on a blog site.  

  In general, this focused channeling emphasized the need to possibly alienate some 

members of the network who may push the CEDSE in a direction that has not been 

agreed to by the network. To the members of both networks, it is worth it to have a 

precise mission and consistent messaging. By doing this, a quality-control system is 
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established by and for the entire network. This, then, ensures how most people can 

distinguish projects that can and cannot be implemented in the community they are 

serving.  

Keep it Focused, Yet Interesting 

 During the interviews with the executive directors of the CEDSE organizations, 

there was support for the idea of focus and alignment. However, they also stressed that 

one reason people stay involved in the network is because they are working on projects 

that serve a “greater good.” Although there is an emphasis and a focus on the local 

community, the Executive Directors of the case study sites provided a different 

perspective. They each explained how it is vital to make sure that people participating in 

the work that they do see the more global perspective. For example, in 2009, members of 

the current administration recognized both leaders. This allows for the local connection to 

see how their participation is at the national, if not global level. To quote one of the 

Executive Directors: “…it’s important for people in our community to believe that they 

are reaching out to others. If there was not something bigger to hold onto, it would be 

difficult to keep the level of people we work with engaged at a higher level.”  

 The channeling role is a critical role that all CEDSEs play in their communities. It 

is up to each individual member of the network, however, to channel the energy in a 

direction that is beneficial. Once that energy is channeled in that direction, its must be 

nurtured.  
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Nurturing the Networks 

“These are my streets. These are our homes. We are all working together like a family 

would to rebuild what some have said God took away from us. What I say is that God 

gave us the ability to see beyond these streets and take care of each other in our time of 

need. He helped us come together as one.”   Gulf Capital Interviewee, 2009.  

How a CEDSE (and its Network) Nurture 

The term “nurture” was used heavily (74 instances) when describing how the 

CEDSE networks are managed. The word is often associated with the nature versus 

nurture debate of trait behavior in psychology. However, the definition of "nurture" has 

been expanded in order to include the influences on development arising from prenatal, 

parental, extended family, and peer experiences, extending to influences such as media, 

marketing, and socio-economic status. As the global demand for more attention toward 

service is more focused, I believe that there is an emphasis on how organizations need to 

nurture each other. This is analogous to the way children are nurtured in a family.  

In this study, a nurturer is a vital element in the life of a CEDSE. They take on the 

role of a parent, watching over the CEDSE in a variety of fashions. Interestingly, what 

was noted was that members of the network with the highest level of trust also 

participated in a deeper and more nurturing relationship.  There were a handful of those, 

and these members have the longest standing relationships with each respective CEDSE. 
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Figure 14:  

!
In the last section, we return one last time to the matrix to analyze the nurturer 

relationship of a CEDSE. A unique aspect that was uncovered during the data analysis is 

that a nurturer wears many hats. This supports one of the major reasons that the trust 

level must be so high. At any given moment, the CEDSE may be called upon by a 

network member to provide a variety of services, such as access to capital or staff 

resources. As the networks were analyzed looking at different roles, it became clear that 

there are several different ways to understand the relationships between the many 

intersections of organizations that were involved in this study. For most of the people 

interviewed, the nurturing aspect is one that requires the most amount of time, resulting 

in the greatest effect.   
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An example that best illustrates a high level of trust coupled with a nurturer sense 

is that of how a major local research university, that played many parts in the rebuilding 

efforts during the aftermath of the disaster, worked closely with Gulf Capital. At times, 

the university looked to Gulf Capital for assistance to rebuild. Whether it was a situation 

where the university needed to build temporary housing for students and faculty or 

healthcare services for people who needed care, the university was constantly looking to 

Gulf Capital for ideas and insights to foster major efforts. This is because there was a 

symbiotic relationship where both organizations felt like they had to take care of the 

other. Gulf Capital and the university were two of the first organizations providing 

immediate relief to the citizens of the community upon their return to the city after the 

Hurricane.  

Beyond the disaster relief period, there was a continued relationship with the 

university and Gulf Capital. The nurturer role continued to be a large part of each 

player’s existence.  For example, when there is a need for marketing and relations with 

the press, the university would often utilize the service of the Gulf Capital team to 

promote activities that were advancing social change. The university “found it more 

effective” than using its own in-house public relations group. In turn, the university 

provided Gulf Capital with space, access to funding, and the additional emotional and 

research support of many of its faculty members.  This type of story reminds me of 

family members who care for one another when one may need a place to live or expertise 

that a certain sibling has that the others do not. We call upon each other when we need 

things; we nurture each other in the most polite ways. But, in the communities I studied, 

nurturing is a value, more like a code. For example, in Inner City, it became clear that 



GLR!

!

involving people in the familial aspect of their business is something many of the 

network members do.  

Specifically, in describing why a member of the network, representing one of the 

largest financial services firms in the world, continues to use the assets that his company 

supplies, he offered the following statement: 

The entrepreneurs that are being served by Inner City Capital live in our 

backyard. They are trying to revitalize a community. We are only a few blocks 

away but we could be on the other side of the world as far as they are concerned. 

We have to leave our big office, walk down a few blocks and see what they are 

doing with our eyes. Then, we can go into their lives and makes suggestion that 

will help do better, that will help our children feel safe walking down the street a 

few years from now. I try to go down to MLK Drive once or twice a week, just to 

see what is happening and if nothing new is happening, I know  <the leaders> 

are only a phone call away. I stay on them, I ask a lot of questions…because I do 

not want to stay in our big building and not help the community that I live in… 

that seems ridiculous.  

The above two stories emulate what nurturing is all about, which is to ensure that 

people are doing what they can be doing to improve the situations around them. As stated 

earlier, the role of a CEDSE is critical to the success of the community, and the success 

of the community is directly connected to how people in the network are nurtured.  
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Nurturing Role of the CEDSE Organization 

During the interview process, when members of the network described the role of 

the CEDSE, it became evident that both of these organizations wear many different hats 

in the communities they serve. As such, the CEDSE is a nurturer, while simultaneously 

being nurtured by other players.  

Table 6, below, lists the many different “roles” that the CEDSE plays with regard 

to an economic recovery, as mentioned by the 26 interviewees when describing their 

affiliation with the CEDSE.  By having so many roles, the CEDSE itself is a nurturer. On 

a daily basis, a CEDSE is a provider of many services that simply would not be available 

to the populations trying to start business in their downtrodden communities. These roles 

were grouped according to themes found in Round II of the coding process. Appendix E 

sets forth the details of the coding used in this process. The number in parentheses 

indicates the number of interviewees that mentioned that particular role.  

Table 6: Roles Played by a CEDSE 

Role Gulf Capital Inner City Capital 

Access to Capital  X (14) X  (9) 
Assessment of potential new social 
entrepreneurs/traditional entrepreneurs 

X (9) X (6) 

Focal Point for Innovation in the Region 
Being Served  

X (15)  

Manage Outreach Programs to the 
Community  

X (13) X (8) 

Develop Online Communities to ensure 
network members stay connected 

X (7)  

Develop strong Board of Directors and 
Advisors to assist with the Mission of the 
Organization  

X (11) X (8) 

Facilitate Student Internships and 
Volunteer Opportunities 

X (16)  

Work closely with local universities to 
research the Effects of their Programs on 

X  (12) X (6) 
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the communities served by the CEDSE 
Provide Educational Activities for network 
members and their supporters 

X (16) X  (10) 

Celebrators and Collaborators of all 
Successes  

X (10) X (8) 

Evaluation and Assessment of “work 
products and services” of members of the 
organization  

X (15) X (9) 

 

These roles are quite diverse, require a variety of skills sets, and when aggregated as one, 

the compilation of roles incorporates all three elements of social capital as discussed in 

this research study. Of significance, the one element underpinning all of these roles is the 

element of nurturing. 

What it Takes to Nurture the Network 

According to an intensive research study conducted by Crutchfield and Grant 

(2008), building an organization is only part of the story. Both case study sites, with a 

history of at least five years in operation, have proven that they have what it takes to keep 

the organization running. However, Crutchfield and Grant make the argument that “high 

impact nonprofits work with and through other organizations” (p. 111).  They refer to this 

as nurturing the network. Four tactics were utilized by the twelve nonprofits that they 

researched. Those were: (1) grow the pie; (2) share knowledge; (3) develop leadership; 

and (4) work in coalitions.  

Table 7: Four Tactics Utilized by Gulf Capital and Inner City Capital 

Four Tactics Gulf Capital  Inner City Capital  
Grow the Pie – more 
focused on growing the pie 
for others, than taking their 
own slice  

“I never feel like they want 
something for themselves; 
Gulf Capital is focused on 
how we will all succeed.”  

“Even after <the current 
administration>mentioned 
Inner City at the White 
House, <the leader> came 
back and told us that her 
feet were still firmly planted 
here and that she would not 
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stop until we all were 
helped.” 
 

Share Knowledge – share 
what they know with other 
organizations through 
research, publications and 
materials  

“The materials that come 
out of the <business week 
competition> are some of 
the most useful things I get 
all year about what is 
happening around the city.” 

“I think we share as much 
as they share, we tell Inner 
City what we are all about 
and Inner City finds 
resources to get us to where 
we need to go.”  

Develop Leadership- for the 
larger network, field or 
movement, thereby 
increasing their own 
personnel capacity  

“The whole point of what 
they do is build more 
entrepreneurs…more 
leaders in the community, 
without that there would be 
no reason for Gulf Capital 
to be here…”  

“The 100-day challenge 
program is one that makes 
us stay true to leadership, 
not just become business 
leader or social cause 
directors…we all have to 
participate, so it continues 
our network.”  

Work in Coalitions – once 
the core has been built the 
people must work together  

“Not once, not ever, is there 
not a million new ideas and 
a million people willing to 
help; the hard part will 
always be picking which 
ones make sense for our 
city…”  

“I have never felt like a lone 
wolf out here…I always 
knew I had the other 
graduates, my teachers at 
Inner City, someone who 
would be there to help.”  

 

Do Less, Nurture More 

  One interesting piece of data came from the Executive Directors of the CEDSE. 

During a validation interview, in which I shared the preliminary results of the study with 

the leaders, they shared with me that one of the ways they believe they nurture their 

networks was by doing less. They both felt that it was extremely important to not be “all 

things to all people,” as supported by the quotes below. 

From Inner City Capital: 

By empowering our network, I see a greater result, it’s a new way of doing things. 

The people in these organizations are taking care of each other for the first time 

in many years. They really are looking out for each other and by doing that, they 
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are able to do more for the community. Inner City Capital acts more like a 

facilitator.  

From Gulf Capital: 

There was a time that we used to do everything. This was a bad idea, it was not 

helping us grow. What we are seeing now, is that by us taking on less, our staff is 

focusing on how others can help their own organizations, as well as help us, help 

more. It’s a calibration cycle. Once we know something is working, we step out to 

move on to the next thing.  

Nurture Like Family 

 Another word used often in the data analysis was family. We are part of a bigger 

family, we come from different parts of the state, but once or twice a year, Gulf Capital 

puts us all together for the annual family picnic or the annual family gathering. It is at 

these gatherings where new ideas are shared, problems are discussed and opportunities 

are further refined. During this study, some interviewees spoke in familiar rhetoric. In 

fact, one of the interviewees, who is the father of one of the leaders, stated: 

I have never been more impressed with how two individuals went after a situation. 

I gave a stable hand and provided advice, as any parent would, but they were 

able to reach their own conclusions based on months of thorough research. Now, 

I watch from afar and see the family they have started in a community that needed 

them.  

Another interviewee described how he would like to see the future: 

I would like to see us use all this good information and start building something 

real here, something that when I come back five or six  years later, I’ll be like a 
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proud papa hearing about what my son did…not because it was in an email you 

received, but because people came and saw and got testimonials and anecdotes, 

and saw things like that, you would probably walk away feeling pretty good, and 

maybe you would want to do more. 

Having the three roles in action during all periods of a CEDSE’s lifecycle, one could 

predict ongoing growth of the CEDSE mission organizations. However, as discussed 

earlier in this Chapter, sustainability was on the mind of the interviewees. In the section 

below, the role of sustainability and networks is briefly discussed.  

 Finally, as a caveat, it is important that a CEDSE know where to draw the line in 

these efforts. Too little nurturing will lead to the failure of new projects. Too much 

nurturing will suffocate a new project, and indeed stop the CEDSE from growing.  

Reflecting on this juxtaposition, one of the Executive Directors put it best when he said: 

… I see more progress when I’m watching from the sidelines than when I am on 

the field. Now I have to make sure that there will be a lot of games. 

Sustainability Through Networking 

The focus of these CEDSEs is to provide development to the community through 

entrepreneurial thinking, including social entrepreneurship. The CEDSEs see themselves 

as the “center point” through which to leverage their networks. Through their networks, 

they provide jobs, which, in turn, help lay the foundation for future jobs in the region. 

This can be seen in how the CEDSEs present themselves, as well as in how they are seen 

by the media.  

Instilling the fundamentals of entrepreneurship—self-sufficiency and creative 

problem solving—at the community level can ultimately drive sweeping 
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cultural change and new solutions to old problems. The transformational 

power of entrepreneurship is the driving force in the programs of <Gulf 

Capital>. Our goal is to create as many long-term jobs for the citizens of our 

city as possible. (Proposal for Funding (Awarded Spring, 2008). 

In a newspaper article written about Inner City Capital, key members of the 

network were asked to describe the use of capital for growth in the inner city. They 

explained: “<the work> we do also has an economic development component to it. We 

want to know that we are having an impact on job creation in the Inner City marketplace” 

(Business Week, November 2009).  

   Another way that they are making a difference is through a variety of awareness 

campaigns. These awareness campaigns reach every member of the network.  For 

example, within the Inner City network is an entrepreneur who is trying to build a food 

cooperative.  However, she has environmental concerns that she believes will affect her 

business. When I spoke with her, she had targeted the excessive use of paper and plastic 

bags at local supermarkets and liquor stores as an area of concern. In addressing this 

concern, her intent is to charge $.05 per bag used, with the hope that this nominal fee will 

become mandatory through the proper legal channels. Her goal is to reduce the use of 

new paper and plastic bags by having customers reuse their own bags.  She is now 

working with a number of individuals in like-minded green businesses and in the city 

council. A couple of the organizational members are even professionally acquainted with 

a grocery store owner whose business would be positively affected by such a law. 

Knowing it needs to not only attract attention for the idea, but to also gain broad support 

of it, the organization has tapped into its networks in order to ensure the best possible 
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result: a law requiring a $.05 charge for new paper or plastic bags in the existing 

businesses on the community. And, she would like to pioneer being the first business to 

open its door with the charge.  

Both CEDSE organizations have strong networks who care about the future of the 

communities in which they live and the ongoing survival of the CEDSE organizations. 

Economics are without doubt a fundamental building brick in many communities. By 

focusing on educating and empowering the network, there is a better chance for long-

term sustainability within these communities.  

Section 2: Trust and Reciprocity 

“Really . . . isn’t it all about who and what you trust . . .” Inner City Capital 

Interview, 2009. 

Overview 

As noted in the prior section on networks, trust is a trait that exists between 

members of the network. It is, however, difficult to measure and attribute.  It exists at 

different levels of analysis. Depending on whether there is direct or indirect reciprocity, 

trust can manifest itself differently by members of the network. Driven by their treatment 

in the literature, the concepts of trust and reciprocity were considered through distinct 

research questions. Throughout the interview process, however, it became evident that 

there was a close relationship between these two constructs and therefore it became 

necessary to intertwine them through this section of data analysis. 

 This section, broken into two parts, will cover how trust and reciprocity are 

related to social capital within a CEDSE. As the emphasis is on these elements as 

mechanisms, the focus is on how and why people trust each other.  
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Revisiting the matrix listed in the network findings, a new piece of data was 

developed. Post interviews, a short survey was sent to the interviewees to garner their 

trust quotient. The data shows that a belief that there is high level of trust between their 

own organization and the CEDSE. The stories that were highlighted in the Network 

Findings made the connection between what role in the network certain members in the 

organizations played. Either they were an instrumental facilitator, channeler or nurturer. 

The data suggested in Table 8 shows that they serve in these roles because of trust. Of the 

26 interviewees that participated in the study, 18 completed the trust quotient survey over 

a one-week period. The two-question survey addressed what level of trust these 

organizations felt they had with the CEDSE and the number of outside organizations with 

which they worked closely.  

Table 8: Level of Trust 

Level of Trust  

High Trust 16 

Moderate Trust 2 

Low Trust  0 

Number of Outsiders  

Many (6 or more) 7 

Many (5-7) 6 

Handful (3-5) 5 
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Definition of Trust 

As Fukuyama (1995) defined it, trust is a qualifying condition of social capital, 

not because it can be measured accurately, but because it evokes an essential purpose of 

sociability. The interviewees were using Fukuyama’s definition of trust.  

The data in this study suggests that when trust is present, collaboration can occur 

in the absence of other rewards. For example, there are no financial rewards for the 

members of the network that were interviewed for this study. So, some people may 

question why they would spend time and resources involved with this process. In brief 

conversations during the observation period, I would ask a member of the staff why they 

named an interviewee. I received the following types of responses: 

 “I trust Bob, he gets things done.” 

 “He has the best interest of Gulf Capital front and center, at all times.” 

“Acme Organization is a friend of Inner City Capital, always has been, 

always will be.” 

  “There is no one better positioned to help us move forward than Joe.” 

 In Chapter 2 of this study, the literature on trust is highlighted. Specifically, 

according to Ouchi (1981) “productivity and trust go hand in hand.” There are two 

unique findings in this research study related to trust. The first is that trust comes mostly 

from within the members of the immediate community of the CEDSE. However, by 

welcoming, and more importantly by trusting, the outsiders, both communities were able 

to accomplish more with the human capital assets provided from beyond the existing 

community.  
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In the coding process, several key words made up the trust familial network.  A 

complete listing of codes can be found in Appendix E.  A close look at this data reveals 

that trust is mentioned at least three times by each interviewee.  In some cases, it was 

mentioned up to ten times. The interviewees would speak with passion when talking 

about trust. They would become animated and use body language to suggest that trust is 

everything. For example, at an interview in the community in which Inner City is housed, 

the interviewee was speaking from the heart when he told the following story: 

…It took me a while to come in here (waving his arms around the renewal center 

where I was conducting the interview)…but when I did make it in, I felt a warm 

feeling despite the crap going on out there (nodding in disgust to the window) . . . 

I was not worried that if I shared this idea I had with anyone here, that they 

would do anything to hurt me. Rather, if I shared my idea, maybe these people 

would help me... it’s odd to feel that (holding his arms across his chest). It was 

like a hug, a hug that I could make this happen.  

 Trust is clearly part of the equation when working with a CEDSE. First, we must 

examine why a deep trusting relationship matters to these networks. Historically, both of 

the communities that are being served by the CEDSE have struggled with whom they can 

trust and for how long. !

Historical Challenges 

It is worth noting that trust in both of these communities is not common. In the 

Gulf Capital region, trust is largely nonexistent. The community had been riddled with 

corruption for decades. It had one of the worst school and health systems in the country. 

Its citizens no longer trusted their leadership. The political and economic situations, as 
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well as the general well-being of the citizens, appeared chaotic. The final act was the 

response to the hurricane that they endured in August 2005. Massive missteps by the 

federal government left these Americans deserted for days with no access to food or safe 

shelter. Congress issued a formal report:  

Our investigation revealed that <this hurricane> was a national failure, an 

abdication of the most solemn obligation to provide for the common welfare…At 

every level -- individual, corporate, philanthropic and governmental -- we failed 

to meet the challenge that was <the hurricane>. In this cautionary tale, all the little 

pigs built houses of straw (September 2010).  

In the case of Inner City Capital, trusting the leadership of the CEDSE proved to 

be a crucial factor. Both leaders of the CEDSE did not come from the community. In fact, 

they were both Harvard-educated outsiders who did not meet the profile of the Inner City 

entrepreneur. The leaders of Inner City Capital believed in what Weber (1930) would 

refer to as a moral and open community. According to Weber (1930), in order to have a 

civil society, one must have this type of openness to create social and economic wealth. 

In the community that Inner City Capital serves, political corruption is also a major issue. 

Recently, 44 high-profile political and religious leaders from the community served by 

Inner City Capital were charged in an investigation of their public corruption and money-

laundering activities. These challenges—a history of corruption and outsiders attempting 

to assist—make the role of trust essential to have a CEDSE succeed.  

Trust from Within – Gulf Capital 

One finding was that trust still comes first, and foremost, from within the 

community. It was evident that the interactions between members of each CEDSE’s 
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network were based on trust, and sometimes long-time trust. Specifically, in observing 

the day-to-day behavior, including the language and actions that were displayed, there 

was strong representation of honesty, cooperative behavior and predictability.  

At Gulf Capital, honesty is a core value of every member of the staff with respect 

to interactions with the network. During the interview process, which was conducted 

within the office environment, I would hear passing phrases such as: 

“I’m not going to lie…” 

“Let me give it to you straight…” 

“Look, I could give you some crap answer or I could give you my honest 

opinion…”  

Honesty is directly correlated to trust. Even when delivering hard messages, it 

instills a level of openness and communication that is essential for the members of the 

network to survive, grow and learn from each other. Phrases like the ones listed above 

were told to people who were in competition for a business opportunity. While I was 

conducting my interviews, several hopeful entrepreneurs were in the office making their 

“last pitch” to the staff members of Gulf Capital. I observed several of these pitches 

between interviews. Even after learning that the entrepreneurs had not been selected, the 

participants were always gracious and appreciative. People in the community valued the 

opinion of Gulf Capital and expressed their intent to revisit their efforts next year.  

A high emphasis on trust goes well beyond the entrepreneurs that these CEDSEs 

are serving. For example, during two specific interviews, the depth and longevity 

between two different types of organizations that have been closely aligned with Gulf 

Capital was apparent. Those relationships were built between organizations that were 
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striving for both personal and social well-being. One was a major oil business, producing 

multi-million dollar revenues each year, and the other was a major law firm in the region. 

Both liaisons had heard about the Gulf Capital vision in early 2000 and wanted to do 

what they could to help. Both individuals, successful entrepreneurs in their own right, 

believed that by entrusting the members of their own extensive networks to Gulf Capital, 

the organization would be jumpstarted. Unknowingly, having the organizational support 

of these two organizations created the fabric of social capital that led to others joining 

Gulf Capital’s network. Specifically several influential network members stated the 

following:  

The only reason I sent my clients to them is because I built a rapport with Inner 

City and a friendship. 

We recommend their program to people who need it most, including our own 

organization -- the founder of my program and another co-worker. They joined 

their program and took course. Then, another person I knew, I recommended him 

to take the course, and this is how it all happens…one person recommends 

another and so on. 

Additionally, other members of the network may have not had a direct working 

relationship with the CEDSE, but they have an understanding of the members of the 

CEDSE and what they are trying to do. For example, the data has quotes that describe 

various members of Gulf Capital’s staff: 

I have known <the leader> since he was in high school. He is a stand-up guy who 

returned to New Orleans for one reason and one reason only, to help. He did not 

need to come back, so when he did, I knew he was trying to do the right thing 
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We have an obligation to help one another. <staff member> is the epitome of 

someone who we can rely on, who will go the extra mile, who does so much more 

than her job description probably tells her to do. She has gained the trust of the 

people in the Ninth Ward, because she is always there trying to help them.  

The final example of trust coming from within Gulf Capital’s circle is The Pay it 

Forward Fund (PIFF). The fund grants money to organizations that are connected to a 

strategic plan with a goal of accelerating the early stage growth of high-impact ventures. 

The initiatives are tailored to a specific industry or cluster of entrepreneurs. The capital is 

not a loan, but a grant with the expectation that the entrepreneur will “pay it forward” by 

repaying the grant to the fund or by providing services to other entrepreneurs in the 

community. When you ask people who have received a grant what it means to them, they 

have the following interesting responses:   

I have paid back my loan plus some. No one ever reminded me to do it, it was on 

my list and one day I remembered to do it – it meant even more to me that I was 

able to just do it without being ‘hounded’. 

There are members of the PIFF fund that continue to give, year after year, cold 

hard cash or invaluable amounts of time. This fund represents what this 

community is about. Unlike other things in the city, this is something we feel we 

can count on and it will be there. 

Trust from Within – Inner City 

For the Inner City Network, trusting the leadership of the organization was the 

first step in building trust. Unlike the members of Gulf Capital, the leaders of Inner City 

came to “help” in an area that was not necessarily looking for help. MLK Drive is one of 
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the worst streets in the entire community. Inner City’s first idea was to try and scale the 

micro-lending programs that were so popular in India to low-income urban areas of the 

United States. They quickly realized that this model would not work. Instead, they found 

that educating people in the basic principles of business and entrepreneurship would lead 

to the economic development they were seeking.  

The Boston Consulting Group prepared a study that discussed the new agenda for 

minority business development. In June of 2005, their findings stated that “typically 

minority businesses employ other minorities; hence the growth and development of these 

businesses is linked inextricably to the economic growth and development of the minority 

communities.” Accordingly, the leaders of Inner City Capital focused on how to utilize 

this thinking in the minority community they serve.  

 There was a hurdle they would have to get over before they would be accepted in 

the community: the members of the community did not trust them at first. These people 

were tired of being seen as charity cases. So, when the sign for “Inner City Capital” was 

placed in the window, a certain amount of curiosity ensued. Certain leaders of the 

community were urged to “find out what this was all about.” Because there was a strong 

network of long-standing community members, the community member obliged. During 

the interview process, when questioned about trust, the following response stood out:  

No, at first, I did not trust them, I just thought they were more educated types 

coming to help the poor, and I never think those people will stay. So, I called one 

of them every day for 30 days, I really did. I would call them in the middle of the 

night, just to see if they would answer; they did. I would call and ask if they could 

be somewhere for a ‘key meeting’ and they would show up. It was only after the 
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30 days of this treatment, that I realized they are in it for the long haul and they 

were committed to us, to the people in our neighborhood.  

Another member of the network, who is critical to the success of the organization, 

talked about how Inner City Capital made a 180-degree turn with her office. She was a 

political official who walked into their bare offices during the early stages and told them 

they had no business being there. She wanted them to go away. At a graduation ceremony 

three years later, she was quoted as saying the following:  

There has been an uphill battle that the Inner City Capital endured in a tough 

community, not because of our crime rate, rather because of the challenges it 

faced in providing the business development services to Inner City’s low-to-

moderate income entrepreneurs. As you know, they offer these basic business 

workshops, advanced workshops and one-on-one consulting. I never thought it 

would work. Now, I like to use the story of what they are doing when I have to talk 

about the kind of work that we do out of my office. When I go and give speeches 

and presentations, this has become one of my favorite “success” stories because I 

think it kind of represents the new direction of probably this administration and 

also,!hopefully, my office. We trust that they are now making the best decisions for 

this community and even, for themselves.  

A member of one of the largest consulting businesses in the world was impressed 

with how Inner City Capital measured its success. The consulting business trusted the 

organization from the beginning because of how it measured success. People in the 

community enjoy the consistent and honest feedback Inner City Capital created here.  
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Inner City was the first 501(c)(3) we have worked with that met our requirements 

to “prove results.” When they first approached us for support, they shared 

numbers with us, not just stories; it was easier to make the commitment because 

we trusted their judgment. They were measuring the impact of their work on 

household income increases, personal debt reduction and for the business they 

had launched. They were tracking profitability and social impact. Particularly 

because in the early stages, what they were doing was not overly impressive, they 

had the candor to be honest and that meant a lot to us as a possible partner.  

Inner City Capital takes a hands-on approach to our clients' businesses, 

equipping them with important business management and planning tools. Their 

grassroots approach involves working in partnership with local nonprofit 

organizations to increase their efficiency and depth of outreach by being 

available in an environment comfortable to our clients. That is all based on trust.  

 Lastly, for Inner City Capital, there are two partner organizations that provide 

access to capital in the form of one-time grants and micro-loans. They do this because 

they “see the results almost immediately. It’s easy to provide money and capital to people 

who pay it back within six months.” As a reward, these two partner organizations have 

recommended Inner City Capital as a partner for other programs that have access to more 

capital. This is an outward sign of Inner City Capital’s ability to trust others in their own 

network.  

Trust from the Outside – Both Organizations 

In the post-interview with the Executive Director, the data suggested that the 

ability for the CEDSE network to trust outsiders was tantamount to the CEDSE achieving 
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its goal. Many researchers focus on the local aspects of building trust through community 

building. However, the leaders emphasize that that they have large, extensive networks in 

which they share ideas and collaborate. One question in the trust quotient survey was 

how many “outsiders” (defined as people who do not reside within a 10-mile radius of 

your immediate community) do you trust to assist you in carrying out the mission of the 

CEDSE? The choices were: none; a handful (2-3); a few (4-8); and many (8 or more). 

The response rate is summarized in Table 9. 

Table 9: Number of Outsiders  

Number of Outsiders  

Many (6 or more) 7 

Many (5-7) 6 

Handful (3-5) 5 

It is important to note that this was a limiting question. It is, however, different 

than many studies that have been conducted on trust, as it asks about specific quantitative 

measurement. For example in Onxy and Bullen (1998), their questionnaire on community 

trust asked questions such as: Do you trust your government? Do you trust your 

education system? These are local questions. By asking about outside organizations, the 

data suggests that there may be a correlation between trusting people who are local and 

bonding. This also relates to the major concepts between bridging and bonding capital, 

which are discussed later in Chapter 4.  

One particular quote was important in supporting this finding. A member of the 

Inner City Capital network stated:  

…[I]n order for a social enterprise to try to make money and do good, you have 

to rely on the experiences of other people. We are all too close to the way in 
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which we live. Bringing in outsiders makes all the difference. We listen to their 

experiences and we hope that someday, we will be able to “see” the difference 

they made and they adapt it to our local needs.  

Key Findings: Reciprocity 
 

Trust and reciprocity are not interchangeable. The questions that were asked about 

trust did not indicate whether it was important for a service to be reciprocated. 

Mechanisms are in place to foster an understanding of why and when observable 

relationships exist to promote and foster engagement and dialogue. The data below shows 

how the responses to the reciprocity question led to a conversation with the leaders of the 

CEDSE that provided insight into how reciprocity is viewed by their organizations.  One 

main question that was asked several times during the interview process was about what 

occurs after a practice, such as sharing of resources, is shared. Specifically, the question 

was: Do you expect that this practice be reciprocated? Of the 26 interviewees, it was 

unanimous that NO reciprocity in the direct sense was expected between the members of 

the community and the CEDSE. For example, if an organizational member of the 

CEDSE’s network shares a staff member’s time to assist the CEDSE with a project, it is 

not expected by that member to share a staff member of the CEDSE in return. Rather, 

there is a genuine sense of wanting the long-term sustainability and ongoing success of 

the CEDSE.  

Importance of Reciprocity 

Reciprocity is clearly essential to a CEDSE organization. It stresses short-term 

altruism in lieu of long-term self-interest. Both organizations in this study are less than 

ten years old, and both are specifically focused on community economic development. 
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However, the leadership of one of the CEDSEs has only been in the community for a 

relatively short period of time (four years at the time this study was conducted). Bourdieu 

(1986) states that “resources will not be provided by network connections unless they 

have been accumulated over a long period of time in relationships that have been 

established ‘as if for their own sake’” (p. 252).  

This is not what was found in the data collected for this study. Instead, it was the 

opposite. Very short periods of time had lapsed, yet many resources had been shared 

between the members of the Inner City Capital network, the community it was serving 

and the organization itself. In the case of Gulf Capital, though the original five founders 

were natives to the area, they had left the city and then returned to the region. Thus, for 

all intents and purposes, it was necessary that they rebuild the expectations of the 

network and community they were serving.  

Based on the interviews with the Executive Directors after the network interviews 

had been coded, it became evident to me that creating success for the communities the 

CEDSEs were serving was the foundation of all of their work. There were no indications 

that the personal enrichment of the individuals that formed these organizations had 

anything to do with the motivation for starting the organization itself. For example, in one 

of the funding applications for early stage funding, Gulf Capital positioned itself in the 

following fashion:  

“City with extremely compromised assets and uncertain future seeks nimble, 

innovative class of entrepreneurs with a high tolerance for uncertainty, risk and 

sustained situations of extreme disruption.” 
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“Will provide a community that supports superior connectedness through a 

walkable, 24-hour, mixed-use urban village built for entrepreneurs to work, eat, 

live, play and innovate.” 

Norm of Reciprocity Revisited 

It has widely been believed that “if a social system is to be stable, there must 

always be some ‘mutuality of gratification’” (Gouldner, 1960, p. 157). Gouldner 

challenged the sociologist Parson’s work. Parson uses the term “complementarity,” 

which, in short, connotes that one’s rights are another’s obligations, and vice versa. 

Gouldner’s definition of reciprocity, however, is that “each party has rights and duties” 

(p. 167). This latter definition was the operating premise of how reciprocity was used for 

this study. However, what was discovered in the data collection and analysis period, 

confirmed Gouldner’s thinking about re-conceptualizing certain elements of reciprocity. 

At one logical extreme of the spectrum Gouldner lays out, he states: “one party may give 

nothing in return for the benefits it has received.” This is the spectrum under which we 

find the members of the CEDSE’s networks.  Gouldner suggests that this is a unique 

case. Rather, the more common scenario is one in which “one party gives something 

more or less than is received” (p. 164). It was wonderfully refreshing to learn the “no 

matter what” scenario. For example, no matter what the type of organization, no matter 

what the gift of time, money, talent, or other resources that was provided by a member of 

the network, there was only one summary answer: the only expectation of the members 

of the CEDSE network’s interviewees was that the CEDSE “does it job.”  
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Measuring Indirect Reciprocity 

Although the data indicated that the members of the CEDSE network do not 

expect any direct reciprocity, during the post-interviews with the leadership of the 

CEDSE, it was discovered that there were several indirect methods that each CEDSE 

believes the members of the network do receive. The basic idea is that people “feel” good 

by being involved with the CEDSE. They may not be seeking direct rewards, but both 

leaders agreed that time and time again, many people in the network become involved 

because they live altruistic lives. For example, the chairman of one of the CEDSEs sent 

me the following quote from George Bernard Shaw to describe how he views his role 

within the CEDSE:  

I am of the opinion that my life belongs to the whole community and as long as I 

live, it is my privilege to do for it whatever I can. I want to be thoroughly used up 

when I die, for the harder I work the more I live. 

Other intangible benefits include what can be phrased as political types of 

benefits. A CEDSE is often referring to members of its network in newspapers or other 

publications in support of its work. While this is not expected by the network’s members, 

it should be noted that the “nods” to the press paint certain organizations in a better light 

by the public. Although, it is a “different type” of reciprocity, the CEDSE have made it 

much easier for the members of the network to “help” their communities. The CEDSE 

embraces its entrepreneurial nature, as well as the members in the network. Members of 

the network share ideas and opportunities in a safe environment. As such, everyone 

benefits. For example, the tag line of one of the organizations is to “trust your crazy 

ideas.” No matter what the idea and no matter where it comes from, all members in the 
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network embrace it. Therefore, when those that serve the CEDSE seek advice about their 

ideas, they have a place to explore.  

This indirect reciprocity was expressed in various fashions, the first of which was 

language, through the coding and quotes captured in Atlas Ti and the transcription. 

Indirect reciprocity was also expressed in several of the documents, including strategic 

plans, promotional materials and mass media. Lastly, indirect reciprocity was expressed 

through non-verbal cues, such as facial and body expressions during the interview 

process.  

For example: 

Ideally, it would appear that we are working together to see the success of each 

other, we do not call it out in the podium but we do know its there, that we can 

expect someone in the community will help someone else.  

In describing the social entrepreneurs that are rising up in the Gulf Capital 

Region, a funder discussed why he contributes to Gulf Capital: 

Rather than focusing on lightning in a bottle and trying to find that next Dell 

computer, I think part of what we need to do is better understand the indigenous 

business community, and help it solve business problems, and deal with new 

opportunities that it may have as well. In the process, you develop a deeper, 

richer network. Somebody is going to have somebody who is looking to start a 

business, somebody gets a phone call about someone wanting to move to town. 

You just broaden your network, and rather than looking for that new shiny object, 

you got all those other things sitting right here waiting to be engaged. Once they 

come to town, nothing is expected except their growth. 
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Additionally, a longstanding board member of Gulf Capital, state adjust never 

had it in those terms of art before. Once I figured it out it was better. My job was 

really to steer <the leader> away from some bad choices. Truth be told I think 

it’s true everywhere, at least I know it here.  There were some folks who had a lot 

more name then game, and so not knowing the difference, he could have wasted a 

lot of people’s time. I think I helped with that to a degree. Having said that, like a 

good father or brother or whatever, he went and kissed as many frogs as he had 

to figure out what a frog tastes like. 

To close out the findings on trust and reciprocity, sustainability comes to the 

forefront once again. In the discussion below, it is shown how the important elements of 

trust and reciprocity can help these CEDSEs maintain their standing in their 

communities.  

In this Section of Chapter 4, I have discussed how trust and reciprocity relate to 

social capital within a CEDSE. In the examples above, trust can be seen in many different 

lights.  Trust can be defined as a community of cooperative behavior based on a common 

set of norms. These norms evolve from professional standards and specific codes of 

behaviors that both CEDSEs emulate.  As has been demonstrated in the data above, trust 

is a “given” between a CEDSE and its network members. What has been developed 

further as a result of this study is the importance for the CEDSE and its members to 

develop trust pathways with “outsiders.” This use of trust will help sustain the 

organization.  
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Sustainability Through Trust and Reciprocity 

In his studies in the Northern regions of Italy, Putnam (1993) found that rotating 

credit associations are early signs of success for certain communities. As expressed by 

one of his informants, “mutual trust is lent” (p. 168). If we are to trust each other with our 

finances, we are allowing a network to allow for trust to become transitive and to spread. 

As an example, one informant in Putnam’s study stated that allowing members into the 

cooperative credit association can be summarized as follows: “I trust you because I trust 

her and she assures me that she trusts you.” By having these systems in place, 

communities are able to use financial capital, such as loans and credits, to better the 

network of which they are part.  

The parallel can be made in describing an observation I made at a graduation 

ceremony at Inner City Capital. I arrived early and watched as the graduates were 

networking and mingling. I noticed that two men were concerned about something that 

seemed to be missing from the table over which they were standing. Apparently, a special 

type of food was not there (I later learned that it was an item that one of the graduates 

was offering). What followed was an exchange of money from one man to another. In 

essence, a loan. The two men had been in class together for 11 weeks and now, when one 

was needed to help the other, a loan was made, no questions asked. It was a sizable 

amount, in cash, as there were many people attending this celebration.  

When I asked why the loan was made, thinking about the million things that could 

happen to that kind of money on the streets where I was standing, the answer was simple: 

“I trust him, he’s got my back.” I prodded a little bit further. “If we do not help each 

other, who will?” As I continued to dig further on this idea during the interview process, 
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it became clear to me that many people who participate in the network view trust as the 

foundation. This was one example about how trusting each other will assist many 

generations to come.  

Additionally, members of the network trust the CEDSE organizations with the 

continuation of jobs and social good in the community. For example, a funding agency 

explained:  

From our perspective, <Gulf Capital> is creating new jobs and enabling new 

companies to take root in the region; what we are interested in is creating jobs 

and making sure they stay. We lost many companies because of the hurricane and 

we need to start again. We have entrusted organizations like <Gulf Capital> to 

grow a particular part of our economy. 

Another example came during an observation. A successful member of the Gulf 

Capital Alumni was discussing his new idea to build small generators for use at fitness 

centers with his colleague. These generators would be applied to stationary bikes, 

treadmills, and the like, with the goal being that enough energy would be used in the 

individuals’ workouts to cover the center’s energy usage. Obviously, this is a somewhat 

radical, untested idea. The response to the alumni member was typical of most of the 

members of this organization: “Sure, let’s try it…we have nothing to lose.” It was evident 

that the members trusted their colleague’s judgment and were, therefore, more than 

willing to follow through with some initial tests and studies. Even if this particular idea 

never came to fruition, by trusting both the member and the member’s judgment, the 

groundwork was laid for further trust to continue between members of the organization, 

which could eventually result in the development of a far-reaching sustainable idea.   
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Key Findings Resources #1: Variation of Resources is Critical for a CEDSE 
 
“It’s going to take all we have to build this back up…and of course, we never know 
when we are going to get hit again.” Gulf Capital Interviewee, 2009  
 

Toward a Clear Definition 

   Resource needs are a reality for every type of organization. A CEDSE uses a 

variety of types of resources not only to operate, but to also achieve its mission. “Social 

resources may include material goods, such as land, houses, cars and money and 

symbolic goods such as education, membership in clubs, honorific degrees, nobility or 

organizational titles, family name, reputation or fame”  (Lin, p. 43). There are parallels to 

be made with a CEDSE organization. However, the resources discussed in certain 

situations were more basic. A few interviewees actually mentioned Maslow hierarchy, 

i.e., how one of the resource sets that the interviewee needed were those found at the 

bottom of the pyramid. The irony is that the people being served by the CEDSE live at 

the bottom of the economic pyramid. Therefore, a CEDSE looks at working with 

organizations that are able to supply the two bottom levels. These include economic 

development activities, personal and financial security, and the basic health and well-

being of both organizations and individuals.  

  Social capital has been operational mainly by reviewing the financial and socio-

economic resources. The findings discussed in the network and trust and reciprocity 

sections of this Chapter support how a CEDSE is able to use its resources in a valuable 

and meaningful way. A main finding developed during this study reveals how social 

capital resources are able to assist a CEDSE in achieving its goals. That finding is divided 

into two parts: traditional and intangible resource thinking. One reason why there is more 
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cooperation in resource-sharing amongst members of the CEDSE network is because of 

the amount of social capital that is exchanged. The value systems are shared and the goals 

are aligned, and therefore the people are more willing to cooperate and work together to 

solve common social ills.  

These same principles hold true for organizations that are focused on social 

entrepreneurial work, especially as it relates to economic development. In a letter about 

Gulf Capital written by its leader, the access to resources was framed in an important 

way: 

 We are part of a movement in <city> where entrepreneurs are using <city> as a 

laboratory to test new concepts and ideas. This group of companies demonstrates 

that they are committed to growing their businesses here by leveraging the unique 

opportunities that the city offers. 

Types of Traditional Resources Used by a CEDSE 

In the coding process, which is set forth in Appendix E, there are many types of 

resources that were uncovered during the data collection stage. The next step was to 

categorize the codes into families. Key quotes from the interviewees for each section for 

each resource included the following statements:  

On Financial Resources:  

Inner City Capital:  

If you have limited resources, you have to be even smarter, when you have two 

Harvard graduates running the show, you anticipate that something smart is 

happening behind the scenes. The funding becomes critical because what they do 

with the funding will be scrutinized more closely. 
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A core group of people within this part of my agency are very interested in those 

funding issues and advocate on behalf of projects that represent them, so that 

people in this community can get what they need now so that they are empowered 

later. What XXX  does is making a business case for fewer financial needs now, so 

the entrepreneurs can be successful later, without needing any help.  

Gulf Capital:  

…once they, the city of <XXX>, saw the amount of energy that really had come 

into play, the <XXX> Redevelopment Authority decided to invest two million in 

this section of the city, and we were able to really start the effort changes that 

were necessary. 

On Physical Resources:  

Inner City Capital:  

When you look at the revitalization of the Boulevard, we had access to a resource, 

Inner City Capital, that we could connect to these folks who were really focused 

on how do we bring back this commercial corridor. 

Gulf Capital:  

One of the little spin-offs that was created after the hurricane was that 

occasionally we would uncover the elderly or physically challenged person who 

had a truly valid immediate need and then <organization> would take the 

materials and design what needed to be created. These were physical needs, like a 

ramp or their back door secured because it flooded and swollen and bursting at 

the hinges and they got their front door replaced but they haven’t been able to 

come up with the money for the back door. So, we put together a little SWAT team 
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to take care of that, using extra materials from other projects, the group of us 

were able to put safe access to a house from both the front and the back.  

 

On Knowledge Resources: 

Inner City Capital:  

We work with the ASG Fellows, who are considered experts…so we give them a 

client or a prospect we want to pitch and we know that they have a strong interest 

in education. We would ask them to be an ASG Fellow, an education expert, and 

help us craft a proposal or be on a conference call and then if we get the business, 

be engaged in actually dealing with client work and we pay you an hourly rate. 

We share knowledge and skills and everyone wins.  

Gulf Capital:  

What we have in this city is business owners that are dedicating their time and 

energy to really help the local and low income entrepreneurs grow their business 

and teaching them the ups and downs and experiences that they went through as 

entrepreneurs. 

The above statements support the familiar networks that were uncovered during the data 

analysis stage. The following section discusses good practices that were discovered.   

Traditional Good Practices 

A part of this study was to focus on the mechanisms as to how and why one issue 

leads to another. Throughout all of the key findings, we continued to learn that social 

capital has many dimensions.  These good practices were formulated after reviewing all 

of the notes on the observations, re-reading all documents gathered, and analyzing the 
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interview transcriptions that were conducted during the research period. The synopsis 

below meets the challenge the field has set to “move beyond thinking that individual 

variables and the links between them to consider the bigger picture of action in its 

entirety” (Anderson, et al., 2006).  

Good practices are examples that can be shared with other members of the field. 

The purpose of those listed below is that they are all seen as a call-to-action. A prevailing 

theme of the CEDSEs connected to this study was that they are not research-based 

organizations. Rather, they motivate and inspire their networks to make progress happen 

in their communities on an ongoing basis. The data analysis revealed that when the 

CEDSEs in this study think about resources, they define resources as something people 

will act upon. Without action, no difference can be made in these communities. And at 

the end of the day, these communities are in fact home to their fellow human beings.  

As a result, the below groupings have been organized in a way that expands the 

definition of resources to include action-orientated information. Lin (1999) provided the 

field with a definition that is quite specific about resources that people can use for their 

own individual purposes. This contribution attempted to capture the essence of how 

groups of individuals and organizations (especially those working on social 

entrepreneurial causes) access their social capital assets to raise the profile of the 

communities in which they live.  

Knowledge-Based 

People as Resources  

It is essential that the diversity of the network is recognized and utilized by the CEDSE 

and the community they are trying to serve. People use their skills, knowledge and 
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connections to serve as leaders. What we have learned about distributed leadership theory 

is that when leaders share knowledge and ideas, both leader and followers succeed. 

People have always been considered a valuable asset to most communities and 

organizations. However, to consider people a resource for advancing a social 

entrepreneurial mission is a new way of thinking which is embraced in these 

communities. For example, in Inner City Capital, there is one person mentioned as a “go 

to” by most network members for most decisions: 

We needed someone we could count on, someone who had their fingers in all the 

pies, so to speak. Having that one person we could call up and say, ‘Hey, I need 

this material, or I need someone who can do that’ and then either she would do it 

or she would connect us with someone who could was invaluable. I didn’t have to 

run around trying to find all these people or skills, I could pull what I needed 

from one resource and focus on the task at hand. 

Existing Relationships and Shared Information as Resources  

 Utilizing existing relationships to gather information is a critical element in 

exchanging information. In the case of Gulf Capital, many outsiders were coming in to 

assist at a time when existing relationships were a main source of information. Without a 

clear understanding of the existing relationships, it would have been difficult to 

comprehend where to start undoing the damage of the hurricane. In the case of Inner City 

Capital, if members of the network did not share information with the leaders of that 

CEDSE, progress would not have taken place in any fashion.  

 Leveraging existence-proof relationships and sharing information is a resource 

rooted in knowledge. This study focuses on one discipline of epistemology called partial 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Epistemology
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knowledge. In cases related to these CEDSE organizations, it is not possible to have an 

exhaustive understanding of an information domain. Therefore, all information and 

knowledge gathered is only partial. This includes what was found in this study.  Due to 

the limitations stated earlier, it was simply not possible to gather all of the knowledge 

related to what role resources played in the mechanisms of the CEDSEs in this study. 

Most real problems are solved by taking advantage of a partial understanding of the 

problem context and problem data. This study made use of a model that was based on the 

information we were provided. 

Intangible Resources 

 For a period of five years, the CEDSEs in this study have been at the epicenter of 

community economic development, social entrepreneurship and leadership development. 

During this time, there has been a national movement in many of our nations finest and 

largest higher education institutions. Much of the work of these institutions is based on 

the research, knowledge and learning that has taken place as the social entrepreneurial 

field has blossomed in the past decade. Significantly, the CEDSEs in this case study are 

able to glean information from the now more than 100 higher-education programs that 

include an element of social entrepreneurship in their curricula which can jumpstart them 

into action and practice.  

 Revisiting Appendix D, we see the CEDSE as a central focal point of the 

communities they serve and lead. In their respective regions, both of which are urban 

hubs of the states in which they live, the CEDSEs have a front-row seat in examining the 

trends in the marketplace. The people who participated in this study provided innovative 

ideas to the CEDSE. What I observed is that at several points, those ideas were gathered 
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in the collective, not just at the individual level. There were three types of resourcing that 

went beyond the financial, physical and knowledge-based concepts described earlier. 

These more non-traditional ways of thinking about resources shaped much of the usage 

of the resources involved in this study.  

Ongoing and Creative Financial Resourcing 
 
 Financial needs are a reality for all organizational types. This study discovered that 

financial support is not necessarily as important as is being centrally organized or the 

information and knowledge that is shared. Instead, timing and creativity are recognized as 

indispensable assets.  

Timing as a Resource 

Many organizations recognize the need for financial support, but a CEDSE is 

atypical in that it thinks about financial support through the short- and long-term needs of 

the communities it serves. In both cases, members of the networks believed that it could 

take between 10-30 years to fix the situations they are currently addressing:  

We couldn’t have handled their services in the beginning. If we had met up with 

them early on, they would have passed us over or the relationship would have 

soured them on us because we didn’t have the structure in place yet to really take 

advantage of their resources. Getting connected with them when we did—after we 

had learned from some of our mistakes and after we had grown up a bit—we were 

able to see opportunities we would have been too overwhelmed to even know about 

before and could fit them into our strategy better, which led to a much more 

mutually beneficial experience for both of us. 

Specifically in the Gulf Coast region, one organization “. . . recognized the need 
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for the flow of funding to the Gulf Coast to continue long after organizations such as the 

American Red Cross have departed, and after many private, family, and public 

foundations had ceased their activity in the region.” In the region served by Inner City 

Capital, a past member of the political party was quoted as saying, “…it took 10 years to 

make this mess, it’s going to take 20 to unmake it.” 

Additionally, the timing of grant assistance or capital provided to the 

organizations that were recovering from the disasters (both natural and economical) was a 

topic of debate. There are basically two camps that people fall into when recovering from 

disasters, immediate needs and long term needs. Immediate needs include food, clothing, 

and shelter. Certain groups of people will organize around providing those services. 

There is a need for the “immediacy fillers.” By providing basic infrastructure needs, these 

organizations enable others to have what they need to survive and keep thriving. Of the 

organizations interviewed for this study, twelve of them fell into this category. 

The second group of people believed that there would be a myriad of services that 

would be more essential many months later. These long-term needs include access to 

better health care and education services. People generally were not necessarily thinking 

about these services during the early recognition of the disasters that enveloped the 

regions being served by the CEDSEs in this case study. An example of the “longer term 

thinkers” can be seen through a large portion of the work that is rooted in education that 

both CEDSEs conduct on a regular basis. Both organizations are educators in an informal 

and innovative sense. In the early stages, they were providing small grants for the basic 

needs of start-up businesses. As time went on, they continued to raise funds and distribute 

them in alignment with educational summits and workshops. Their goal was to further 
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develop the region. With these funds, they are able to provide a backbone for long- term 

sustainability in the region.  

Creative Funding Partnerships as a Resource 

The other resource that is mentioned as an action-oriented resource is phrased by 

one of the interviewees as “creative funding.” It is more pertinent than ever to be 

innovative with the constant “asking” for money that is necessary to keep an organization 

running. It is especially challenging now due to the economic crisis. Thus, it is imperative 

for a CEDSE to partner with funders who create a flexible, dynamic and adaptable 

information-sharing method. The work done by a CEDSE is not prescriptive. Returning 

to one of the key interviews that discussed catalytic changes, one can see the focused and 

creative image. A bank focus on a community continues to prove immediate results in a 

region of the country that would have been forgotten by society had it not been for the 

focused efforts of those catalytic projects. Access to those resources put <region> on the 

map as a national distress area, albeit a fixable one.  

 In order to be creative, there is also a return to the basic social capital principles. 

People in the networks who were interviewed collaborate with their peers to pool funds 

and maximize financial resources. Additionally, through funds like PIFF and the 100-day 

challenge, the CEDSEs are also strengthening local philanthropy. Several organizations 

continue to seek financial guidance from each other and from the learnings on the 

ground, rather than just asking for “hand-outs.”  

! Finally, the CEDSEs have become the “go to” organizations to supply or find 

access to available resources that are able to support implementation of a particular idea. 

The CEDSEs in this case study also supply the field with an aggregated and up-to-date 
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listing of all funding opportunities from public, philanthropic and corporate sources of 

support. As a “one stop shop,” it is essential that the CEDSE have access to this 

information and the ability to organize it in a meaningful fashion, and then be able to 

provide its members with insight about how to best utilize the information. @-!?"-3B--")%!
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Sustainability Through Resources 

  As stated earlier in Chapter 4, both traditional and intangible resources were 

uncovered during this research study. Traditional resources, such as people, are difficult 

to consider as sustainable resources. Nevertheless, some of the unique programs and 

practices that a CEDSE offers its community are indeed sustainable. For example, Gulf 

Capital provides a week-long set of activities where all entrepreneurs from all walks of 

life have access to a team of MBA students, the community’s experts, and many others 

who assist with launching a business. One interviewee stated the following about this 

experience: 

It was very clear that all entrepreneurs found their relationship with the 

community of the <Gulf region> strengthened because of the <business 

challenge> week. They know more about others who support the work of 

entrepreneurs and the community knows more about them. These people are 

focused on doing not only good business, but also public good. They know what it 

will take to understand their markets and serve a higher mission at the same time. 

The above statement stresses the intangible benefits of the CEDSE. These 

elements are not easy to measure, but the ongoing commitment and dedication of Gulf 
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Capital to connect the entrepreneurs to other resources in and outside of the region is 

“worth its weight in gold.” For example, one of the organizations that received funding is 

allotting 10% of its profits each year to the Ashoka Changemaker’s program. The owner 

of that business explained his reasoning: 

I see what we are doing beyond our community. We need to build the economic 

infrastructure, but if we do not serve the others in need, then we are missing the 

mark. When we needed help, many nameless, faceless people chipped in to help. It 

is our turn to assist social ills in other parts of the world. Violence and lack of 

education affects all of us in some level. The reason we give to Ashoka is because 

they are trying to solve these ills at a root cause level. We are just making flip-

flops.  

Additionally, many of the businesses that Inner City Capital works with focus on 

social causes, such as a food bank cooperative or a professional life coaching business for 

people who have been incarcerated. The woman in charge of the food bank cooperative is 

highly focused on why she runs her own business: 

The closest major grocery store in our community is 15 blocks away, and many 

people do not have a car to get there. Therefore, our children are not eating 

properly… we are giving them excuses to not finish their homework or participate 

in recreational activities that will keep them off the streets. By having a food co-

op similar to the one in Brooklyn, we will instill values at the same time we 

provide good food to the members of our community.  

This is an example of an intangible resource that, if run properly, will sustain future 

generations.  
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For example, A community has been hit hard by a natural disaster. Several groups 

did everything in their power to help the individuals affected by this tragedy. Among 

other things, these groups coordinated shelter and medical outposts, rescue efforts, 

delivery of food and water and relocation initiatives. A large-scale coordinated effort was 

needed, which would have required a good deal of human and knowledge resources to 

achieve. Although no one wanted to think about the possibility of another natural disaster 

affecting this community, the fact was that the potential for another natural disaster could 

not be ignored. The groups that worked to coordinate earlier relief efforts collaborated 

about how best to react if a tragedy were to reoccur. They combined their fields of 

expertise—economic development, architecture, medical equipment, food co-op, media 

distribution—into a cohesive knowledge resource unit that could, if need be, react in a 

timely and effective manner. Of course, it took more than knowledge (and the sharing of 

knowledge) to make this happen: it took people willing to work together to drive and 

sustain a community.  

 Resources, in general, are reflections of many types of capital. Social resources 

include material and knowledge goods. A CEDSE’s approach to resources is on a modest 

level. A CEDSE serves people at the bottom of the pyramid. A CEDSE accesses 

resources that help promulgate economic development activities, financial securities and 

basic health and personal securities. Fortunately, as this study found, cooperation of 

resourcing efforts works well in a CEDSE setting. This is because there is a value system 

that is in concert, goals that are aligned and motivated folks working together to solve 

common social ills. As discussed above, some of the more traditional resources used by a 

CEDSE include financial, physical and knowledge resources. 
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With regard to financial resources, flexibility is key. For example, there are 

sometimes limited funds for a certain population because they are frowned upon by 

society.   Thus, organizations like Inner City Capital have to work smarter. The 

organization educates its entrepreneurs so that they are in a position to eventually become 

self-sufficient.  As a member of one of Inner City’s networks stated, the philosophy here 

is the classic “give a man a fish, he will eat for a day; teach a man to fish, he will eat for a 

lifetime.”  

When there is “ample” access to financial resources, the organization is in a 

position to jump-start as many legitimate projects as possible. This then will jump-start a 

community that was destroyed because of a natural disaster. The network members in this 

study showed how much they can empower an entrepreneur to draw attention to the 

societal needs of their communities.  

With regard to physical resources, Inner City Capital became a focal point in 

creating ways to improve a commercial corridor of a decaying part of the city. This is 

because it has been earning trust and reciprocity from the locale. The organization’s 

“second home” has become a “go-to” place for classes, a brainstorming location for 

entrepreneurs, and a celebration center for all of the graduates who successfully complete 

their program.   

Gulf Capital created a program that attempted to salvage destroyed property and 

highlighted how all entrepreneurs, social and traditional, living in one place, can generate 

a buzz. The “XX” Building was created three years after the storm.  All of the “winners” 

of the business competition can work in that location and collaborate on a regular basis. It 

is a unique environment that is being emulated in other parts of the city. 
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With regard to knowledge resources, Inner City works with top-notch experts in 

various fields to interact with their budding entrepreneurs. Gulf Capital has programs in 

place where they have enlisted local successful business owners to mentor their clients.  

As shown above, good practices necessitate the use of valuable resources in a pragmatic 

way. The CEDSE is not a place for research and theory. Resources must be provided so 

that they will be acted upon by the entrepreneurs. The CEDSE must operate as a 

dynamic, engaged catalyst, and not as an “ivory tower.” 

Intangible resources include the timing of when the above resources are delivered 

and the creativity of how people utilize all three types of capital discussed above. In this 

mind-set, timing and creativity become just as important as the financial support that a 

CEDSE must have. Both organizations in this study examine both short- and long-term 

solutions to problems. This practice makes a CEDSE more solid, more credible and more 

viable.  

Summary  

Social capital as a mechanism was supported by four of the core elements of a 

CEDSE. These are: 1) networks 2) trust 3) reciprocity, and 4) resources. These elements 

provided the framework for understanding the answer to the research purpose and 

questions.  These factors also brought to the surface the finding related to how a CEDSE 

can operate most effectively. !
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

  This Chapter contains interpretations, summaries, findings and recommendations 

for the fields of social capital and social entrepreneurship. The interpretations are a 

collection of thoughts based on the findings and comparisons of the data analyzed in 

Chapter 4. Following that is a summary of the key findings. Recommendations for future 

research are included, which support the problem statement set forth in Chapter 1. The 

discussion in the findings section summarizes the results of this study and explores 

conclusions that can be drawn from existing literature on social capital theory.  Finally, 

the recommendations section will examine findings relevant to social capital theorists as 

well as the emerging academic field of social entrepreneurship.  

Interpretations 

A CEDSE Role in Society 

 What was discovered during this process was the integral role of a CEDSE in a 

community. The aftermath of the economic crisis that began in September 2008 has 

plagued many of our great cities. Throughout 2010, the United States has made a 

commitment to rebuild many parts of our society that have been broken.  As a result of 

this study, I suggest that a community can benefit favorably from a strong relationship 

with a CEDSE type of organization.  

 The field of social entrepreneurship is broad. It was my intent to focus on 

organizations that work on community economic development through traditional and 

social entrepreneurship.  This study provided the field with a much clearer depiction of 
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how one type of social entrepreneurship can achieve its mission by effectively using 

social capital.  

 A CEDSE is a unique type of social entrepreneurship because of how its network 

supports the mission of so many organizational types. The focus is not just on the mission 

of their own organization, but the mission and goals of the organizations that they serve. 

In addition, a CEDSE is made up of many members of a community who contribute a 

variety of resources to see it succeed. As a result of the commitment of many, there is a 

ripple effect that extends to many more in the community who need an economic boost.  

As depicted in Figure 15 below, a CEDSE is a center point and holds an important 

role for aligning the vision of all other members of the network.  On either side of the 

CEDSE are the vital elements that support the operations of the CEDSE. These include 

effective programs, a strong board of advisors or directors, a close group of professionals 

who serve as mentors (often CEOs who have started their own organizations), and a 

positive outreach and focused marketing campaign. There are grounded in the other 

elements of social capital which embody all elements of the network. Trust and 

reciprocity, coupled with resources, allows for the CEDSE to operate its core. On the 

bottom half of Figure 15 is the pathway to how a CEDSE serves its population.  By 

activating its core, the CEDSE allows its community members to have access to capital 

and other types of loans or grant programs that would not otherwise be available to them. 

In turn, the people being served are the rising students and leaders of the local 

community. It was also discovered through this study that a strong relationship with a 

local college or university can provide additional resources to the CEDSE.   
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Figure 15: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the purposes of this study, the connection between social capital and social 

networks is made clear in the work of Nahapiet and Ghosal (1998). They state, “[t]he 

central proposition of social capital theory is that networks of relationships constitute a 

valuable resource for the conduct of social affairs” (p. 243). A social network can be 
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viewed as a “set of nodes (e.g., persons, organizations) linked by a set of social 

relationships (e.g., friendships, transfers of funds, overlapping memberships) of a 

specified type” (Laumann, et al., 1978; Lincoln, 1982). This study went beyond that 

statement and linked the roles of trust and reciprocity, as well as resources, to the overall 

network model shown above.  

What’s Missing in Social Entrepreneurship 

Drawing upon the entrepreneurial work of Schumpeter and Drucker, Dees 

provides a comprehensive definition of social entrepreneurship:  

Social Entrepreneurs play the role of change agents in the social sector by: 

! Adopting a mission to create and sustain social value  

! Recognizing and relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve that 

mission 

! Engaging in a process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and 

learning 

! Acting boldly without being limited by resources currently in hand, 

and  

! Exhibiting heightened accountability to the constituencies served and 

for the outcomes created. 

There were two major elements missing in Dees’ definition, however. First, he 

never mentions income or the financial side of the organization. By channeling the focus 

of the CEDSE on economic development, we are better prepared to meet both the social 

and financial needs of a community so that all can prosper and grow. Helping others 

succeed in both their personal goals and the societal needs of the regions they serve is an 
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important and necessary element to the overarching definition.  As the data above 

supports, actions that are taken by the CEDSE are ones that include research, teaching, 

and embracing the mission of all of the people in the community.   

The other element missing from Dee’s definition appears to be community. His 

definition focuses on actions that an individual can take, but if that individual were to act 

alone, it would not be possible to extend the benefits of an effective social 

entrepreneurship to the larger community. A CEDSE is a collection of individuals with a 

common goal that supports a common good. Only by applying the principles of social 

capital is this actually possible for these CEDSEs.  I noticed only a slight difference 

between the two organizations represented in this case study, as summarized below.  

Comparison of Case Studies 

 This cross-case study was designed to develop an understanding about how two 

exemplary CEDSEs use social capital as a mechanism. To date, we have organized and 

researched why many different types of social entrepreneurships are successful. This 

study relies on a unique framework, however, applying three elements of social capital 

theory to this specific type of social entrepreneurship. By examining the networks of the 

two CEDSEs, the role of trust and reciprocity, and the role of resources, this multiple 

case study suggests that all three of these elements play a significant role. This study 

provides evidence that these two CEDSE organizations:  

! are consistent with other social entrepreneurial activities that deal with pressing 

socio-economic challenges 

! are interested in understanding the how and why of the relationships they have 

garnered within their network  
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! use entrepreneurship to find new ideas to solve old problems, but this requires a 

deeper understanding of the three elements associated with social capital. 

Differences Across Cases  
 

 Gulf Capital and Inner City Capital are similar in approach, focused on 

entrepreneurship, empowerment and economic development. The methods that they use, 

however, are very different. One has a much deeper relationship with universities and 

uses MBAs during a week-long activity for its social entrepreneurs each year. The other 

uses a more hands-on approach in teaching the basic entrepreneurial skills needed to 

survive to the community it serves. It does this every 11 weeks, holding a series of 

classes lead by seasoned entrepreneurs who are willing to serve.  

 Various factors influence how each demonstrates its approach to developing its 

community and support for social entrepreneurial thinking. As I analyzed the interview 

transcriptions and reflected on the observations and documents, various factors 

influenced the application of social capital practice, including the way each CEDSE 

influences its network, the role of trust and reciprocity in a CEDSE’s network, and the 

role of resourcing, including timing and creativity. These factors explain differences in 

the way these two CEDSEs approach working with their networks in supporting social 

entrepreneurship instruction.  

 Interviews provided insight into the differences of the two populations. The Gulf 

Capital community was rebuilding after a natural disaster and thus had many elements to 

consider given that so many elements were out of its control. However, the leaders of 

Gulf Capital were locals and understood the community’s culture extremely well. On the 

other hand, Inner City Capital’s leadership teams were not natives to the community they 
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serve, and therefore, building trust and rapport is especially important in that situation.  

 One key learning was that every CEDSE has its own nuances, but the core 

principles—such as transforming lives and communities through entrepreneurship—or 

vision and goals—such as building replicable models for high-quality entrepreneurial 

development services that can be locally adopted in other low-wealth communities and 

used as a catalyst for social and economic empowerment—were extremely similar. After 

reviewing the data, the similarities were so close that I chose to group the findings as one 

chapter. Though both CEDSEs were in different parts of the country focusing on very 

different communities, their use of social capital warranted a combination of the entire set 

of findings.  

Discussion of the Findings 

 One key finding of this study was that the three elements of social capital all play a 

role in social capital as a mechanism of a CEDSE. The primary research question was: 

how does the mechanism of social capital contribute to a community economic 

development social entrepreneurship? This was supported by specifically asking the same 

core question as it related to each element, i.e., how does the network structure contribute 

to the mechanism of social capital of a CEDSE?   The other key finding—an outlier 

because it was not part of the core research questions—was the role of sustainability. 

These findings were reached by examining the results of this study in conjunction with 

the findings in the existing literature and the theoretical framework. Each finding is 

summarized and discussed in the sections that follow.   
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Summary of Findings   

Findings Summarized: Networks 

The data collected in conjunction with this study is aligned with many of the other 

sociological experiments that have occurred throughout the past two decades. According 

to Hurlbert, Haines and Beggs (2000), sociologists have used network concepts to 

investigate how social networks constrain or facilitate social action. The theme they 

found, which is evident in both of these examples, was that “networks matter” (p. 598). 

The work of these CEDSEs was on also what they would call part of non-routine 

situations: hurricane and inner city poverty worsened by a terrorist attack.  “Networks 

matter” is a statement that has been made in the empirical work that dominates how 

organizations and actors link ties to outcomes, not to where they were originally drawn.  

Both CEDSEs studied work with closed networks that focus on issues within the 

community in which they live. After the analysis and observations of the two 

organizations, it was evident to me that the remaining core findings of the network were 

important factors of the effective use of social capital. Networks channel energy in one 

direction and maintain accountability, facilitate change, and nurture the CEDSE in 

various ways. Channeling energy in one direction ensures that everyone is working 

towards a common goal and is accountable to the same set of parameters. In addition, 

when an organization acts as a facilitator for change, it is more likely that members of the 

network will not resist it, but will instead embrace it. Finally, because the CEDSEs 

studied attempt to bring relief to their respective communities, it is natural that they serve 

as nurturers for their networks.  

 There are four ways to nurture the network: grow the pie; share knowledge; 
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develop leadership; and work in coalitions. Both CEDSEs met the criteria regarding the 

role of nurturer. They focus on others rather than on themselves, share what they have 

learned with others, develop leadership within their community, and work as a team 

towards a common goal.  

Findings Summarized: Trust 

Embedded in both Gulf Capital’s and Inner-City Capital’s thinking is the belief 

that small businesses are the anchors of stable communities. These CEDSEs believe that 

by empowering the business they have chosen to work  they affect the “double-bottom 

line component” of a small business. The double-bottom line indicates that there is both a 

positive revenue aspect and a social aspect to a business. By doing this, the CEDSEs 

believe that they can empower and employ people. This also serves to resolve the socio-

economic challenges that have scarred their communities for such a long period of time. 

Trust is at the core of the reasoning as to why a CEDSE and the people it serves are in a 

position to succeed.  

The data showed that social innovation is the result of new networks of norms, 

trust, and reciprocal behavior pushed beyond the social field. It has been proven in the 

business community that high levels of commitment and trust assist a business function at 

its prime (Hutton, 1995). Aligning with the thinking of a social entrepreneurship, Putnam 

(1995) notes that, compared to those with low levels of social capital, communities and 

societies with high levels of social capital and trust are more likely to be creative, 

effective, and efficient in economic and community endeavors. Trust entails a willingness 

to take risks in a social context. The circumstances that both of these organizations are 

under are unique and can be classified as dire.  
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 Entrepreneurship is said to flourish more readily in less formalized and adaptive 

structures, such as an open systems model (Buxton, Carlone, &  Carlone, 2005). An open 

system (interdependent with its environment) will have an organizational structure that 

eliminates or reduces formalization and is adaptive to its environment (Scott, 1991; 

Starnes, 2000). It is essential that the structure have permeable boundaries around the 

activities, so that it will generate ideas and opportunity. Some of the most beneficial ideas 

developed in environments where outsiders were allowed to share their own experiences. 

Plugging in new partners is seen as an ongoing function of the system. Studies have 

shown that each stakeholder must believe benefits exceed costs. 

Given that trust is recognized as a major component of social entrepreneurship, it 

is worth noting that without a high level of trust among the existing members of the 

network, advancement of the mission of the organization is simply not possible. When 

trust is broken in any fashion, it is difficult, if not nearly impossible, to replenish.  For 

example, one of the women who lives in the Inner City district has stated that, “if  <the 

leaders> up and leave us, we will never be able to forgive them. They know that, that is 

something they live with… so even though they could have escaped on several occasions, 

they still stand strong here on MLK Drive.”  

As noted previously, trust is a qualifying condition of social capital, not because it 

can or cannot be measured accurately but because it evokes an essential purpose of 

sociability (Fukuyama, 1995). Trust may need to be built over time, especially when 

overcoming historical challenges, but once that trust is there, it lasts and is implicit. Trust 

comes within the CEDSE itself and its network, as well as from outside of the 

community. Reciprocity also plays a role within the CEDSE. Direct reciprocity, however, 
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is not expected. Rather, indirect reciprocity, or doing what one can to repay a favor or 

assist in the success of the CEDSE in some way, is the norm. Trust and reciprocity 

naturally lend themselves to sustainability, clearly a vital element for a CEDSE. 

Findings Summarized: Resources 

 Resources are undoubtedly vital to the success of any organization. Both traditional 

and intangible resources assist a CEDSE in achieving its goals. Traditional resources 

include financial (funding), physical (materials) and knowledge (people) resources, while 

intangible resources include timing and creativity. The intangible resources prove to be 

equally as important as traditional resources, as meeting short-term needs while planning 

for long-term goals is necessary for the development of the CEDSE, and thus thinking 

creatively about the ways to secure and share traditional resources is a necessity. 

Findings Summarized: Sustainability 

 Although it was not initially addressed in the core questions, sustainability was 

another key finding in this study. Sustainability may refer to the creation of jobs for the 

future, or plans a CEDSE makes to ensure financial security in order to continue working 

in the community. Networks and resources support sustainability through elements, such 

as long-term planning for the CEDSE, and the initiatives supported within a community, 

such as a co-operative garden. Sustainability is a core principle of a CEDSE as it plays a 

major role in establishing the CEDSE’s goals and successes.  

 The following section sets forth recommendations for practice and further research. 

Before I conclude with these recommendations, however, the limitations of this study are 

restated, given the magnitude of what is at stake with the communities that are being 

served by these exemplary organizations.  
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Restatement of Limitations 

As Guba and Lincoln (1981) note, “[c]ase studies can oversimplify or exaggerate 

a situation, leading the reader to erroneous conclusions about the actual state of affairs” 

(p. 377). It is not my intention, however, to generalize the findings of the case studies. 

There are many factors that contribute to a CEDSE. What became evident throughout this 

research period was that the needs of this community could not be exaggerated. The 

regions studied were in peril and were definitely taking steps to “rise from the ashes.”  

 Within each community, however, there were different circumstances, cultures and 

motivations of the people of those communities. Garnering a better understanding of 

those differences was vital for each CEDSE and should be customized for each situation. 

Additionally, I was focused at the organizational level of analysis. Despite the attempt to 

stay at that level of analysis, during the interview process it became quite clear that the 

network members would often discuss two roles: they would mention their organizational 

interests as well as their own personal interest in the success of the CEDSE.  

 An additional limitation was that I did not speak to members outside of the 

network. Staff members of the CEDSE, which limited me to active participants, 

identified each interviewee. An interesting twist to this study would have been to include 

members of the network that once supported the CEDSE but were no longer involved. 

Regardless of these limitations, the findings proved to support much of social capital’s 

empirical work. The next section provides a summary of recommendations for practice, 

and suggestion for further research.  
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Recommendations and Further Research 

Revisit the Purpose of this Study 

 In Chapter 1, I began with a discussion that provided a basic premise to why this 

study is an important piece of research. The current social capital literature has 

traditionally focused on its role in the for-profit industries. As stated earlier, this is 

problematic because, unlike traditional entrepreneurships, which are measured through 

new markets and financial gain, social entrepreneurships attempt to have an impact on 

our pressing social challenges.  Social entrepreneurs are somewhat like charitable 

organizations because of the “above and beyond” commitment that was discovered 

during this process. It is worth noting that charitable organizations play a major role in 

the United States.  

 According to An Overview of the Nonprofit and Charitable Sector, published in 

2009, charitable organizations today are estimated to employ more than 7% of the U.S. 

workforce, while the broader nonprofit sector is estimated to employ 10% of the U.S. 

workforce. In 2009, the charities that filed Form 990 with the Internal Revenue Service 

reported approximately $1.4 billion in revenue and reported holding nearly $2.6 billion in 

assets. This research discovered that a CEDSE is a new kind of charitable organization. 

The services that a CEDSE’s staff members provide include additional time, skills and 

connections that empower the people they serve in a new fashion.  

Recommendations for Practice 

  Emerging CEDSE organizations can benefit greatly from the research of this 

study. Recommendations are listed below. 
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Recommendation P1: Understand the Roles of CEDSE Network Members 

Information from preliminary interviews indicated that members of the networks 

hold multiple roles. This study did not include an analysis of the social network. 

However, an ideal future research study would be to further explain the position and roles 

of network members, and the impact of the structural holes left by departing network 

members, coupled with an analysis of the characteristics of those members. A network 

analysis study of this type might further illuminate the three roles of social capital 

revealed in this study. 

  This study also supports the earlier work of Alvord, Brown and Letts (2002) 

who stated that the “more we know about the forms of a social entrepreneurship, the 

more possible it may be to design successful future initiatives” (p. 272). Their research 

included seven successful social entrepreneurships. They divided those organizations into 

three forms of innovation mentioned in Chapter 2. Those included building a local 

capacity, disseminating a package and building a local movement. What this study 

showed was that a CEDSE organization comprises all three of these innovations in one 

place. Practitioners can draw upon the good practices of Gulf Capital and Inner City 

Capital, listed in Chapter 4, to achieve their own missions.  

Recommendation P2: Engaging More in Policy   

 Policy is playing a larger part in modern day social entrepreneurship. Brown and 

Ashman (have pointed out that one of the primary benefits of social capital is that it 

allows scholars, policy makers and practitioners to cooperate. In that same spirit, it may 

be useful to consider the other practical aspects of this research study.  By effectively 

utilizing its network, a CEDSE could do the following from a policy perspective: 
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!  lobby for more government grants and subsides  

!  create an oversight agency within each community to gather data, conduct 

research, and advocate for the sector they are serving   

! provide recommendations to the White House Office of Social Innovation to set 

 policies designed to help entrepreneurs in economic downturns 

 With a newly created Office of Social Innovation, the current administration is 

calling upon all Americans to find solutions to some of this country’s most systemic 

problems in education, healthcare, poverty and the environment. As recently as July 

2009, leading thinkers have challenged this office to allow the impact to extend far 

beyond a “new government bureaucracy.” If rolled out correctly, this new office could 

improve the context for all social innovation; it could transform the way we solve our 

toughest domestic problems (http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/What-Is-the-Social-

Innovation-Fund). 

 In Spring 2010, federal dollars will be granted to organizations following some 

very basic principles. According to an announcement concerning $50M worth of funding, 

the White House made the following statement:  

“…the idea is quite simple: to find the most effective programs out there and then 

provide the capital needed to replicate their success in communities around the 

country that are facing similar challenges…By focusing on high-impact, result-

oriented nonprofits, we will ensure that government dollars are spent in a way that 

is effective, accountable and worthy of the public trust.”  

CEDSEs are ripe for this funding and can set a role model for many organizations around 

the country.  



GRO!

!

In addition, the legal community needs to be more heavily involved with 

organizations that want to both profit and do social good at the same time.  According to 

a recent NPR piece “certain companies highlight that in most bylaws of most companies,  

there's a provision that says that the shareholder is king,” 

(http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=124468487). Unfortunately, if 

shareholders believe that an organization is sacrificing profits for some other nonprofit-

making reason, the shareholders can sue the organization. A certain set of lawyers are 

trying to change this law, but if the government were to support this thinking as well, an 

amendment to the legislation may happen more swiftly, or at least receive some deserved 

press.  

In the same story as above, it is important to note that a guide does not yet exist 

for companies, such as the ones a CEDSE serves, to seek answers.  According to Todd 

Johnson, a lawyer trying to change the law, “there's not a good framework for the 

entrepreneur who wants to create an entity that really mixes profitability and mission” 

(http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=124468487). 

Recommendation P3: Find Access to Capital  

The business community has proven, both academically and practically, that 

entrepreneurship seems to play an important role in economic growth and development. 

However, in order for local development to be achieved, the business environment should 

provide opportunities to create, innovate and invest for all people. The CEDSEs in this 

study assist people who have been marginalized by society. They may have been victims 

of a natural disaster, they may not have access to a good education because they live in 

the Inner City, or they may have lost their entire family in a terrorist attack and have no 
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familial support to keep them motivated. What these CEDSEs have done is to find niches 

and social problems to solve, but what is limiting their true success is their access to 

capital.  

 Traditionally, the concept of entrepreneurship included a for-profit bottom line. 

Recently, however, researchers and practitioners have begun to explore the concept of the 

social private enterprise. Indeed, in the last decade, not only has a new “type” of 

entrepreneur appeared, a new “breed” of philanthropist has emerged. The social 

entrepreneur, as well as the entrepreneurial philanthropist (also called a venture 

philanthropist), are in vogue: they have the chance to address problems that are global in 

scope. These philanthropists often have a close relationship with social entrepreneurs. 

They invest time and human and financial resources to help them to achieve their 

business plan and targets. What was discovered as a result of this research was that this 

can be both at the individual and organizational level. The result of what these CEDSEs 

are capable of results in pinpointing economic or social problems and setting out to solve 

them in an innovative way. !

Recommendations for Future Research   

 Based on the findings of this study, there are several recommendations for future 

research that can be broken into a few categories. The first set of recommendations 

(RA1-3) aligns directly with the core elements of social capital.  The second set of 

recommendations (RB 1-3) is directly aligned with the field of innovation and social 

entrepreneurship as America, and the world, face a new set of challenges.  

Recommendation RA1: Deeper Understanding of the Three Core Social Capital Elements 

 While limited to two CEDSE organizations, this study has brought about valuable 
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data about exemplary practices of both. Future research would include the application of 

the framework of the sample CEDSE NETWORK to additional cities that are attempting 

to nurture social entrepreneurship activity in their region. This study suggests that the 

network is made up of certain elements and each of those elements interacts with the 

other. This study examined each element in a singular light. It would prove to be a very 

interesting study if the relationship of the elements were further developed. For example, 

a researcher could design a set of questions for each element that would contribute to a 

more rigorous understanding of the elements together as more of a relationship.  

 At the beginning of Chapter 4, there was a depiction of the intersection between the 

four core elements, purposefully separating out the roles of trust and reciprocity.  Future 

researchers could assist CEDSE organizations make the most good with a deeper 

understanding of these roles.  A CEDSE is focused on pursuing long-lasting impact by 

investing in these elements. Specifically, a link between trust and change can be made. 

CEDSE organizations can capitalize on timing, momentum and people’s ability to 

change. This study did not pursue this relationship in any meaningful fashion. However, 

it could be assumed that coordinating efforts in a timely fashion, and observing change in 

behavior, can help the community build a stronger tie.  

 Additionally, a CEDSE can leverage its resources and connection to networks in a 

more organized and meaningful manner. This research study did not study the 

connection; however, it would prove useful to understand how networks and resources 

connect. For example, members of a network can provide investment that would put them 

on a national stage. Or perhaps, a research-based study could aid a local entrepreneur 

validate mission and vision. In addition, leveraging resources could allow a greater 
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number of community network members to become more actively involved in public 

policy decisions. The possible connections of the elements are endless and should be 

further researched.   

Recommendation RA2: Indirect Reciprocity 

 On the subject of trust and reciprocity, it is evident that there is already a large body 

of research that exists in this field. However, this study uncovered that this new form of 

reciprocity—indirect reciprocity—can be further explored by additional research. For the 

field of social capital, this study continued the practice of using the basic principles of the 

field. In Appendix D, a proposed framework provides members of the social 

entrepreneurship eco-system a plausible resource to examine, collect, and analyze best 

practices in these CEDSE communities. A deeper analysis of the role of trust and 

reciprocity and how that feeds into the network could unveil motivations for individuals 

and people to become more involved with social activity.  

 Additionally, future research could investigate the social functions of other 

institutions, such as churches, and examine how these types of institutions work together 

for the public good of the economic development of the community. There was often an 

undertone of religious activity assisting the organizations that participated in this study. 

Reciprocity is an element of social capital that has been historically supported by the 

phrase, “I do for you/you do for me.” This was not so in this study. Rather, when a 

benefactor trusted a CEDSE, no reciprocity was expected. This concept can be further 

researched as to how it relates to supporting a CEDSE. Then, in turn, it may be 

discovered what role a CEDSE plays in society. We learned that this is not just a job for 

the CEDSE leaders, but we could use an enlightened approach for all organizational 
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leaders.  

 There is another area of untapped research in the indirect reciprocity area. The word 

‘partnership’ is often thrown around in many business circles. An interesting research 

area would be to learn the characteristics of a true partnership. For example, CEDSE 

organizations are often solving problems that are quite large and complex, have long 

histories, and are embedded in the fabric of the communities they serve. It is often only 

through collaboration, coordination and chemistry that real work occurs.  There are many 

aspects of partnerships that can be explored, including: length of the partnership (long- or 

short-term); formality level (formal or informal), likelihood of partnership (would these 

partners normally work together?), and likelihood that the partners involved will pool all 

of the accessible resources to meet each others needs. There is a direct correlation to this 

line of research and indirect reciprocity that can be further explored.   

Recommendation RA3: A CEDSE as a Resource and Access to Other Resources  

 The interviewees in this study mentioned several kinds of resources that were 

necessary for a CEDSE to operate. On several occasions, members interviewed stated, 

“the network is the resource.” While that is a broad and open statement, this concept can 

be further researched for a deeper understanding about how access to resources, no matter 

what kind, is critical to the survival of the CEDSE. What needs to be further studied is 

how that network is leveraged. Given that “the whole world works on relationships,” it 

would be helpful to understand how the gap is bridged. Access to markets is critical for 

the people that a CEDSE supports. What the organizations do not do is track how their 

connections help other members of the network prosper, thus, a study could be conducted 

on how one resource leads to many resources.  
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Recommendation RB1: Clarification of Sustainability  

Sustainability was not an original research question for this research study. 

However, in reviewing the data, it became evident that it was a key finding.  The term 

was used over forty times by the interviewees, and was indicated as something that was 

critical to the future growth and continuation of the CEDSE. However, the exact 

definition of the term was not clear. Sustainability is very much a “buzz term,” so it was 

not apparent to me as a researcher what the underpinnings of the term was. In the section 

following, I have applied the term to the sections related to the social capital elements 

involved in this study.  

According to Werbach (2009), a commonly accepted definition of sustainability 

in the business community is “meeting the needs of the present without compromising 

the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” Boschee (2006) defines 

sustainability as the ability to fund the future of a nonprofit through a combination of 

earned income, charitable contributions and public sector subsidies. There are some 

examples that discuss sustainability, as it relates to social capital, based on the three core 

elements.  It is important to address how a CEDSE can grow. What will make it 

sustainable to a community? Studying how the sustainability relates to networks is 

crucial. For example, a research study can address how a CEDSE supplies jobs, which, in 

turn, helps lay the foundation for future work in the region.  We learned at a surface level 

how Gulf Capital used the transformational power of entrepreneurship to create many 

long-term white-collar jobs for the citizens of its community. This is another area that 

could be further explored.  For example, a longitudinal study could be conducted to 
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analyze the impact of how the CEDSE serves as a “tipping point” for its community’s 

jobs, leadership, and political scope.   

 Both CEDSE organizations have strong networks that care deeply about the future 

of the communities in which they live. By focusing a research study on the education and 

empowerment of a network, we can understand at a deeper level what the network can 

contribute to the long-term sustainability of a CEDSE organization.  

Recommendation RB2: Social Capital’s Role Between Youth and CEDSE  

 After the research directly related to existing social capital is explored, it would 

behoove the research community to set its sights on the younger generations. The role of 

young people is another completely untapped area of CEDSE research that could be 

further explored. Gulf Capital already shares a strong partnership with several major 

universities. Over 200 graduate-level students have worked with Gulf Capital over the 

past five years. Within the Inner City Capital community, there are several youth groups 

who could benefit from learning social and entrepreneurial skills at an early age. What 

has not been studied is how these groups can contribute to the ongoing needs of 

leveraging social capital and social entrepreneurships.  

Over the last decade, business schools have increased the number of courses in 

social and sustainable entrepreneurship. In addition, many undergraduate students are 

increasingly motivated to provide course-based consulting services or write business 

plans for social or sustainable ventures in traditional entrepreneurship course offerings. In 

surveying “social entrepreneurship” and “sustainable entrepreneurship” course content, 

however, terms like “innovation” and “technology” are remarkably scarce. What we have 

learned, through groups like Ashoka’s Youth Ventures (YV) and the National Foundation 
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for Teaching Entrepreneurship (NFTE), is that our youth can provide innovative and 

essential recommendations for our future. Another research possibility would be to study 

how these younger generations utilize social capital as a mechanism to achieve the same 

goals as their more senior counterparts. At the beginning of 2010, Thomas Friedman 

authored an interesting op-ed piece in the New York Times. In it he stated: 

The president should also vow to bring the Network for Teaching 

Entrepreneurship, or NFTE, to every low-income neighborhood in America. 

NFTE works with middle- and high-school teachers to help them teach 

entrepreneurship. The centerpiece of its program is a national contest for start-

ups with 24,000 kids participating. Each student has to invent a product or 

service, write up a business plan and then do it. NFTE (www.NFTE.com) 

works only in low-income areas, so many of these new entrepreneurs are 

minority kids. 

In November, a documentary movie entitled, “Ten9Eight,” was released that 

tracked a dozen students all of the way through to the finals of the NFTE competition. 

The current administration should arrange for this movie to be shown in every classroom 

in America. It is the most inspirational, heartwarming film you will ever see. You can 

obtain details about it at www.ten9eight.com.  

Amy Rosen, the chief executive of NFTE, stated that this year’s three finalists 

“were an immigrant’s son who took a class from H&R Block and invented a company to 

do tax returns for high school students, a young woman who taught herself how to sew 

and designed custom-made dresses, and the winner was an African-American boy who 

manufactured socially meaningful T-shirts.”  

http://www.ten9eight.com/
http://www.nfte.com/


IJM!

!

If what is wanted are more good jobs, spawn more Steve Jobs. Our President 

should have focused on that from day one. He must focus on that for year two.  What is 

missing is how to reach these young people. What motivates them? Why do they care?  

Conclusion 

! There is a sustained and passionate call in this country and around the world for 

social entrepreneurship.  As the curtain closed on the first decade of the 21st century, our 

country witnessed unimaginable destruction that was quickly followed by the undeniable 

spirit of our citizens. Social entrepreneurship continues to capture our attention and 

imagination for the promise it gives to our citizens. In the United States, the White House 

has launched the Office of Social Innovation. There is a both a sense of urgency and hope 

around what that office will be able to accomplish.  

The goal of this dissertation was to further understand the role of social capital in 

a leveraging a CEDSE. The emergent nature of qualitative research resounds with this 

study.  Being open to alternative explanations became a necessity, as I continually found 

new and interesting data that conflicted with the existent research.  I had a strong passion 

for the CEDSE organizations and the communities that I was researching. I saw how 

what they were doing could help many cities throughout the country.  

I was fortunate enough to utilize several triangulation methods and reviewed the 

data over and over to tell the narrative as best as possible. Each time I analyzed the data, 

or had a collegial conversation, a new aspect of the importance of a CEDSE was 

discovered.  

 As the field of social entrepreneurship continues to attract talent, money and 

attention (Martin and Osberg, 2007), deeper understanding of certain theories will play 
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critical roles. For the purposes of this study, I chose social capital theory as a baseline. 

This study, however, also provided valuable insight into several other academic arenas. 

These included social networking, social entrepreneurships, and certain elements of 

change theory.  

 The finding that stands out the strongest, however, is that all of the categories make 

up a successful CEDSE, which is a new class of organization. In Chapter 4, I highlighted 

the factors that assist a CEDSE in participating in “catalytic change processes.” These 

included a commitment from the CEDSE to better business practices (both traditional and 

social-minded businesses) and affordable and desired housing situations for the 

employees of the businesses. In addition, a CEDSE is housed within a community 

resource center that thrives in a retail renewal area. This marks another major 

differentiating factor of a CEDSE. Lastly, and probably most importantly, a CEDSE 

empowers all of the members of its community through education—an education that 

moves well beyond the books and that its members can use for a lifetime.  

  Figure 16, below, attempts to emulate what is currently happening with the 

“social sector” in the United States of America. There are thousands upon thousands of 

nonprofits, many doing the same things in their local areas. Certain of hose nonprofits are 

now being classified into the popular term “social entrepreneurships.” After scanning the 

whole country, however, I could only find a handful of organizations that met the criteria 

of a CEDSE. While it may be too early to tell, I believe that these organizations are the 

ones that can change the world. 
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 The world they live in is small and what was learned in this study is that global 

change is critical to our success. However, that global change can only occur one 

community at a time.  It is time we flipped this picture. 

Figure 16: Global Change 

 

Thus, the question becomes, “What’s next?”  Perhaps, the handful of exemplary 

organizations that meet the profile of the CEDSE in this study should organize and share 

their own stories of both successes and failures. A list of best practices could be 

developed as a framework for other struggling cities. I was able to witness change in a 

very short period of time through the extraordinary efforts of these two organizations. It 

was remarkable.  
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 It has long been stated that you have to think globally but act locally. This study 

supports that phrase in ways that can be replicated in many of the once great cities of the 

United State of America. There were many lessons learned during this study and the 

sharing of those lessons will help the academic community and, more importantly, our 

citizens. The question was, and always will be, “What can I do?” A CEDSE can provide 

the answer. !
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Surveys and Interview Protocols  

Survey #1: Network Member Identification  
 
Survey distributed electronically to case study sites: 
 
This two-question survey is a part of the doctoral research that is being conducted about 
XXX. Please take a few minutes to fill out thoughtful responses. It would be most 
appreciated if you could complete the survey by September 14. 
 
1. Please identify the organizations that you work with most frequently to achieve your 
mission? These can include government agencies, not-for-profit organizations, 
universities, corporations or social clubs. 
 
2. For each organization listed, please describe the nature of that relationship? Do they 
provide you with financial, informational, staff, or other types of resources? 
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Interview Protocol #1 
Revised October 9, 2009 
 

Interview Protocol  

Please Note:  For the purposes of this version, XXX will refer to the case study 

site.  

You have been selected to speak with me based on the results of a social network 

exercise that was conducted in conjunction with XXXX. During that exercise, your 

organization was identified as having a relationship that enables works with XXX. This 

study is designed to research social capital as a mechanism for social entrepreneurships, 

specifically those that focus on community economic development social 

entrepreneurships, like XXX. I truly appreciate you taking time to speak with me about 

your experiences.  

Audio Taping and Note-Taking 

In order to maximize our time, my research preference is to audiotape our 

interview. When, we meet, I will have a release form with me, which I would like you to 

sign. This will allow me to focus on the content of what you are saying. Therefore, I will 

keep note taking to a minimum. I am the only researcher on this study and I will be using 

a software program called Atlas TI to analyze the data. I will listen to the audio, run the 

program, and map themes and patterns found that relate to the research questions. Upon 

completion of that exercise, I will review your transcript with you to check for validity. 

The audio files will be kept in my home office and the downloaded materials will be kept 

on a separate hard drive in the same home office. This office is locked and secured on a 

nightly basis. All files will be destroyed within a year of our interview.  
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Participant Protection 

Due to the nature of the research question, it may not be possible to completely 

maintain the confidentiality of your organization. All attempts will be made to do that. 

Although your organization will not be named in any obvious fashion, it may be easy to 

decipher by the type of organization that you are identified as in the description. 

However, for your individual protection, each interviewee will be given a pseudonym. 

This will assure that you are never identified directly.  

The George Washington University takes the interviewing process of human 

subjects quite seriously, and the other form that I am requesting your signature on is our 

XXX form. This is our oath of the researcher to assure that all of this information will be 

held confidential, that you participated as a volunteer in the process, and that at no time 

did I try to inflict harm in any fashion.  

Interview Length 

The proposed time for the interview is one hour.  However, there are several 

questions and definitions that you will be asked to answer before the interview. I have a 

set of questions that need to be covered that map to my research questions. The interview 

questions are semi-structured and I will cover most of the areas of the interview 

questions, while allowing freedom for your additional thoughts to add to the data 

collection.  
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Please Answer Questions and Terms on Page 3 prior to the interview: 

Participant Information 

Name of Organization: 

Name of Interviewee: 

Role of Interviewee within their organization: 

Relationship of Interviewee to the case study site: 

Is this a formal or informal role?  

Relational Information  

1. How long has your organization worked with XXX? 

2. What type of business would you categorize your organization in? 

3. When was your organization founded? How long have you been with the 

organization?  

4. Is your organization a member of any associations/groups/professional 

affiliations? If yes, please name them. 

5. Is XXX a member of those same organizations? 

6. Annually, how often do your organization and XXX gather at the same social or 

business functions? 

Next, please consider your own definitions of the following terms, and be prepared to 

have those thoughts with you during the interview: 

Community Economic Development 

Trust (between organizations) 

Reciprocity (between organizations)  

Resourcing 
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In- Person Interview Questions 

Review answers to other pre-questionnaire first. Then, clarify any questions either party 

has, explain and sign release and protocol forms, start audio and go!  

Section A: Structural Relationship 

1. What is your organization’s measure of success? 

2. What do you understand XXX’s measure of success to be? 

3. Do you believe that these contribute to the economic development of New 

Orleans? 

Section B: Nature of the Relationship 

Over the years, as you developed your relationship with XXX, you may have 

been asked for your business ideas, support, resources, or knowledge and information. 

The following section is intended for you to help me identify which areas are most 

utilized between the two organizations. Please indicate the type of relationship that you 

share with XXX.  

1) We supply human resources to the organizations    ________Yes _________No 

If yes, please share a story as to how this resource sharing was most effective. 

Do you expect that this practice be reciprocated?  

Do you trust if the services were reciprocated that they would be at the same quality 

level? 

2) We share informational (data, knowledge, etc) resources with the XXX ____Yes 

____No 

If yes, please share a story as to how this resource sharing was most effective. 

Do you expect that this practice be reciprocated?  
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Do you trust if the services were reciprocated that they would be at the same quality 

level? 

3) We share operational resources (financial, technical, accounting) to achieve the goals 

set out by XXX.   ____Yes ____No 

If yes, please share a story as to how this resource sharing was most effective. 

Do you expect that this practice be reciprocated?  

Do you trust if the services were reciprocated that they would be at the same quality 

level? 

4) We assist XXX in marketing its efforts in the community to achieve economic 

development.   _____Yes ___No 

If yes, please share a story as to how this resource sharing was most effective. 

Do you expect that this practice be reciprocated?  

Do you trust if the services were reciprocated that they would be at the same quality 

level? 

5) We collaborate with XXX on major policy issues that affect our community.  

_____Yes ___No 

 If yes, please share a story as to how this resource sharing was most effective. 

Do you expect that this practice be reciprocated?  

Do you trust if the services were reciprocated that they would be at the same quality 

level? 

 6) We seek funding opportunities together with XXX. 

_____Yes ___No 

If yes, please share a story as to how this resource sharing was most effective. 



IMG!

!

Do you expect that this practice be reciprocated?  

Do you trust if the services were reciprocated that they would be at the same quality 

level? 

7) Looking back on the stories you have just shared, is there one that stands out as most 

critical to your continued success?  

Section C: Four Types of Networks  (if there is time during the interview)  

According to Rizova, there are four types of networks that help aid in the innovation 

cycle; these are instrumental networks, technical advice networks, organizational advice 

networks, and expressive networks. Though this dissertation is not focused on networks, I 

would like to take a few minutes to describe these two you and see where you fit.  

Section D:  Wrap up questions: 

Is there a member of your network that you would like to see working with XXX? 

Is there anything else you would like me to know regarding your relationship with XXX? 

 

Thank you so much for time. I will have a copy of these interview notes transcribed and 

sent to you for review within a week from today. 

!
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Email To Executive Directors 
Preliminary Discussion of Findings 
1/7/09  
 
Hello Gentlemen-- 
 
Thanks for agreeing to our conversation today! I will record our conversation, as this is a 
normal part of the process and will now be "officially part of my study". What I will be 
discussing with you is the preliminary findings to validate some of my initial thinking, or 
to strengthen it.  After we finish, my committee, especially my chair, will add their 
commentary to strengthen the overall findings. 
 
Attached is framework, which I will explain, but the basic notion is that after all the 
interviews I unraveled about 7 key findings (I can explain my process when we chat), 
 
As a reminder, there were three main constructs, the network, the trust and reciprocity 
and the resources, of social capital that I was researching and I have a few high-level 
questions about each area, below: 
 
For the Networks 
The main findings point to the notion that the networks (which are very diverse) act a 
facilitator for the progress that needs to happen within your organizations.  How do you 
leverage the network to facilitate your missions Also, the findings indicated that the focus 
and alignment you shared as organizations helps you develop more --would agree and if 
so, please expand.. if not. also, please expand. In their book, Forces for Good, there is a 
discussion about nurturing a network -- how do you think you, as the leaders of your 
organizations, nurture the network? 
 
For the Trust and Reciprocity section 
A big "aha: was how reciprocity is viewed by your network -- 100% of the interviewees 
do not expect anything in return for what they supply you in the way of resources, do you 
believe that to be true? 
 
For the Resources 
It was apparent, in reviewing all of the data that your organization are BOTH a resource 
to the entrepreneurs you serve and the network, but that you also provide ACCESS to 
other resources -- can you explain how you see this construct? 
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Survey #2 Trust Quotient 
!
Definition of Trust from Dissertation: Trust is the expectations that arise within a 
community of regular, honest and cooperative behavior, based on commonly shared 
norms, on the part of the other members of that community. Those norms can be about 
deep “value” communities like the nature of God or justice, but they also encompass 
secular norms like professional standards and codes of behavior (p. 26).  
 
1. On the following scale how would you rate the trust level your organization 
shares with XXX? 

 
Low 
 
Medium 
 
High 
  
If you could name the number of outsiders (defined as people who do not live within 
a 10 mile radius of XXX) that you trust to assist with the mission of XXX, where 
would they fall on this scale? 

 
None 
 
A Handful (1-3) 
 
Few (4-6) 
 
Many (6 or more) 
!
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Appendix B: Network Diagram 
!

!
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Appendix C:  List of Interviewees and Related Organizational Type
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Appendix D:  Sample Network Diagram of a CEDSE!
!
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Appendix E: Atlas Ti Codes   
 

 Usage Deleted 
After 

Round 1 

ROUND 2: 
Divided into 

Families 

Network 
Family 

Channeler 
Family 

Facilitator 
Family 

Nurturer 
Family 

Atlas Coding 
Process 

       

Above and 
Beyond 

36       

Accessibility 3       
Accountability 42    x   
Acquaintance 58       
African-
American 

23       

Aggressive 0 x      
Altruistic 10       
Alignment 35    x   
Alumni 21       
Baptist 3       
Baseline 0 x      
Build 28     x  
Business 
Planning 

37       

Candid 0 x      
Caring 48      x 
Catalytic 35       
Challenges 50       
Change 68     x  
Children/Youth 1       
Close-Minded 1       
Collaboration 74   x    
Commitment 62      x 
Common 
Language 

0 x      

Communication 24   x    
Community 107   x    
Community 
Resource Centers 

35       

Consumption 0 x      
Creativity 12      x 
Credibility 49       
Cynicism 2       
Disaster 44       
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CHANGE 
FAMILY 

TRUST     
FAMILY 

RECIPROCITY 
FAMILY 

PHYSICAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

KNOWLEDGE 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

FINANCIAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 
STRATEGY 

FAMILY 
Atlas Coding 

Process        
Above and 
Beyond  X      
Accessibility    X X X  
Accountability       X 
Acquaintance  X X     
African-
American        
Aggressive        
Altruistic  X      
Alignment        
Alumni   X  X   
Baptist        
Baseline        
Build    X   X 
Business 
Planning       X 
Candid        
Caring  X X     
Catalytic X       
Challenges       X 
Change X      X 
Children/Youth        
Close-Minded        
Collaboration   X    X 
Commitment  X X    X 
Common 
Language        
Communication       X 
Community       X 
Community 
Resource 
Centers    X   X 
Consumption        
Creativity        
Credibility  X      
Cynicism        
Disaster X       
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 Usage Deleted 
After 

Round 1 

ROUND 2: 
Divided into 

Families 

Network 
Family 

Channeler 
Family 

Facilitator 
Family 

Nurturer 
Family 

Atlas Coding 
Process 

       

Diverse 22       
Downturn 0 x      
Economic 
Venture 56       
Education 104       
Energy 38    x   
Entrepreneur 106       
Environment 11       
Events 38       
Evolution 13     x  
Excuse 0 x      
Expectations 49       
Familiar 1       
Family 21      x 
Feedback 59       
Focused 84    x   
Foreign 0 x      
Formal 69       
Frameworks 74       
Friend 54      x 
Funder 127       
Fundraising 54       
Genuine 44       
Giving 33   x    
Governance 0 x      
Growth 88   x  x  
Hesitant 4       
Honesty 21       
Hope 22       
Human Capital 101       
Inception 0 x      
Individual 0 x      
Informal 96     x  
Information 26       
Innovation 21       
Instrumental 21       
Integration 42       
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CHANGE 
FAMILY 

TRUST     
FAMILY 

RECIPROCITY 
FAMILY 

PHYSICAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

KNOWLEDGE 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

FINANCIAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 
STRATEGY 

FAMILY 
Atlas Coding 

Process        
Diverse        
Downturn       x 
Economic 
Venture     x   
Education        
Energy        
Entrepreneur        
Environment    x   x 
Events x       
Evolution        
Excuse       x 
Expectations        
Familiar        
Family x x   x  x 
Feedback        
Focused        
Foreign   x    x 
Formal       x 
Frameworks  x x     
Friend   x   x  
Funder      x x 
Fundraising  x x     
Genuine  x      
Giving       x 
Governance x      x 
Growth        
Hesitant  x x     
Honesty        
Hope   x x  x  
Human Capital        
Inception        
Individual   x    x 
Informal   x    x 
Information     x  x 
Innovation       x 
Instrumental x      x 
Integration       x 
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 Usage Deleted 
After 

Round 1 

ROUND 2: 
Divided into 

Families 

Network 
Family 

Channeled 
Family 

Facilitator 
Family 

Nurturer 
Family 

Atlas Coding 
Process 

       

Intellectual 
Capacity 0 x      
Inter-
Organizational 81       
Interactive 11     x  
Interconnectivity 30      x 
Investment 106       
Job Creation 111   x    
Knowledge 
Sharing 78       
Laggards 0 x      
Languages 0 x      
Leadership 41       
Learning 0 x      
Literacy 1       
Lobbying 23       
Local 106       
Longevity 0 x      
Loyalty 61       
Marketing 127       
Mentor 111       
Model 112       
Motivation 53       
National 24       
Native 0 x      
Needs 118   x    
Network 128   x    
New Directions 0 x      
Nurture 74      x 
Obstacle 31       
Official 0 x      
Open-Minded 0 x      
Open Door 11       
Opportunities 54       
Outreach 86     x  
Partnership 120       
Passion 64    x   
Physical 0 x      
Pioneers 43     x  
Plan 112       
Policies 27       
Politics 32       
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CHANGE 
FAMILY 

TRUST     
FAMILY 

RECIPROCITY 
FAMILY 

PHYSICAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

KNOWLEDGE 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

FINANCIAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 
STRATEGY 

FAMILY 
Atlas Coding Process        

Intellectual Capacity        

Inter-Organizational       x 

Interactive       x 

Interconnectivity        

Investment      x x 

Job Creation       x 

Knowledge Sharing     x  x 

Laggards        

Languages        

Leadership   x    x 

Learning        

Literacy        

Lobbying x      x 

Local       x 

Longevity        

Loyalty  x x     

Marketing     x  x 

Mentor   x  x   

Model       x 

Motivation  x      

National       x 

Native        

Needs       x 

Network   x x    

New Directions x       

Nurture        

Obstacle x       

Official        

Open-Minded        

Open Door        

Opportunities x      x 

Outreach       x 

Partnership   x    x 

Passion  x      

Physical        

Pioneers x       

Plan       x 

Policies       x 

Politics        
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 Usage Deleted 
After 

Round 1 

ROUND 2: 
Divided into 

Families 

Network 
Family 

Channeler 
Family 

Facilitator 
Family 

Nurturer 
Family 

Atlas Coding 
Process 

       

Positivism 28    x   
Professional 
Services 117       
Purity 0       
QEntrepreneur 1       
QHighlightsfromA
manda 47       
QQuotes 21       
Reason 0 x      
Reciprocity 120       
Recognition 25       
Recruiting 24       
Relationships 137      x 
Repeatable 0 x      
Replicable 0 x      
Resource 121       
Responsibility 21       
Responsive 21       
Review 0 x      
Revitalization 82       
Self-Sufficient 11       
Self Evaluation 26       
Shared 115       
Sincerity 0 x      
Social Capital 54       
Social Change 52       
Spiritual 0 x      
Storytelling 22       
Strategy 6       
Success 122       
Supporter 117      x 
Survey 1       
Sustainability 50       
Teaching 45       
Thoughtful 11      x 
Transformation 66       
Transient 0 x      
Transparency 34       
Trust 127      x 
Trustworthy 78      x 
Virtual 0 x      
Voluntarism 74       
Worry 0 x      
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CHANGE 
FAMILY 

TRUST     
FAMILY 

RECIPROCITY 
FAMILY 

PHYSICAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

KNOWLEDGE 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 

FINANCIAL 
RESOURCE 

FAMILY 
STRATEGY 

FAMILY 
Atlas Coding 

Process 
       

Positivism        
Professional 
Services   x  x   
Purity        
QEntrepreneur        
QHighlightsfromA
manda        
QQuotes        
Reason        
Reciprocity  x x     
Recognition   x     
Recruiting   x    x 
Relationships   x     
Repeatable        
Replicable        
Resource    x x x  
Responsibility        
Responsive  x      
Review        
Revitalization x       
Self-Sufficient   x     
Self Evaluation       x 
Shared   x x x   
Sincerity        
Social Capital     x x  
Social Change x       
Spiritual        
Storytelling        
Strategy       x 
Success  x     x 
Supporter   x x  x  
Survey       x 
Sustainability       x 
Teaching   x x x   
Thoughtful        
Transformation x      x 
Transient        
Transparency  x      
Trust  x      
Trustworthy        
Virtual        
Voluntarism   x x    
Worry        
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Appendix F:  Documents Reviewed for this Study  
 
 
General/Both 
Organizations  

Gulf Capital  Inner City Capital  

World Economic Forum: 
Educating the Next Wave of 
Entrepreneurs 

Organization’s Website  Organization’s Website  

Entrepreneur Magazine 
(August 2009) 

Strategic Plans 2002, 2005, 
2006, 2007 

Strategic Plans 2006, 2007, 
2008  

Associated Press (May 
2009) 

2008-2011 Strategic Plan 
(post-hurricane)  
 
 

Sample Grant Application, 
2008  

CNN related clips 2005-
2009  

Proposal for LRA Technical 
Assistance to Small Firms  
 2007-2008 

Star-Ledger, (November 20, 
2009) 
 

Wall Street Journal related 
Articles, 2005-2009  

The Times-Picayune The Jersey City 
Independent 

New York Times related 
articles 2005-2009  

Louisiana Life Magazine New Jersey Entrepreneur  

Business Week Magazine, 
variety of issues, 2009  

How They Did It: A Book 
About Gulf Capital’s 
Entrepreneurs  
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Appendix G: Newspaper Quotes  
 
XXXXXXXXX 
 
By the end of December 2008, XXXXXXX alone had counseled more than 245 XXXXX 
entrepreneurs, representing 935 jobs and more than $67 million in revenue. In March of 
this year, the group hosted 50 students from MBA programs around the country who 
were in XXXXX as part of the XXXXXXXXX ’09--a sort of live version of The 
Apprentice, save The Donald and the made-for-TV melodrama. 
 
XXXXXX launched the annual event in 2006 to match MBA students with early 
stage business ventures in the city. A few years ago, those students might have hit 
the town for Jazz Fest or to soak up the XXXXX nightlife--but not to rub shoulders 
with entrepreneurial businesses or explore XXXXXXX as a place to launch their 
own initiatives. 
Jason Meyers, Entrepreneur Magazine (August 2009)  
 
And the possibilities are endless. [...], director of [...], says XXXXXX has taught her 
how to deal with uncertain environments in an increasingly global and fast-paced society. 
“We are creating models that can be replicated in cities across the country … that 
can effect positive change nationwide,” she says. 
Deborah Burst, XXXXXX Life Magazine (Nov. - Dec. 2009).   
 
Driven by the mantra "Trust your crazy ideas," XXXXXX is a nonprofit dedicated to 
accelerating the city's for-profit entrepreneurial culture. Through a combination of talent 
attraction, technical support and connection to financing, the organization has supported 
more than 255 entrepreneurial ventures representing 946 jobs and more than $69 million 
in revenue. 
 
XXXXXXXXX is just one of four entrepreneurial hubs that have sprung up since 
the [disaster]. The result? According to the XXXXX Workforce Commission, the 
unemployment rate in XXXXXX in April was 5.3 percent - significantly lower than 
the national rate of 8.9 percent. 
Christopher Gergen and Gregg Vanourek, The Washington Times (July 29, 2009).  
 
(XXXXXXX) July 22, 2009 - Today, XXXXXXX hosted a Grand Opening Celebration 
for XXXXXXX business owners, musicians and residents to celebrate the launch of [an 
innovation center]. The business incubator offers affordable office, retail and community 
meeting spaces and technology access which, combined with targeted outreach and 
programming, aims to foster self-sustaining economic development in the 
neighborhood.  
“The [innovation center] represents a neighborhood affiliate in a network of spaces 
that will develop a more vibrant, entrepreneurial XXXXX,” explains XXXXXXXX 
Board Chairman, [...].  “This model of clustering business activity has the potential 
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for national and worldwide replication in other communities seeking economic 
recovery and growth.” 
 
Inaugural retail entrepreneurs at the center include [...].  They are joined by a full time 
business manager, who will engage the community, provide business consulting 
services to area entrepreneurs and connect the [innovation center] with similar hubs 
across the City through XXXXX’s main office located downtown. 
To date, XXXXXXX has raised over $700,000 towards the research, development, 
construction, technology equipment, business support services and operations of the 
Center. 
(Press Announcement).  
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Tuesday, April 28, 2009 
U.S. Department of Commerce Invests $800,000 to Create Jobs, Strengthen Economy in 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
WASHINGTON - The U.S. Commerce Department’s Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) today announced an $800,000 grant to XXXXXXX of 
XXXXXXXXX, to encourage industry cluster development in the XXXXXXX 
region by identifying growing emerging businesses and providing technical 
assistance through the XXXXXX program. 
“The Economic Development Administration is pleased to partner with XXXXXX 
to boost business development and job growth,” said Sandra R. Walters, EDA Chief 
Financial Officer/Chief Administrative Officer. “This EDA grant will help 
significantly strengthen the competitive advantage of the XXXXXX region by 
spurring cluster-based business development.” 
EDA supports the economic development needs of distressed communities throughout 
the United States. Its mission is to lead the federal economic development agenda by 
promoting innovation and competitiveness and preparing American regions for growth 
and success in the worldwide economy. 
 
A collection of technology and startup companies started moving this spring into 
one [...] building, launching what they hope will become a hub for recruiting and 
retaining young, entrepreneurial talent in XXXXXXXXX. 
The project is the brainchild of the XXXXX and XXXX., nonprofit business groups 
that have tried to create an atmosphere that evokes the creative, freewheeling 
culture of Silicon Valley in the heart of this city's buttoned-up Central Business 
District. 
The building is not an incubator designed to foster fledgling businesses, but a home for 
established companies whose founders share similar values and believe they will 
derive a social and intellectual benefit from clustering at a single address. 
[...] said XXXXXXX has been turning over the idea of a hub for entrepreneurs for 
almost 10 years. [...], the new chief executive of XXXXXX., began mulling a similar 
idea, and the two managed to recruit a number of companies whose leases happened to be 
running out this year. The six anchor tenants they assembled have scooped up almost a 
third of the building's 85,000 square feet. 
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Kate Moran, Associated Press (May 9, 2009).  
 
But it is not just about business. [...], president and co-founder of XXXXXXX, said 
his group has intentionally established entrepreneurial hubs where they can have 
the greatest impact on neighborhood revitalization. 
"Post-[disaster], we sought to accelerate progress by creating clusters to revitalize these 
neighborhoods," [...] said. 
[...], an urban planning expert with XXXXXX, agreed. 
"Our goal is to listen to the neighborhood to find out what needs are there." The 
group is considering establishing entrepreneurial hubs in XXXX and XXXX, areas 
she believes are "in need of serious economic redevelopment tools." 
"Clusters are a validation that entrepreneurs can create economic and social 
change." 
Allison Good, The Times-Picayune (July 19, 2009) 
 
Earlier this year, XXXXX and local economic development group XXXXX converted 
the former […] building on […] into the […], which now houses six tenants, including 
[...], a law firm that specializes in intellectual property. XXXX itself relocated to the […] 
in April. The building allows dogs and has a gym with a sauna and showers. 
On Wednesday, XXXXXX [innovation center] will open as the city's fourth 
entrepreneurial hub. The center, which had its groundbreaking in August 2006, will 
house a community technology center, conference space and flexible office space for 
entrepreneurs and nonprofits. "We liked the [location], because we knew XXXXX was 
making an investment in the XXXX and that there would be a critical mass there for a 
pilot program," said [...], a co-founder and chief operating officer for XXXXXX. 
Allison Good, The Times-XXXXXXXX (July 19, 2009)  
 
 
XXXXXXXXXX 
 
XXXXXX is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization located in XXXXXXXX whose Mission 
is to equip entrepreneurs in distressed communities with the tools, skills, and resources 
they need to start and grow successful businesses. 
In order to harness the entrepreneurial energy that exists in distressed communities 
and use it to transform lives, strengthen families and create thriving, vibrant 
communities, XXXXXX equips entrepreneurs in these communities with the tools, 
skills, and resources they need to start and grow successful businesses. 
XXXXXXX fills a critical need by providing valuable business training to 
underserved entrepreneurs at a reasonable cost. Based on a philosophy and 
methodology that have proven success in communities around the world, 
XXXXXXXX sets out definite objectives to ensure effectiveness and measurable 
outcomes to demonstrate the impact this work has on individuals, their families and 
their community. 
XXXXXXX provides full scholarships to entrepreneurs who apply to the [...] and its 
post-graduate business coaching services thanks to the support of private and public 
donors. As a 501-c-3 non-profit organization, all donations are tax-deductible. 
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Posted by Zach Kupperman. 
 
[...] began [...]’s ten-week business education course at the [...] in October, around the 
same time she closed her shoe store [...]s’ first location on a little-walked side street. She 
said that [...] has given her the tools she needs to be successful in her new storefront, 
one of many sprouting up around [...]’s headquarters. “XXXXXXXXX made me 
focus more on my budget, pricing, and most of all, marketing,” she said. “I was on a 
side block, and I had to promote more to get customers to come in. Now, being in front of 
the avenue with a larger window, and the school kids out, it is a trendy store, so they 
want to see what’s new and what is going on.” 
 
XXXXXXXX, the [...] nonprofit that helps low-income entrepreneurs start and grow 
small businesses, has been awarded $100,000 by the federal Small Business 
Administration (SBA) as part of the Program for Investing in Microentrepreneurs 
Act, or PRIME. 
“[These] grant recipients are on the front line of helping entrepreneurs in 
particularly underserved communities with critical tools to help them maximize the 
potential of their businesses, create jobs and help strengthen the local economy,” 
SBA administrator Karen Mills says a statement. 
XXXXXX is the only organization in the state to receive the funding, and it is one of the 
SBA’s 10 largest grantees nationwide. 
Jon Whiten, The XXXXXX Independent (October 15, 2009) 
 
In the wake of an economic downturn, XXXXXXX—a non-profit organization based in 
XXXXX—is pursuing an innovative way to create economic growth and stability in 
some of XXXXX’s most distressed urban communities. Through [...]—a 10-week 
course in business management and planning—XXXXX invests in the potential of 
talented local entrepreneurs to start and grow successful businesses. 
Seeing the success of past graduates, corporate partners like [...] and [...] have joined 
with the City of XXXXX and the [...] in funding full scholarships for each of the 
participants in the program. (May 6, 2009) 
 
[...] and [...] call themselves social entrepreneurs, identifying a large-scale problem such 
a poverty and developing new approaches and business-type models to help people help 
themselves. They believe entrepreneurship is one way to develop a community and 
create long-term change. 
“That willingness to articulate a new vision was really impressive,” says [...], a vice 
president at [...] responsible for the company’s local community outreach in XXXX. 
“They wear their passion on their sleeves, and you can’t help but want to help.” [...] 
became a key funder in 2006. 
[...] has owned a flower shop on [...] Street for years. In 2007, with business being slow 
and competition growing, she considered closing her business. 
Instructors from XXXX offered advice on how she needed to market her services better. 
“Their dedication stood out to me,” she says. “It makes a big difference when you 
see people committed to helping with your business.” Her shop has remained open. 



IOJ!

!

[…], CEO of […], a design company, attributes her company’s growth directly to 
XXXXX’s influence on how to market her business. Her murals can been seen on a 
variety of products, from shoes and handbags to furniture and walls. 
Star-Ledger, (November 20, 2009). 
!
!
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