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Abstract

The aim of the paper is to develop a more nuanoddaultilevel understanding of the social
network arena in which the rural social entrepreroperates. We introduce and empirically
assess a conceptual framework for systematic iigadsin of rural social entrepreneurship
that is informed by both social capital theory ghace-based entrepreneurship literature and
also suggest a methodology. We argue that thigpeetise can offer valuable insights into
the still under-researched interplay between raogial entrepreneurs and their institutional
environment. A key insight from our analysis referghe dialectic of horizontal and vertical
networking strategies typical of rural social epteneurs and their business model. The paper
informs researchers active at the intersectiorooilad entrepreneurship and rural development
and equips them for their future studies with a ststent and empirically supported

theoretical and methodological approach.

Keywords. Rural social enterprise, social capital, linkoapital, social legitimacy, multiple

case study

1. Introduction

Motivated by the intensive discourse on the rolesafial entrepreneurs as change agents in
structurally weak rural regions, we set out to dewe multilevel network model and assess
that framework based on data collected from anvatiee cooperative of 82 stevia growers
in rural Central Greece and a local developmentpaom with 40 employees located in rural
western Ireland. Both rural regions are highly cejgat on agri-production and were badly
hit by the economic downturn following the 2008 eamic crises. Generally, the continued
marginalisation of structurally weak rural regidhseatens the social and territorial cohesion
in the European Union. Disadvantaged rural aredsr dewer opportunities for higher

education and highly-skilled jobs, and are econatljicless productive than urban or



intermediate regions. They are faced with intensengyration and a brain drain of young,
well skilled residents. Not least, rural commursti@re particularly affected by the
demographic change which burdens the social sg@y#tems and local health infrastructure
given the higher concentration of older resideBiss(vorth and Glasgow, 2012; Steiner and

Atterton, 2015; EC, 2013; Christmann, 2014; Langlgt2014).

Recent entrepreneurship literature has highlightieel innovative and problem-solving
capacity of social entrepreneurs as promising netors who tackle the socioeconomic
problems of structurally weak rural regions anducel sustainable change (e.g. Defourny and
Nyssens, 2010; McCarthy, 2012; Munoz et al., 20T%)e individual and organisational
levels as well as the action and process persgsctare strongly interlinked as social
entrepreneurship is the process through which kentaepreneurs develop social enterprises
(Defourny and Nyssens, 2008). Thus, all three taefisct the same phenomenon. However,
we focus mainly on the social entrepreneur becauseanalysis takes a network perspective
with individual-level network relationships as dsre aspect (Ferlander, 2007; Brunie, 2009).
Social enterprise is thus understood as a hybgadrosation which pursues both social and
economic objectives and provides goods and servioesthe benefit of a particular
community. This type of business is designed toiliseba variety of resources, ranging from
donations and voluntary work to government subsidid income from market operations.
Furthermore, social enterprise is ideal typicalhamcterised by a participatory nature and
multi-stakeholder governance as well as an emploasesutonomy and economic risk-taking

(Lundstrém et al., 2014; Defourny, 2001; Teasda(d,2; Defourny and Nyssens, 2013).

Previous studies suggest that rural communitiespiees with supposedly high levels of
social capital and traditions of collective probleoiving which make them the ideal context
for social enterprise (Jack and Anderson, 2002r&fog, 2007; Farmer et al., 2008; Munoz et

al., 2015). However, the actual level of social impmight differ between specific rural



places (Breitenecker et al., 2017; Breiteneckerkaans, 2010). Generally, the measurement
of social capital is not without problems, whicHate to the challenge of conceptualising
components and outcomes of social capital and rasgighem to either the collective or
individual level (Portes, 1998; Brunie, 2009). As @rganisational resource, social capital
plays an important role in developing social enisgp models (Evers, 2001; Laville and
Nyssens, 2001; Hatak et al., 2016). However, aedapects of the rural institutional context
— both in its regulative and social meaning — cahgoensiderable constraints on the ability of
social entrepreneurs to foster innovations in stmatly weak regions (e.g. Fink et al., 2013;
Kibler et al., 2014). Concerns are related to thstanability of a social enterprise model,
which must address small target markets for predumhd services in rural areas
(Steinerowski et al., 2008 a), but also to the reggbacity of social enterprises to enact
transformational change (Cieslik, 2016). Such clkarapacity might not only be related to
high levels of bonding social capital in rural laccompared to urban settings, but also to the
requirement for rural social entrepreneurs to atébridging and linking networks to offer
access to critical complementary resources (e.gitigad legitimacy, consultancy, public
funding, venture capital) and thus help leverageglbased collective resources (Farmer and
Kilpatrick, 2009; Lang and Roessl, 2011, Kilpatriekal., 2015). Nevertheless, little research
explores how rural social entrepreneurs deal withdomplex interplay of different forms of
social capital when developing their business mo8el far, social networks and related
resource exchanges of rural social entreprenewes mastly been discussed on the horizontal
level. We propose that in order to fully understémel role of the rural social entrepreneur, it
IS necessary to also consider the resource exchangeertical networks because doing so
helps understand the interplay between structuceagency (Giddens, 1984; Steinerowski

and Steinerowska-Streb, 2012).

Against this problem background, the aim of thegpap to conceptualise the role of social

entrepreneurs in the multilevel network arena afalricontexts. Therefore, we integrate
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different literature streams and condense theirikeights into a conceptual framework to
inform future context-sensitive research on ruratial entrepreneurship. The framework
highlights the specific role of social entreprerseum rural development. Policy makers
involved in rural development can identify criticsdpects for social entrepreneurship that can
be addressed with tailored support measures. Uiatieliag how social entrepreneurs can
leverage resources provided through policy measuoesdrive development in rural
communities enhances regime-level resource allmtatt also helps social entrepreneurs to
develop a clearer picture of their role in ruratisgs and to communicate their contribution

to rural community development.

2. Networks, social capital, and rural social entrepreneurs
A social capital approach (Putnam et al., 1994yides an interesting analytical perspective
from which to study the embeddedness of social epreneurs in the rural context

(Granovetter, 1985).

Despite the lack of an established definition, éhex consensus among scholars that on a
generic level, the notion of social capital broaddyers to resources embedded in networks
which can be mobilised through social interactitimst lead to potential benefits for both
individual and collective actors (Brunie, 2009).chassification of social capital relevant to

our research aim is between bonding, bridging,lexkéhg capital.

Bonding capital is considered an attribute of hoemmys social networks (e.g. those where
network members share the same interest) and asaalsociated with trusting but inward-
looking relationships that may constrain behaviand the flow of information. In contrast,
bridging capital is described as encompassing adtloking relationships which connect
people with different socio-demographic backgrouawld social identities, and so provide the
rural social entrepreneur with crucial access W mdormation and resources (Granovetter,
1973; Poortinga, 2012). Linking capital can be rdgd as a specific form of bridging capital.
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Like horizontal bridging capital, it also “cuts ass different groups” (Ferlander, 2007, p.
119) but connects people vertically across diffengower levels (Szreter and Woolcock,
2004, p. 655). These vertical ties can help ruvalad entrepreneurs to leverage resources and
information from rural communities. However, itilmportant to be aware that linking capital
also has a dark side and, like every form of socmgpital, can have negative effects.
Privileged access to resources can for instance l®a “nepotism, corruption, and

suppression.” (Szreter and Woolcock, 2004, p. 655).

This paper specifically introduces the conceptirtihg capital to assist the analysis of rural
social entrepreneurship. In contrast to other gism@s, we would argue that this vertical form
of social capital has not yet received significatiention in the entrepreneurship literature.
Building on recent multilevel conceptualisationgggography and planning (Lang and Novy,
2014; Agger and Jensen, 2015; Braunholtz-Speighit5® we theorise that rural social
entrepreneurs represent intermediate actors irsghgal hierarchy who can establish a link
between local rural communities and key resourc&ldns in the wider institutional

environment.

Despite this analytical focus, we would argue irelwith Osborne et al. (2016), that only a
combined analytical approach of the bonding, briggiand linking dimensions of social
capital can deliver a comprehensive picture ofrtludtilevel network configurations involved

in rural social entrepreneurship.

Figure 1 displays our multilevel analytical modebwing the interplay of different forms of

social capital relevant for rural social entrepresaip.



Vertical linkages exist between social entrepresduevel 2 in Figure 1) and members of
local rural communities (Level 1 in Figure 1). Emigal evidence shows that local needs that
are addressed by rural social entrepreneurshipfea initially presented by a group of
community members (Fink et al., 2017). In this papee refer to them as a Local

Community Group (LCG).

In our model, an LCG is associated with bondingaazapital among its members. Social
entrepreneurs link downwards to such LCGs and devalbusiness model for a community-
based project that addresses the needs of the L&8bars. An example would be a rural
cooperative of local farmers that uses public fagdschemes for the development of new
agricultural products like the sugar substitutevist§¢see LCG A in Figure 1). In the case of
this cooperative, for instance, social entrepremguofessionalised the existing initiative by
establishing a cooperative business model (seerd-ifju vertical linkage between Social

Entrepreneur A and LCG A).

Although the rural social entrepreneur can purpgdbeimobilise such strong-tie network
resources for his business idea, additional bridgesher LCGs in the local community need
to be established to gain access to complemengagurces, for example, volunteer support
and donations for the social enterprise (Hatak.e@16). Thus, in our analytical model, see
Figure 1, Social Entrepreneur A establishes anottestical linkage to members of an
additional LCG that could be concerned with develept of tourism in the rural community
(see Figure 1, LCG D). Over time, such efforts esmtarge the cooperative network and
establish bridging relations between members dédint LCGs within the local community
(see Figure 1, bridging capital between LCG A a@GLD). Because building up bridging
social capital implies bringing together groups thave not had relationships with each other
before, in this activity, the social entreprenesirespecially dependent on the community

members being open to new approaches (Brennan 20aB).



Other holders of critical resources for a ruraligbenterprise can be found on the regime
level (Geels, 2002; 2004), such as regional andralegovernment bodies, development
agencies, funding sources, and public researciutishs (see Level 3 in Figure 1). Access to
and mobilisation of critical regime-level resourc#sough vertical networks can help
leverage the effects of place-based bridging anting capital. Institutions on the regime
level shape daily practices and the use of teclymedp and frame what is possible in the field
of rural social entrepreneurship. Regime-level @ct@an support social entrepreneurs through
providing funding, land and infrastructure accas$yrmation, accountability, consultancy,
technical support, etcetera. The configuration effime actors, of course, depends on the
country context. The case studies investigated tlestrate a growing awareness of social
entrepreneurship among Greek regime actors dudeostate retreat following the 2008
financial crisis, and the unsteady support for @oentrepreneurship due to frequent changes
in the Irish government. Regimes are usually slowhange, which leads to path dependency
and lock in, but can be dislodged and ultimatelglaeed through disruptive innovation
practices from the cumulative impact of a numberwtl social entrepreneurs and their

ventures (Level 2 in Figure 1).

Vertical linkages to regime actors are cruciahe tield of rural social enterprises, given their
reliance on powerful institutional resources. Tiene, social entrepreneurs develop network
contacts with local and regional politicians andeexal social investors or donors (Hulgard
and Spear, 2006; Lehner, 2011) (see Figure 1,ceéltnkages between Social Entrepreneur
A and Government Body as well as Funding Body)sTnucial role of linking capital can be

exemplified with reference to the dependence oftcs®e social enterprises on public funding.
Given the crucial role of these social enterprieedocal economic and social development,
national government representatives supported fibjeqh with funding. However, the share

of income that comes from public funding differstveeen the two cases analysed here —



while the Irish rural social enterprise relies higawn public funding, only 20 per cent of the

income in the Greek case comes from public suggrogrammes.

We can also identify bridging capital on the intediate Level 2 in our analytical model (see
Figure 1, linkages between Social Entrepreneur é @aocial Entrepreneur C). Rural social
entrepreneurs exhibit weak ties to each other &g dlot as sounding boards for each other’s
business ideas and also form temporary alliancemviihking up with regime-level actors.
Bridging capital among social entrepreneurs catlittte access to particular regime-level
actors if a direct link does not exist (see Figure Social Entrepreneur A accesses

Development Agency through bridging linkage witlcabEntrepreneur C).

Linking social capital triggers the simultaneouseegence of bridging and bonding social
capital, but at the same time limits the autonorhyhe community-level actors. Vertical
linkages can be a way of facilitating the estallisht of bonding and bridging capital
through external power. On the one hand, linkingitea helps to connect community
members with similar social backgrounds to esthldimble organisational structures for the
social venture that would not have emerged withexternal guidance from higher-level
actors. At same time, relationships between comipumembers with disparate interests are
not easily established without the facilitationre§ime actors. On the other hand, accepting
support from the more powerful regime actors inglgéeloss of autonomy for the LCGs,
because the latter risk dependence. This situatipties that the regime actors can both
empower and disempower LCGs at any time in the gg®cendangering a sustainable
development of the initiative on the community lev&@he crucial role of the social
entrepreneur is the promotion, encouragement, @filisation of such vertical links between

the community level and the regime level.

The specific role of rural social entrepreneursuin multilevel model means their activity can

simultaneously be instrumental to the objectiveaatdrs on both the regime and community



levels. Rural social entrepreneurs leverage comtywewvel resources through their vertical
access up to the regime level. At the same tiney; leverage regime-level resources through

their vertical access down to community-level astor

3. A vertical place-based approach to rural social entrepreneurship

Place-based resources are critical to entreprealexgmturing in rural contexts (Johnstone and
Lionais, 2004; Lang and Roessl, 2011; Kibler et 2015). In this respecplace refers to a
sociological understanding of location that hightsy community, social networks, and the

cultural identities of individuals and of colleathactors (Harvey, 1996; Hudson, 2001).

We would argue that the concept of rural sociatgmtse is inherently linked to place (Kibler
et al., 2015; Seghezzo, 2009), because such areanactivities are anchored in a particular
locality. Furthermore, rural social entrepreneuxglieitly mobilise place-bound resources
(e.g. collective identities, solidarity norms) tteir operations so as to overcome institutional
constraints (Marquis and Battilana, 2009; Scotf,®0Nelter and Smallbone, 2011; Lang et
al., 2014). In this paper, we focus on social @it a particular place-based resource and its

role in the context of the rural social enterprise.

As embedded actors, rural social entrepreneursuateodifferent placed-based expectations
of network actors and thus different degrees ofasdegitimacy (Giuliani, 2003; Kibler et al.,
2014). In our analytical model (see Figure 1), ablggitimacy refers to the perceived degree
to which residents of a local community as wellegime actors socially approve and desire
the development of the rural social business ifdbality (Bitektine and Haack, 2015; Kibler
et al., 2014; 2015). Previous research suggestsstizh place-based social legitimacy is
related to the degree and nature of the entreprenatiachment to the place, that is, how
much the entrepreneur cares about the local comynwithin which the venturing activity is

embedded (Lang et al., 2014). More generally, ffecveness of the social entrepreneur’s
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activity also depends on the communities’ readii@ssuch action (Thuesen and Rasmussen,

2015).

According to Kibler at al. (2015), there are tweanl sub-categories of place attachment:
emotional and instrumental place attachment. Ematiplace attachment refers to the rural
social entrepreneur’s feelings about and affectramd with a place and its residents.
Instrumental place attachment refers to the ruvala entrepreneur’s closeness to a place,
based on an evaluation of how the place enablegehiire to achieve its aims and desired
activities. The rural social entrepreneur can hgyttl both emotional and instrumental

attachment in a business model and thus providelaevproposition of the venture to

different stakeholders on the local community aegime level.

Signalling place attachment in local network rela$, i.e. to different LCGs within the local
community, provides the rural social entrepreneith \access to embedded resources. This
resource access is provided because LCG membeamieethe rural social entrepreneur as a
legitimate actor (Kibler and Kautonen, 2016). Hoeg\the articulation of place attachment
alone is not sufficient, as his legitimacy among@ . @embers also requires the plausible
articulation of his ability to access regime-levekource holders within vertical network
relations (see Figure 1). Such mobilisation of ilngksocial capital is important to leverage
community-level network resources and enhancesvtiae proposition of rural social
entrepreneurship to different LCGs. However, thegcmnity members must also be open to
the activities of social entrepreneurs in ordepasitively read the signals and to provide the

necessary resources (Thuesen and Rasmussen, 2015).

The ability to mobilise horizontal bonding and gy social capital on the local-community
level helps the rural social entrepreneur to diyeanhd plausibly articulate place attachment to
regime-level actors. When they position themselass advocates of the local rural
community, rural social entrepreneurs acquire tustinal legitimacy from the regime level

11



and encourage its actors to feed resources dowswarthe horizontal networks of the local
community. By focusing their business model on @lhased benefits, rural social enterprises
become attractive for stakeholders on the reginwellevho are driven by the idea to
contribute their resources to have a positive irhmac local-community development, for

instance through job creation or strengtheningad@ahesion.

In summary, we suggest the rural social enterpriseel needs to address the right mix of
emotional and instrumental place attachment foh egkeholder group in order to mobilise
different types of social capital. Furthermore, thetual innovativeness of rural social
entrepreneurship depends on the entrepreneur'styabil strategically re-combine and
leverage place-based resources in the businessl.mbue combination consists of the
bonding capital of an LCG, and the bridging captas a complimentary resource — that is
based on the ties connecting members of differ&@@4 at the community level (see Figure 1,
Level 1). Moreover, as an intermediate actor in Hpatial hierarchy, the rural social
entrepreneur can also build vertical linkages tagrful actors on the regime level and access
their resource bases (see Figure 1, Level 3) wingdps to leverage place-based social capital

with linking social capital.

As Schumpeterian entrepreneurs whose key funcsotiheé innovative re-configuration of
existing resources in a business model, rural eciteepreneurs address both the needs of
the local rural community and the interests of megHievel actors. Interestingly, such a role is
often taken by members of an LCG with an entreprgakemindset that consists of risk
cleverness, innovativeness, and pro-activenessl@ikand Shepherd, 2005; Steinerwoski et

al., 2008b; Munoz et al., 2015).

4. Empirical study design

4.1. Methods

12



In the next step, we contrast the analytical fraorgvwsuggested in this paper (see Figure 1)
with empirical approaches. The framework is mogable for empirical research that follows
the paradigm of qualitative empirical research. i8oenterprise in rural areas remains an
under-researched phenomenon and therefore expipnatethods are needed to break new
ground. Qualitative multiple case studies appeatiquéarly suitable to reconstruct the
historical trajectory and meaning of this phenonmeimoa concrete institutional and territorial

context (Sayer, 1992; Yin, 2009).

We employed diverse methods of data collection aovést rich and comprehensive data.
Those methods comprised (1) narrative interviewth Waunders and/or executives of the case
social enterprises to help to reconstruct theiradaeetwork activities and interdependencies
with LCG members, other rural social entrepreneamd regime actors (Schuetze, 1977;
Lieblich et al., 1998). The question used to prothpt narration was “How come this social
enterprise has emerged here?” The narrative i@s/provide important information on the
causal structures of the developments in the daspspulate the analytical framework. (2)
Additionally, semi-structured interviews with kegpresentatives of the local community —
such as the initiators and members of the LCGspnsapr business owners — were employed
to gather complementary information on the formatd bonding and bridging capital which
underlies the rural social venture. In these inéswsg, after a phase covering the general role
of the social enterprise in the region, we spegiljcaddressed the actors, activities, and
resources identified on each of the three leveltheftheoretical framework, as well as the
linkages within and between communities and lewadlkerever possible, we encouraged the
interviewees to give concrete examples supportiegiiformation they provided. The semi-
structured interviews with community-level inform&nwere crucial to reconstruct the
entrepreneurs’ linking strategies downwards to dbexmunity level, including their place-
based value propositions. Further, we conducted-seacttured interviews with regime-level

stakeholders — such as representatives of thenaaimd regional government and business
13



agencies — who contributed crucial resources dowssvéo the community-level. Again,
these interviews aimed to reveal how particulaalrsocial entrepreneurs managed to build
social legitimacy on the regime level and how dasgis linked to the formation of linking
capital. (3) Expert interviews — with researchemf local universities, think-tanks and the
church — provided contextual information on the pextive rural context and the
organisational field in which the rural social @mpreneurs operate. Interview partners were
selected if they were mentioned in earlier intamgeor appeared to be relevant according to
secondary data. The contact with potential partf@rshe narrative, semi-structured, and
expert interviews was established directly by teearchers. All interviewees invited to take

part in the research agreed to do so.

To triangulate types of data and overcome the &tiwihs connected with face-to-face
interviews as a method of data collection, (4) W& @onducted intensive longitudinal field
observations of the rural social entrepreneursthed interactions with LCG members and
regime actors. A team of researchers spent adab&ight weeks (a two-week visit in 2016 to
conduct the first set of interviews and to selbetfirst groups of relevant actors, and a second
visit of six weeks in 2017 for the main data cdiiec) in both regions where the case social
enterprises operated. This extra effort substdyntiatreased our understanding of the cases
and thus enhanced the contextual- and contenedefdausibility of the data. (5) In order to
avoid being trapped in the case and overcome thmpiayof contextualisation, the primary
data were complemented by secondary data suchpagsenewspaper articles, and media
broadcasts, for which we employed archival analyBie empirical database is summarised

in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here
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In view of the mixed data emerging from the prombsesearch activities, and the richness
those data imply, the first choice was to emplotenpretative methods of data analysis.
Qualitative content analysis of the material gagldan the narratives, and the semi-structured
and expert interviews enabled us to identify thenfation and configuration of the different

types of social capital displayed in the proposathework (Strauss and Corbin, 2007). The
potential intensity of interpretative analysis sisgith the level of openness of the interviews.
We therefore started the analysis by transcribinggrarrative interviews and then the semi-
structured and the expert interviews. Owing togpecific focus of the research — the search
for a common pattern in the role social entrepreneake in the use of social capital in

diverse rural settings — we employ a cross-caskysiaapproach (Eisenhardt, 1989).

4.2. Case selection and description

To tap the full potential of case based researcht@aensure that the findings and insights can
be consistently linked to the common body of knalgke, a purposeful selection of cases is
crucial. Accordingly, we use a taxonomy that coubes key dimensions and spans the three
actor levels of the suggested analytical frameworgelect the cases within the field of rural
social entrepreneurship. These key dimensions1greu(al social entrepreneurs, (2) LCGs,
and (3) regime-level actors. However, the casecBete not only draws on the specific
features of the cases, but also on (4) quantitaibregext data on the respective sectors and
organisational fields, as well as on (5) the regi®ocial and economic context (Agger and
Jensen, 2014; Lang et al., 2014). Regarding thetWas criteria we searched for two cases
that share key similarities: located at the peniphed the European Union, weak economic
structures, challenging economic conditions dudigth dependency on the agricultural and
food processing industry, as well as weak publtitntions on the regional level and a

tradition of strong communities. For an overviewtba socioeconomic statistics see Table 2.
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Case 1. Ballyhoura Development CLG (Irelandigstablished in 1989 Ballyhoura
Development CLQGballyhouradevelopment.com) is a local developnmmathpany with 40
employees and an annual turnover of approximatdyREL million that works with
communities to develop local solutions to localuess with a focus on promoting local
economic development and addressing inequalitysaadal exclusion. It operates across the
Ballyhoura area that spans the south-eastern oéidigk county and the north-east of Cork
county in Ireland; an area with a population of 0@&6 000 in three districts with 54
municipalities. The organisation’s headquarteris ithe small village of Kilfinane, and it has
four outreach offices in Cappamore, Kilmallock, shielstown, and CharlevilldBallyhoura
Development CLQds incorporated as a Company Limited by Guaraf@eG), which is
typical for private non-profit companies in Irelanithe firm is governed by a multi-sectoral
partnership structure comprising representativesfthe community and voluntary sector,

social partners, and public and elected represeesarom government bodies.

Ballyhoura Development CLG®vas formed as a reaction to a decade of extrerniglly
unemployment and high levels of emigration in tl®80s and the devastating impact those
factors had on the viability of rural communities ireland. Those communities were
challenged by a shortage of human capacity, infresire, and economic opportunities.
Traditionally, local public authorities have littlsput into delivering core services to
communities in rural Ireland. Political represemmiatand administration have traditionally
been concentrated in cities like Limerick, Corkdd@alway. Rural communities are remotely

governed by authorities located in these urbanresnRural development companies like
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Ballyhoura Development CLGr West Limerick Resources emerged to fill the tiggt public
authorities left in the rural hinterland. Their lmess models focus on meeting core public
responsibilities such as delivering regional, nalp and EU funding programmes aimed at
social, economic, and environmental developmenhaeang employability among the
population, supporting micro-sized and small busses to establish and promote the

Ballyhoura region as a tourist destination.

Ballyhoura Development CL@&kes a participative approach. It strengthenscpacity for
self-help and enhances social cohesion across caitiesuby facilitating community-led
local development activities.Ballyhoura Development CLGsuccessfully supports
participative bottom-up community initiatives prgea by LCGs, such as the Friends of
Croom or the initiatives that led to the establishiof the Croom civic centre (a complex
hosting a function room, tea room, library and camity office) andCareBright (providing
services such as home care support services ferl@ldwithout forcing its own ideas on the
communities. Once LCGs recognise a common needsagdest ways in which it can be
addressed Ballyhoura Development CLGffers its expertise in mediating community
activation and mentoring application processesstotable funding schemes. However, the
approach is that the impetus has to remain with l&s in order to keep community
members engaged, encourage them to take owner$htpeoprocess, and make rural
communities more inclusive. To advance regionalettggment in the Ballyhoura region,
Ballyhoura Development CL@&anages a range of EU and National programmegrajects
including the Rural Development Programme (LEADER)cal Community Development
Programme (LCDP), The Rural Social Scheme (RSS), Tths Scheme, Local Training
Initiatives (LTIs), a Job Club, and the EqualityrPé&/omen Measure and the Towards

Occupation Programme.
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The focal rural social entrepreneur in Case 1 & Ghief Executive Officer oBallyhoura
Development CLGrom 1989 until 2016 (hereinafter referred to &=“A_C1"). SE A_C1
was executive director of Ballyhoura Failte Sociétgland’s first rural tourism cooperative.
Before that SE A_C1 worked in the Irish Governmiéatm Advisory and Training Authority
as a specialist in rural enterprise development somibeconomics and spent 13 years as a
farm home management advisor with the County Cotemibf Agriculture, Cork. SE A_C1

is internationally renowned for expertise in ruaall local development.

Case 2: Stevia Hellas Coop (Lamia/Greeae)}ocial enterprise with four employees and 82
farmer members was established in 2012 in the afitgamia (population ca. 75 000) in
Greece. The cooperative produces 70 tons of dteadasleaves in the predominantly rural
prefecture of Phthiotis, Central Greece. The regilso has a strong tourism tradition linked
to the hot springs of ThermopileStevia Hellasproduces stevia sugar for the European
consumer markets in collaboration with externaltines abroad. The expertise in growing
stevia under the specific conditions in Greeceedsetbped in close collaboration with the
Agricultural University of Athens, the Universityf @hessaly, and the agroenergy.coop
initiative. In addition, the cooperative works witichnology-intensive small- and medium-
sized firms to optimise cultivation and improve \&eproducts. In its production process
Stevia Hellasuses the services dermix a start-up that promotes the mutual exchange of
modern machinery among farmers. The cooperativecatds the farmers in cultivation
methods, supports harvesting, collects and proseibge leaves, and markets the extracted
stevia sugar. Instead of only producing the ravdpob, Stevia Hellasaims to cover the whole

value chain from the plant to the final product.

Traditionally, the cultivation of tobacco providadconsiderable share of the income of small
family farms in the region. The recent limitatioas the tobacco industry imposed by the

Greek government and supported by the EuropeamUhreaten the survival of those family

18



farms and, coincidentally, opened the door to imtion. Former tobacco farmers became
aware that the stevia plant — a low calorie, digdeiendly, sugar substitute — thrives in
conditions similar to those supporting the tobaalemt. Traditionally, farmers in the Phtiothis
region tend to be risk averse and conservativerdegainnovation. However, the successful
move into stevia production and the foundationh& social cooperative have changed the
mindset and practices of the members of the cotperdVhile in the past farmers used to
favour only producing and selling the raw produkge new cooperative initiated an upward
integration of the value chain that empowers fasrter play an important role in the new
market for stevia. The business modelStévia HellasCoop aims to direct the value added
from the whole value chain to the small farmersti# same time, the Greek recession has
intensified the demand for social enterprise ses/isuch as the support of disadvantaged
people and especially fostering self-employmentweler, due to its austerity policy, the
Greek state has limited leeway to support socidrenises in their delivery of social services.
As a cooperativeStevia Hellags less affected by the austerity policy, becatigefinanced

by cooperative shares and members’ contributiohgs ihdependence helps to preserve jobs
in a region with a youth unemployment rate of 60 pent, and, thus, to improve the
economic resilience of the Phtiothis region. Todatgvia Hellasis among the few stevia

producers in Europe.

The focal rural social entrepreneur in Case 2 ésitiitiator of the cooperative and Head of
Business Development and of Sustainabilitystévia HellasCoop (hereinafter referred to as

“SE A _C2"). SE A_C2 has a strong professional baakgd in strategy development and
finance in the energy sector. SE A_C2 focuses d¢uirigethe 21 000 farmers in the Phtiothis
region to gain higher yields using fixed land aratumal resources as well as on energy
production from rural agro-waste. SE A_C2 stronfgblieves that agricultural production

growth can be achieved by collaboration betweeméas and modernisation of production

methods and that enhanced efficiency in agro-primluds the key to overall economic
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growth for Central Greece. SE A_C2 joins forceshwanother social entrepreneur in the
region, the former national president of the tobagwers’ association (hereinafter referred
to as “SE B_C2"). SE B_C2 contributes his strongnaxtions in Central Greece and is well

respected in the region for his knowledge of fagnin

The two focal rural social entrepreneurs, SE A_f@nfBallyhoura Development CL@nd

SE A_C2 fromStevia HellasCoop, meet the criteria set out above. In botlecage can
identify a key figure who interacts with several&€and regime-level actors. For both cases,
we could access quantitative context data on thgective sectors, organisational fields, and
the social and economic setting in the locatiore Tases are sufficiently different from each
other in terms of the characteristics of the rwgatial entrepreneurs, LCGs, regime-level
actors, business models, industry, location, and 8 make generalizability of the patterns
identified beyond the cases surveyed feasible. ;Tthesselected cases seem to be ideal for

empirically scrutinising the proposed analyticalnfrework.

5. Empirical results

In line with our conceptual model (see Figure 1) @mpirical analysis is structured
according to three forms of social capital and éhmetwork levels that are relevant to social
enterprise practice in rural contexts. Table 3 @mt$ the key empirical insights of our two
case studies. The horizontal lines in Table 3 refehe different networlevels regime level
intermediary leveland community levelThe left-hand colummetwork actorsin Table 3
distinguishes differerdictorson each of these three network levels who playagpnrole in
our case studies. Three more columns for eachreéseto the forms of social capital which
we can observe. In our case analysis, we takenthieidual network perspective of the rural
social entrepreneur as we are interested in tleeabkocial capital in developing the social

business model in rural contexts.
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As stated earlier in the texipnding capitalis a characteristic of homogenous social groups.
In our analysis, we identifCGs on thecommunity leve(on the bottom lines of Table 3)
where members have a joint interest that provideasiness opportunity for the rural social
entrepreneur. The next column on the right in Téblaghlights theoridging capitalwhich

we observe in our case studies, both onciramunityand theintermediary levelsBridging
relationships between different LCGs in the comrtyuas well as between different rural
social entrepreneurs offer complementary resoutoethe case social entrepreneurs that
facilitate their business models. The column onviérg right of each case analysis in Table 3
indicates the configuration ¢ihking capital which we can identify. Analysis of this vertical
form of social capital refers to practices of theat social entrepreneur to tap resources
embedded in the community-level bonding and briggietworks by offering something to
community members in return (see the bottom riglher of each case table). We identify
similar reciprocal network practices by the ruratial entrepreneur when linking upwards to
the regime level to access powerful resourceshi®business model (top right corner of each
case table). Practices indicated on the intermgdiael of linking capital relate to cross-level
linking, that is, where the social entrepreneur agas to put community and regime-level

actors directly in touch with each other.

In the following sections, we provide an overview the main social entrepreneurship
practices that emerge from the two cases which teatcess and mobilisation of forms of

social capital within the rural network arena (Sable 3).

5.1. Bonding social capital
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In each of our case studies we identify three L@l represent bonding capital and thus
social groups with uniform member interests thatlrags a particular need in the local
community. ‘So, in looking at that and in having heard thenkiteg about the need [...] you
bring people togethegr says SE A _C1, who spotted the potential of LC&sl of their
business ideas. The factor that energises LCGs shaaed interest or the needs of the

members. Rural social entrepreneurs tap this eneripeir business models.

In the Irish case dBallyhoura Development CLG group of inhabitants in Croom, a village
near Limerick, formed an LCG (A) and started taulthe need to find a location for the
local community to socialise in. The Croom civimte CEO remembers thathére was
nothing in here to meet. Village life simply did tekke plac€.In another Local Action Group
(LCG B) community members shared the goal of retlyithe social isolation of the elderly
in Croom. This initiative was subsequently devetbp@to a social business called
CareBright a home care and dial-a-ride service for peoplbenlocality. For SE A_C1, who
worked with this group, this social business s@iffresentsd piece of social innovatiohShe
also recalls the lack of some basic leisure infuastire in town: There have not been any
playgrounds and parks in communitiesMembers of LCG C had a joint interest in
reactivating the town centre as an attractive ptacgend time. According to a senior officer
of the Local Enterprise Office in Limerick, LCG Cadh “a strong leader[...] who can
activate the communityThis leader in question was a senior manager ragjor Irish diary
producer, and the leader’s crucial role was alsogeised by the Croom civic centre CEO,
“We have people that have been powerhouses in kasinat have got involved heavily in

their own communitie’s

In the case stud$tevia Hellas Cogpa group of local farmers (LCG A) shared the nfd
generating new income from agriculture after the ehthe traditional tobacco production in

the community of Lamia in the Phthiotis region ime€ce. The farmers later founded a
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cooperative and one of its board members desctilgesonding capital underlying this social
enterprise as follows:We are a family and should help each other. Indbeperative we
have common interests and should act as one. Weaall to make our living with farmirig.
LCG B is calledMermixand is a start-up that represents local farmers idéntified the need
for modern machinery for agricultural productiom Axternal investor summarises the joint
member interest and social business opportunityfodews “more and more farmers
understand that not everyone needs to own the wimalehinery, but they can share the
machines. That way they all can use modern agdcalltmachinery and be more productive.
What they need is someone who organises the exehdfigally, LCG C {Thermal Spas
Thermopiley emerged when a group of local-community membeesntified the need for
landscape work as a basis for tourism. A reprefigataf the chamber of commerce in Lamia
stresses this pointDemand for high quality tourist products is growimmgthe Lamia region.
Now we need to ensure that the landscape is predeand attractive products are

developed.

5.2. Bridging social capital
The following section examines configurations ofmgdementary resources offered by
different actors (LCGs and regime actors) thatlifaté the business model of the rural social

entrepreneur in our case studies.

Bridging capital can be found on the community leletween different LCGs. From the
perspective of SE A _C1 oBallyhoura Development CLGhere is a general interplay
between the LCGs A, B and At’s about innovating the redevelopment of smaklne. For
housing and for business. ...That would make it yeafiractive for people.”The intensive
use of the new civic centre reinvigorated the t@&ntre and the Friends of Croom helped to
develop the restaurant and coffee shop at the certre. While the Croom civic centre offers

the space for dancing events of the senior clutated byCareBright the club members
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have tea at the cafe. Comparing the situation wof@rwith other local communities in the
region, SE A_C1 reflectsWhat's missing is the cross-connectedness. ... Incomanunity
you get all the organisations lined up doing whagyt are doing but no connection. In the

other one there is a connection. That works wédile dther one remains broké&n

Bridging capital on the local-community level is@lvisible in the case ddtevia Hellas
Coop. For instance, a stevia farmer underlinesirtty@ortance of complementary resource
access from LCG B/Jermix for their social businessWith modern machinescan double
my production, but | can’t afford them. Now | camgly borrow them from othefsThe
stevia farmers’ cooperative developed stevia ptamts in Lamia which pre-empted the
deterioration of the landscape following the endoblacco production. As a representative of
the chamber of commerce in Lamia putAfter the end of tobacco production there was the
danger that farms would close and farmers leaverdggon, and everything is abandoned.”
However, Mermix (LCG B) enhances the productivity of local farmiagtivities and the
continued farming helps to ensure the landscapairencultivated. SE A_C2 adds another
complementary aspect which shows the importanteidfing capital between LCG A and B
with the LCG CThermal Spas ThermopilesStevia is expensive. Many locals cannot afford
it. Thus, we need to bring in tourists and enteeiign markets Therefore, high quality

tourism in turn enlarges the customer base foiatev

However, bridging capital is not only an importaesource for the rural social entrepreneur
on the local-community level. Bridging network rid&s on the intermediary level, that is,
between different social entrepreneurs, can alswvige crucial complementary resource
access to facilitate social business models. If3teek case dbtevia Hellas Cogphere are
two social entrepreneurs of different generatiohat thave a kind of father and son
relationship with productive knowledge exchangemMeen tradition and innovation. Both SE

A_C2 and SE B_C2 understand that rural social prereeurship in the Lamia region requires
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a good balance between those two poles. A boardbereaiStevia Hellas Cooptates, [SE

B_C2] is very important in the region. [SE B_C2]viery well respected. [SE B_C2] stands
for the great tradition of Lamia, but lacks modemanagement practices. [SE A_C2] is a
management and entrepreneurship expert, but laek®sty. Together they are very strong.

They can make change hapgen

In the Irish case study, we find two social entegy@urs who represent two community
development agencieBdllyhoura Development CL@nd West Limerick Resources Ltd).
They deliver their services in different parts bétregion but compete for the same EU,
national, and regional funding grants. Howeveryti@n forces to protect their interests
against the regional and national government aigtiange information on their activities. A
representative of the local enterprise office imerick summarizes the relationship as one of

coopetition.

5.3 Linking social capital

This paper considers the innovative character i@l gocial entrepreneurs as centred on their
ability to reconfigure existing resources on diéier network levels for their social business
model. This ability comes down to positioning thehass as intermediary actors who can
promote, encourage the establishment, or even lisstattownward linkages to the local
community themselves to tap bonding and bridgingatacapital. At the same time, rural
social entrepreneurs need to link upwards to regewel actors to leverage those community
resources. Such cross-level linking requires thal rsocial entrepreneur to offer clear value
propositions to both LCGs and regime-level actbrs. the value propositions to be credible,
rural social entrepreneurs need to be perceivedhbyregime-level actors as legitimate
advocates of the interests and needs of the amtottse community level and vice versa. This
legitimacy can stem from the rural social entrepter’ emotional and instrumental

attachment to the local community.
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Legitimacy through emotional place attachmeint.the case oBallyhoura Development
CLG, we find that the legitimacy of SE A_C1 among L@@mbers is based on the social
entrepreneur’s local embeddedness as well as diachéhat SE A_C1 has been a successful
manager and business developer in other ruralifesalas SE A_C1 saysl five about five
miles from here...originally | came from a differeagion, but I've been married and living
in this region since 1979.1n the case oftevia Hellas CogpSE A_C2 has also acquired
legitimacy among the LCGs through his local embéddss and the fact that SE A_C2 was a
successful investment banker and business develapSE A_C2 puts it, They have known
me since | was a little boy, saw me growing up #m&y followed my international career.
This familiarity opens the doofsThis is confirmed by a member of tistevia Hellas Cogp
“He is one of us, but he is an expert who can ddhltive big players. We need his expertise,
but cannot work with somebody who does not undsistid (Cooperative member &tevia

Hellas).

Legitimacy through instrumental place attachméntcontrast to gaining legitimacy through
emotional place attachment, we also identify theg tural social entrepreneur addresses
LCGs with concrete instrumental value propositioRsr instance, this comes down to
offering training to LCG members in return for assi@g their ideas and network resources,
as described by SE A_C1When you saw a need and an opportunity, and yoa gtriategy
together, the next thing was to do things that daa bit more awareness, bring people
together about it[...] We as an organisation built up the whole trainimdesand demonstrate
the kind of training and qualifications that thesieould be.”Of course, conducting mentoring
is in the interest of the social entrepreneur bgeathelps to effectively mobilise the bonding
social capital that is instrumental to the businessiel, as the following statement by SE
A _C1 shows: People are talking about the resources they hatdahmy don’t know what to
do with theni...] A couple of people have a very strong social cansriess and maybe not

as much of a business focus. There is that chalemgdentifying the people for boards so
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that you get the mix righf...] One of the things that helps is mentoripg.] And the other

thing is training programmes.”

Value proposition for access to resourcé&be Irish case data reveals how the rural social
entrepreneur offers a clear value proposition oheoto mobilise bridging capital in the local
community. SE A_C1 statesBallyhoura Development works fairly hard in supjpagt all

the groups in the community to come together, fottaone another, to become part of one

umbrella grouq...].”

SE A_C1 also gives an example of recruiting volardeacross the community for the
CareBright home care and dial-a-ride service that shows hb& docial entrepreneur
addresses the bridging challenfje,.] if we're to grow the services, we're either gg to

have to get more volunteers or we're going to haveharge.(...) You put a on public event
to create wider awareness because it might not belythe ones that talked to you; there
could be others]...] If people are being asked as volunteers to do thiwpere they're

driving a lot, should there be a small compens&tiés we tried to tease it out, we certainly

can do it without some income coming in.

Our case data suggests that the social entrepseaar have to make value propositions to
the LCG members in terms of facilitating their Bnko regime-level resources, as
demonstrated in this statementhere are times when you just follow supportingrayle
innovation and usually our role would be mentoriagd then linking them to the right

research centres and universiti€dSE A _C1 inBallyhoura Development CLG

Value propositions in terms of upward linking alsfer to guiding LCG members through
the bureaucratic jungle created through recent movent reforms, as described here: the
most recent changes the municipalities were creaiéere is not yet a mindset of people

connecting to their municipality. You know, if yeutalking to people on the street here and
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you ask them what the municipality they live ingjdleat’'s gonna be: Ha? What's that(5E

A _C1 in Ballyhoura Development CLOGOr simply to acquire administrative suppdtte

[SE A_C2] knows many important people. People wendb know. This can help us”
(Cooperative member dbtevia HellasCoop. Finally, linking activities can also include
promising LCG members access to considerable fgnthat can ultimately address their
needs: All our support work and the feasability studiesdaal the plans have all been
supported by LEADER. But the big capital money dadme from another programme
nationally. It's all about the right timing and spato support that group to get the mdhey

(SE A_C1 inBallyhoura Development CLG

Simultaneous leveraging of upward and downwardslitklowever, moving upwards to the
regime level, rural social entrepreneurs actuabyehto convince regime actors of their
legitimacy in order to get access to those resasuthey already promised to the LCGs.
Similar to the downward linking discussed earltbe case oStevia HellaxCoopshows that

it helps when the rural social entrepreneur istiegsed by his local embeddedness and the
fact that he has been a successful entrepreneathéar localities, such as in the case of SE
A_C2. The Deputy Governor of Phthiotis remarkSE A_C2] is a born entrepreneur. He is

energetic and committed. He has been successfabdbso he will also succeed hére

At the same time, SE A_C2 promises to the natigoaernment and the regional authorities
that the administrative support provided will beedigo enhance economic activity and an
entrepreneurial mindset in the region to fosteucttiral change.[SE A_C2] is a role model
and a change maker. People need to be activatecty Tieed to understand that
entrepreneurship is good for us. [SE A_C2] will shthem? says the Deputy Governor of

Phthiotis.

In the Irish case study, in contrast, SE A_C1 peasithe national government and the Local
Community Development Council (LCDC) that the fupaievided will be used to coordinate
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the activities of the LCGs to fit the local develognt plan to meet the EU policy goals of job
creation and economic developmentvée give Ballyhoura Development and West Limerick
2.9 million euro to put it into community developie(Representative of the Local

Community Development Council).

Successful upward linking and access to such retgned resources require an in-depth
understanding of strategic spatial planning indbentry and particularly of how to satisfy the
goals laid out on different administrative levéfShat's a top-down spatial plan. When you
move down, there are regional plans that look akaids of infrastructural development that
should happen. And then down you have county dawelot plans. Each of them has to take
cognizance of the one above and there are consuitgtrocesses in them all. What
Ballyhoura would try to do is feed into the othees and influence what was going on in the

others” (SE A_C1Ballyhoura Development COG

Direct cross-level linkingln both cases, the rural social entrepreneursratsmage to directly
and personally link actors from the community aegime level as the following statement by
SE A_C1 highlights: There’s an EU project by the local authority in lantk where we
were able to link the farmers to the chamber of memte to see where there could be a
synergy between the twalri the case oStevia Hellas CogpSE A_C2 takes members of the
farmers’ cooperative to international events, redegroject reviews, and meetings with
national and EU decision makers as demonstrattddsrstatement:One of us often joins [SE
A_C2] on his business trips. It is important thia¢y get to know us and that we get to know
them. Decisions are easier if you know the facdsniethe projects (Board member of

Stevia HellagCoop.

Again, in both cases, the social entrepreneurs lestablished intensive cross-linking
between intermediary and regime actois. the very early days, Ballyhoura Development
was involved in setting up a trans-European ruratwork. (...) This was pre-LEADER. (...)
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We tried to set up rural organisations across Ewof..) that was enormous learning
because | was seeing and hearing what was going aither places. (...) We linked with
local authorities in Austria and Germany to comeand to work with us and develop
multiannual development plannind'SE A_C1,Ballyhoura Development CHGSE A_C2
makes a connected poifitast week we had people from the European InvestiBank here

and we talked about the project of building a fagtior stevia processing here in Lamia.”

Limited transferability of social capitaFinally, the Irish case reminds us that all forafis
social capital are highly context-specific and aanrbe easily institutionalised in
organisations or transferred through time and spbeana and Van Buren, 1999; Andrews,
2010). InBallyhoura Development CLG, new CEO has recently taken over from SE A_C1.
When the interviewer asketlYou are basically leaving Ballyhoura, P. is them CEO, how
will you manage the transfer of your network cotg@¢ she answered: “Hmm...(smiling)
The strategy is one thing, the network contacg@her thing. | left all of my contact list and

telephone numbers. But it's the social relationghgt makes the accepter network”.

The analysis of the two cases demonstrates theriealpielevance and the explanatory power
of the proposed analytical framework. In line witle proposed framework, in the two cases,
we could identify the actors rooted on the threele of the institutional hierarchy and the
three forms of social capital. We were specificaliple to show how rural social
entrepreneurs acquire legitimacy on the regime emumunity levels by demonstrating
emotional and instrumental place attachment, and doing so provides them access to
resources emerging from bonding social capital,ctvtihey combine across LCGs through
bridging social capital and reconfigure acrossedéht levels through linking social capital.
That method means social entrepreneurs can levénageesources provided by community
and regime-level actors as an advance performavitte their linking social capital to make

their social entrepreneurship business model witnk. success of the business model of rural
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social entrepreneurship in turn retrospectivelyifies the value propositions made vis-a-vis

the community and regime-level actors.

5. Discussion and conclusions

The aim of the paper is to conceptualise the tiller-researched role of social entrepreneurs
in the multilevel network arena of rural conteXtghile social entrepreneurship is sometimes
used as a euphemism for the cost-driven outsoudfipgblic services to private contractors,
the paper conceptualises rural social entreprehgues complementing an entrepreneurial
mission with a social mission (Steinerwoski et @008b). The business activity of rural
social entrepreneurs contributes innovative ways nieet the needs of local rural
communities. Over and above the positive extetipalitof entrepreneurship, such as
innovation and structural change, the business haauferural social entrepreneurs address
societal challenges such as unemployment, povedgial exclusion and marginalisation.
This extra contribution justifies more tax-financeipport schemes for rural social
entrepreneurship, because it is based on a preeaatid risk-taking mindset of actors who
develop innovative answers to challenges in ruoaietal contexts. The innovation can be
reflected in new forms of service delivery or iretkelivery of new services that meet
challenges in rural societies that have not trax#ily been addressed in the location. This is
clearly different from an understanding of socialtrepreneurship where firms deliver
standardised public services based on contractgthat them the value of the services that

have been outsourced to them.

We introduce a conceptual framework in this papet ts informed by social capital theory
and draws on literature dealing with place-basdtepreneurship. This framework facilitates
understanding and further systematic empiricalstigation of how rural social entrepreneurs
strategically mobilise and reconfigure differerpésg of social capital for their business model

by leveraging community-level resources throughtiear linkages to regime-level actors,
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such as government bodies, development agencias réising agencies and public research
institutions (Geels, 2004). The presented framevpookides a critical refinement of previous
network approaches to social entrepreneurship @hdetds a more nuanced and multilevel
understanding of the interplay between horizontad aertical linkages of a rural social

entrepreneur (e.g. Shaw and Carter, 2007; McKestval, 2014).

We believe our framework and the empirical suppootvided particularly help to understand
the complex role of social entrepreneurs as intdranes between local communities and
powerful regime-level actors in the context of tudavelopment. However, future studies
should test the framework empirically on a broadepirical basis and clarify whether it
holds true in other rural or even in urban settifae indication that might question the
transferability of our framework across rural segfi is the empirical evidence that rural
contexts are very disparate (Breitenecker and Ha2@k0). Moreover, the transferability to
urban settings must be tested in view of the idiedti differences in legitimacy of

entrepreneurship between rural and urban contditslef et al., 2014). Moreover, our

framework suggests that establishing downward gwlatd linkages depends on the rural
social entrepreneur’s ability to connect with clgadentifiable place-based communities and

their respective socioeconomic challenges.

Researchers might use follow-up single case studiggish further and dig especially deep
into the precise meaning of specific networking cpicees of rural social entrepreneurs.
Comparing institutional context factors and coroespng entrepreneurial practices in
different case studies should make it possiblelémtify generalities and differences, and to
contextually verify individual elements. Follow-ugtudies might also develop a more
dynamic perspective of our suggested network medeth currently represents a rather

static actor configuration of rural social entreprership.
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In later phases in the development of this strednesearch, the new ground broken through
exploratory research activities should be securgdesting the insights in confirmatory
studies. However, researchers must ensure appprantextualisation when employing
guantitative methods. Interdependencies uncoverdidei qualitative studies can be modelled
as moderators or mediators. Confirmatory studiesatso identify the boundary conditions of
the framework. We assume that the effectivenessirat social entrepreneurs in filling their
intermediary position in the presented network nhaglsomewhat over-estimated based on
our case evidence. While the empirical picture suigpthe intermediary position of the rural
social entrepreneurs proposed in the theoretieahdrwork, the entrepreneurs in both cases
turned out to be pronounced change agents what&ed significant effects in their regions.
Thus, they might differ from other types of ruralcgl entrepreneurs in their capacity to
mobilise resources from regime-level actors andr timepact on the community. Another
boundary condition might be different levels of @iptive capability in local communities
and their different levels of need for such aciéégt We studied structurally weak regions and
thus our findings apply to rural contexts with aakeublic sector that leaves voids in the
institutional setting that offer viable businespogunities for social entrepreneurship. Future
studies should verify the existence of such busimgportunities in institutional settings with

a stronger public sector.

A key insight from our analysis refers to the disile of horizontal and vertical networking
which characterises the role of the rural sociategmeneur. Relationship building and social
capital mobilisation requires actors to obtain tiegacy within the rural community (and its
different LCGs) (see also Munoz et al., 2014) what$p involves authentic resource access
to the regime level and vice versa. This is a fumelatal challenge for the rural social
entrepreneur when implementing a business modeputat bluntly, the entrepreneur has to
make a value proposition to both rural communitymbers and regime actors which in

reality is often based on potential rather thama@atesource access in his or her networks.
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Our model further reflects insights from structiwoattheory and its conceptualisation of the
interplay between agency and structure (Gidden84;19ack and Anderson, 2002), as it has
previously been applied in studies on rural soeiatrepreneurship (Steinerwoski et al.,
2008b; Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb, 2002. social challenges which rural social
entrepreneurs initially address are often relategadrticular configurations on the regime
level, such as failures of public policies or marketors in the efficient delivery of services to
rural communities. Moreover, regime actors are aasible for promoting or hindering rural
social enterprise activity. In our model, we highli that the agency aspect of rural social
entrepreneurs lies in their intermediary positioatween rural communities and the
(structural) regime level. Given local knowledgel dheir expertise on the regime level, rural
social entrepreneurs can adapt their business sioaléhe circumstances of the place, as well
as to structural enablers and limitations. Accagdio structuration theory and insights from
the multilevel perspective, innovative niche stgégs of rural social entrepreneurs can offer
palatable solutions to problems on the regime l@self and thus might lead to a transition
towards more sustainable social and economic sgs(Bicholls and Cho, 2008; Smith et al.,

2010).

However, applying the analytical framework in a tipié case study has also reinforced the
notion of the limited transferability of all formsf social capital, because they are highly
context-specific and cannot be easily instituticsea in organisations or transferred through
time and space (Leana and Van Buren, 1999; Andr20H)). For example, in our northern

European case, the frequent changes in governrhesdténed the social entrepreneurship
model, while in the southern European case thediaé crisis caused the funding schemes to
dry up, thus tying the hands of the regime actdhss specific characteristic poses a major
challenge to the scalability of business modelsunal social entrepreneurship. Owing to its
far-reaching practical implications, the issueinfiled scalability must be addressed in future

research on rural social entrepreneurship.
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Figure 1: Interplay of different forms of social capital in rural social entrepreneurship
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Table 1. Overview of the collected empirical data

Case Rural No. of conducted interviews Extent of participatory No. of analysed
study  region observation documents
_ _ (pages of field notes collected  (Statistical reports,
Narrative Semi- EXpert  §yring 8 weeks of sight visits  evaluation reports,
interviews  structured  interviews over 26 months) newspaper articles etc.)
interviews
Casel Mid-west 4 5 3 33 8
Ireland
Case 2 Central 4 4 3 16 4
Greece
Total 8 9 6 49 12

Table 2. Overview of key socioeconomic indicatorsfor the caseregions

Mid-West Ireland

Central Greece

Last available year 2009 (Case 1) (Case 2) EU-27

Gross domestic product 11 808illion €) 12 583 fnillion €) 11 791.000rillion €)
GDP per capita 31 60%) 22 696 €) 23600 €)

Total Population 373473 554 426 497 780 439
Population 0-14 years 21.03% 13.37% 15.6%
Population 15-64 years 67.42% 65.23% 67.1%
Population 65+ years 11.55% 21.40% 17.2%
Population Density 47.5 per kmz 35.9 per km? 1@dkm?
Unemployment Rate 12.76% 10.49% 8.9%
Employment Rate 61.63% 58.98% 64.6%
Female Employment Rate 56.19% 42.46% 58.6%
Participation Rate (male and female) 70.65% 65.89% 5.3%
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Table 3. Network levels and social capital from the per spective of social entrepreneurs

Case 1: Ballyhoura Development CLG

Main Themes

Network
levels

Network
actors

Bonding social capital Bridging social capital Linking social capital

Empirical guiding questions
On which levelWho are the What are the joint interests of the member&\diat are the configurations of complementary What are the resources a SE can offer to and aéwessactors from different network level?

of the network network
hierarchy are actors?

the action group that provides a business resource offered by different actors that enalbde th
opportunity for the social entrepreneur?  business model of the social entrepreneur?

the actors
anchored?
Regime EU n/a n/a SE promises to the national government and the L@DGe the funds provided to coordinate the &etvof the LCG
Level National to fit the local development plan for EU policy ggob creation and economic developmeW€ give Ballyhoura
government Development and West Limerick 2.9 Mio to putd egmmunity developmeéentepresentative of LCDC)
Local SE is legitimized by her local embeddedness anfati¢hat she has been a successful entreprenetinerr localities (
Community live about five miles from here [...] originally | wee from a different regich SE A_C1)
Developmen SE tries to feed in and match with spatial develeqtrplans on different administrative level3Hat's a top-down
t Council spatial plan. [...] Each of them has to take cognizenf the one above and there are consultationgsszs in them all.
(LCDC) What Ballyhoura would try to do is feed into thesstones and influence what was going on in thersthSE A_C1)
Intermediary  Social n/a The two community development agencies deliveE sometimes manages to bring regime and LCG actpessonal contact. There’s a separate EU project by the local
level entrepreneur their serves in locally separated parts of theoregi authority in Limerick where we were able to link farmers to the chamber of commerce to see whetle ihere be a
(SEA C1) and compete for EU, national and regional fundirgynergy between the thSE A C1)
Social However, they join forces to protect their intesest The SE is involved in national and internationghf@E and regime actor network®8éllyhoura Development was
entrepreneur towards the regional and national government arnidvolved in setting up a trans-European rural netw...] We tried to set up rural organizations assoEurope [...]
(SEB_C1) exchange information regarding their activites EADER came on and | participated a good bit frorfiyBaura Development. [...] We linked with local awrflies in
(“You have Ballyhoura Development covering thedustria and Germany to come in and to work witang develop a multiannual development planfjigE A_C1)
east and south of the county and West Limerick Existing SE bridging networks cannot be transfebetveen people or placesTliis learning was with two people that
Resources in the West. They operate a lot in the participated, both of them directors of servicethir two counties. When they left, and moveaatheer place then
same programs, for example the LEADER that knowledge was gone with them. Because it etasmbedded in the instituticBE A_C1)
Program.”, representative of the regional businesSE can be part of LCG and often have a successdindss backgroundWe have people that have been powerhouses
development agency) in business that have got involved heavily in toein communiti€5.SE A_C1)
Community LCGA_C1 Shared need for a location to socialize in th&hile the Groom Community Center offers the SE promises to the LCG to connect them among e¢hehand to the regime level to acquire necessapurces‘(n
level (Civic local community space for the dancing events of the senior cleb, tthe most recent changes the municipalities weiaede There is not yet a mind-set of people coimggict their
Center (“There was nothing in here to meet. Villaggub members had tee at the coffee shop. The municipality. You know, if you're talking to peoplethe street here and you ask them to know wimaitipality do the:
Croom) life simply did not take placeCommunity intensive use of the community center activated tle in that's gonna be: Ha? What's that? [...] Bédtyura Development works fairly hard in supportitigtee groups in

center manager) town center and the friends of Groom helped to the community to come together, to talk to oneteanpto become part of one umbrella group and tapu

develop the restaurant and coffee shop atthe  socioeconomic plan in place for the community. Thére are times when you just follow supportingngle innovatior
community center. and usually our role would be mentoring and thekitig. [...] All the support work and the feasibdgiand all the
LCGB_C1 Shared need to reduce social isolation am@Hghink there is an interplay between them. It's plans had all been supported by LEADER. But thediifal money would come from another programometly. It's
(CareBright elderly locals about innovating the redevelopment of streets in all about the right timing and space to support ip@up to get the money 3E A_C1)

— provider of (“For example that project, that's a piece oémall towns. For housing and for business. (...) Titis legitimized by SE'’s local embeddedness améhtit that he/she has been a successful entrapierther

home care social innovation (...) CareBright for riding would make it really attractive for peopleSE localities (1 live about five miles from here (...) originallgdme from a different region but I've been maraed

support services to people to care for them at theirA_C1) living in this region since 1979SE A_C1)

services)  own homes, Representative of CareBright)(“What's missing is the cross-connectedness. (.. Jhoffers trainings to LCG members in return faessing their ideas and network resourdé&(és an organization
. one community you get all the organizations ling built up the whole training side and demonstragekind of training and qualifications that thereosid be. That was

LCG C_C1 Shared need to reactivate the town center g§jng \hat they are doing but no connection. In thar kind of innovation, we have brought this tdféecent level’, SE A_C1)

(Friends of an attractive place to spend tim@lfere is & oiher one there is a connection. Tharks well. Thi SE identifies (cohesive) LCG and develops the getuture further to enhance their governanges@uple of people

Croom)  strong leader in Groom who can activate thgner one remains brokénSE A_C1) have a very strong focus social consciousness agtiemot as much of a business focus. There istiaiénge in

community’, Representative of the regional
business development agendygive you a
fairly simple example, there have not been
any playgrounds and parks in communities.
So in looking at that and in having heard
them talking about need or playing, you bring
people togethet. SE-A)

identifying the people for board so that you getrtiix right. [...] One of the things that helps isitoeng. [...] And the
other thing is training programs...] When you saw a need and an opportunity and yoa gategy together, the next
thing was to do things that created a bit more amass, bring people together about it. [', $E A_C1)

SE bridges LCG to tap additional volunteering pidfor the respective social business modelsoéfied small
monetary compensations to volunteelsaso has a number of volunteers the serviceg.. 3df we're to grow the
services, we’re either going to have to get motenteers or we're going to have to charge. [...]Astresl to tease it
out, we certainly can do it without some incomeiogrim.”, SE A C1)
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Case 2: Stevia Hellas Coop

Main Themes
Network
Levels

Network actors

Bonding social capital

Bridging social capital Linking social capital

Empirical guiding questions

On which level of
the network

Who are the
network actors?

What are the joint interests of the members ofttimn group thatWhat are the configurations of complementary resewffered by
provides a business opportunity for the social emteneur?

What are the resources a SE can offer to and adoaiss

different actors that enable the business modtietocial actors from different network level?

hierarchy are the entrepreneur?
actors anchored?
Regime European Union n/a n/a SE promises to the national government and themedi
level National authorities to use the administrative support ptesito
government enhance economic activity and an entrepreneuriadi seit
Regional in the region to foster structural changS€ B_C2] is a
government of role model and a change maker. People need to be
Phthiotis activated. They need to understand that entrepneshéu
Local government is good for us. [SE B_C2] will show thémbeputy
of Lamia Governor Lamia)
SE is legitimized by his local embeddedness andkitte
that she has been a successful investment bantker an
business developer in other localitiefSE B_C2] is a
born entrepreneur. He is energetic and committes heis
been successful abroad, so he will also succeesl’her
Deputy Governor Lamia;l‘am an exception. That makes
me an attractive partner for changeSE A_C2)
Intermediary levelSocial n/a The two generations of social entrepreneurs hdathar and son  SE brings international investors and EU decisiakens

entrepreneur (SE
A_C2)
Social
entrepreneur (SE
B_C2)

relationship with productive knowledge exchangeveen tradition to the region.

and innovation. Both understand that social enémegurship in the (“Last week we had people from the European Investmen

Lamia region requires a good balance between thaseoles (fSE Bank here and talked about the project of building

B_C2] is very important in the region. He is verglwespected. He factory for Stevia processing here in Lahi&E A_C2)

stands for the great tradition of Lamia, but lackedern SE takes members of the co-operative to internation

management practices. [SE A_C2] is a management and events, research projects and meetings with natioh

entrepreneurship expert, but lacks seniority. Togethey are very EU decision makers.

strong. They can make change hapféviember of the board of the"One of us often joins [SE B_C2] on his businegsst It

cooperative; [SE A_C2] is following the market, [SE B_C2] followis important that they get to know us and that eetg

tradition.”, Researcher at university in the region) know them. Decisions are easier if you know thedac
behind the projects,"Member of the board of the
cooperative)

The farmer cooperative developed Stevia plantafiohsmia which SE promises to the LCG to acquire administratiygpsut

avoided decay of the landscape after the end afid@production from the regional and national governmentkfiow [SE

(“We are a family and should help each other. Inctieperative, (“After the end of tabaco production there was thegaa that farms B_C2]. He has good ideas and is reliable. Thusilll w

we have common interests and should act as onellWentto  are closed and farmers leave the region and evanytis always support his ideas. There is no need fongite

make our living with farming. Board member of the Stevia Hellabandoned, Member of the Stevia Hellas cooperative) checks!, Deputy governor of Lamia)

cooperative) Mermix enhances productivity of this farming adies (“With SE is legitimized among the LCGs by his local

modern machines | can double my production, banltafford embeddedness and the fact that he has been asfutces

them. Now | can simply borrow them from otherE&drmer of Steviainvestment banker and business developer in other

Community level LCG A_C2 Shared need for generating new income from aguiceikifter the

(Stevia Farmers) end of tabaco production

LCGB_C2 Shared need for modern machinery for agriculturadipction . e ] .
(Mermix) (“More and more farmers understand that not evesyaeeds to Hellas cooperative) . localities (‘They have known me since | was a little boy,
own the whole machinery, but they can share thénmas. That The‘contlnued farming helps to keep the Iandscahwmgd saw me growing up _and they followed my internationa
way they all can use modemn agricultural machinang be more (“Without our [farmers] work there would be no beéultfields and career. This familiarity opens the dodtsSE B_C2; (He
productive. What they need is someone who orgatfiees tracks. The vaII_ey would be woods ohltevia farmer and membeis one of us but he i_s an exp_ert who can deal ﬂu'&l‘bi_g
exchange.” Investor in Mermix) of the cooperative) players. We need his expertise, but cannot work wit
’ ) High quality tourism in turn enlarges the custom@sed for Stevia. somebody who does not understand, idember of
LCGC_C2 Shared need for landscape work as a basis fostoufDemand («gieyia is expensive. Many locals cannot afford sThe need to ~ Stevia Hellas cooperative)

(Thermal Spas

for high quality touristic products is growing iheé Lamia region. bring in tourists and enter foreign markétsSE-A)
Thermopiles)

Now we need to ensure that the landscape is predemd
attractive products are developg&dChamber of commerce)
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