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ABSTRACT: Social entrepreneurship gradually becomes a priority choice for inter-
national organizations, financial partners and other players on the market in terms 
of investment and doing business while achieving a social purpose. Covid-19 has in-
creased the recognition of social entrepreneurs as advocates for change which con-
tribute to the mitigation of the impact of the pandemic and the increased efforts to 
build back better towards a resilient recovery. 

However, social enterprises need a conducive business environment to thrive and ful-
fil their potential. The business dimension is one of the key factors for development 
of social entrepreneurship. The business environment in which social enterprises 
operate is a transversal topic in terms of policy, stakeholders and social outcomes. 
Conducive business environment fosters early entrepreneurial activity and access and 
engagement of social entrepreneurs on the market which present the prerequisite for 
development of the sector. 

This paper presents the results related to the business dimension from broader holis-
tic research of the macro-environment conducted in the period October - December 
2019 and a follow up a year later. Qualitative methodology was used, through conduct-
ing interviews with social entrepreneurs and key stakeholders, combined with docu-
ment analysis to provide an insight into the business challenges and needs of social 
enterprises in North Macedonia. The evidence showed that access to market and fund-
ing, room for innovation, collaboration with the business sector and lack of public and 
customer recognition are some of the crucial issues for the development of social en-
trepreneurship in the country. The country’s current business scenery is not enabling 
for traditional businesses which makes it even more perplexing for social enterprises. 
Social enterprises need conducive policies that facilitate business operations, but also 
empower intersectoral partnerships and collaboration. 

KEYWORDS: social entrepreneurship, ecosystem, business, key factors, post pandemic, sus-
tainability, policies, social entrepreneurs
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INTRODUCTION
Covid-19 has struck the world without 
any particular warning, spreading fast 
making a devasting effect on a global 
scale. The past year crumbled the glob-
al economy, countries’ social and health 
systems, people’s lives and had a devas-
tating and demoralizing effect for future 
generations. These effects have expedited 
the need for a new economic model that 
can bring change on the global agenda, 
assuring sustainable development and 
providing innovative solutions on every 
level. 

Social Entrepreneurship has been devel-
oping around the world for the last 30 
years. Its effects can be found in a wide 
range of sectors including social, eco-
nomic and environmental areas that af-
fect the quality of life of the people in 
general, not just vulnerable populations. 
As a new economic model, social entre-
preneurship has reached the stage where 
it is not a peripheral notion or field, but 
it is seen as a potential way to shift the 
global economic mindset, revitalize so-
cial and health systems and help gov-
ernments to mitigate a plead of social, 
economic and environmental challenges. 
Although this seemed far-fetched in the 
‘old world’, the pandemic has shown how 
fragile economic and social systems are 
and how easy they can crumble leaving 
millions of people behind. 

These developments have skyrocket-
ed the importance of the field and social 
enterprises as agents for change. Global 
alliances, the European Union, and many 
international organizations have been 
focusing on developing the ecosystem 
for social enterprises increasing its po-
sition on the global agenda (OECD, 2015; 
EC, 2021). 

During the pandemic, social enterprises 
in many countries played a crucial role 
in mitigating the Covid-19 effects on the 
population, providing a range of services 

directed at improving their quality of life. 
The case of North Macedonia is no differ-
ent. Social enterprises have been side by 
side with local and national authorities 
providing key support to vulnerable pop-
ulations, especially the poor and elderly. 
Seeing these effects, the country has also 
put the development of social entrepre-
neurship higher on the political agenda. 

To showcase this, the country has been 
focusing on developing the first National 
Strategy for Development of Social En-
terprises in the Republic of North Mace-
donia, together with an Action Plan that 
will foster activities in that direction. 
This has been noticed by the relevant 
stakeholders, especially those who are 
involved in the sector, as momentum to 
develop the ecosystem for social enter-
prise and provide a new economic model 
of the future. 

This paper touches upon two research 
periods, pre and post-pandemic, show-
cases the sustainability challenges faced 
by social enterprises and entrepreneurs 
and provides business lessons learned 
during these troubled times. 

THE NEED FOR A CONDUCIVE BUSINESS EN-
VIRONMENT FOR SUSTAINABILITY OF SO-
CIAL ENTERPRISES
The business environment term is in-
terchangeably used with business eco-
system. Different definitions have been 
known and presented in the literature 
such as the interaction of stakehold-
ers for economic goals (Moore, 1993), 
interrelated stakeholders (Peltoniemi 
and Vuori, 2004), to the view of Teece 
(2007, p.1325) of the business environ-
ment as “community of organizations, 
institutions and individuals that impact 
the enterprise and the enterprise’s cus-
tomers and suppliers.” The business en-
vironment (BE) is a system; a network 
of micro ecosystems mutually connect-
ed that pave the way of its direction and 
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no status quo. The same applies to regu-
lation. It is necessary to enable business 
development and promote business ac-
tivities. The second step is the culture of 
the country whether entrepreneurship 
is widely accepted or not which are also 
seen as opportunities to get involved in 
business. The addon is the social factor 
which is measured by the focus and at-
tention on socio-economic challeng-
es involving social inclusion, poverty, 
unemployment and others. This relates 
to people involving in social entrepre-
neurship and its activity. The third step 
is institutional support which is the can-
non that launches the enterprises, espe-
cially social ones into the market, often 
being the key requirement (Poon, 2011). 
The need for a conducive business envi-
ronment as a prerequisite for the devel-
opment of the social entrepreneurship 
ecosystem is also argued by Austin et al. 
(2006). They state that the business en-
vironment for commercial enterprises 
is overlapping with the social entrepre-
neurship ecosystem and presents a con-
crete basis for its development. 

Given that our focus is the development 
of a business environment conducive for 
social enterprises, we include a fourth 
step which is vital for the promotion of 
the sector that is funding. It consists of 
available sources of funding and access to 
them. Austin et al (2006) state that social 
enterprises are often reliant on different 
funding schemes and have difficulties 
steering on the market, mostly because 
they are focused on achieving their social 
mission which can also be their key com-
ponent for attracting capital.

Besides the environmental factors, 
Bloom & Dees (2008) argue that there are 
also internal factors which are consist-
ed of the players in the ecosystem such 
as competitors, partners, beneficiaries, 
bystanders, problem makers, etc. We 
also explore these factors in this paper 
through the lenses of the actors in the 

influence businesses everywhere. It is a 
complex system that involves a lot of ele-
ments such as strategy, innovation, sup-
ply networks, spin-offs, collaboration, 
policy making and sustainability among 
others (Gupta et al., 2019). In addition to 
the aforementioned views, Koenig (2013) 
argues that there is not only one type of 
ecosystem but a variety of them.

Considering that social enterprises are 
double-burdened by their nature, try-
ing to achieve both social and commer-
cial goals, there is no accident that two 
strings of thought have been identified 
in the early days of social entrepreneur-
ship development. One string highlights 
the social change creation (Dees, 1998), 
and the other, the commercial sustain-
ability and viability of the organization 
to achieve income and profit and achieve 
their social goals (Boschee, 2001). But 
this practice also depends on the envi-
ronment.

What influences the development of the 
business ecosystem has been mostly re-
searched based on the relationship be-
tween one environmental factor (e.g. in-
stitutional factors) and the development 
of an ecosystem, although in the last 10 
years, it has been argued that the ecosys-
tem has been affected by multiple factors 
across sectors such as the political, legal, 
financial, institutional and socio-cul-
tural environment (Bloom & Dees, 2008; 
Poon, 2011). And this is also true for the 
development of a conducive social entre-
preneurship ecosystem. A prerequisite 
for such ecosystem that fosters social 
change with the use of business models 
is the conducive business environment. 
It is a complex mechanism that involves 
politics, administration, economy, mar-
kets and financing, culture, infrastruc-
ture and geography (Bloom & Dees, 
2008). The first step toward a better 
business environment is through policies 
and regulation. National policies either 
facilitate or hinder the process. There is 
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ecosystem i.e., social enterprises and en-
trepreneurs.

Social entrepreneurship ecosystem is 
dependent on the business environment 
and the market fluctuations. It is consid-
ered that the active market facilitates the 
idea of social entrepreneurship and add-
ing the social to the entrepreneurial in-
tentions. 

The biggest challenge is whether the en-
vironment the social enterprises operate 
in is enabling (Marquardt, 2013). Provi-
sion of resources, adequate regulation 
and support is a precondition for the sus-
tainability of the social enterprises. If the 
requirements are too high and strict for 
emerging social enterprises, their sus-
tainability is put on risk and without it, it 
will eventually collapse. 

METHODOLOGY 
Exploring the business environment in 
the context of social enterprise and its 
sustainability requires utilizing a holistic 
point of view to provide data on both the 
environmental and individual factors. To 
be able to identify, analyze, and evaluate 
the level of conduciveness of the business 
environment, and the change in business 
operations of the social enterprises, we 
needed to analyze the situation before 
the pandemic and post-pandemic. 

For this purpose, we used qualitative 
methodology. We used semi-structured 
interviews with social enterprises and 
entrepreneurs to recognize and identify 
patterns between the periods. It provid-
ed us with their views and perception of 
the business environment, the organiza-
tional challenges they faced and how they 
were bridged, but most of all what are 
the business lessons they have learned 
during the period of December 2019 and 
September – October 2020. 

Given the complexity of the business eco-
system and its components, we focused on 

the identified factors from the literature 
including political, legal, institutional 
and financial determinants. On individu-
al level we were focusing on the chang-
es in the business operations of the so-
cial enterprises and developed practices 
which lead to business lessons learned. 

SAMPLE
Our objective was to have a sample with 
social entrepreneurship understanding, 
its development and the contemporary 
ecosystem. We used purposive and snow-
ball sampling as a method that allowed 
us to identify and contact a small group 
of people and then to contact others. We 
started with purposive sampling (the 
first three interviews) and then applied 
the snowball approach to gather various 
data related to social enterprises’ sus-
tainability. 

We clustered the interviewees into two 
groups – social entrepreneurs and em-
ployees of social enterprises and key 
stakeholders. We interviewed six social 
entrepreneurs, two employees of social 
enterprises and 2 key stakeholders (aca-
demia and support organization for so-
cial enterprises). This selection provided 
us with a view on different aspects of the 
business environment and the sustaina-
bility of social enterprises. 

ANALYSIS
During the research phase, we audio-re-
corded the interviews and gathered notes. 
We developed the identified concepts 
on the field and coded them according-
ly. We used the Text Analysis Mark-up 
System, a qualitative coding and analysis 
program, mostly known as TAMS Ana-
lyzer. It helped us to be more organized 
and fasten the process of comparison and 
data analysis. 

During the interviews, we started asking 
more general questions and then steer 
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the interviewees towards more specific 
topics and questions to provide sufficient 
data on both the environment and the 
pandemic effects on their social enter-
prises. 

LIMITATION
The first limitation was contacting the 
interviewees for the follow-up interview 
given that we were in the midst of the 
pandemic. This limitation was mitigat-
ed by contacting them one month earlier 
and adapt to their schedule for an inter-
view. It was vital to explain that they are 
the key actors of this research and with-
out their follow-up interview this would 
not have been possible.

The second limitation was the change of 
scenery from interviews face-to-face to 
online interviewing. We mitigated this 
limitation by asking the participants for 
additional 15 minutes for the interview 
to have more time in investigating their 
views, perceptions and experiences. 

SUSTAINABILITY OF SOCIAL ENTER-
PRISES IN THE POST-PANDEMIC  
WORLD – BUSINESS LESSONS LEARNED
Social entrepreneurship is a new and up-
coming field that has been developing for 
the past 30 years. Some of the reasons for 
the emergence of the field globally has 
been the uncertain economy, lack of trust 
in state institutions, lack of government 
capacities and many other depending on 
the context. 

Its development has its ups and downs 
with many questions that remain unan-
swered. Political and legal recognition, 
defining of the concept, and institution-
al and financial support are some of the 
accelerators and barriers for the devel-
opment of a conducive business envi-
ronment that fosters the sustainability 
of social enterprises. The case of North 
Macedonia is no different. 

In the last two years, the government has 
expressed political will to contribute to 
the field by designing and adopting the 
first National Strategy for Development 
of Social Enterprises in the Republic of 
North Macedonia, along with an Action 
Plan that will facilitate actions in that 
course.

PRE-PANDEMIC RESEARCH
In the pre-pandemic era, the interview-
ees (social enterprises) have touched 
upon several challenges that hinder their 
development and accomplishing sus-
tainability. 

In terms of political factors, they have 
highlighted the adoption of inadequate 
policies that are selectively implement-
ed without consulting the actors that are 
on the field as one of the main concerns. 
They underline the civil society and in-
ternational projects as the main factors 
for elevating social entrepreneurship and 
contributing to the development of pol-
icies on a national and local level. This 
goes in line with the lack of government 
effectiveness and recognition as one of 
the main challenges for a conducive busi-
ness environment.

Although they recognize the change in 
political will, the uncertainty was still 
present. Social entrepreneur 2 states “I 
am aware of the new developments, but I 
do not see yet a policy with a clear objec-
tive to support the social entrepreneurship.” 
To the same question, Key stakeholder 1 
highlighted that “we as a country are still 
behind the developments in Europe despite 
the change of attitude towards social entre-
preneurship. We need more concrete action, 
to see that in practice. The situation as such 
does not help us at all.”

The legal setting of the business envi-
ronment was classified by the interview-
ees as partially enabling. They state that 
there is no obstacle for a social enterprise 
to operate per se, but lack of legal identi-
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ty and organizational legitimacy is hin-
dering their prospects for growth.

Social entrepreneur 4 argued that “with-
out proper regulation, there could not be 
suitable support and response to the chal-
lenges that social enterprises are facing.” 
Social entrepreneur 6 stated that “the 
lack of proper regulation is considered as 
lack of interest from the governmental 
institutions to develop the field”. Social 
entrepreneur 5 added, “despite being able 
to work as a social enterprise under these 
settings, the existing regulation put social 
enterprises in a grey zone, not fitting to the 
civil or private sector obstructing their ac-
cess to market and recognizability.”

The lack of informed public officials and 
institutional support are also seen as 
challenges for developing a conducive 
business environment. Social entrepre-
neur 1 argues that “the institutions do not 
know how to provide a respond to a social 
enterprise administrative issue such as fi-
nancial reporting or registration-related 
staff. They are not convinced and clear about 
what applies to the social enterprise. There 
are a lot of contradictions, and it is essential 
for us, institutions to provide support, how-
ever, they are uninformed and confused just 
as the social entrepreneurs are.” Employee 
1 added “I had an idea for a social enterprise 
but did not know how to develop a business 
plan, work on marketing, finances and so 
on. What I found is that no institution that 
can provide support. I had to turn to civil 
societies and private businesses that teach 
those things.” Key stakeholder 2 contrib-
uted to this issue by stating that “Educa-
tion is necessary for both social enterprises 
and public officials on how to converse, co-
operate and support each other’s work.”

Access to funding has been a major ob-
stacle to the development of the sector 
and its environment. Social entrepre-
neur 3 emphasized that “there is an op-
tion in the law on public procurement for 
social enterprises to participate in tenders. 
However, no one has used it”. Employee 2 

stated “we asked ones how can we partic-
ipate on the tender, and it was the same as 
business entities. They said they cannot use 
the criteria of the reserved contracts yet. It is 
another option on paper that does not work 
in practice.”

The interviewees considered the business 
environment non-conducive which is an 
issue because it provides just enough for 
them to operate, but not nearly enough 
to be sustainable. Social entrepreneur 4 
discusses sustainability saying “to pro-
vide sustainability of the social enterprise, 
we need stable and operational policies, 
regulation to be recognized, institutional 
support at the beginning and access to funds 
and market to start, scale a bit and reach 
sustainability. None of these elements is an 
option in the country.”

POST-PANDEMIC RESEARCH
After almost one year of the first inter-
views with the target groups, the coun-
try was hit by the pandemic, quarantine 
was applied, businesses were closed and 
understandably, the focus was on mit-
igating the effects caused by Covid-19. 
Despite these unfortunate events, the 
business environment has slowly shifted. 
It was not a result of new and conducive 
policies or regulation, increased institu-
tional support or access to funding, but 
from the creativity and innovativeness of 
the social enterprises and entrepreneurs.

Social entrepreneur 1 said “I don’t think 
that the situation with the Covid pandem-
ic was handled well by the state. The peo-
ple are undisciplined and the measures are 
ever-changing. Both, for individuals and 
businesses.” Employee 2 stated “from 
what I saw and heard; many companies had 
difficulties in bridging this situation. And 
the situation continues. We will see at the 
end the ways social enterprises have leap-
frogged the challenges. It would be good 
practice for sure.”

The situation was even worsened by 
the state measures according to the  
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interviewees. Social entrepreneur 4 stat-
ed “the state obligated us to release our staff 
from work, we had to pay their wages, and 
we had to manage that without any kind of 
support. We were left behind. At that point, 
we were really afraid that we would need to 
close the social enterprise.”

For many of them, this period was very 
challenging in leading the business when 
everything was closed and they had to 
change their leadership style and the 
way they operate. Social entrepreneur 
3 explained “we had to adapt. We had to 
make quick decisions, in an instance, for 
that specific situation. It was as if some-
one was testing our decision-making skills, 
our determination. I cannot explain it. This 
was and still is not a time for planning and 
strategizing. It is make it or, in our case, 
close it. We could not allow that to happen, 
so we were doing and are going to do what 
we have to. Adjust, work hard and hope that 
better times are ahead.” Social entrepre-
neur 2 said “I was always the one to or-
ganize everyone. I lead by being present, 
but to lead in a time of a pandemic required 
something else. We had to change our work 
style, otherwise, we would have closed the 
company.”

The interviewees foresaw the change in 
the business scenery through the change 
in the way of thinking of their customers. 
Social entrepreneur 5 explains further 
that “people started to change their atti-
tude, conduct, even their mentality. They 
started to trust more in technology, started 
to realize the marks they leave on the plan-
et, started to think more about their own 
life. The pandemic has changed the point of 
view for sure.”

To be able to bridge this period most of 
them had to innovate by digitalizing their 
businesses and offering their products 
and services online. They also stated that 
partnering and collaborating with other 
actors have provided them with an edge 
on the market.

Social entrepreneur 4 clarified further 
“we established an online store and con-

nected and collaborated with delivery com-
panies to distribute our products to the cus-
tomers. It was a simple, yet effective solution 
to our income challenges.” Social entrepre-
neur 1 added, “we made an online campaign 
to sell merchandise and with every sale, we 
would plant a tree.” Social entrepreneur 
5 said that their company has gone on-
line and digitalized the process of offer-
ing their services. The change of business 
environment from physical to online has 
provided opportunities for social enter-
prises to mitigate the loss of income which 
they have recorded at the beginning of the 
pandemic and some of them have even in-
creased it. 

From an outside perspective, the key 
stakeholders were fascinated with the 
ways social enterprises have found to keep 
their income and go through one of the 
most difficult times for doing business. 
Key stakeholder 1 stated that “they have 
found ways to keep their income and some 
even increased it and scaled up a bit. It is a 
combination of hard work and innovation 
that impresses.” Key stakeholder 2 con-
cluded that “their investment in continued 
education and practical experience has paid 
off just in time when it was most needed. The 
ability to adapt and innovate to persevere 
has been astounding.” 

However, none of this guarantees sus-
tainability. They have found a way to ex-
ploit the increase of e-commerce and 
digitalize their work which could lead to 
increased income and sustainability when 
things return to normal. Many challenges 
remain such as cash-flow problems, sup-
ply-chain disruptions and shortages in 
labor. Also, the lack of political, legal, in-
stitutional and financial support remains 
which is the primary sign of a non-con-
ducive business environment for social 
enterprises.

BUSINESS LESSONS LEARNED
Over this period of pre and post-pandemic 
world, the social entrepreneurs and enter-
prises have been having trials and errors, 
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but also, they have successfully bridged 
the most difficult times of running a busi-
ness, nonetheless a social enterprise. The 
business lessons they have learned over 
the past year are not a novelty in the lit-
erature, but certainly are motivation and 
good advice for new and upcoming social 
entrepreneurs. 

Adapt. Being able to adapt is one of the 
main features of being an entrepreneur. 
Although it is easy to say it, it is hard to do 
it. Social entrepreneurs in this study had 
an adaptation period of approximately 
3-5 months. The process they were going 
through was explained in several stages 
as uncertainty – what should we do now; 
fear – are we going to close the enter-
prise; acceptance – this situation is go-
ing to last; empowerment – we have to do 
something; application – we are going to 
try this. Grasping the situation, accepting 
it and trying something new is a process 
that takes time and it is an individual ex-
perience that a social entrepreneur has to 
go through, in a situation like this.

Innovate. When discussing innovation, it 
is vital to remember that it also encom-
passes new ways of management, sales 
or simply doing business. Most of the so-
cial entrepreneurs involved in this study 
has found a new sales channel and a new 
product that had the potential to boost 
their income. Also, innovation does not 
have to come as an idea from the social 
entrepreneur itself. It can be from an in-
dividual (e.g. employee) or the team. The 
process of trial and error is vital in intro-
ducing innovation.

Collaborate. Partnerships and collabora-
tion can provide you with an edge on the 
market and scale up your resources. By 
doing that, your social enterprise is al-
ready more successful. Collaboration can 
open new markets and provide you with 
the ability to outperform competitors. The 
majority of social enterprises in the study 
have partnered up with delivery servic-
es, travel agencies, printing companies,  

supermarkets and IT companies. It pro-
vided them with a new segment on the 
market, increased their market access and 
consequently their income. 

Perseverance. This is one of the most im-
portant qualities in social entrepreneurs. 
Being able to go through the trial-and-er-
ror process without getting discouraged 
is a valuable trait to have. The involved 
social entrepreneurs have experienced 
deal breakers with institutions, lack of 
communication with authorities, reject-
ed projects and other obstacles, but they 
have continued with their ideas and activ-
ities. Given the fact that they are working 
in a non-conducive business environ-
ment and have overcome the last year in 
a pandemic, is saying enough about their 
perseverance. 

Hard-work. There is no social entrepre-
neur that we have interviewed that have 
not mentioned that if you are not com-
mitted to your work and truly invested in 
it, it would blow off. Every one of them had 
turbulent periods as previously described, 
but what has provided them with the skills 
to overcome those periods are determina-
tion and hard work. Being invested in your 
work means you believe in the efforts and 
others will believe in it too. 

DISCUSSION
In the last 20 years, the concept of social 
entrepreneurship has been broadly inves-
tigated with a noteworthy development 
in business administration and micro-
economics studies (Nagler, 2007). The 
significance of the field has been increas-
ingly recognized given that it contributes 
and generates social and economic values. 
To contribute and produce the aforemen-
tioned values social enterprises need to 
be innovative in their area of work. They 
create, cultivate and apply innovation 
that contributes to economic and social 
development while inventing new goods 
and services. Some examples of social  
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entrepreneurship inventions that changed 
the economic and social setting can be 
found in Nobel Committee (2006) and 
Bornstein (2004). 

To provide the described impact, social 
enterprises need to be sustainable and fo-
cused on social change. The sustainability 
of social enterprises is affected by multi-
ple interconnected factors. Starting from 
the country’s political stability (Chowd-
hury et al., 2013), political activities which 
create standards and regulate entrepre-
neurial operations (Griffiths et al., 2013), 
policy changes, regulation and political 
agenda focused on social entrepreneur-
ship (UNDP, 2012; Wronka, 2013), clear 
definition (Christie and Honig, 2006), le-
gal identity (Fici, 2015), institutional sup-
port (Stephan et al., 2014), access to fund-
ing (Rangan et al., 2008) and many other 
factors that present the business environ-
ment for social enterprises. 

If we take the case of North Macedonia, as 
a country in which this research was con-
ducted, and compared it with the afore-
mentioned factors to provide a picture 
of the business environment for social 
enterprises we would find that the envi-
ronment is not conducive. The country’s 
political stability is always questionable, 
the political activities are not enabling 
for commercial enterprises and therefore 
for social enterprises, there are no policy 
changes, regulation and political agen-
da focused on social entrepreneurship, 
lacks a clear definition, without regula-
tion there is no legal identity, the institu-
tions do not recognize social enterprises 
and the access to funding for social enter-
prises is hindered without criteria which 
makes them eligible for funding based on 
the registered legal entity (Chichevaliev, 
2020). These factors make the environ-
ment unfavorable toward social enter-
prises. This was not a surprising result 
given that it has been mentioned across 
the years in various research and national 
reports (Reactor, Konekt & Public, 2016; 
Rosandic & Kusinikova, 2017; Ilijevski & 
Iloska, 2018; Chichevaliev, 2019). 

Social enterprises in the country are 
struggling to achieve sustainability and 
consequently their social purpose. They 
have to tailor their undertakings for the 
supporters and the funding calls to be el-
igible for the sponsorship. Consequently, 
hybrid organizations are rising. To be able 
for more funding social entrepreneurs 
and enterprises are opening companies 
and civil society organizations to have 
more available sources of funding and im-
proved access to it. Surely, this is a matter 
of lack of legal identity and increased hy-
bridity of social enterprises incorporating 
more legal entities into one (Battilana et 
al., 2012). 

What has been extraordinary is the flex-
ibility of social enterprises and shown 
social entrepreneurs’ characteristics in a 
period of crisis. Social entrepreneurs have 
exceeded our expectations by showing 
a strong entrepreneurship spirit which 
is one of the fundamental traits (Mair & 
Marti, 2004). They have also shown crea-
tivity and talent for problem-solving, vi-
sion, and refusal to back down (Bornstein, 
2004). They played the part of change 
agents and continued to create and sus-
tain social value, identified and pursued 
new opportunities to serve their goals, 
acting courageously with scarce resourc-
es and a heightened sense of accounta-
bility to the constituencies they serve and 
for the results generated. The approach-
es they have used are nothing short of 
exemplary, contemporary practices and 
envisioned future. Utilizing digital tools 
and software, increased their online pres-
ence and modified their business models 
to stay and be even more current on the 
market. Seeing these traits in practice was 
refreshing and inspiring. What drew our 
attention was the potential of matching 
such social entrepreneurs with a condu-
cive business environment. 

One of the positive developments in the 
country related to social entrepreneurship 
is the start of the EU project “Support to 
Social Enterprises”. Besides the adoption 
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of the already mentioned strategy, the 
project’s objectives contribute to the cre-
ation of favorable and coherent legal, reg-
ulatory, financial support and monitoring 
framework for social enterprises; estab-
lishment, organization, management and 
operation of a support structure for so-
cial enterprises with local support contact 
points; capacity building for all actors in 
the sector and awareness-raising for so-
cial entrepreneurship. It is an all-round 
project that should facilitate the creation 
of an ecosystem for social entrepreneur-
ship. 

In that sense, we recommend: 

•	 the creation of tailored policies for the 
development, support, and promotion 
of social entrepreneurship.

•	 development of regulation for social 
enterprises that will include: defini-
tion, multisectoral and multilevel re-
sponsibility for social entrepreneur-
ship; criteria and operational stand-
ards and norms; operational public 
procurement procedures for social 
enterprises; legal harmonization and 
an instrument for monitoring and 
evaluation of development and imple-
mentation of the legal framework.

•	 increase the communication and co-
ordination with the national and local 
institutions; provision of institutional 
support and education for both public 
officials and social entrepreneurs to 
increase the institutional recognition 
and information about social entre-
preneurship.

•	 increase the funding sources; improve 
the access to funding; increase busi-
ness sector involvement and collab-
oration; and foster partnerships and 
networking across sectors.

•	 Raise citizens’ awareness about the 
potential and the positive effects of 
social entrepreneurship and increase 
civic engagement in social enterprises 
and their activities.

CONCLUSION
Social entrepreneurship has been on a 
pedestal, particularly for individuals and 
businesses determined to achieve social 
change and sustainable development. So-
cial entrepreneurship is a novel method of 
doing business where social accomplish-
ments come in first. That is how social 
entrepreneurship varies from commercial 
entrepreneurship. However, the sustain-
ability of these enterprises seems like it 
is always in question. Covid-19 have just 
highlighted the critical areas in their sus-
tainability.

Social enterprises and their operations 
have been critically hit by the pandem-
ic. They were left behind to deal with the 
consequences. Despite operating in a 
non-conducive business environment, 
they have managed to remain active and 
continued to offer their services to their 
constituents. More importantly, they 
have shown resilience and flexibility, and 
have implemented new approaches to 
their work which strengthened their place 
on the market and increased their income. 
These actions and results have contrib-
uted to their sustainability and enhanced 
their impact both economically and so-
cially. 

Without proper backing, social enterpris-
es and entrepreneurs are left by them-
selves to compete with already estab-
lished and recognized ecosystems and 
businesses. Such a situation hinders not 
only the growth of the social enterprises 
but the development of the sector. Cre-
ating a conducive business environment 
requires vertical and horizontal intersec-
toral coordination that would facilitate 
the process at all levels. The creation of 
tailored policies and proper legislation for 
social entrepreneurship in combination 
with institutional support and financial 
backing can offer them the possibility to 
realize their potential and their role as 
agents of change. 
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