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Introduction
During the last decade, social entrepreneurship has become an increasingly popular topic both in terms of business practice and academic research. Social enterprises are starting to appear all over the world, regardless of the level of countries' development, aiming to use business approaches to resolving environmental and social problems and address issues that are not efficiently solved by government. One of these issues is the work integration of people who have difficulty with employment due to their position in society. The problem of unemployment particularly affects people with disabilities, immigrants, incarcerated people, the elderly and orphans. The problem is very complex, and many social enterprises that are addressing it. They are usually referred to as WISEs, or work integration social enterprises. They approach the problem from different angles and introduce different innovative business models to create social and economic value. Though the work integration social enterprises have been operating for quite some time around the world, the concept is still new for Russian researchers and practitioners. Work integration is one of the priority directions for social enterprises identified by the Ministry of Economic Development of Russian Federation in its Order 167 from March 25, 2015, as well as by the Government of Russian Federation in the “Strategy of Development of Small and Medium Entrepreneurship in Russian Federation until 2030”.  However, the topic of WISE business models still represents a gap in Russian theoretical research. This also creates a challenge for the social entrepreneurs that operate or want to create a WISE. A comprehensive study of the existing WISE business models in different regions of the planet will assist them in a more rational and educated choice of a business model for their own social enterprise. So, having identified the gap in research and need for such a research for business practitioners, we consider the topic of research relevant.  

The research goal is to compare the business models of WISEs in Europe, the USA and Russia with regards to the context in which they exist and to provide recommendations to Russian enterprises based on this analysis.
So, to reach our research goal we have identified the following research objectives:
1. To analyse the theoretical approaches to social entrepreneurship and WISEs in Russia, Europe and the USA

2. To compare the ecosystems in which WISEs operate in Russia, Europe and the USA

3. To identify and compare the existing WISE business models in Russia, Europe and the USA

4. To analyse the best practices of WISEs in Russia, Europe and the USA

5. To identify how Russian WISEs can benefit from the experience of their western colleagues

In order to reach the research objectives, in our work we address the following research questions:

1) What kinds of WISE business models exist in EU, Russia and USA?

2) How does legal and state environment affect the WISE in EU, Russia and USA?

3) What are the main differences and similarities among the WISE business models in Russia, Europe and the USA?
4) How can Russian WISEs benefit from the experience of WISEs in EU and USA?
We are going to conduct our research in the theoretical field of social entrepreneurship, outlined by the following works:

“The meaning of social entrepreneurship” by J. Gregory Dees (written in 1998, revised in 2001) – one of the earliest landmark studies on social entrepreneurship. We feel that it is vital to use the works of this pioneer in building social entrepreneurship as an academic field as one of the theoretical pillars of our research. 

Another cornerstone work is “Toward a better understanding of social entrepreneurship” (2003) by Jerr Boschee and Jim McClurg. In this work, its authors elaborate on the distinctions of social entrepreneurship in order to clarify the definition of the concept. They assess the core differences between (a) entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship; (b) sustainability and self-sufficiency; (c) earned income strategies and social purpose business ventures; (d) innovators, entrepreneurs and professional managers. 

Of course, we cannot but mention the works of Peter Drucker in our research, namely “Innovation and Entrepreneurship” (1985) and “Managing the Nonprofit Organization: Practices and Principles” (1990). We are going to address Peter Drucker in search for theoretic concepts of entrepreneurship, innovation and management, as well as managing for-profit and non-for-profit organisations.

In order to provide sound theoretical background on work integration social enterprises as a type of social enterprise, we address to the work of Jacques Defourny and Marthe Nyssens, "Social enterprise in Europe: recent trends and developments" (2008) that examines the work integration social enterprises through the prism of their role in social enterprise development in European countries. 

We also refer to the research provided in the frame of such organisations as ENSIE (European Network of Social Integration Enterprises) and EMES (an international research network dedicated to social enterprise, social entrepreneurship, social economy and solidarity economy research) for their analytical sources and working papers on the WISE development in different countries.

For the Russian theoretical approach on social entrepreneurship, we used the work “Social entrepreneurship: problems of typology” by Y. E. Blagov and Y.N. Aray, as well as works of Y.E. Blagov, on corporate social responsibility and the works of Y.N. Aray and A. Moskovskaya on social entrepreneurship.
In our work, we want to use the qualitative methods, namely case studies of Russian and foreign work integration social enterprise business models. 
In this work, we expect to find what types of WISE business models exist in EU, Russia and USA, what are the differences between them and what influences the choice of the business model. As a result of this work, we would like not only to cover the existing gap in theoretical research of this topic but also to create a framework for social entrepreneurs choosing an appropriate business model for a work integration social enterprise.
The work will be separated into the following logical parts:

1.
Introduction

2.
Theoretical framework

3.
WISE ecosystems
4. 
WISE business models 

5. 
Learnings

6.
Conclusion

I. Theoretical framework.

§1. Social entrepreneurship: definition and typology.

If we analyse the existing literature on the topic of social entrepreneurship, we cannot help but notice that one of the most addressed issues in academic discourse on the topic is the definition of the phenomenon. Even though social entrepreneurship as a business practice has existed since the second half of 20th century with academic research closely following it, there is still no consensus among researchers on how the phenomenon should be defined. 

There are different approaches to developing the definition. Since most researchers try to define social entrepreneurship by synthesising the terms “social” and “entrepreneurship”, these approaches depend enormously on how the authors define the respective terms. Another important aspect is the close link of social entrepreneurship research with the social entrepreneurship practice, and the definitions are mostly applicable to the kinds of social enterprises that characterise the geographical region where the author is conducting research. However, in practice, there is a lot of peculiarities in the field that depend on the region of social enterprises’ activities, and the proposed definitions differ significantly depending on where they were introduced. 

The influence of social enterprises’ real practices on social entrepreneurship research becomes clear when we delve into the literature that can be referred to as initial research on the topic. We can say that the attempt to conceptualise the concept of social entrepreneurship was actually started by practitioners (like Skloot, Norris, Drayton, etc.) who were trying to reflect on the new entrepreneurship experience that they were engaged in. Here we need to say that social entrepreneurship is still often considered as a somewhat interdisciplinary field of research, which was especially visible in the first years of research on the topic. We may say that the social entrepreneurship research has come into being from four separate branches of academic research. 

The first one is the research on entrepreneurship. We will refer to its overall influence on the process of defining “social entrepreneurship” later on when we continue with research classification, but for now, let us consider the works that were written at the same time as the field of “social entrepreneurship” was starting to arise. Here we cannot but mention the works of Peter Drucker, namely “Innovation and entrepreneurship” that had an immense impact on social entrepreneurship research. In this book, he both reflects on the role of innovation in social entrepreneurship theory and practice and (which is even more relevant for our research) he reflects on the difference in entrepreneurship in businesses and service institutions. He argues, that due to a number of reasons it is very hard for a public service institution to innovate as opposed to business. However, as he states, there are enough exceptions that are successful in innovation, and from these cases, he identifies the entrepreneurial policies that are needed for a public service institution to make it capable of innovation. These entrepreneurial practices are now being reflected upon and used by most of the social enterprises. Let us take a look at them:

“1. First, the public-service institution needs a clear definition of its mission. What is it trying to do? Why does it exist? It needs to focus on objectives rather than on programs and projects. Programs and projects are means to an end. They should always be considered as temporary and, in fact, short-lived.

2. The public-service institution needs a realistic statement of goals. It should say, “Our job is to assuage famine,” rather than, “Our job is to eliminate hunger.” It needs something that is genuinely attainable and therefore a commitment to a realistic goal, so that it can say eventually, “Our job is finished.” <…>

3. Failure to achieve objectives should be considered an indication that the objective is wrong, or at least defined wrongly. <…>

4. Finally, public-service institutions need to build into their policies and practices the constant search for innovative opportunity. They need to view change as an opportunity rather than a threat.” (Drucker, 1985)

In his work Drucker also suggests that social innovation will become increasingly important in the following twenty-thirty years, which, as we can see now, turned out to be an accurate forecast.
The second branch of academic research that is relevant to the theory of social entrepreneurship is public sector research. In 1988 the work “Policy entrepreneurs: Catalysts for policy innovation” by P.J. King, and N.C. Roberts was published. Even though the term they used there was “policy entrepreneurs”, it can in many ways be related to the term “social entrepreneurs” as we understand it today. In their work King and Roberts refer to entrepreneurs as the agents of change. From this understanding, they build their definition for policy entrepreneurs, who “recognise and identify genuine needs in their community and, strategize how to fulfil these needs” (P. King, N. Roberts, 1988) thus creating a policy innovation, in order to then persuade policy makers to adopt it at its optimum scale.
The third field of research that led to the start of social entrepreneurship studies was social action research. Here we can find one of the firs attempts to actually define who social entrepreneurs are and what they do. One of such works was “Social entrepreneurs and catalytic change” written in 1991 by S.A. Waddock and J.E. Post. In these work, the authors refer to social entrepreneurs as “private sector citizens who play critical roles in bringing about "catalytic changes" in the public sector agenda and the perception of certain social issues. Although not involved in direct actions to solve public problems, their work sets the stage and context for policy making and policy implementation activities.” (S. A. Waddock, J. E. Post, 1991)
The fourth field of research that played an important role in the formation of social entrepreneurship research as an academic domain, was non-profit research. Here one of the most relevant works was “The rise of the social entrepreneur”, written in 1997 by Charles Leadbeater. In this work, he argues that the welfare state system that we live in is no longer capable to effectively respond to all the existing social needs. He states that there is a growing need for social innovation, and it is social entrepreneurs that can bring into current society this type of innovation. He explores five cases of social entrepreneurs and defines that “social entrepreneurs identify underutilised resources – people, buildings, equipment – and find ways of putting them to use to satisfy unmet social needs. They innovate new welfare services and new ways of delivering existing services. Social entrepreneurs who deploy entrepreneurial skills for social ends are at work in parts of the traditional public sector, some large private sector corporations and at the most innovative edge of the voluntary sector”. (Leadbeater, 1997)

All of the mentioned research leads up to the creation of social entrepreneurship as a new research domain. However, with the establishment of social entrepreneurship research as a new field, the problem with definition remains. To these day two approaches have been formed in social entrepreneurship research.

1)
The Social enterprise school of thought
•
Straightforward understanding of entrepreneurship

•
Started with the idea of non-profit enterprise

•
Social entrepreneurs – those who organise and operate business in order to support a social objective

•
The idea of not-only-for-profits

•
Market-based solutions to social problems

Motivations from practice:

•
Non-for-profits going into business activities

•
For-profits wanting to provide social services

Representatives: 

•
Edward Skloot, 1983 

•
William Norris (1981,1983) and Alpha Center for Public/Private initiatives

•
Jerr Boschee (1995)

•
Bill Shore (1995)

•
Steve Case (2005)

2)
The Social Innovation School of Thought
•
Understanding of entrepreneurship as value creation through innovation and shifting resources (Say (1803), Schumpeter (1934))

•
Social entrepreneurs – those who revolutionise the patterns of producing social value

•
The idea of public entrepreneurs

Motivation from practice:

•
Ashoka: Innovators for public

Representatives:

•
Peter Drayton (1993)

•
Charles Leadbeater (1995)

•
J.Gregory Dees (1998)

•
David Bornstein (2004)

•
Mark Kramer (2005)

The first one, that is used by Jerr Boschee in his 1998 work (Boschee, 1998) argues that a social entrepreneur is any person in any sector who uses earned income strategies to pursue social objectives. So the entrepreneurship is considered to be any activity that is used in order to earn income.

The second one, that is used by J.G.Dees, the pioneer in research on the topic, in his 1998 work (Dees J.G, 1998) is to base the definition on the concept of entrepreneurship as value creation through innovation and then identify the crucial aspects of the distinction between social and business enterprises. Dees argues that “the ideas of Say, Schumpeter, Drucker, and Stevenson are attractive because they can be as easily applied in the social sector as the business sector”, and basically identifies social entrepreneurs as “entrepreneurs with a social mission”. 

Another approach (Bravo, 2016) further separates the social enterprise school of thought into two separate schools based on the region in which they are applied: the West and the East social enterprise schools of thought. Bravo argues, that while both of them state that generation of revenue is a must for a social enterprise, they differ in their approach to replicability and scalability of social enterprises. The West social enterprise school of thought considers as social enterprises only those that meet the three criteria of generating revenue, being replicable and scalable. This approach is prominent in the Skoll Foundation and the Schwab Foundation. The representatives of the East social enterprise school (such as Yunus Center) argue that while replicability and scalability are desirable for a social enterprise, they are not obligatory for it.
One of the most profound typologies of social enterprises was created by a practitioner, Kim Alter, who is the head of Virtue Ventures LLC, a small American company that specialises in providing consulting, technical support and other services to social enterprises. The typology was originally commissioned by Inter-American Development Bank, and related to Latin American social enterprises (Alter, 2003), however, the findings were later on generalised and adapted to global context. Alter classifies social enterprises by their mission orientation, business integration, operational models, structures and strategies (Alter, 2007). What makes Alter’s work so distinguishable is that the proposed typology steps away from traditional dichotomy between social and commercial and proposes a new way to explore the “blended value” produced by social enterprises.
The problem of social entrepreneurship definition and typology is also recognised by Russian researchers (Batalina et al., 2008; Blagov & Aray, 2010; Moskovskaya et al., 2011; Izotova & Zvereva, 2011; Mukhin, 2011; Zakharchenko, 2012; Barkov, 2012; Tatarkin & Maslov, 2012; Voskolovich, 2013; Popova, 2013; Shmatkova, 2013; Sheyanenko & Martynova, 2014; Sabirova, 2014; Gafarova & Parakhnevich, 2014; Menshikova, 2014; Parfenova & Tarunina, 2014; Aray, 2015; Klimova, 2015; Boguslavskaya & Bobrova, 2016; Moskovskaya & Soboleva, 2016). In their 2010 work, Y.E. Blagov and Y.N. Aray address the problem and examine the existing typologies while paying special attention to the approach of Russian researchers and practitioners to this question. They refer to the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship as being on the intersection of commercial and non-commercial, economic and social, however, emphasising that while giving a general direction to the discussion, it still leaves space for interpretation (Blagov & Aray, 2010). With that, they refer to the approach of Global Entrepreneurship Report (GEM) to social entrepreneurship definition and typology. In its 2010 Global Report, GEM identifies social entrepreneurship as an entrepreneurial activity with a social focus, exercised by an organisation or individual. It also separates social entrepreneurial organisations into four main types based on their mission, revenue model and innovation:
· Traditional NGOs (social mission, non-commercial)
· Non-commercial socially oriented enterprises (social mission, non-commercial, innovative)
· Hybrid organisations (social mission, commercial revenue is secondary)
· Commercial socially-oriented enterprises (social and commercial missions coexist)
They also distinguish business involved in social activity (a commercial company with CSR) as a separate category that cannot be addressed to as a social enterprise, however, can actively participate in socially-oriented activities.
The researchers from Higher School of Economics have not only compared the foreign practice and research on social enterprises but have analysed the phenomenon in Russia (Moskovskaya et al., 2011). They separately address Anglo-American and European traditions of research on social entrepreneurship, pointing out that the European tradition is different from Anglo-American in three ways. First, the European tradition is historically rooted in cooperative movement and work associations. Second, government support plays an important part in social entrepreneurship activities. Third, the innovative aspect is not as important for identification of social enterprises. However, there is a tendency for rapprochement between these two traditions, though there are still some conceptual differences that have not been overcome. What is even more important for our work, the HSE researchers have developed an analysis of Russian social entrepreneurship practices. While they admit that this field of research is almost non-existent in Russia, they have also emphasised that it is mostly attributed to the fact that this type of enterprises is still new for our country (as they tend to emerge in the countries with developed market economies). They analyse the features of Russian social enterprises and identify their differences and common features based on four cases, which are chosen according to four criteria:

· Predominance of social mission over the economic goals;
· Solving (or decreasing the gravity of) an existing social problem, which is the aim of organisation’s activity;

· Financial self-sufficiency and stability is assured by selling goods and services rather than receiving donations or other forms of help from external beneficiaries;
· Presence of innovative component in achieving the company’s goals.

This approach is close to Anglo-American theoretical tradition, since the authors base it upon theory developed by Alter, and allows the authors to compare the social entrepreneurial practices in Russia to those in other countries. However, due to the fact that this work has been written in 2011, we believe that these criteria are now outdated and believe that in contemporary works the case selection for social enterprises should be based on the criteria of social enterprises identified by Russian government in Ministry of Economic Development of Russian Federation Order 167 from March 25, 2015. 

	Theoretical approach
	Main Idea
	Representatives

	Social Innovation School of Thought
	Social enterprises create social value through innovation.
	Peter Drayton, Charles Leadbeater, J.Gregory Dees, David Bornstein, Mark Kramer;
Ashoka Foundation

	West Social Enterprise School of Thought
	Social enterprises provide market-based solution to social problems.
Social enterprise must meet the three criteria of generating revenue, being replicable and scalable
	Steve Case;
Skoll Foundation, Schwab Foundation

	East Social Enterprise School of Thought
	Social entrepreneurship as market-based solution to social problems.
Social enterprise must generate revenue, however being replicable and scalable is optional
	Edward Skloot, William Norris, Jerr Boschee, Bill Shore, most Russian researchers;
Yunus Center


Table 1. The overview of existing theoretical approaches to social enterprises.
One can argue that the differences in existing approaches are insignificant for social entrepreneurial practice, or for current research. However, we would not agree with such an opinion. Depending on which definition and typology we choose in our research, we have to identify the cases that we address as social enterprises. 
Here the following research problems arise:

· No agreement on definition or typology even within the same schools of thoughts and theoretical traditions
· High dependence of used definition on regional peculiarities of social enterprises
· High effect of used definition and typology on the reliability of comparative analysis among regions that are represented by different theoretical approaches to social entrepreneurship

§2. WISE theoretical research
Work integration social enterprises (or WISEs) are a wide-spread type of social enterprises. Their main objective is to integrate the disabled and other disadvantaged groups, including the long-term unemployed, back into the labour market and society through a productive activity (Cooney et al., 2016). According to ENSIE (European Network of Social Integration Enterprises), they are identified by three main features:
1) Enterprises whose social objective is the social integration and citizenship

2) Enterprises at the core of the economic system
3) Enterprises with a strong pedagogical dimension

Though until recently WISE have not been a strong focus in academic research, in practice they are not a new phenomenon. Work integration enterprises were predominant when the development of social enterprise emergence started in some countries of Europe, particularly in Scandinavia (Defourny & Nyssens, 2008). They have been emerging at least since the 1960s and started from rehabilitation and socialisation activities for people with disabilities that were viewed by society as unable to compete on the labour market (Cooney et al., 2016). 
The typologies used by the researchers to categorise social enterprises, that were discussed in the previous chapter, can be generally applied to WISE as well. However, some researchers (Defourny, Gregoire, and Davister, 2004) elaborate the classification that is specific to this type of social enterprises. They divide the WISE into the following categories, based on how the workers are integrated into the labour market:
1) The first type of WISE integrates the worker by filling the gap between labour market requirements and the worker’s capabilities through the open-ended employee contracts. Nowadays this type of employment usually manifests itself through the enterprises associated with community service and subsidised by local authorities or the state government.
2) The second type of WISE involves the so-called “transit” employment that allows the beneficiaries to get work experience and knowledge through work that will later allow them to find a job on the conventional labour market. Such WISEs can also work in collaboration with the companies that operate in the conventional labour market and serve as a link between these companies and the beneficiaries in order to help them in finding jobs.

3) The third type of WISE offers permanent jobs to the disadvantaged groups, so basically it represents the companies that have social hiring as one of their goals. One of the frequent examples of these WISE is work cooperatives that are widespread in many developed countries since the middle of the XX century. 
The research of work integration social enterprises as a separate type of social enterprises is still very limited in Russian managerial science. Most Russian researchers that investigate the phenomenon do not address this type as a whole but focus on the WISEs that work with specific groups of stakeholders (Rozhkova, 2009; Zakharenko, 2012; Kashkina & Utkina, 2015). This can be attributed both to the fact that the work integration social enterprise practices, unlike in western countries, has not been institutionalised in Russia yet. However, the 2016 work by Gafarova stands out as it regards the social entrepreneurship as an instrument for the solution of the problem of employment of “passive” labour potential, which is rather close to the WISE as regarded by western researchers and practitioners (Gafarova, 2016). As the “passive” labour potential she refers to women with kids, people with disabilities allowed to work, pensioners that are willing to work, formerly incarcerated people, orphanage leavers and other people who could use their labour potential but are not willing or able to do this due to existing conditions on the labour market. This description is almost similar to that describing the stakeholders of social enterprises in Russian legislation, which is also similar to definitions of WISE in Europe and the USA:
 “Help in professional orientation and employment, including assistance in employment and self-employment to individuals that belong to socially vulnerable groups.”
-- Ministry of Economic Development of Russian Federation Order 167 from March 25, 2015
Whereas the “Strategy of Development of Small and Medium Entrepreneurship in Russian Federation until 2030” adopted by the Government of Russian Federation in June 2016 is specifically defining the subjects of social entrepreneurship as “the enterprises, specializing in providing goods and services in the interests of socially vulnerable and low-income groups of citizens, or creating employment for such groups of citizens”. The second part of this definition is basically referring to the definition of WISEs that we have analysed above.
We believe that this definition can be regarded as the corner-stone of Russian perspective on WISE that we will base our choice of cases upon and that will allow us to perform a comparative analysis of work integration social enterprises to achieve the goal of our work.
§ 3. Methodology.

General methodology
In order to answer the research questions and achieve the research goal, we will be using the qualitative method of research.  We consider it relevant to this research due to the need of identifying intangible factors influencing the work integration social enterprises and interpret the complex reality of their operations and its dependence on the surrounding context. Since the phenomenon of work integration social enterprises is not yet profoundly researched, we seek to explore it, describe and explain its aspects. The qualitative research represents interpretative research philosophy (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005), which perfectly corresponds with the aim and objectives of this paper. In our work, we will be using the abductive approach in order to expand the existing theory on work integration social enterprises using inductive inferences and test the frameworks already existing in the social entrepreneurship research to the narrower field of work integration social enterprises using deductive inferences.
In order to answer the research questions, we pursue the descripto-explanatory study (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016), since we both want to give a precise profile of the WISEs and the context within which they are operating and analyse the causal relationships between the context and the choice of a WISE business model.
Research design

The research design includes the analysis of primary and secondary sources using the method of multiple case studies. Case study is a research method that allows investigating the phenomena in question in their relation to the surrounding context. Considering a controversy that exists on whether case study can be considered as a research method rather than research type (Starman, 2013), we can also apply the term “comparative method” to our research.  According to the classification of multiple case studies by Thomas (2011, p.517), our research design is falling into the category of parallel studies since the cases are existing and being analysed concurrently. 
The work integration social enterprises from Russia, United States of America and Europe are analysed based on: 

· legal, state and historical environment in the region of operation; 
· business models they use to operate;

· stakeholders, including beneficiaries

This framework is applied to both Russian and foreign WISEs in order to provide a comprehensive comparative analysis, understand the context in its complexity and develop a frame of reference for both practitioners and researchers working in the field of social entrepreneurship. 

The main advantage of using the case study as a research method is that considering the lack of statistical data on the topic it represents a research method that can provide a holistic explanation of the investigated topic. (Zainal, 2007) The use of the multiple-case research design increases the robustness of this method which allows to generalise and link to the theory the investigation results. 
Case selection

Choosing the case to be studied and determining the boundaries of the study is a key factor in defining a case study. (Flyvbjerg, 2011). The total of 67 cases from Russia and USA are analysed and categorised according to the typology that EMES researchers applied to the business models of European WISEs in order to find the differences and similarities of their business models in the investigated regions. Then, 9 cases representing best practices from the three regions are selected in order to provide recommendations to the Russian WISEs addressing the main problems that they face.

For our research, we have chosen the cases for the study using the nonrandom purposeful selection. In order to do so have established the following criteria:
1. The WISE should be originated and operate in one of the selected areas (EU, Russia, USA).

2. The selection of cases should be representative of different types of work integration social enterprises.

3. In order to be comparable, the area of operation of the WISEs should go in line with the social enterprise definition of Russian Ministry of Economic Development.

4. The cases should be representative of the business models existing in their regions.

5. The investigated WISEs should be operating on the market long enough to be indicative of the successfulness of their business models.

The identification of these criteria ensures that investigation goes in line with the purpose of current research and is relevant to the research aim and objectives.
Data collection

In order to answer the research questions, we have collected both primary and secondary data about the investigated cases. In order to analyse the investigated  WISE cases and the context within which they exist, the primary data is collected from the regional legal acts and state reports on the topic of work integration and social entrepreneurship, as well from their websites and other open sources. The secondary data is to be obtained from the analytical reports and reviews of the organisations and research networks specialised on researching social enterprises and work integration. 
Validity and reliability of research
The case study research method allows us to get the conceptual validity in our research.  (Starman, 2013) That means that unlike quantitative methods of research, it allows us to avoid the so-called “conceptual stretching” of making generalisations based on analysing a large sample of dissimilar cases. Case study method, on the other hand, achieves validity over a fewer number of cases that are analysed with consideration of the context and allows for identifying brand new variables and relationships.
Case study method is sometimes criticised for the lack of reliability due to the limited ability to repeat the analysis in order to test the reliability of results. In order to increase reliability, we have elaborated clear analysis and case selection criteria that will allow the results testing. 

Limitations of research method
The case study research method implies certain limitations for our research.  Firstly, they may involve a certain degree of subjectivity in case selection (selection bias) and in data interpretation. However, having a strong theoretical base and clear case selection criteria helps decrease possible researcher’s subjectivity and its impact on the research.
Secondly, due to the nature and time constraints of our research, we face limitations in sample diversity. Due to these limitations, we needed to restrict the geographical area of our sample selection to three regions. Otherwise, we could have expanded the research by investigating work integration social enterprises in other regions (including the developing countries of Asia and Africa where social entrepreneurship has demonstrated significant growth during the recent decade).

II. WISE Ecosystems.

The ecosystems in which work integration social enterprises exist have a massive effect on their activities. They may include such factors as national policy and legal frameworks for social enterprise; business development services and support schemes specifically designed for social enterprises; networks and mutual support mechanisms; social impact investment markets; impact measurement and reporting systems; and marks, labels and certification schemes (European Commission, 2014). The ecosystem approach highlights both the changes in the entrepreneurial system and the policies that address the complex challenges faced by entrepreneurs (Hechavarria and Ingram, 2014).  In this work, we compare three parts of WISE ecosystems, which are government context, legal context and historical context, in the regions of research – Europe, the USA and Russia. Though the ecosystems include various external factors that influence the enterprises, we believe that the contexts we have chosen for the analysis are the most relevant for the research as they show the best the level of development and institutionalisation of the phenomenon and have the strongest influence on social enterprises including WISEs on different stages of their development (Pratono and Sutanti, 2016). This allows us not only to prove the existence of the influence of the ecosystem on analysed cases but to recognise the features of such influence.

§1. WISE Ecosystem in the USA
Historical context
The history of work integration social enterprises in the USA has started way before conceptualization of the term with the emergence of sheltered workshops in the end of 19th – beginning of the 20th century. These workshops provided secure and separate working environments for people with both physical and mental disabilities. They were rooted in the 19th-century tradition of private charity institutions that used labour for rehabilitation. These workshops were created as an alternative to open labour market for people with disabilities, where they could perform relatively simple labour tasks like assembling, sewing, manufacturing, etc. (Nelson, 1971). They were represented by such organisations as Goodwill Industries, Perkins Institute for the Blind and DePaul Industries, and were mostly privately funded, employment based initiatives. The goals of sheltered workshops ranged between long-term custody, rehabilitation aimed at the transition into the open labour market, or long-term employment (Whitehead 1979). The sheltered workshops have experienced rapid growth after World War II, and from 1948 to 1976, their number increased from 85 to about 3000 (US Department of Labour, 1979). However, in recent decades their development has been pushed to decrease by political and activist movements that blame these enterprises as excluding people with disabilities from open labour markets and providing them with limited skills and unfair wages.
While emergence of the US welfare state policies not only increased support to sheltered workshops through such actions as the creation of Ability One program and introducing the amendments to Fair Labor Standards Act in 1966 and to the Social Security Act in 1975, its restructuring in the end of the 20th century has caused the emergence of another group of work integration social enterprises. Due to the decrease of income support from the government to people who did not have disabilities, but still suffered from employment exclusion, a new wave of WISEs was created that provided support in employment and other forms of work integration to such groups as disadvantaged youth, people with a criminal record and other marginalised social groups. They have been developing since the 1980s and throughout 1990s and 2000s (Cooney K., 2016). These WISEs were initially synonymous with social enterprise as they were the first in the USA to coincide stable revenue generation with serving to solve social problems. They worked in form of non-profit businesses in the areas of retail, restaurants, landscaping and others, and included such examples as Greyston Bakery in New York, and Women’s Bean Project. 

The same time was marked by the initiation of intersectoral cooperation by several states, as well as the emergence of worker cooperatives in the USA. While some researchers do not consider such cooperative as work integration social enterprises, these newly emerged cooperatives tended to use their model for work integration purposes (Cooney K., 2016), as they target both work integration for disadvantaged population and wealth distribution among this targeted population. By attracting foundations, labour unions, municipal authorities, these new forms of cooperatives focus on employing the disadvantaged groups as well as changing the social and economic relations in employment. One of the bright examples of such enterprises was the creation of the Evergreen Cooperatives in Cleveland, Ohio, which was inspired by Mondragon cooperatives in Spain. 
In 1997 the Social Enterprise Alliance was founded as a network that brings together social enterprises by hosting annual Social Enterprise Summits, and providing a virtual platform for social enterprises to organise around specific interests (including work integration). Following the success of this network, in 2008 another platform, Social Capital Markets, was created and also serves as a host of annual meetings for connection of researchers, investors and practitioners in social entrepreneurship field.

Government context

In 2016 the USA was ranked first among top-20 countries to be a social entrepreneur by Thomson Reuters Foundation. However, in terms of government support, the country ranks sixth and twelfth in terms of public understanding (Thomson Reuters Foundation, 2016). The lack of government support for social enterprises and WISEs is also proved by the Inclusive growth and development report 2017 by World Economic Forum, where the United States score relatively low on government-related indexes in comparison with other developed countries (World Economic Forum, 2017). 
All of this can be explained by the neo-liberal welfare state policy that is pursued by the US government. It is characterised by limited safety net and low level of active labour market policy spending, as well as low level of government support for workers (Cooney et al., 2016). The public policy is very weak, especially in comparison with European countries. The governmental support used to be provided to sheltered workshops, however, since the introduction of American Disabilities Act in 1990 this support has been almost eliminated. In 2014 Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act has been reintroduced that allows some governmental subsidies for work enterprises that provide disadvantaged groups with transitional jobs, however, these subsidies cannot exceed 10% of the WISE’s funds, which is not very a very significant support. Such government policy poses specific challenges for the US work integration social enterprises, but on the other hand, it forces them to find innovative approaches to create financially stable business models.
Legal context

Throughout the history of social enterprise development in the USA, they had a choice of registering either as for-profits or non-profits, while most of them chose the second legal form. However, in the recent years, new legal forms have been elaborated specifically for social enterprise.
Now the legal forms that are available for social enterprises can be separated into the following categories:

· For-profit (which includes such legal forms as C-corporation, LLC and sole proprietorship)

· Non-profit (which includes 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4))
· Social enterprise (which includes L3C, Benefit Corporation and Flexible purpose corporation)

· Multiple entity hybrid (which includes Not-for-profit entity with a for-profit subsidiary and Not-for-profit entity with a related for-profit entity) 

While three of these categories are relatively old and easy to understand, we would like to focus on the social enterprise category, which we consider the most relevant for our research, since it addresses specifically the enterprises in question. 
Low-profit limited liability company (L3C) is a legal form that has a stated social goal and provides social enterprises with additional options for raising capital. This form is not spread throughout the whole country because its adoption requires amendments to state laws on limited liability companies (Fruchterman, 2011). As of now, it is adopted by 9 states, 3 indigenous nations and 1 U.S. territory (Americans for community development, 2017).

Benefit corporation is a legal form that includes both public benefits and financial profit as its goals. This legal form is adopted by state governments, and the laws have already been passed in 31 states, while 7 other states are currently working on them (B lab, 2017).

Flexible purpose corporation is a legal form existing in California, that must specify at least one “special” (social or environmental) purpose in its chapter, and which protects its board and management from shareholder liability when they weigh their special purpose(s) against shareholder value (Mac Cormac, 2017).

The emergence of these new forms will show that the government responds to the needs of social enterprises in terms of legislation since the old models are not sufficient enough for social enterprises.
§2. WISE Ecosystem in Europe.

Historical context

In Europe, the concept of social enterprise has emerged from cooperative tradition in the beginning of 1990s. The decrease in economic growth and increasing unemployment that the European countries were experiencing from the late 1970s till early 1990s caused a crisis in their state welfare programs, especially in the sphere of employment (Borzaga & Defourny, 2001). The policies dealing with the problem of unemployment turned out to be inefficient. With the unfolding of this crisis, policy makers have taken action to reduce the effect of welfare provision on state budgets by introducing privatisation policies for the provision of some social services. This situation has caused the increasing growth of socioeconomic initiatives, particularly, in the third sector, that addressed the unmet social needs. In the 1980s the first social enterprises began to emerge, that were usually linked with the representatives of traditional non-profit, municipal and state governments. They combined economic risk-taking with the focus on local communities and general society interests. Most them were aimed at work integration of disadvantaged groups and in almost all European countries the emergence of social entrepreneurship has started with work integration social enterprises. At first they were adopting the already existing traditional for-profit and non-profit legal forms, however, some national governments have adopted specific legal forms for social enterprises. It was in 1991 that the Italian parliament passed a law adopting a new legal form of social cooperatives, that were addressing the unmet by the market and the government needs of the population, including work integration of disadvantaged groups (Kerlin, 2009). This law was the first of the kind in Europe, however soon the adoption of such legal forms was followed in other European countries. In Greece, France, Portugal and Spain such forms were introduced in the end of 1990s and also had cooperative nature. Other countries, like Belgium and the UK introduced more open forms. Later Italy has also introduced a more open legal form as an addition to the social cooperatives. Some of these laws were supported with the beginning of European Commission Digestus Project in 1998, which researched and promoted the development of legal forms for social enterprises in its member states. In 1996 the first social enterprise research network (EMES) was created and sponsored by the European Union and was formally established in 2002 as a non-profit organisation (EMES, 2017). In the beginning of 2000s, the European authorities have started promoting the support of social enterprise creation by member states (Commission of the European Communities, 2004). The trend for networking and coordination among social enterprises across Europe has started to grow. In 2000, CEP-CMAF (European Standing Conference of Cooperatives, Mutual societies, Associations and Foundations) was set up to become EU-level representative of the actors of social economy in order to set up a permanent dialogue on the EU policies that are of common interest. Since 2008 this organisation operates under the name of Social Economy Europe. Such networks were created not only for general social enterprises but for the WISEs as well. Thus, in 2001, The European Network of Social Integration Enterprises (ENSIE) was officially established in Belgium in order to represent, maintain and develop the networks and federations for work integration social enterprises within the EU. 
In 2011 the European Commission has furthered its policies for social enterprises by setting up the Social Business Initiative (SBI) that aimed to both introduce a short-term action plan to support social enterprises, and to start a debate for long-term prospects of the social enterprise development, as well as to create a 90 million euro fund for support of social businesses. A part of the SBI activities the European Commission has set up The Expert Group on Social Entrepreneurship (GECES) that “is consulted by the Commission on the development, setting up and implementation of all the actions mentioned in the SBI and the further development of social entrepreneurship and social economy” (European Commission, 2017). Another direction of work with social enterprises for European Commission is it joint “Social entrepreneurship in Europe” project with OECD identify, which is aimed at providing advice to the authorities of the EU member states in creating and implementing integrated policies and programmes for social enterprises (OECD, 2017).
Government context

We have already discussed the work of the European supranational institutions on fostering social economy and social enterprises. The development of these policies and program and creation of social enterprise networks on the EU level has a positive influence on the development of social enterprises in the European countries, however, the state authorities have the power to impair or foster social entrepreneurship development on their territories. Many countries across Europe have realised the potential of social enterprises in closing the gaps in needs and improving the overall economy. Though in some individual states the problem still exists with excessive taxation and bureaucracy, the change seems to be coming. There are a few countries that have introduced official definitions of social enterprise in their legislation. One of them is the UK, which defines a social enterprise as “a business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are principally reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the community, rather than being driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders and owners.”

Other countries that have introduced official definitions of social enterprises are Belgium (by the Federal Government Service for Social Integration), Finland (Finnish Act on Social Enterprises), Latvia (Social Enterprises Law) and Lithuania (Lithuania Law on Social Enterprises). Like the British one, the Belgian official definition is rather broad, while those adopted in Latvia, Lithuania and Finland are more focused on the employment opportunities that the social enterprises provide to the disadvantaged groups. Other countries tend to rely on definitions elaborated by the EMES (ex., Cyprus, Denmark) or do not have any official definitions of social enterprise.
Nowadays the UK has the most developed government policy framework regarding social enterprises. This comes not only from the adoption of an official definition of the term by the state government but also from introducing a complete infrastructure for social enterprise policies and institutions. A Social Enterprise Unit, as well as the post of Junior Minister with responsibility for social enterprises,  were established within the government. The government  In 2016, the UK Government has adopted two strategies, that are aimed at using social investment to transform public services, develop the social economy, and to strengthen the UK’s social investment market, as well as to develop the country as a global hub for social investment (The UK Cabinet Office, 2016). 
Another company that has developed policies for social enterprises is Belgium, however, they did not prove to be as efficient as in the UK. While the country has introduced its official definition for social enterprise, its regions are still using their own definitions while gathering statistics and identifying recipients of their support. What makes it more complicated is the fact that after the sixth State reform in 2014 the responsibility for social economy and its actors was transferred from the federal to regional authorities. They implement their own policies for social enterprise support with Flanders being the pioneer in the field. At the federal level, the most prominent social economy institutions are the Social and Sustainable Economy Fund and the SINE program that stimulates the placement of representatives of disadvantaged groups into social economy.  What is more relevant for our research, work integration social enterprises are the ones that receive the most government support in Belgium in terms of tax exemptions and subsidies. There are two types of subsidies, with one targeting the WISEs themselves, and another targeting their employees. In 2011 federal budgets for WISEs totalled over 1,9 billion euros (European Commission, 2014).
The other countries that are characterised by relatively developed institutionalisation are France, Ireland and Sweden, which have all developed the state programs of social enterprise support and specific government institutions aimed at the management of social economy (Kerlin, 2009). Over the past years, the countries in Central and Eastern Europe have also developed the interest in social economy and social enterprises, which has fostered the institutionalisation in this sector. For example, such countries as Slovakia, Poland and the Czech Republic are currently working on formulation and implementation of social enterprise policies in cooperation with the European Commission (Kerlin, 2017).

Legal context

As we have already mentioned above, the first European country to adopt a specific legal form for social enterprises was Italy with its law on social cooperatives. As of 2017, already 18 European countries have passed specific laws to introduce social enterprise legal forms. The approaches of the European countries to these legal forms can be broadly separated into two categories. Some of these laws identify the social enterprises as a legal form of incorporation (which can be a specific type of a cooperative or of a company). Other laws establish the social enterprise as a legal status (Fici, 2017). 

The laws that represent the first category introduce social enterprises as a legal form that is basically a special modified type of a company or a cooperative. The most prominent examples of such legal forms are different variations of social cooperatives that were introduced by such countries as Italy, France, Poland, Spain and other countries. Another example is the community interest company, which is a social enterprise legal form adopted in the UK.

The second category of laws identify the social enterprise legal entities by some common requirements, which mean that they can be incorporated under different legal forms and called a social enterprise if they meet specific legal requirements. Some countries that can serve as an example of this category are Italy and Finland.

It is also important to notice that some countries recognise the social enterprise only as a work integration social enterprise due to the historical predominance of this type of social enterprise in these countries. The important examples of this are such countries as Spain, Poland and Finland.

§3. WISE Ecosystem in Russia

Historical context
Unlike in the western countries with historical traditions of market economy, that is crucial for social enterprise development, the social enterprise initiatives did not massively emerge in Russia until the recent decades. Though the organisations that can be referred to as social enterprises have existed in Russia before, the growth of their development has coincided with the start of theoretical discussions around the phenomenon and was being fostered with the help of international foundations and experts. However, in the 2000s many international organisations have stopped their activities in Russia, and the promotion of social entrepreneurship ideas shifted to the local organisations (Moskovskaya, et al., 2011). Thus, in 2007 the “Our Future” fund of regional social programs was created with the aim of supporting social enterprise development in Russia. In order to reach their objective of searching and selecting social entrepreneurial project the fund organises annual all-Russian “Social Entrepreneur” competition, as well as organise and participate in more than 250 events (“Our Future” Fund, 2017). 
Social enterprise discourse has been emerging also on the state level, especially in the Ministry of Economic Development. However, we can still say that social enterprise institutions are still in their formation period and there is a way to go until they reach the level of those in Europe and the USA.

Government context

The need for state policies regarding social enterprises is becoming more and more recognised among Russian state and municipal governments, State Duma, as well as practitioners and academics. The start for a state-level discussion of such policies in 2010 with the first attempts to introduce social enterprises in Russian legislation. The first appearance of the term “social entrepreneurship” in the official state documentation was in 2011, in the letter № OG-DO5-2585 from the Ministry of Economic Development of Russian Federation.  There social entrepreneurship was defined as “socially responsible activity of subjects of the medium, small and micro-enterprises, aimed at solving social problems, including in the following directions:

· Employment of people with disabilities, mothers with children younger than three years old, persons with difficult life conditions, as well as persons released from incarceration not earlier than two years before, if the percentage of these persons in the employees lists is not less than 50%, and their part in wage budget is not less than 25%.
· Production of goods or services that account for no less than 50% of the enterprise annual revenues:

· Assistance in professional orientation and employment, including assistance in self-employment;

· Provision of social services, healthcare services, physical education and mass sport, conducting courses in kids and youth clubs, classes and project groups (with pricing accessible for citizens with average income for relative region of Russian Federation);

· Publication of periodic press, as well as books, related to education, science and culture except for those of advertising or erotic nature.”
Later this definition was fixed in the Ministry of Economic Development Order from 24th of April, 2013 with slight adjustments. 

Since 2012 there has been an ongoing discussion among Russian state authorities about forming a legal and political framework for social entrepreneurship development. The Coordination Council for the questions of social business and entrepreneurship started its work at the Chamber of Industry and Commerce in June 2012, however, it was eliminated in 2016 (Chamber of Industry and Commerce of Russian Federation, 2017). In 2012 an Expert Committee on social entrepreneurship was established in the State Duma Committee for economic policy, innovative development and entrepreneurship, that was aimed at the development of institutional infrastructure of social entrepreneurship support. Since 2013 several draft laws were introduced to the State Duma, however, none of them went through the parliament consideration.
Legal context

As of 2017, the only mentioning of social enterprise in Russian legislation is in the Ministry of Economic Development Orders from 24th of April, 2013 and 25th of March 2015. It introduces the official definition of the social entrepreneurship, which includes the work integration social entrepreneurial activities as a part of it, and fixes the provision of subsidies to the subjects of social entrepreneurship.
There is no separate legal form for social enterprises in Russian legislation, so they range among the existing for-profit and non-profit legal forms.

Summary
So we can summarise the findings concerning the ecosystems and their influence on WISEs in the following table:

	Country
	USA
	Europe
	Russia

	Ecosystem main feautures
	Growth of WISEs since 1980s;
Medium-low level of institutionalization;
High level of networking;
3 special legal forms adopted by several states.

	Growth of WISEs since 1980s;
High level of institutionalization on EU level;

Level of institutionalization on national level depends on the country;
18 countries have special legal forms for social enterprises.
	Growth of WISEs since mid-2000s;

Low level of institutionalization;

No special legal forms for social enterprises.



	Influence on WISEs
	Historically rooted choice of business models;
Lack of government support;
Strong inter-WISE cooperation.
	Historically and legally rooted choice of business models;
Strong connections with the government.

	Poor self-identification;
Unclear choice of business models;
Lack of government support.



Table 2. The main features of WISE ecosystems and their influence on WISEs in USA, Europe and Russia.
III. WISE business models
The most widely used approach to categorization business models of work integration social enterprises is the one created within the PERSE project of the EMES research network in 2004 (Davister, Defourny, & Gregoire, 2004). Though originally used to categorise European WISES, it later becomes used a universal approach to WISE business models typology (O'Connor & Meinhard, 2014;  Cooney et al., 2016). According to this approach, there are four main modes of work integration used by WISEs:

· Transitional occupation

· Creation of permanent self-financed jobs

· Professional integration with permanent subsidies

· Socialisation through a productive activity

We use this typology in order to categorise the WISEs of the USA, Europe and Russia in our research.

In order to perform a deeper comparative analysis of work integration social enterprises business models we needed to adopt a framework for their comparison that would be, on the one hand, universal, and on the other hand, reflective of the WISEs main features. In order to do so, we have chosen to study the most representative of the investigated cases according to the core business model components, identified by Gary Hamel in his 2000 book “Leading the revolution”.

These components are:

1. Customer interface, which shows how the firm reaches customers. It is basically a blend of distribution channels, customer support, strategic marketing, interaction with customers and pricing.
2. Core strategy, which is the way in which the company incorporates its mission, the product scope, market reach and differentiation point.
3. Strategic resources, which are the company’s main competitive advantages, which are derived from its strategic assets, core competencies and core processes.
4. Value network, which is the external resources (provided by partners, strategic allies or suppliers) that the firm can access and use.
§1. WISE Business models in the USA
Overview of existing models
Due to the lack of research on the existing and most prominent business models of WISEs in the United States we have performed a categorization of the US WISEs according to above-mentioned typology. Having analysed 51 cases of US-based WISEs (Appendix 1), we have found out that the most wide-spread business model is transitional occupation with 80% of WISEs implementing it alone or in combination with other types of business models. We believe that it is caused mostly by the Opportunity Act subsidies from the US Government for the enterprises that provide transitional jobs to people with employment disadvantages. For instance, such approach is used by such enterprises as AbilityFirst, Chrysalis and Year Up. At the same time, implementing a combination of several models is also rather popular with 35% of WISEs using such approach. It is mostly implemented by larger and older enterprises, especially those that are linked to traditional non-profits. An example of such approach is ACHIEVE Human Services Inc, which has existed for 50 years now and has transformed from a traditional non-profit into a social enterprise. The professional integration with permanent subsidies is the least favourite type of business model among American WISEs, which is understandable, as the government does not provide enough support that would benefit the creation of such companies. 
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Graph 1. US-based WISE business model distribution. Note: Some of the WISEs implement a combination of several models
In general, work integration social enterprises in the USA provide support to a wide variety of disadvantaged groups. However, as most of the investigated cases have shown, the WISEs tend to focus on work integration of specific target groups, like formerly incarcerated, people with disabilities, homeless, or vulnerable youth. Only 18% of them have programs aimed at a more general category of disadvantaged people. 

Case studies

In order to get a more in-depth view into the examined cases, we would like to analyse the most prominent of them according to Gary Hamel business model core components, mentioned above. The chosen cases represent the most prominent examples of the US WISEs, chosen according to the features, previously discussed in the methodology part of our work. The analysis was built upon the open-source data, including the GuideStar social organisations database.
Year Up

Background
Year Up was formed in 2001 by Gerald Chertavian, who, before starting this enterprise, co-founded Conduit Communications and served as the head of marketing at Transnational Financial Services in London. Year Up was recently recognised by Fast Company and The Monitor Group as one of the top 25 organisations in the USA using business excellence to engineer social change. 

The company focuses on the 4.3 million “disconnected youth,” aged 18 to 24, who are neither in school nor employed and are essentially unplugged from the economic mainstream. These people are provided with an opportunity to participate in a yearlong professional development program targeted specifically to their needs. The students earn a stipend while taking classes for six months in technical, communication, and professional skills, followed by a six-month paid apprenticeship with major companies in Atlanta, Boston, New York, Metro D.C., Providence, and San Francisco (Year Up, 2017). 

Year Up strategy consists of three phases:

1. Prove the Year Up concept in the Greater Boston area

2. Expansion

3. Further Year Up’s cause and advance a public policy agenda

Year Up has now reached phase two of its three-phase strategy. With its offices in Arizona, Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Jacksonville, the National Capital Region, New York City, Philadelphia, Providence, Puget Sound, San Francisco Bay Area, and South Florida currently serves more than 2,700 students annually.

An MIT study estimated that the Year Up program boosts a graduate’s lifetime income by $423,000, resulting in an additional $134,000 in tax revenues (Social Impact Exchange, 2017).
Mission

Year Up’s mission is to close the Opportunity Divide by providing urban young adults with the skills, experience, and support that will empower them to reach their potential through professional careers and higher education (Year Up, 2017).
Customer interface

Year Up provides the companies with talent solutions for entry-level positions. The employers can host Year Up interns for a six-month period and hire Year Up graduates. The interns have one of the following technical skills tracks: 
· Information Technology

· Business Operations

· Financial Operations

· Sales and Customer Support 

· Software Development

They also possess professional and communications skills that help them at the workplace.  

The employers are invited to become Year Up’s corporate partners and provide it with funds or donations as a part of their corporate social responsibility programs.
Core strategy
Year Up closes the “opportunity divide” for urban youth while providing corporations prepared for the job and skilful entry-level talent. The Year Up program is a one-year intensive training program that combines technical and professional skills, paid apprenticeships and college credit. During the first six months, students learn marketable Desktop Support/IT Helpdesk and Investment Operations skills. Professional skills and business communications classes provide practical tools that enable students to succeed in both business and academic settings. After completing six months of training, students are placed in paid six-month apprenticeships with top companies, applying their skills, gaining experience and broadening their industry contacts (Year Up, 2017). Their differentiation point is providing cost-efficient, skilful and motivated entry-level talent for jobs in high demand that require physical presence and are hard to outsource. Year Up positions its services as a part of sourcing strategy for its partners, rather than just a CSR program.
Strategic resources

The key strategic resources of Year up are its student pool, partnership network, and unique training process. The number of disadvantaged young people is very high, so the WISE can successfully provide stable waves of skilled workforce to their partners. The partnership network of large corporations (including MNCs) allows the company to be the champion in their field and not be afraid of competition. The training model is unique, as it pays a lot of attention to the development of skills that are in high demand in the labour market, as well as the personal development of the students. Due to the low starting point of the students, they are happy to be able to work at entry-level positions at large corporations, and considering that after the training program they usually possess better skills than average candidates for such positions, the employers eagerly partner up with Year Up. 
Value network

The company’s value network includes the internship opportunities that its partners provide to the students, and the grants and donations it receives from its corporate and federal partners. Due to the innovative model, it receives great coverage from media, that can also be used for attraction of both partners and students.

Aspire CoffeeWorks 

Background

The WISE was created in 2009 as a partnership between Aspire and Metropolis Coffee Company. It combines the work of Aspire, a traditional non-profit providing services to kids and adults with disabilities, with the craftsmanship of Metropolis Coffee Company, one of the US top artisan, award-winning coffee roasters. Aspire CoffeWorks creates jobs for adults with disabilities while serving as a source of earned income to support the programs of Aspire. Today, over 30 law firms and other companies are serving Aspire CoffeeWorks in their cafeterias.

Mission

Aspire Coffeeworks mission is to promote and demonstrate a way of living that embraces and celebrates the inclusion of those with disabilities.

Customer interface

The WISE sells its coffee to individuals and businesses (restaurants, cafeterias, coffee shops).
For individual consumers, it offers four hand-roasted coffee blends available in one-pound bags, five-pound bags, eco-friendly single-serve coffee pods, and frac packs that can be bought in some wholesales retailers or on the company’s website. The e-shop also offers gifts, merchandise (cups, T-shirts, tote bags, etc.) and coffee subscription services.

For businesses Aspire Coffeeworks proposes to buy its coffee through custom coffee programs that best suit their businesses. They also provide support with product demonstrations, equipment, promotional materials and education. They start initial contact with the businesses by offering to schedule a free tasting (Aspire CoffeeWorks, 2017).
Core strategy

Aspire CoffeeWorks allows adults with disabilities on the Aspire CoffeeWorks team to work side by side with employees on the Metropolis Coffee Company team so that the staff is equally blended. The expertise of Metropolis Coffee Company allows this partnership to be efficient without a high increase in costs and consumer prices. 100% of the company’s proceeds go to Aspires services and programs.
Strategic resources

The main strategic resources of this WISE come from the expertise and widely recognised brand of Metropolis Coffee Company. This allows the company to attract consumers and minimise production costs. Another strategic resource is its unique brand proposition of combined high product quality and social value.
Value network
The company has partnerships with over 30 companies that by purchasing its coffee promote it to the individual consumers as well. The networks of its founding organisations – Aspire and Metropolis Coffee Company increases brand awareness, helping reach consumers and suppliers. Innovative business model attracts media publications that further promotes the company.

Bayaud enterprises

Background

Bayaud has been working in Denver, Colorado, since 1969, when it was founded by David Henninger as a community-based organisation to provide job training, employment services and vocational rehabilitation to people with mental, emotional, physical and economic challenges and disabilities. Since its foundation, Bayaud has provided services for more than 10,000 individuals and has expanded its target audience to homeless and low-income people. It provides such services as vocational evaluation; community-based transitional work adjustment; general office skills training, job placement services, job-seeking skills class; job coaching; community site placement opportunities.
According to the company’s openly available financial data, about one-sixth of its revenue come from grants and contributions, whereas most of the revenue is earned from the company’s activities. In 2015 the WISE had 1150 participants in its programs.
Mission

Bayaud enterprises’ mission is “to create Hope, Opportunity and Choice, with work as the means through which people with disabilities and other barriers to employment can more fully participate in the mainstream of life” (Bayaud enterprises, 2017)
Customer interface

Bayaud conducts provides its target groups with a large range of programs that are aimed at their work integration and employment assistance. Several programs are aimed at employment preparation, social integration and on-the-job training of the participants. They include vocational evaluation, job-seeking training, job coaching, job placement services and career-based training programs (IT help desk career training, call centre customer service career training, general office skills training). 

Denver’s Road to Work program is a project in partnership with the Mental Health Center of Denver and several Denver hotels, aimed at creating sustained career paths in the hospitality industry for people with disabilities who are or have been homeless.
Bayaud also provides transitional work adjustment servicing to reintegrate its participants to the open labour market.

The company also offers a range of business services, that provide permanent and temporary employment opportunities within the company. They include document destruction and shredding, hard drive destruction, assembling and distribution of Cavity Free at Three dental kits and 9News video reproduction. 
Core strategy

The business services are supporting the work integration services in Bayaud. The company’s financial philosophy is “to keep overhead and operating costs to a minimum, directing 90% of our income to our employment services” (Bayaud enterprises, 2017).
Strategic resources

The company’s strategic resources are its dedicated workforce and efficient operations that allow minimising costs of business services. 
Value network

Bayaud has a large pool of partners in Denver, from businesses like BBVA Compass Bank, JP Morgan Chase and Walgreens to community organisations like the Colorado Health Foundation, Denver Department of Human Services and Craig Hospital. They provide not only employment opportunities for its participants, but also financial support in the form of donations.
Summary

In the following table the short summary of the three investigated cases is provided. We can see that while the cases show quite different approach to their business models, they share some similarities, especially in their value networks: all of them work closely with a significant number of business partners. 
	
	Year Up
	Aspire CoffeeWorks
	Bayaud enterprises

	Customer interface
	Hiring, assessing and training for entry-level positions
	Selling hand-roasted coffee to businesses and individuals
	Training, employment assistance, low-skill business services

	Core strategy
	Close the “opportunity divide”
	“Perfect blend” of employees with and without disabilities
	Keep costs to a minimum and direct profits to social services

	Strategic resources
	Student pool, partnership network, unique training
	Expertise, recognized brand, unique value proposition
	Dedicated workforce, efficient operations

	Value network
	Media, corporate and federal partners
	Over 30 partners, access to founders’ networks
	Large pool of business partners


Table 3. Summary table of the US-based cases analysis.

§2. WISE Business models in Europe

Overview of existing models

The categorization of the business models of WISEs in Europe has already been done by several researchers within the EMES Research network (Davister et al., 2004; O'Connor & Meinhard, 2014, etc.). The application of the same typology as we have already presented in the analysis of US WISE business models gives us the following results.
The implementation of business models differs depending on the country, which is logical, considering the difference in the historical, political and legal context of the development of WISES throughout Europe. 
Transitional employment

The transitional employment model is the most wide-spread around Europe. It can be found in the form of labour cooperatives in Finland, integration enterprises of Portugal, social enterprises welfare organisations, municipal authorities and local initiatives in Germany and others. Basically, in at least 12 European countries this business model is the most popular among work integration social enterprises.
Socialisation through productive activities

The least popular type of business model is the socialisation through productive activities, which is mostly present in France and Belgium in the form of French adaptation to work life centres (Centres d’Adaptation à la Vie Active) and Belgian WISEs with recycling activities. 
Permanent self-financing jobs

The permanent self-financing jobs model is present in Germany in the form of social firms and cooperatives, in the UK in the form of community businesses and worker cooperatives, in France and Belgium in the form of traditional integration and work integration social enterprises.

Professional integration with permanent subsidies

The professional integration with permanent subsidies model manifests itself through different forms of sheltered employment projects in such countries as Belgium, Ireland, Portugal and Sweden.

Mixed models

Similarly to the WISEs in the USA, European WISEs tend to combine different types of business models for their activities. For example, cooperative social firms for disabled people in Finland combine the features of transitional employment and permanent self-financed jobs, whereas Belgian work care centres constitute a mix between professional integration with permanent subsidies and socialisation through productive activity models.
Case studies
For the more in-depth analysis, we have chosen the cases from three European countries according to the features discussed in the methodology part of our work. The case sampling is specifically designed to depict successful WISEs featured by Ashoka that originated in countries with different level of social enterprise institutionalisation: the UK, France and Denmark.
Vi-ability (UK)

Background

Vi-ability was founded in 2009 in Wales by a former Premier League football player Kelly Davies. Her vision is that sport can be used not only for entertainment but for solving social problems like unemployment and health problems, as well as making a long-lasting societal change. The WISE has achieved successful results in Wales and expanded to London with its run and operational programs and to India, Spain, Portugal, Sweden and Italy with its run programs. It has also expanded into other sports besides football.
The company’s activities include:
· “Run the club” – an eight-week program, that teaches commercial sports club management to disengaged youth

· Qualification delivery – a program that provides training and certifications in commercialization of football

· Corporate to community CSR experience – providing corporations with a CSR day at local community football clubs

· Consultancy 

· Football CEO – a mobile game app

Vi-ability generates most of its revenue from its “Run the club” program, with which it wins contracts to deliver sports programs (Social Enterprise UK, 2017). According to the Business Wales online portal of the Welsh Government, in 2015 Vi-ability’s turnover was £1 million a year with the growth of over 70% in comparison with the previous year. It engaged 300 individuals a year on average with 75% of them found employment after participating in the programs. In 2015 Vi-ability was named UK Social enterprise of the year.
Mission

Vi-Ability states as its mission to help tackle the community issues of financially unsustainable sports clubs, economic inactivity and youth disengagement through innovative programs and products (Vi-ability, 2017).

So, basically, it has a dual mission: 

1. To engage young disadvantaged people and motivate them to bring value to their communities

2. To bring a business approach to the management of sports clubs, thus making them financially stable and creating local employment opportunities. 

Customer interface

“Run the club” program invites the disengaged youth to participate in 8-week training created by industry professionals. It offers skills and knowledge necessary to work in the sports industry in a variety of business-related jobs, as well as boosts confidence, employability and motivation. The graduates of the program receive a minimum of two qualifications.
Vi-ability also provides paid consulting services to individuals, football clubs, sport governing bodies and corporations on a variety of topics from community engagement to financial stability.
Another revenue-generating activity is a game-based mobile app “Football CEO” that was created in partnership with Deloitte and is available for iOS and Android platform users. The pro-version of the game is priced £1.99 and all the proceeds go to support other Vi-ability programs.

Core strategy

The core strategy of Vi-ability is based on community engagement and ensuring the financial stability of all of its activities. The company pursues local and international expansion, which allows it, on the one hand, increase the social impact reach, and on the other hand, increase its revenues by finding more like-minded investors.
Strategic resources

The fact that its founder used to be a successful professional football player brings in the expertise and know-how that are strategic for the WISE’s operations. The innovative approach that Vi-ability pursues allows it to stand out on the market and attract public attention as well as investment from corporations, government and investment funds.

Value network

Vi-ability works with various groups of stakeholders, which allows it to balance the benefits it receives from its partners with the value it brings to the target groups and local communities. 

Emmaüs Défi (France)

Background

Emmaus Défi was created in 2007 by Charles-Edouard Vincent as a subsidiary of Emmaüs France non-profit association. It is a for-profit WISE that resells recycled and donated products while employing disadvantaged groups. It employs most exclusively homeless people and aims at both employment assistance and social integration. The recycled and donated objects are sold in the shops of Jourdan Boulevard and 104 to various customers (Emmaüs Défi, 2017).
The company also receives funding from various environmental organisations, as by its activity Emmaus Défi helps to solve the problem of waste in Paris area.

The company provides a variety of services aimed at work integration and social inclusion of the target groups. Its main idea is to assist the homeless in re-integration by eliminating barriers to employment (housing, lack of confidence, inability to work the minimum of 26-hour a week, etc.) and engaging various actors in the social sector that are directly or indirectly affected by the same social problem (from street workers to addiction centres to relevant ministries). 
Mission

The company states as its mission to allow everyone to find their dignity and their place in the society. It implements this mission by looking for the best solutions to fight against the exclusion of homeless people in France. 
Customer interface

The activities of Emmaus Défi are aimed at various stakeholders – from the homeless people that are participating in its activities to the customers that buy the recycled and donated products from its shops. 

The company attracts homeless people through the partnership with social workers that spread the information about Emmaus Défi on the streets. It allows the homeless to go through assessment in order to identify which job they are more skilled to do and provides them transitional employment in either delivery, production or sales of the products. It also helps its workers with finding a housing opportunity as well as provides a possibility to buy cheap house equipment through its Solidarity Furnishing Bank.
For the customers, Emmaus Défi provides an opportunity to buy modestly priced recycled and donated products from furniture to clothing from its brick and mortar stores in Paris. 

Core strategy

The company pursues a strategy of step-by-step work and social reintegration of homeless people. They enter the program with a possibility to gradually increase their workload from 1 to 24 hours a week while receiving an hourly wage. When they reach a 24-hour minimum to sign a contract, they receive their “full-time” transitional job. In order to scale up the business, Emmaus Défi closely works with its partners to reach 3 main objectives: employ homeless people, generate income to cover additional related costs, and be useful for poor populations (Ashoka, 2017).
Strategic resources

The company’s strategic resources are its unique innovative step-by-step approach to work integration, as well as its large network of stakeholders of different backgrounds.

Value network

Emmaus Défi’s value network includes public and private institutions that are interested in the social problem alleviation and provide opportunities to create new integration activities and have new sources of income. For example, a partnership with Carrefour resulted in the creation of the furnishing bank, and the joint project with SFR allows the homeless to overcome exclusion by receiving cheap phones and sim cards. The partnership with the Mayor of Paris resulted in choosing the problem of homelessness as the priority social problem by the City of Paris authorities. 
Specialisterne (Denmark)

Background

Specialisterne was founded in 2004 by Thorkil Sonne and since then has become globally recognised as an example of a WISE successfully converting the skills of people with autism into a competitive advantage. Sonne founded the company as a response to the lack of opportunities his son faced as a person with autism. 
Specialisterne is a for-profit software testing company which assesses and employs high-functioning autistic adults and uses their special skills to out-perform the market and offer an often isolated group of people opportunities for active, productive lives (Ashoka, 2017). Specialisterne’s assessment staff are trained specialists in the work with people with autism and use Lego toys to assess the skills of the candidates in order to overcome their anxiety and problems with communication. 

Specialisterne provides a five-month assessment program where candidates with autism go through different exercises, tasks and work situations. It also operates a three-year education program for young adults with autism and similar challenges such as ADD, ADHD, OCD and Tourette’s Syndrome (Specialisterne, 2017).

Since its foundation, the company has proven to be financially stable and competitive and has grown to have operations in ten countries around the globe, and partners among the biggest MNC (like SAP) and international organisations (like UN).
Mission

The company’s mission is “to educate stakeholders in talent and career development for autistic people through innovation, collaboration and knowledge sharing” (Specialisterne, 2017).

Customer interface

Specialisterne provides to its clients both low- and high-complexity IT services (like data entry, quality assurance, testing and development) at competitive market rates. 

To the people with autism, the WISE provides assessment, training, permanent employment and youth education services that are guided by specialists and tailored to the needs of people with autism.

Core strategy

The company’s core strategy is to expand and remain competitive on the market through the use of what they call “the Autism Advantage”, and being responsive to their employee’s special needs. Thus, the company spreads the idea of unique capabilities of people with autism and becomes a bridge between this community and the business world.
Strategic resources

“The Autism Advantage” is considered as the main strategic resource at Specialisterne. As the company states, high-functioning people with autism can create a competitive advantage for a  company by being able to concentrate deeply for longer than average periods of time, persevere when it comes to repetitive tasks or actions, recognize patterns, spot deviance in data, information and systems and pay outstanding attention to detail (Specialisterne, 2017).

Value network

The company has a large array of partners from businesses to non-profits and governments. It works with such MNCs as SAP and Deloitte, and such international organisations as the United Nations and World Economic Forum. This allows to spread the cause and motivate other companies to employ people with autism.
Summary

The summary of European-based cases analysis is provided in the following table. We can see that what these WISEs share is the use of innovation in their activities as a part of their strategic resources. Unlike the US cases, the European WISEs focus on involving various stakeholder groups in their activities, which can be explained by their ecosystem, favouring the involvement of government and municipal authorities.

	
	Vi-ability (UK)
	Emmaüs Défi (France)
	Specialisterne (Denmark)

	Customer interface
	“Run the club”

Consulting

Mobile app
	Selling donated and recycled products
	IT services at competitive market rates

	Core strategy
	Community engagement and financial stability
	Step-by-step integration
	Use and promotion of the “Autism advantage”

	Strategic resources
	Expertise, innovative approach
	Innovative integration process, competitive pricing
	Human resources (Autism advantage)

	Value network
	Various groups of stakeholders
	Big public and private organisations
	Business, non-profit and government


Table 4. Summary table of the European-based cases analysis.
§3. WISE Business models in Russia

Overview of existing models
Having studied 16 cases of Russian WISEs featured by the “Our Future” fund, we have found out that the Davister’s typology of WISE business models is also applicable to Russian cases. Unfortunately, since the field is relatively new for Russia, there is not enough information about WISEs in open access to create a representative sample, as only 16 cases of enterprises that adhere to our requirements were found. However, we make the assumption that these cases represent a fair amount of WISEs existing in Russia at the moment, so we still believe that the investigation is reliable.
According to the studied cases, most Russian WISEs tend to use the creation of permanent self-financed jobs as a business model. However, we need to note that unlike in Europe and the USA, in Russia these WISEs tend to be small and micro-enterprises, which allows them to minimise their costs. 
The least popular business model is the professional integration with permanent subsidies. It is mostly popular among the enterprises targeting people with disabilities, however, WISEs working with other disadvantaged groups are usually facing challenges with receiving permanent subsidies. 

44% of the investigated cases use socialisation through a productive activity in their business models, however, all of the investigated cases use it in combination with other types of business models, which explains the same percentage of mixed type models.
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Graph 2. Russian-based WISE business model distribution. Note: Some of the WISEs implement a combination of several models
Case studies
OOO “IT Service” (Novosibirsk)

Background

The company was created by Roman Kanayev, and in 2012 started realisation of its project “Start for everyone”, which transformed the whole business into a WISE. It started from a small service centre and now is ready to open its affiliates in Novosibirsk and other Siberian cities. Through the assessment procedure, IT Service provides education, on-the-job training and employment to people with disabilities. Even those who do not make the cut to be employed in the company receive the needed knowledge and skills in IT which allow them to have higher chances of employment in the open labour market. IT Service has twice won the “Social Entrepreneur” competition – in 2012 and 2016 – and both times the received prize was aimed at improving the working conditions and increasing the number of working places for people with disabilities ("Our Future" fund, 2016).
Mission

The company states its mission as alleviation of the problems encountered by people with physical disabilities in employment and urban environment

Customer interface

The work with the customers is organised the same way as with other IT service companies.

The work with people with disabilities includes several steps: search for candidates to form study groups; organisation of 2-month study courses; 1-month internship; employment for the best candidates. The office is adapted to the needs of employees on wheelchairs.

Core strategy

The core strategy is to attract the people with disabilities who are interested in performing qualified job, then to integrate them into the community of people who are willing to stay active and ready to overcome the problems associated with disabilities. The costs are minimised through the possibility of work from home for the employees.

Strategic resources

The company has a unique training course, that allows employing both qualified and motivated people.  It considers the loyalty of its workers as one of the strategic assets, allowing to decrease HR costs. Another strategic resource is its logistic system, allowing to deliver the electronics and materials to the homes of employees.

Value network
The motivated employees and partners in other cities allow the company to expand in the region. The interns that did not make it into permanent employees can be hired when the service expands, and promote the service by considering self-employment. Partnership with “Our Future” Fund allows to attract financial support and create a network of like-minded partners.
Tibozh shoe factory (St. Petersburg)

Background

The Tibozh shoe factory was founded by Stanislav Sorokin in 2014 as a part of his charity fund. The business plan was approved by Saint Petersburg City Government, which gave a subsidy for its implementation. The company provides employment opportunities to people with work allowing disabilities by manufacturing shoes, using the latest technologies. Currently, the company employs 23 people with disabilities.
Mission

The mission is to create an enterprise that will make the society understand that people with disabilities are not a burden, but can create goods and social value (Tibozh, 2017).
Customer interface

Every pair of shoes carries a message for its new owner with a link to the website educating about the social problem and attracting the public attention. While integrating people with disabilities in manufacturing, the company also provides several charity projects, one of which is “pair-for-par”, introduced in 2016 and attracted more than 2 million rubles in crowdsourcing.

Core strategy
The company’s core strategy is permanently employing people with disabilities and ensuring competitiveness by using the most progressive manufacturing technologies, step by step increasing the social impact.

Strategic resources

The company reaches competitive advantage by employing motivated people, using the advanced technology to ensure manufacturing quality, using its own distribution system to decrease costs.
Value network

Tibozh attracts stakeholders not only among companies, non-profits and local authorities but also among the citizens of Saint Petersburg and Leningrad oblast. It efficiently uses crowdfunding platforms that allow it not only to receive financial support but to increase brand awareness and sales.

Rabota-i, Saint Petersburg

Background

Rabota-i is a social recruiting agency, founded in 2011 as a part of Raoul Foundation. It helps the companies that are interested in inclusion to perform search, assessment and training of candidates from disadvantaged groups. 

In 2015 the company successfully found employment for 70 candidates and assisted in the employment of more than 500 candidates. The targeted groups that Rabota-i focuses on are foster youth and young people with disabilities that are a very vulnerable group in terms of unemployment.
Mission

The company’s mission is to assist the young people with employment disadvantages in finding decent employment opportunities (Rabota-i, 2017).
Customer interface

Rabota-i uses its own 5-step process of candidates assessment, working with its network of social organisations to spread the information about its vacancies among motivated target groups. 
To the companies interested in inclusion, it provides assistance in finding employees according to their requirements, as well as training and consulting services.
Core strategy

The core strategy includes using a scalable model to increase the social impact, as well as focusing on the specific target groups (foster youth and young people with disabilities) in order to minimise costs. They are assisting in employment to only motivated candidates in order to allow them successfully move through all the steps of assessment.

Strategic resources
The WISE roots its competitive advantages in its unique system of identifying motivated candidates as well as professional HR specialists assisting the candidates throughout the whole assessment process. 

Value network

The company has a large network of partner social enterprises and active contacts spreading the information about the vacancies among target groups. Its network of partner companies interested in inclusion ensures stable need in the company’s services.
Summary
In the following table you can see the summary of Russian-based WISEs case analysis. Unlike the cases from USA and Europe, all of Russian best practices represent small enterprises. This can be explained by their ecosystem – Russian law specifically defines social enterprises as a type of small and medium enterprises. For all of the cases their strategic resources come from their human resources, which is also a challenge, since the issue of employee motivation is crucial for these WISEs. Like in the USA, their value networks do not typically include government due to the lack of its support. They also tend to struggle with competition, like other SMEs do.

	
	OOO IT-Service
	Tibozh shoe factory
	Rabota-i

	Customer interface
	Repair services for electronics
	Manufacturing and selling shoes with a social message
	“Social recruiting agency”

	Core strategy
	Qualified home-based jobs for people with disabilities
	Combining new technologies with work by people with disabilities
	Scalable business model to increase social impact

	Strategic resources
	Unique training course, loyal employees, efficient logistics
	Motivated employees, advanced technology, distribution system
	Unique system of assessment, professional HR specialists

	Value network
	Employees, interns
	Various stakeholders
	Social enterprises, corporate partners


Table 5. Summary table of the Russian-based cases analysis.

IV. Learnings.
Through our research, we have identified that the business models of WISES in the three investigated regions have some common as well as some distinctive features. First of all, the choice of business model is influenced by the ecosystem, or the context in which the social enterprise is created and exists. This context is very diverse on in Europe, where different countries show different stages of social enterprise institutionalisation. However, we cannot but notice the similarities between Russia and the USA that represent relatively low level of WISE institutionalisation. However, by looking at the historical context we realise that this similar feature is caused by different historical reasons. In Russia and some European countries, the low level of institutionalisation can be explained by the fact that social entrepreneurship is a relatively new phenomenon, that is just beginning its growth. However, the US tradition of WISEs goes further into the past. There are two possible explanations of the low level of SE institutionalisation in the USA. First, the high autonomy of states makes it difficult to conduct federal-level programs that will allow creating a strong institute of social economy. Second, the tradition of WISEs goes back to private charities and organisations, which makes the need for government support less evident.
The WISE business models in all of the researched regions can be compared using the same typology (Davister, Defourny, & Gregoire, 2004). This comparison allows us to see the following similarities. First, the professional integration with permanent subsidies is the least popular model among WISEs in all the investigated regions. It can be explained by the lack of government support, especially due to the economic instability of recent decade, as well as by the recognised need to find financially sustainable solutions by the investigated social enterprises. 

Another similarity is the popularity of mixed types of business models in the researched countries. Most often it is due to the fact that the social integration through productive activity can be a rather informal process, which on its own does not allow the company to be financially sustainable. 
What is different between the adoption of business models between the WISE in investigated regions is that while in Europe and the USA the transitional occupation is the most popular model, in Russia the most popular one is creating of self-financed jobs. A possible reason for it is that in order for transitional occupation to be successful, a wide network of employers should be ready to employ the people finishing transitional programs. It requires the elimination of the widespread stigma that representatives of disadvantaged groups are a burden to the society and cannot become efficient employees. Such cases as Rabota-i and Tibozh are working on the proliferation of these ideas and education of the general public, however, there is still a lot of work needed to change the mindsets of employers. 
Most of the investigated cases in the three regions address specific target groups in their work. This is understandable, especially in regard to people with disabilities, that have specific needs and require special conditions. So the focus on specific target groups allows the WISEs to be able to tailor their solutions to the needs of the target groups and still be financially sustainable.
So how can Russian WISEs benefit from the experience of their colleagues from the western countries?

1) The lack of government support can be overcome through the creation of social enterprise networks that will allow the WISEs to create a partnership and benefit from network effects, as well as to create a strong alliance that will attract the attention of the government and general public and boost the social impact as well as problem recognition. The examples of such networks can be seen in Social Enterprise Alliance in the USA that lobbies the interests of social enterprises.

2) The problem with the lack of motivation to perform low-skilled jobs can be addressed by providing the opportunity to be trained for high-skilled jobs. The examples of such approaches are Specialisterne in Europe and Year Up in the USA that achieve market success by allowing the disadvantaged groups access to training and being employed for high-skilled positions. They address the features of their target groups into competitive advantages, like attention for details in people with autism for IT jobs, or high motivation and good training in disadvantaged youth for entry-level positions in MNCs. Another option to tackle motivation problem is to create a step-by-step process of integration that allows the beneficiaries to integrate at their own speed like it was done by Emmaus Defi.
3) There are several different options to tackle the problem of competitiveness of WISEs on the market. The first one is the already mentioned transformation of the disadvantaged groups features into a competitive advantage, employed by Year Up and Specialisterne. Another one is to create a partnership with a recognisable brand that will allow the WISE to benefit from brand recognition and the partner’s network and expertise, like in the case of Aspire CoffeeWorks in the United States. Creating a strong network of like-minded stakeholders can also increase competitiveness like in the cases of Emmaus Defi and Vi-ability, which attract stakeholders from different fields including companies, government and local communities. 
Conclusion

The main objective of this work was to compare the business models of WISEs in Europe, the USA and Russia with regards to the context in which they exist and to provide recommendations to Russian enterprises based on this analysis.

In order to reach it, we have first, analysed the theoretical research that was previously conducted in the field of social entrepreneurship and work integration social enterprises. In this part, we have investigated the main theoretical schools and approaches to social enterprise and social entrepreneurship both in Russia and abroad. Then, we have analysed the existing approaches to the definition and typology of WISEs as a specific type of social enterprises, thus identifying the theoretical framework at the base of our work.

In the next part, we have analysed the ecosystems within which the WISEs are created and exist in the investigated countries in order to identify their effect on the WISEs development. We have separated the ecosystem analysis of every country in three parts – historical, governmental and legal contexts that allowed us to investigate different factors in the institutionalisation of social enterprises.
Next, we have analysed the business models of WISEs that exist in the three regions based on the use of the typology applied by EMES researchers to the WISE business models and a more in-depth investigation of three cases in every region. Due to the lack of data on the categorisation of WISEs in Russia and the USA in contemporary research, we have categorised 67 WISEs from these two countries according to the used typology and drawn the conclusions about the use of such models in these countries. The in-depth case studies were performed according to Hamel’s framework of business model constituents. In order to gain a deep understanding of their activities and success factors.

In the Learnings part, we have performed a comparison of the analysed business models in Europe, the USA and Russia, identifying the similarities and differences found out as a result of the research and giving possible explanations to them in relation to the ecosystems. We have also proposed a set of recommendations to Russian WISEs in response to the problems that they usually face based on the experience of best practices from their western colleagues.

Future research
We believe that the topic of investigation provides a lot of opportunities for future research. It can be studied using other qualitative and quantitative research methods, in order to deepen it practically and conceptually. Another possibility is to apply the same methodology to the WISEs in other regions, such as the developing countries of Asia that show immense growth of WISEs. Other typologies can be applied to the WISE business models in order to perform a comparison in order to get a broader understanding of the issue. 
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Appendix 1. Categorization of US-based WISEs

a - Transitional occupation

b - Creation of permanent self-financed jobs

c - Professional integration with permanent subsidies

d - Socialization through a productive activity

Source: Social Enterprise Alliance directory

	№
	WISE
	WI Activity
	Target group
	Type of business model

	1
	AbilityFirst
	Employment services, work centres, business services
	People with developmental disabilities
	Mixed: a,b,d

	2
	ACHIEVE Human Services, Inc.
	Community Rehabilitation Program (CRP) which continues to serve individuals seeking employment training and career opportunities.
	People with developmental disabilities, wounded veterans
	Mixed: a,b,c,d

	3
	Adelante Development Center, Inc
	Business services, training, employment assistance
	People with mental, physical and developmental disabilities, veterans, elderly
	Mixed: a,b,d

	4
	Alliance, Inc
	Career preparation, supported employment, vocational day services, business services
	People with developmental, mental and other disabilities, veterans
	Mixed: a,b,d

	5
	Alma Backyard Farms
	On-the-job training, social integration
	Formerly incarcerated
	Mixed: a,d

	6
	Arc Broward
	Center for financial stability, school-to-work transition, employer partnerships
	People with mental disabilities and other employment barriers
	a

	7
	Aspire CoffeeWorks
	Permanent employment
	People with disabilities
	b

	8
	Bayaud Enterprises, Inc
	Vocational rehabilitation, workforce training, wage subsidies, employer partnerships
	People with mental illness, criminal history, homelessness, or physical disabilities
	Mixed: a, c, d

	9
	Beneficial Beans Cafe
	Internships to acquire working skills and work history
	People with autism
	a

	10
	BRANDED Collective
	Permanent employment
	Survivors of human trafficking
	b

	11
	Cara
	Training, employer partnership
	Homeless people
	a

	12
	Catholic Charities of Santa Clara County
	Pre-employment and employment support
	Immigrants, refugees, low-income people, people with disabilities, formerly incarcerated people
	a

	13
	Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of Chicago
	Professional development training, employment program, permanent employment
	Vulnerable youth, veterans
	Mixed: a, b

	14
	Center for Employment Opportunities
	Life skill education, short-term paid transitional employment, full-time job placement and post-placement services
	People with criminal records
	a

	15
	CENTER TABLE – Catering With a Purpose
	Life skills education, food service training
	Women recovering from addiction
	a

	16
	Central City Concern
	Employment support
	Homeless people
	a

	17
	Chinook Enterprises
	Vocational assessment, job training, employment support
	People with disabilities
	Mixed: a,d

	18
	Chrysalis
	Temporary employment
	Homeless and low-income people
	a

	19
	Cincinnati Union Co-op Initiative
	Permanent employment
	People experiencing long-term unemployment
	b

	20
	Civicorps
	On-the-job training
	Vulnerable youth
	a

	21
	CLIMB CDC
	On-the-job training
	Vulnerable youth
	a

	22
	Digital Divide Data
	Work/study program, permanent and temporary employment
	youth from low-income families in developing countries,military spouses and veterans in the USA
	Mixed: a, b

	23
	Doing Good Works
	Training, employment support
	Foster youth
	a

	24
	Easter Seals
	Training, permanent and temporary employment
	Vulnerable youth, veterans, people with disabilities and other employment disadvantages
	Mixed: a, d

	25
	Elpis Enterprises
	job training, work experience and job placement
	Homeless youth
	a

	26
	Emerge Community Development
	Training, employment support
	People with employment disadvantages
	a

	27
	Exceed Enterprises
	Vocational development, permanent and temporary employment
	People with disabilities
	Mixed: a,b

	28
	FareStart
	Culinary job training and placement program
	homeless and disadvantaged people
	a

	29
	FASHIONABLE
	Permanent employment
	Disadvantaged women
	b

	30
	Friends of Tilonia, Inc
	Self-employment assistance
	Indigenous people
	a

	31
	Greyston Bakery
	Permanent employment, workforce development
	People with employment disadvantages
	b

	32
	HEAVENDROPt
	Permanent employment
	People with disabilities
	b

	33
	HopeWorks
	Training, internships
	Homeless, people with disabilities
	a

	34
	Human Technologies Corporation
	Training, permanent employment
	People with disabilities
	b

	35
	Humanim
	Career training, employment support, permanent employment
	Former incarcerated, people with chronic unemployment or underemployment, long-term poverty,

limited education or certified skills, disabilities
	Mixed: a,b

	36
	iCater Enterprises at Pine Street Inn
	On-the-job training
	Underemployed and homeless people
	a

	37
	Infinitely Simple – A Windhorse Social Enterprise
	On-the-job training, permanent employment
	People with mental illnesses
	Mixed: a, b, d

	38
	Landforce
	Permanent and temporary employment
	People with barriers to employment
	b

	39
	Liberty’s Kitchen, Inc.
	Workforce and life skills training
	Vulnerable youth
	a

	40
	Fountain House social enterprises
	On-the-job training, internships
	People with barriers to employment
	a

	41
	MADE by DWC
	On-the-job training, permanent employment
	Women with barriers to employment
	Mixed: a, b

	42
	Mile High WorkShop
	Permanent and temporary employment
	People facing homelessness, addiction and incarceration
	Mixed: b, d

	43
	New Door Ventures
	Skills training, permanent employment
	Vulnerable youth
	Mixed: a, b

	44
	Opportunity for Work & Learning (OWL)
	On-the-job training, skills training
	people with developmental and intellectual disabilities
	a

	45
	Pioneer Human Services
	On-the-job training, social integration
	Formerly incarcerated, people with drug abuse
	Mixed: a, d

	46
	Poverty and the Arts
	Social integration, skills training
	Homeless people
	d

	47
	Project Return
	Work re-entry and employment support
	Formerly incarcerated
	Mixed: a, d

	48
	Rappahannock Goodwill Inc.
	On-the-job training and counselling
	People with disabilities
	a

	49
	Recycle Force
	On-the-job training
	Formerly incarcerated
	a

	50
	Sew For Hope
	Sewing training
	Refugees and marginalised people
	a

	51
	YearUp
	Training, employment support
	Vulnerable youth
	a


Appendix 2. Categorization of Russian-based WISEs

a - Transitional occupation

b - Creation of permanent self-financed jobs

c - Professional integration with permanent subsidies

d - Socialisation through a productive activity

Source: “Our future” Fund social enterprise directory

	№
	WISE
	WI Activity
	Target group
	Type of business model

	1
	Старт для каждого
	Training, permanent employment
	People with disabilities
	Mixed: a, b, d

	2
	Тибож
	Permanent employment
	People with types of disabilities allowing employment
	c

	3
	Работа-i
	Employment services, work centres, business services
	Foster youth, young people with disabilities
	a

	4
	Город особых мастеров
	Rehabilitation, skill training, social integration
	Children, adolescents and young people with autism
	Mixed: a, d

	5
	ООО «Наивно? Очень!»
	Rehabilitation, employment and social integration
	People with mental disabilities
	Mixed: b, d

	6
	Центр оперативной полиграфии и сувенирной продукции «Коперник»
	Permanent employment
	Disadvantaged people, people with disabilities
	b

	7
	Швейное кафе
	Permanent employment
	People with types of disabilities allowing employment
	b

	8
	«Мастерская проекта «Мама работает»
	Temporary employment
	Young mothers, single mothers, disadvantaged women
	b

	9
	Благотворительный Фонд «Седьмое небо»
	Social integration, psychological rehabilitation
	Children-orphans, graduates of orphanages and boarding schools
	d

	10
	Центр обучения и трудоустройства «Good Job»
	Vocational assessment, job training, employment support
	Unemployed and underemployed people
	a

	11
	Общественная организация «Тульская городская организация женщин»
	On-the-job training, permanent employment
	People with disadvantages, people with developmental disabilities
	Mixed: a, b, d

	12
	ООО «Сыктывкарское производственно-реабилитационное предприятие «Мастер»
	On-the-job training, permanent employment, social rehabilitation
	Visually impaired people
	Mixed: c, d

	13
	ООО «Эталон»
	Permanent employment, social rehabilitation
	Visually impaired people
	Mixed: c, d

	14
	ООО «Волгоградское предприятие «ЛУЧ»
	Permanent employment, social rehabilitation
	Visually impaired people
	Mixed: c, d

	15
	Студия цифровой печати «Арбуз»
	Permanent employment
	People with disabilities
	b

	16
	Хлебопекарня Шильна-Хлеб
	Permanent employment
	Mothers with young children
	b


3

