
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Caitlin Marie Goodrich 

2017 

 

 



The Report Committee for Caitlin Marie Goodrich 

Certifies that this is the approved version of the following report: 

 

 

Margin and Mission: Measuring Success in Employment Social 

Enterprise 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPROVED BY 

SUPERVISING COMMITTEE: 

 

 

 

Pat Wong 

Laura Starks 

Christopher King 

 

  

Supervisor: 

Co-Supervisor: 



Margin and Mission: Measuring Success in Employment Social 

Enterprise 

 

 

by 

Caitlin Marie Goodrich, B.S. 

 

 

Report 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degrees of  

 

Master of Public Affairs 

and  

Master of Business Administration 

 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 

May 2017 

  



 iv 

Acknowledgements 

 

Dr. King and Dr. Starks, thank you for your support of this project. Your guidance, 

direction, support and trust made this a highlight of my graduate degrees. 

Adam, thank you – as always.  

 

 

 



 v 

Abstract 

 

Margin and Mission: Measuring Success in Employment Social 

Enterprise 

 

Caitlin Goodrich, MPAff/MBA 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2017 

 

Supervisor:  Pat Wong 

Co-Supervisor: Laura Starks 

 

Employment social enterprises (ESEs) follow in the long tradition of workforce 

interventions. ESEs are a subset of social enterprises – organizations that both generate 

revenue and address a social mission. Employment social enterprises’ missions explicitly 

include the creation of transitional jobs for those with high barriers to employment, 

including criminal justice system involvement, refugee status, veteran status, homelessness 

and mental health challenges. For social enterprises, one of the key management challenges 

is navigating the tension between “margin” and “mission;” between growing the business 

and serving the mission. 

This study examines how ESEs measure and report success against this tension. A 

mixed methods approach combining coding of publicly available reports from ESEs with 

ESE leader interviews was used. All of the ESEs were found to be non-profit organizations. 

Overall, only half of the organizations reported measures of success. Those that did tended 

to report metrics aligned with workforce development agencies – program completion, job 
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attainment and retention. Of the ESE leaders interviewed, all confirmed that the tension 

between margin and mission is at the heart of their work. Interestingly, though, not all 

managed it the same way: one said mission trumps margin, another said margin trumps 

mission and the rest let the situation at hand guide the prioritization. 

Analysis of the resulting information uncovered that ESEs work within an 

ecosystem made up of funders, public sector partners, hiring partners and customers. The 

report concludes with recommendations for all these players, as well as ESEs themselves.  
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

As a public policy and MBA student, the intersection of profit and purpose has been 

an important element of my study and interest. This research continues that interest, 

exploring how employment social enterprises measure success and manage the tradeoffs 

between “running a business” and “achieving a social mission.” 

“Social enterprise” is a popular, but ill-defined term.1 There is no commonly 

accepted definition and there are myriad other terms that are related but, depending on the 

speaker, not synonymous: social entrepreneurship, social venture, socially responsible 

business, corporate social responsibility. However, most definitions have two 

characteristics in common: a revenue generating mechanism and a social mission. In 

contrast with traditional non-profits that raise money through grants, donations and other 

fundraising techniques, social enterprises sell goods or services to generate money that 

funds the organization’s social mission. Famous examples of social enterprises include the 

buy-one, give one shoe company, TOMS, the microfinance pioneer Grameen Bank, the 

food and beverage company Newman’s Own and the microfinance platform, Kiva. 

This research focuses on a subset of social enterprise known as employment social 

enterprise (ESE). ESEs retain the critical components of social enterprise: revenue 

generation and a social mission. However, employment social enterprises’ missions 

explicitly include the creation of transitional jobs for those with high barriers to 

employment.  

Two terms merit defining here. First, “transitional jobs” refer to jobs that are a 

stepping stone to traditional employment. In this context, transitional jobs are not 

                                                 
1 Arca, Philip, Cynthia Gair, and Lorna Jones, “Social Enterprise 101,” NTJN Conference, April 2008, 

http://redf.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/REDF-Social-Enterprise-101-Presentation-2008.pdf.  
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permanent and offer many employee supports that traditional jobs do not. For example, a 

transitional job’s supports might include housing assistance, mental health counseling, 

transportation support or a more flexible attendance policy that allows for failure and 

learning. Second, it is important to define “barriers to employment.” Barriers to 

employment refer to life circumstances that make it hard for someone to either get or to 

keep a job. These barriers vary; examples include criminal justice system involvement, 

refugee status, veteran status, homelessness and mental health challenges.  

Through the production and sales of the enterprise’s goods or services, ESEs hire 

and support people who would otherwise struggle to get and hold a job in the traditional 

private labor market. The goal of the ESE, however, is to prepare job seekers to transition 

from ESE employment to good-paying, satisfying jobs outside the ESE. ESEs, therefore, 

join a long history of workforce development interventions intended to increase social 

outcomes for people through work. Renowned examples include Goodwill Industries, 

Homeboy Industries and the Center for Employment Opportunities (CEO). For example, 

though Goodwill Industries is commonly known for its thrift stores, its independently run 

chapters throughout the country also provide job training, education supports and 

employment to adults who struggle to find work. Chapter 2 provides additional background 

on workforce development interventions and employment social enterprise, while 

examining the limited research assessing the success of ESEs as a workforce development 

intervention. 

One of the key tensions in running a social enterprise is the tension between profit 

and purpose.2 By using business as the vehicle to solve social problems, social enterprises 

embed within themselves “inconsistent goals, norms, and values, creating contradictory 

                                                 
2 Smith, Wendy K., Michael Gonin, and Marya L. Besharov, “Managing Social-Business Tensions: A 

Review and Research Agenda for Social Enterprise,” Business Ethics Quarterly 23, no. 3 (July 2013): 407–

42. 
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prescriptions for action.”3 During interviews conducted for this research, one ESE 

Executive Director (ED) put it this way: 

The agency has been subsidizing the business for three years. Can we really 

afford this? The business transforms the people who work in it, so I think so, but 

would our traditional services have been better? The business should be profitable 

this year, though, so then we’ll have what we were hoping for. It’s a tradeoff. 

Kevin Lynch, President of Rebuild Resources, articulated the tradeoff between 

“mission and margin” in the book, Succeeding at Social Enterprise: 

On balance, mission and margin are absolute equals. And yet on any given day, 

the proportions might appear to be 70–30 one way or the other. Just as it is with 

the body. In a track race the feet are more important to the body than the hands, 

but at a backyard cookout the hands carry the day. Sometimes the mission will 

feed the margin, and other times the margin will feed the mission. Depending on 

the situation, you may need to protect the mission by defending the margin or 

defend the margin by protecting the mission. 

The tradeoff and tension between profit and purpose was the initial focus of this 

research. Throughout the course of the research, though, I learned that employment social 

enterprises are different than many traditional social enterprises in this respect. None of the 

ESEs examined in this research are incorporated as for-profit entities; all are non-profits. 

This realization required a clarification of the tension between “profit” and purpose. For 

ESEs, profit per se may be irrelevant but “margin” or at a minimum, increasing revenue, 

are core to the model. More broadly, then, this research seeks to explore how ESEs know 

whether they are successful. Do they track mission metrics, business metrics, both or 

neither? I will refer to this tension as the tension between “margin and mission.” 

In 2015, Smith, Gonin and Besharov responded to what they perceived as a gap in 

social enterprise scholarship. Though the tension between business and social goals was 

commonly discussed in the literature, it had not been analyzed systematically. To fill this 

                                                 
3 Smith et al., “Managing Social Business Tensions,” 408. 
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gap, they reviewed social enterprise literature and built on Smith and Lewis’s 2011 

typology of tensions that emerge in social enterprises. The four tensions in the Smith and 

Lewis typology are performing, organizing, belong and learning. My research contributes 

to examination of performing tensions. Performing tensions are those that emerge from 

divergent outcomes and this specific performing tension leads to this paper’s key research 

questions: 

 What do ESEs publicly report to indicate the success of their organizations?  

 What can these success metrics tell us about how ESEs manage the tension between 

margin and mission? 

 How do ESE EDs think about the tradeoff between margin and mission? 

Chapter 3 examines the existing literature relevant to how traditional firms, workforce 

development programs and social enterprises measure success.  

In order to explore these questions, I employ a mixed methods research design. The 

unit of analysis in this effort is the ESE itself. I identified ESEs to study in partnership with 

the Roberts Enterprise Development Fund (REDF), the only venture philanthropy firm 

exclusively focused on ESEs. To examine how ESEs measure success to external 

audiences, I developed a codebook to analyze publically available information from the 

organizations. The resulting dataset allows for quantitative analysis to identify patterns in 

ESE metrics. To supplement this analysis, I conducted interviews with six leaders of ESEs 

to explore the leadership decision-making dynamics that underpin these tensions. It is 

important to note that identifying these organizations through REDF biases this dataset. 

The organizations analyzed during coding have robust web presences, skewing results 

toward larger, more established ESEs. The interview targets were selected among REDF 

grantees, a group that is rigorously selected in part because of their organizations’ 
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commitment to achieving and measuring results. Chapter 4 explains these methods in 

greater detail. 

Analysis of the coded data revealed that about half of the ESEs studied do not report 

on traditional workforce development measures like employment, retention and wages. 

Furthermore, ESEs rarely provide insight into customer satisfaction with the products or 

services they sell. Interviews with ESE leaders revealed that successfully navigating the 

tension between business and mission is critical to the continued effectiveness of ESEs. 

These leaders also provided insight into the measures and processes they use in their 

organizations to track and report on success. Chapters 5 and 6 contain the full results of the 

quantitative and qualitative research. 

ESEs’ success is influenced by the environment within which they operate. The key 

players in this environment are the ESEs themselves, funders, public sector partners, 

customers and hiring partners. Chapter 7 offers recommendations each of these ecosystem 

members can implement to help ESEs become more successful.  Chapter 8 summarizes the 

key findings from this report and concludes. 
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Chapter 2:  Workforce Development and Social Enterprise 

Employment social enterprise joins a long history of workforce interventions 

intended to help serve those with high barriers to employment. This chapter explores the 

barriers of interest in this research, provides a brief history of workforce development 

interventions and examines employment social enterprise’s history and current operating 

environment.  

BARRIERS TO WORKFORCE PARTICIPATION  

Though there are many groups who face barriers to employment in the labor 

market, this research focuses on ESEs that serve those facing a few, specific types of 

barriers: criminal justice system involvement, homelessness, mental health challenges and 

disconnection during youth. This research does not, for example, focus on ESEs that serve 

those with disabilities. In order to examine the success of ESEs as providers of transitional 

jobs, it is important to identify the barriers that can be dismantled such that participation in 

the standard labor market is both possible and preferable to continued employment in an 

ESE. It is also important to note that these issues can overlap and their effects can 

compound each other. For example, both housing and work can be hard to secure after 

prison. Mental illness often accompanies homelessness and can accompany incarceration. 

Young people who are not in school or working may have criminal records, foster care 

histories or experience homelessness.  

The Transition from Prison to a Job 

Over 2.3 million people were confined in state, federal, and other detention 

facilities in the United States in 2016.4 One in five of those are confined due to drug 

                                                 
4 “Mass Incarceration: The Whole Pie 2016,” Prison Policy Initiative, accessed January 10, 2017, 

https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/pie2016.html. 
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offences.5 Perhaps more strikingly, an estimated 70 million people in the United States 

have a serious misdemeanor or felony arrest or conviction record.6 Though one of the 

public safety goals of the prison system is to reduce recidivism, people with convictions in 

their pasts face significant barriers to successfully reintegrating into society. Nearly two-

thirds of all people released from confinement each year in the U.S. reoffend.7  

Significant among these barriers is discrimination in hiring. People exiting the 

criminal justice system are disproportionately black men who already face systemic race-

based barriers to employment even without the addition of a criminal conviction. Michelle 

Alexander argues in The New Jim Crow that mass incarceration and its direct consequences 

have effectively replaced intentional racism as a form of 21st century structural racism.   

One study showed that quick placement in jobs reduced recidivism from nearly 

50% among the control group to 31% among the group that received the jobs intervention.8 

Beyond recidivism reduction, though, jobs offer former inmates a foundation on which to 

build a post-prison life.  

Keeping a Job without a Home 

In 2015, approximately 565,000 people in the U.S. experienced homelessness on 

any given night.9 About 44% of people experiencing homelessness do have jobs, but those 

jobs do not pay enough for people to secure housing for themselves.10 The cycle between 

                                                 
5 “Mass Incarceration: The Whole Pie 2016,” Prison Policy Initiative. 
6 “Strategies for Full Employment through Reform of the Criminal Justice System,” Center on Budget and 

Policy Priorities, accessed January 10, 2017, http://www.cbpp.org/research/full-employment/strategies-for-

full-employment-through-reform-of-the-criminal-justice. 
7 “Prison-To-Work,” Manhattan Institute, accessed January 10, 2017, https://www.manhattan-

institute.org/html/prison-work-5876.html. 
8 “Prison-To-Work,” Manhattan Institute. 
9 “The State of Homelessness in America 2016,” National Alliance to End Homelessness, accessed January 

10, 2017, http://www.endhomelessness.org/library/entry/SOH2016. 
10 “National Coalition for the Homeless,” accessed January 10, 2017, 

http://www.nationalhomeless.org/factsheets/employment.html. 
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homelessness and joblessness is vicious: it is hard to hold a job without stable housing and 

it is hard to gain stable housing without income from a job.  

Homelessness is down following large spikes after the 2008 recession, but chronic 

homelessness remains stubbornly persistent. The Housing First initiative championed by 

the Obama Administration rapidly grew the number of supportive housing facilities 

tailored to the needs of the chronically homeless. Though certainly a complex 

phenomenon, the intersection of homelessness and persistent unemployment is ripe for new 

strategies like ESE. 

Mental Illness and the Job Market 

Mental illness intersects with both homelessness and criminal convictions in 

important ways. However, even those with mental illnesses who are not experiencing 

homelessness and do not have criminal records struggle to secure and keep employment. 

Substance abuse and other mental health challenges reduce employee productivity at work 

and can preclude many from seeking work altogether.11 

Opportunity Youth and Work 

Opportunity youth, sometimes called disconnected youth, are young people aged 

16-24 who are not working and are not enrolled in school. There are approximately 6.7 

million opportunity youth in the United States.12 This group is disproportionately male and 

people of color. Some may not have finished high school, may have been incarcerated, 

have mental health issues or be responsible for caregiving for their families. Without work 

or school, some of these young people may struggle to achieve economic independence in 

                                                 
11 “Mental Health Problems in the Workplace,” Harvard Health, accessed January 10, 2017, 

http://www.health.harvard.edu/newsletter_article/mental-health-problems-in-the-workplace. 
12 Belfield, Clive, Henry Levin, and Rachel Rosen, “The Economic Value of Opportunity Youth,” 

Corporation for National and Community Service, January 2012, 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED528650.pdf. 
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adult life, with consequences for the young person, their family and for society as a whole. 

The Aspen Institute launched an employer-led initiative to increase opportunity youth 

hiring and has already exceeded its first-year goal, leading to the hiring of over 100,000 

opportunity youth. However, there is limited transparency regarding who these young 

people are and whether those with the highest barriers to work are well-served by this 

employer-led model. 

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT INTERVENTIONS – A BRIEF HISTORY 

Workforce development interventions have existed in the public, non-profit and 

private spheres. Most workforce development programs rely on job training for program 

participants. Private sector involvement in workforce development (training and 

development internally) has declined over the years, leaving the public sector with 

significant responsibility (if not resources) for developing the U.S. workforce.  

American governmental involvement in workforce development is often traced to 

the New Deal. Specifically, the Fair Labor Standards Act and the Social Security Act were 

passed to provide basic protections to workers during the 1930s. In 1962, the Manpower 

Development and Training Act provided training to unemployed adults and a small portion 

of young people whose skills were not a fit for the labor market. Since then, new legislation 

has been enacted four times to update the federal government’s approach to workforce 

development.
13

 In the 1990s, restrictions in social service provision shifted the emphasis to 

“work first” approaches that prioritized quick employment attainment over employment 

training and skill development.
14

 The latest update, the Workforce Innovation and 

                                                 
13 “History of Workforce Development,” PA Workforce Development Association, accessed January 10, 

2017, https://www.pawork.org/about-us/history-of-workforce-development/. 
14 Looney, Sarah, and Christopher T. King, “Proposed Approaches to Workforce Development 

Performance Measurement,” accessed January 10, 2017, https://raymarshallcenter.org/2005/02/28/about-

38/. 
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Opportunity Act, was passed in 2014 and builds on the community-based, one-stop 

workforce center model that predates it.
15

 One-stop centers offer job seekers a full range of 

services, including training referrals, career counseling and job listings.16 WIOA did 

expand emphasis on outcome measures and coordinated planning. Figure 1 shows a 

timeline of federal workforce development legislation. 

                                                 
15 “Updated: Side-by-Side Comparison of WIA and WIOA,” National Skills Coalition, accessed January 

10, 2017, http://www.nationalskillscoalition.org/news/blog/updated-side-by-side-comparison-of-wia-and-

wioa. 
16 “American Job Centers (One-Stop Centers),” United States Department of Labor, December 9, 2015, 

https://www.dol.gov/general/topic/training/onestop. 
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Figure 1. Timeline of federal workforce development legislation. Compiled by author. 

Though federal legislation mandating workforce development programs forms the 

backbone of the American workforce development system, non-profit organizations are 

key partners and innovators.  Non-profits have more flexibility to direct scarce resources 

toward new approaches to workforce development. Three main approaches have emerged. 

First, sectoral training programs rely on non-traditional partnerships or business models 
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enacted within a single industry or sector. For example, Cooperative Home Care Associates 

is a worker-owned cooperative while the Wisconsin Regional Training Partnership is a 

non-profit association of businesses and unions that brings the two together to develop 

education and training programs.17 Second, Career Ladder Programs create career paths in 

coordination with community and technical colleges to enable workers to progress through 

career paths in a variety of industries and fields.18 Last, Incumbent Worker Programs are 

state-led programs that provide public dollars to employers who in turn provide training to 

workers.19 All three of these approaches rely on some combination of education and 

training, direct ties to industry or firms and wraparound supports and services that help 

adults navigate the myriad challenges associated with finding work.20 

EMPLOYMENT SOCIAL ENTERPRISE AS A WORKFORCE INTERVENTION 

Though small and relatively untested, employment social enterprises exhibit the 

three characteristics common to many modern workforce development interventions. ESEs 

rely on training and education through on-the-job work in the ESE. Because ESE jobs are 

designed to be transitional, employees are expected to and have support to find the job that 

comes after the ESE; some ESEs work with employers directly to create opportunities for 

their transitional employees. And perhaps most importantly, ESEs provide a wealth of 

resources and supports that help those with barriers to employment overcome those 

barriers.  

ESEs exist within a broader ecosystem. Traditionally, though, ESEs have focused 

narrowly on influencing the individual people they serve. However, through engagement 

                                                 
17 Holzer, Harry J, “Workforce Development as an Antipoverty Strategy: What Do We Know? What 

Should We Do?,” Focus 2, no. 2 (Fall 2012): 66. 
18 Ibid. 
19 Ibid. 
20 Ibid, 65. 
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with the broader ecosystem, ESEs have the opportunity to influence systemic barriers.21 

Funders, public sector partners, both legislators and agencies, customers and hiring 

partners all have a role to play in bolstering the success of ESEs. Funders influence ESE 

priorities and investments. Legislators craft the regulatory environment in ways that hinder 

or help ESEs and the people they serve. Agencies direct funding, support projects and make 

purchases that can support or undermine ESEs. Customers choose where to buy goods and 

services, either increasing or decreasing the revenue ESEs earn. Hiring partners are the 

critical bridge between transitional employment and longer-term employment 

opportunities for employees. Through recognition and proactive management of this 

ecosystem, all ecosystem players have the opportunity to influence the conditions that 

affect their business and their employees. 

 

Figure 2. Employment social enterprise ecosystem. Created by author. 

                                                 
21 Chernega, Jennifer Nargang, “Capitalism and Conscience: Social Enterprise Employment Programs and 

the Privatization of Job -Training Services,” Ph.D., Loyola University Chicago, 2007, 64. 
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Though ESEs are not new, there is limited scholarship that examines whether ESEs 

are an effective workforce intervention. The most comprehensive study to date was 

conducted by Mathematica and examined outcomes for 282 ESE workers in seven 

California-based ESEs funded in part by REDF. The 5 year evaluation revealed that ESE 

worker employment increased from 18% to 51% while the portion of ESE workers’ 

incomes from government transfers decreased from 71% to 24%.22 ESE workers were also 

much more likely to have stable housing after the ESE intervention. The study authors 

concluded that ESE intervention resulted in $2.23 of value to society for every $1.00 spent 

on ESE programming. However, ESE workers actually saw a net loss in value due to the 

benefits cliff: transitional employment and the jobs workers can secure after this 

employment generally do not offer the medical and housing support available through 

government assistance. This study points to the opportunities and challenges associated 

with ESEs as a workforce intervention. My research contributes to the ESE literature by 

examining how success is measured in this context, with a specific interest in the tension 

between margin and mission.  

  

                                                 
22 “Mathematica Jobs Study Final Report,” REDF, accessed January 10, 2017, http://redf.org/what-we-

do/learn/mjs/. 
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Chapter 3:  Literature Review 

This research contributes to a deep and robust literature on organizational 

performance management. In an effort to ground these results in existing academic work, 

I conducted a literature review in three different domains relevant to my research questions. 

First, I researched how traditional businesses measure success. Second, I reviewed the 

substantial research examining the effectiveness of workforce development programs. The 

metrics and strategies used to evaluate these programs should be relevant to how ESEs 

measure their success in achieving their mission-related goals. Third, I reviewed the much 

newer and less developed body of thought about measuring success in social enterprises. 

Findings in each of these domains are presented in turn and this chapter concludes with an 

integration of themes that helps inform this project’s findings.  

BUSINESS PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT 

Measuring success relies on data. Though this is undoubtedly true in any 

organizational context, the emphasis on data-driven performance management has been a 

hallmark of the business thinking since World War II-era production facilities dramatically 

increased their capacity.23 W. Edwards Deming’s contributions to performance 

measurement in the 1950s heralded more widespread use of statistical techniques and 

measurement.24 Measuring success historically relied on financial measures of success 

such as profitability, return on investment and sales growth. Deming’s work broadened 

American business thinking to include notions of quality, innovation and employee 

                                                 
23 Arveson, Paul, “Background and History of Measurement-Based Management,” Balanced Scorecard 

Institute, accessed January 11, 2017, https://www.balancedscorecard.org/Resources/Articles-White-

Papers/Background. 
24 Arveson, “Background and History of Measurement-Based Management,” Balanced Scorecard Institute. 
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empowerment.25 Concurrently, in the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s, corporate 

strategy research began to examine the use of non-financial measures in evaluating firm 

success. Operational metrics were incorporated into notions of firm success, in response to 

the realization that the financial measures used in these analyses are generally lagging, not 

leading, indicators.26 For managers interested in influencing the direction of firms, different 

measures were needed to monitor the current progress of firms toward financial goals.  

In the early 1990s, the balanced scorecard was introduced as a tool to measure firm 

success more holistically. The balanced scorecard explicitly links measurement of firm 

success to the process used to develop and implement the strategy meant to drive firm 

success.27 The balanced scorecard articulates goals in four categories: financial, 

operational, customer and learning and growth. Each goal is linked to a measurable 

indicator that can be tracked in real time. Indicators are tracked simultaneously, helping 

business leaders understand the links and tradeoffs between achieving important company 

goals.  

 

                                                 
25 Deming, W. Edwards, “Transformation of Western Style of Management,” Interfaces 15, no. 3 (1985): 

6–11. 
26 Venkatraman, N., and Vasudevan Ramanujam, “Measurement of Business Performance in Strategy 

Research: A Comparison of Approaches,” The Academy of Management Review 11, no. 4 (1986): 801–14. 
27 Kaplan, Robert S., and David P. Norton, “Using the Balanced Scorecard as a Strategic Management 

System,” Harvard Business Review, July 1, 2007, https://hbr.org/2007/07/using-the-balanced-scorecard-as-

a-strategic-management-system. 
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Figure 3. Sample balanced scorecard for a manufacturing firm. Source: Kaplan and 

Norton, Harvard Business Review, 1992. 

In addition to the strategic and tactical considerations of corporate performance 

management, there is also a philosophical dimension to the topic. Since Milton Friedman’s 

deeply influential writings narrowly circumscribing the proper role of corporations to profit 

maximization, performance measurement has largely focused on identifying indicators that 

measure success within this ideological paradigm.28 John Elkington introduced the notion 

of Triple Bottom Line accounting in the 1990s, which aims to encourage companies to 

consider their economic and social bottom lines in addition to their financial bottom line.29 

Then in 2011, renowned strategy thinker Michael Porter articulated a case for a broader 

definition of firm success. Porter called this notion “shared value,” rather than “shareholder 

value,” and these ideas have been incorporated into some traditional firms and social 

enterprises.30 These evolutions in performance measurement call on companies to look 

beyond the firm’s boundaries to determine their own success.  

                                                 
28 Friedman, Milton, “The Social Responsibility Of Business Is to Increase Its Profits,” New York Times, 

September 13, 1970. 
29 Elkington, John, “Accounting for the Triple Bottom Line,” Measuring Business Excellence, 2 (1998), 18. 
30 Porter, Michael E., and Mark R. Kramer, “Creating Shared Value,” Harvard Business Review, January 1, 

2011. https://hbr.org/2011/01/the-big-idea-creating-shared-value. 
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MEASURING THE SUCCESS OF WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

 Performance management in federally funded employment and training programs 

began in the 1970s under CETA.31  The performance management measures focused on 

outcomes for the program recipients, rather than process and administrative measures like 

later federal government performance management initiatives.32 The focus on program 

recipients, while important and appropriate, has only recently been supplemented with 

other performance management measures that capture outcomes for other stakeholders in 

the workforce development system, most notably: employers.33 From CETA through 

WIOA, workforce legislation has retained an emphasis on measurement and transparency. 

 For adults, including those with barriers and dislocated workers, measuring 

workforce development program performance success always includes two common 

metrics: employment and participant earnings. There is variability in the follow-up times 

used to measure success. In general, earnings fall during workforce development programs 

and are then recovered and surpassed over 3-5 year post-intervention timeframes.34 

However, some evaluations of workforce development interventions have used time 

periods that are too short to demonstrate meaningful impacts for participants. For young 

people, measures also incorporate continued education, certification attainment post-

intervention and literacy/numeracy gains, in addition to employment and earnings 

                                                 
31 Barnow, Burt, and Jeffrey Smith, “Performance Management of U.S. Job Training Programs,” Upjohn 

Press Book Chapters, January 1, 2004, 25. 
32 Ibid. 
33 King, Christopher T., and Carolyn J. Heinrich, “How Effective Are Workforce Development Programs? 

Implications for U.S. Workforce Policies,” November 2011, http://raymarshallcenter.org/2011/10/24/king-

heinrich-appam-workforce-policy-paper/. 
34 Pfeiffer, Jay J, “From Performance Reporting to Performance-Based Funding: Florida’s Experiences in 

Workforce Development Performance Measurement,” New Directions for Community Colleges 1998, no. 

104 (December 1, 1998): 20. 
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metrics.35 Demographic data are also analyzed to understand how workforce development 

programs are used across gender, age, race and geography. The data to evaluate workforce 

development programs are usually administrative data from the one-stop centers and the 

Unemployment Insurance (UI) system.  

 Including employment and earnings measures, WIOA calls for the use of 29 

common measures among states, listed in Table 1. These metrics include a 6 month follow-

up meant to indicate whether employment outcomes are stable. Other metrics provide 

insight into benefits derived by certain populations of interest (prisoners reentering society, 

dislocated workers and others), reduction in participant use of other social programs like 

SNAP and TANF and eligibility for and use of the UI system. States, who administer 

programs funded by block grants from the federal government, are able to negotiate their 

individual performance standards with the Department of Labor. However, common 

measures are used to aid comparisons across jurisdictions and to streamline data reporting 

within the workforce development system.36 

                                                 
35 Siedlecki, Joe, and Christopher T. King, “Approaches to Adjusting Workforce Development 

Performance Measures,” Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources, August 2005, 

http://raymarshallcenter.org/2005/08/31/about-6/. 
36 King, Christopher T., and Dan O’Shea, “Integrated Performance Information for Workforce 

Development: Framing the Issues,” Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources, December 

2003, http://raymarshallcenter.org/files/2003/12/ipi_final.pdf. 
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Figure 4. Summary of WIOA Common Measures. Source: U.S. Department of Labor. 

The literature surrounding these measures and their earlier versions paid careful 

attention to the issues of “gaming” that can occur when metrics are identified and 

performance incentives attached to them. For example, emphasizing short-term 

employment outcomes led some one-stop centers to disproportionately serve the “easy to 

serve” in an effort to meet and exceed performance standards.37 Similarly, by measuring 

                                                 
37 Siedlecki and King, “Approaches to Adjusting Workforce Development Performance Measures.”  
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employment in the first quarter after participants complete programs, there was a perverse 

incentive to simply keep participants enrolled until they found a job.38  

More recently, traditional participant-focused measures have been supplemented 

with those that measure the “return on investment” of public dollars in workforce 

development programs. Though these measures are not part of the Common Measures, 

they do more to capture the benefits of programs than simply tracing costs, since the hardest 

to serve are often the most costly to serve. From a 2010 study of Texas workforce 

investments: 

Using the conventional internal rate-of-return formulation to produce annualized 

figures, the five-year ROI estimates range from a low of 12 percent for taxpayers 

to a high of 29 percent for participants, while the 25 percent ROI for society falls 

in between. The ten-year estimates range from a low of 25 percent for taxpayers 

to a high of 38 percent for participants, with the societal ROI coming in at 35 

percent… Costs are mostly in the form of foregone participant earnings 

(opportunity cost) and direct program costs. Returns are mostly in the form of 

increased employer output and reduced vacancy days.39 

King and Heinrich have also argued for a broader conception of “return on 

investment” which incorporates some of the positive social externalities achieved from 

workforce interventions, like crime reduction.40 Early childhood education impact 

assessments have included these sorts of returns and, as a result, adult workforce 

interventions inaccurately appear to significantly underperform early childhood 

investments.  

                                                 
38 Looney, Sarah, and Christopher T. King, “Proposed Approaches to Workforce Development 

Performance Measurement,” Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources, February 2005, 

https://raymarshallcenter.org/2005/02/28/about-38/. 
39 King, Christopher T., Ying Tang, Tara Carter Smith, and Daniel G. Schroeder, “Returns from 

Investments in Workforce Services: Texas Statewide Estimates for Participants, Taxpayers and Society,” 

Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources, August 2008, 

https://raymarshallcenter.org/2008/08/31/returns-from-investment-in-workforce/. 
40 King and Heinrich, “How Effective Are Workforce Development Programs? Implications for U.S. 

Workforce Policies.”  
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Non-profits, local workforce boards and funders are also interested in labor market 

outcomes for participants. Livable wages and quality jobs are harder to measure, more 

localized and more individualized but provide important insight into meaningful program 

outcomes for participants.41 Employer satisfaction metrics are also more common at the 

non-profit and local workforce development level but still underutilized.42 

 Workforce development performance management literature is robust. Trends in 

measurement, pitfalls, proposed enhancements and comprehensive studies of program 

effectiveness provide substantial insight into what works and what does not in this field. 

TYING IT ALL TOGETHER: IMPACT MEASUREMENT IN SOCIAL ENTERPRISES 

Literature on measuring performance in social enterprises has grown, but academic 

attention to the issue is relatively low. There are also important differences in the 

approaches espoused by European versus American researchers. European literature about 

SE performance management stresses social performance, while one American author 

notes with concern that, “a “business case” narrative and discourse is being privileged in 

the practice of social enterprise research to the detriment of providing conceptual and 

theoretical recognition of the social.”43 This disconnect is likely indicative of the very 

different social and political contexts in which social enterprises exist on the two 

continents. Correspondingly, these difference likely manifest not only in research, but also 

in policymaking and program decisions as well. 

                                                 
41 Carter Smith, Tara, Christopher T. King, and Daniel G. Schroeder, “Local Investments in Workforce 

Development: Initial Evaluation Findings,” Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources, 

December 2007, 

http://raymarshallcenter.org/files/2007/12/WDS_City_of_Austin_Final_Report_12_20.pdf. 
42 Gracie, Larry W., “Measurable Outcomes of Workforce Development and the Economic Impact of 

Attending a North Carolina Community College,” New Directions for Community Colleges 1998, no. 104 

(December 1, 1998): 53–60. 
43 Bull, Michael, “Challenging Tensions: Critical, Theoretical and Empirical Perspectives on Social 

Enterprise,” International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 14, no. 5 (August 1, 2008): 

268–75. 
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Based on my review of the literature, it is clear that academic study of social 

enterprise success measurement tends to emulate social science evaluation methods more 

than the techniques of performance management used by businesses. However, this 

framing has likely understated the importance of tracking and measuring business results. 

Many non-profits and evaluation partners have stepped into this gap, providing toolkits to 

assist social entrepreneurs in designing and implementing performance measurement 

systems.44 Interestingly, despite the relative deprioritization of business outcomes among 

academics and funders, social entrepreneurs themselves do not replicate this pattern of 

thinking. Though SE leaders “invariably talked first about the success of their organizations 

in terms of 'achievement' delivering on objectives, achieving outcomes, and changing lives 

and communities[, …] success was also widely referred to in financial terms, with financial 

success generally regarded as central… as a means to deliver on social objectives.”45 

It is worth noting that the wholesale adoption of business measures like ROI must 

be treated with caution. The Phillips ROI method, for example, does not achieve the level 

of rigor that economists like Hollenbeck, King and others find appropriate for true ROI 

calculations.46 To that end, discussing ROI in the context of social investments can be 

tricky; those discussions can sometimes undermine the notion that serving the underserved 

has inherent, non-monetary value.  

The literature advocates the synthesis of financial, social and environmental 

information into performance measurement, though implementation proposals vary. The 

                                                 
44 Boyer, David, Heather Creech, and Leslie Paas, “Critical Success Factors and Performance Measures for 

Start-up Social and Environmental Enterprises.” SEED, June 2008, 

https://www.seed.uno/publications/longitudinal-research/88.html. 
45 Wronka-Pospiech, Martyna, “Analyzing the Success of Social Enterprises – Critical Success Factors 

Perspective,” 2013, 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/255682823_Analyzing_the_Success_of_Social_Enterprises_-

_Critical_Success_Factors_Perspective. 
46 Christopher King, e-mail message to author, April 6, 2017. 
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grounding thought pattern is shown in Figure 5. This approach is adapted from impact 

evaluation methods developed in the 1960s by the United States Agency for International 

Development and has been widely adopted since.  

 

Figure 5. Impact value chain. Source: MaRS White Paper Series, Social Impact Metrics, 

February 2010. 

Drawing on the work of Kaplan and Norton, Hubbard (2009) proposes an expanded 

balanced scorecard to capture social and sustainability factors. Figure 4 presents Hubbard’s 

sample Sustainable Balanced Scorecard. This scorecard, proposed for traditional firms as 

well as social enterprises, explicitly includes community and environment stakeholders’ 

interests.47 

                                                 
47 Hubbard, Graham, “Measuring Organizational Performance: Beyond the Triple Bottom Line,” Business 

Strategy and the Environment 18, no. 3 (March 2009): 177–91. 
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Figure 6. Sample Sustainable Balanced Scorecard. Source: Hubbard, Measuring 

Organizational Performance: Beyond the Triple Bottom Line, 2009. 

Though methodologies and emphases vary greatly between business performance 

management metrics and techniques and workforce development measures and 

approaches, the driving objective is the same: identify which measures indicate success, 

track them and learn from them. In this study, I seek to integrate the strategies and lessons 

learned from both domains to understand how ESEs measure success and how they might 

do so more effectively.  
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Chapter 4:  Methods 

This study uses a mixed methods approach to explore the following research 

questions: 

1. What do ESEs publicly report to indicate the success of their organizations? 

2. What can these success metrics tell us about how ESEs manage the tension between 

margin and mission? 

3. How do ESE EDs think about the tradeoff between margin and mission? 

Two research methods were used to answer this paper’s research questions. Coding and 

content analysis of publicly available information from ESEs was used to answer research 

questions 1 and 2. Interviews with ESE EDs were used to answer questions 2 and 3. Each 

research process is described in greater detail below. 

ESE SELECTION, CODING AND CONTENT ANALYSIS 

Identifying ESEs is challenging because few refer to themselves by the term 

“employment social enterprise.” However, REDF launched a network for employment 

social enterprises called Social Enterprise for Jobs (SE4Jobs), which serves as a platform 

for ESEs to connect with each other and for REDF to share relevant information about the 

growing sector. REDF agreed to support this research project and provided the SE4Jobs 

membership list. The list originally contained 771 entries, but because SE4Jobs 

membership is open to anyone who would like to join, the list required considerable 

cleaning. 

In order to create a list composed exclusively of ESEs, I systematically pared the 

list using the following steps: 

1. Remove all contacts who signed up for SE4Jobs without an organization 

affiliation. 
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2. Remove all duplicate organizations, leaving 597 remaining. (Note: the 

membership list provided individual people while this study is interested in 

ESEs as a unit of analysis.) 

3. Remove all organizations classified as "academia", "consulting," 

"intermediary", "governmental", "philanthropy", as well as those not classified 

in any sector, leaving 224 remaining. (Note: users classify their organizations 

when signing up for SE4Jobs.) 

4. Remove all known organizations that are not ESEs (e.g., TOMS, Wells Fargo) 

as well as all organizations based outside the United States, leaving 211 

remaining. 

With 211 organizations remaining and no simple way to determine whether they are ESEs, 

I examined the publicly available information of each one to determine whether the 

organization 1) had a web presence that could be used to examine success metrics and 2) 

is an employment social enterprise. Per the previous discussion, to be considered an ESE, 

the organization must operate a revenue generating business that exists to provide 

transitional jobs for people with high barriers to work. Furthermore, high barriers to work 

are defined for the purposes of this study as those with criminal records, mental health 

challenges, homelessness in their backgrounds and young people who are not working or 

in school. As a result, some organizations were omitted because they serve people with 

disabilities, refugees or veterans. After this detailed screening, 78 ESEs remained. 

Given the small population of ESEs to examine, I set out to analyze all 78 to build 

the dataset. The dataset is based on a codebook. The codebook was developed to record 

publicly available information from ESEs about the organizations’ characteristics and how 

they measure success. The resulting dataset was analyzed to determine whether there are 

patterns in which success measures are used by which ESEs. Table 2 contains the 
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organizations’ characteristics captured in the codebook. Industry classification was 

conducted using the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS), which is  

the primary system used by the U.S. Census as well as other organizations to classify the 

activities of U.S. businesses.48  

The coding exercise also identified two categories of success measures: those that 

are predominantly business-oriented and those that are predominantly mission-oriented. 

Table 2 contains the success measures identified, along with the questions used to assess 

whether the ESE reported that success metric. These questions are referred to as “Coding 

Questions.” Appendix A contains the entire codebook used to create the dataset. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE CODING AND CONTENT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The most significant limitation of this methodology is its reliance on publicly 

available information. Given the nature of success measurement, it is likely that there are 

internal metrics and information that inform leaders about an organization’s performance 

that are important but not shared publicly. Information about business operations including 

profits and costs are particularly subject to this caveat. Furthermore, coding revealed that 

ESEs report success and organization characteristics in unique ways and some do not do 

so at all. Trying to standardize the information through the coding process involved 

personal judgment and discretion. 

                                                 
48 “Industries & Market Research: Industry Classification Systems,” Research Guides@Tufts, accessed 

January 13, 2017, http://researchguides.library.tufts.edu/c.php?g=248798&p=1657253. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of ESEs identified during coding. 
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Table 2. Success metrics. 

INTERVIEWS WITH ESE EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS 

In order to supplement the content analysis and enable development of a response 

to the third research question, I conducted six interviews with leaders of ESEs. 

Interviewees were identified in partnership with REDF. REDF connected me with leaders 

of the ESEs to which they make grants. As a result, the interviewees are not a representative 

sample of ESE leaders. REDF’s grantees are all non-profits that are focused on scaling 
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their social enterprises. The leader’s responses to the interview questions reflect the 

selection criteria REDF uses in its due diligence pre-grant making.  The full list of 

interviewees and their ESEs is included in Table 3. 

 

 

Table 3. Interviewees. 

Interviews were conducted over the phone and lasted between 30 and 60 minutes, 

depending on the length of leaders’ responses and their availability. Interview questions 

were asked in the same order of all interviewees and notes were typed throughout the 

discussion. Interviewees did not receive any compensation for their participation in this 

study. ESE leaders were candid and talked at length about their organizations and their 

thoughts on how to measure success and the way they approach “margin vs. mission” 

decision-making. Interview questions are included in Table 4.  
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Table 4. Interview questions. 

LIMITATIONS OF INTERVIEWS 

By their nature, interviews provide only self-reported data. As a result, it can be 

difficult to determine whether questions about motivations and thought processes are 

revealing the truth, the interviewees’ recollection of the truth or a stylized version of what 

really occurred. However, by examining leaders’ words against the results of the coding 

exercise for their organizations, I am able to triangulate the information. 
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Chapter 5:  Content Analysis Results 

As discussed in the previous chapter, 78 ESEs were determined eligible for coding 

based on the pre-established criteria. The information learned during the coding process 

revealed that many of the organizations did not, however, actually meet the required 

criteria. Some were too new and had not yet hired anyone, others served refugees or 

veterans and many provided training through work in a social enterprise but did not pay 

trainees. These were excluded because these programs resemble more traditional 

workforce training interventions than the employment social enterprise intervention. Some 

were omitted because the jobs the social enterprise creates are not transitional. Lastly, some 

that initially appeared to have sufficient information publicly available to allow for 

research to continue did not actually. At the end of the coding exercise, 49 employment 

social enterprises remained. Appendix B contains the final list of social enterprises that 

were examined. 

ORGANIZATION CHARACTERISTICS RESULTS 

Firmographic coding aimed to examine the characteristics of ESEs along three 

dimensions: structure, governance and financing, scale and market served. I also gathered 

information, when available, on the wages ESEs pay to their transitional employees. This 

metric is more related to the intervention than the organizational characteristics of the ESE, 

but has the potential to provide insight into the goals and cost structure of the ESEs. 

Structure, Governance and Financing 

All the ESEs in this dataset are non-profits. There are no for-profit corporations, no 

B-Lab certifications, and no variability in corporate structure. B-Lab certifications refer to 

a designation granted by the non-profit organization B Lab. B Labs certifications indicate 
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that a company meets the “highest standards of verified, overall social and environmental 

performance, public transparency, and legal accountability.”49  

There are likely two dynamics at play here. First, REDF works mostly with non-

profits, so this methodology likely oversamples that group. However, it is also plausible 

that something deeper and more fundamental to the ESE model is occurring here. The cost 

structure for running small businesses is such that labor is already a significant pressure. 

ESEs intentionally choose to incur even higher labor costs by providing supports to their 

employees. Per a conversation with REDF staff, there are very few for-profit ESEs. Those 

that do exist tend to be small and deviate from the model discussed here in one or a few of 

the following ways: 

 hire both employees with barriers and those without 

 partner with a non-profit to provide the employee supports this population needs 

 consider employee supports an HR function, rather than a central component of 

their model (and, correspondingly, require their employees be more “ready to 

work” from day one) 

 offer permanent, rather than transitional, employment 

From a governance perspective, 41 of the 49 ESEs publish the identity of their 

board members. Most have between 5 and 15 board members, though 5 had more than 20 

board members. Figure 6 contains the size distribution of board seats. Beyond board 

composition, only one ESE provided information about the organization’s governance 

process, including meeting frequency so no conclusions can be drawn about this 

information.  

                                                 
49 “About B Lab | B Corporation,” B Labs, accessed April 4, 2017, https://www.bcorporation.net/what-are-

b-corps/about-b-lab. 
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Because all ESEs in this sample are non-profit agencies, their funding structures – 

when the information was available – are fairly consistent. The funding structure varies 

markedly from traditional non-profits in the reliance on (or at least inclusion of) earned 

revenue: 28 organizations rely on grants, donations and earned revenue for financing, while 

6 of those 28 have also assumed debt.   

 

 

Figure 7. Employment social enterprise board size. 

Scale  

This methodology oversamples on ESEs that are successful and established. By 

relying on publicly available data, only organizations with the capacity to track and publish 

data are reflected here. Even so, 18 of the 49 ESEs did not report how many transitional 

employees they serve each year and 26 did not report earned revenue financial metrics. The 

scale of the 31 that did report number of people served is shown in Figure 7. The over-

representation of large ESEs is undoubtedly due to both the nature of REDF’s network and 
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the oversampling issue discussed above. Interestingly, there is a much broader distribution 

of earned revenue among the 23 organizations that report it, shown in Figure 8. 

 

 

Figure 8. Employment social enterprise program scale. 

 

Figure 9. Employment social enterprise earned revenue distribution. 
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Market 

Many ESEs run more than one business and therefore participate in multiple 

sectors. Figure 9 contains a mapping of which ESEs are present in different industries. 

Food service and administrative services (including staffing) are the most common 

industries. Both are labor-intensive and have significant room for entry-level workers to 

participate, which aligns well with the missions of the ESEs. ESEs also serve a wide range 

of customers through their social enterprises: governments, other non-profits, businesses 

and consumers.  

 

 

Figure 10. The sectoral distribution of employment social enterprise’s businesses. 

Wages 

Only 10 of the ESEs report the wages they pay to their transitional employees when 

enrolled in the program. Within those 10, there is a wide range – one ESE in California 

pays less than minimum wage, an exception granted for youth-oriented job training 
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programs that have significant educational components. One grants a cash stipend. Four 

pay the local minimum wage and two pay above the minimum wage.  

SUCCESS METRICS RESULTS 

Because all of the organizations in the sample are non-profit organizations, one of 

the business metrics, profitability, was dropped from the analysis. Only one organization, 

Homeboy Industries, reported a surplus from their revenue-generating activities; in other 

words, only one organization’s revenue from operations exceeded the costs of those 

operations. Furthermore, some of the findings are unsurprising. For example, all ESEs’ 

mission statements focus on employing people and/or improving lives. Other findings are 

perhaps less obvious and are discussed in greater detail in this section. 

Mission Metrics 

The two most common success metrics that speak to achievement of the ESE’s 

mission are reporting the number of transitional employees served and including stories 

from transitional employees testifying to their program experiences. Still, 17 of the 49 

ESEs in this dataset did not report even these baseline success measures. The following 

results demonstrate the current state of mission measurement in the ESEs examined: 

 Livable wages. Though "livable wages" is a bit of a catchphrase, only two ESEs 

report that the wages they provide meet this criteria. 

 Program progression. One way to examine success is to report the percentage of 

people who actually complete the transitional employment program they have 

enrolled in. Only 7 ESEs report this measure. 

 Post-transitional employment outcomes. Less than half of ESEs (22) report the 

percentage of their graduates that go on to find full time employment or, in the case 

of young people, continue their education. Only 9 ESEs report follow up with 
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transitional employees in order to determine their long-term outcomes, at 6 or 12 

months after program completion. Of the 9 that report follow up with transitional 

employees, 8 gather information about wages to provide insight into one measure 

of the quality of the job attained post-graduation. 

Though follow up is expensive and challenging, it is surprising that these traditional 

success measures of workforce development interventions are not widely reported by 

employment social enterprises. 

ESE Profile: Outcome Measurement at Roca 

Roca’s mission is to “disrupt the cycle of incarceration and poverty by helping 

young people transform their lives.” The organization operates with a clearly defined 

theory of change: “young people, when re-engaged through positive and intensive 

relationships, can change their behaviors and develop life, education and employment 

skills to disrupt the cycles of poverty and incarceration.” Through a combination of job 

training, cognitive behavioral therapy and employment on Roca’s work crews, young 

people can change the direction of their lives. 

What sets Roca apart is the organization’s focus on “relentless” youth outreach. 

Roca works with young people in gangs and in jail; young people who “keep the police 

busy” through drugs and violence. Outreach workers at Roca may spend more than two 

years contacting a young person – at home, in jail, on the streets, at friends’ houses – before 

that young person feels ready to engage with the organization. Roca also takes a unique 

perspective on failure; not only are slip-ups expected, they are not “deal breakers.” Many 

of these young people have not learned how to fail, try again and, eventually, succeed, 

because no one has given them the chance to do so before. When young people get a 

transitional job with Roca, it may take them 18 months and 5-6 firings to string together 
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60 consecutive days of work. Only after those 60 days, Roca starts looking for other 

employment opportunities for those young people. This relentlessness forms the basis of 

relationship – Roca sticks with people – and that relationship forms the foundation that 

allows young people to start changing their lives. 

Roca takes outcome measurement seriously. Throughout this review of ESEs, Roca 

stood out as a leader in measuring and reporting success. The organization tracks and 

reports 6 of the 10 mission success metrics identified for this study and also reports on a 

variety of other indicators that speak to young people’s success (e.g., recidivism rates). 

Perhaps most strikingly, Roca is currently running the nation’s largest Pay for Success 

project to date. The project is a $28 million partnership between Roca, Massachusetts, 

Third Sector Capital Partners and many private investors. Measuring outcomes is critically 

important in Pay for Success projects and Roca’s history of outcome measurement, coupled 

with their tested intervention, positions them well to meet the benchmarks established in 

the project. 

Business Metrics 

Reporting on traditional business measures of performance is rare among ESEs. 

Less than half of the social enterprises report the revenue generated by their businesses. 

None report broad indicators of customer satisfaction, indicating that there may be room 

to improve revenue through a more detailed examination of what customers appreciate and 

want from the social enterprises. In partial fulfillment of that goal, 17 of the 49 ESEs use 

customer testimonials on their websites.  
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KEY FINDINGS 

By integrating the findings from organization characteristics, mission and business 

metrics analysis together, it is possible to draw the following conclusions about success 

measurement in ESEs. 

 Overall, information about ESE organization characteristics is lacking 

 ESEs are most commonly organized as non-profits 

 Administrative support and food service are the most common industries for ESEs, 

followed by light manufacturing 

 Most organizations do not report the wages paid to their transitional employees 

 The traditional follow up metrics for workforce development programs are tracked 

to various degrees by different organizations; their use is surprisingly limited which 

points to the need for more focus on reporting outcomes 

 Traditional business metrics, including financial performance and customer 

satisfactions are underused  

Overall, these findings support the need for additional monitoring and reporting in 

ESEs. As demonstrated through the literature review, such reporting is common in 

federally funded workforce development programs and in traditional business. By and 

large (though there are certainly exceptions like Roca), ESEs, which exist at the 

intersection of the workforce development and business, have yet to develop the reporting 

and tracking capabilities that enable accurate assessment of success. 
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Chapter 6:  Interview Results 

Key informant interviews with six leaders at employment social enterprises 

provided context to understand the success measures employment social enterprises use. 

The range of philosophies and approaches was striking – even in such a small sample of 

leaders. For example, one leader said, “We take a ‘business first’ approach – the businesses 

who hire our transitional employees, not the transitional employees themselves, are our 

first concern.” Another leader said, when there is a tough conflict, “the program [mission] 

always trumps the business.” These are very different articulations of the decision-making 

framework leaders use; however, every leader agreed that navigating the tension between 

business and mission is critical to their organization’s success. 

HOW ESE LEADERS MEASURE SUCCESS 

Leaders generally categorized their measurement of success by focusing on 

outcomes, process and/or specific employment measures. Two of the leaders responded by 

discussing measures first – increased employment or education, decreased recidivism in 

one instance and “the measures our funders are interested in” in the other. Two leaders 

anchored success measurement in terms of their annual strategic planning process, 

reflecting the balanced scorecard approach discussed in Chapter 3. One leader framed 

success as “making people’s lives better” and went on to discuss in detail the challenges 

with translating that definition of success into measurable outcomes. The last leader 

discussed measuring “programmatic success” through graduation, job placement and 

retention, while at the same time measuring business success through sales because with 

increased sales, the organization can hire more transitional employees.  
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Challenges in Measuring Success 

One persistent challenge noted by four of the ESE leaders is follow-up. Leaders 

want to understand the long-term impact of their programs on the people they serve to 

understand how their programs might be designed better. One of the challenges is 

logistical. Maintaining accurate contact information for employees is challenging. It is also 

challenging to solicit responses. One ESE addressed this challenge by compensating 

former transitional employees for their check-ins. Every six months, the ESE offers $50 to 

employees who complete the follow-up survey. This survey collects information about 

employment status and wages. During the first year after the program, 80% of transitional 

employees complete the survey. After the first year, the response rate “drops 

precipitously.”  

This same leader spoke about a desire to measure the Social Return on Investment 

(SROI) that their program has. Understanding how much of a transitional employee’s 

success to attribute to their program and determining defensible assumptions about social 

costs saved have made the effort challenging. As a REDF portfolio member, however, the 

organization is participating in REDF’s second evaluation study and can expect SROI 

measures in the coming years. In a similar vein, one leader spoke about their need for 

longitudinal data that better identifies the root causes of the marginalization that impacts 

the populations they serve.  

Lastly, leaders spoke about competing priorities. For example, one organization has 

a dual social mission: employment and environmental conservation. The organization’s 

social enterprise enables both employment and conservation but this third focus – in 

addition to generating earned revenue – further splits organizational focus. Another ESE 

leader spoke about the challenges dealing with workforce authorities. This organization, 

who was the only one to discuss WIOA funding as critical to their business model, found 
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itself pulled in different directions serving different populations in part based on the 

priorities of the local workforce authority.  

ESE Profile: Measuring Success at Orion Aerospace 

Orion Aerospace is a stand-out ESE. Perhaps most notably, Orion operates an 

aerospace manufacturing business and a call center business. Its Manufacturing and Call 

Center operations provide jobs for people with barriers to employment. Its Training and 

Employment division provides the employee supports that create the conditions for success 

among its trainees. Orion was named a Boeing “Supplier of the Year” in 2011, 2015 and 

2016. 

Orion Aerospace also stands out among ESEs for its approach to strategic planning 

and performance measurement. Orion uses a balanced scorecard approach for strategic 

planning and success measurement. Their clearly defined vision, mission, culture and 

strategic goals are used to establish annual and long-term business plans. These plans 

contain four categories: financial, operational, organizational process and mission. In 

conjunction with the Board, Orion’s CEO is responsible for tracking and reporting on the 

measures in each of these four categories. Equal focus is given to operational and financial 

results – this dual focus is the core of Orion’s identity as a “social enterprise.” 

In order to track progress, the ESE holds two performance management meetings 

every month. The first is an action planning meeting where longer-term goals are translated 

into shorter-term actions. The second, a “vital factors” meeting, includes a review of 

metrics. Every department (Finance/IT, HR, Contact Center Services, Manufacturing, 

Training and Employment) compiles their monthly dashboard, which includes measures 

across the categories relevant to that department. 
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THE TENSION BETWEEN BUSINESS NEEDS AND SOCIAL MISSION 

All the leaders interviewed perceive a tension between their business needs and 

their social mission. Furthermore, they all recognized that the successful navigation of this 

tension was critical to running their organizations effectively. In one leader’s words,  

We are essentially running two businesses – a human services business and a food 

manufacturing business. By definition, they are at conflict. If I were running a 

normal food business, I would hire the best people I could find and I would not 

have to build the basic skills I do. We have to decide in the moment what is best 

for the business and what is best for the mission. I like that tension. And we have 

to have people on our team who can do that. 

Echoing similar sentiments, another leader highlighted the role of leadership and individual 

performance management processes.  

The balance has to start at the top. I have to expect the balance and make sure I 

don’t cop out. The tendency could be for me to not ‘walk the talk.’ I could favor 

financial results when the chips are down, but I just can’t do that. We need tools 

to support that and one is the strategic goals. During performance reviews… one 

of the items for senior management is, “Works effectively with other directors to 

achieve mission while balancing financial results.” I have to have really good 

leaders that work effectively together. The greatest tension could be between 

manufacturing and human services but they work as a team to make sure the 

tension [remains healthy]. 

Another leader spoke about the challenges associated with launching a new social 

enterprise. Their third and newest social enterprise is expected to break even in its third 

year; for the first three years, though, they have struggled to justify the resources they are 

diverting internally from other enterprises and their programs. Though a challenging and 

risky decision in any context, the potential subversion of the mission weighs heavily on 

decision makers.  

Two organizations manage this tension in completely different ways. The first, 

highlighting the organization’s former approach which was referred to as “loving the 

clients to death” became problematic when outcomes were sacrificed in deference to client 
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desires. For example, in the past, the organization asked clients to articulate their career 

goals and developed plans to achieve them without taking the job market into account. On 

the other hand, another ESE leader credits their “mad love” culture with the foundation of 

any success they achieve. In their words, mad love is “unconditionally accepting each 

person. We offer everyone a clean slate, never giving up.” It is important to note that the 

first ESE serves adults while the second serves young people and both populations have 

different barriers they are trying to address. If anything, it is clear that the interaction of 

organizational culture with mission and business underpins successful organizations across 

a wide spectrum of success measurement philosophies.  

KEY FINDINGS 

The interviews made it clear that success measurement is a key focus area for ESE 

leaders. Each had a philosophy about measuring success in their organizations. It was clear 

that the questions were not surprising to these leaders. However, it is interesting to note 

that the coding exercise revealed that many ESEs do not appear to focus so intently on 

measuring success. I suspect this disconnect is explained entirely by how interview 

candidates were identified. REDF portfolio members are admitted to the portfolio in part 

because their organizations focus on outcomes and are proactively interested in measuring 

success.  

The key findings from the interviews highlight the commonalities and the 

differences between these ESEs: 

 Every leader perceived a tension between business needs and mission and identified 

the healthy management of this tension as critical to their organization’s success 
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 Two leaders chose a priority – either the business or the mission – and use that 

priority to “break ties” when a resolution to a specific organizational decision is 

needed 

 The other four relied on a more situation-specific assessment to drive decision-

making, while not letting either set of factors “win” 

 The specific measures used by ESE leaders mirror those that have been used in 

workforce development interventions for a long time – program completion/ 

graduation, employment status, wages, and employment retention (measured at 1-

2 years post-program completion) 

 Measures of SROI are uncommon – measurement challenges and cost are barriers 

to their use 

Overall, ESE directors are committed to measuring success and adjusting their 

programs based on their findings. This commitment forms the foundation for how they 

approach their efforts and should also be a signal to other ecosystem members that their 

role in success measurement is important, too. 
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Chapter 7:  Implications and Recommendations for ESE Ecosystem 

Members 

Employment social enterprises rely on a broader ecosystem to support their work. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, this ecosystem includes ESEs themselves, funders, public sector 

partners, customers and hiring partners. This chapter includes recommendations for those 

ecosystem members. These recommendations were informed by interviews with ESE 

directors and the author’s research. Each recommendation specifies who within the 

ecosystem group should take action, what that action should be, why the recommendation 

is worthwhile and the considerations that should inform planning and execution of the 

recommendation. 

EMPLOYMENT SOCIAL ENTERPRISES 

Analysis of the coded data demonstrated that many ESEs have a long way to go in reporting 

success. Despite incentives from funders, transitional employees and customers to do so, a 

surprising number do not. To that end, most of the recommendations for ESEs are centered 

on the need to strengthen planning, measurement and reporting. However, it is important 

to note that there is a wide range of organizational maturity among ESEs. These 

recommendations are meant to address needs this study found common among a critical 

mass of ESEs.  

 

ESE Recommendation 1: Plan strategically, using balanced scorecards 

Who The top ESE leader (i.e., the Executive Director or CEO) 

What Develop and implement a strategic planning and reporting process, 

using the balanced scorecard approach. 

Why Two of four interviewed ESEs use a clear strategic planning process 

coupled with a balanced scorecard system. This method, as discussed 
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in Chapter 3, grew out of the business leaders’ desire to maintain focus 

on organizational health beyond financial measures. Similarly, this 

method can help ESEs maintain organizational focus on both mission 

and business success measures. 

Considerations ESE managers will be required to manage, measure and report 

differently and should be actively engaged in determining which 

metrics indicate success. Be wary of over-measurement, which is 

costly both in time and money. Opt instead to measure sufficiently, 

balancing the resources for reporting against the management insight 

received through that measurement.  

 

ESE Recommendation 2: Start with traditional workforce development measures 

Who The top ESE leader (i.e., the Executive Director or CEO) 

What For ESEs who do not track and report traditional workforce 

development intervention metrics like program completion, 

employment, retention and wages, this is the place to start. 

Why These metrics form the basis of the WIOA funding system and also 

meaningfully contribute to an organizational understanding of how 

the ESE is meeting clients’ needs. 

Considerations Consider designing data gathering, storage and reporting systems that 

can grow with your organization. Look for ways to efficiently achieve 

each of these steps so reporting does not grab a disproportionate share 

of internal resources.  

 

ESE Recommendation 3: Improve follow-up with program participants 

Who The top ESE leader (i.e., the Executive Director or CEO) 

What Develop strategies to improve collection of follow-up information 

from participants. Approaches may include: 

 incentives such as payments for participants to continue 

reporting outcomes 
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 an alumni network, currently in use in higher-skilled 

workforce development interventions like Capital IDEA in 

Austin, TX 

 partnerships with workforce development agencies to gain 

access to longitudinal follow-up data on program participants 

Why This recommendation strengthens success measurement and reporting 

and can help identify areas of program design that may or may not be 

contributing to long-term participant success. With better 

measurement and reporting, leaders are also able to bolster the 

evidence your organization can use to pitch funders and lobby 

legislators. 

Considerations One ESE leader, whose organization has a robust follow-up program, 

acknowledged that the incentive program for check-ins was very 

successful in the first year, moderately successful in the second year 

and not very successful in the third year and onward. Perhaps 

partnerships with workforce development boards can address this 

dynamic.  

 

ESE Recommendation 4: Aim for SROI 

Who The top ESE leader (i.e., the Executive Director or CEO) of ESEs that 

already have well-developed measurement capabilities  

What Identify and implement an SROI measurement methodology. 

Incorporate this measure into strategic planning processes and 

balanced scorecard reporting.  

Why Measuring a social return on investment helps ecosystem members 

understand the value of ESEs. It more accurately captures the value 

ESEs bring to society as a whole. 

Considerations Though costly and complex to measure, partnerships with universities 

or graduate students in evaluation may be a pragmatic approach to this 

problem in ESEs’ resource constrained environments. However, it is 

important to be wary of focusing too much on the dollar return, to the 

detriment of the many important things that ESEs do that simply 

cannot be quantified. 
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ESE Recommendation 5: Focus on customer satisfaction 

Who The top ESE leader (i.e., the Executive Director or CEO) 

What Likely due to ESEs’ already diluted attention, this research revealed 

that customer satisfaction is rarely addressed when thinking about 

ESE success. In Frederick F. Reichheld’s 2003 Harvard Business 

Review article, “The One Number You Need to Grow,” he introduced 

the Net Promoter Score (NPS), a single metric meant to convey 

customer sentiment toward a product or service. The NPS is easy to 

measure. Simply ask customers, “How likely is it that you would 

recommend [brand] to a friend or colleague?” Group respondents as 

follows: 

 Promoters (score 9-10) are loyal enthusiasts who will keep 

buying and refer others, fueling growth. 

 Passives (score 7-8) are satisfied but unenthusiastic customers 

who are vulnerable to competitive offerings. 

 Detractors (score 0-6) are unhappy customers who can 

damage your brand and impede growth through negative 

word-of-mouth.  

Subtract the percentage of detractors from the percentage of 

promoters to determine the NPS. Changes in NPS over time can help 

businesses understand how their customers respond to them.  

Why Measuring customer satisfaction via the NPS offers ESEs clues about 

how to improve sales. It is also easy to implement and relatively low 

cost. Currently, ESEs tend to have an organizational focus on donors 

(due to their non-profit status) but they have not paid as much 

attention to their ESEs’ customers. 

Considerations NPS is a commonly used customer satisfaction tool. There is a wealth 

of information available to ESEs to help them implement this simple 

measure which can help drive higher sales, both online and through 

partnerships with MBA programs.  

ESE Recommendation 6: Actively participate in the ecosystem 

Who The top ESE leader (i.e., the Executive Director or CEO) 

What Join SE4Jobs, a network that connect ESEs with each other and 

provides resources and tools for improved management. 
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Why SE4Jobs fills a gap in social enterprise networks. SEs that are focused 

on creating jobs for people with barriers to employment face 

challenges that are different than those with other social impact 

models. This network, which costs nothing to join, offers ESEs 

tailored support and a community of like-minded peers.  

Considerations There are different levels of engagement that an organization can 

undertake when joining a network. Assess which is right for your 

organization based on the time and resources you have available. Are 

you able to contribute? Or just passively learn? The network can 

accommodate both. 

 

FUNDERS 

One of the main themes that emerged from discussions with ESE leaders is the need 

for more flexibility with resources.  

Funder Recommendation 1: Expand use of “general operating grants” 

Who Intermediaries, impact investors, philanthropists and grant makers 

What General operating grants can help ESEs build the overhead, 

administrative and marketing functions that normal businesses rely on 

to support and implement strategic decisions.  

For example, one leader discussed the challenges in building their 

organization’s food brand: 

“Research is showing that people are more and more inclined to buy 

mission products… We need to make it easy for the retailer and the 

customer to know [what they’re buying]… What I’d most prefer is to 

have marketing dollars but then donors get suspicious… We’re a 

consumer packaged goods product and even though we’re high-

priced, we can’t look too fancy because our donors get suspicious 

about where their dollars are going.” 

Why Marketing and administrative capacity-building projects are 

important investments for both non-profits and businesses to grow.  

Considerations Funders are understandably suspicious about their dollars being used 

for high-quality marketing campaigns, but for consumer-facing social 
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enterprises, marketing is critical to building customer relationships. 

This double-standard leaves ESEs without the flexibility to invest in 

the business infrastructure that supports growth and additional hiring. 

 

Funder Recommendation 2: Support program evaluation efforts 

Who Intermediaries, impact investors, philanthropists and grant makers  

What Create grants that support ESEs’ measuring their own success.  

Why Many funders are interested in investing with “proven” organizations. 

Evaluation is the cornerstone of measuring success. However, many 

funders are not interested in or willing to fund evaluations, leaving 

ESEs in a bit of a conundrum. Grants that help ESEs evaluate their 

effectiveness provide the foundation for better management and 

growth.  

Considerations ESE leaders were careful to convey that they understand why funders 

are reluctant to make these investments. ESE leaders are also anxious 

to be held accountable for outcomes by these same funders but under 

an arrangement that provides them the freedom to operate however 

they see fit to achieve those mutually agreed upon outcomes. 

 

Funder Recommendation 3: Reassess risk tolerance for investments in ESEs 

Who Intermediaries, impact investors, philanthropists and grant makers 

What Loosen risk tolerances to fund ESEs’ business development efforts. 

Take cues from venture capital investors to amend traditional grant-

making ideas of success and failure. 

Why ESE leaders report that funders are risk-averse, which these leaders 

perceived as a “frustrating double-standard.” Funders appreciate that 

ESEs are using business principles to meet a social good but are 

hesitant to allocate dollars to expanding businesses or launching new 

ones, citing concerns that the venture may not be successful. In one 

leader’s words, “funders are risk averse so we’ve struggled to raise 

dollars that are about infrastructure or taking a risk on new business. 

We might lose money in the short-term but you’re “not supposed” to 
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lose [funders’] money. But that’s not a realistic way to run a 

business!”  

Considerations Private corporations are reportedly more willing to put philanthropy 

dollars behind these sorts of investments. In that same leaders’ words, 

“for profit companies are much more forgiving because they get the 

logic.” 

PUBLIC SECTOR PARTNERS 

ESEs often operate in conjunction with public sector partners. Policymakers can 

help set the market conditions ESE compete in while agency administrators control 

budgeting and purchasing decisions that can bolster (or undermine) ESEs. These related 

but separate roles can support ESEs in unique ways. 

Public Sector Partner Recommendation 1: Stabilize funding 

Who Legislators at the city, state and federal level 

What For ESEs who rely on grants from state and federal lawmakers, annual 

or biannual budget cycles undermine the organizations’ ability to plan 

for the long-term, thereby undercutting worthwhile multi-year 

investments that cannot be made without incurring too much funding 

risk. At the federal level, for example, REDF uses Social Innovation 

Fund (SIF) matching dollars to double the impact of its grants. 

However, SIF is subject to budget reauthorization every year and, as 

an initiative started by President Obama, it has faced significant 

political opposition from Republicans. Political positioning can 

undermine predictable funding at local, state and federal levels. 

Why Navigating uncertain and unstable funding environments allocates 

ESE attention away from program and business goals. 

Considerations This recommendation is stunningly hard to achieve in the current 

political reality. However, it is important to include because it has the 

potential to dramatically free up ESE attention from annual 

fundraising or grant applications.  
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Public Sector Partner Recommendation 2: Pass preferred procurement laws 

Who Legislators at the city, state and federal level 

What Enact preferred procurement laws that provide contract bidding 

advantages to ESEs. 

Why Most states and the federal government allow women, minority and 

veteran-owned businesses to receive preferential treatment under 

governmental procurement laws. Adding ESEs to this list aligns with 

existing local, state and federal efforts to support employment for 

these populations. 

Considerations California is currently considering SB 1219 - Employment Social 

Enterprise, a model bill that would create a preferential status for 

employment social enterprises. 

 

Public Sector Partner Recommendation 3: Fund workforce development for people 

who do not meet WIOA eligibility criteria 

Who Legislators at the city and state level 

What Allocate workforce development funds for clients who do not fit the 

WIOA funding model. 

Why City and state leaders should identify the gaps their funding can fill in 

the federal system. WIOA funds require the achievement of specific 

benchmarks that do not align with the needs of, for example, young 

people with gang involvement or criminal records. For organizations 

that work with these young people, WIOA funding is out of reach. 

Interventions that target this population often require significant 

investments of time, effort and money before a young person begins 

the hard work of turning their lives around. Despite the benefits to 

society of serving this population, WIOA timelines do not align with 

this model. 

Considerations New funding is never easy. Consider matching these funds with 

efforts to counteract homelessness, reduce recidivism or improve 

mental health services. These workforce development funds can be 

bucketed under whichever cause or programs are most in line with 

state/local political priorities.  
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Public Sector Partner Recommendation 4: Act as an advocate for ESEs in planning, 

budgeting and purchasing decisions 

Who Heads of city government departments, secretaries of state agencies 

and secretaries, purchasing managers or planning authorities of 

federal agencies   

What Serve as advocates for employment social enterprise through 

purchasing decisions. Or, think more creatively and identify other 

ways agency expertise might help ESEs. For example, one agency 

helped an ESE complete their annual strategic planning. 

Why Governmental departments are dually accountable for efficient use of 

taxpayer funds and their missions. Often governmental missions 

address achievement of socially-beneficial goals that can be supported 

through better employment outcomes for marginalized populations. 

Purchasing goods and services from ESEs can achieve both these 

goals. 

Considerations ESE leaders’ experiences with agency administrators vary widely. 

One leader provided a glowing assessment of their role in supporting 

the organization’s work while another identified agency 

administrators as the single most frustrating entity within their 

environment. Agency administrators tended to misunderstand the 

environment ESEs operate in, but served as gatekeepers to funding 

and contracts. In other instances, agency administrators responsible 

for administering WIOA funds made commitments and then backed 

out, leaving an ESE with higher than expected wage costs and no 

revenue to cover the shortfall. In other cases, the administrative 

burden involved in reporting and maintaining compliance was simply 

too costly; the ESE stopped pursuing funding through that agency. 

 

CUSTOMERS 

As is clear from both the coding exercise and the interviews, only the rare social 

enterprise focuses on its customers as well as its employees. One social enterprise leader 
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spoke optimistically about the current customer perspective on buying goods from social 

enterprises,  

Research is showing that people are more and more inclined to buy mission 

products. Callouts on products, marketplaces that highlight these products, etc. 

[are all seeing good customer responses]. Consumers are doing what they should 

be doing – buying products with a mission behind them. We need to make it easy 

for the retailer and the customer to know [what they’re buying]. 

Customer Recommendation 1: Buy more goods and services from ESEs 

Who All of us! Especially the business owners among us 

What Seek out and purchase goods and services from ESEs. 

Why Customers are a critical part of the ESE ecosystem – in fact, the whole 

model only works if the social enterprise works and for a social 

enterprise to work, it needs customers.  

Business owners who direct their company’s purchases to ESEs have 

the potential to bring large, revenue-smoothing, predictable orders to 

ESEs. These large orders can lessen the risks ESEs assume when 

making investments to scale their businesses. One leader mentioned 

that their business customers could consider becoming hiring partners 

as well. Customers’ familiarity with product quality and the 

organization should hasten willingness to move from traditional 

customers to hiring partners. 

Considerations Purchasing from ESEs requires more initial effort and time than 

purchasing from well-known retailers. Refer to Appendix B for a list 

of ESEs; this list can serve as a way to begin building a personal 

directory of ESEs. Products may be more expensive, reflecting the 

higher labor costs embedded in them.  

 

Customer Recommendation 2: Promote ESE goods and services 

Who All of us!  

What Customers who become advocates for both ESE missions and 

products can disproportionately help ESEs meet their needs.  
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Why As previously discussed, ESEs struggle to secure the resources for 

marketing efforts. Customers, however, can step in to support these 

efforts as a low-cost, powerful tool for marketing.   

Considerations Promotion can take many forms: through social media, in-person 

through networks, advocacy during family or business purchasing 

decisions or through donations to ESEs specifically earmarked for 

advertising.  

 

HIRING PARTNERS 

Some ESE leaders expand their definition of customers to include the people and 

businesses who hire ESE employees. In fact, WIA first articulated this idea of “dual 

customers” – job seekers and employers – in the workforce development space. For one 

social enterprise leader, this group is their primary customer – before even the clients they 

serve. The lack of largescale hiring partners is one of the challenges ESEs face in scaling 

their impact. Market-leading employers like Starbucks have launched hiring partnerships 

targeting veterans and, most recently, refugees. The Obama Administration launched an 

employer partnership focused on opportunity youth but largescale hiring efforts focused 

on the previously homeless and those with criminal records are lacking.   

Hiring Partner Recommendation 1: Become a hiring partner! 

Who Business owners 

What Partner with local ESEs to offer job opportunities to employees who 

both successfully complete the ESE program and interview with your 

company. 

Why Talent planning and acquisition can be costly for employers; 

partnerships with ESEs can open a door to tested employees whose 

success contributes positively to an entire community. For companies 

interested in manifesting their commitment to diversity and inclusion 

hiring initiatives, ESEs are a promising partnership to cultivate. 

Lastly, hiring partnerships are a good platform for reaching socially-
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conscious consumers who may be inspired to buy your goods or 

services. 

Considerations Especially in right-to-work states, business owners can limit their risk 

of hiring an employee that is not successful long-term. Furthermore, 

it may be possible to arrange some level of continued employee 

supports through the ESE as the employee adjusts to the new position.  
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Chapter 8: Conclusion 

Employment social enterprises follow in the long tradition of workforce 

interventions targeting those with the highest barriers to employment. Initial studies 

demonstrate that the model is promising, but growth and scale have been elusive. This 

study revealed that ESEs rarely report customer satisfaction metrics, which may indicate 

customer satisfaction is a low priority area of organizational focus. ESE leader interviews 

bear this out, but clarified that organizations are responding to the incentives put in place 

by funders who are suspicious of marketing and overhead spending. Financial performance 

is reported less frequently than traditional mission-related metrics, in no doubt reflecting 

the preferred incorporation model of ESEs: the non-profit. Some ESE leaders expressed a 

desire to report on their businesses’ results using a measure of SROI, but found the 

measurement too challenging and costly.  

The industry affiliations of ESEs are clustered in a few sectors, reflecting the nature 

of transitional and therefore, entry-level, employment. This reality creates a tension with 

the desire to provide program recipients with skills to do jobs that pay livable wages. 

Perhaps most surprisingly, less than half of the analyzed ESEs report the percentage of 

their graduates that go on to fulltime employment or continued education. This is a classic 

workforce development success indicator. Even fewer report follow-up results, suggesting 

either that the numbers are tracked but not reported or that tracking is costly.  

The ESE ecosystem is young and composed of ESEs themselves, funders, public 

sector partners, customers and hiring partners. Only a few ESEs rely on established 

strategic planning processes and the balanced scorecard, but the process and resulting 

dashboards are useful. From funders, ESEs could benefit from less risk-aversion and a 

more participative funding process that allows ESEs to articulate their funding needs, rather 
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than chasing funders’ money and diluting organizational focus. Policymakers can support 

ESEs by stabilizing funding, passing preferred procurement laws and adjusting WIOA 

reporting metrics to accommodate intervention models that serve those whose timelines 

are longer than WIOA currently supports. Agency administrators that serve as advocates 

of ESEs and work with them to achieve mutual goals are desired but only rarely found. 

Administrators who are interested in easing administrative burdens and working to 

understand the ESE environment would help ESEs make a greater impact. Customers who 

advocate for ESE brands and continue to focus on the power of their dollars can build the 

predictable and growing revenue ESEs need in order to scale. Employers can potentially 

achieve the largest impact by agreeing to become hiring partners of ESEs. This link 

between ESEs and the private sector labor market is one of the most challenging to 

navigate. 

Overall, this study points to the need for greater measurement and reporting in 

ESEs. Greater transparency about outcomes can help ESEs learn from each other and better 

navigate the tension between margin and mission.  
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Appendix A: Codebook Template 

    SocEnts   

    ESE #1 ESE #2 ESE #3 

Indicators 

Question to ask as I review 

materials 

Primarily 

Mission 

Primarily 

Profit 

Yes = 1,  

No = 0   
Mission 

statement 

mentions profit 

Does the mission statement of 

the org mention the 

business/product/customer, 

profitability, financial results or 

other traditional business 

measures? 

 x 

   
Mission 

statement 

mentions social 

mission 

Does the mission statement of 

the org mention people served, 

job placement attained or other 

traditional workforce/nonprofit 

measures? 

x  

   
People 

employed 

metric 

Does the org report how many 

people are employed in their 

transitional jobs program? 

x  

   
Wages paid Does the org report the average 

wages paid to participants in the 

transitional jobs program? 

x  

    
Does the org report that wages 

they pay transitional employees 

are livable? 

  

   
Retention at 

social 

enterprise 

Does the org report % of people 

who finish the program after 

enrolling? 

x  

   
Job placement 

outside social 

enterprise 

Does the org report % of people 

who complete the program that 

receive a job outside the socent? 
x  

   
6+ months 

follow up 

Does the program report follow 

up with alumni after they leave? 

When? 

x  

   
12+ months 

follow up 

Does the program report follow 

up with alumni after they leave? 

When? 

x  

   
Post-soc ent 

wages 

Does the program report the 

wages earned in post-transitional 

employment? 

x  

   
Participant 

Satisfaction 

Does the org include the voice of 

transitional employees when 

reporting outcomes? 

  

   
Revenue metric Does the org report revenue of 

its social enterprises? 
 x 

   
Profit metric Does the org report profits of its 

social enterprises? 
 x 
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Customer 

satisfaction 

metric 

[representative] 

Does the org report the outcome 

of broad customer surveys?  x 

   
Customer 

satisfaction 

metric 

[anecdotal] 

Does the org include the voice of 

individual customers when 

reporting outcomes? 
 x 

     
  

   
Organization 

Characteristics   

 

     

 Type of organization      

 Non-profit      

 LLC      

 C Corp      

 S Corp      

 Publicly traded      

 B Corp      

       

 

Capacity (# of Transitional 

Employees Served in one year)      

 1-10      

 11-25      

 26-50      

 51-75      

 76-100      

 >100      

       

 Annual Revenue      

 0-$300,000      

 $300,001-$600,0000      

 $600,001 0-1,300,000      

 1,300,001-1,750,000      

 1,750,000 +      

       

 Sector      

 

Admin. & Support and Waste 

Mgmt      

 Food Services Places      

 Retail Trade      

 Construction      

 Manufacturing      

 Prof., Sci., & Tech. Services      
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Admin. & Support and Waste 

Mgmt      

 Food Services Places      

       

 Wages Paid      

 Cash stipend      

 Less than minimum wage      

 Local minimum wage      

 1-10% above local minimum      

 >10% above local minimum      

       

 Funding Sources      

 Grants      

 Donations      

 Earned revenue      

 Equity - Venture capital      

 Equity - Friends and family      

 Debt      

       

 Customers      

 B2B - Private      

 B2B - Government      

 B2B - Non-profit      

 B2C      

       

 

Corporate Governance (# of 

Board Members) 

 <5      

 5-10      

 11-15      

 16-20      

 >20      

       

 Meeting Frequency (per Year)      

 Twice per Year      

 Quarterly      

 Every Other Month      

 Monthly      

 Twice per Month      

 



 65 

Appendix B: Employment Social Enterprises for Analysis

Alpha Project 

BAYCAT - Bayview Hunters Point 

Center for Arts & Technology 

Blue Sky Bakery & Cafe 

Bright Endeavors/New Moms Inc. 

Catalyst Kitchens/FareStart 

Central City Concern 

City Seeds 

Conservation Corps North Bay 

Edwins Leadership And Restaurant 

Institute 

EmergeWORKS 

Fountain House 

Fresno Economic Opportunities 

Commission 

Hart Community Homes 

Homeboy Industries 

Humanim 

Landforce 

Infinitely Simple 

Inter seminarian-Project Place, Inc. 

Juma 

Kingdom Causes Bellflower 

Maria's Hope, DBA CUPs Coffeehouse 

Mile High WorkShop 

Millionair Club, Inc 

More Than Words 

Neighborhood Industries 

New Avenues for Youth 

New Earth 

Povertees 

PRO Employment 

Purple Door Coffee 

Reclaim Detroit 

Roca 

Roots Community Health Center/ Clean 

360 

Safer Foundation 

Spring Back Colorado and Mile High 

Ministries 

St. Roch Community Development 

Corporation 

Straight Ahead Ministries, Inc. 

TCP Staffing / The Cara Program 

Tech Dump 

the Choice Program at UMBC 

The HOPE Program 

The Kitchen 

The Monkey & The Elephant 

TumbleTees 

Urban Corps of San Diego County 

UTEC 

Verde Landscape 

Women's Bean Project 

Youth Uprising 
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